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PREFACE 

 

The increasing role of higher education institutions in lifelong learning processes 

seems to be a trend in the global knowledge society. Continuing in education has 

become an important in recent years.  Thus, the underlying factors that influence 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education is vital. 

 

There are well-known motivation theories used in the academic field, which are 

Maslow‘s Hierarchy of Needs Theory, Alderfer‘s ERG Theory, McClleland‘s 

Acquired Needs Theory, Reinforcement Theory, and Skinner‘s Expectancy 

Theory.  

 

As the emerging concept of core self-evaluation (CSE) is becoming significant, it 

is important for employees to understand their psychological state which drive 

them to continue with their education. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Employees may be motivated by different personality traits. Core self-evaluation 

(CSE) is found to influence employees‘ motivation in the workplace. The main 

objective for this study is to determine whether CSE has significant influence on 

employees‘ motivation in continuing higher education.  

 

 

The primary data of this study was gathered by distributing 200 survey 

questionnaires to respective respondent at Ipoh, Perak area. The Cronbach‘s Alpha 

Reliability test was conducted on every constructs which displayed high reliability 

results.  

 

 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient and Multiple Linear Regression Analysis were 

conducted in this study to examine the independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism). The four independent 

variables showed a significant relationship on employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. Independent Sample T-test and One-Way Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) were used to test demographic variable (i.e. gender 

differences) and general information (i.e. length of service, and category of 

employment) of respondents against the dependent variable (i.e. employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education). 

 

 

The discussion of the findings, implications of the study, limitations of the study 

and recommendation for future research are discussed in the end of the study.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.0  Introduction 

 

The knowledge of the background is used as a tool to enhance the understanding 

of the relationship between core self-evaluation (CSE) and employees‘ motivation 

in continuing education. A well-defined problem statement helps in identifying 

the purpose and necessity to conduct this study, whilst research objectives provide 

a clearer direction for this study. By answering the research questions, it gives a 

strong picture of the crucial factors, and contribution can be acknowledged under 

significance of this study. Chapter layout briefly outlined each chapter in this 

study which is introduction, literature review, research methodology, research 

results, and discussion and conclusion. 

 

 

1.1  Research Background 

 

In the past decades, Hawthorne studies which conducted by Elton Mayo from 

1924 to 1932 initiated human relations approach to management where the needs 

of employees and their motivation have become the focus of employers (Bedeian, 

1993). This shows that the employees‘ motivation has significant impact towards 

organization performance. Dickson (1973) indicated employees are not solely 

motivated by financial reward, as their psychological state is another factor 

determining the way they behaved. This study aimed to identify how employees‘ 
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motivation in continuing education is influenced by their psychological state using 

the variables of CSE. 

 

According to Jacowski (2008), there is a growing trend for the number of 

individuals who continue in higher level education (See Table 1.1). Employees are 

motivated in continuing education to enhance their knowledge base and 

employability, as well as to obtain a better living quality through enhanced salary 

scale (Michael, 2011). Moreover, Jacowski (2008) stated that employees who 

participated in continuing education were generally working professionals who 

seek to further advance and promote their intellectual capabilities while working. 

Motivated employees are more productive, which is crucial to ensure 

organizational survival in the rapidly changing workplaces. Therefore, it is 

necessary for employees to continue in their education to make sure their survival 

in this turbulent working environment. 

 

Motivation is defined as the inner force that drives an individual to accomplish 

personal and organizational goals, besides enhancing efficiency and productivity 

(Romanda, 2007a). However, lack of motivation may leads to dissatisfaction, 

stress, and depression (Romanda, 2007b). Motivation plays a vital role regardless 

in a team-based environment or in a workplace where employees are working 

independently (Latham, & Pinder, 2005).  

 

Various studies have studied the impact of certain personality traits towards 

individual outcomes. However, there is a rise of interest on CSE and its impact on 

employees‘ motivation recently. Based on the finding from Piccolo, Judge, 

Takahashi, Watanabe, and Locke (2005), CSE is a higher-order concept 

comprised of self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and 

neuroticism. Thus, this has prompted us to examine the extent how CSE can 

influence on employees‘ motivation in continuing education.  
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Table 1. 1 Participants in state-administered adult education by jurisdiction: 

Selected fiscal years, 1990 through 2008. 

 1990 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Other 

jurisdictions 
31,400 44,785 37,328 38,333 34,079 36,071 

American Samoa 

Guam 

Marshall Islands 

Northen 

Marianas 

Palau 

Puerto Rico 

U.S. Virgin 

Islands 

- 

1,311 

- 

- 

- 

28,436 

1,653 

662 

1,092 

335 

680 

132 

41,043 

841 

838 

1,062 

0 

740 

206 

33,463 

1,019 

772 

1,113 

0 

530 

73 

34,903 

942 

226 

1,079 

0 

613 

55 

31,924 

182 

264 

1,154 

0 

583 

51 

34,019 

0 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education 

(OVAE), Division of Adult Education and Literacy, “Adult Education Program 

Facts, Program Year 1990 – 1991”; and OVAE National Reporting System (May, 

2010), retrieved August 7, 2011, from 

http://wdcrobcolp01.ed.gov/CFAPPS/OVAE/NRS/ 
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1.2  Problem Statement 

 

Motivation act as an inducement to action (Locke, & Latham, 2004), is important 

as it contributes to achievement (Ames, 1990). 

 

Buchalka (2007) identified employees‘ motivation plays a crucial role in their 

personal success, as well as impact the organization business success or failure. 

However, when it comes to the workplace, employees‘ motivation is not always 

high. Furthermore, Filstein (2011) explained that employees become unmotivated 

when they lack of opportunities for growth and unequal treatment in the 

organization despite being assigned to an uninteresting position. Therefore, a 

higher level motivation employee will seek for another organization which 

provides a better offer to achieve his/her goals through continuing education, as it 

enhanced their employability. 

 

Wang and Erdheim (2007) found that personality has a significant impact on 

motivation, where individual high in conscientiousness, extraversion, and 

agreeableness showed commitment in organization, whereas high neuroticism and 

low openness individuals will leave the organization, thus filled  the gap between 

CSE and employees‘ motivation in continuing education (Kumar, & Bakhshi, 

2010). 

 

Jacowski (2008) described continuing education as the opportunity and process of 

learning new skills and acquiring knowledge that is far superior to what has been 

taught during formal schooling years. According to Bakan (2010), employees are 

required to take charge of their own path in continuing education and possess 

various skills based on their specialty in order to maintain employability whilst 

helps in future job prospects, when the environment is changing at a very fast pace 
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with new technologies and new working system that demanded various 

combinations of skills. 

 

As the job market has become more competitive nowadays, continuing education 

has become more critical to enhance individuals‘ employability (Harnandez, 

2009). 

 

 

1.3  Research Objectives  

  

 

1.3.1  General Objective 

 

The main objective is to examine how employees‘ psychological state influences 

their motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

1.3.2  Specific Objectives 

 

 To identify the relationship between the four specific variables of CSE (i.e. 

self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 
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 To identify the relationship between gender and employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. 

 To identify the relationship between category of employment and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

1.4  Research Questions 

 

 How does CSE (i.e. both positive and negative CSE) used to evaluate the 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education? 

 What is the relationship between gender and employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education? 

 Does category of employment influences employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education? 

 Is there any relationship between employees‘ length of service with 

organization and their motivation in continuing education? 

 

 

1.5  Hypotheses of the study 

 

This study is conducted to test the significance impact of CSE (i.e. self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) on employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. In addition, variables such as gender, category 
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of employment, and length of service with organization are studied in order to 

identify the relationship with the ultimate motivation outcomes on employees. 

 

Hypothesis 1  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Hypothesis 2  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Hypothesis 3  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between locus of control and 

employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 
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Hypothesis 4  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between neuroticism and 

employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between neuroticism and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Hypothesis 5 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between gender and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between gender and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Hypothesis 6  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between the category of 

employment and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between the category of employment 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Hypothesis 7 

 H0 = The four independent variables (e.g. self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) are not significantly explained 

by variance on employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = The four independent variables (e.g. self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control and neuroticism) are significantly explained by 

variance on employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 
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1.6  Significant of Research 

 

A well-educated individual is perceived as extremely important to the economic 

and social health of every state, especially in today‘s global, information-based 

economy. It has become the necessary admission ticket to good jobs and position. 

Moreover, a well-trained employee is an important productivity enhancement. Just 

as important, employees greatly value education benefits as it shows the extent a 

company values its employees and their future (Immerwahr, & Foleno, 2010). 

 

The supposed purpose of education, as marketed by the education industry, is 

career advancement and higher pay. Accordingly, individual differences and 

work-context characteristics may lead to differences in employees‘ motivation, 

job satisfaction and performance. Therefore, this study will increase the 

information associated with employees‘ motivation through examining the 

relationship between CSE and their motivation in continuing education. 

 

According to Judge and Kammeyer-Mueller (2010), the result showed CSE has 

relationship with employees‘ attitudes. With the changing of traditional task-based 

jobs, a self-directed capacity to set goals and motivate oneself is likely to become 

more important. Employees who are highly confident and believe with their own 

capabilities will see themselves succeed (Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998). By 

understanding the influence of CSE on personality traits, it enables employees to 

have better understanding on factors that motivate them.  

 

The findings of this study can help the employees to understand themselves better, 

consequently, change their thoughts, attitudes, and personality to improve 

themselves in term of psychological state. 
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As the environment is changing rapidly, continuing education is necessary to 

enhance one‘s employability, and CSE is vital for employees to understand 

themselves better in order to motivate themselves in continuing education. In 

order to avoid over take by the qualified employees in the workplace, CSE is 

therefore important in determining the influence towards the motivation of oneself 

to further study in the competitive job market. 

 

 

1.7  Chapter Layout 

 

This study has been organized and divided into 5 chapters, which is: 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

This chapter provides an introduction to the subject of interest to the readers 

through the presentation of research background and problem statement, while 

research objectives addressed the purpose of the investigation. Then, research 

questions and hypotheses are highlighted to specify the direction of this study. 

Significance of research briefly explains the contribution of this study; 

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The review of all relevant theoretical models is arranged in this chapter as a 

ground to develop the proposed theoretical framework and hypotheses. This 

prepares researchers to next chapter to define the research methodology and 

technique; 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 

This chapter basically focuses in examining to what extent CSE variables 

influence the level of employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Research 

techniques used in this research, which is primary and secondary data, will be 

stated. Research instrument, measurement, process and analysis are essential to 

provide assurance to lead researchers to the next chapter for analysis; 

 

Chapter 4: Research Results 

Research results are discussed in this chapter, then investigated and identified 

towards the research objective, hypotheses, and problem formulated earlier. 

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) is used in this chapter to discuss the 

overall results and findings from Chapter 3, charts and tables are illustrated. 

Conclusion of the entire research will be carried in chapter 5; 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion   

This chapter includes implications, recommendations and suggestions in order to 

further proving the discussed issues. The limitation of the research study are 

identified and discussed to provide platforms for future research. 

 

 

1.8  Conclusion 

 

In order to have a better understanding on the variables influence employees‘ 

motivation to opt for continued education to enhance their knowledge base and 

employability. It is essential to enhance the understanding on research background 

before starting the measurement of this study.  
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Research objective is equally important to investigate how employees‘ motivation 

in continuing education is influenced by the variables of CSE (i.e. self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism).  

 

There will be a further discussion on a review of other articles or past researches 

in relation to this study in the following chapter. This review will be served as the 

foundation for hypotheses to be tested or propositions to be investigated later.   
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

2.0  Introduction 

 

This literature review part provides a comprehensive review of the published and 

unpublished information that are conducted by other researchers. It presents the 

relevant research work conducted in a clear and logical way. This helps in 

defining the independent and dependent variables in order to prepare the current 

researchers to develop a decent proposed theoretical framework. Finally, a 

hypothesis testing is to be carried out to test on the mutual relationship between 

the critical variables. 

 

 

2.1  Motivation 

 

Four principles are proposed by Quick (1985) in order to understand motivation, 

which are (1) every individual has a reason for what they done; (2) anything an 

individual set as a goal is what he/she believes to be contributed to them; (3) the 

goal should be attainable; and (4) the environment where work is done most likely 

to affect the value of individuals perceived of the attainability of a goal. 

 

According to Pinder (1998), motivation is difficult to properly define because the 

nature of human being and their capabilities can be explained in several ways. 
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However, Mitchell and Daniels (2003) defined motivation as a force, within or 

beyond an individual‘s ability that drives work related behavior other than to set 

its direction and intensity. Anyone who is activated toward a goal is considered as 

motivated, whereas those who are not initiated toward an end are considered 

unmotivated (Ryan, & Deci, 2000a). 

 

Greenberg and Baron (2000) divided this definition into three main parts. Firstly, 

the researchers focus at arousal that deals with the drive, or energy behind an 

individual‘s action. Individuals tend to be guided by their interest in making a 

good impression on others, doing interesting task and being successful. The 

attention then moves to the choice an individual had make and the direction their 

behavior takes, while the last part deal with the ways an individual maintain 

his/her behavior at attempting for goal achievement. 

 

Work motivation is the psychological force within an individual that indicates the 

individual‘s behavior in an organization, and the individual‘s level of strength or 

ability in problem solving (Kanfer, 1990). 

 

In the broadest sense, motivation can be classified as intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation based on the mean or end that motivates an individual. Intrinsic 

motivation refers to those desires to work due to personal value (i.e. personally 

satisfying) when relates to motivation. Whilst, extrinsic motivation affected the 

desire to work, which generated due to extra-personal such as money or other 

external threats (Loo, 2001).  

 

Bassett-Jones and Lloyd (2005) presented two views of human nature underlay 

early researches into employees‘ motivation. The first view studied on Taylorism 

which viewed individuals as lazy, and thus held that employees who fall in this 

category can only be motivated by external stimulation. Whereas, the second view 
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based on Hawthorn‘s findings viewed employees‘ motivation to work accordingly 

as for their own interest, despite social and monetary benefits. This type of 

motivation was categorized as internally motivated. 

 

Amabile, Hennessey, and Grossman (1986) suggested task participation may lead 

to a higher degree of creativity, as it links with intrinsic motivation that promotes 

the characteristic that is vital for creativity. Employees who motivated by a higher 

level of intrinsic motivation often innovated in searching for alternatives to 

accomplish a task (Hennessey, 2000; Osterloh, & Frey, 2000). A highly 

intrinsically motivated employee more likely to persist the task as it is perceived 

as useful, interesting and important (Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2006). 

 

On the other hand, extrinsically motivated employees are more towards surface 

learning, and less likely to continue with the task once extrinsic rewards and 

prompts are removed (Biggs, 1991). Sansone and Smith (2000) recommended that 

extrinsic motivation can improved by providing opportunity for employees in 

enhancing the area of their interest which has the most contribution that helps in 

achieving higher status quo. 

 

Motivation is recorded as a unitary model with different principles in amount 

(Bandura 1996), which significantly influence the performance, as it emphasizes 

on specific task elements and creates strength towards employees (Mitchell, & 

Daniels, 2003). For instance, employees who desired a greater achievement in 

their career subsequently will be motivated to continue with their education 

(Cadwallader, Jarvis, Bitner, & Ostro, 2010). 
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2.1.1  Extrinsic Motivation 

 

Generally, extrinsic motivation is referred to as the motive that keeps an 

individual at a task by applying external rewards (Ryan, & Deci, 2000b). 

Elements of extrinsic motivation consist of concern for rewards, sanctions, praise, 

feedback, and grades (Deci, & Ryan, 2000a).  

 

Researches of Ryan, Connell, and Grolnick (1990) and Deci and Ryan (2000a) 

had proposed that various types of extrinsic motivation can be ordered along a 

self-determination continuum. External regulation, introjections regulation, 

identification regulation, and integrated regulation are identified which vary in 

their degree of determination, ranging from non-self-determined to self-

determined forms of extrinsic motivation. 

 

External regulation refers to behavior that is controlled by external sources, such 

as material rewards or constraints imposed by others (Deci, & Ryan, 1985). For 

instance, an externally regulated employee tends to behave in a way to attain a 

positive end state (i.e. to get money) and most likely attempt to avoid negative end 

states (i.e. employer‘s reprimands), which is separated from the activity itself, 

while, introjections regulation pressures an employee to behave in order to feel 

worthy and ego involvement (Deci, & Ryan, 2000b). 

 

Identification regulation is in operation when employees valued the behavior as 

important, and thus perform it out of choice. The activity (i.e. to achieve and attain 

a personal goal) is still performed for extrinsic reasons but it is categorized as 

internally regulated or self-determined. Nevertheless, integrated regulation 

became coherent with employees‘ identity and values when behavior is fully 

integrated which is considered important by the self (Ryan, 1995), which 
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represented the complete form of internalization of extrinsic motivation in which 

an employee behaved because it represents who he/she is (Deci, & Ryan, 2000b). 

 

Extrinsically motivated behaviors are undertaken to achieve an end state that is 

separate from the actual behavior. An extrinsically motivated employee is willing 

to engage in a task because of the anticipated satisfaction they will get from 

rewards even he/she has slight interest on the task assigned (Bainbridge, 2011a). 

 

 

2.1.2  Intrinsic Motivation 

 

According to Oldham and Cummings (1996), intrinsic motivation is the extent to 

which an individual is excited about a task and is motivated to engage in it for the 

sake of the task itself. Intrinsic motivation is defined as the action of an individual 

which stems from the innate psychological needs of competence and self-

determination rather than some separable consequence (Ryan, & Deci, 2000b). 

 

Majority of researchers advocate a global, unitary intrinsic motivation construct 

that suggested a tripartite taxonomy of intrinsic motivation. This taxonomy 

supported the intrinsic motivation literature where intrinsic motivation to know, to 

accomplish things, and to experience had been studied on an independent basis. 

 

Individuals with intrinsic motivation to know engaged in a task because of the 

pleasure and satisfaction resulting from the underlying desire to learn and explore 

new things at workplace, while intrinsic motivation to accomplish things refers to 

engage in tasks because of the pleasure and satisfaction derived from trying to 

surpass one to accomplish the task, and intrinsic motivation to experience 
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stimulated when an individual engaged in a task because of the stimulating 

sensations (i.e. aesthetic experiences and excitement) associated with it (Vallerand, 

Blais, Briere, & Pelletier, 1989; Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, & 

Vallieres, 1992; Vallerand, 1993). 

 

The relationship between intrinsic motivation and performance is reviewed by 

Kuvaas (2006a, b, 2007) and Piccolo and Colquitt (2006), proposed that intrinsic 

motivation is a potent predictor of task performance at workplace. An intrinsically 

motivated employee moves towards the challenge entailed not because of external 

products, pressure or rewards but perceived learning is interesting and satisfying. 

 

 

2.1.3  Other Motivation Theories 

 

Each theoretical orientation proposed a unique perspective, where combination is 

allowed to form a general model (Locke, 1997). Various theories had been 

established to explain employee motivation (Kanfer, 1990; Pinder, 1998). Most of 

the theories contributed to our understanding on the complex process of 

motivation elements, however, none are complete. 

 

Need theories are formed during the earliest research in the field of human 

relations. The underlying principle of need theories is that the needs that motivate 

an employee should be known, subsequently reward systems should be 

implemented to satisfy the needs and reinforce desirable behavior. The examples 

of need theories included Maslow‘ Hierarchy of Needs, Alderfer‘s ERG, and 

David McClelland‘s Acquired Need theories. 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 19 of 151 

 

Moreover, examples for reinforcement theories (i.e. Skinner‘s Reinforcement and 

Victor Vroom‘s Expectancy theories) are included to enhance the understanding 

of the overall research. 

 

 

2.1.3.1 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Need Theory 

 

Maslow (1954) projected that the individuals are motivated to fulfill basic human 

needs before progress to higher level human needs. Maslow‘s hierarchy of need 

theory is a five-level model representing the progression of an individual‘s pursuit 

to meet personal needs and will function most effectively when their needs are 

met.   

 

The pyramid of needs is divided into two categories which are deficiency needs 

(i.e. physiological and safety) and growth needs (i.e. belonging, self-esteem and 

self-actualization). According to Maslow, if the deficiency needs are not fulfilled, 

an individual will feel depression and this will suppress his/her development. The 

rationale is quite simple because employees who are too hungry or too ill to work 

will hardly make much contribution to productivity, therefore, difficulties in 

meeting organizational goals (Maslow, 1954). 

 

As shown in Figure 2.1, these needs included physiological needs (e.g. food, 

shelter, etc.), security needs (e.g. laws to protect, safety, etc.), social needs (e.g. 

work group, relationship, etc.), esteem needs (e.g. good reputation, higher status 

quo, etc.), and self-actualizing needs (e.g. personal growth and fulfillment).  
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Figure 2. 1: Maslow’s Hierarchy Needs Pyramid 

 

Source: Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Retrieved June 24, 2011, from 

http://www.businessballs.com/maslow.htm. 

 

Though Maslow's hierarchy makes sense from an intuitive standpoint, yet there is 

little evidence to support its hierarchical aspects.  In fact, there is evidence about 

the contradiction of the order of needs specified by the model, which means an 

employee does not work necessary one by one through these levels in reality (Dr. 

Graves, 1966). Individuals with different cultural background and different 

situations may have different hierarchies of need (Hofstede, 1980).  

 

Maslow's hierarchy is well-known and it is the first theory of motivation to which 

individuals are exposed, despite the shortcoming of lack of scientific support. 

Nonetheless, Clayton Alderfer had developed the ERG theory, a needs-based 

model that is more consistent with empirical findings, to address some of the 

issues of Maslow's theory. 
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2.1.3.2 Alderfer's ERG Theory 

 

In order to address the issue of obtaining of needs does not mean the other needs, 

which are lower in the hierarchy, have to be met, Clayton Alderfer had reduced 

the number of levels into three categories of needs: existence, relatedness, and 

growth needs. ERG theory allows individuals to simultaneously satisfy any of the 

needs (Alderfer, 1969).  

 

Existence needs included an individual‘s physiological and safety needs, such as 

the need for food, shelter, and safe working conditions, while relatedness needs 

comprised the desire of an individual to interact with others, receive public 

recognition, and feel secure around society (i.e. interpersonal safety), whilst 

growth needs consist of an individual‘s self-esteem through personal achievement 

and the concept of self-actualization presented in Maslow‘s model (Alderfer, 

1969). 

 

As Alderfer believed that needs are met simultaneously and in no specific order, 

ERG theory argued over Maslow‘s theory, proposed that all categories of needs is 

still emphasized though it is satisfied (Alleydog, 1998). 

 

On the other hand, ERG theory also introduced frustration-regression principle in 

which an individual may revert to increase the satisfaction of a lower-order need 

when a higher-order need is frustrated. This principle impacts workplace 

motivation. For instance, if growth opportunities are not provided to employees, 

they may regress to relatedness needs, and socialize more with co-workers 

(Alderfer, 1969).  

Evaluation is difficult to obtain as much time would need to be spent with the 

subject in order to identify the underlying elements that motivated employees to 
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behave in a certain way. In addition, the freedom for individuals to move among 

the needs may lead to a negative move to a lower need with less productivity 

(―Value Based Management,‖ 2009). 

 

 

2.1.3.3 McClelland's Acquired Need Theory 

 

David McClelland‘s acquired need theory, also known as Three-Need Theory or 

Learned Need Theory, is regarded as more useful than Maslow‘s and Alderfer‘s 

theories (McClelland, 1965) because McClelland suggested a better mix of 

description and prescription which enable organizations to proactively encourage 

desirable behavior through both training programs and matching motivational 

needs with job situations (Redmond, 2010). This theory explained that an 

individual‘s specific needs are acquired over time and are shaped by one‘s life 

experiences. There are three needs that may differ between individuals needed to 

be addressed by the work environment: achievement (nAch), power (nPow), and 

affiliation (nAff) (McClelland, 1975). 

 

According to McClelland (1975), achievers pursue to excel and gain recognition 

of how well their performance and most likely avoid low risk activities that have 

no chance of gain and also a significant chance of failure, while affiliation seekers 

expressed for harmonious relationships with others and tend to conform and strive 

for approval rather than recognition, whereas power seekers need power to control 

others in order to achieve higher goals who pursue neither recognition nor 

approval but only agreement and compliance. 

Most employees possess a combination of these characteristics. Some exhibit a 

strong bias to a particular motivational need and consequently affects their 

behavior and working managing style. For instance, an individual with strong 
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achievement motivation often a good leader regardless the tendency that he/she is 

highly performance oriented and achievement driven (McClelland, 1975). 

 

However, McClelland‘s theory is criticized for its lack of predictive power as it 

relates to entrepreneurship. The decision to own or manage a business is not 

directly correlated with the need for achievement as there are many factors that 

drive an individual to become an entrepreneur (Kapp, Smith-Hunter, & Yonkers, 

2003). Moreover, differences in cultures played a significant role in how 

achievement is viewed. Some cultures view failure as a learning experience that 

allows the opportunity to grow and become stronger in areas that caused the 

setback, while other cultures focus on the regressive side of failing to achieve. 

 

 

2.1.3.4 Skinner’s Reinforcement Theory 

 

B. F. Skinner was a key contributor to the development of modern idea about 

reinforcement theory. Skinner (1971) argued that the internal needs and drives of 

individuals can be ignored because individuals learned to exhibit certain behavior 

based on what happens to them. Reinforcement theory took into consideration 

both motivation and the environment in which defined the shaping of behavior 

through controlling the consequences of behavior (Barnett, 2009). Theory of 

reinforcement is based on the relationship between behavior and its consequences, 

which can be applied to modify on-the-job behavior through rewards and 

punishments at the workplace. The four types of reinforcement are positive 

reinforcement, negative reinforcement, punishment, and extinction. 

According to Daft (1997), the behavior is positively reinforced only if the results 

are considered positive, and thus, an individual is more likely to repeat the 

behavior. Individual tend to have an intrinsic need for positive reinforcement, and 

when a behavior is ignored, the behavior most likely to go away or become extinct. 
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However, the standard definition of behavioural reinforcement has been criticized, 

According to Hovland, Janis, and Kelly (1967), though, reinforcement theory 

provides a fairly reliable method of predicting attitude changes, but the 

explanation can be vague. Researchers proposed that individual behavior can be 

controlled by his/her past experiences and present environment. This seems to 

held beliefs that human beings freely choose how to act. 

 

 

2.1.3.5 Vroom’s Expectancy Theory 

 

Vroom‘s expectancy theory proposed that individual‘s expectations about their 

ability to accomplish a task most likely affects their success in goal achievement. 

This theory provided an explanation about the processes that an individual has 

different sets of goals and can be motivated if he/she has certain expectation on 

the outcome, and consequently focuses on the relation between individuals‘ effort, 

performance, and outcomes (Daft, 2006). 

 

According to Vroom 1964 (2009), expectancy theory is based on three variables 

which identified as valence, expectancy and instrumentality. The value of a 

particular outcome is called valence. In order to determine valence, an employee 

will ask few questions: ―whether or not I am able to accomplish the goal?‖, ―how 

important is the goal to me?‖, and ―what course of action will provide the greatest 

reward?‖. An employee's expectation of achieving the outcomes is critical to 

success (Daft, 1997; Quick, 1985). On the other hand, expectancy is the belief of 

one perceived themselves are capable to complete the task assigned, whilst 

instrumentality is the perception of individuals whether they will receive what 
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they desire, and  the degree to which a first level outcome will lead to the second 

level outcome.  

 

However, major criticisms of Vroom‘s model stem from its lack of explicitness in 

defining and distinguishing between actions and outcomes (Lawler, & Porter, 

1967; Graen, 1970; Lawler, 1971), and between the different types of 

expectancies associated with each (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). 

Moreover, Lawler and Jenkins (1992) claimed that the expectancy model is too 

simplistic in nature. It is deceptive in the sense that it assumed that if an employer 

makes a reward, employees will be motivated to increase their productivity to 

obtain the reward. However, this only works if the employees believe the reward 

is beneficial to their immediate needs. 

 

 

2.2  Core Self-evaluation 

 

CSE is proposed in order to measure employees‘ motivation effectively. Erez and 

Judge (2001) stated in both laboratory and field studies that CSE is linked to 

motivation and that motivation mediated much of the relationship between CSE 

and job performance, as CSE is directly contributed toward understanding and 

forecasting the attitudes and behaviors of an employee in the workplace (Judge, & 

Bono, 2001). The concentration on psychological processes appears as a strength 

which then led to enhance understanding of the motivational properties of CSE 

(i.e. increased goal setting). 

According to Judge and Bono (2001) meta-analysis, an employee can do a better 

job in forecasting job performance when CSE is took into consideration. CSE 

research focused on the understanding of the reasons the relationship between 
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CSE and job satisfaction and performance exist, rather than simply documenting 

the relationships. 

 

CSE has been examined mostly within the organizational environment (Judge et 

al., 1998; Judge, Van Vianen, & De Pater, 2004; Judge, Tsaousis, Nikolaou, & 

Serdaris, 2007). It is a fundamental evaluation of an individual‘s worthiness, 

competence, effectiveness, and capability, which known as a self-appraisal that an 

individual make for themselves. Furthermore, Judge et al., (1998) reported a 

significant positive correlation between CSE and life satisfaction and motivation. 

 

The findings from Picolo et al., (2005) reported CSE concept is a talent factor that 

integrates the four lower level traits. Individuals with high CSE tend to perform 

better (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002), are happier in life (Judge, Erez, 

Bono, & Thoresen, 2003), are more satisfied in their work (Rode, 2004), are able 

to recover from job loss (Wanberg, Glomb, Song, & Sorenson, 2005). Moreover, 

CSE concept has also been related to motivation (Erez, & Judge, 2001), job 

performance (Judge, & Bono, 2001), stress (Best, 2003), and leadership 

(Eisenberg, 2000). 

 

CSE was found not only to alleviate threats posed by specific stressors but also 

increases general well-being (Greeberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, Rosenblatt, 

Burling, & Lyon, 1992), and emotional stability buffers against anxiety, perhaps 

thorough the mechanism of positive effect. As motivation is a major determinant 

of job performance, it makes sense that employees with positive self-views will 

perform most tasks better, due to increase confined in their abilities (Judge et al., 

1998). The findings from Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge, and Scott (2009) proved that 

employees with higher level of CSE are likely to perceive their work environment 

positively, who also motivated to perform their tasks. 
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According to Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997), self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism are the four well-established traits of 

CSE. Self-esteem can be defined as the overall value that an individual places on 

themselves as a person (Harter, 1990), whereas generalized self-efficacy referred 

as an appraisal of how well an individual can perform across several of situations 

(Locke, McClear, & Knight, 1996), whilst, locus of control is considered as the 

beliefs about the causes of events in one‘s life (Rotter, 1966), and neuroticism is 

the tendency to have a negativistic explanatory of self (Watson, 2000). 

 

Judge et. al. (1997) explained that individuals with positive CSE appraise 

themselves positivity across variety of situations and approach the world in a self-

confident; such employees see themselves as capable of solving problems, worthy 

of respect and regard, in control of and responsible for what happens to them, and 

prone to be optimistic and free from doubts and worries, or otherwise. 

 

CSE has the advantage of brevity and predictive validity (Judge et al., 2003), as 

these traits considered CSE in its relation of the motivational properties. 

 

 

2.2.1  Self-esteem 

 

Every individual, with a few exceptions, have a need for a steady, secure based, 

often evaluate themselves in higher level of self-esteem (Baumeister, & Tice, 

1985). Individuals tend to develop attitudes and behave in a desirable way in order 

to maintain the level of self-esteem (Korman, 1976). 
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Self-esteem reflects the overall evaluation of an individual towards the capability, 

significant, and worthiness of themselves in various situations (Coopersmith, 

1967), is a positive self-concept (Greenwald, Bellezza, & Banaji, 1988). Costa and 

McCrae (1994) indicated self-esteem demonstrated short-term instability but long-

term constancy. An employee with lower level of self-esteem seems to have vague, 

incomplete, or inconsistent self-views, and vice versa. Self-esteem served as a 

standard of how well employees perceived themselves to be accepted by co-

workers, as well as a drive to stimulate interpersonal relationships, which relates 

to better well-being (Leary, 1999).  

 

Self-esteem is determined to be closely related to self-knowledge (Baumgardner, 

1990). For instance, employees with lower level of self-esteem are usually 

overlooking the consequences of failure (Brown, & Dutton, 1995). In order to 

achieve self-knowledge, Locke et al. (1996) proposed that individuals have to be 

lucid in decision, independent in judgment, and to act consistently (Judge et al., 

1998). A failure experience may lead to lower effectiveness of a low self-esteem 

employee, but has no effect on the performance of a high self-esteem employee. 

This is because higher self-esteem employees tend to maintain optimism in any 

failure, and thus future satisfaction more likely (Dodgson, & Wood, 1998).  

 

In addition, Korman‘s (1970) self-consistency theory suggested a theoretical 

mechanism that linked the trait to job satisfaction, where prediction is made on the 

tendency that a higher self-esteem employee will engage in a task that is 

consistent with his/her interests that leads a greater level of job satisfaction, or 

reinforce his/her self-concept, for instance, a challenging task which he/she can 

control that provides an opportunity where he/she can benefit. On the other hand, 

an employee with lower self-esteem is probably to view the challenging task as a 

chance to fail (Locke et al., 1996). This shows that an employee who lacks of self-

esteem is most likely to view him/herself in a negative way, consequently 

dissatisfied with his/her job, and thus the employee is to be said less motivated 

when he/she seek no satisfaction in workplace (Brunborg, 2008). 
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Dossett, Latham, and Mitchell (1979) found that individuals with higher self-

esteem attained their goals more often than lower self-esteem individuals, who are 

motivated through feedbacks of the results and participation in goal setting 

process, as a moderator. 

 

A higher self-esteem individual vary in the way he/she thinks, feels and behaves 

from others with lower self-esteem. Therefore, motivation and performance of a 

lower self-esteem employee are more subject to influence by the external 

environment (Brockner, 1988). Baumeister and Tice (1985) further explained 

Deci‘s (1971) finding in respect of higher self-esteem employees increased their 

intrinsic motivation to accomplish a task. 

 

Based on the literature review, the following hypothesis is being formulated: 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

2.2.2  Generalized Self-efficacy 

 

According to Locke, et al (1996), generalized self-efficacy is an evaluation of how 

well an individual can handle the challenges in his/her life, such like how well an 

employee can deal with different situations. It is the key factor in human 

achievement and well-being (Bandura, 2001). Creed, Lehmann and Hood (2009) 
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defined generalized self-efficacy as one‘s evaluation of what they are competent 

of accomplishing in a given situation.  

 

Majority of researches showed the relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and the task effort and performance, flexibility in facing failure, effective when 

solving problem, and self-control (Bandura, 1986a; Gist, & Mitchell, 1992). 

Hence, individuals with higher generalized self-efficacy have a strong belief that 

their own capabilities can lead to greater success in new events and also motivated 

to self-fulfilling (Judge et al., 1998). 

 

There are also some researches had investigated generalized self-efficacy in 

relation with job stress (Bandura, 1997). As proposed Salanova, Peiro, and 

Schaufeli (2002), job demands, job control, and generalized self-efficacy has an 

effect on burnout. The result exhibited that individual with higher generalized 

self-efficacy will handle better with high job control, whereas lower self-efficacy 

individual perceived that high job control will contribute to individual stress when 

individual is in situation which demanding job. 

 

To which extent the goals are consider achievable is determined by one‘s 

judgment on generalized self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986b). The research by Bradley 

(2003) stated that employees are more likely to see goals as achievable and 

worthy of their efforts when they feel more confident in their abilities. 

Actions on higher level are perceived as more significant than lower level actions 

(Vallacher, Wegner, & Frederick, 1987). Thus, employees with higher generalized 

self-efficacy are expected to have a dispositional tendency to identify their action 

on higher level (Stumpp, Hulsheger, Muck, & Maier, 2009). Some researches 

explained that individuals with higher level self-efficacy associated with better 

performance, because when individuals believing themselves are capable in 

achieving a goal more likely will expend necessary effort and keep follow-up in 
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the face of obstacles (Bandura, & Cervone, 1986; Bandura, 1988; Earley, & 

Lituchy, 1991). According to Frayne and Lathem (1987), and Lathem and Faryne 

(1989), research found that enhancing employees‘ generalized self-efficacy to 

overcome the problem which is affecting their ability can increase job attendance 

and motivation.  

 

According to Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, and Rich (2007), generalized self-

efficacy enables the prediction of work-related performance when the task given 

to the individual is lower in complexity.  

 

Based on the literature review, the following hypothesis is being formulated: 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

 

 

2.2.3  Locus of Control 

 

Creed et al. (2009) defined locus of control as one‘s belief on how much control 

they can take over the variety of situation in their life. It is about the beliefs of the 

causes-and-effect of an event in their life (Rotter, 1966). The research from Judge , 

Locke, Durham, and Kluger (1998) indicated locus of control is highly correlated 

with self-efficacy, but the two concepts are different. Self-efficacy is about one‘s 
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capabilities to mobilize the motivation, whereas locus of control is concerned with 

confidence in individuals in being able to control the outcomes.  

 

Locus of control can be divided into internal locus of control and external locus of 

control. Internal locus of control is when individual believes he/she can control 

his/her own environment, whereas, external locus of control is describing an 

individual perception about his/her life is controlled by the external forces such 

like other people and events. 

 

In study of Dailey‘s (1980), 281 scientists addressed the relationship between 

locus of control and task variability, task difficulty, and job performance. This 

research showed that individuals with an internal locus of control were more 

satisfied, motivated and had a high level of participation within their jobs.  

 

According to Reich‘s (1997), individuals with an internal locus of control 

perceived themselves as they will control their behavior and the consequences, 

and also less experience in worried and greater well-being than those who do not 

feel in control. They are more confident, assertive, and highly motivated to 

achieve their goals. Likewise, Turban & Dougherty (1994) determined that 

internal locus of control was positively related with perceived career success and 

self-reported promotions, which supported by Wallace (2001). An individual‘s 

locus of control can have greatly impact on his/her work and life, as internal locus 

of control employees will perceive challenges as opportunities for learning and 

professional growth (Salazar, Pfaffenberg, & Salazar, 2006). 

 

In contrast, individuals with external locus of control perceived that fate, luck, or 

chance affects what happens to oneself (Bush, 1988), most likely ignore the 

challenges due to the perception that learning will not have any impact on oneself 

(Norvilitis, Szablicki, & Wilson, 2003). 
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Stone and Jackson (1975) findings show that there is relationship between locus of 

control and motivation of one individual in continuing education. Study of Teglasi 

(1978) determined that individuals who attribute their failures to external causes, 

the individuals will have a stronger self-esteem and achievement motivation to 

continue in education than those individuals who attribute to internal failure. 

 

Findings of Bandura (1997) showed the reasons of higher satisfaction level 

towards tasks arose from internal locus of control individuals. This is because the 

individuals perceived their ability to control variety of situation. Therefore, 

individual who success is depend on their own abilities or skills is more likely to 

work harder and improve their own skills and capabilities, whereas, individual 

who believes his/her success depends on random chance, fate or luck is more 

likely has no motivation to improve (Pawlik-Kienlen, 2007).  

 

Based on the literature review, the following hypothesis is being formulated: 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

2.2.4  Neuroticism 

 

Neuroticism or emotional stability is one of the ―Big Five‖ personality traits. It 

appears to be the most continuing personality concept in psychology, which 
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supported by thousands of studies of neurotic symptoms (Freud, 1910). 

Neuroticism manifests an individual‘s view towards others‘ emotional stability 

(Judge, & Bono, 2001). 

 

Although most tasks have positive and negative features, but individuals often 

vary in terms of which sides of the tasks they give salience to (Staw, 1984). 

Necowitz and Roznowski (1994) mentioned that individuals high on neuroticism 

will be less satisfied with the assigned tasks when they are focusing on the 

negative. In order to deal with problems faced in decision making process (Forgas, 

1989) and short-and long-term life changes (Ormel, & Wohlfarth, 1991), research 

indicated that neuroticism is associated with emotional distress. Low neuroticism 

individuals who tend to be secure, steady, and confident (Judge, & Bono, 2001) 

most likely to have greater level of satisfaction (Srivastava, Locke, Judge, & 

Adams, 2010). On the other hand, individuals with high neuroticism have a 

tendency to experience negative affect of the self, to have a negativistic cognitive 

style, and pessimistic beliefs, such as fear, depression, and hostility (Goldberg, 

1990; Watson, 2000), which both exposes individuals to event that are perceived 

to be caused stress (Bolger, & Schilling, 1991). 

 

The literature of Barrick and Mount (1991) showed no relation between 

neuroticism and job performance. However, Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991) 

proposed that neuroticism and job performance are interrelated with a nonzero 

correlation. McCrae and Costa (1991) also mentioned that neuroticism has a 

relationship with lower well-being as employees with higher neuroticism are 

prone to experience adverse effects. With respect to neuroticism, negative affect, 

thus, lead to less job satisfaction (Spector, 1997; Brief, 1998) where employees 

more likely to be demotivated.  

 

Finally, neuroticism and self-esteem are closely related, as proposed by Rosenberg 

(1965), neurosis was one sign of low self-esteem. The traits are interrelated 
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irrespective of the causality between self-esteem and neuroticism, which 

mentioned by Eysenck (1992), self-esteem is viewed as an indicative of low 

neuroticism.  

 

Based on the literature review, the following hypothesis is being formulated: 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between neuroticism and 

employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between neuroticism and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

2.3  Demographic Factors 

 

Demographic factors, such as gender differences and category of employment, are 

being included in this study to provide a more detailed description. 

2.3.1  Gender Differences 

 

Gender is one of the demographic factors that have been related to differences 

found in motivational functioning and in self-regulating functioning. According to 

Meece, Glienke, and Burg (2006), the role of gender in shaping achievement 

motivation has a long history in educational research. Different researches had 

demonstrated the existence of different attribution patterns in males and females, 

such that females tend to give more emphasis to effort when explaining their 

performance (Powers, & Wagner, 1984; Lightbody, Siann, Stocks, & Walsh, 1996; 
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Georgiou, 1999), while males appeal more to ability and luck as causes for their 

academic achievement (Burgner, & Hewstone, 1993). 

 

Atkinson‘s expectancy-value theory, in which emphasized gender differences 

related to the motives to approach or avoid success, has been widely used to 

understand gender differences in motivation and achievement pattern (Atkinson, 

1957 & 1964). Considerable research in the 1960s also indicated that females tend 

to have lower expectations for success than their male counterparts (Feather, 1966; 

Crandall, 1969; Veroff, 1969). Thus, based on Atkinson‘s expectancy-value 

theory, gender differences in motivation were related to motive to approach or 

avoid success, concerns about failure and expectations for success. 

 

The results of Whitley‘s (1997) meta-analysis of gender differences in behavior 

also stated a similar pattern as males exhibited higher self-efficacy than females. 

When come to the context of reading or writing, however, gender differences were 

reversed. Pajares and Valiante (2001) reported that females had higher writing 

self-efficacy than males, even though there were no gender differences in actual 

writing performance.  

 

However, Ryan and Pintrich (1997) claimed that there is no difference between 

gender and the type of goal pursued. Difference between gender and their 

motivation were not consistently found across all studies and findings (Amezecua, 

& Pichardo, 2000). Females and males do no differ in motivation as behavior of 

one is more likely to determine the general expectations and motivation (Vaskova, 

2006). 
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2.3.2  Category of Employment 

 

In earlier studies, researchers emphasize on achievement which related to 

managerial behavior and economic achievement (McCelland, 1966; McCelland, & 

Winter, 1969; McCelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1976). However, 

researchers are focused on managerial behavior and achievement in term of 

effectiveness lately (McCelland, 1975; McCelland, & Burnham, 1976) as it seems 

to be the dominant motive for executive success.  

 

Highlighted from Sterns and Miklos (1995), and Lange, Taris, Jansen, Smulders, 

Houtman, and Kompier (2006), category of employment has an effect on an 

individuals‘ personal, organizational, and societal level, where individuals with 

the same chronological age may have a different in terms of career stage, and 

pursuing different goals in life (Kooij, De Lange, Jansen, & Dikkers, 2008). 

 

Non-managerial employees are more concerned with maintaining their existing 

relationships with others (Lockenhoff & Carstensen, 2004). Research found that 

non-managerial employees might less participate in training and development 

activities compared to managerial employees (Birdi, Allan, & Warr, 1997; Maurer, 

2001), unlike managerial employees who possess with high uncertainties 

acceptance and tend to seek for learning opportunities to maximize personal 

growth (Ebner, Feund, & Baltes, 2006). The involvement of non-managerial 

employees in training program is associated to one's motivation level (Simpson, 

Greller, & Stroh, 2002). 

 

According to the data proposed by Oliveira Pire (2009), category of employment 

seems to have a significant role in the motives for pursuing learning. For instance, 

managers might perceive a different level of achievement, social support, and 
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authority in order to experience higher levels of fulfillment, compared to non-

managerial employees.  

 

Somehow, individuals are driven by various motives; some employees are 

motivated by achievement, other might motivated to work because of fear to be 

terminated. Therefore, individual‘s motivation is depends on one‘s own desire and 

attitudes regardless differences in category of employment (―Motivation,‖ 2006). 

 

 

2.4  Conceptual Framework  

 

This study is conducted to test the relationship between the dependent variables 

and independent variable. The dependent variable is employees‘ motivation and 

independent variables are explained by four major variables of CSE which are 

self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism. The 

independent variables have been identified as the factors influencing employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education.  
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Source :  Developed for the research 

 

 

2.5  Conclusion 

 

Through reviewing the previous findings done by other researchers, a cleared 

direction is well-defined for this study. This is useful to form a new model with 

supervision. The next chapter will clearly describe the research methodology to 

indicate the result of this study. 

  

Generalized Self-efficacy 
Employees‘ 

motivation in 

continuing 

education 

Neuroticism 

Locus of control 

Self-esteem 

Independent variables Dependent variable 

Figure 2. 2: Conceptual Framework 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 

3.0  Introduction 

 

Here, we are focusing on how the research was being carried out. Research 

methodology is implemented in order to evaluate the role of CSE on employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. Process of applying methodologies is 

discussed throughout this chapter. Research design, data collection method, 

sampling design, research instrument, constructs measurement, data processing, 

and data analysis, are to provide assurance that appropriate research procedures 

were followed. 

 

 

3.1  Research Design 

 

A research design is an overall operational framework of the research that 

specifies where and how the information is obtained (Green, & Donald, 1970). 

Research design is grouped into three broad categories which are exploratory, 

descriptive, and casual designs (Emory, 1976). 

Descriptive research is proposed in this study in order to determine the 

characteristic described in the research questions, which is often confirmatory, 

allowing testing the hypotheses regarding the relationship between the CSE and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education effectively. Severe research 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 41 of 151 

 

requirements are demanded to be complied throughout the study in order to obtain 

the most accurate figures or results possible (―DJS Research Ltd.,‖ 2010). 

Research design is also a logical framework that established to provide the 

direction of this study. Two major research paradigms (i.e. quantitative and 

qualitative approaches) are considered (Charles, 2005). 

Quantitative approach that used in this study quantified and generalized the results 

from the sample to the population. Survey questionnaire is designed to obtain 

responses from respondents, where motivation level of an employee to continue 

with his/her education can be estimated. 

 

 

3.2  Data Collection Methods 

 

Each technique used to collect data in a research is specially designed according 

to the situation. Primary and secondary data are used in this study in order to 

achieve the objectives effectively. 

 

 

3.2.1  Primary Data 

 

Primary data is the first hand figures which specifically collected for the purpose 

of completing a research (Hair, Babin, Money, & Samouel, 2003). It refers to the 

original works of research without interpretation that represents an official opinion 

that can be useful for current and future studies (Cooper, & Schindler, 2001). 

Researchers would have to involve in every aspect of turning the data into 
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knowledge through designing the data collection method, error checking, as well 

as analyzing and interpreting the data. 

 

Survey questionnaire is the data collection instrument for primary data that being 

used in this study, which allows timely data to be collected. 

 

 

3.2.2  Secondary Data 

 

Secondary data is the information that has been assembled and usually historical 

in nature, and do not require access to respondents. Despite the slightly difference 

in research purpose, secondary data often used to gain an understanding of the 

research background before primary data can be collected and served as a source 

of comparative data by which data can be interpreted and evaluated (Hair et al., 

2003).  

 

The ideologies of previous researchers from various journals or articles have been 

sourced as evidence to support the finding of this study. However, a series of cross 

checking needed to be conducted in order to examine the reliability and validity of 

the sources collected. All the necessary secondary data that had been reviewed are 

presented in Chapter 2. Moreover, published statistics, media, online database 

journal (i.e. EBSCOST and SCIENCEDIRECT), and personal documents are also 

included.  
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3.3  Sampling Design 

 

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), sampling is the process of selecting a 

sufficient number of elements from the population, so that results from analyzing 

the sample are generalizable to the population. With sampling design, time for 

data collection can be reduce at the same time drives down the cost. As 

information about the population to undertake probability sampling for this study 

is insufficient, researchers turned to the forms of non-probability sampling as the 

basis for selecting sample. 

 

 

3.3.1  Target Population 

 

Defining the target population is the starting point of a sampling design. Target 

population refers to the entire group of people, events or things of interest that is 

to investigate (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). Employees who worked in Ipoh, Perak, 

Malaysia are the target respondents for this study. 

 

 

3.3.2  Sampling Frame and Sampling Location 

 

Sampling frame is a list of elements from which a sample can be drawn (Sekaran 

& Bougie, 2010). For this study, 200 employees are targeted from the workplace. 
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A sampling location is in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia. It is the capital of Perak, whilst 

the fourth largest city in Malaysia (―TraveltoPerak,‖ 2011). Despite the reason of 

convenience to conduct research, we would like to examine how the underlying 

psychological state of an individual will affects his/her motivation level in 

continuing education which is important to enhance the economic and social 

health of this emerging city. 

 

 

3.3.3  Sampling Elements 

 

Sampling element can be defined as the case from which data will be collected 

that provides the basis of analysis (Babbie & Earl, 1998). In this study, the 

sampling element is targeted on employees who work in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia. 

 

 

3.3.4  Sampling Technique 

 

Sampling techniques are divided into two categories which are probability 

sampling and non-probability sampling (Hair, Money, Samouel, & Page, 2007). 

 

Convenience sampling, which falls under the category of non-probability 

sampling, is used to collect the data in this study where the respondent is selected 

in part or in whole, at the convenience of the researchers, whilst readily available 

to participate in the survey. 
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3.3.5  Sampling Size 

 

Sampling size is the number of elements used in the research. It is necessary for 

an efficient sample size, however, due to time constraint, 200 survey 

questionnaires are distributed to the respondents, who came from different 

workplace in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia. The sample size is derived from the 

guidelines provided by the university. 

 

 

3.4  Research Instruments 

 

Research instrument is a research tool to measure a given phenomenon. In this 

study, the research instrument used is a set of self-administered survey 

questionnaire. The purpose of using this structured framework to generate primary 

data is that it can provide a high rate of return and feedbacks can be collected in a 

short time frame while doubts of respondents can be clarified on the spot. 

Furthermore, this instrument incurs less cost and time than other survey method 

(i.e. interview). 

 

A total number of 200 survey questionnaires were distributed to the respondents 

and each questionnaire is collected back within 10 to 15 minutes at the fieldwork. 

All data is gathered in 5 days. 

 

Before the actual survey is conducted, a pilot test was carried out on 30 samples to 

refine the reliability and validity of the questions in the survey form. It is a small 
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experiment designed to reveal deficiencies in the design of questions prior to the 

actual survey. 

 

The survey questionnaire is divided into three parts which is demographic profile 

(i.e. gender and working location), general information (i.e. length of service with 

organization and category of employment), and constructs measurement where 25 

fixed-alternative questions are provided to measure the independent (i.e. self-

esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) and 

dependent (i.e. employees‘ motivation in continuing education) variables. 

Respondents are required to respond to the questions by rating one of the five 

options that closest to their view. The survey form will be collected on the spot for 

immediate feedbacks. 

 

Upon the collection of the pilot studies, Statistical Package for Social Science 

(SPSS) had been constructed in order to test the reliability. The reliability of 

scales measured all variables is investigated by Cronbach‘s Alpha. The reliability 

is used when similar results are obtained over time and across situations. The rule 

of thumb indicated that Cronbach‘s alpha of coefficient which is more than 0.9 is 

considered excellent, 0.8 to < 0.9 is very good, 0.7 to < 0.8 is good, 0.6 to < 0.7 is 

moderate, and less than 0.6 is poor (Hair et al., 2003). 
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Each construct was being tested separately. The outcome is shown below: 

 

Table 3. 1: Result on reliability test for pilot studies 

Variables Number of items (N) Cronbach’s Alpha 

Self- esteem 5 0.691 

Generalized self-

efficacy 5 0.741 

Locus of control 5 0.753 

Neuroticism 5 0.713 

Employees’ 

motivation 5 0.772 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

 

3.5  Constructs Measurement 

 

Research problem often require the choice of an appropriate measuring system. 

The measurement of scales (i.e. nominal, ordinal, ratio, and interval scales) will 

influence the accuracy of data analysis. In this study, ratio scales is not included. 

 

A five pages survey questionnaire is conducted to examine the relationship 

between CSE and employees‘ motivation in continuing education, was divided 

into two sections. Section A includes questions about demographic profile and 

general information in where nominal and ordinal scale is used to identify. 
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For example:  

Table 3. 2: Demographic Profile 

Nominal scale Gender: 

□ Male   

□ Female 

 

Category of employment 

□ Managerial 

□ Non-managerial 

 

Ordinal scale Length of service with organization 

□ < 1 year 

□ 1 - < 4 years 

□ 4 - < 7 years 

□ 7 - < 10 years 

□ ≥ 10 years 

 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

On the other hand, Section B consists of 25 fixed-alternative questions, was 

divided into five parts. Five questions are distributed respectively to each part. 

The first four parts are about the independent variables, whereas the last part 

questions were about the dependent variable. Likert scale was used to obtain 

respondents‘ answer aimed to increase responses rate of respondents (Prayaq, 

2007). Likert scales are a set of attitude statement and the answer are ranged in 

strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree. For example: 
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Table 3. 3: Likert Scale Measurement 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

I am motivated 

to continue 

with my 

education. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Lastly, the survey forms were emphasized to be treated confidentially and only for 

academic purpose. 

 

 

3.6  Data Processing 

 

Data processing is the data preparation process that transforms data collected from 

the survey questionnaire to understandable information. It consist survey form 

checking, data coding, and data transcription to ensure a high quality end. 

 

Survey form checking is the starting point of the process where questionnaire 

forms are checked for its completeness. Incomplete survey forms will be returned 

to the respondents to fill out the missing value to minimize response bias. 

 

With data coding, a code is assigned to represent a specific question. It can be 

done after the survey forms have been completed. 
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For Section A, (i) Gender, ―Male‖ is coded as 1, and ―Female‖ is coded as 2; (ii) 

Length of service with organization, ―< 1 year‖ is coded as 1, ―1 – < 4‖ is coded 

as 2, ―4 – < 7 years‖ is coded as 3, ―7 – < 10 years‖ is coded as 4, and ―≥ 10 years‖ 

is coded as 5; and (iii) Category of employment, ―Managerial‖ is coded as 1, and 

―Non-managerial‖ is coded as 2. 

 

However, all questions in Section B are coded as 1 for ―Strongly Disagree‖, 2 for 

―Disagree‖, 3 for ―Neutral‖, 4 for ―Agree‖, and 5 for ―Strongly Agree‖. 

Lastly, SPSS software version 19 is used to transfer the data collected to computer 

for analysis. 

 

 

3.7  Data Analysis 

 

Levine (1996) explained that data analysis is a body of methods that help to detect 

patterns, develop explanations, and test hypotheses to solve research problem, and 

also a systematic process of utilizing data to address research questions. SPSS is a 

powerful application, which performs simple descriptive statistic, logistic 

regression, and reliability measurement, which allows analyzing data, and creating 

graphs from the data. As stated, samples were measured on a 5-point Likert scale. 
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3.7.1  Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Test 

 

According to Hair, Celsi, Money, Samouel and Page (2011), reliability is 

concerned with the consistency of the research findings regardless the form of 

questions. Thus, a scale that is higher in reliability means it has a stronger 

correlation for the scores of an individual question that comprise the scale. 

Cronbach‘s Alpha is also known as coefficient alpha, which used to assess a 

summated scale where several statements are summed to form a total score for a 

construct. Cronbach‘s Alpha ranges from 0 to 1. Somehow, a lower coefficient 

may acceptable depending on the research objectives. Table below shows the rules 

of thumb about Cronbach‘s Alpha Coefficient size: 

 

Table 3. 4: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient 

Alpha Coefficient Range Strength of Association 

< 0.6 Poor 

0.6 to < 0.7 Moderate 

0.7 to < 0.8 Good 

0.8 to < 0.9 Very Good 

≥0.9 Excellent 

Source: Alpha Coeficient Range. Retrieved July 27, 2011, from 

http://www.scribd.com/doc/54252544/Alpha-Coefficient-Range 

 

Cronbach‘s Alpha reliability test was carried out during the pilot testing in this 

study to ensure questions in the survey form are appropriate and correlate before 

the actual survey is conducted. 
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3.7.2  Frequency Distribution, Histogram, Bar Chart and Pie 

Chart 

 

Hair et al. (2011) stated that frequency distribution is the simplest way of 

summarizing data and transforms it into a readable format. Whilst, a histogram is 

representing the frequency distribution by means of vertical bars whose widths 

showed the class intervals and its areas are proportional to the corresponding 

frequencies. Bar chart is also called a column chart which can be displayed in the 

form of bars either vertically or horizontally, while a pie chart displays relative 

proportions of the responses and works well with nominal and ordinal levels of 

measurement, where all the items added together to make up a total of 100%. 

 

 

3.7.3  Mean and Standard Deviation 

 

Mean is simply the arithmetic average (Hair et al., 2011). It is not the average nor 

a halfway point, but a kind of centre that balances high numbers with low 

numbers. For this reason, it is often reported along with some simple measure of 

dispersion, such as the range, which is expressed as the lowest and highest number. 

 

Hair et al. (2011) also proposed that standard deviation measures the spread of the 

data about the mean value which explains the variability of the sample distribution 

values from the mean. Therefore, it is useful in comparing sets of data which may 

have the same mean but a diverse range. 
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3.7.4  T-test 

 

One-sample t-test, independent samples t-test, and dependent samples t-test are 

the three major types of t-test which used to test a hypothesis. In this study, 

independent t-test is conducted on male and female, as well as managerial and 

non-managerial to identify which gender and category of employment has 

significant influence on employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

3.7.5  Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is an analysis of the hypothesis.  There are 

several types of ANOVA, such as One-way ANOVA, Two-way ANOVA, 

MANOVA, and N-way ANOVA. However, only One-way ANOVA is used in 

this study. It is a statistical technique by which helps to examine the significant 

mean differences among more than two groups on a non-metric-scaled 

independent variable (Choudhury, 2009a, 2009b). The factor being studied is the 

length of service with organization of respondents. The interest area is that 

whether all the levels have equal motivation level on the average. 

 

 

3.7.6  Pearson Correlation Coefficient  

 

Pearson correlation coefficient is the most common instrument used to find a 

correlation between at least two continuous variables. The value for a Pearson‘s 
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can fall between 0.00, that means no correlation, and 1.00, which means perfect 

correlated. However, the coefficient can fall between -1 and +1 that measures the 

degree of association between two variables (Simon, 2008). 

 

Apart from this, other factor such as group size will also determine if the 

correlation is significant. In addition, Pearson correlation coefficient can be 

obtained by linear regression analysis. 

 

In this study, Pearson correlation coefficient was conducted on the four 

independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, 

and neuroticism) against employees‘ motivation to examine if the two variables 

are significantly correlated. 

 

 

3.7.7  Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

 

In regression analysis, the relationship between dependent and independent 

variables is studied. Regression analysis involves a set of unknown parameter (β1), 

where linear in parameter is term as linear regression model. Therefore, linear 

regression model with more than one independent variable is referred as multiple 

linear models (Orlo, 1996). 

 

In this study, the independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, 

locus of control, and neuroticism) are entered into the same regression equation to 

predict whether there is any significant relationship with employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. Additionally, identification of which variable is more 
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significant than the others in affecting the employees‘ motivation is done through 

multiple regression model. 

 

 

3.8  Conclusion 

 

The entire chapter describes the methodology of how this study was being carried 

out. Furthermore, each chosen action to be carried out is supported by listing its 

justification. Detailed analytical illustration of the data collected will further 

discuss in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH RESULTS 

 

 

4.0  Introduction 

 

Further analysis and elaboration of the data collected from employees who work 

in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia is done through SPSS version 19. This chapter 

practically includes the test of descriptive analysis, scale measurement, and 

inferential analysis. Descriptive analysis is carried out on the basis of discussion 

about the demographic profile and general information of respondents, 

continuously about the scale measurement towards the constructs determined for 

the study. Lastly, sample data collected is concluded through inferential analysis. 

 

 

4.1  Descriptive Analysis 

 

According to Chin and Lee (2008), descriptive statistics aimed at generating 

quantitative data and draw a picture of the similarities and differences among the 

employees. In addition, it helps to summarize about the sample and measure it by 

forming a basis of quantitative analysis together with simple graphic analysis. 
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4.1.1  Respondents Demographic Profile 

 

This section explains the demographic data of the respondents. In this study, target 

respondents are located in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia. Therefore, further analysis on 

location is not necessary and only gender is evaluated. 

 

Table 4. 1: Results on Demographic Profile- Gender of Respondents 

Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Male 40 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Female 160 80.0 80.0 100.0 

Total 200 100.0 100.0  

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Figure 4. 1: Results on Demographic Profile- Gender Respondents 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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Figure 4. 2: Results on Demographic Profile- Gender of Respondents 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.1 demonstrates the frequency for male and female respondents in this 

study, whilst a bar chart is computed to show the frequencies graphically in Figure 

4.1 with 200 sample size. A pie chart is presented in Figure 4.2 shows that 20% of 

respondents were male whereas 80% of respondents are female. Therefore, it can 

be deemed as the female are more than male as well as the distribution of 

respondents in term of gender. 

 

 

4.1.2  Respondents General Information 

 

This section describes the general information of the respondents which are length 

of service with organization and categories of employment. 

Male
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Table 4. 2: Results on General Information- Respondents’ Length of Service 

Length of 

service 

Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Less than 1 year 33 16.5 16.5 16.5 

1 - < 4 years 36 18 18 34.5 

4 – < 7 years 42 21 21 55.5 

7 – < 10 years 40 20 20 75.5 

≥ 10 years 49 24.5 24.5 100 

Total 200 100 100  

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Figure 4. 3: Results on General Information: Respondents’ Length of Service 

 Source :  Developed for the research 
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Figure 4. 4: Results on General Information- Respondents’ Length of Service 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.2 shows the frequency of respondents according to the length of service 

with organization in this study, at the same time a histogram is demonstrates to 

show the frequencies graphically for the 200 sample size. As results, there is an 

equal balance between the respondents and their length of service with 

organization. A pie chart in Figure 4.4 shows that 16.5% of respondents work less 

than a year in the organization, 18% of the respondents contribute their service in 

the organization between 1 to less than 4 years, 21% service between 4 to less 

than 7 years, 20% of the respondents work between 7 to less than 10 years, and 

24.5% of the respondents fall into the service with organization 10 years and 

above. 
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Table 4. 3: Results on General Information- Respondents’ Category of 

Employment 

Category of 

Employment 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Managerial 60 30 30 30 

Non-managerial 140 70 70 100 

Total 200 100 100  

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Figure 4. 5: Results on General Information- Respondents’ Category of 

Employment 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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Figure 4. 6: Results on General Information: Respondents’ Category of 

Employment 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.3 presented the frequency of respondents according to the category of 

employment in this study, whilst Figure 4.5 is computed to show the frequency 

graphically with a sample size 200. As result shown in Figure 4.6, majority of the 

employees are non-managerial which comprises 70% of the respondents, while 30% 

of the respondents are in the category of managerial. 
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Table 4. 4: Results on Category of Employment and Gender Differences 

 Male Female Total 

Managerial 12 48 60 

Non-managerial 28 112 140 

Total 40 160 200 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Figure 4. 7: Results on Category of Employment and Gender Differences 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Based on Table 4.4, the frequency of respondents according to the category of 

employment and gender differences shows 60 out of 200 of the respondents are 

hold the post of managerial, where 12 of them are males and the other 48 are 

females. Whilst, the remaining 140 respondents are non-managerial, which 

majority are the females with the size 112, and the other 28 are males. Figure 4.7 

is computed to show the frequency graphically with a sample size 200. 
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4.1.3  Central Tendencies Measurement of Constructs 

 

4.1.3.1 Factor 1: Self-esteem 

 

Table 4. 5: Descriptive Statistics of Self-esteem 

Statement 
SD 

(%) 

D 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

A 

(%) 

SA 

(%) 
Mean Ranking 

I do not afraid of making 

changes in life. 

0 0 17.0 59.5 23.5 4.07 4 

My opinions and ideas 

are respected by others. 

0 6.5 20.5 52.0 21.0 3.88 5 

I am satisfied with my 

career progression. 

0 0 6.5 76.5 17.0 4.11 3 

I believe in continuing 

education can lead to 

higher achievement in 

career. 

0 1.5 8.0 54.5 36.0 4.25 1 

I do not refrain from 

sharing my opinions and 

feelings among my 

colleagues. 

0 0 11.5 56.5 32.0 4.21 2 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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Table 4.5 consists of five statements: 

 

The statement ―I believe continuing education can lead to higher achievement in 

career‖ has the highest mean score of 4.25, where 54.5% of the respondents 

agreed with the statement, 36% of the respondents showed strongly agree, and 1.5% 

of the respondents were neutral. 

 

―I do not refrain from sharing my opinions and feelings among my colleagues‖ is 

the second highest ranked statement with a mean score of 4.21. A majority of 56.5% 

of respondents agreed with the statement, followed by 32% of respondents 

strongly agreed with it, and 11.5% of respondents were neutral. 

 

The third ranked statement ―I am satisfied with my career progression‖ has a 

mean score of 4.11, where 76.5% of the respondents agreed with this statement, 

17% of the respondents strongly agreed with it, and 6.5% showed neutral. 

 

―I do not afraid of making changes in life‖ is the second last ranked statement 

with a mean score of 4.07. There are 59.5% of respondents showed agree with this 

statement, followed by 23.5% of the respondents strongly agreed and 17% of the 

respondents were neutral. 

 

The statement ―My opinions and ideas are respected by others‖ is the last ranked 

statement with a mean score of 3.88. A majority of 52% of the respondents agreed 

with the statement, 21% of the respondents showed strongly agree, and 20.5% of 

the respondents showed neutral. 
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4.1.3.2 Generalized Self-efficacy 

 

Table 4. 6: Descriptive Statistics of Generalized Self-efficacy 

Statement 
SD 

(%) 

D 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

A 

(%) 

SA 

(%) 
Mean Ranking 

My current qualification 

meets my job 

expectations. 

0 0 17.0 59.5 23.5 4.07 4 

I am confident that I can 

deal with unexpected 

events at work. 

0 6.5 20.5 52.0 21.0 3.88 5 

I am capable to cope with 

problems I faced on the 

job. 

0 0 6.5 76.5 17.0 4.11 3 

Achievement in higher 

qualification gives me 

confidence to perform my 

work. 

0 0 6.5 53.5 40.0 4.34 1 

My goal is not affected by 

the obstacles I faced in 

work. 

0 3.0 17.5 43.0 36.5 4.13 2 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.6 consists of five statements: 

 

The statement ―Achievement in higher qualification gives me confidence to 

perform my work‖ has the highest mean score of 4.34, where 53.5% of the 

respondents agreed with the statement, followed by 40% of the respondents 

strongly agreed, and 6.5% of the respondents were neutral. 
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―My goal is not affected by the obstacles I faced in work‖ is the second highest 

ranked statement with a mean score of 4.13. A majority of 43% of the respondents 

agreed with the statement, 36.5% strongly agreed, and 17.5% of the respondents 

showed neutral. 

 

The third highest ranked statement ―I am capable to cope with problems I faced on 

the job‖ has a mean score of 4.11, where 76.5% of the respondents agreed with the 

statement, 17% of the respondents strongly agreed, whilst 6.5% of the respondents 

were neutral. 

 

―My current qualification meets my job expectation‖ is the second last ranked 

statement with a mean score of 4.07. Majorities of 59.5% of the respondents 

agreed with the statement, followed by 23.5% of the respondents showed strongly 

agree, and 17% of the respondents were neutral. 

 

The statement ―I am confidence that I can deal with unexpected events at work‖ 

which ranked as the last has a mean score of 3.88. 52% of the respondents agreed 

with the statement, while 21%, 20.5%, and 6.5% of the respondents showed 

strongly agree, neutral, and disagree with this statement respectively. 
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4.1.3.3 Locus of Control 

 

Table 4. 7: Descriptive Statistics of Locus of Control 

Statement 
SD 

(%) 

D 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

A 

(%) 

SA 

(%) 
Mean Ranking 

My performance assessment 

is determined by the effort I 

put on job. 

0 0 13.5 69.5 17.0 4.04 4 

I believe luck does not play 

a role in attaining my career 

goals. 

0 6.5 17.0 52.0 24.5 3.95 5 

I am certain that my plans 

will work. 

0 0 3.5 79.5 17.0 4.14 3 

My work progress is within 

my control. 

0 0 3.0 57.0 40.0 4.37 1 

My own decision affects my 

career progression. 

0 0 14.0 49.5 36.5 4.23 2 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.7 consists of five statements: 

 

The statement ―My work progress is within my control‖ has the highest mean 

score of 4.37, where 57% of the respondents agreed with the statement, 40% of 

the respondents strongly agreed, and 3% of the respondents were neutral. 
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The second highest ranked statement ―My own decision affects my career 

progression‖ has a mean score of 4.23. Majorities of 49.5% of the respondents 

showed agree with the statement, whilst 36.5% and 14% of the respondents 

showed strongly agree and neutral respectively. 

 

―I am certain that my plans will work‖ is the third highest ranked statement with a 

mean score of 4.14. 79.5% of the respondents agreed with the statement, 17% of 

the respondents strongly agreed, and 3.5% of the respondents were neutral. 

 

The second last ranked statement ―My performance assessment is determined by 

the effort I put on the job‖ has a mean score of 4.04, with 69.5% of the 

respondents showed agree with the statement, 17% of the respondents strongly 

agreed, and 13.5% of the respondents showed neutral. 

 

The statement ―I believe luck does not play a role in attaining my career goals‖ is 

ranked at the last with a mean score of 3.95, where majorities of 52% of the 

respondents agreed with the statement, 24.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 

and 17% of the respondents showed neutral. However, there are 6.5% of the 

respondents disagreed with the statement. 
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4.1.3.4 Neuroticism 

 

Table 4. 8: Descriptive Statistics of Neuroticism 

Statement 
SD 

(%) 

D 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

A 

(%) 

SA 

(%) 
Mean Ranking 

One embarrassing 

experience can make me 

lose confidence to engage 

in a new task. 

23.0 60.5 16.5 0 0 1.94 2 

When faced with 

difficulty, I give up easily. 

20.0 53.0 27.0 0 0 2.07 1 

I am stress when asked to 

handle task that exceeded 

my capability. 

30.5 62.5 7.0 0 0 1.77 3 

Most of the times, things 

look pretty hopeless to 

me. 

36.5 50.0 13.5 0 0 1.77 3 

I feel insecure in my job. 23.0 60.5 16.5 0 0 1.94 2 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.8 consists of five statements: 

 

The statement ―When faced with difficulty, I give up easily‖ has the highest mean 

score of 2.07, where 53% of the respondents disagreed with the statement, 27% of 

the respondents showed neutral, and 20% of the respondents strongly disagreed. 
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―One embarrassing experience can make me lose confidence to engage in a new 

task‖ and ―I feel insecure in my job‖ has the second highest mean score of 1.94. 

Majorities of 60.5% of the respondents disagreed with the statements, whilst 23% 

of the respondents strongly disagreed, and 16.5% of the respondents were neutral. 

 

The statement ―I am stress when asked to handle task that exceeded my capability‖ 

and ―Most of the times, things look pretty hopeless to me‖ had the same mean 

score of 1.77. 

 

Majorities of 62.5% disagreed with the statement ―I am stress when asked to 

handle task that exceeded my capability‖, followed by 30% of the respondents 

strongly disagree, and 7% of the respondents showed neutral.  

 

On the other hand, 50% of the respondents showed disagree with the statement 

―Most of the times, things look pretty hopeless to me‖, while 36.5% of the 

respondents strongly disagreed, and 13.5% of the respondents were neutral. 
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4.1.3.5 Employees’ Motivation 

 

Table 4. 9: Descriptive Statistics of Employees’ Motivation 

Statement 
SD 

(%) 

D 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

A 

(%) 

SA 

(%) 
Mean Ranking 

I plan my career goals. 0 0 17.0 66.0 17.0 4.00 4 

I am motivated to 

continue with my 

education. 

0 6.5 20.5 52.5 21.0 3.88 5 

I prefer to work on job 

with specified 

procedures. 

0 0 6.5 76.5 17.0 4.11 3 

I want a job that could 

provide opportunity to 

increase my 

knowledge. 

0 0 6.5 53.5 40.0 4.34 1 

In order to achieve 

personal growth, I will 

continue with my 

education. 

0 3.0 14.0 43.0 40.0 4.20 2 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.9 consists of five statements: 

 

The statement ―I want a job that could provide opportunity to increase my 

knowledge‖ has the highest mean score of 4.34, where majorities of 53.5% of the 

respondents agreed with the statement, followed by 40% of the respondents 

strongly agreed, and 6.5% of the respondents showed neutral. 
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 ―In order to achieve personal growth, I will continue with my education‖ has a 

mean score of 4.20 isthe second highest ranked statement. 43% of the respondents 

agreed with the statement, 40% of the respondents strongly agreed, and 17.5% of 

the respondents showed neutral. However, minorities of 3% of the respondents 

disagreed with the statement. 

 

With a mean score of 4.11, ―I prefer to work on job with specified procedures‖ is 

the third highest ranked statement, where 76.5% of the respondents agreed, 17% 

of the respondents strongly agreed with the statement, and 6.5% of the 

respondents were neutral. 

 

―I plan my career goals‖ has a mean score of 4.00 is the second last ranked 

statement. Majorities of 66% of the respondents agreed with the statement, 

followed by 17% of the respondents strongly agreed and neutral. 

 

The statement ―I am motivated to continue with my education‖ is the last ranked 

statement with a mean score of 3.88, where 52% of the respondents agreed with 

the statements, 20% of the respondents strongly agreed, whilst 20.5% of the 

respondents showed neutral. 
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4.1.3.6 Category of Employment and Gender towards Employees’ Motivation 

 

Table 4. 10: Descriptive Statistic of Category of Employment and Gender 

Differences towards Employees’ Motivation 

 Managerial Non-managerial 

Male 

(%) 

Female 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 

Male 

(%) 

Female 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 

I plan my career 

goals. 

SD 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

D 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

N 16.7 16.7 16.7 14.3 17.9 16.1 

A 66.7 66.7 66.7 71.4 64.3 67.9 

SA 16.7 16.7 16.7 14.3 17.9 16.1 

I am motivated to 

continue with my 

education. 

SD 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

D 8.3 6.3 7.3 3.6 7.1 5.35 

N 8.3 23.0 15.7 21.4 25.8 23.6 

A 75.0 48.0 61.5 53.6 50.9 52.3 

SA 8.3 23.0 15.7 21.4 21.4 21.4 

I prefer to work 

on job with 

specified 

procedures. 

SD 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

D 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

N 8.3 6.3 7.3 7.1 6.3 6.7 

A 75.0 77.1 76.1 78.6 75.9 77.3 

SA 16.7 16.7 16.7 14.4 17.9 16.2 

I want a job that 

could provide 

opportunity to 

increase my 

knowledge. 

SD 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

D 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

N 8.3 6.3 7.3 7.1 6.3 6.7 

A 50.0 54.2 52.1 53.6 53.6 53.6 

SA 41.7 39.6 40.7 39.3 40.2 39.8 

In order to achieve 

personal growth, I 

will continue with 

my education. 

SD 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 

D 8.3 2.1 5.2 0.0 3.6 1.8 

N 0.0 16.7 8.35 14.3 14.3 14.3 

A 50.0 41.7 45.9 42.9 42.9 42.9 

SA 41.7 39.6 40.7 42.9 39.3 41.1 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4.10 shows how the respondents answer for each statement on the 

motivation factor. 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 75 of 151 

 

For the statement ―I plan my career goals‖, 66.7% of managerial respondents 

agreed with the statement, at the same time, 67.9% non-managerial respondents 

also agreed with this statement.  

 

The statement ―I am motivated to continue with my education‖ has 61.5% of 

managerial respondents agreed, and 52.3% of non-managerial also agreed with 

this statement. 

 

76.1% of managerial and 77.3% of non-managerial respondents showed agreed 

with this statement ―I prefer to work on job with specified procedures‖. 

 

For the statement ―I want a job that could provide opportunity to increase my 

knowledge‖, 52.1% of managerial respondents agreed with this statement, at the 

same time, 53.6% of non-managerial respondents also agreed with the statement. 

 

The statement ―In order to achieve personal growth, I will continue with my 

education‖ has 45.9% of managerial respondents agreed, and 42.9% of non-

managerial also agreed with the statement. 

 

 

4.2  Scale Measurement 

 

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), reliability of a measure indicates the 

extent to which it is without bias and ensures consistent measurement across time 

and the various items in the instrument. In this study, Cronbach‘s Alpha 
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Coefficient is being used to test the consistency of respondents‘ response to all the 

items in a measure. 

 

The below table summarizes the reliability analysis according to the four 

independent variables and the dependent variable. 

 

Table 4. 11: Results on Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient 

Variables No. of items (N) 
Cronbach’s Alpha based on 

Standardized Items 

Self-esteem 5 0.680 

Generalized Self-efficacy 5 0.749 

Locus of Control 5 0.772 

Neuroticism 5 0.570 

Employees‘ Motivation 5 0.774 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

According to the result from Table 4.11, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, 

and employees‘ motivation displayed a high value of Cronbach‘s Alpha which 

falls under the range of 0.7 to less than 0.8, which is good in term of reliability. 

Whilst, the reliability test of the self-esteem has a Cronbach‘s Alpha that ranged 

from 0.6 to less than 0.7, which means moderate reliable. The result of 

neuroticism reliability test showed a low value of Cronbach‘s Alpha which is less 

than 0.6, also considered as poor reliable. 

 

Items will be removed from the scale when a coefficient alpha score of below 0.7 

was obtained, in order to increase the inter-item consistency (Sekaran, & Bougie, 

2010). However, Hair et al. (2007) proposed that even an alpha of 0.7 is 
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considered as a minimum, but a lower coefficient may be acceptable depends on 

the research objectives. 

 

 

4.3  Inferential Analyses 

 

Quantitative data are being analyzed using statistical testing under inferential 

analyses. The formulated hypotheses would be either accepted or rejected 

according to the statistical significant computed (Hair et al., 2007). 

 

 

4.3.1  Pearson Correlation Coefficient Analysis 

 

Correlation coefficient analysis measures the degree of covariance between two 

variables. A greater value of coefficient indicates a higher covariance, showing a 

strong relationship between the variables, and vice versa (Hair et al., 2007). 
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Table 4. 12: Correlation Coefficient 

Coefficient Range Strength of Association 

± 0.91 to ± 1.00 Very Strong 

± 0.71 to ± 0.90 High 

± 0.41 to ± 0.70 Moderate 

± 0.21 to ± 0.40 Small but definite relationship 

± 0.00 to ± 0.20 Slight but almost negligible 

Source: Hair, J. F. Jr., Money, A. H., Samouel, P., & Page, M. (2007). Research 

methods for business. West Sussex: John Wiley & Son, Inc. Retrieved July 29, 

2011. 

 

 

4.3.1.1 Self-esteem and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 1 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Table 4. 13: Result on Pearson Correlation: Self-esteem and Employees’ 

Motivation 

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 
Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

Pearson 

correlation, r 

Self-esteem 

Employees‘ Motivation 

4.100 

4.1030 

0.428 

0.477 

0.000 0.681 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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The first hypothesis is determining the relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.13 indicates that the 

correlation coefficient between self-esteem and employees‘ motivation is 0.681 

with a p-value of 0.000 which is lower than 0.001. Thus, null hypothesis (H0) is 

rejected while alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted. There is a moderate 

positive relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ motivation. Therefore, 

employees with a higher self-esteem have greater motivation to continue with 

their education. 

 

 

4.3.1.2 Generalized Self-efficacy and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 2 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Table 4. 14: Result on Pearson Correlation: Generalized Self-efficacy and 

Employees’ Motivation 

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 
Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

Pearson 

correlation, r 

Generalized Self-efficacy 

Employees‘ Motivation 

4.102 

4.1030 

0.477 

0.477 

0.000 0.970 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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The second hypothesis is determining the relationship between generalized self-

efficacy and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.14 indicates 

that the correlation coefficient between generalized self-efficacy and employees‘ 

motivation is 0.970 with a p-value of 0.000 which is lower than 0.001. Hence, null 

hypothesis (H0) is rejected while alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted. Apart 

from this, generalized self-efficacy and employees‘ motivation has a very strong 

positive relationship which can be concluded as employees with higher 

generalized self-efficacy have greater motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

4.3.1.3 Locus of control and employees’ motivation 

 

Hypothesis 3 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between locus of control and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Table 4. 15: Result on Pearson Correlation: Locus of Control and Employees’ 

Motivation 

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 
Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

Pearson 

correlation, r 

Locus of Control 

Employees‘ Motivation 

4.142 

4.1030 

0.442 

0.477 

0.000 0.962 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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The third hypothesis is determining the relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.15 indicates that the 

correlation coefficient between locus of control and employees‘ motivation is 

0.962 with a p-value of 0.000 which is lower than 0.001. Therefore, null 

hypothesis (H0) is rejected while alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted. Locus of 

control and employees‘ motivation has a very strong positive relationship. Thus, 

employees with higher (i.e. internal) locus of control have greater motivation to 

continue with their education. 

 

 

4.3.1.4 Neuroticism and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 4 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between neuroticism and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between neuroticism and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Table 4. 16: Result on Pearson Correlation: Neuroticism and Employees’ 

Motivation 

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 
Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

Pearson 

correlation, r 

Neuroticism 

Employees‘ Motivation 

1.895 

4.1030 

0.382 

0.477 

0.024 -0.160 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 82 of 151 

 

The fourth hypothesis is determining the relationship between neuroticism and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.16 indicates that the 

correlation coefficient between neuroticism and employees‘ motivation is -0.160 

with a p-value of 0.024 which is lower than 0.05. Hence, null hypothesis (H0) is 

rejected while alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted. Apart from this, 

neuroticism and employees‘ motivation has a slight but almost negligible negative 

relationship which can be concluded as employees with lower neuroticism have 

greater motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

4.3.2  Independent Sample T-test 

 

An independent sample t-test is used to test a hypothesis that mean scores on some 

interval-or-ratio-scaled variable will be significantly different for two independent 

samples or groups (Sekaran, & Bougie, 2010). 

 

 

4.3.2.1 Gender and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 5 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between gender and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between gender and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 
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Table 4. 17: Group Statistics: Gender and Employees’ Motivation 

 Gender Mean Std. Dev. 

Employees’ Motivation 
Male 4.1150 0.44581 

Female 4.1000 0.48577 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4. 18: Result on Independent Sample T-test: Gender and Employees 

Motivation 

 Levene’s Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

T-test for Equality of 

Means 

Employees’ 

Motivation 

 
Sig. t 

Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

Equal variances 

assumed 

 

Equal variances 

not assumed 

0.339 0.177 

 

 

0.187 

0.859 

 

 

0.852 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Independent sample t-test is used to identify the relationship between gender and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.18 indicates the 

significant value of 0.339 under Levene‘s test for equality variances is higher than 

the alpha value of 0.05. Thus, it shows that the variances are equal. As the t-value 

of 0.177 under equal variances assumed is reported, the Levene‘s tests shows that 

the variance of the mean employees‘ motivation for male and female is equal. 

Hence, the null hypothesis (H0) is cannot be rejected while alternative hypothesis 

(HA) is cannot be accepted, with a p-value of 0.859 under equal variances assumed 

should be reported. As the p-value is greater than alpha 0.05, it can be concluded 
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as employees‘ motivation in continuing education has no significant relationship 

with gender. 

 

 

4.3.2.2 Category of Employment and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 6 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between category of employment and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between category of employment and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Table 4. 19: Group Statistics: Category of Employment and Employees’ 

Motivation 

 Category of 

Employment 

Mean Std. Dev. 

Employees’ Motivation 
Managerial 4.1000 0.47657 

Non-managerial 4.1043 0.47889 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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Table 4. 20: Result on Independent Sample T-test: Category of Employment 

and Employees Motivation 

 

 Levene’s Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

T-test for Equality of 

Means 

Employees’ 

Motivation 

 
Sig. T 

Sig. value, 

p (2-tailed) 

Equal variances 

assumed 

 

Equal variances 

not assumed 

0.859 -0.058 

 

 

-0.058 

0.954 

 

 

0.954 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Independent sample t-test is used to identify the relationship between category of 

employment and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. Table 4.20 

indicates the significant value of 0.859 under Levene‘s test for equality variances 

is higher than the alpha value of 0.05. Thus, it shows that the variances are equal. 

As the t-value of -0.058 under equal variances assumed is reported, the Levene‘s 

tests shows that the variance of the mean employees‘ motivation for managerial 

and non-managerial is equal. Hence, the null hypothesis (H0) is cannot be rejected 

while alternative hypothesis (HA) is cannot be accepted, with a p-value of 0.954 

under equal variances assumed should be reported. As the p-value is greater than 

alpha 0.05, it can be concluded as employees‘ motivation in continuing education 

has no significant relationship with category of employment. 
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4.3.3  One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

 

One-way ANOVA helps to examine the significant mean differences among more 

than two groups on an interval-or-ratio-scaled dependent variable by using F ratio 

or F statistic. Saunders, Lewis, and Thirnhill (2003) stated, if the probability of 

any differences between groups occurring by chance alone is low, this will be 

show by a larger F ratio with a probability of less than 0.05 and this is termed 

statistically significant. 

 

 

4.3.3.1 Length of Service with Organization and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Table 4. 21: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Levene statistic  Sig. 

1.447  0.220 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4. 22: Result on One-Way ANOVA: Category of Employment and 

Employees’ Motivation 

  F ratio Sig. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

 

 

 

      0.093 0.985 

Source :  Developed for the research 
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Table 4. 23: Bonferroni’s Post hoc Multiple Comparison 

Length of Service 

(I) 

Length of Service (J)  Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

< 1 year 1 –< 4 years 

4 – < 7years 

7 – < 10years  

≥ 10 years 

 

 

 

 

  1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1 – < 4 years < 1 year 

4 –< 7 years 

7 –< 10 years 

≥10 years 

 

 

 

 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

4 – < than 7 years < 1 year  

1 –< 4 years 

7 –<10 years 

≥10 years  

 

 

 

 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

7 – < 10 years < 1 year  

1 –< 4 years 

4 –< 7 years 

≥ 10 years 

 

 

 

 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

≥ 10 years  < 1 year  

1 –< 4 years 

4 –< 7 years 

7 –< 10 years 

 

 

 

 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Levene‘s test from table 4.21 indicates that the homogeneity of variances is not 

significant when the p-value of 0.220 is greater than 0.05, so researchers is 

confidence that the population variances for each group are approximately equal. 

From table 4.22, given the p-value of 0.985 is more than alpha value of 0.05. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis (H0) is cannot be rejected while alternative 

hypothesis (HA) is cannot be accepted that states that employees‘ motivation same 
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across the length of service with organization. Lastly, table 4.23 concludes that the 

five elements of length of service with organization have no significant different 

mean with employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

4.3.4  Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

 

Multiple linear regression analysis is performed to examine the simultaneous 

effects of several independent variables on a dependent variable that is internal 

scaled. In addition, it helps in understanding how much of the variance in the 

dependent variable is explained by R² value. Adjusted R² value is useful as a 

representative of R² when there are multiple independent variables in the model 

because it is adjusted according to the number of the variables in the model. It can 

also avoid overestimating the impact of adding an independent variable into the 

multiple linear regression analysis (Sekaran, 2003). 

 

 

4.3.4.1 Core Self-evaluation (CSE) and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 7 

 H0 = The four independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, 

locus of control, and neuroticism) are not significantly explained by variance 

on employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = The four independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) are significantly explained by 

variance on employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 
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Table 4. 24: Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 0.976 0.952 0.951 0.10523 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4. 25: ANOVA 

Model    F ratio Sig. 

1  Regression 

Residual 

Total 

 

 

 

973.554 0.000 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Table 4. 26: Coefficients 

Model  
Sig. value, p 

(2-tailed) 

 

 

Standardized  

Coefficients, 

Beta 

Ranking 

1 (Constant) 

Self-esteem 

Generalized Self-

efficacy 

Locus of Control 

Neuroticism 

0.030 

0.408 

 

0.000 

0.000 

0.055 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.018 

0.575 

0.403 

0.031 

 

4 

1 

2 

3 

Source :  Developed for the research 

 

Based on table 4.24, R² for the regression of the model is 0.953, which means 95.3% 

of the variation in dependent variable (i.e. employees‘ motivation) has been 

significantly be explained by the independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism). The remaining 4.6% 

if the variance is covered by other factors which further study is required. 
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According to table 4.25, p-value of 0.000 is smaller than alpha value 0.05. The 

overall regression model is proven to be significant. Thus, the null hypothesis (H0) 

is rejected while alternative hypothesis (HA) is accepted. 

 

Table 4.26 indicates that self-esteem and neuroticism are not significantly to 

predict the employees‘ motivation in continuing education because p-value for 

self-esteem is 0.408 whilst p-value for neuroticism is 0.055, which both are more 

than the alpha value of 0.05. On the other hand, generalized self-efficacy and 

locus of control are significantly to predict the employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education as p-value for both generalized self-efficacy and locus of 

control are 0.000 which are less than the alpha value of 0.05. 

 

Furthermore, the independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, 

locus of control, and neuroticism) are ranked according to the standardized 

coefficients of Beta in an ascending order as for how much they had contributed to 

the dependent variable (i.e. employees‘ motivation). Generalized self-efficacy 

makes the strongest unique contribution to explain the variation in employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education with its Beta value of 0.575. On the other hand, 

locus of control is the predictor variables that contribute the second highest to the 

variation of the employees‘ motivation in continuing education with the Beta 

value of 0.403. With a Beta value of 0.30, neuroticism makes the third strongest 

unique contribution to explain the variation in employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. Last but not least, self-esteem makes the least contribution 

to the variation of the employees‘ motivation in continuing education compared to 

the other predictor variables with its Beta value of 0.018. 
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4.4  Conclusion 

 

Before moving to Chapter 5, all the analysis of data had been completed through 

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 19. The eight hypotheses 

proposed in this study were clarified through the tables, charts, and graphs shown. 

Further research finding regarding the result of this study will be discussed in next 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

5.0  Introduction 

 

This chapter highlights the discussion, conclusion, and implication which had 

been analyzed in Chapter 4. It provides a summary view of both descriptive and 

inferential analyses, and also discussion on the major findings in order to validate 

the research objectives and hypotheses, as well as limitations and 

recommendations of this study. 

 

 

5.1  Summary of Statistical Analyses 

 

Hypothesis 1  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: There is a moderate positive relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation with an r-value of 0.681. Therefore, HA is accepted with a 

p-value of 0.000. 
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Hypothesis 2  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: There is a strong positive relationship between generalized self-efficacy 

and employees‘ motivation with an r-value of 0.970. Thus, HA is accepted with a 

p-value of 0.000. 

 

Hypothesis 3  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between locus of control and 

employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: There is a strong positive relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation with an r-value of 0.962. Hence, HA is accepted with a p-

value of 0.000. 

 

Hypothesis 4  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between neuroticism and 

employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between neuroticism and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 
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Result: There is a slight but almost negligible negative relationship between 

neuroticism and employees‘ motivation with a r-value of -0.160. Consequently, 

HA is accepted with a p-value of 0.024. 

 

Hypothesis 5 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between gender and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between gender and employee‘s 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: As t-value of 0.177 under equal variances assumed is reported, there is no 

significant association between gender and employees‘ motivation in continuing 

education. So, HA is rejected with a p-value of 0.859. 

 

Hypothesis 6  

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between the category of 

employment and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = There is significant relationship between the category of employment 

and employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: As t-value of -0.058 under equal variances assumed is reported, there is 

no significant association between category of employment and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. Therefore, HA is rejected with a p-value of 

0.954. 
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Hypothesis 7 

 H0 = The four independent variables (e.g. self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) are not significantly explained 

by variance on employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 HA = The four independent variables (e.g. self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control and neuroticism) are significantly explained by 

variance on employee‘s motivation in continuing education. 

 

Result: 95.3% of the variances in employees‘ motivation significantly explained 

the four independent variables (i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of 

control, and neuroticism) with a R²-value of 0.953. Hence, HA is accepted with a 

p-value of 0.000. 

 

 

5.2  Discussion of Major Findings 

 

The overall objective of this study is to examine how the psychological state of an 

individual influences his/her motivation in continuing education. Elements of CSE 

are used as the independent variables, which are self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism, against the dependent variable (i.e. 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education). Besides, demographic variable 

(i.e. gender) and general information (i.e. category of employment) of the 

respondents had been used in order to determine the effects on respondents‘ 

motivation level. 
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5.2.1  Relationship between Self-esteem and Employees’ 

Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 1 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

 HA = There is significant relationship between self-esteem and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Based on the result, there is significant relationship between self-esteem and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. The supporting statistic data 

shows that moderate positive correlation of 0.681 exists between self-esteem and 

motivation. This can be explained that the higher the self-esteem of an individual, 

the greater the motivation. This result is consistent with the research of Dossett et 

al. (1979), where individual with higher self-esteem attained their goals more 

often than lower self-esteem individuals, who are motivated through feedbacks of 

the results and participation in goal setting process. Apart from this, Baumeister 

and Tice (1985) further discussed Deci‘s (1971) finding in respect of higher self-

esteem employees increased their intrinsic motivation to accomplish a task, 

individual with higher self-esteem would have greater motivation to upgrade their 

education level to achieve a higher satisfaction in life. Korman (1970) proposed 

that a higher self-esteem employee will engage in continuing education in order to 

enhance their knowledge and skills whilst increase their employability, compared 

to a lower self-esteem employee who tend to view challenging task as a chance to 

fail (Lock et al, 1996). 
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5.2.2  Relationship between Generalized Self-efficacy and 

Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 2 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 HA = There is significant relationship between generalized self-efficacy and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

The result from statistical data in Chapter 4 shows there are significant 

relationship between generalized self-efficacy and employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. Furthermore, a strong positive correlation of 0.970 is 

reported between generalized self-efficacy and motivation. In other words, a high 

generalized self-efficacy individual has higher level of motivation in continuing 

education in order to maintain employability, compared to one that has lower 

generalized self-efficacy. This finding is supported with study in Judge, Erez, and 

Bono (1998) where an individual with higher generalized self-efficacy has strong 

belief with own capabilities and thus motivated to self-fulfilling. On the other 

hand, Bradley (2003) stated that generalized self-efficacy is the driver of 

motivation through its effect on the direction of the employee‘s behavior that an 

individual is more likely to see goals as achievable and worthy of their efforts 

when they feel confident in their abilities. Moreover, Frayne and Lathem (1987), 

and Lathem and Frayne (1989) found that job attendance and motivation can be 

increased by enhancing employees‘ generalized self-efficacy to overcome the 

problem which is affecting their ability. 
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5.2.3  Relationship between Locus of Control and Employees’ 

Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 3 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between locus of control and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 HA = There is significant relationship between locus of control and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Locus of control is another factor that can influence the employees‘ motivation 

level to continue with their education. According to the result, it shows a 

significant relationship between locus of control and motivation with a strong 

positive correlation of 0.962. This finding is consistent with the study of Salazar et 

al. (2006) that individual‘s locus of control will perceive the challenges as 

opportunities for learning and personal growth. Apart from this, finding of Dailey 

(1980) stated individuals that score higher in locus of control most likely to be 

concluded have internal locus of control, which usually have a greater motivation 

and higher level of participation within their jobs. Hence, employees who scored 

higher in locus of control most probably will improve themselves through 

engaging in higher education level. In addition, internal locus of control 

individuals tend to perceive that their own abilities and skills are the key to 

success most likely will work harder to improve one‘s skills and capabilities 

(Pawlik-Kienlan, 2007). 
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5.2.4  Relationship between Neuroticism and Employees’ 

Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 4 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between neuroticism and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

 HA = There is significant relationship between neuroticism and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

According to the result in Chapter 4, neuroticism and employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education has a significant relationship. It shows a slight but almost 

negligible negative correlation of -0.160. In other words, a low neuroticism 

individual most likely has a higher level of motivation. This result is consistent 

with the study of McCrae and Costa (1991) as it mentioned that neuroticism has a 

relationship with lower well-being where individuals with higher neuroticism are 

prone to experience adverse effects of secure, steady and confident (Judge, & 

Bono, 2001) most likely to have less job satisfaction, thus demotivated (Brief, 

1998; Spector, 1997). Likewise, neuroticism and self-esteem had a correlation of -

0.159, which is consistent with the study of Eysenck (1992) who discussed that 

self-esteem is viewed as an indicative of low neuroticism. 
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5.2.5  Relationship between Gender and Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 5 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between gender and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

 HA = There is significant relationship between gender and employees‘ 

motivation in continuing education. 

 

Based on the finding of this study, there is no significant relationship between 

gender and employees‘ motivation in continuing education with a significant 

value of 0.859 which is greater than the alpha value of 0.05. Thus, this result is not 

consistent with the findings of Powers and Wagner (1984), Lightbody et al. (1996), 

and Georgiou (1999) where females are concluded as tend to emphasize effort 

when explaining their performance, while males appeal more to luck as a factor to 

their academic achievement (Burgner, & Hewstone, 1993) are also inconsistent 

with the result of this study. However, the result is consistent with those studies of 

Ryan and Pintrinch (1997) which proposed that there are no differences in the 

type of goal pursued as function of gender. Moreover, Amezecua and Pichardo 

(2000) stated no evidence of such gender differences in academic self-concept. 

 

 

5.2.6  Relationship between Category of Employment and 

Employees’ Motivation 

 

Hypothesis 6 

 H0 = There is no significant relationship between category of employment and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 
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 HA = There is significant relationship between category of employment and 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

Category of employment is another factor that has no significant relationship with 

the employees‘ motivation level to continue with their education. According to the 

result, it shows a significant value of 0.954 which is greater than the alpha value 

of 0.05. This finding is inconsistent with the study of Oliveira Pire (2009) who 

found that position in an organization seems to have a significant role in the 

motives for pursuing learning. Anyhow, individual is related to the motive to 

approach, and the expectation for success, that solely depends on one‘s own desire 

regardless differences in category of employment (―Motivation,‖ 2006). 

 

 

5.2.7  Discussion on Category of Employment and Gender 

Differences on Employees’ Motivation 

 

As result shown in Table 4.10, majority of the managerial and non-managerial 

employees‘ regardless male or female agreed with the statements under the fifth 

factor in the survey questionnaire (i.e. motivation), which mean they have same 

opinion and perception towards their motivation on setting career goal, 

subsequently motivated to continue with their education. Hence, this result 

provides further evidence that there are no significant differences between 

managerial and non-managerial employees regardless male or female in term of 

their motivation in continuing education. 
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5.3  Implications of the Study 

 

CSE is new in determining the employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

The implications of the four variables tested in this study are provided in below 

managerial implications. It can be useful to both human resource allocators and 

employees in term of better understanding on how the four independent variables 

(i.e. self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) have 

an effect on employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

 

5.3.1  Managerial Implications 

 

The results of this study highlight to human resource managers or allocators that 

employees‘ generalized self-efficacy plays the most critical role in employees‘ 

motivation. This indicates that it is necessary for employees to perceive 

themselves as capable of accomplishing a task in a given situation (Creed et al. 

2009) in order to motivate them. The management can provide employees with 

opportunities for further studies or self-improvement to ensure that employees 

have the qualification to meet their current job expectation. Apart from this, 

continuous upgrading of employees knowledge and skills through on-the-job 

training and career development might help increase employees‘ generalized self-

efficacy, and thus increase their motivation in continuing education. 

 

Findings from Judge et al. (1998) determined that locus of control is highly 

correlated with self-efficacy, but the two concepts are different as generalized 

self-efficacy is concerned with the abilities of an individual to mobilize 

motivation, whereas locus of control is about one‘s confidence that he/she is able 
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to control the outcomes. Hence, employees need to change their perception from 

being external locus of control to internal locus of control, because individual with 

external locus of control will perceive that learning will not have an impact on 

oneself (Norviltis et al., 2003), and thus demotivated in continuing education. In 

order to encourage internal locus of control within employees, seminars and 

workshop can be organized to help employees to revert their mindset. 

 

Moreover, neuroticism is also an important trait towards employees‘ motivation in 

continuing education. In the study of Judge and Bono (2001), and Srivastava et al. 

(2010) indicates that low neuroticism individuals who tend to be secure and 

confident most likely to have greater satisfaction on job and are motivated. 

Therefore, numerous positive mindset and stress free seminars can be organized to 

cultivate positive feelings among employees to drive down their insecurities and 

negative thoughts. 

 

In order to build on one‘s strengths and overcomes the weaknesses, an employee 

need learn how to cultivate a logical view of things by setting a realistic career 

goal which is attainable and unnecessary comparison among peers should be 

avoided, as an individual who lacks of self-esteem is most likely to view 

him/herself in a negative way, thus demotivated when he/she seek no satisfaction 

in workplace (Brunborg, 2008). Self-esteem is critical in determining one‘s 

success in career, as it reflects the overall evaluation of an individual towards 

capability, significant, and worthiness (Schweitzer, Seth-Smith, & Callan, 1992) 
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5.4  Limitations of the Study 

 

There are several limitations inherent in this study. First of all, the sample size of 

this study is relatively small corresponding to population parameters. A sample of 

200 respondents is rather limited to compute or make assumption since the 

employees‘ population in Ipoh, Perak, Malaysia is huge and a larger sample size is 

required to reinforce the analysis result. Despite, self-selecting sample of 

organization is also a barrier for generalization. Furthermore, questions in the 

questionnaire survey form for this study are self-administered most probably 

cause bias. 

 

The second limitation is an inadequate time frame. Researchers are lack of time to 

discover more prospective pool of respondents which may constraint a more 

precise result. In addition, respondents were not isolated according to their 

respective sector, where possibility of different perceptions and viewpoint of what 

influencing employees‘ motivation could be different. Researchers were not able 

to generalize to all industry sectors as this require an extensive time and thus 

unable to conduct an in-depth study. 

 

Thirdly, this study may be absent of opinions from different ethnic groups as it 

does not take into account the ethnic groups of respondents. Ethnic group is one of 

the aspects that required attention due to individuals from different ethnic groups 

may have different views about things. In order to obtain a more precise result, all 

the respondents should be randomly choose from different ethnic groups. 

 

Whilst, this study also neglected the age group of respondents as individuals in 

different age group may have a different way to view things in different situations. 

Therefore, feedbacks from different age group should be included. The possibility 
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of different sensitivity and stance of what influencing employees‘ motivation 

could be different in different age groups. 

 

Lastly, the methodology used to obtain the result can be further improvised by 

comparing with other methodology, such as interview, as to boost the accuracy of 

the result. 

 

 

5.5  Recommendations for Future Research 

 

As previously discussed, an important limitation in this research study is the 

reliance on employees sample size. Therefore, the larger sampling size should be 

used to increase the significance of this study and to draw ultimate conclusion. In 

this way, more employees in various organizations can participate in the survey. 

This may avoid bias and unwanted incongruities. Accordingly, future study would 

benefit from using a larger sample size. 

 

Furthermore, based on the reliability analysis, although the questionnaire survey 

form for this study demonstrated an adequate reliability, but some of the questions 

of independent variables (i.e. self-esteem and neuroticism) showed a moderate 

low reliability which may hinders the detection of expected effects. Consequently, 

future study must consider the development of more reliable measures to examine 

the employees‘ motivation towards organization in continuing education. 

 

Moreover, future research should examine the basic demographic characteristic of 

respondents in the study, such as age group. By using inferential statistics, 
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difference between individuals‘ motivation and age groups can be determined. 

Comparative studies can also be used to have a clearer picture on how different 

age groups influence one‘s motivation. 

 

Lastly, a longitudinal study is more likely to suggest cause-and-effect 

relationships than a cross-sectional study as data in longitudinal study are able to 

detect developments or changes in CSE on employees‘ motivation level. 

According to Pervin (1989), there is significance of fluid attitudinal, personality 

and behavioral processes. Although this dissertation sheds some light on the 

relationships between CSE and employees‘ motivation, however it does not show 

how these relationships unfold over time. Thus, the important avenue for future 

study is to design a longitudinal study which involves repeated observations of the 

same variables over long periods of time to accurately observe the changes.  

 

 

5.6  Conclusion 

 

This study had made a remarkable understanding on the variables that influencing 

the employees‘ motivation in continuing education. The analysis from the 200 

respondents indicates that generalized self-efficacy as the most critical element in 

determining employees‘ motivation in continuing education. 

 

This study is able to provide an overview of how the four variables of CSE (i.e. 

self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism) affect 

employees‘ motivation in continuing education. On the other hand, this study also 

determined that demographic factor (i.e. gender) and general information (i.e. 
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length of service with organization and category of employment) do not influence 

one‘s motivation level.  

 

In conclusion, researchers hope that if this study helps will offer useful insights 

for human resource managers or allocators as well as employees to understand 

how one‘s psychological state can affects the motivation level of an individual. 

 

  



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 108 of 151 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Abadi, F. E., Jalilvand, M. R., Sharif, G. A., & Khanzaded, S. A. (2011). A study 

of influential factors on employees‘ motivation for participating in the in-

service training courses based on modified expectancy theory. 

Internaltional Business and Management, 2(1), 157-169. 

 

 

Acquired Needs Theory. Retrieved May 19, 2011, from 

http://changingminds.org/explaination/theories/acquired_needs.htm. 

 

 

Ajang, P. E. Assessing the role of work Motivation on Employee Performance. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University Umea.  

 

 

Alderfer, C. (1969). An Empirical Test of a New Theory of Human 

Needs. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 4, 142-175.  

 

 

Alleydog. (1998). Motivation. Retrieved May 20, 2011,  

from http://www.alleydog.com/topics/motivation.php. 

 

 

Amabile, T. M., Hennessey, B., & Grossman, B. (1986). Social influenceon 

creativity: The effects of contracted-for reward. J. Personality Soc. Psych., 

50(1), 14-23. 

 

 

Ames, C. A. (1990). Motivation: What teachers need to know. Teacher College 

Record, 90(3), 409-421. 

 

 

Amezcua, J. A., & Pichardo, M. C. (2000). Diferencias de genero en autoconcepto 

en sujtos adolescents. [Gender differences in self-concept in adolescent 

subjects.] Anales de Psicologia, 16, 207-214.  

 

 

Anderman, E. M., & Young, A. J. (1994). Motivation and strategy use in science: 

Individual differences and classroom effects. Journal of Research in 

Science Teaching, 31(8), 811-831. 

 

 

Andrew, R. (2008, January 14). What Is Intrinsic Motivation? Retrieved April 9, 

2011, from http://ezinearticles.com/?What-Is-Intrinsic-

Motivation?&id=928298. 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 109 of 151 

 

Armstrong, M. (1991). “A Handbook of Personnel Management Practice”, 

Kogan Page, London.  

 

 

Amabile, T. M. (1993). Motivational synergy: Toward new conceptualizations of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in the workplace. Human Resource 

Management Review, 3(3), 185. 

 

 

Arnania-Kepuladze, T. (2010).  Gender stereotypes and gender feature of job 

motivation: differences or similarity? Problem and Perspectives in 

Management, 8(2), 84-93. 

 

 

Atkinson, J. W. (1957). Motivational determinants of risk-taking behavior. 

Psychological Review, 64, 359-372. 

 

 

Atkinson, J. W. (1964). An introduction to motivation. Oxford, England: Van 

Nostrand. 

 

 

Ayupp, K., & Kong, W. (2010). The impact of task and outcome interdependence 

and slef-efficacy on employees‘ work motivation: an analysis of the 

Malaysian retail industry. Asia Pacific Business Review, 16(1-2), 123-142. 

 

 

Babbie, & Earl. (1998). The Practice of Social Research (8
th

 ed). Blemont, CA: 

Wadsworth Publishing CO. 

 

 

Bainbridge, C. (2011a). Extrinsic Motivation. Retrieved April 9, 2011, from 

http://giftedkids.about.com/od/glossary/g/intrinsic.htm. 

 

 

Bainbridge, C. (2011b). Intrinsic Motivation. Retrieved April 9, 2011, from 

http://giftedkids.about.com/od/glossary/g/extrinsic.htm. 

 

 

Baker, R. K. (2003). A framework for design and evaluation of internet-based 

distance learning courses:  Phase one – framework justification, design and 

evaluation. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 6(2). 

 

 

Bakan, I. (2010). The important of formal employee education in the world of 

growing uncertainty. Unpublished manuscript, Sutcu Imam University, 

Turkey. 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 110 of 151 

 

Bal, M. (2009). The concept of age. In M. Bal, Age and psychological contract 

breach in relation to work outcomes (pp. 11). Research Institute for 

Psychology and Health. 

 

 

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American 

Psychologist, 37, 122-147.  

 

 

Bandura, A., & Cervone, D. (1983). Self-evaluation and self-efficacy mechanisms 

governing the motivational effects of goal systems. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 45, 1017-1028. 

 

 

Bandura, A. (1986a). Social foundations of thought and action. Englewood Cliffs, 

NJ: Prentice Hall.  

 

 

Bandura, A. (1986b). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive 

theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

 

 

Bandura, A., & Cervone, D. (1986). Differential engagement of self-reactive 

influences in cognitive motivation. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 38, 91-113.  

 

 

Bandura, A. (1988). Organizational applications of social cognitive theory. 

Australian Journal of Management, 13(2), 275-302. 

 

 

Bandura, A. (1996). Self-Efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman.  

 

 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W. H. 

Freeman.  

 

 

Bandura, A., (1998). Personal and collective efficacy in human adaptation and 

change. In: J. G. Adair, D. Belanger and K. L. Dion, (Ed.), Advances in 

psychological science. East Sussex: Psychology Press. 

 

 

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 52, 1–26. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 111 of 151 

 

Barnett, T. (2006). Encyclopedia of management: Reinforcement Theory. 

Retrieved June 20, 2011, from http://www.enotes.com/management-

encyclopedia/reinforcement-theory. 

 

 

Barnett, T. (2009). Reinforcement theory. Retrieved April 12, 2011, from 

http://www.referenceforbusiness.com/management/Pr-Sa/Reinforcement-

Theory.html. 

 

 

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and 

job performance: a meta-analysis. Personal Psychology, 44, 1–26. 

 

 

Bartle, L. P. & Malkin, M. J. (2000, January 1). The Motivation to move - 

motivation in sports. Retrieved April 9, 2011, from  

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1145/is_1_35/ai_59319072/?tag=ma

ntle_skin;content. 

 

 

Basset-Jones, N. & Lloyd, G. C. (2005), ―Does Herbergs Motivational Theory 

have stayingpower‖? Journal of Management Development, 24(10), 57-56. 

 

 

Baumeister, R. F., & Tice, D. M. (1985). Self-esteem and responses to success 

and failure: subsequent performance and intrinsic motivation. Journal of 

Personality, 53, 450-467. 

 

 

Baumgardner, A. H. (1990). To know oneself is to like oneself: Self-certainty and 

self-affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 1062-1072. 

 

 

Bedeian, A. G. (1993). Management (3
rd

 ed.). New York: Dryden Press. 

 

 

Berry, W. D., & Feldman, S. (1985). Multiple regression in practice. Newbury 

Park, CA:  Sage Publication, Inc. 

 

 

Best, R. G. (2003). Are self-evaluations at the core of job burnout? Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University. 

 

 

Best, R. G., Stapleton, L. M., & Downey, R. G. (2005). Core self-evaluation and 

job burnout: the test of alternative models. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 10, 441-451. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 112 of 151 

 

Biggs, J. (1991). Good learning: What is it? In J. Biggs (Ed.), Teaching for 

learning. Melbourne: ACER.  

 

 

Birdi, K., Allan, C, & Warr, P. (1997). Correlates and perceived outcomes of 4 

types of employee development activity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

82, 845-857. 

 

 

Boeree, C. G. (1998). Personality Theories. Retrieved April 11, 2011, from 

http://webspace.ship.edu/cgboer/skinner.html. 

 

 

Bolger, N., & Schilling, E. (1991). Personality and the problems of everyday life: 

The role of neuroticism in exposure and reactivity to daily stressors. 

Journal of Personality, 59, 355-386. 

 

 

Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Core self-evaluations: A review of the trait 

and its role in job satisfaction and job performance. European Journal of 

Personality, 17, 5–18.  

 

 

Borg, W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1989). Educational Research (5
th
 ed.). White Plains, 

NY: Longman Inc. 

 

 

Bourbon, T. (1997). Perceptual Control Theory, Reinforcement Theory, 

Countercontrol, and the Responsible Thinking Process. Retrieved April 10, 

2011, from http://www.responsiblethinking.com/rtpvrft.html 

 

 

Bowen, B. E., & Radhakrishna, R. B. (1991). Job satisfaction of agricultural 

education faculty: A constant phenomena. Journal of Agricultural 

Education, 32(2), 16-22. 

 

 

Bradley, E. W. (2003). Toward Understanding Task, Mission and Public Service 

Motivation: A Conceptual and Empirical Synthesis of Goal Theory and 

Public Service Motivation.  

 

 

Brasile, F. M., Kleiber, D. A., & Harnisch, D. (1991). Analysis of Participation 

Incentives Among Athletes With and Without Disabilitites. Therapeutic 

Recreation Journal, 25(1), 18-33. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 113 of 151 

 

Brief, A. P., Butcher, A. H., & Roberson, L. (1995). Cookies, disposition and job 

attitudes: The effects of positive mood-inducing events and negative 

affectively on job satisfaction in field experiment. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 62, 55-62. 

 

 

Brief, A. P. (1998). Attitudes in and around organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage. 

 

 

Brockner, J. (1979). The effects of self-esteem success-failure, and self-

consciousness on task performance. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 37, 1732-1741. 

 

 

Brockner, J. (1988). Self-esteem at work: Research, theory, and practice. 

Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

 

 

Brown, J. D., & Dutton, K. A. (1995). The thrill of victory, the complexity of 

defeat: Self-esteem and people‘s emotional reactions to success and failure. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 712-722. 

 

 

Brunborg, G. S. (2008). Core Self-Evaluations: A predictor Variable for Job 

Stress. European Psychologist, 13(2), 96-102. 

 

 

Bucci, H. P. (2003). The value of Likert scales in measuring attitudes of online 

learners. Retrieved June 18, 2011, from 

http://www.hkadesigns.co.uk/websites/msc/reme/likert.htm. 

 

 

Buchalka, A. (2007, May 7). How to develop employee motivation. Part 1. 

Retrieved July 30, 2011, from 

http://www.yoursuccessunleashed.com/motivation/how-to-develop-

employee-motivation-part-1-30/. 

 

 

Buford, J. A., Jr., Bedeian, A. G., & Lindner, J. R. (1995). Management in 

Extension (3rd ed.). Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Extension. 

 

 

Burgner, D., & Hewstone, M. (1993). Young children‘s causal attributions for 

success and failure: ―self-enancing boys‖ and self-derogating girls‖. 

British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 11, 125-129. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 114 of 151 

 

Bush, J. (1988). Job satisfaction, powerlessness, and locus of control. Western 

Journal of Nursing Research, 10(6), 718-731. 

 

 

Cadwallader, S., Jarvis, C. B., Bitner, M. J., & Ostrom, A. L. (2010). Frontline 

employee motivation to participate in service innovation implementation. 

Journal of Academy of Marketing Science, 38, 219-239. 

 

 

Calder, B. J., & Staw, B. M. (1975). The self-perception of intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 31(4), 599-605. 

 

 

Campbell, J. P., Dunnette, M. D., Lawler, E. E., & Weick, K. E. (1970). 

Managerial behavior, performance and effectiveness. New York : 

McGraw-Hill. 

 

 

Carstensen, L. L., Isaacowitz, D. M., & Charles, S. T. (1999). Taking time 

seriously. A theory of socioemotional selectivity. American Psychologist, 

54, 165-181. 

 

 

Cengage, G. (2006). Motivation. Retrived April 6, 2011, from 

http://www.enotes.com/business-finance-encyclopedia/motivation. 

 

 

Charles, L. C. (2005). The research design matrix: A tool for development 

planning research studies. Habitat International, 29, 615–626. 

 

 

Chatterjee, S., & Hadi, A. S. (2006). Regression Analysis by Example (4
th
 ed.). 

New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

 

 

Chen, G., & Gully, S. M. (1997, August). Specific self-efficacy, general self-

efficacy, and self-esteem: Are they distinguishable constructs? Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of Management, Boston.  

 

 

Chiang, C. F., & Jang, S. S. C. (2008). An expectancy theory model for hotel 

employee motivation. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 

27, 313-322. 

 

 

Chin, R. Y. S., & Lee, B. Y. (2008). Principles and practice of clinical trial 

medicine. UK: Elsevier, Inc. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 115 of 151 

 

Choudhury, A. (2009a). One-Way ANOVA. Retrieved June 20, 2011, from 

http://www.experiment-resources.com/one-way-anova.html. 

 

 

Choudhury, A. (2009b). ANOVA Test. Retrieved June 22, 2011, from 

http://www.experiment-resources.com/one-way-anova.html. 

 

 

Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., & Noe, R. A. (2000). Toward an integrative theory 

of training motivation: A meta-analytic path analysis of 20 years of 

research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 678-707. 

 

 

 

Cooper, D. R., & Schindler, P. S. (2001). Business Research Methods (7
th
 ed.). 

McGraw- Hill International Edition. 

 

 

Cooper, D. R., & Schindler, P. S. (2003). Business Research Methods (8
th
 ed.). 

McGraw-Hill: New York. 

 

 

Coopersmith, S. (1967). The antecedents of self-esteem. San Francisco: Freeman. 

 

 

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1994). Set like plaster? Evidence for the 

stability of adult personality. In T.F. Heatherton & J.L. Weinberger (Eds.), 

Can personality change? (pp. 21-40). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Association. 

 

 

Crandall, V. C. (1969). Sex differences in expectancy of intellectual and academic 

reinforcement. In C. P. Smith (Ed.), Achievement-related motives in 

children (pp. 11-44). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

 

Creed, P. A., Lehmann, K., & Hood, M. (2009). The relationship between core 

self-evaluations, employment commitment and well-being in the 

unemployed. Personality and Individual Differences, 47, 310-315. 

 

 

Cropanzano, R., James, K., & Konovsky, M. A. (1993). Dispositional affectively 

as a predictor of work attitudes and job performance. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 14, 595-606. 

 

 

Daft, R. L. (1997). Management (4
th
 ed). Orlando, F1.: Harcourt Brace. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 116 of 151 

 

Daft, R. L. (2006). The new era of management. Thomson South-Western: Ohio. 

 

 

Daniels, K., & Guppy, A. (1994). Occupational stress, social support, job control, 

and psychological well-being. Human Relations, 47, 1523-1544. 

 

 

Dailey, R. (1980). Relationship between locus of control, task characteristics, and 

work attitudes. Psychological Reports, 47, 855-861. 

 

 

Daing, Z. I. (1997, November 14). Assuring Quality Learning Support for 

Teachers’ Distance Education Program. Retrieved April 7, 2011, from 

http://elib.unirazak.edu.my/staff-publications/daing/For.pdf 

 

 

Deci, E. L. (1971). Effects of externally mediated rewards on intrinsic motivation. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 18, 105-115. 

 

 

Deci, E. L. (1975). Intrinsic motivation. New York: Plenum. 

 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in 

human behavior. New York: Plenum Press.  

 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M., (1991). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in 

human hebavior. In Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (Eds.), Motivation and 

Work Behavior (pp. 44-58). New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc. 

 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000a). Self-determination theory and the facilitation 

of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American 

Psychologist, 55, 68-78. 

 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000b). The ―what‖ and why‖ of goal pursuits: 

Human needs and the self-determination of behaviour. Psychological 

Inquiry, 11, 227-268. 

 

 

Dickson, W. J. (1973). Hawthorne experiments. In C. Heyel (Ed.), The 

encyclopedia of management (pp. 298-302). New York: Van Nostrand 

Reinhold. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 117 of 151 

 

DJS Research Ltd. (2010). What is Descriptive Research? Retrieved May 29, 

2011, from 

http://www.marketresearchworld.net/index.php?option=com_content&task

=view&id=800&Itemid=64. 

 

 

Dodgson, P. G., & Wood, J. V. (1998). Self-esteem and the cognitive accessibility 

of strengths and weaknesses after failure. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 75, 178-197. 

 

 

Dominic, W. (2008). Online distance learning provides additional learning 

opportunities and improves the socioeconomic status of working adults in 

Malaysia. Asian Journal of Distance Education, 6(1), 5-14. 

 

 

Dossett, D. L., Latham, G. P., & Mitchell, T. R. (1979). The effects of assigned 

versus participatively set goals, KR, and individual differences when goal 

difficulty is held constant. Journal of Applied Psychology, 64, 291-298. 

 

 

Dr. Ian, P. (2000). Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlation (r). Retrieved June 24, 

2011, from 

http://www.une.edu.au/WebStat/unit_materials/c4_descriptive_statistics/p

earsons_coeff.html. 

 

 

Dr Graves, C. (1966). Theory of Levels of Human Existence. Retrieved June 24, 

2011 form 

http://www.12manage.com/methods_graves_spiral_dynamics.html. 

 

 

Dumas, J. (1999). Usability Testing Methods: Subjective Measures, Part II - 

Measuring Attitudes and Opinions. Retrieved June 18, 2011, from 

online:http://www.upassoc.org/html/1999_archive/usability_testing_metho

ds.html. 

 

 

Earley, P. C., & Lituchy, T. R. (1991). Delineating goal and efficacy effects: A 

test of three models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 81-88. 

 

 

Ebner, N. C., Freund, A. M., & Baltes, P. B. (2006). Developmental changes in 

personal goal orientation from young to late adulthood: from striving for 

gains to maintenance and prevention of losses. Psychology and Aging, 21, 

664-678. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 118 of 151 

 

Eisenberg, A. P. (2000). The research for integrity: A leadership impact study. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, DePaul University. 

 

 

Emory, C. W. (1976). Business Research Methods. Homewood, Illinois: Richard 

D. Irwin, Inc. 

 

 

Erez, A., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Relationship of core self-evaluations to goal 

setting, motivation, and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 

1270-1279. 

 

 

ERG Theory – Clayton P. Alderfer. (2009). Retrieved April 24, 2011, from Value 

Based 

Management.net http://www.valuebasedmanagement.net/methods_alderfer

_erg_theory.html. 

 

 

Evans, C., & Fan, J. P. (2002). Lifelong learning through the virtual university. 

Campus-Wide Information Systems, 19(4), 127-134. 

 

 

Expectancy. Retrieved June 18, 2011 from 

http://web.dcp.ufl.edu/hinze/Expectancy.htm. 

 

 

Expectancy Theory of Motivation. (2008, June). Retrieved April 8, 2011, from 

http://www.managementstudyguide.com/expectancy-theory-

motivation.htm. 

 

 

Expectancy Theory: Motivate Your Team by Linking Effort with Outcome. (2008, 

December). Retrieved April 15, 2011, from 

http://www.lacpa.org.lb/Includes/Images/Docs/TC/TC341.pdf. 

 

 

Eysenck, H. J. (1992). Four ways five factors are not basic. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 13(6), 667-673. 

 

Filstein, A. (2011, May 5). What causes good employees to become unmotivated. 

Retrieved July 31, 2011, from http://www.arikfilstein.com/recruiters/what-

causes-good-employees-to-become-unmotivated. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 119 of 151 

 

Feather, N. T. (1966). Effects of prior success and failure on expectations of 

success and subsequent performance. Journal of personality and Social 

Psychology, 3(3), 287-298.  

 

 

Ferris, D. L. (2008). Core self-evaluations and the hierarchical model of 

approach/avoidance motivation. Unpublished master‘s thesis, University 

of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada. 

 

 

Forgas, J. P. (1989). Mood effects on decision making strategies. Australian 

Journal of Psychology, 41, 197-214. 

 

 

Frayne, C. A., & Latham, G. P. (1987). Application of social learning theory to 

employee self-management of attendance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

72(3), 387-392.  

 

 

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: 

Potential of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational 

Research, 74, 59-109. 

 

 

Freud, S. (1910). The origin and development of psychoanalysis. American 

Journal of Psychology, 21, 181-218. 

 

 

Frieze, I. H. (1975). Women‘s expectations for and causal attributions of success 

and failure. In T. Mednick, S. Tangi, & L. W. Hoffman (Eds.), Women and 

achievement. Social and motivational analysis (pp. 158-171). New York: 

John Wiley and Sons.  

 

 

Gabelko, N. H. (1997). Age and gender differences in global, academic, social 

and athletic self-concept in academically talented students. Paper 

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research 

Association: Chicago.  

 

 

Gagne, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-Determination Theory and Work 

Motivation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, (26). 

 

 

Georgiou, S. (1999). Achievement attributions of sixth grade children and their 

parents. Educational psychology, 19, 399-412. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 120 of 151 

 

Getting Started With SPSS. (2010, February 18). Retrieved June 18, 2011, from 

http://www.usc.edu/its/stats/spss/. 

 

 

Gist, M. E., & Mitchell, T. R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its 

determinants and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17, 183-

211. 

 

 

Graen, G. (1970). Instrumentality theory of work motivation: Some experimental 

results and suggested modifications. Journal of Applied Psychology 

Monograph, (53), 1-25. 

 

 

Grant, A. M., & Wrzesniewski, A. (2010). I Won‘t Let You Down…or Will I? 

Core Self-Evaluations, Other-Orientation, Anticipated Guilt and Gratitude, 

and Job Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1), 108-121. 

 

 

Green, P. E., & Donald S. T. (1970). Research for Marketing Decisions. 

Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc. 

 

 

Greenberg. J., & Baron. A. R., (2003). ―Behaviour in Organisation‖, Prentice Hall, 

(8), 188-215. 

 

 

Greeberg, J., Solomon, S., Pyszczynski, T., Rosenblatt, A., Burling, J., & Lyon, D. 

(1992).Why do  people need self esteem? Converging evidence that self-

esteem serves an anxiety-buffering function. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 63, 913-922. 

 

 

Greenwald, A. G., Bellezza, F. S., & Banaji, M. R. (1988). Is self-esteem a central 

ingredient of the self-concept? Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletion, 14, 34-45. 

 

 

Goessl, L. (2010). Why people deicde to go back to school. Retrieved April 10, 

2011, from http://www.helium.com/items/1903116-why-people-decide-to-

go-back-to-school. 

 

 

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative ―Description of Personality‖: the Big-Five 

factor structure. Journals of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 1216-

1229. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 121 of 151 

 

Hair, J. F., Jr., Babin, B., Money, A. H., & Samouel, P. (2003). Essential of 

business research methods. John Wiley & Son Inc., Lehy Publishing, LLC. 

 

 

Hair, J. F., Jr., Money, A. H., Samouel, P., & Page, M. (2007). Research methods 

for business. West Sussex : John Wiley & Sons. 

 

 

Hair, J. F., Celsi, M. W., Money, A. H., Samouel, P., & Page, M. J. (2011). 

Essentials of Business Research Methods. M E Sharpe Inc.  

 

 

Harter, S. (1990). Causes, correlates, ad the functional role of global self-worth: A 

life-span perspective. In R. J. Sternberg & J. Kolligan, Jr. (Eds.), 

Competence considered (pp. 67-97). New Haven, CT: Yale University 

Press.  

 

 

Heckhausen, H. (1991). Motivation and action. Berlin: Springer-Verlag. 

 

 

Hennessey, B. A. (2000). Rewards and creativity. In C. Jansone, J. Harackiewicz 

(Eds.), Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation: The Search for Optimal 

Motvation and Performance. (pp. 55-78). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

 

 

Hernandez, K. (2009). Why the demand for adult education is on the rise. 

Retrieved April 10, 2010, from http://www.helium.com/items/1306822-

education-why-the-demand-for-adult-education-is-on-the-rise-continuing-

education-higher-learning. 

 

 

Higgins, J. M. (1994). The management challenge (2
nd

 ed.). New York: 

Macmillan. 

 

 

Hilke, E.V., & Conway, G.C. (1994). Gender equity in education. Indiana: 

Reports-Descriptive.  

 

 

Hill, K. T., & Sarason, S. B. (1975). The relation of test anxiety and defensiveness 

to test and school performance over the elementary-school years. 

Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 31(2), 1-

76. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 122 of 151 

 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Investigating five sorts( dimensions) of differences / value 

perspectives between national cultures. Retrieved June 24, 2011 form 

http://www.12manage.com/methods_hofstede.html. 

 

 

Hovland, Janis, & Kelly. (1967). Reinforcement Theory. In Elliot, R. M., Lindzey, 

G., MacCorquodale, K., (Eds.), Theories of Attitude Change (pp.12-63). 

 

 

Howard, & Hall, M. (2007, January). Oral History Transcription. Paper presented 

at the Conference on Wild Film History, California, USA.  

 

 

Immerwahr, J., & Foleno, T. (2010). Great expectations. Retrieved August 7, 

2011, from 

http://www.highereducation.org/reports/expectations/expectations1.shtml. 

 

 

Jacowski, T. (2008, February 29). The Importance of Continuing Education. 

Retrieved April 11, 2011, from http://ezinearticles.com/?The-Importance-

of-Continuing-Education&id=1017765. 

 

 

James, R. L. (1998). Understanding employee motivation. Journal of Extension, 

36 (3). 

 

 

Jex, S. M., & Bliese, P. D. (1999). Efficacy beliefs as a moderator of the impact of 

work-related stressors: A multilevel study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

84, 349–361. 

 

 

Johnson, R. R., Chang, C. H., & Yang, L. Q. (2010). Commitment and motivation 

at work: the relevance of employee identity and regulatory focus. Academy 

of Management Review, 35(2), 226-245. 

 

 

Joo, B. K., Jeung, C. W., & Yoon, H. J. (2010). Investigating the influences of 

core self-evaluations, job autonomy, and Intrinsic motivation on in-role 

job performance. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 21 (4), 353-

371. 

 

 

Judge, T. A., Locker, E. A., & Durham, C. C. (1997). The dispositional causes of 

job satisfaction: A core evaluation approach. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 19, 151-188.  

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 123 of 151 

 

Judge, T. A., Erez, A., & Bono, J. E. (1998). The power of being positive: The 

relationship between positive self-concept and job performance. Human 

Performance, 11, 167−187. 

 

 

Judge, T. A., Locke, E., Durham, C., & Klugcr, A. (1998). Dispositional effects 

on job satisfactions and life satisfaction: The role of core evaluations. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 17-34.  

 

 

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Pucik, V., & Welbourne, T. M. (1999). Managerial 

coping with organizational change: a dispositional perspective. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 84, 107-122. 

 

 

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2001). Relationship of core self-evaluations traits—

self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional 

stability—with job satisfaction and job performance: A meta-analysis. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 80–92. 

 

 

Judge, T.A., Heller, D., & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five-Factor model of personality 

and job satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 

530-541.  

 

 

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance 

motivation: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 

797-807. 

 

 

Judge, T.A., Erez, A., Bono, J.E., & Thoresen, C.J. (2003). The core self-

evaluations scale: Development of a measure. Personnel Psychology, 56, 

303–331. 

 

 

Jugde, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2003). Core Self-Evaluations: A Review of the Trait 

and its Role in Job Satisfaction and Job Performance. European Journal of 

Personality, 17, 5-18. 

 

 

Judge, T. A, Van Vianen, A. E. M., & De Pater, I. E. (2004). Emotional stability, 

core self-evaluations and job outcomes: A review of the evidence and an 

agenda for future research. Human Performance, 17(3), 325-346.  

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 124 of 151 

 

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Erez, A., & Locke, E. A. (2005). Core self-evaluations 

and job and life satisfaction: The role of self-concordance and goal 

attainment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(2), 257-268. 

 

 

Judge, T. A., Jackson, C. L., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). Self-

efficacy and work-related performance: The integral role of individual 

differences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 107-127. 

 

 

Judge, T.A., Tsaousis, I., Nikolaou, I., & Serdaris, N. (2007). Do the core self-

evaluations moderate the relationship between subjective well-being and 

physical and psychological health? Personality and Individual Differences, 

42, 1441-1452. 

 

 

Judge, T. A., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D. K. (2010). Implications of core self-

evaluations for a changing organizational context. Human Resource 

Management Review, 1-11. 

 

 

Kahn, K. L., & Byosiere, P. (1992). Stress in organizations. In M. D. Dunnette & 

L. M. Hugh (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology 

(pp. 571–630). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.  

 

 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Judge, T. A., & Scott, B. A. (2009). The role of core 

self-evaluations in the coping process: Testing an integrative model. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 177-195. 

 

 

Kanfer, R. (1990). Motivation theory and industrial and organizational psychology. 

In M. Dunnette, L. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial and 

Organization Psychology (pp. 75-170). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 

Psychology Press. 

 

 

Kapp, J., Smith-Hunter, A., & Yonkers, V. (2003). A Psychological Model of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior. Journal of the Academy of Business and 

Economics. Retrieved May 3, 2011  from 

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0OGT/is_2_2/ai_113563670/?tag=c

ontent;col1. 

 

 

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: 

Implications for job redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24, 285–

308. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 125 of 151 

 

Kasperson, C. (1982). Locus of control and job satisfaction. Psychological 

Reports, 50, 823-826. 

 

 

Keegan, D. (1995). Distance education technology for the new millennium: 

Compressed   video teaching. Hagen, Germany: ZIFF Papiere. 

 

 

Kooij, D., De Lange, A., Jansen, P., & Dikkers, J. (2008). Older workers‘ 

motivation to continue to work: five meanings of age. A conceptual review. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23, 364-364. 

 

 

Korman, A. K. (1970). Toward an hypothesis of work behavior. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 54, 31-41. 

 

 

Korman, A. K. (1976). Hypothesis of work behavior revisited and an extension. 

Academy of Management Review, 1, 50-63. 

 

 

Komarraju, M., & Karau, S. J. (2005). The relationship between the big five 

personality traits and academic motivation. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 39(3), 557-567.  

 

 

Kovach, K. A. (1987). What motivates employees? Workers and supervisors give 

different answers. Business Horizons, 30, 58-65. 

 

 

Kreitner, R. (1995). Management (6
th
 ed.). Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

 

 

Kumar, K., & Bakhshi, A. (2010). The five-factor model of personality and 

organizational commitment: Is there any relationship. Humanity & Social 

Sciences, 5(1), 25-34. 

 

 

Kuvaas, B. (2006a). Performance appraisal satisfaction and employee outcomes 

mediating and moderating roles of motivation. International Journal of 

Human Resource Management, 17(3), 504-522. 

 

 

Kuvaas, B. (2006b). ‗Work performance, affective commitment, and work 

motivation: the roles of pay administration and pay level‘. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 27(3), 365-385. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 126 of 151 

 

Kuvaas, B. (2007). Different relationships between perceptions of developmental 

performance appraisal and work performance. Personnel Review, 36(3), 

378-397. 

 

 

Kuvaas, B., & Dysvik, A. (2009). Perceived investment in employee development, 

intrinsic motivation and work performance. Human Resource Management 

Journal, 19(3), 217-236. 

 

 

Lange, A. H. de., Taris, T. W., Jansen, P. G. W., Smulders, P., Houtman, I. L. D., 

& Kompier, M. A. J. (2006). Age as a factor in the relation between work 

and mental health: results from the longitudinal TAS study. In: J. 

Houdmont, and S. McIntyre (Eds.), Occupational Health Psychology: 

European Perspectives on Research Education and Practice. (Vol. 1). 

Maia, Portugal: ISMAI Publications. 

 

 

Larsen, P. V. (2008). Module 3: Multiple linear regression. Retrieved June 26, 

2011, from http://statmaster.sdu.dk/courses/st111/module03/module.pdf 

 

 

Latham, G. P., & Frayne, C. A. (1989). Self-management training for increasing 

job attendance: A follow-up and a replication. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 74(3), 411-416. 

 

 

Latham, G.P., & Pinder, C. C. (2005). Work Motivation Theory and Research at 

the Dawn of the 21
st
 Century. Annual Review of Psychology. 

 

Lawler, E. E., & Porter, L.W. (1967). Antecedent attitudes of effective managerial 

performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, (2), 122-

142. 

 

 

Lawler, E. E. (1971). Pay and organizational effectiveness: A psychological view. 

New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

 

Lawler, E. E., & Suttle, J. L. (1973). Expectancy Theory and Job Behavior. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, (9), 482-503.  

 

 

Lawler, E. E., & Jenkins, G. D. (1992). Strategic Reward Systems. In M. D. 

Dunnette & L.M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial & Organizational 

Psychology. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologist Press Inc. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 127 of 151 

 

Leary, M. R. (1999). Making sense of self-esteem. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 8, 32-35. 

 

 

Lee J. Q., McInerney, D. M., Liem, G. A. D., & Ortiga, Y. P. (2010). The 

relationship between future goals and achievement goal orientations: An 

intrinsic-extrinsic motivation perspective. Contemporary Educational 

Psychology, 35, 264-279. 

 

 

Levin, I., & Stokes, J. P. (1989). Dispositional approach to job satisfaction: Role 

of negative affectively. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 754-758.  

 

 

Levine, J. H. (1996). Introduction:What Is Data Analysis? Retrieved June 19, 

2011, from 

http://www.dartmouth.edu/~mss/data%20analysis/Volume%20I%20pdf%

20/006%20Intro%20(What%20is%20the%20weal.pdf. 

 

 

Likert, R. (1932). A Technique for the Measurement of Attitudes. Archives of 

Psychology, 140. 

 

 

Lightbody, P., Siann, G., Stocks, R., & Walsh, D. (1996). Motivation and 

attribution at secondary school: the role of gender. Educational Studies, 22, 

13-25. 

 

 

Liu, M., Toprac, P., & Yuen, T. T. (2009). What factors make a multimedia 

learning environment engaging. Unpublished master‘s thesis, University 

of Texas at Austin, USA. 

 

 

Locke, E. A., McClear, K., & Knight, D. (1996). Self-esteem and work. 

International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 11, 1–

32. 

 

 

Locke, E. A. (1997). The motivation to work: What we know. In M. L.Maehr, & P. 

R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement: Vol. 10. (pp. 

375–412). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

 

 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2004). "What should we do about motivation 

theory? Six recommendations for the twenty-first century". Academy of 

Management Review 29(3), 388-403. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 128 of 151 

 

Lockenhoff, C. E., & Carstensen, L. L. (2004). Socioemotional selectivity theory, 

aging, and health: the increasingly delicate balance between regulating 

emotions and making tough choices. Journal of Personality, 72, 1395-

1424. 

 

 

Loewenstein, G. (1999). Because it is there: the challenge of mountaining for 

utility theory. Kyklos, 52(3), 315-343. 

 

 

Loo, R. (2001). ―Motivational Orientations toward Work: An Evaluation of the 

Work Preference Inventory (Student Form)‖. Measurement and Evaluation 

in Counseling and Development, 33, 222-233. 

 

 

Lundberg, C., Gudmundson, A., & Andersson, T. D. (2009). Herberg‘s two-

factors theory of work motivation tested empirically on seasonal workers 

in hospitality and tourism. Tourism Management, 30, 890-899. 

 

 

Maccoby, E. E., & Jacklin, C. N. (1998). The psychology of sex differences. 

Stanford University Press.  

 

 

Mandler, G., & Sarason, S. B. (1953). A study of anxiety and learning. Journal of 

Abnormal and Social Psychology, 47, 166-173. 

 

 

Martin, A. J., Marsh, H.W., Williamson, A., & Debus, R. L. (2003). Self-

handicapping, defensive pessimism, and goal orientation: A qualitative 

study of university students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(3), 

617-628. 

 

 

Maslow, A. (1954). Motivation and personality. New York: Harper. 

 

 

Maurer, T. J. (2001). Career-relevant leaming and development, worker age, and 

beliefs about self-efficacy for development. Journal of Management, 27, 

123-140. 

 

 

McClelland achievement and acquired needs theory. Retrieved May 19, 2011, 

from http://www.yourcoach.be/en/employee-motivation-

theories/mcclelland-achievement-and-acquired-needs-motivation-

theory.php. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 129 of 151 

 

McClelland, D.C. (1965). Toward a theory of motive acquisition. American 

Psychologist, 20, 321-333. 

 

 

McClelland, D. C. (1966). That urge to achieve. In Kolb et al. (Eds.), 

Organizational psychology: A book of readings. Englewood Cliffs, New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

 

 

McClelland, D. C., & Winter, D. (1969). Motivating economic achievement. New 

York: Free Press. 

 

McClelland, D. C. (1975). Power: The inner experience. New York: Irvington. 

 

 

McClelland, D. C., Atkinson. J., Clark. R., & Lowell, E. (1976). The achievement 

motive. New York: Irvington Publishers, Inc. 

 

 

McClelland, D. C., & Burnham, D. H. (1976). Power is the great 

motivator. Harvard Business Review, 54(2), 100-110. 

 

 

McClelland, D. C. (1985). Human Motivation. Glenview, IL: Scott Foresman & 

Co. 

 

 

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (1991). Adding Liebe und Arbeit: The full five-

factor model and well-being. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

17, 227-232. 

 

 

McDonald, T., & Siegall, M. (1992). The effects of technological self-efficacy 

and job focus on job performance, attitudes, and withdrawal behaviors. 

The journal of psychology, 126(5), 465-475. 

 

 

McEnrue, M. P. (1989). Self-development as a career management strategy. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 34, 57-68. 

 

 

McInerney, D. M, & McInerney, V. (2010). Educational psychology: 

Constructing learning (5
th

 ed.). Frenchs Forest, NSW: Pearson. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 130 of 151 

 

Mcnall, L. A., Masud, A. D., Shanoc, L. R., & Nickli, L. A. (2011). Interaction of 

Core Self-Evaluations and Perceived Organizational Support on Work-to-

Family Enrichment. The Journal of Psychology, 145(2), 133–149. 

 

 

Meece, J. L., Glienke, B. B., & Burg, S. (2006). Gender and motivation. Journal 

of School Psychology, 44, 351-373. 

 

 

Meece, J. L., & Jones, M. G. (2001). Gender differences in motivation and 

strategy use in science: Are girls rote learners? Journal of Research in 

Science Teaching, 33, 393-404.  

 

 

Meyer, J. P., Becker, T. E., & Vandenberghe, C. (2004). Employee Commitment 

and Motivation: A Conceptual Analysis and Integrative Model. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 89(6), 991-1007. 

 

 

Michael, M. B. ( 2011, March 18). Education or Experience - What's More 

Important? Retrieved April 11, 2011, from 

http://ezinearticles.com/?Education-or-Experience---Whats-More-

Important?&id=6075326. 

 

 

Middleton, M. J., & Midgley, C. (2000). Avoiding the demonstration of lack of 

ability: An underexplored aspect of goal theory. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 89, 710-718. 

 

 

Miles, R. E., & Snow, C. C. (1984). Designing strategic human resource systems. 

Organizational Dynamics, 13, 36-52. 

 

 

Mitchell, T. R., & Daniels, D. (2003). Motivation. Handbook of Psychology. 

Industrial and Organization Psychology, 12, 225-254. 

 

 

Motivation. (2006, November).The types of employee motivation. Retrieved 

August 8, 2011, from http://potentialintoperformance.com/motivation/the-

types-of-employee-motivation.php. 

 

 

Moreland, R. I., & Sweeney, P. D. (1984). Self-expectancies and reactions to 

evaluations of personal performance. Journal of Personality, 52, 156-176. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 131 of 151 

 

Muijnck, J. A., & Zwinkels, W. S. (2002). Oudere werknemers in het MKB: 

literatuurstudie naar de inzert van oudere werknemers in de MKB-

onderneming. Zoetermeer: EIM, Onderzoek voor Berdrijf & Bleleid. 

 

 

Narayan, A., Johnson, D. S., Delgado, K. M., & Cole, P. A. (2007). Differential 

Effects of Pre-training Influences on Readiness to Change. The Journal of 

Psychology, 141(1), 47-60. 

 

 

Necowitz, L. B., & Roznowski, M. (1994). Negative affectivity and job 

satisfaction: Cognitive processes underlying the relationship and effects on 

employee behaviors. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 45, 270-294. 

 

 

Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2009). How broadly does education contribute 

to job performance? Personnel psychology, 62, 89-134. 

 

 

Niles, R. (2011). Standard Deviation. Retrieved June 28, 2011, from 

http://www.robertniles.com/stats/stdev.shtml. 

 

 

Norem, J. K., & Cantor, N. (1986). Defensive pessimism: Harnessing anxiety as 

motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1208-1217. 

 

 

Norvilitis, J. M., Szablicki, P. B., & Wilson, S. D. (2003). Factors influencing 

levels of credit-card debt in college students. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 33(5), 935-947.  

 

 

Oldham, & Cummings. (1996). Greg R. Oldham and Anne Cummings, Employee 

Creativity: Personal and Contextual Factors at Work. Academy of 

Management Journal, 39(3), 607-634. 

 

 

Oliveira Pires, A. L. (2009). Higher education and adult motivation towards 

lifelong learning. European journal of vocational training, 46, 129-150. 

 

Orlo, M. L. (1996). Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Using Microsoft Excel. 

Retrieved June 26, 2011, from http://www.chem.orst.edu/courses/ch361-

464/ch464/RegrssnFnl.pdf. 

Ormel, J., & Wohlfarth, T. (1991). How neuroticism, long-term difficulties, and 

life situation change influence psychological distress: A longitudinal 

model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 744-755. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 132 of 151 

 

Osterloh, M., & Frey, B. (2000). Motivation, knowledge transfer, and 

organizational forms. Organ. Sci., 11(5), 538-550. 

 

 

Osterloh, M., Frey, B., & Frost, J. (2002). The dynamics of motivation of new 

organizational forms. International Journal of Economics and Business, 

9(1), 61-77. 

 

 

Oyler, J. D. (2007). Core Self-Evaluations and Job Satisfaction: The Role of 

Organizational and Community Embeddedness. Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, Faculty of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. 

 

 

Pajares, F. (1999). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of 

Educational Research, 66(4), 543-578. 

 

 

Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (2001). Influence of self-efficacy on elementary 

students‘ writing. Journal of Educational Research, 90(6), 353-360. 

 

 

Pawlik-Kienlen, L. (2007, April 23). Empowering yourselve for success: Identify 

your locus of control to achieve your goals. Retrieved May 18, 2011, from 

http://www.suite101.com/content/taking-charge-of-your-life-a19475 

 

 

Pearlin, L. I., Menaghan, E. G., Lieberman, M. A., & Mullan, J. T. (1981). The 

stress process. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 22, 337–356. 

 

 

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient, r. (2006, July 13). Retrieved June 24, 2011, 

from http://hsc.uwe.ac.uk/dataanalysis/quantInfAssPear.asp. 

 

 

Pelletier, L. G., Kim, M. T., Blais, R. B., Briere, N. M., Fortier, M. S., & 

Vallerand, R. J. (1995). Towards a New Measure of Intrinsic Motivation, 

Extrinsic Motivation, and A motivation in Sports: The Sport Motivation 

Scale (SMS). Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 17, 35-53. 

 

 

Perrewe, P. L., & Mizerski, R. W. (1987). Locus of control and task complexity in 

perceptions of job dimensions. Psychological Reports, 61, 43–49. 

Pervin, L. A. (1989). Person, situations, interactions: The history of controversy 

and a discussion of theoretical models. Academy of Management Review, 

14, 350-360. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 133 of 151 

 

Piccolo, R. F., Judge, T. A., Takahashi, K., Watanabe, N., & Locke, E. A. (2005). 

Core self-evaluations in Japan: relative effects on job satisfaction, life 

satisfaction, and happiness. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26(8), 

965-984.  

 

 

Piccolo, R. F., & Colquitt, J. A. (2006). Transformational leadership and job 

behaviors: the mediating role of core job characteristics. Academy of 

Management Journal, 49(2), 327-340. 

 

 

Pinder, C. C. (1998). Motivation in work organizations. Upper SaddleRiver, NJ: 

Prentice Hall. 

 

 

Pintrich, P. R., & Degroot, E. V. (2002). Motivational and self-regulated learning 

components of classroom academic performance. Journal of Education 

Psychology, 82, 33-40. 

 

 

Pokay, P., & Blumenfeld, P. C. (1990). Predicting achievement early and late in 

thesemester: The role of motivation and use of learning strategies. Journal 

of Educational Psychology, 82, 41-50. 

 

 

Porter, L. W., & Lawler, E. E. (1968). Managerial attitudes and performance. 

Homewood, IL: Irwin. 

 

 

Powers, S. & Wagner, M. (1984). Attributions for school achievement of middle 

school students. Journal of Early Adolescence, 4, 215-222. 

 

 

Prayag, G. (2007). Assessing international tourists‘ perceptions of service quality 

at air Mauritius. International Journal of Quality & Reliability 

Management, 24(5), 492-514. 

 

 

Premuzic, T. C., Ahmethoglu, G., & Furnham, A. (2008). Little more than 

personality: Dispositional determinants of test anxiety (the big five, core 

self-evaluations, and self-assessed intelligence). Learning and Individual 

Differences, 18, 258-263. 

 

 

Quick, T. L. (1985). The Manager’s Motivation Desk Book. New York: Wiley.  

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 134 of 151 

 

Rao, V. S. R. (2009). Reinforcement Theory. Retrieved June 20, 2011, from 

http://www.citeman.com/5276-reinforcement-theory/. 

 

 

Rebok, G. W., & Oifermann, R. (1983). Behavioral competencies of older college 

students: A self-efficacy approach. The Ceroniologist, 23, 428-432. 

 

 

Rector, N. A., & Roger, D. (1997). The stress buffering effects of self-esteem. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 23, 799-808. 

 

 

Redmond, B. F. (2010). Reinforcement Theory: What are the Rewards for My 

Work? Work Attitudes and Motivation. Unpublished master‘s thesis, 

Pennsylvania State Univerysity, World Campus. 

 

 

Reeve, J., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2004). Self-determination theory: A 

dialectical framework for understanding sociocultural influences on 

student motivation. In D. M. McInerney & S. V. Etten (Eds.), Big theories: 

A volume in research on sociocultural influences on motivation and 

learning (pp. 31-60). Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing. 

 

 

Reich, J. (1997). Beliefs about control and health behaviors. In D. S. Gochman 

(Ed.), Handbook of health behavior research: I. Personal and social 

determinants. NY: Plenum. 

 

 

Robets, J. A., Hann, I. H., & Slaughter, S. A. (2006). Understanding the 

Motivations, Participation, and Performance of Open Source Software 

Developers: A Longitudinal Study of the Apache Projects. Management 

Science, 52(7), 984-999. 

 

 

Robinson, M. D., & Neighbors, C. (2006). Catching the mind in action: implicit 

methods in personality research and assessment. In M. Eid & E. Diener 

(Eds.), Handbook of multimethod measurement in psychology (pp. 115–

125). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

 

 

Robinson, M. D., Ode, S., Moeller, S. K., & Goetz, P. W. (2007). Neuroticism and 

affective priming: Evidence for a neuroticism-linked negative schema. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 42, 1221-1231. 

Rode, J. C. (2004). Job satisfaction and life satisfaction revisited: A longitudinal 

test of an integrated model. Human Relations, 57, 1205-1229.  

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 135 of 151 

 

Romanda, R. (2007a, January 8). Motivation theory. Retrieved April 8, 2011, from 

http://ezinearticles.com/?Motivation-Theory&id=410700. 

 

 

Romanda, R. (2007b, January 24). Team motivation. Retrieved April 8, 2011, 

from http://ezinearticles.com/?Team-Motivation&id=429350. 

 

 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press. 

 

 

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control 

of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs, 81, 609-620. 

 

 

Rue, W. L., & Byers, L. L. (1989). Management theory and application. (5
th
 ed.). 

Illinois: IRWIN. 

 

 

Rusillo, M. T. C., & Arias, P. F. C. (2004). Gender differences in academic 

motivation of secondary school students. Eletronic Journal of research in 

Eduactional Psychology, 2(1), 97-112. 

 

 

Russell, M. (2006). College-Adults Going Back. Retrieved April 10, 2011, from 

http://ezinearticles.com/?College---Adults-Going-Back&id=154136. 

 

 

Ryan, R. M., Connell, J. P., & Grolnick, W. S. (1990). When achievement is not 

intrinsically motivated: A theory of self-regulation in school. In A.K. 

Boggiano & T.S. Pittman (Eds.), Achievement and motivation: A social-

development perspective. New York: Cambridge University Press.  

 

 

Ryan, R. M. (1995). The integration of behavioural regulation within life domains. 

Journal of Personality, 63, 397-429. 

 

 

Ryan, A. M., & Pintrich, P. R. (1997). Should I ask for help? The role of 

motivation and attitudes in adolescents‘ help-seeking in math class. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 329-341.  

 

 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000a). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic 

definitions and new directons. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 

54-67. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 136 of 151 

 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000b). Self-determination theory and the facilitation 

of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well being. American 

Psychologist, 55, 68-78. 

 

 

Salanova, M., Peiro, J. M., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2002). Self-efficacy specificity 

and burnout among information technology workers: An extension of the 

job demand-control model. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 11, 1-25.  

 

 

Salazar, J., Pfaffenberg, C., & Salazar, L. (2006). Locus of control vs. employee 

empowerment and the relationship with hotel managers‘ job satisfaction. 

Journal of Human Resource in Hospitality & Tourism, 5(1), 1-15. 

 

 

Sansone, C., & Smith, J. L. (2000). Interest and self-regulation: The relation 

between having to and wanting to. In C. Sasone, J. Harackiewicz (Eds.), 

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation: The Search for Optimal Motivation and 

Performace. (pp. 341-372). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

 

 

Sansone, C., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2000). Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation: 

The Search for Optimal Motivation and Performance. San Diego, CA: 

Academic Press. 

 

 

Saunder, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2003). Research method for business 

students (3
rd

 ed.). FT: Prentice Hall, London. 

 

 

Sehweitzer, R. D., Seth-Smith, M., & Callan, V. (1992). The relationship between 

self-esteem and psychological adjustment in young adolescents. Journal of 

adolescents, 15(1), 83-97. 

 

 

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research methods for business: A skill building approach (4
th

 

ed.). New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.  

 

 

Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2010). Research methods for business: A skill building 

approach (5
th
 ed.). Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

 

 

Simon, S. (2008). What is a correlation? (Pearson correlation). Retrieved June 25, 

2011, from 

http://www.childrensmercy.org/stats/definitions/correlation.htm. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 137 of 151 

 

Simpson, P. A., Greller, M. M., & Stroh, L. K. (2002). Variations in human 

capital investment activity by age. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61, 

109-138. 

 

 

Siu, K. W. M. (2010). Design research studies for the new needs: balance in 

theoretical study and design practice. Procedia Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 2, 1016-1023. 

 

 

Skinner, B. F. (1971). Beyond Freedom and Dignity. New York: Knopf. 

 

 

Smith, G. P. (1994). Motivation. In W. Tracey (Ed.), Human resources 

management and development handbook.  

 

 

Spector, P. E. (1997). Job satisfaction: Application, assessment, causes, and 

consequences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

 

Srivastava, A., Locke, E. A., Judge, T. A., & Adams, J. W. (2010). Core self-

evaluations as causes of satisfaction: The mediating role of seeking task 

complexity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77, 255-265. 

 

 

Srivastava, T. N., & Rego, S. (2011). Business research methodology. New Delhi, 

Tata McGraw Hill. 

 

 

Standard Deviation. (2011, July 16). Retrieved July 16, 2011, from 

http://www.mathsrevision.net/gcse/pages.php?page=42. 

 

 

Staw, B. (1984). Organizational behavior: A review and reformulation of the 

field‘s outcome variables. Annual Review of Psychology, 35, 627-666. 

 

 

Sterns, H.L., & Miklos, S. M. (1995). The aging worker in a changing 

environment: Organizational and individual issues. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 47(2), 248-268. 

 

Stone, G., & Jackson, T. (1975). Internal-external control as a determinant of 

effectiveness of modeling and instructions. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 22, 294-298. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 138 of 151 

 

Stuhlfaut, M. W. (2010). Evaluating the Work Preference Inventory andits 

Measurement of Motivation in Creative Advertising Professionals. Journal 

of Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 32(1), 81-93. 

 

 

Stumpp, T., Hulsheger, U. R., Muck, P. M., & Maier, G. W. (2009). Expanding 

the link between core self-evaluations and affective job attitudes. 

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 18(2), 148-

166. 

 

 

Tang, T. L. P., Liu, H., & Vermillion, Jr. W. H. (1987). Effects of self-esteem and 

task labels (difficult vs. easy) on intrinsic motivation, goal setting, and task 

performance. Journals of General Psychology, 114(3), 249-262. 

 

 

Tang, T. L. P., & Baldwin, L. S. (2001). The effect of self-esteem, task label, and 

performance feedback on task liking and intrinsic motivation. The Journal 

of Social Psychology, 131(4), 567-572. 

 

 

Teglasi, H. (1978). Sex-role orientation, achievement motivation, and causal 

attributions of college females. A Journal of Research, 4, 381-397. 

 

 

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D. N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures as 

predictors of job performance: A meta-analytic review. Personnel 

Psychology, 44, 703-742. 

 

 

Thorsen, C. J., Kaplan, S.A., Barsky, A.P., Warren C.R., & Chermont D. K. 

(2003). The affective underpinning of job perceptions and attitudes: A 

meta-analytic review and integration. Psychological Bulletion, 129, 914-

945.  

 

 

Tim, L. B. (2006). Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs motivational model. 

Retrieved May 18, 2011, from http://www.businessballs.com/maslow.htm. 

 

 

Torrington, D., Hall, L., & Taylor, S. (2008). Human resource management. 

Prentice Hall: Essex. 

 

 

Traveltoperak. (2011, May). Retrieved July 20, 2011, from 

www.traveltoperak.com/history-of-ipoh-perak/. 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 139 of 151 

 

Turban, D. B., & Dougherty, T. W. (1994). Role of protégé personality in receipt 

of mentoring and career success. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 

688-702.  

 

 

U.S. department of education, office of vocational and adult education (OVAE), 

division of adult education and literacy, “Adult education program facts, 

program year 1990 – 1991”; and OVAE national reporting system. (May, 

2010). Retrieved August 7, 2011, from 

http://wdcrobcolp01.ed.gov/CFAPPS/OVAE/NRS/. 

 

 

Vallacher, R. R., Wegner, D. M., & Frederick, J. (1987). The presentation of self 

through action identification. Social Cognition, 5, 301-322. 

 

 

Vallerand, R. J., Blais, M. R., Briere, N. M., & Pelletier, L. G. (1989). On the 

construction and validation of the French form of the Academic 

Motivation Scale. Canadian Journal of Behavioral Sciene, 21, 323-349. 

 

 

Vallereand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., Blais, M. R., Briere, N. M., Senecal, C., & 

Vallieres, E. F. (1992). The Academic Motivation Scale: A measure o 

intrinsic, extrinsic, and a motivation in education. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 52, 1003-1019. 

 

 

Vallerand, R. J. (1993). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in natural contexts: 

Implications for the education, work, interpersonal relationships, and 

leisure contexts. Introduction to the psychology of motivation, 533-582. 

 

 

Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W., & Deci, E. L. (2006). Intrinsic versus extrinsic: Goal 

contents in self-determination theory: Another look at the quality of 

academic motivation. Educational Psychologist, 41, 19-31. 

 

 

Vaskova, R. (2006). Gender differences in performance motivation. Retrieved 

August 7, 2011, from 

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/ewco/2006/01/CZ0601NU04.htm. 

 

Veroff, J. (1969). Social comparison and the development of achievement 

motivation. In C. P. Smith (Ed.), Achievement-related motives in children. 

Albany: Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 140 of 151 

 

Veroff, J. (2000). Social comparison and the development of achievement 

motivation. In C. P. Smith (Ed.), Achievement-related motives in children. 

Albany: Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

 

Vroom, V. (1964). Work and motivation. New York, NY: Wiley. 

 

 

Wallace, J. E. (2001). The benefits of mentoring for female lawyers. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 58, 366-391. 

 

 

Wanberg, C. R., Glomb, T. M., Song, Z., & Sorenson, S. (2005). Job-search 

persistence during unemployment: A 10-wave longitudinal study. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 90, 411-430.  

 

 

Wang, M., & Erdheim, J. (2007). Does the five-factor model of personality relate 

to goal orientation. Personality and Individual Differences, 43, 1493-1505. 

 

 

Warr, P. (2001). Age and work behaviour: Physical attributes, cognitive abilities, 

knowledge, personality traits, and motives. In C. L. Cooper and I. T 

Robertson (Eds.), International Review of Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology. Vol. 16. (pp. 1-36). New York: Wiley. 

 

 

Watson D. (2000). Mood and temperament. New York: Guilford. 

 

 

Westrik, R. A. M. (2010). Improving employee motivation through HR practice at 

PT. Sarandi Karya Nugraha. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University 

of Twente.  

 

 

What is an ANOVA? (2000, August 14). Retrieved June 19, 2011, from 

http://www.tfrec.wsu.edu/ANOVA/basic.html. 

 

 

Whitley, B. E. J. (1997). Gender differences in computer-related attitudes and 

behavior: A meta-analysis. Computers in Human Behavior, 13(1), 1-22. 

 

 

Wiid, J., & Diggines, C. (2009). Marketing Research. Juta & Company Ltd: Cape 

Town, South Africa. 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 141 of 151 

 

Zikmund. W. G. (2003). Business Research Methods (7
th
 ed.). Thompson South-

Western: Ohio. 

 

 

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez Pons, M. (1990). Student differences in self-

regulated learning: Relating grade, sex, and girtedness to self-efficacy and 

strategy use. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(1), 51-59. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 142 of 151 

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX  A 

 

 



CSE and Employees‘ Motivation 
 

 

 

 

 
Page 143 of 151 

 

APPENDIX  B 

QUESTIONNAIRE  

 

UNIVERSITI TUNKU ABDUL RAHMAN 

Faculty of Business and Finance 

BACHELOR OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION (HONS) 

FINAL YEAR PROJECT 

 

TITLE OF TOPIC: 

THE INFLUENCE OF CORE SELF-EVALUATION (CSE) ON 

EMPLOYEES’ MOTIVATION IN CONTINUING EDUCATION 

Survey Questionnaire 

Dear Respondent, 

We are the final year undergraduate students of Bachelor of Business 

Administration (Hons), from Universiti Tunku Abdul Rahman (UTAR). The 

purpose of this survey is to examine how the specified variables of CSE influence 

employees‘ motivation. 

Should you wish to clarify any matter pertaining to this survey, please feel free to 

contact us: 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

 

 

 

 

 

Instructions: 

1) There are TWO (2) sections in this questionnaire. Please answer ALL 

questions in ALL sections. 

 

2) Completion of this form will take you approximately 10 - 15 minutes. 

 

3) Please feel free to contact us for any comments and opinions. The 

contents of this questionnaire will be kept strictly confidential 
 

BOON CHI TENG 

DIANA LOW FOONG LING 

LIM SHENN YI 

NG XIAO QIAN 

WONG PEI PEI 

017-6158587 chiteng88@yahoo.com.my 

012-6869479 dianalowfoongling@hotmail.com 

016-5387552 shennyi@hotmail.com 

012-4905221 jocelyn2909@hotmail.com 

014-6048755 pp_8754@hotmail.com 
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Section A: Demographic Profile 

Please place a tick “√” or fill in the blank for each of the following: 

 

1. Gender: 

□ Male   

□ Female 

2. Working location: Perak, _________________ (District) 

3. Length of service with organization 

□ < 1 year 

□ 1 - < 4 years 

□ 4 - < 7 years 

□ 7 - < 10 years 

□ ≥ 10 years  

 

4. Category of employment 

□ Managerial 

□ Non-managerial 
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Section B:  

Please circle your answer to each statement using 5 Likert scale [(1) = 

strongly disagree; (2) = disagree; (3) = neutral; (4) = agree and (5) = strongly 

agree] 

Factor 1: Self-esteem 

No. Questions 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

N
eu

tr
a
l 

A
g
re

e
 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g
re

e
 

1 I am not afraid of making changes 

in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 My opinions and ideas are 

respected by others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I am satisfied with my career 

progression. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I believe continuing education can 

lead to higher achievement in 

career. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 I do not refrain from sharing my 

opinions and feelings among my 

colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Factor 2: Generalized self-efficacy 

No. Questions 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

N
eu

tr
a
l 

A
g
re

e
 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g
re

e
 

1 My current qualification meets my 

job expectation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 I am confident that I can deal with 

unexpected events at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I am capable to cope with problems 

I faced on the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Achievement in higher 

qualification gives me confidence 

to perform my work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 My goal is not affected by any 

obstacles I faced in work. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Factor 3: Locus of control 

No. Questions 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

D
is
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e
 

D
is
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re

e
 

N
eu
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a
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A
g
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e
 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g
re

e
 

1 My performance assessment is 

determined by the effort I put on 

job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 I believe luck does not play a role 

in attaining my career goals.  

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I am certain that my plans will 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 My work progress is within my 

control. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 My own decision affects my career 

progression.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Factor 4: Neuroticism 

No. Questions 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

D
is

a
g
re

e
 

N
eu

tr
a
l 

A
g
re

e
 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g
re

e
 

1 One embarrassing experience can 

make me lose confidence to 

engage in a new task. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 When faced with difficulty, I give 

up easily. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I am stress when asked to handle 

task that exceeded my capability. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Most of the times, things look 

pretty hopeless to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 I feel insecure in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Factor 5: Motivation 

No. Questions 
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S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 

A
g
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e
 

1 I plan my career goals. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I am motivated to continue with 

my education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I prefer to work on job with 

specified procedures. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I want a job that could provide 

opportunity to increase my 

knowledge. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 In order to achieve personal 

growth, I will continue with my 

education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Thank you for your time 

~ The End ~ 
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APPENDIX  C 

Reliability Test for Pilot Test 

 

Table 1: Case Processing Summary for Self-Esteem 

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 30 100.0 

 Excluded(a) 0 .0 

 Total 30 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

 

 

Table 2: Reliability Statistics for Self-Esteem 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.691 5 

 

 

 

Table 3: Case Processing Summary for Self-Efficacy 

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 30 100.0 

 Excluded(a) 0 .0 

 Total 30 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

 

 

Table 4: Reliability Statistics for Self-Efficacy 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.741 5 

 

 

 

Table 5: Case Processing Summary for Locus of Control 

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 30 100.0 

 Excluded(a) 0 .0 

 Total 30 100.0 
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a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Table 6: Reliability Statistics for Locus of Control  

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.753 5 

  

 

 

Table 7: Case Processing Summary for Neuroticism  

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 30 100.0 

 Excluded(a) 0 .0 

 Total 30 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

 

 

Table 8: Reliability Statistics for Neuroticism 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.713 5 

 

 

 

Table 9: Case Processing Summary for Motivation  

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 30 100.0 

 Excluded(a) 0 .0 

 Total 30 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

 

 

 

Table 10: Reliability Statistics for Motivation 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.772 5 
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Table 11: Reliability Statistics  

Variables Number of items (N) Cronbach‘s Alpha 

Self- esteem 5 0.691 

Generalized self-efficacy 5 0.741 

Locus of control 5 0.753 

Neuroticism 5 0.713 

Employees’ motivation 5 0.772 

Source: Developed for research  
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APPENDIX  D 

Table1: Mean, Median, Mode and Standard Deviation of Variable  

 Average 

summated 

score of 

self-

esteem 

Average 

summated 

score of 

self-

efficacy 

Average 

summated 

score of 

locus of 

control 

Average 

summated 

score of 

neuroticism 

Average 

summated 

score of 

motivation 

N             Valid 200 200 200 200 200 

               

Missing 

0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 4.100 4.102 4.142 1.895 4.103 

Median 4.000 4.000 4.100 1.8 4.000 

Mode 4.000 4.000 4.000 1.80a 4.000 

Std. Deviation 0.428 0.477 0.442 0.382 0.477 

a multiple modes exist. The smallest value is show. 

 


