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Abstract 

The robust role of organisational commitment through effecting employees’ outcomes leads 

managers and social scientist to pay close attention to this concept, but to gain and retain employees 

still represents a big challenge for both. Despite extensive studies concerning organisational 

commitment (OC), there is still no answer concerning the main factors influencing OC. Previous 

studies either focused on the antecedents or consequences and not individual differences, 

particularly inequity or unfairness of distributive justice. This study combines the psychology of 

money and the love of money (LoM) constructs together with pay equity, trust in leadership and 

distributive justice to find the key factors that affect OC. However, LoM as an individual difference 

cannot be overlooked. 

 The need to identify the key factors that could affect OC has been confirmed by the existing 

literature and many studies have been conducted to find those factors but have failed to focus on 

individual differences. This study expands on the literature and uses commitment theory to find the 

major factors that influence organisational commitment 

A mong 505 locals and expatriate employees working in different public and private 

organisations with different types of businesses in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The study 

examines the moderating effect of the LoM on the relationships between pay equity, trust in 

leadership and OC. 

This study adopted a positivist philosophy and a quantitative deductive approach. Data were 

collected by using both an online survey and a self-administered hard copy survey questionnaire 

that was completed by locals and expat employees. The data were analysed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and structural equation modelling (AMOS) using multiple 



 

regression, path and moderation and mediation analysis. It was found that LoM moderates the 

relationship between pay equity and both affective and continuance commitment, and moderates 

the relationship between trust in leadership and affective and continuance commitment, whereas, 

LoM did not moderate relationships with normative commitment. 

Both relationships between inequity and injustice with OC are based on the level of the LoM. 

Therefore, LoM plays a crucial role by affecting employees’ reactions and their decisions to leave 

or stay in the workplace. The role of LoM influences the second path when it combines with 

distributive justice and how it influences trust. Based on the importance of pay equity in explaining 

distributive justice it could be a cornerstone of the model and control employees’ relationships in 

the workplace. 

To my knowledge, this is the first empirical study that examines the moderating effect of the 

LoM on the relationships between pay equity, trust in leadership and OC by using the psychology 

of money theory represented to investigate the major factors affecting OC. Most previous studies 

have used pay equity, trust and distributive justice theories separately to find these effects without 

accounting for the individual factors that may influence OC or affect employee decisions to stay 

or leave the organisation. Most LoM studies have also focused on the relationships with pay level 

with lack of studies in regards to employee leaving decision. This study examined whether LoM 

affects employees’ decisions to stay or leave, which affects OC. 

This study contributes to knowledge by presenting a conceptual model, which builds on and 

improves the existing models of pay equity, trust in leadership and OC models, by introducing 

LoM as a moderator. It explains the importance of the LoM on these relationships. 



 

This study proposes a simple explanation that organisational commitment has not stimulated or 

motivated employees to commit to their work. In other word pay equity or trust in leadership can 

have some effect on OC, but it can do more by combining LoM. The study recommends that 

combining LoM into pay equity and trust paths will ensure strong policies for pay equity to 

heighten OC. The trust in leadership effect cannot work as an effective factor unless the leader 

adopts equity with their employees, especially if they have employees with high levels of LoM. 

The effective role of trust will be exposed to the moderating effect of LoM and diminish the 

effective role of trust. 

Finally, the process of changing human behaviour is difficult, but adopting equity and 

distributive justice will retain employees and heighten OC. Therefore, management should identify 

employees’ LoM levels before implementing any equity systems to ensure that employees are 

satisfied. Thus, a decision-maker needs to pay attention to the LoM level of their employees and 

consider it in their future planning and strategies. Further implications of the findings and future 

research guidelines are also presented. 

Keywords: LoM, pay equity, trust in leadership OC, Risky decision, distributive justice, turnover, 

expatriates, materialism, planned behaviour, money ethics, psychology of money. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

   ملخص الدراسة

 аϝвϦкъ оϼϠЪ ϣтвкϒ алϦϝЂЂϔв иϝϮϦ дтУДмвЯЮ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮыЮ рмЧЮϜ ϼмϸЮϜ ЬЪІт ϸмлϮЮϜ ЬϺϠм дтϪϲϝϠЮϜм ̭ϜϼϸвЮϜ дв ЬЪ

 аОϼЮϜ пЯЛТ .ϤϝЂЂϔвЮϜ ϢϼϜϸш ϜϼтϠЪ ϝтϸϲϦ ЬЪІϦ алтЯК ДϝУϲЮϜм ̭ϝУЪцϜ дтУДмвЮϜ ϞϺϮ ϣтЯвК ЬϜϾϦ ъ дЪЮм ̪йϦЂϜϼϸЮ ϢϼтϠЪЮϜ

ϜϼтϪϓϦ ϼϪЪцϜ ЬвϝЛЮϜ дтϠϦ ϣЛАϝЦ ϭϚϝϦж дфϜ пЮϖ ϸϮмтъ йжϒ ъϖ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ амлУвЮ ϣУϪЪвЮϜ ϨϝϲϠцϜ дв  аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК

 ЬвϜмЛЮϜ пЯКм ϣлϮ дв ЬвϝЛЮϜ ϤϝϮϼ϶в пЯК сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ ϼϝϪϐ пЯК ϾтЪϼϦЮϝϠ ϤвϝЦ ϣЧϠϝЂЮϜ ϤϝЂϜϼϸЮϜ .ЬвϝЛЯЮ сУтДмЮϜ

 ЀϼϸϦ сϦЮϜ ϨϝϲϠцϜ сТ Ϣϼϸж ШЮϝжк .дтУДмвЯЮ ϣтϸϼУЮϜ ϤϝЦмϼУЮϜ пЯК ϾтЪϼϦЮϜ дмϸ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮшϜ ХтЧϲϦЮ ϸКϝЂϦ сϦЮϜ

Ϝ сТ ϣтϸϼУЮϜ ϤϝЦмϼУЮϜ ЬвϜмЛЮϜ акϒ аϜϸ϶ϦЂϝϠ аϝЦ ϨϲϝϠЮϜ дϗТ ̪ϜϺЮ ̪ЬвϝЛЯЮ ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ ЙтϾмϦ сТ ϣЮϜϸЛЮϜ аϸК ϣЮϝϲ  Йв ЬвϝЛϦЮ

 аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ϢϼϪϔвЮϜ ЬвϜмЛЮϜ акϒ ϸϝϮтш ЙтϾмϦЮϜ ϣЮϜϸКм ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ ЬϪв сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ϢϼϪϔвЮϜ

в АтЂмЪ  "ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ" амлУв ϭвϸ ХтϼА дК сУтДмЮϜ) ϼϪϔModerator.ϝлЮϝУОϖ дЪвт ъ сϦЮϜм ( 

 ϤвϦ ϨϝϲϠцϜ иϺк дϗТ Ьϝϲ ϣтϒ пЯК .сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ сТ ϢϼϪϔвЮϜ ЬвϜмЛЮϜ акϒ пЯК РϼЛϦЯЮ ϣϮϝϲЮϜ ϣтЮϝϲЮϜ ϤϝУЮϔвЮϜ ϸЪϔϦ

ЙтЂмϦЮ Ϥ̭ϝϮ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ иϺк дϗТ ϜϺЮ ̪дтУДмвЯЮ ϣтϸϼУЮϜ ϤϝЦмϼУЮϜ пЯК ϾтЪϼϦЮϜ сТ ϤЯІТ ϝлжЪЮм ЬвϜмЛЮϜ иϺк ϣТϼЛвЮ  иϺк ϢϼϚϜϸ

 .ϤϝЦмϼУЮϜ иϺлЮ ϼϝϠϦКъϜ дтЛϠ Ϻ϶цϜ Йв сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ сТ ϢϼϪϔвЮϜ ЬвϜмЛЮϜ акϒ пЯК РϼЛϦЮϜ сТ ϢϸКϝЂвЯЮ ϨϝϲϠцϜ 

 дтϠϼϦПвЮϜ двмϒ дтжАϜмв ϜмжϝЪ ̭ϜмЂ дтУДмвЯЮ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК сЂтϚϼЮϜ ϼϪϔвЮϜ ϣТϼЛв мк ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ ϢϺлЮ сЂтϚϼЮϜ РϸлЮϜ

ЯϦ϶в сТ дмЯвЛт дтϺЮϜ Ьы϶ дв аϦ .ϢϸϲϦвЮϜ ϣтϠϼЛЮϜ ϤϜϼϝвъϜ ϣЮмϸ сТ ϣЊϝ϶ЮϜм ϣтвмЪϲЮϜ ϤϝЂЂϔвЮϜ оϸЮ ϤъϝϮвЮϜ Р

 "ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ" ϼмϸ  ϼϝϠϦ϶Ϝ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ) ϼϪϔв АтЂмЪModerator ϣлϮ дв сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ дтϠ ϣЦыЛЮϜ пЯК (

ЮϜ .оϼ϶ϒ ϣлϮ дв сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜм ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜ дтϠ ϣЦыЛЮϜ пЯКм ϝлтЯК ЬтЯϲϦЮϜ ̭ϜϼϮϖ аϦм ϣЂϜϼϸЮϝϠ Ϥвϸ϶ϦЂϜ сϦЮϜ ϣжтЛ

 дв ϣжмЪв ϤжϝЪ505  .Јϝ϶ЮϜм аϝЛЮϜ дтКϝАЧЮϜ дв ϣУЯϦ϶в ϤъϝϮв сТ дтϠϼϦПвЮϜм дтжАϜмвЮϜ дтУДмвЮϜ дв 

 ϼ϶ϐм сЦϼм дϝтϠϦЂϜ Ьы϶ дв ϤϝжϝтϠЮϜ ЙвϮ аϦТ ̪ ЬϝвЛЯЮ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ Ьмϲ рϸЧж ϨϲϠ ̭ϜϼϮϗϠ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ РϜϸкϒ ЬϪвϦϦ

Ϝ амЯЛЯЮ ϣтϚϝЊϲшϜ ϣвϾϲЮϜ ϭвϝжϼϠ аϜϸ϶ϦЂϝϠ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ иϺк ϤϝжϝтϠ ЬтЯϲϦ аϦ .дтϠϼϦПвЮϜм дтжАϜмвЮϜ дтУДмвЮϜ пЯК сжмϼϦЪЮ

) ϣтКϝвϦϮъϜSPSS) Ѐмвϐ: ϣтА϶ЮϜ ϬϺϝвжЮϜ  ЬтЯϲϦ ϭвϝжϼϠ м (AMOS ШЮϺЪм ϤϜϼϝЂвЮϜм ϸϸЛϦвЮϜ ϼϜϸϲжъϜ ЬтЯϲϦ аϜϸ϶ϦЂϝϠ (

 иϺк пЯК ϼϪϔвЮϜ АЂмЮϜм АтЂмЮϜ ЬтЯϲϦ ϣЊϲ дв ЬЪ дтϠ ϣЦыЛЮϜ пЯК ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ ϼтϪϓϪ пЮϖ ϼтІϦ ϭϚϝϦжЮϜ ϤжϝЪ .ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ



 

) сУАϝЛЮϜмϒ ЬϝЛУЮϜ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ Йв ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜAffective  рϼϜϼвϦЂъϜм  ((Continuance)   ϸϮмт аЮ ϝвжтϠ

Ϝ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ Йв ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ дтϠ ϣЦыЛЮϜ пЯК ϼтϪϝϦ) рϼϝтЛвЮNormative.( 

) ЬϝЛУЮϜ АЂмЮϜ ϭϚϝϦж пЯК ̭ϝжϠMODERATOR аϜϾϦЮъϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ ЙтϾмϦ сТ ϣЮϜϸЛЮϜ аϸК ϼтϪϓϦ дтϠ ϣЦыЛЮϜ дϝТ (

 пЯК ϼтϪϓϦЮϜ сТ ϝвЂϝϲ Ϝϼмϸ ϞЛЯт "ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ" дϝТ ϜϺЮ ̪ ϸϜϼТъϜ ϸжК ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ омϦЂв пЯК сЂтϚϼ ЬЪІϠ ϸвϦЛϦ сУтДмЮϜ

̪ϣЪϼІЮϜ дв ϣЮϝЧϦЂъϜ мϒ ϼϜϼвϦЂъϜ ϤϜϼϜϼЧЪ ЬвЛЮϜ ϣϚтϠ сТ ϸϜϼТцϜ ϤϜϼϜϼЦм ЬϝЛТϒ ϸмϸϼ   Ϟϲ" ϭвϸ  дϒ пЮϜ ϝжϸмЧт ϜϺкм

 алвЮϜ ϼмϸЯЮ ̱ϣОϝтЊ ϢϸϝКϗϠ амЧт ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ дϒ сжЛт ϜϺкм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲЮ  ϼϠЪϒ ϜϼтϪϝϦ ϸ̵Юмт дϒ дЪвт ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ Йв " ЬϝвЮϜ

 .сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ϼтϪϓϦЮϜ сТ ϣтмϜϾ ϼϮϲЪ  ϱϠЊϦЮ ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ЙтϾмϦ ϣЊϲ сТ ϣЮϜϸЛЮϜ йϠЛЯϦ рϺЮϜ 

 ϨϲϝϠЮϜ ϣТϼЛв ϸмϸϲ сТ) сАЂмЮϜ ϼтϪϓϦЮϜ ϼϠϦ϶Ϧ сϦЮϜ пЮмцϜ ϣтϠтϼϮϦЮϜ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ иϺк ̵дϗТModerator пЯК ЬϝвЮϜ ϞϲЮ (

 ϢϼϪϔвЮϜ ЬвϜмЛЮϜ  акϒ ϸϝϮтш "ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ" аϜϸ϶ϦЂϜ сТ ϝЊмЊ϶ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ м ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ дтϠ ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ

ЮϜ ϨϝϲϠцϜ аДЛв ϤϾЪϼϦ йϦϜϺ ϤЦмЮϜ сТ .сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ сТ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲϠ ϣЧЯЛϦвЮϜ ϤϝтϼДжЮϜ аϜϸ϶ϦЂϜ пЯК ϣЧϠϝЂ

 сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ϼϪϔϦ дϒ ϝлжϓІ дв сϦЮϜм ϸϜϼТчЮ ϣтϸϼУЮϜ ϤϝЦмϼУЮϜ пЮϖ ϼДжЮϜ дмϸм ϼІϝϠв ЬЪІϠ ЙтϾмϦЮϜ ϣЮϜϸКм ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ

 .ЬвЛЮϜ дв ϣЮϝЧϦЂъϜ мϒ ϼϜϼвϦЂъϝЪ  ϝлϠ ϣЧЯЛϦвЮϜ ϤϜϼϜϼЧЮϜм 

 сТ акϝЂϦ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ иϺк ЙтϾмϦЮϜ ϣЮϜϸКм ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜм ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲϠ ϣЧЯЛϦвЮϜ ϬϺϝвжЮϜ ϼтмАϦЮ сжϠв свткϝУв ϬϺмвж атϸЧϦ

) АтЂм ϼϪϔвЪ ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ амлУв ϭвϸ ХтϼА дК сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜмModerator ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ ϼтϪϝϪ дϝтϠ сТ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ ϤϲϮж .(

дϓϠ ϸтУт АЂϠв ϱтЎмϦ ЌϼЛϠ ϤвϝЦ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ иϺлТ .ϤϝЦыЛЮϜ иϺк пЯК  ϼмϸϠ иϸϲм амЧϠ дϓϠ ϝϠЂϝжв ЀтЮ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ

 ЬмЊмЮϜ двЎт дϜ йжϓІ дв ϞϦϜϼЮϜ ϣЊϲ сТ ϣЮϜϸЛЯЮ ЬϝвЮϜ Ϟϲ ϭвϸ дϒ ϣЂϜϼϸЮϜ ϤϲϼϦЦϜ ШЮϺЮ ̪ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ЬвϝЛЮϜ ЙтϮІϦ

ϝж дв .сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ дв ϣтЮϝК ϤϝϮϼϸ пЮϖ ЬмЊмЮϜ сТ акϝЂϦ ϝкϼмϸϠ сϦЮϜм ϣЮϸϝК ϞϦϜмϼ ЙтϾмϦ ϣЂϝтЂ пЮϖ оϼ϶ϒ ϣтϲ

 ϣЮϸϝК ϞϦϜмϼ ЙтϾмϦ ϣЊϲ ϸϚϝЧЮϜ ЙϠϦϜ ϜϺϖ ъϖ сУтДмЮϜ аϜϾϦЮъϜ пЯК ϼтϪϝϦЮϝϠ Ьϝ̵ЛТ ϼмϸϠ амЧϦ дϒ дЪвт ъ ϸϚϝЧЮϝϠ ϣЧϪЮϜ дϝТ

 Ьϝ̵ЛУЮϜ ϼмϸЮϜ дϗТ ϜϺЮ .ϜϸтЧЛϦ ϼϪЪϒ ϼмвцϜ дмЪϦЂ ϝкϸжЛТ ЬϝвЮϜ ̵Ϟϲ дв ϣтЮϝК ϤϝϮϼϸϠ дмУЊϦт дтУДмв ШтϸЮ дϝЪ ϜϺϜ ϝЊмЊ϶

 ̵ϼЛв дмЪтЂ ϸϚϝЧЯЮ ЙтϾмϦ сТ ϣЮϜϸЛЮϜ аϸК РмϼД Йв ϣжвϜϾϦв ϣтЮϝК ϣϮϼϸϠ дтУДмвЮϜ оϸЮ ЬϝвЮϜ ̵Ϟϲ ϼТмϦ Ьϝϲ сТ ЬϜм̵ϾЯЮ ϝЎ
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

In recent decades, managers and social scientist have given considerable attention to the 

concept of organisational commitment (OC). OC is defined as a strong desire to retain 

organisational membership, achieve organisational success, employee loyalty and making efforts 

on behalf of the organisation (Aydin et al., 2011). OC has an essential relationship with several 

employee outcomes like reducing absenteeism, increasing job performance and organisational 

citizenship (Dick, 2011; Meyer et al., 2002). It is positively associated with work performance 

(Chen et al., 2006), satisfaction (Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Yousef 2000) and turnover 

intention (Angle and Perry 1981; Koch and Steers 1978; Larson and Fukamio, 1984; Porter et 

al., 1976; Price and Muller, 1981; Meyer et al., 2002; Powell and Meyer, 2004). This importance 

has attracted scholars’ attention (Chughtai and Zafar, 2006; Mowdy et al., 1982; Porter and 

Steers, 1982). 

Scholars have found that understanding the consequences of OC requires understanding 

and exploring its antecedents. Many factors affect OC including education level (Koch and 

Steers, 1976), role tension (Hrebiniak and Alutto, 1972), life interest (Dubin, Champoux and 

Porter, 1975), job satisfaction (Stone and Porter, 1975), work experience (Buchanan, 1974; 

Patchen, 1970) organisational dependability and trust (Buchanan, 1974; Patchen, 1970; Sheldon, 

1971), and achievement of expected rewards (Grusky, 1966). The demographic factors literature 

reflects inconclusive findings on the antecedents of OC and does contribute to the full 

understanding of key factors affecting commitment. 

This dissertation focused on two factors. First, pay equity which has a positive 

relationship with OC (Rhodes and Steers, 1981). Pay equity is one of the most widely used 

theories that explain pay satisfaction (Adam, 1963), and the discrepancy model by Lawler 

(1971). Second, trust in leadership that has possible consequences for OC (Brockner et al., 1995) 

and turnover (Lien Tung, 2005). This study suggests examining these relationships and 
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combining it with the love of money (LoM). LoM is one’s attitudes towards money and the 

meaning one attaches to money (Barber and Bretz, 2000). A high level of LoM will generate 

high levels of pay perception which creates a high level of discrepancies between reality and 

perceptions which will lead to a high level of dissatisfaction and vice versa (Tang et al., 2004). 

Although much research has been conducted to find the antecedents of OC, it has not 

contributed a full understanding concerning the most effective factors that could influence it. 

Behavioural commitment has concentrated on employee decisions, but interprets the decision 

based on employees’ investment in the organisation and has ignored individual differences 

between employees. Although pay equity theory is thought to explain distributive justice, many 

researchers had studied the effect of internal and external pay equity on OC and some have found 

a significant effect of pay equity on OC and some found no efect which yields an incomplete 

understanding the real effectiveness of pay equity on OC (Trevor and Wazeter, 2006). Others 

have studied the effect of trust in leadership on employees’ outcomes including OC (Brockner 

et al., 1995) or the trust requirements or leadership characteristics including credibility (Kouzes 

and Posner, 1993; Gabarro, 1987; Ouchi, 1981), honesty and competency (Whitener et al., 1998; 

Kiekpatrick and Locke, 1991). However, these characteristics belong to the leader we do not 

know about the followers since the quality of the trust relationship depends on both parties and 

employees’ perceptions (Ayman, 1993; Felfe and Schyns, 2006). Rating the relationship quality 

has a different result with the same leader (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). The LoM construct has 

been studied widely with different variables like pay comparison (Tang, 2014), pay satisfaction 

(Tang and Tang, 2012; Tang et al., 2004; 2005; Tang, Luna-Arocas and Sutarso, 2004), but few 

have studied the effect of LoM on OC and those that have included direct and indirect paths 

between pay level, pay satisfaction and job satisfaction (Liu and Tang, 2011). They also focused 

on highly educated, highly paid samples. There is little research into the effect of LoM on the 

state of employee decisions on staying or leaving the organisation and its effect on employee 

turnover. 
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Employees are susceptible to unfairness situations within the organisation which they 

have to deal with either positively (stay) or negatively (leave). Injustice perceptions provoke 

deviant behaviours (Cohen-Charach and Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Gino and Pierce, 

2009a; Greenberg, 1990; Huseman, Hatfied and Miles, 1987; Moorman, 1991). People with high 

levels of LoM will never be satisfied with their income (Tang et al., 2006). 

This thesis posits that OC is negatively correlated with the ratio of leaving decision state (stay, 

leave or intend to leave) which will reflect the state of OC (affective, normative and continuance). 

This decision is highly affected by the level of LoM of the individual (see Figure 1.1). Therefore, 

it is expected that LoM will moderate the relationship between pay equity and trust in leaders. 

However, the relationship between employee characteristics and attitudes may vary across 

individuals in different countries and across cultures (Metle, 1997). The cultural differences 

within the global workforce are well represented in expatriates, who are the focus of this study 

which combines pay equity to OC, combining LoM as a moderator and trust in leadership-

distributive justice OC, again combining LoM as a moderator. The moderating effect of LoM 

will enhance the positive or negative consequences of fairness at the workplace, and influence 

employees’ decision OC. 

 

     Fig. Error! No text of specified style in document. -1 The relationship between 

leaving decision ratio and employee’s OC 

This study fills the void on the role of LoM and how it affects employee strategic decision-

making which affects employee relationships within the organisation (commitment). It proposes 

a structural equation model to determine the effect of pay equity and trust in leadership on OC 
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with the moderating role of LoM. It addresses whether LoM moderates the relationship between 

pay equity and OC, and whether it moderates the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. 

This study makes distinctive and important theoretical, empirical and practical 

contributions. First, it investigates a critical phenomenon relevant to human resource management 

and practice across the world and tests a construct LoM integrated with theories of pay equity 

(Adams, 1963) OC (Allen and Meyer, 1991), risky decision-making in an organisational context 

(Sitkin and Pablo, 1992) and turnover theory related to risk in terms of individual differences by 

incorporating LoM as a moderator on both relationships pay equity, trust in leadership and 

commitment. It also develops a new theoretical framework which combines LoM with pay equity 

and tests the boundaries of that model (see Figure 1.2). This model should spark curiosity to the 

crucial role of pay equity when it combines with LoM to be a cornerstone of this model, in addition 

to the effective role of LoM within the organisation that may represent the new platform of 

employee decision in the organisation. 

 

Fig. 1-2 Proposed model 

Second, to process this challenge I selected several measurements that have been validated 

empirically and cited frequently in the literature, and data collected from a variety of global 

workforces with cultural differences which well represented within locals and expatriates in the 

United Arab Emirates (UAE) in different sectors, levels and cultures. This sample will help shed 
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light on whether expatriates are more sensitive to LoM or not. Third, my structural equation model 

result relies on a large sample that offers original theoretical, empirical and practical contributions 

(Colquitt and George, 2011). This insight may glow curiosity and add new understanding to the 

conversation concerning OC. 

This study focused on locals and expatriates’ OC in the UAE, since it is a preferred 

destination for expatriates of many countries of origin, according to a LinkedIn study of 380 million 

global members (Maceda, 2015). The UAE belongs to the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), which 

has witnessed distinctive development patterns over recent decades due to the region’s oil and gas 

wealth. This has required skilled employees from abroad to be found. The petroleum wealth of the 

UAE has made it easy to recruit large numbers of expatriates from all over the world and it expatriate 

population consists of more than 200 nationalities, and in 2017, the total labour force of the UAE 

was 4,993,300 of which expatriates represented 90% (Ministry of Human Resources and 

Emiratisation, 2017). However, when it comes to the workforce, attracting and recruiting people is 

an easy task, but retaining the recruited people is more challenging. Hence, employee retention has 

received significant attention from researchers and HR managers. 

1.1 Background of the problem 

While the UAE has been able to attract a significant number of expatriates, little is known 

about the major factors that affect their OC in their respective organisations. The large number of 

nationalities provides an interesting setting to study expatriates’ OC in the Middle East and the UAE 

in particular. It will also reveal the key areas that affect expatriates’ commitment and trust in 

leadership decisions, which affect their OC and attitudes towards the organisation. 

In the UAE, expatriates’ turnover intention strongly increased after 2005 when the Ministry 

of Labour changed the UAE Labour Law. Before 2005, employees were not allowed to change jobs 

unless permitted by their employer. Under such conditions, employees faced two alternatives; either 

to continue with the same employer regardless of the work conditions or to repatriate back home. 
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Hence, the previous labour law established significant barriers for employee movement and 

simultaneously had a significant effect on employee engagement. However, in 2005 the previous 

labour law was changed by facilitating free movement of employees to work anywhere without 

having to have permission from their employer. After the new law came into force, it was followed 

by a significant increase in expatriate turnover. Naturally, this increase raised many questions about 

the kind of OC expatriates have in UAE, the reasons behind this phenomenon, and the factors that 

affect OC. These questions should be on the top of the minds of HR managers as they must develop 

employee retention plans as staff turnover has a significant effect on the quality and success of all 

organisations. 

Problems in employee retention are a widespread phenomenon. Worldwide, worker turnover 

rates are expected to rise to 23.4% by 2018, up from 20.6% in 2012. However, employee retention 

in the UAE seems to be more challenging than in other countries. The Hays GCC 2016 Salary and 

Employment Report shows that 31% of employees based in the UAE changed employers in 2015, 

with another 57% intending to do so in 2016. This is much higher than the global average, which 

might be a sign of failure in achieving OC amongst expatriates (Entrepreneur Middle East, 2017). 

The reasons for leaving employment are universal; low salaries, lack of job security and poor career 

prospects are major concerns.  The most obvious negative consequence of high employee turnover 

is the cost of hiring and retaining new employees. The cost of replacing a single employee is Dh 

15,180 ($4,125) according to the figures from bayt.com and yougov siraj (Entrepreneur Middle 

East, 1 May 2016," Revolving doors: an analysis of the UAE's high staff turnover rate"), the 

recruitment costs in the uae are estimated to amount AED 9.9 billion (USD 2.7 billion) annually as 

a result of employee turnover. The market is highly dense with highly qualified people who, when 

hired for low compensation, are tied to the organisation by a thin thread. As soon as they find a 

better opportunity they switch. 

Hiring new staff may incur different expenses like recruiting agency expenses, candidate 

assessment costs (fees for pre-employment tests), advertising costs, careers page costs (maintenance 

https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/274827
http://entm.ag/1PX2Gar
https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/274827
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and redesigning of your careers page), internal recruiters’ costs (includes recruiters’ salaries, 

benefits and travel expenses) in addition to residence visa expenses which are around Dh 4000 for 

two years (Entrepreneur middle east, 1 may 2016," Revolving doors: an analysis of the UAE's high 

staff turnover rate"), and medical insurance. The cost of training investment is one of the most 

important elements since trained employees become the key to their companies and their 

replacement will attract additional costs. Therefore, companies should try to avoid staff leaving 

before reaping a return on their staff training investment. Monsen (2009) argues that every employee 

is motivated by a different incentive be it internal or external, monetary or non-monetary by its 

nature. 

A study by The Rainmaker Group estimates the total cost of replacing an unskilled worker 

is approximately half of that employee’s annual salary, while skilled labour costs three to five times 

their annual salary. (Entrepreneur middle east, 1 may 2016," Revolving doors: an analysis of the 

UAE's high staff turnover rate"). Ali Matar, head of LinkedIn Mena, has noted that professionals 

are in high demand and getting competitive salary offers and he declared in regards to technology 

sector that:  

‘The trouble with retaining tech talent is high-demand and rising compensation within the industry. As 

employers and offers get more competitive, top talent is more eager to jump on new opportunities. Emphasising 

career advancement can help retain current employees and attract new ones’. (Entrepreneur middle east, 1 may 

2016," Revolving doors: an analysis of the UAE's high staff turnover rate"), 

Saqr gobash, the minister of labour said: The overall average annual administrative and 

recruitment costs per worker are estimated at AED 3,404 for skilled workers and AED 2,296.00 

for unskilled workers (Gulf news, 12 oct. 2010: UAE's per-worker cost to companies is Dh55,000 

a year, study shows). 

Turnover may have some benefits for any organisation because new employees are like an injection 

of new blood since the new employees have different skills, new ideas and additional contacts. They 

https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/274827
https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/274827
https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/274827
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are less resistant to change, thus organisations with high turnover rates can use it as an advantage. 

Although turnover allows for flexibility, it may uncover a lot of hidden talent. However, employees 

who leave are all high-calibre productive people. 

1.2 Theoretical background 

OC has different definitions based on different theoretical perspectives. OC is generally 

understood to consist of either attitudinal or behavioural commitment. Attitudinal commitment is 

based on organisational behaviours. According to this view, OC has been defined by Porter and 

Steers (1974) as the strength of employees’ identification with and involvement in a specific 

organisation. OC is an attachment of an individual to the team (Kanter, 1968). According to Porter 

(1974), OC is related to the strength of identification of an individual and engagement in a specific 

organisation. March and Mannari (1977) conceptualise OC as something related to employee 

morale, as employees tend to develop a strong tie with the organisation regardless of whether the 

firm enhances or satisfies the employee over time. Salancik (1977) views OC as an individual state 

when an individual becomes engaged with his actions. One of the most widely accepted definitions 

of OC was introduced by Meyer and Allen (1991). According to them, OC is a psychological state 

which (a) describes the relationship between employees and the organisation and (b) influences the 

decision to remain with the organisation (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Hence, OC is a force that engages 

an individual with a series of related actions to one or more goals (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001). 

It represents the extent of individual identification with the organisation and relationship to its 

organisational targets (Pool and Pool, 2007). 

Behavioural commitment involves a psychological perspective which has been linked to the 

side-bet theory by Becker (1960, p38). According to this view, ‘commitment comes into being when 

a person, by making a side-bet, links extraneous interests with a consistent line of activity’.  S ide-

bet theory recognises the accumulated costs of employee investment in the organisation, including 

time and effort that are associated with employees’ decision to remain in or leave the organisation. 
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This is a structural phenomenon that happens as the outcome of individuals’ transactions and 

changes in side-bets or their investments over time (Hrebiniak and Alutto, 1972). 

There are several factors related to OC. This study focuses on pay equity and trust in 

leadership as independent variables to identify effective factors which influence OC. Trust has been 

found positively related to OC (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002). Based on equity theory, a low level of OC 

has been found to stem from several issues such as being underpaid, which results in employees 

experiencing distress, deprivation and a feeling of being cheated (Adams, 1963).  

Trust in leadership is the willingness of employees to be vulnerable to the action of other 

parties (such as that of the supervisor) and reciprocally the supervisor is responsible for explaining 

the organisation’s objectives and policies for the employee (Lewicki and Bunker, 1995; Tan and 

Tan, 2000). Trust in leadership involves confidence and goodwill in others’ competence with the 

perception that others will reciprocate honestly and fulfil the agreement when they cooperate (Chin, 

Chen and Meindle, 1998; Das and Geng, 1998; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). Subordinates with 

high levels of trust have been found to have positive attitudes even in risky jobs (Mayer et al., 1995). 

A lack of trust will create distraction among employees and reduced performance (Gavin, 1999). 

Pay satisfaction in the equity model relies on individuals’ comparisons between their inputs 

and outputs. When the inputs and outputs are viewed to be on the same level, it leads to better pay 

satisfaction, while the discrepancy model focuses on differences between individuals’ perceptions 

of the amount that should be paid and the amount received. According to this view, any discrepancy 

will lead to pay dissatisfaction. Equity theory is also linked to understanding employee motivation 

through the fair treatment of employees (Miner, 1984). It considered that the rewards system is not 

enough for motivation, as employees tend to compare their income with their outputs and income 

of others. Hence, equity is relational and subject to continuous comparison. In the case of a 

perceived lack of equity or fairness in compensation, employees may quit their job. Anger is induced 

by underpayment in and guilt is induced with overpayment equity (Adams, 1965).   
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Fairness and unfairness are outcomes of pay equity comparison and leader treatment. This 

connection is also approached in this study which explores the mediating role of distributive justice 

on the relationship between trust in leadership and pay equity in OC. Conceptually, organisational 

justice consists of distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational justice that manifest in 

an overall perception of justice (Kim and Leung, 2007). Perception of justice mediates between all 

kinds of organisational justice and employee outcomes (Colleqitt et al., 2001). It explains a wide 

number of worker attitudes and behaviours and underlines the essence of justice and fairness as the 

main requirements for effective organisations (Greenberg, 1990).  

Distributive justice means an employee’s perception of fairness in the organisation which 

represents their perceived outcomes (Colleqitt, 2001). It is highly important to this study since it is 

associated with the perception of equity and generally deals with monetary issues. Hence, it explains 

how employees react to the compensation they receive. Workplace fairness provides a buffer against 

unfavourable situations which lead employees to react positively, as with the existence of 

uncertainty and unfairness workers will display fewer engagement attitudes and behaviours to the 

organisation (Lin and van den Boss, 2002). Distributive justice is associated with the outcomes of 

satisfaction such as pay fairness and the evaluation of performance (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; 

Greenberg, 1990). 

The role of money was discussed in 1776 by Adam Smith in The Wealth of Nations as an 

economic instrument for measuring value (Smith, 1776/1937). This brings attention to a closely 

related concept, materialism. Materialism has been defined by Ward and Wackman (1971) as an 

orientation which considers material, goods and money as essential for human happiness and social 

improvement. A high level of materialism assumes that material possession will become central to 

an individual’s life and will generate high levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Belk, 1984). At 

the macro level, such aspects are connected to employee activity and turnover behaviour (Price, 

1977; Carsten and Spector, 1987; Locke, 1976; Tett and Meyer, 1993). As money is viewed as a 

measure of value, any dissatisfaction over compensation may ‘push’ employees to leave the 
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organisation, while attractive compensation ‘pulls’ the employees to the organisation (March and 

Simon, 1958). 

The role of money and materialism is linked to a concept of the love of money (LoM). LoM 

is one’s attitudes towards money and one’s meaning of money, wants, values and desires (Barber 

and Bretz, 2000; Locke, 1969), the value of money (Sloan, 2002), individual need and greed (Sloan, 

2002), and materialism (Belk, 1985). It is also understood as a multi-dimensional variable 

explaining the difference between people (Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004; Tang and Chiu, 2003; 

Tang et al., 2006). According to Locke (1969, p.318), LoM represents individuals’ ‘wants and 

values’ but not ‘needs’, because, in his opinion, ‘needs’ represent objectives of wellbeing while 

values reflect what an individual seeks to have, keep or deal with. Tang et al. (2014) assert that 

individuals with a high level of materialistic values intend to have strong LoM, while individuals in 

financial hardship are more obsessed with money and feelings of lack of self-sufficiency. 

1.3 Statement of the problem 

  OC involves both attitudinal and behavioural commitment. The attitudinal view focuses on 

obligation and identification with the organisation, while the behavioural view concentrates on 

accumulated investment and employee decisions which are more related to LoM since we 

concentrate on the employee decision to leave or remain with the organisation. Turnover intention 

is considered one of the most important predictors of OC. 

This study was intended to determine more about the factors that affect OC and have a better 

understanding of related issues like employees’ decisions to remain with or leave their organisation. 

However, understanding the antecedents of OC is not enough for understanding or identifying the 

key factors that significantly affect the OC, because it is such a multifaceted phenomenon. Several 

studies focused on the main factors affect OC like trust in leadership and pay equity have found a 

relationship between them. But to my knowledge, there is a lack of research into factors that may 
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affect the strength of both. This study examined the effect of LoM on these relationships, 

specifically the influence of LoM on employee decisions and how they are related to OC. 

LoM is a rich concept, but this study is more interested in the role of money amongst locals 

and expatriates OC in the UAE. It is expected that expatriates will have a high level of sensitivity 

towards money because they have left their native countries to work abroad to make more money. 

Locals are expected to have high levels of LoM because they get higher salaries and they are 

residents of one of the highest GDP countries. However, we still do not know whether the high level 

of LoM will affect OC or not. The LoM factor should have a significant effect on employees’ 

behaviours which in turn, influence the employees’ interrelationship with the organisation, such as 

employees’ trust in leadership and pay equity with OC. 

  This study examines the effect on both expatriates and locals to find the different effects of 

LoM amongst these two groups of employees. In doing so, I expect to make a unique contribution 

to the literature. First, the study of expatriates’ OC has received a little attention in employee 

behaviour, thus this study demonstrates that expatriates are very sensitive to LoM which will 

increase sensitivity towards equity and distributive justice. Second, examining the unexplored factor 

of LoM as a new factor will reshape the entire employee relationships at the workplace, specifically 

pay equity, trust in leadership and OC. Third, no published studies have examined LoM as a key 

factor that affects trust in leadership. 

  1.4 Purpose of the study 

1. Examine the effect of pay equity on OC. 

2: Examine the moderating effect of LoM on the relationship between pay equity and OC. 

3. Examine the effect of trsut in leader on OC. 

4. Examine the mediating effect of distributive justice on the relatiuonship between trust in 

leader and OC.  

5: Examine the moderating effect of LoM on the relationship between trust in leadership and OC  
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1.4.1 Research questions 

Q1: Does pay equity affects the OC.? 

Q2: Does love of money moderate the relationship between pay equity and OC? 

Q3: Does trust in the leader affects OC. 

Q4, Does distributive justice mediates the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. 

Q5: Does love of money moderate the relationship between trust and OC? 

 

 

1.4.2 Hypotheses 

H1. Pay equity positively affects the OC. 

H2: Love of money moderates the relationship between pay equity and OC. 

H3: Trust in leader positively affects OC. 

H4, Distributive justice mediates the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. 

H5: Love of money moderates the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. 

1.5 Research significance 

 
  Reduced absenteeism and turnover are good signs of OC; they maximise employees’ 

outcomes and reduce potentially low commitment. Researchers have exerted great efforts to find 

the most effective measure of OC with modest results that fail to focus on individual differences. 

This study seeks to expand the understanding of OC to examine the major factors that could 

influence OC and to extend the understanding of the individual differences that affect OC. 

  The results could help the HR managers to: (1) identify which factors have a significant 

effect on OC to implement strong motivation system; (2) discover possibilities of OC 

enhancements; and (3) create successful and flexible policies through applying equity that 

motivates and improves OC. The findings are expected to help leaders know how to gain and retain 
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trust. Previous studies into trust in leadership have failed to focus on employees’ characteristics 

and differences in gaining trust. 

Combining LoM with commitment, pay equity and trust in leadership theories will offer an insight 

into how LoM reshapes the relationship of pay equity as the result of management policies 

influence both trust in leadership and OC. 

1.6  Structure of the thesis 
 

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 comprises a detailed literature review that 

details the primary and supporting research of the main topics addressed in this study. Chapter 3 

presents the constructs of the study which helps to create the conceptual framework and research 

hypothesis. Chapter 4 includes a detailed breakdown of the research plan and methodology and 

covers research philosophy, approach, strategy, process, design and analysis. Chapter 5 includes 

the data assessment and preparation. Chapter 6 presents a preliminary analysis of the data and 

discusses the reliability and validation of the data instrument. It also presents a structural validity 

model and hypotheses testing the results and moderation analyses. Chapter 7 summarises and 

illustrates the research findings and presents a discussion of each hypothesis. Finally, Chapter 8 

contains conclusions and contributions and presents theoretical and practical implications, 

research limitations and recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature review 

This chapter presents a literature review of OC, its importance, theories, expat OC and 

antecedents. It includes turnover intention as the best predictor of OC. The chapter reviews the 

literature on LoM, explaining the main factors, sub-components and scales in addition to 

presenting an explanation of the relationship between LoM and employee decisions. It ends by 

explaining the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships between pay equity, trust in 

leadership and OC and related theories and highlights the gaps in the literature. It also explains 

the mediating effect of distributive justice on the relationship between trust in leadership and 

OC. 

2.1 Organisational commitment 

OC is a popular topic among organisational researchers due to its importance as a key 

determinant of effectiveness and performance of the organisation (Fiorito et al., 2007; Meyer 

et al., 1993). It represents a ‘psychological state of employees’ relationship with the 

organisation, in addition to employees’ decision to remain as a member of the organisation’ 

(Meyer et al., p.539). It is a psychological attachment that connects individuals to an 

organisation (O’Reilly and Chatman, 1986). However, there are different explanations of how 

this linking or bond develops (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). 

At the organisational level, OC is associated with many variables like organisational 

support (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Williams et al., 2002), social exchange theory (O’Reilly and 

Chatman, 1986; Whitener, 2001) organisational citizenship behaviour (Meyer et al., 2004, 

O’Reilly and Chatman 1986; Schappe, 1998; Shore et al., 1995) organisational effectiveness, 

productivity and performance (Bateman and Strasser, 1984; Mowday et al., 1974). At the 

individual level, OC has clear a positive relationship with work outcomes including employee 

performance (Chughtai and Zafar, 2006; Chen et al., 2006), employee job satisfaction (Angle 
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and Perry, 1981; Chughtai and Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Mowday et al., 1979; Pool and 

Pool, 2007; Porter et al., 1974) and work motivation (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). 

2.1.1 The importance and the benefits of OC 

OC has a direct effect on individuals’ attitudes and behaviours. Committed individuals are 

more bound with extra-role behaviour, more creative and more innovative, which benefits the 

organisation and keeps it competitive, achieving organisational objectives (Mathieu and Zajac, 

1990). Employees who remain with the organisation are working towards success (Meyer et 

al., 1989). OC is negatively associated with absenteeism (Angle and Perry, 1981; Chughtai and 

Zafar, 2006; Porter et al., 1974). Based on a meta-analysis study by Mathieu and Zajac (1990), 

poor attendance, absenteeism, high turnover and intention to leave are consequences of low 

OC. It has two views: the organisation’s view as desirable attributes (Shore et al., 1995), and 

the employees’ view of it fostering extrinsic and intrinsic rewards related to membership of the 

organisation. 

2.1.2 Expatriate OC 

An expatriate is an employee who is working outside their parent country and intending to 

return to that country (Grosse and Kujawa, 1992). Expatriates are vital in settings where 

imported management instruments and practices often have a completely different meaning and 

impact beyond their original expectation (Steger et al., 2009). 

Migration is a permanent feature of the international economy. It is the movement of 

people who may be in search of work, escaping oppression or simply would like an improved 

lifestyle. Migrant employees are most commonly used to overcome skills shortages, but there 

are differences in the attitudes and perceptions between low-and high-skilled migrants (CIPD, 

2005). High commitment will ensue from the motivation of migrants to learn, send money home 

or maximise their income within a short period (Dench et al., 2006). A migrant is viewed as an 

investment in future income streams (Sjaastad, 1962). 
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Large numbers of individuals spend part of their lives living and working in foreign 

countries (OECD, 2007). These people are classified either as organisational expatriates who 

are transferred by their home companies to international posts (Edstrom and Galbriath, 1977) 

or the self-initiated who personally decided to live and work abroad (Howe-Walsh and Schyns, 

2010). This kind of expatriate is available either both private and public sectors (Selmer and 

Lauring, 2011). The majority (50-70%) of expatriates are self-initiated expatriates (SIEs) 

(Jokinen, Brewster and Suutari, 2008; Peltokorpi and Froses, 2009; Doherty, Dickmann, and 

Mills, 2011). Most studies on expatriates have focused on those assigned by their parent 

companies to the foreign country (Peltokorpi and Froese, 2009). The recent trend is to study 

expatriates who charge of their careers without the support of the organisation in the home 

country (Noeleen, Dickmann and Mills, 2011). However, this study focusses on SIEs. 

SIEs are driven by the desire for adventure and life change, by family concerns, money 

and career opportunities (Richardson and Mallon, 2005). Younger expatriates are motivated to 

live and work abroad due to adventure and travel, career and financial incentives (Selmer and 

Lauring, 2010). SIEs are generally starts their tenure younger, female and single and stay for a 

shorter period overseas than organisational expatriates (OEs) (Suutari and Brewster, 2000). In 

terms of job-related factors, OEs work for the home country and occupy higher positions, while 

SIEs are older and have longer overseas experience (Jokinen et al., 2008). SIEs tend to start at 

an earlier age on the first assignment with a greater intention to leave the job than OEs (Beiman 

and Andersen, 2010). SIEs experience lower job satisfaction (Froese and Peltokorpi, 2011). The 

differences in individuals’ cross-cultural, job-related and work attitudes should be concerned 

by HR managers since they are interested in measuring expatriate successes (Bhaskar-Shrinivas 

et al., 2005). However, prior studies have not explained the differences in expatriates’ outcomes 

or the factors that affect their commitment. It is plausible to expect differences in individuals 

and job-related factors to explain differences in expatriates’ outcomes specifically OC. 
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There are many theories which explain the reasons beyond labour migrant decisions. 

Broader theoretical models allow for an expanded set of mobility motivations; for example, a 

preference for a specific area (good climate, social network, other incentives). The economic 

approach assumes that long-distance households are motivated by economic’ gain, therefore 

married couples migrate to increase earnings. The human capital theory on investment decisions 

proposed by Mincer (1978) argues that married couples allocate household labour to pay to 

maximise the total benefits and each migration decision is based on potential economic 

opportunities and the cost to the entire household rather than of any individual member. 

Migrants look for work across a range of locations and migrate if a better wage offer obtained 

is provided by a job elsewhere. Both theories imply that wage level will affect migration 

decisions (Owen, 1992). 

Age, education and experience are important predictors for migrants. In addition to non-

labour market factors like housing costs, family structure is an additional factor that affects 

migration decisions and labour market incentives. Although these theories explain the reasons 

behind expatriates working abroad, they do not provide a clear explanation of individual 

differences between the expatriates in their decision to stay or return home. 

Organisations face challenges if they consider relying on low-cost migrants, as the UK 

learned when hiring low-cost, low-skills labours in agriculture, hotels and catering. These 

policies will create difficulties in higher labour turn over and work opportunities elsewhere 

(Connel and Burgess, 2009). Low-cost employees create high levels of turnover and low 

commitment. In manufacturing firms in the UK, Elger and Smith (1998) founded that low paid 

workers are willing to move to alternative employment for very modest improvements in terms 

and conditions. 

The availability of low-paid high-skilled labours has led to economic exploitation. 

However, this does not help to explain why these workers either stay or leave. Not only low-
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cost and low-skill workers migrate, so do well-educated skilled professionals (Athukorala, 

1993). The expatriates’ needs, concerns and interests have not been understood by firms who 

either adopt low cost and skilled labour or high skilled labour and how to retain them under the 

high ratios of turnover, especially in the last years. 

Expatriate turnover is important because of the high cost and prevalence. Some 25% of 

expatriates leave their jobs within one year, a turnover rate twice as high as UAE’s abour 

(GMAC, 2008). Expatriates with high levels of job satisfaction have lower turnover (Naumann, 

1993). One of the greatest challenges is how to manage human resources on a global scale 

because it needs an understanding of the nature of employee identity and requires maximising 

the potential of each employee. The rapid development in the large number and growing demand 

for expatriates within the UAE leads us to focus on the ways to retain expatriate employees. 

Individual decisions to leave or remain have received much attention researchers (Ambrose, 

Hustone and Norman, 2005). According to a report published in the UAE, there is 21% turnover 

among expatriates which cost annually AED 11 billion ($ 3 billion) (Gulf News, 17 Oct. 2017," 

Staff turnover in the UAE higher than global average: report"). Therefore, it is sensible to 

investigate expatriate employees and study the motivational factors they feel to increase retention 

in the uae. 

Equity, justice and trust are the main components of the psychological contract (Schein, 

1965). The contract holds that employees will be treated fairly and honestly to meets the needs 

for equity and transparency in the relationships, justice and trust and expecting some fulfilment 

of their need for job security and certainty about the positions in return their loyalty to the 

organisation (Burchell et al., 2002). However, in recent years it has been characterised by 

instrumentality, uncertainty and imbalance between what is offered by an organisation and what 

expected from the employee (Guzzo and Noonan, 1994; Rousseau and Griller, 1994). 

Psychological contract failure leads to demotivation, reduction in job satisfaction and a decline 

in commitment. Organisational justice has a positive effect on expatriates’ psychological 
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contract fulfilment (Chen, 2010). Trust has positive effects on teams’ outcomes (Costa, 2003). 

Therefore, building trust is the main component of any sustainable management policy. 

It is important to understand the psychological nature of expatriates which should be 

distinguished from that of other individuals. There is also a lack of research focused on money 

attitudes, specifically LoM and its effect on expatriates’ outcomes. Most studies into money 

attitudes have not studied these constructs in the context of expatriates. Thus, we do not know 

if it is a key factor that affects OC specifically expatriates.  

2.1.3 Theories on OC  

Earlier studies (Buchanan, 1974; Mowday et al., 1979; Porter et al., 1974) focused on a 

one-dimensional approach to measure OC, either attitudinal or behavioural (Dunham, Grube 

and Castaneda, 1994). Some researchers have argued that the approaches are not completely 

different and have overlap (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). Others have argued that neither approach 

is better than the other because the two are reciprocal, not exclusive (Reichers, 1985). The 

findings of empirical studies in the literature of attitudinal and behavioural approaches are either 

inconsistent or inconclusive; therefore it is difficult to synthesize them (Meyer et al., 1993). 

Concerning behaviours and attitudes, commitment is defined by Mowday et al. (1979, p.47): 

It is more useful to consider the two (commitment attitudes and behaviours) as reciprocally 

related overtime. The important issue is not whether the commitment process being with either 

attitudes or behaviours, rather what is important is to involve the subtle interplay of attitudes 

and behaviours. 

The attitudinal approach is the most common type and represents individuals’ effective 

involvement and identification with organisational goals. Measured by a 15-item questionnaire, 

Mowday et al. (1979) measured OC by assessing workers’ motivation, intent to remain and 

identification with organisational goals. Other researchers have studied commitment based on 

psychological attachment (Meyer and Allen, 1984). In short, attitudinal commitment represents 
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individuals’ identification with the goals of a specific organisation and intention to remain as a 

member of that organisation to achieve those goals. Commitment represents an exchange 

relationship when individuals bond themselves with the organisation in return for specific 

rewards (Mowday et al., 1979). 

However, the behavioural approach focuses on individuals’ pasts when they bond 

themselves to the organisation. Therefore, behavioural commitment is a state in which 

individuals have bound their actions to an organisation to sustain their activities and 

involvements (Kalanick, 1977, p64). Behavioural commitment is based on a social 

psychological perspective which refers to the process in which employees are bound to the 

organisation based on their past behaviour and the way they adjust to it (Mottaz, 1989). Based 

on this perspective, OC is defined as the binding of employees to behavioural acts (Salancik, 

1977; Kiesler and Sakumura, 1966; Staw, 1977). Behavioural commitment occurs when 

employees are bound by their actions in a way that exceeds formal expectations and are 

displaying overt manifestations of this (Mowday et al., 1979) 

Calculative commitment is based on Becker’s ‘side-bet’ theory (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). 

It is a structural phenomenon which is an outcome of employees’ transactions and the variation 

in their investments of time and effort over time (Herbiniak and Alutto, 1972, p.556). The 

investment here represents the cost implication that reduces individuals’ alternatives, therefore, 

the commitment reflects the degree of attachment with the organisation based on investments 

and outcomes like time, effort, identification and reward which reflect their intention to stay 

with the organisation. Although OC is based on employees’ evaluations of their loss of 

investments, we do not know employees’ evaluation of a new job and how they will compare. 

Behavioural commitments lead to higher attitudinal commitment since individuals develop 

attitudes harmonious with their behaviour, and co-worker relationships lead to social 

involvements which increase attitudinal commitment (Mottaz, 1989). The perspectives are 
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interrelated which can show the effect of attitudinal commitment on behavioural commitment 

and vice versa. Attitudinal commitments lead to behavioural commitment which heightens 

attitudes and vice versa (Mowday, 1982). 

It has been argues by Meyer and Allen (1990) that more understanding of individuals’ 

psychological relationships with an organisation can be found by considering all three forms of 

commitment (Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 1993). Each component is the result 

of a different experience and implications of work behaviour (Meyer et al., 1993). The 

examination of the combined model will generate valuable knowledge (Dunham et al., 1994). 

This dissertation used Meyer and Allen tri-model (1984, 2004). It initially includes effective 

and continuing commitment to differentiate between behavioural and attitudinal commitment. 

They subsequently included normative commitment (Meyer et al., 1990). All components are 

negatively related to turnover intentions. Affective commitment has the strongest correlation 

with job behaviour followed by normative commitment, while continuance would be negatively 

related or unrelated to job behaviour (Meyer et al., 2002). Meyer and Allen’s model identified 

three themes: affective, normative and continuance. 

Affective commitment (AFCM) represents an emotional engagement for an employee 

who desires to continue as a member of the organisation (Allen and Meyer, 1990). The 

committed employee enjoys membership of the organisation and identifies with it (Allen and 

Meyer, 1990). Affective commitment employees have strong identification and are more 

engaged with their organisation to accomplish organisation goals (Darolia et al., 2010). It is 

significantly correlated with satisfying conditions, perceptions, self-presentation and individual 

adjustments (Powel and Meyer, 2004) and negatively correlated with employee turnover, 

absenteeism, withdrawal cognition, stress and work-family conflict (Meyer et al., 2002). 

However, in attitudinal commitment, the cost of leaving is not obvious and we should know 

whether this cost represents employees’ investment or the consequences of leaving the job. The 
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related cost of the risk rises when joining a new organisation with uncertainty surrounding the 

new job. 

The theory of normative commitment (NRCM) was developed from socialisation 

experience. It represents a moral obligation to stay as a member of the organisation (Allen and 

Meyer, 1990); it is a mindset of one who must continue a series of actions related to a goal 

(Allen and Meyer, 1990). It has two sides: moral duty, and an indebted obligation (Meyer and 

Parfyonova, 2010). NRCM employees mainly stay with the organisation because of a feeling 

that they ought to do so and it will exist when they believe that the organisation expects their 

loyalty or if they are affected by others on the importance of being loyal (Allen and Meyer, 

1990). Obligation feelings are created when an employee feels that the organisation has invested 

in them and they have to be loyal (Allen and Meyer, 1990). 

 According to Colquitt et al. (2010), NRCM can be built in two ways. The first is by 

creating indebtedness feelings in the employees so that they feel obliged to be loyal to the 

organisation since the organisation has spent a lot on their training and development. These 

feelings create guilt if they leave the organisation. The second is to become engaged with 

charity work which creates feelings of pride in the employees and enhances NRCM. However, 

these feelings may differ between individuals, especially those with high LoM who may 

consider this as a personal investment to achieve their goals. 

Continuance commitments (CNCM) are based on the side-bet theory that employees 

desire to continue as a member of an organisation because of the associated cost of leaving 

(Allen and Meyer, 1990). It is a cost perception to discontinue a series of actions (Meyer and 

Herscovitch, 2001). That means CNCM related to past investment in the employee with the 

organisation they will remain because of the benefits they will gain and they will incur a big 

cost if they leave. Therefore, employees feel committed to the organisation in terms of 
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monetary, social, psychological and other costs related to leaving. Employees with CNCM put 

their effort when the rewards match perceptions (Allen, Meyer and Starnes, 2004). 

CNCM is an outcome of side-bets and lack of employment opportunities outside the 

organisation (Allen and Meyer, 1990; Becker, 1960; Powell and Meyer, 2004). Powell and 

Meyer (2004) identified seven side-bets as an antecedent of CNCM: expectations of others, 

self-presentation concerns, bureaucratic arrangements, individual adjustments, non-work 

concerns, lack of alternatives and satisfying conditions. The accumulation of side-bet items will 

maximise the cost related to leave the organisation which increases the CNCM (Mathieu and 

Zajac, 1990; Powell and Meyer, 2004). The lack of opportunities enhances the higher level of 

CNCM (Colquitt et al., 2010). 

Although, Meyer (2002) scale identifies factors that affect CNCM: lack of alternatives and 

sacrifices of quit the organisation’ too much in my life will be disrupted’ but it is not clear if 

this disruption is it personal sacrifices or related to leaving the organisation. However, the 

employee remains with the organisation because they have to do so and affected by the 

sacrifices of leaving cost as per Meyer and Allen (1990). CNCM does not have a significant 

relationship with some attitude affecting variables (Meyer and Allen, 2001). This monetary cost 

represents the amount of money which is required to affect employee behaviour and the stay or 

leave decision and, if they stay, what the state of their commitment is. Individuals with high 

LoM are more sensitive to fairness/unfairness situations and they are willing to take risky 

actions against these conditions. 

Although attitudinal commitment perspective focused on employees’ psychological state 

in regards of their loyalty, involvement and willingness to exert efforts but it pay less concern 

to employees’ decisions that may have the great effect on employee loyalty and turnover which 

will affect OC. Attitudinal commitment perspective divides commitment into three elements – 

affective, normative and continuance. These factors represent employee psychological state in 
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a specific period in the organisation regardless of how an employee will react to this situation. 

Affective commitment represents a positive state for both employee and the organisation. 

However, both normative and continuance commitment may represent a negative state, thus not 

preferred by leaders. While behavioural commitment focuses on employee decisions, it 

interprets the decisions based on investment in the organisation and ignores differences between 

individuals. OC should include both attitudinal and behavioural commitment to represent a 

comprehensive definition in addition to reflecting the crucial role of the employee’s decision. 

Since employee turnover is the best predictor of OC, the psychological state will not 

provide a full understanding of the effective factors in the employees’ decision, while 

behavioural commitment at least gives signs about employees’ decision as to the main factor 

that controls their commitment, but it ignores individual differences. Therefore, OC should 

include the magnitude of the ratio of employees’ quitting decisions to the level of commitment, 

which reflects the psychological state of employees’ affective, normative and continuance 

commitments. However, individuals come to the organisation with specific skills, goals and 

desires which they expect to use to achieve their goals which will increase their commitment, 

but if the organisation fails to provide enough opportunities, OC will be diminished (Steers, 

1977). 

Although all types of commitments are associated with the possibility of remaining as a 

member of the organisation, the nature of individuals’ involvement might differ. As an example, 

an employee who has affective commitment has a strong intention to continue with the 

organisation more than someone who is not linked to continuous improvement with it. The 

same degree of commitment is displayed by an employee with strong normative commitment, 

who has a strong obligation to continue with the organisation (Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002). 

All three components have different measurements of other work behaviours like absenteeism, 

productivity and citizenship behaviour. However, few studies explain employees’ outcomes 
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under the effect of LoM and how LoM may reframe employees’ attitudes and decisions to 

remain. 

2.1.4 Antecedent of OCs 

To know how employees behave according to their leaving decision, we need to know the 

antecedents of OC with personal, job and organisational characteristics, team-leader 

relationships and role states (Zajac, 1990). Meyer et al. (2002) conclude that OC antecedents 

include demographic variables, individual differences, work experience and investment, 

congruency, interesting work, clarity of goals, equity and fairness, feedback and recognition, 

empowerment and autonomy (Fornes et al., 2008). Personal and job characteristics and work 

experience also affect OC (Steers, 1977). Many studies focus on demographic factors as 

antecedents of OC like age, years of service, education level and marital status (Angle and 

Perry, 1981; Chughatai and Zafar, 2006; Steers, 1977). Meyer and et al. (2002) found a positive 

correlation between OC and demographic variables like age and tenure. 

Education has a negative effect on both attitudinal and behavioural commitment (Mottaz, 

1989) because they are highly linked to their profession (Steers, 1977) and have higher 

employment alternatives; hence they are less stable than less educated people (Angle and Perry, 

1981). It has been suggested by Mowday (1982) that the antecedents of affective commitment 

are personal, job and structural characteristics, in addition to work experience. However, 

Balfour and Wechsler (1996) and Chughtai and Zafar (2006) found the level of education is not 

associated with OC. 

 Experience has an influence on normative. Employees are expected to have a high level 

of normative commitment if their father has long-term employment with an organisation or if 

he has high levels of loyalty, but for organisational socialisation, the organisation predicts the 

loyalty as strong normative commitment (Allen and Meyer, 1990). Leavers may have higher 

skills; therefore, they have more opportunities in the market (Tang et al., 2000). 
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Age is positively associated with commitment (Angle and Perry, 1981; Cho and Mor 

Barak, 2008; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Rowden, 2000; Hrebiniak, 1974; Lee, 1971; Sheldon, 

1971). Younger employees have lower commitment than older (Cho and Mor Barak, 2008). 

Older employees have a higher level of commitment because they have fewer job opportunities 

elsewhere (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990), while younger employees have a lower commitment 

because they have less investment in and a shorter history with the organisation (Dunham et al., 

1994). Meyer and Allen (1984) suggest that better positions make employees more satisfied 

which creates a higher level of commitment. However, long tenure may give more alternatives 

in the market. Older employees realise that they will incur more costs by leaving the 

organisation (Parasuraman and Nachman, 1987). Many studies have found a negative 

relationship between age and commitment (Goulet and Frank, 2002; Kacmar et al., 1999). 

Goulet and Frank (2002) found a negative relationship between age and OC in a study of 228 

private and public sector employees. 

Gender has varied results but Angle and Perry (1981) and Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found 

women more committed than men, while Cho and Mor Barak (2008) with study in Taiwan of 

381 found the reverse as did Aydin et al. (2011). However, most studies have found gender is 

not a significant predictor of OC (Al-Ajimi, 2006; Joiner and Bakalis, 2006; Kacmar et al., 

1999; Steven et al., 1978). 

Marital status; married employees have a higher level of commitment because of family 

responsibilities (Angle and Perry, 1983; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). However, Joiner and 

Bakalis (2006) found a lower level of commitment with married academics in Australia and 

Chunghtai and Zafar (2006) found marital status not to be associated with OC. 

Length of service is positively associated with OC (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Meyer and 

Allen, 1997; Meyer et al., 2002; Salami, 2008). Meyer and Allen (1997) noted that employees 

may gain emotional attachment during their tenure which creates difficulties in leaving (Meyer 
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and Allen, 1997; Iqbal et al., 2011). Years of service are an employee’s investment and include 

pay, time and position (Becker, 1960). However, one study conducted in Kenya and the US by 

Walumbwa et al. (2005) found a negative relationship between length of service and OC. 

Chaghtai and Zafar (2006) found tenure was not associated with OC, and neither did Balfour 

and Wechsler (1996) in their study of a public organisation. 

Engagement is very important for employees because disengagement will create a lack of 

motivation and low commitment (May, Gilson and Harter, 2004). It is essential because it is 

related to turnover intention (Allen and Meyer, 1996; Clugston, 2000). Employees’ engagement 

is positively related to affective commitment, which is already documented in the literature and 

supports previous findings (Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen and Shaufeli, 2001; Saks, 

2006). 

A review of demographic factors reveals inconclusive findings on the antecedents of OC 

and no full understanding of the key factor affecting commitment. Affective commitment is 

affected by age, gender, marital status, education and tenure, but these represent the least cluster 

while the majority will be represented by continuance and normative commitment, which leads 

to lower employee OC. However, demographic factors are not enough to explain employee 

decisions concerning leaving the organisation and require more empirical studies looking at the 

factors and variations between countries. Since continuance commitment is preferred by 

leaders, we blind our eyes to ‘dangerous commitment’. Normative commitment is closed to the 

same distance for both affective and continuance commitment which means it will be flexibile 

and easier for the employee to switch (commitment state changes) either to affective or 

normative commitment.  Therefore, to be proactive we should know which factors may affect 

normative commitment and which affect employee decisions to stay with or leave an 

organisation which affects employee outcomes. 
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Integrating voluntary turnover decisions with LoM is important to give a better 

understanding of employee organisational commitment. This dissertation is not aiming to add 

to the extensive literature of the forces that push employees to quit an organisation or to give 

more understanding to the employee decision-making itself; instead, it will add to give more 

understanding about the effect of LoM and how it reframes employees’ decisions in regards to 

major relationships in the workplace like pay equity and trust in leadership and the state of OC. 

It will also shed light on how they vary in coexistence and react to fairness and unfairness 

conditions. 

2.1.5 Voluntary turnover 

Voluntary turnover is an important element of employee outcomes for dissatisfaction and 

the best predictor of OC which represents the best measure of job satisfaction (Porter et al., 

1976). Dissatisfaction leads employees to acquire high levels of intention related to 

counterproductive behaviours (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Tang and Chiu, 2003). 

Turnover represents a severe headache for all organisations, especially after increasing the need 

to retain talented employees. Losing key employees represents a loss of the enterprise’s assets. 

Turnover undermines any organisation’s competitive advantage (Su and Zhao, 2005). There is 

a negative effect from employee turnover in labour cost, loss of intangible assets, declining 

cohesion and private morale (Wang et al., 2014). The range 93-200% of budgeted salary is the 

estimated cost of replacing a single employee in the organisation (Griffeth and Hom, 2001). 

Due to the related cost, disruption and possible loss of important skills, valuable knowledge 

and organisational memory, it is important to maximise employee retention (Griffeth and Hom, 

2011). However, satisfied employees have high fairness perceptions. Perceived fairness affects 

employee attitudes and behaviours (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Kim and Mauborgne, 

1993; 1998; Korsgaard et al., 1995; Li et al., 2007; Masterson et al., 2000). Adams (1963) found 

it may have more influence on employee fairness perceptions and higher perceptions make 
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higher differences. For individuals with higher LoM, perceptions are higher than those with low 

levels of LoM. That means the individuals are in leaving intention stage, leaving or remain with 

high deprivation feelings reflects the real state of their commitment. Employees with a high 

level of LoM have high perceptions of their input/output ratio (Chiu and Tang, 2011). 

2.2 Love of money  

Monetary intelligence theory asserts that people use their money attitude to shape vital 

concerns and choose specific alternatives to accomplish financial objective and happiness 

(Tang et al., 2015). Individuals’ intentions and behaviours are a matter of many hidden issues 

at different levels of the environment (Ariely, 2008a; Ozbek et al. 2015). Individuals’ deeply 

rooted monetary beliefs and values are shaped by financial resources, experience and culture 

(Tang, 2018). Individuals use their LoM to frame crucial matters in the near and future then 

select alternatives to increase expected usefulness and ultimate happiness (Gintena, Tang and 

Gu, 2016b). 

In commerce, is a tool for measuring the value (Grant, 2008; Tang and Baumeister, 1984). 

Individuals around the world have special histories, cultures and beliefs and different values, 

economic, legal, political and social infrastructures but they all talk one common language that 

all understand: money (Tang et al., 2015; Colquitt et al., 2011; Tang 1992; 1993; McClelland, 

1967). Money, as a tool, is instrumental in satisfying biological and psychological needs (Lea 

and Webley 2006). Poor children overestimate the size of a coin compared to their rich 

counterparts (Bruner and Goodman 1947). 

Money activates individuals’ feelings of self-sufficiency to be independent, reduce the 

need for help, donate less money to charity and retain a large physical space between themselves 

and others (Vohs et al. 2006). When people count 80 $100 bills (comparative to counting 80 

pieces of paper) it will minimise their physical pain (Zhou, Vohs and Baumeister, 2009). The 

expectation of pain enhances the aspiration of money (Zhou and Gao, 2008). The visible 
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existence of wealth provokes feelings of envy toward wealthy others which leads to a higher 

ratio of cheating for personal gain (Gino and Pierce, 2009). High love-of-money individuals 

have higher Machiavellianism (Christie and Geis 1970; Tang and Chen 2008) and are more 

likely to use manipulative strategies, take high risks (Tang et al. 2008a; 2008b). 

Although researchers have exerted extensive efforts to investigate the effect of LoM on 

different employees’ outcome, few have empirically tested the proposition that LoM is at the 

root of employee decisions within organisations. By following the attitude-to-behavioural-

intention aspect of the theory of planned behaviour (TPB), this study tries to integrate LoM 

with TPB to have a better understanding of employees’ decision and reaction against unfairness. 

I expected that LoM will have a significant effect on employee relationships in the 

organisational context; negatively by provoking these relationships under unfairness conditions 

leading to risky decisions and positively by enhancing the relationship strength under fair 

conditions which affects OC. 

Maslow’s theory is especially useful in understanding individuals’ attitudes towards 

money (Williams et al., 1990; Xiao and Noring, 1994). Behaviour towards money cannot be 

uniform because thatt requires sharing values and beliefs. People are different in how they think, 

feel and act in regards to money (Jindal, 1990; Goldberg and Lewis, 1978). Individuals’ 

attitudes towards money are variables (Jindal, 1990). Money has a different meaning for people 

(Wernimont and Ftzpatrick, 1972). People have different social experiences of understanding 

money (Lau, 1998). 

      2.2.1 LoM components: 

 LoM is a multidimensional individual difference variable with different subcontracts 

activated by the behavioural (motivators) and cognitive (importance and power) (Malhotra and 

Gino 2011; Sardzˇoska and Tang, 2012). Affective factors represent individuals that ceaselessly 

want to be ‘rich’ and independent (Vohs, Mead and Good, 2006). Behavioural factors make 
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money a strong motivator (Tang, Kim and Tang, 2000; Lock et al., 1980), while cognitive 

factor represents importance, respect, power and achievement (Mitchell and Mickel, 1999; 

Zhou et al., 2009). Money is linked to success (Rubenstein, 1981). 

LoM is one of the most developed constructs of money attitudes (Mitchell and Mickel, 1999), 

is related to materialism (Belk, 1985; Kasser, 2002; Tang, Luna-Arocas, Quintanilla Prado and 

Tang, 2011) and differentiated from greed (Cozzolino, Sheldon, Schachtman and Meyers, 

2009). LoM contributes to give us more understanding of pay satisfaction (Tang, Luna-Arocas, 

2007; Sutarso, 2005; Sutarso et. al, 2006).  

This construct has been substantiated in empirical studies across three dozen countries 

around the world (Lim and Teo, 1997; Tang et al., 2011a), cited in influential reviews (Kish-

Gephart et al., 2010; Lea and Webley, 2006; Mickel and Barron, 2008; Mitchell and Mickel, 

1999; Zhang, 2009) and discussed in numerous books (Colquitt et al., 2011; Furnham and 

Argyle, 1998; McShane and Von Glinow, 2008; Milkovich, Newman and Gerhart, 2011; Rynes 

and Gerhart, 2000). 

Following TPB, and the directional attitudes of behavioural intentions, individuals with 

high LoM have a large discrepancy between their wants and needs (Lawler, 1971) which leads 

to low levels of satisfaction (Kahneman and Deaton, 2010; Maslow, 1954) and their harmful 

desires push them to temptation (Baumeister, 2002). Individuals’ satisfaction may be highly 

influenced by their deeply rooted monetary values, an individual difference variable, within a 

broader system of values and goals (Grouzet et al. 2005; Dittmar et al. 2014). 

The affective component is based on individuals’ emotional attitudes if they love or hate 

and whether money is good or evil (Tang, 1992). Being rich is a major sub-construct of LoM 

because most people want to be rich and have a lot of money (Gino and Pierce, 2009b). In 

materialistic societies, most people love money and want to be rich. A few people hate money 

and like to be poor (Tang et al., 2015). Money can be a binge drug; the more they gain, the 



     33 

more they want. Many people compare themselves with rich people, while rich people envy the 

super-rich (Adams, 1963; Nickerson and Zenger 2008). To be rich, people may do unethical 

things. High LoM leads public employees to conceded ethical standards in Swaziland 

(Gbadamosi and Joubert 2005). Individuals with high income believe that money reflects their 

accomplishments and money is not evil (Tang, 1992). The motivator notion leads to either 

positive or negative results. Whenever super-rich individuals have inequity feelings, they will 

steal in the name of justice (Greenberg, 1993; Simons and Roberson, 2003). 

Empirical data supports the idea that ‘love of money is the root of evil’ (1 Timothy, 6: 10), 

but it is not (Tang and Chiu, 2003). LoM leads to low levels of pay satisfaction yield and OC, 

which will lead to unethical behaviour (Tang et al., 2002). In other words, money is the root 

source of evil (corruption, unethical behaviour and scandal) in our society (Kochan, 2002). 

LoM is strongly associated with greed and it has been considered as ‘taboo’ by people in several 

societies (Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004). LoM is the root of evil, but money is not (Tang and 

Chiu, 2003). 

As a behavioural factor (motivator and budget), money is a motivator (Gupta and Shaw, 

1998; Kohn, 1993), considered as a tool that helps people to satisfy biological and psychological 

needs (Maslow, 1954). Budget refers to the notion whether the individuals are using their 

money carefully or in an unconscious way. On the positive side, money is a motivator (the 

behavioural component) (Maslow 1954). Whatever becomes paid becomes done (Ariely, 2010; 

Jenkins et al., 1998). Money is a motivator because nothing comes close to money (Gomez-

Mejia and Balkin, 1992; Jenkins et al., 1998; Locke et al., 1980; Tang et al., 2000). There is no 

other incentive that can be compared with money (Lock et al., 1980). Employees are motivated 

by any chance to earn more money (Tang et al., 2017). On the negative side, motivation by 

money leads to unethical behaviour; in one food processing plant employees were rewarded for 

discovering insect parts in the process, and so pioneering employees got insect parts from home 

to add to the food to get the bonus before they removed them (Milkovich et al., 2014). 
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 This component of LoM varies vary from other money-related attitudes in the literature 

(Srivastava, Locke and Bartol, 2001; Wernimont and Fitzpatrick, 1972; Yamauchi and 

Templer, 1982). It provokes individuals to do whatever it takes either ethical or unethical to 

satisfy their needs to become rich (Tang et al., 2011).  

Cognitive factors (importance, success and equity) represent the important beliefs about 

money (Tang et al., 2006). Cognitively, money is important (Tang, 1992) and leads to success. 

Money’s importance is built in childhood maintained in adult life (Furnham and Argyle, 1998). 

Money is how we compare; it is a scorecard (Adams, 1963). In money attitudes, ‘importance’ 

is the most consistent thread in the literature (Michell and Michel, 1999). We use money to 

compare ourselves with others (Furnham and Argyle, 1998). Money represents power 

(Lemrova´ et al., 2014). People see money as irresistible power. Thus, money and power are 

one unit. Money represents power, success and sustaining life that goes together with the job 

(Badaracco, 2006). Success represents individuals’ possession and obsession with money 

(Furnham and Argyle, 1998). Income is used to judge success (Rubenstein, 1981). Money is an 

important symbol of success (Tang, 2007). Rich, motivator and important factors will lead to 

low pay satisfaction in an organisation (Tang and Chiu, 2003). 

Employees interested in equity evaluate their rewards through social comparison (Tang 

and Tang, 2012). Therefore, the rewards are not absolute but are related to other comparative 

rewards. Equity is related to the notion of whether individuals use their money carefully or not 

(Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004). Equity is both internal and external. Internal equity treats with 

the differentials of employees’ pay at different firms in a vertical hierarchy (Tang et al., 2000). 

Employees with more difficult jobs and responsibilities should be paid more. Individual equity 

represents the idea that once the same duties are given to employees, higher quality and quantity 

should be paid more (Milkovich and Newman, 2002). The equity factor is essential for pay 

satisfaction because the value of rewards given to individuals is associated with other rewards 

to which it is compared (Adams, 1963). Money is a sense of inequity (Gino and Pierce 2009b) 
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leads people to steal ‘in the name of justice’ (Cohen-Charash and Spector 2001; Greenberg 

1993; 2002; Simons and Roberson 2003). Managers have a strong relationship between LoM 

and corruption because of their high concern with justice and equity (Tang et al., 2011). 

The multiple-influences perspective suggests that individual differences affect ethical 

decision-making behaviour (Trevino and Youngblood, 1990). LoM influences individuals’ 

behaviours and controls their decisions directly and indirectly in relation to unethical 

behaviours (Singhapakdi et al., 2013). The psychological meaning of money has a strong 

influence on individuals’ behaviours and attitudes (Liu and Tang, 2011). People use their 

monetary attitudes lens to evaluate their job (Liu and Tang, 2011). Individuals with high LoM 

are willing to take large risks (Jia et al., 2013; Tang et al., 2008) and change jobs frequently 

(Tang, 2000). Pay comparison relies on a combination of income, LoM, pay equity comparison 

standards and culture (Tang, 2015). Managers with high LoM will have low pay satisfaction, 

which will lead to strong feelings of pay dissatisfaction and high corruption intention (Tang et 

al., 2011). Individuals with high LoM tend to use unethical decision-making to accomplish 

organisational goals (Kochan, 2002). 

Money leads to actions (Herzberg 1987). LoM influences individuals’ risky decisions like 

turnover and turnover intention. "Do individuals’disposition affects behaviours or situational 

powers alone enough to predict and explain behaviours?" House et. al., (1996) often cited the 

study concerning disposional with this question raised by Tolstoy (1904). Materialistic values 

are negatively associated with personal well-being, intrinsic and extrinsic rewards and job 

satisfaction (Deckop et al., 2010). A combination of low levels of engagement with high 

materialism leads to negative consequences (Tian et al., 2014). Employees with a high LoM 

will record high turnover intentions regardless of their intrinsic job satisfaction (Tang et al., 

2000) while employees with a low level of money ethics and low intrinsic job satisfaction have 

the lowest turnover (Tang et al., 2000). 
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Giving in to temptation through cognitive impairment and lack of control is unethical. 

Scholars investigating temptation and unethical behaviour suggest that ‘emotions’ and ‘reason’ 

activate different areas of the brain (Holub et al., 2005; Green et al., 2001). Tang et al. (2013b) 

assert pay dissatisfaction feelings have a negative influence and provoke angry and destructive 

emotions which excite some individuals to act impulsively (Leowentein et al., 2001) and steal 

in the name of justice, while pay satisfaction has a positive effect and help other to act with 

self-control and executive function (Hofmann et al., 2009). Teenagers who fall into temptation 

act with unethical beliefs to achieve personal objectives (Tang, 2018). 

Researchers may study temptation from the impulsive perspective of decision-making 

(Chen, Tang and Tang, 2014). Therefore, based on LoM’s ability to affect unethical behaviour 

and lead to impulsively actions, we conclude that it could affect rational issues too which have 

less risk compared to unethical behaviours playing a major role in relationship evaluations at 

work. 

 

Figure 2.1 Love of money components  
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2.3 Pay equity:  

One of the main parts of the framework of this study is based on Adams (1965) equity 

theory as it relates to three-component models of OC by Allen and Meyer (1991). Equity theory 

is one of the most valid frameworks that explain individuals’ motivations (Miner, 1984). The 

most popular models used to measure pay satisfaction are the equity model (Adam, 1963) and 

the discrepancy model (Lawler, 1971). 

Equity theory is built on dissonance theory introduced by Festinger (1957) (Adams, 1963; 

Adams and Rosenbaum, 1962; Lawler and O’Gara, 1967). The main difference in equity theory 

is in comparison with others. In dissonance theory, employees become tense when they are 

compared with others like when the employee works hard and get good rewards, while more 

tension is gained when an employee works hard and does not receive good rewards. The 

situation of equity theory is the same, but the individual compares himself with coworkers, 

especially if he is not working hard and getting good rewards. 

Inputs may include educational level, experience, training, skills, work tenure, age, gender, 

marital status and efforts, but the employer may not consider them as inputs. Outcomes may 

include rewards, pay and work status. It might be that we have negative outcomes like poor 

work security, repetitive job and poor job conditions. Adams (1963) hypothesised that there are 

correlations between inputs and outputs. 

Equity factors include both individual equity and internal equity (Milkovich and Newman, 

2005). Individual equity considers higher quantity and quality performance employees should 

be paid more than lower performance employees. Internal equity represents the distribution of 

pay at different levels. Internal pay equity is related to motivation while external pay equity is 

related to turnover (Buttner, Lowe and Shore, 2006). However, pay comparison creates 

problems for both researchers and practitioner in designing compensation systems (Scholl and 
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Cooper, 1987). The comparison itself depends on employees’ attitudes and behaviours and how 

they will react. 

Many studies indicate that pay equity affects many employee outcomes like pay 

satisfaction (Brown, 2001; Dreher, 1981; Scarpello and Jones, 1996; Summers and DeNisi, 

1990), absenteeism (Della Torre et al., 2015) and turnover (Summers and Hendrix, 1991). In 

related studies, Miceli and Mulvey (2000) found that pay satisfaction is associated with OC. 

However, the study did not test the perception of pay which relies on employee characteristics. 

Notably, that equity model was conducted under short-term laboratory conditions, and a short 

period will not reveal a lot about how workers respond in the long run (Martin and Murray, 

1983). 

However, there is a direct relationship between positive inequity (overpayment) and 

negative inequity (underpayment) and job satisfaction (Goodman, 1974; Klein, 1973; Weiner, 

1980; Perry, 1993). Employees’ outcomes are influenced by internal and external equity 

(Trevor and Wazeter, 2006) associated with the level of pay satisfaction (Della Torre et al., 

2015; Dreher, 1981; Nelson et al., 2008; Rice et al., 1990), predict pay fairness and satisfaction 

(Shore, 2006). External pay equity is a predictor of salary satisfaction (Roberts and Chonko, 

1996). There is a strong relationship between employee turnover and inequity (Scott, 1971; 

Dittrich and Carrell, 1979; Telly et al., 1971). Pay equity affects turnover (Summers and 

Hendrix, 1991). Equity theory suggests that commitment will decline whether inequity is 

internal or external. There is a positive relationship between perceived pay equity and 

commitment (Rhodes and Steers, 1981). 

Lawler’s (1971) discrepancy model is one of the most popular used to measure pay 

satisfaction and the equity model (Adam, 1963). It assumes that employees will react by 

adjusting their inputs and outputs or quitting the organisation (Carrel and Dittrich, 1978). It 

proposes that employees perceive the deserved amount of pay relying on five elements 
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including the inputs of others doing the same job in the same organisation and others in different 

organisations, in addition to the perception of internal and external pay. 

The discrepancy model assumes that employees will react against inequity in different 

ways. First, they alter their inputs by increasing or decreasing relevant to the exchange. Adams 

(1965) assumed that the perception of inequity is higher when an employee is over-rewarded 

rather than under-rewarded. However, the reduction is related to inequity and whether it is 

positively or negatively related. Second; by increasing or decreasing their outcomes. The 

employee may request a salary increase or flexible timing. Although employees may change 

their input, it is hard to change outputs like salary which are out of their control. Third, they 

distort their inputs and outcomes by altering the importance, similar to reducing inputs. 

However, employees are influenced by reality since the distortion of inputs and outcomes is 

difficult to accomplish. Fourth, they leave the organisation or experience high absenteeism. 

However, we still need to know about employee behaviour and how they decide to leave. Fifth, 

they change the object of comparison by choosing another person. However, this is not 

applicable when the relationship is a direct exchange and it is difficult to change the object since 

they are comparing with the same person for a long time. Sixth, the employee may use any of 

the previous methods of distorting equity. Seventh, they distort others’ inputs and outcomes. 

However, the model deals with in-class comparison and does not include interclass pay equity 

of workers in different classes. Finally, the samples used in Lawler’s study (1971) were piece-

rate workers which are rarely seen in organisations except in the industrial field. 

Deprivation theory represents individuals’ comparison of their desired output with others, 

which will create deprivation feelings under certain circumstances (Crosby, 1976, 1984; Olson 

et al., 1995; Pettigrew, 2002). Crosby (1976) assumes that deprivation will occur when 

employees find their referents have the same outcome that they perceived, desired and deserved, 

with their belief that they can get it. Deprivation leads to anger, dissatisfaction, unhappiness 

and inequity (Crosby, 1984). Deprivation leads to behavioural reactions that can reflect 
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optimistic or frustrated attitudes (Cowherd and Levine, 1992). However, deprivation theory 

only concentrates on employees’ comparison with others and ignores organisational 

effectiveness and motivation components to explain how these perceptions affect work 

performance (Staw, 1984; Landy and Becker, 1987). Similar to equity theory, deprivation 

theory ignores individual differences. 

2.4 Trust in leader: The importance of trust is based on its positive associations with 

various outcomes such as organisational citizenship, labour performance and satisfaction (Jung 

and Avolio, 2000; Pillai et.al, 1999). Leaders need to be trusted by their employees because it 

is the related ring in their relationship (Nanus, 1989). Trust in leadership has possible 

consequences like work satisfaction (Lien-Tung, 2005; Mayer, Bardes and Piccolo, 2008) OC 

(Brockner et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995) and turnover (Lien Tung, 2005). OC can be 

maintained during a downturn by establishing trust with employees (Liou, 1995; Siegel, 

Brockner and Tyler, 1995). OC is positively associated with trust in leadership (Dirks and 

Ferrin, 2002). Although the previous discussion shows that trust in leadership affects OC, we 

still need more understanding of the factors may influence this relationship. 

Trust is defined as the willingness to depend on a key confidence partner (Moorman et al., 

1992; Mayer et al., 1995) or perception held by people that their partner will behave in an 

acceptable manner (Sako and Helper, 1998). Most scholars refer to ‘willingness’ on the part of 

the trustor/employee while ‘vulnerable’ refers to the trustee or leader relying on the perception 

that they will perform actions for the trustor, regardless of the ability to observe and control the 

other party (Rousseau et al., 1998). However, trust in terms of willingness to be vulnerable 

relies on two theories; social exchange theory that advocates that trust decreases with a 

perceived imbalance in the exchange (Khazanchi and Masterson, 2011) and sense-making 

theory which includes emotions (Weick et al., 2005). Both theories explain total trust; affective 

and cognitive. 
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Generally, trust is used to measure the quality of social exchange between follower and 

leader (Pillai, Schriesheim, and Williams, 1999; Schaubroeck, Lam, and Peng, 2011). Although 

many studies have been conducted about trust in leaders, most focus on unidimensional 

measurements. Nowadays, most studies distinguish between affective trust (relational based 

perspectives) which rely on emotional ties between the parties through reciprocal care and 

concern (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; McAllister, 1995; Lewis and Weigert, 1985) and cognitive 

trust (character-based perspectives) (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; McAllister, 1995; Wang, 

Tomlinson, and Noe, 2010; Yang and Mossholder, 2010; Yang, Mossholder, and Peng, 2009). 

It has been indicated that both affective and cognitive trust differently affect individuals’ job 

outcomes (Yang et al., 2009; Schaubroeck et al., 2011; Zhu et al., 2013). 

The affective side is a relationship-based definition (emotional bond), which is a good 

alternative to social exchange which measures the reciprocal relationship between the parties 

(Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Schaubroeck et al., 2011; Yang et al., 2009). Thus, the quality of this 

relationship will enhance the emotional tie between them (Lewicki, Stevenson, and Bunker, 

1997). Affective trust happens when the leaders tighten their social exchange relationship with 

their followers (Yang and Mossholder, 2010) and through interpersonal interactions (Lewis and 

Weigert, 1985), which enhance positive attitudes toward their work outcomes, including OC 

(Yang et al., 2009). Affective trust is based on emotions determined by the perceptions of the 

ability, benevolence and integrity of the other party (Meyer et al., 1995). The willingness to be 

vulnerable is related to affective trust. Employees with high affective trust are willing to make 

themselves emotionally vulnerable to the trustee because they expect the leader to respond in a 

supportive way. However, these emotions rely on exchange outcomes and employees will react 

against this outcome differently depending on their characteristics. 

Under social exchange theory, trust will be decreased with imbalance exchange 

(Khazanchi and Masterson, 2011) and considers all relationships rely on ‘give’ and ‘take’, as a 

result of the relationship it might be balanced, but in many cased is not. Social exchange theory, 
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as described by Blau (1964), suggests that when an individual gives a reward or any perceived 

commodity, there is an expectation of some future return. Therefore, trust in leadership is 

related to distributive justice (Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 2000). Injustice creates negative 

attitudes (Weiss et al., 1999). Work attitudes are strongly predicted by justice (Cohen-Charash 

and Spectors 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Therefore, if there is high-quality social exchange 

relationships between employees and the leader there will be fewer leaving their jobs. 

Turnover intention predicts turnover (Steel, Shane and Griffeth, 1990). It is also ambiguous 

and incompletely defined (Blau, 1964). Social exchange theory does not explore the affective 

side of trust and it is unclear whether and how moderators can influence the justice-commitment 

relationship, because it may indirectly facilitate or hamper the exchange process. 

Cognitive trust is a knowledge-based definition (character-based) and it happens when 

followers make an assessment of the key characteristics of their leader on integrity, competence, 

reliability and dependability (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Schaubroeck et al., 2011). Cognitive trust 

is nurtured through the display of leadership behaviour that helps to raise followers’ 

expectations of the leaders’ trustworthiness, fairness and integrity (Casimir, et al., 2006). 

Employees with high levels of cognitive trust will positively judge their work experience and 

exert high levels of commitment. It is associated with rational assessments of whether the other 

party is trustworthy or not, which means the positive perceptions is related to cognitive trust 

(Heine and Mahembe, 2016).  

Cognitive trust is a willingness to be vulnerable to the trustee that is based mainly on beliefs 

about the trustee’s ability and integrity (Chua et al., 2008; Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Mayer et al., 

1995; McAllister, 1995; Wilson et al., 2006). Any failure of the leader to meet the followers’ 

perceptions will provide a rational basis to followers to hold the trust (McAllister, 1995). 

Therefore, character-based perceptions may affect the vulnerability of employees (Dirks and 

Ferrin, 2002). 
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To explain the willingness to be vulnerable we can rely on sense-making theory. This 

provides an understanding as it focuses on emotions (Weick et al., 2005; Maitlis et al., 2013). 

Vulnerability defines the individual’s inability to shield and sustain their interest (CIOMS, 

2002). However, Meyer et al. (1995) consider the willingness to be vulnerable a consequence 

of perceptions, while Luhmann (1988) see the vulnerability as an antecedent to trusting 

someone which leads to a positive perception towards their behaviour. Therefore, most 

definitions are based on ‘willingness’ and ‘vulnerability, which some scholars consider the 

intention to trust (Chow et al., 2012) and others consider as actual trusting behaviour (Graebner, 

2009). Therefore, in this view, trust in leadership is reliant on ‘leaders’ and ‘employees’ which 

may influence the quality of this relationship based on their emotions, attitudes and behaviours. 

To facilitate and develop trust, leaders need to gain three characteristics: credibility, 

honesty and competency. Credibility and honesty are, in behavioural terms, practising what 

they preach (Kouzes and Posner, 1993). Credibility is the main component of trust (Kouzes and 

Posner, 1993) and has a significant influence on trust (Eisenbeiss and Giessber, 2012). Leaders 

need to be credible if they are to gain the employees’ trust (Kouzes and Posner, 1993; Shamir, 

1995). Trust will decrease if the relationship between words and actions is inconsistent 

(McGregor, 1967). Maintaining consistency will cultivate the expectation of integrity 

(Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard and Werner, 1998) and credibility (Gabarro, 1987; Ouchi, 1981). 

Integrity is an important driver for the ethical leader and refers to adherence to moral 

values, that captures the core of ethical values (Palanski and Yammarino, 2011; Van Aswegen 

and Engelbrecht, 2009). Kalshoven et al. (2011) identify ethical leader dimensions as fairness, 

integrity, people-orientation, role clarification, ethical guidance and power-sharing. These 

behaviours include making fair and principled decisions. Treating people fairly enhances 

leaders’ trustworthiness in their followers (Brown et al., 2005; Eisenbeiss, 2012). According to 

Colquitt et al. (2007), integrity offers a logical reason to trust others. Mayer and Gavin (2005) 

report integrity is positively associated with trust in both plant managers and top management. 
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Behavioural integrity has a positive effect on followers’ trust (Palanski and Yammarino, 2011; 

Kannan-Narasimhan and Lawrence, 2012). 

Competence is important for the leader to build trust because the followers have to believe 

in their leader that they can accomplish their duty (Whitener et al., 1998) and the followers will 

not develop that trust unless they believe that their leader is capable of fulfilling the job 

(Whitener et al., 1998). By making competence decisions leaders will create in followers’ 

positive beliefs and gain their trust (Kiekpatrick and Locke, 1991). Leadership not only 

represents leaders’ behaviour or leader and follower interaction but also followers’ expectations 

(Ayman, 1993; Felfe and Schyns, 2006). Although Schaubroeck et al. (2011) found both 

dimensions positively mediate the relationship between leadership and work outcomes, recent 

studies suggest that things may vary at the individual level (Kark et al., 2003; Ng and Chua, 

2006). 

 

2.5 Research gap:  

A review of literature there is lack of studies conducted to find the major factors that affect 

organizational commitment. For instant Allen and Meyer (1991) explain the psychological state 

of employees and faild to give an explanation about the major factor affect OC. Many studies 

test the demographic factors but it reveals inconclusive findings on the antecedents of OC and 

no full understanding of the key factor affecting commitment 

Adams’ (1965) theory explained that whenever individuals exchange anything there is a 

chance that one or both will determine an inequitable exchange. However, pay comparison 

creates problem for both researchers and practitioner in designing compensation systems 

(Scholl and Cooper, 1987). Furthermore, the comparison itself depends on employees’ attitudes 

and behaviours and how they will react. Many studies indicate that pay equity affects many 

employee outcomes like pay satisfaction (Brown, 2001; Dreher, 1981; Scarpello and Jones, 
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1996; Summers and DeNisi, 1990). But these studies did not test the perception of pay which 

relies on employee characteristics. Notably, that equity model was conducted under short-term 

laboratory conditions, and a short period. In reviewing equity theory many points most equity 

theory studies use input and reward, inputs and outputs can take different forms and may depend 

on individual differences. Equity theory ignores employee reactions that affect decisions. On 

inequity, the theory still does not specify how employees will select from the array of attitudinal 

and behavioural responses (Scholl and Cooper, 1987). Finally, 1980s reviews indicated 

weaknesses of equity theory summarised by lack incorporation of individual differences and 

how they influence predictions (Major and Deaux, 1982; Imer, 1980; Mowday, 1983; 1987; 

1991). For example, it ignores individual differences concerning when employees react to 

distress and tension and concentrates on ‘equitable’ or ‘inequitable’ as outcomes of employees’ 

perception or exchange processes. Thus, equity theory is not useful in predicting employee 

behaviour (Mitchell, 1979; Mowday, 1979) or in understanding how employees are going to 

decide or react under unfairness situations. 

The discrepancy model assumes that employees will react against inequity in different 

ways. However, the reduction is related to inequity and whether it is positively or negatively 

related. In addition to employees may change their input, it is hard to change outputs like salary 

which are out of their control. However, we still need to know about employee behaviour and 

how they decide to leave. Moreover, the samples used in Lawler’s study (1971) were piece-rate 

workers which are rarely seen in organisations except in the industrial field. Similar to equity 

theory, deprivation theory ignores individual differences.and only concentrates on employees’ 

comparison with others and ignores organisational effectiveness and motivation components. 

Houseman, Hartfield and Miles (1987) proposed equity sensitivity theory that focused on 

classifying employees’ reactions to perceived equity and inequity. Although groups may react 

in a specific manner to a situation, one employee may react differently or exceptionally. 
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However, early theories assumed that equity sensitivity does not affect pay perceptions and is 

aligned with reactions only. 

However, the study did not explore which equity sensitivity influences the attitudes and 

behaviours of individuals. Although it surveyed participants from different organisations, it did 

not control equity conditions. Moreover, individuals have different equity sensitivity or do 

perceive the same shared environment, which is not addressed by equity sensitivity theory. 

Extensive studies have described the important factors that push individuals to leave the 

organisation. The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) summarises the motivational forces 

affecting enactment of specific behaviour indicating how much effort individuals are willing to 

exert in the planning of behavioural enactment (Ajzen, 1991). But TPB still needs to give more 

understanding of psychological processes in which motivation is associated with the action. It 

ignores how intention may lead to turnover and what kind of psychological process may be 

included in this relationship. Although TPB holds that employees who develop an intention to 

leave will exert a big effort to follow their intentions, but some are more inclined than others to 

proceed, and even employees who intend to leave, they will not act like each other and  some 

satisfied workers leaving their jobs, while many who are dissatisfied remain.  

The locus of control fails to predict achievement-related behaviour (Warehime, 1972). 

Which didn’t give a clear explanation of individual differences, goals, achievements and 

intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, therefore more studies need to be conducted for a better 

understanding of these issues. 

 Financial risk, pay satisfaction and extrinsic motivations represent value for money. 

Decisions are affected by the economic situation like the country’s GDP which influences the 

level of materialism. Materialism is associated with the level of LoM. Individuals use their 

deeply rooted personal monetary values to frame critical concerns (Gentina, Tang and Gu, 

2016b; Sardzoska and Tang, 2015; Tang, 2016; Tang et al., 2015; 2016; 2017). 



     47 

There have been many studies conducted on the role of money, money management and 

money pathology. 

Trust in leadership has possible consequences like work satisfaction (Lien-Tung, 2005; 

Mayer, Bardes and Piccolo, 2008) OC (Brockner et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995) and turnover 

(Lien Tung, 2005). Although the previous discussion shows that trust in leadership affects OC, 

we still need more understanding of the factors may influence this relationship. Although many 

studies have been conducted about trust in leaders, most focus on unidimensional 

measurements.  

The willingness to be vulnerable is related to affective trust. Employees with high affective 

trust are willing to make themselves emotionally vulnerable to the trustee because they expect 

the leader to respond in a supportive way. However, these emotions rely on exchange outcomes 

and employees will react against this outcome differently depending on their characteristics. 

Employees’ perceptions have an important role in evaluating leader-follower relationships. 

The rating of the relationship quality has a different rate with the same leader (Graen and Uhl-

Bien, 1995). However, some individuals may have more important needs than trusting the 

leader, especially under financial difficulties.  

Trust in leadership is related to distributive justice (Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 2000). 

It will be enhanced by followers’ perception of distributive justice (Dennis, 2003). However, 

both distributive and procedural justice fails to predict attitudes like job and pay satisfaction 

(McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). Distributive justice does not focus on individual difference as 

it deals with money. However, there is little research concerning individuals’ differences in 

their reaction to pay (Barber and Bretz, 2000).  

 There is a lack of studies on the relationship between the psychological meaning of money 

with individuals’ work attitudes and behaviours (Furnham, 1984). To understand individuals’ 

behaviour it is essential to understand their attitudes towards money (Durvasula et al., 2010). 
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Most prior studies of LoM have been conducted on high income and educated samples and 

some with small sample sizes. The lack of studies to examine the effect of LoM on individuals’ 

leave/stay decision or the relationship between pay equity OC and trust in leadership with OC. 

This study attempts to fill this gap by studying the moderating effect of LoM on these 

relationships through collecting data from multi-cultural expatriates and locals from both the 

public and private sectors. 

 

In summary first: the contradictory findings of pay equity effects on OC and ignoring 

individual differences of equity theory, distributive justice, discrepancy theory, and sensitivity 

theory. Secong: most of the trust in leader studies focused on leader characteristics while lack 

of studies into trust in leadership that focused on the characteristics of the individual which lead 

to a mystery about the key factor that affects OC. Third:  most of LoM studies focused on 

specific samples like highly educated and high salaries in addition it ignored th effect of LoM 

on idvidual decisions. Reviewing the findings from the literature enabled the researcher to 

observe the research gap and frame the research questions.  

Money is an essential factor in making choices and decisions (Furnham and Lewis, 1986). 

The Chinese perceive money as more essential than friendship and ideas (Rosen, 2004). Based 

on the importance of LoM as a major factor that may affects individuals’ behaviour the existing 

literature led the researcher to examine these relationships by combining LoM as a moderator. 

In this study, we investigated the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships between pay 

equity and trust in leadership with OC (affective, normative and continuance). To my 

knowledge, there is no study which examines the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships 

of trust and pay equity with OC. This study also combined the role of LoM affecting 

individuals’ decisions and relationships to find its effect on employees’ risky decisions and how 

it affects OC, specifically continuance commitment. 
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2.6 Summary 
 

A comprehensive literature review was introduced in this chapter which defined the main 

independent variables that influence OC; pay equity and trust in leaders. It also illustrated the 

prominent theories of OC. It explained the relationship between trust in leadership and OC and 

LoM was highlighted as an important factor that influences employee behaviour and their 

relationships in the workplace. Finally, it shoes the gap that this study will fill.   
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Chapter 3:  Developing a conceptual framework and hypothesis 

 

This chapter will discuss theoretical framework and relationships among the dependent 

variables. The research theoretical framework leads to hypotheses that seek to answer the 

research questions in this chapter. LoM moderates relationships on both paths: path 1 of pay 

equity-OC and path 2 of trust-distributive justice-OC). There are two main independent 

variables in my proposed model (see Figure 3.1) that have a strong effect on OC; trust in 

leadership and pay equity, while LoM is a moderator and distributive justice as mediator. 

3.1 Review of relevant literature 

3.1.1 Organisational commitment 

OC represents linking or bonds the individuals with the organisation. OC was first 

identified by Porter, Steers and Boulian (1974) who characterised it into three psychological 

elements: identification, which represents employee beliefs and acceptance of organisational 

values and goals; involvement, which represents the willingness to exert effort to accomplish 

organisational goals; and loyalty, which represents forceful desire to continue in an 

organisation. 

The influence of OC on individuals’ outcomes leads to having many studies on this topic 

to identify the antecedents and outcomes of OC. Several have been conducted to find the 

antecedents of OC including Steers (1977) who found OC affected by three categories: personal 

characteristics, job characteristics and work experience. Allen and Meyer (1990) tested the 

antecedents of the three-component model of OC and concluded that the structural 

characteristics are antecedents of affective commitment and individual experience is an 

antecedent of normative commitment, while the number of years invested and lack of 

alternatives are antecedents of continuance commitment. Fornes et al. (2008) noted that 
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congruency, interesting work, clear objectives, pay equity and fairness, feedback and 

recognition, employee empowerment and autonomy are antecedents of OC.  

Several studies use demographic variables as antecedents (Angle and Perry, 1981; Steers, 

1971; Chughtai and Zafar, 2006). Work experience affects OC, including dependability of 

organisation and trust (Buchanan, 1974; Hrebiniak, 1974). Job characteristics affect 

commitment but more clearly with more affective responses like job satisfaction (Stone and 

Porter, 1975). Job characteristics include job satisfaction, job challenge, feedback, nature and 

quality of the employee and opportunities and for social interaction. 

Both behavioural and attitudinal commitment theories explain the antecedents of OC. 

Behavioural commitment focuses on employee decisions, but interprets the decisions based on 

their investment in the organisation, but does not link employee commitment or individual 

differences, while attitudinal commitment focuses on employee attachment with OC. OC 

should include both attitudinal and behavioural commitment to present a comprehensive 

definition and reflect the crucial role of the employee’s decision. Meyer and Allen (1991; 1997) 

combine attitudinal and behavioural commitment and categorised OC into affective, normative 

and continuance, but does not concentrate on employee reaction and the decision to remain with 

an organisation.  

Therefore, this study used Allen and Meyer’s definition, adding loyalty ratio to the 

employee quitting decision, which will reflect the psychological state. The categorisation of 

affective, normative and continuance commitment relies on loyalty ratio to remain with the 

organisation. OC is defined as a psychological state that a) characterises the employee’s 

relationship with the organisation and b) has implications for the loyalty ratio in employee 

decision to remain as a member of the organisation. Turnover and OC are negatively correlated 

(Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Porter et al., 1974; Steers, 1977). Turnover is the best predictor of 

OC, Thus, employee decision to remain represents a significant sign of OC. 
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3.1.2 Pay equity 

 

This is one of the most important frameworks in individual motivation (Miner, 1984). Pay 

equity is an important concept of compensation systems (Belcher, 1974) and explains employee 

motivation in the framework of fairness or unfairness. Equity theory relies on the comparison 

between the ratio of inputs (contributions) and outcomes (benefits) (Koppes, 2007). 

Pay equity affecting employee outcomes suggests that employees’ feeling of pay fairness 

will be affected by a comparison between what they received and what is received by their 

referents (Scholl et al., 1987). Individual comparison is the main factor of fairness or unfairness 

(Sweeny, 1990). Fewer discrepancies in pay create greater pay satisfaction (Heneman and 

Judge, 2000, p.67). Unfair pay will create a cognitive imbalance which is restored by matching 

perceptions with behaviours (Shaw and Gupta, 2001) like decreased performance, high 

absenteeism and high turnover. 

Deprivation feelings in under-rewarded employees will generate tension which will 

encourage them to restore equity (Yperen, Hagedoorn and Geurts, 1996). OC is negatively 

associated with dissatisfaction in rewards policies and recognition (Hrebiniak and Alutto, 

1972). Buttner and Lowe (2015) found pay equity affects OC and interacted with performance 

to influence commitment. 

Several studies have examined the relationship between pay equity and OC, but the 

majority of these studies focused on colour differences, culture and pay level (Buttner, 2015), 

equality (Morand and Merriman, 2012), internal and external perceptions (Roberts et al., 1999) 

or the effect on different outcomes like employee performance (Cowherd and Levine 1992; 

Casimir et al., 2006). Past studies support a positive relationship between inequity and turnover 



     53 

(Scholl et al., 1987). Perry (1993) found that there is a direct relationship between pay equity 

perceptions and job satisfaction. Quarles (1994) found direct equity to OC. Iverson and Roy 

(1994) found no direct relationship between job satisfaction and OC, while equity perceptions 

increased attitudinal commitment and decreased searching for jobs, which increased 

behavioural commitment. 

The simple question concerning this relationship is whether the effect of pay equity on OC 

is direct or is mediated or moderated by other variables. The lack of research in the expatriate 

literature motivated the researcher to conduct this study using LoM as a moderator in the 

relationship between pay equity and OC. 

3.1.3 Trust in leadership 

Trust in leadership lacks an agreed definition there is confusion in differentiating between 

antecedents and outcomes of trust and the trust itself (Mayer et al., 1995). This study used 

Mayer et al.’s (1995) definition which suggests avoiding risk-taking and replacing it with the 

willingness to take risk: 

ó[the] willingness of [a] party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation 

that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to 

monitor or control that other partyô. 

This study uses trust in leadership rather than leadership style to focus on the most effective 

styles that affect OC. Trust will be available with transactional and transformational leadership 

styles. Individuals are concerned with justice because it enables them to identify the degree to 

which they trust their leaders (Lend, 2001). Leaders must provide fair treatment to gain trust 

and build a high level of commitment (Pillai et. al., 1999). 

To understand the role of LoM, we need to discuss the effects of pay equity and trust in 

leadership on OC. Under equity theory, individuals compare their inputs and outcomes with 
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that of their referents (Adams, 1965). Feelings of equity will be as a result of a balanced 

comparison, while inequity’ result from imbalance (Ambrose and Kulik, 1999; Carrell and 

Dittrich, 1978; Greengerg, 1987). Inequity will create a state of unfairness which will affect job 

satisfaction. Satisfaction is accomplished when employees see acceptable comparisons between 

their inputs and colleagues’ outputs (Messick and Cook, 1983). 

Trust in leadership is associated with distributive justice (Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 

2000). Employees perceive either fairness or unfairness as an outcome of pay equity and from 

trust in leadership. These perceptions will strongly affect satisfaction. Pay satisfaction relies on 

individuals’ LoM and how they compare (Tang et al., 2006). When individuals do not use LoM 

as a frame of reference to evaluate equity and job satisfaction, then they will not show a low 

level of satisfaction (Tang et al., 2006). 

Tang (2000) found that people with a high LoM leave their jobs voluntarily despite their 

intrinsic satisfaction; unlike individuals with low levels of LoM or intrinsic satisfaction. They 

have lower voluntary turnover. Pay satisfaction relies on individuals’ LoM and how individuals 

compare (Tang et al., 2005). Tang et al., (2003) found that LoM moderates and mediates the 

relationship between income and pay satisfaction. Therefore, there are fewer discrepancies 

between real income and perceived income which leads to higher pay satisfaction. 

3.1.4 Distributive justice 

Distributive justice represents a framework to identify the main factors that add to the 

perceptions of pay levels and how individuals react to their compensation (Tremblay, Sire and 

Balkin, 2000). Pay equity refers to the fairness of the compensation received by individuals 

(Folger and Konovsky, 1989). Therefore, it reflects the level of individual feeling about pay 

fairness (Martin and Peterson, 1987) and is related to many employee outcomes like pay 

satisfaction and OC (Folger and Knovsky, 1989; Martin and Bennett, 1996; McFarlin and 

Sweeny, 1992).  
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3.1.5 Love of money  

LoM represents one’s wants and values rather than needs (Lock, 1969). Distributive justice 

views the discrepancies as a mismatch between perceived and actual outcome. Unfairness 

associated with dissatisfaction with rewards reduces effort and increases the risk of leaving the 

organisation (Mowday, 1987). As mentioned in orevious chapter LoM is a multidimensional 

individual difference variable with different subcontracts activated by the behavioural 

(motivators) and cognitive (importance and power) (Malhotra and Gino 2011; Sardzˇoska and 

Tang, 2012). Affective factors represent individuals that ceaselessly want to be ‘rich’ and 

independent (Vohs, Mead and Good, 2006). Behavioural factors make money a strong 

motivator (Tang, Kim and Tang, 2000; Lock et al., 1980), while cognitive factor represents 

importance, respect, power and achievement (Mitchell and Mickel, 1999; Zhou et al., 2009). 

Money is linked to success (Rubenstein, 1981). 

3.2 Conceptual framework 

Although extensive studies have been conducted on pay equity, trust in leaders, distributive 

justice, LoM and OC, there is still no apparent answer concerning the main factors that affect 

OC. This study proposes the following conceptual framework to examine the moderating effect 

of LoM on the relationships between pay equity, trust with OC. Figure 3.1 suggests that pay 

equity and trust in leadership are independent variables that affect OC. It also indicates 

distributive justice as a mediator in the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. LoM 

moderates both relationships. Although the mediation effect of distributive justice will be 

examined on the relationship between trust in leadership and OC, the main aim is to find the 

moderating effect of LoM on the relationship between pay equity, trust and OC in a sample of 

505 locals and expats working in the UAE. 
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    Figure 3.1 Proposed conceptual model  

 

3.3 Hypotheses development 

 

There are five hypotheses.  

3.3.1 First hypotheses: The effect of pay equity on OC. 
 

Several studies have investigated the relationship between pay equity and OC and other 

employee outcomes. Adams’ (1965) theory explained that whenever individuals exchange 

anything there is a chance that one or both will determine an inequitable exchange. Pay equity 

is a major concept of the modern compensation system (Belcher, 1974) explaining employees’ 

motivation in the context of fairness or unfairness. Adams (1963) posits that in social exchange 

theory workers are very sensitive to fairness and equity. Therefore, the employees’ comparison 

is the major factor of fairness and unfairness (Sweeny, 1990). Fewer discrepancies in pay lead 

to greater pay satisfaction (Heneman and Judge, 2000).  

Pay equity is important to pay satisfaction because the paid amount is not absolute, but 

connected to a comparison with others (Adams, 1963). Adams (1965) hypothesised that in case 

of inequity, tension will be increased. As a result of tension as a form of dissonance related to 
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Festinger’s (1957) work, individuals will be motivated to reduce it. Employees who perceive 

inequity will react accordingly by disfiguring their inputs, outputs, ‘cognitive distortion’ or 

leaving the organisation (Carrell and Dittrich, 1978). 

There is a strong relationship between employee turnover and inequity (Scott, 1971; 

Dittrich and Carrell, 1979; Telly et al., 1971). Pay equity affects turnover (Summers and 

Hendrix, 1991). Equity theory suggests that commitment will decline whether inequity is 

internal or external. There is a positive relationship between perceived pay equity and 

commitment (Rhodes and Steers, 1981).  

Equity theory has been proposed to explain the justice/injustice feeling, there are mixed 

findings on the relationship between pay equity and OC. Adams (1963), Rhodes and Steers 

(1981) and Day (2012) report a positive relationship between pay equity and OC. Similarly, 

pay fairness positively affects OC in marketing managers (Deconinck and Bachmann, 2007). 

Conversely, Johnson and Johnson (1991) found no relationship between pay equity and OC. 

Thus, we conclude the existence of hypothesis 1:  

H1. Pay equity positively effect organizational commitment. 

 

 

33.2 Second hypotheses: Moderating effect of LoM on the relationship 

between pay equity and OC. 
 

Adams’ theory remains dominant in organisational science. In reviewing equity theory 

many points come up. First, the theory makes accurate predictions, employees compare their 

input/outcome ratios with those of others and there are attitudinal and behavioural consequences 

of both equity and inequity perceptions. Second, although most equity theory studies use input 

and reward, inputs and outputs can take different forms and may depend on individual 
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differences. Third, equity theory ignores employee reactions that affect decisions. On inequity, 

the theory still does not specify how employees will select from the array of attitudinal and 

behavioural responses (Scholl and Cooper, 1987).  

Finally, 1980s reviews indicated weaknesses of equity theory summarised by lack 

incorporation of individual differences and how they influence predictions (Major and Deaux, 

1982; Imer, 1980; Mowday, 1983; 1987; 1991). For example, it ignores individual differences 

concerning when employees react to distress and tension and concentrates on ‘equitable’ or 

‘inequitable’ as outcomes of employees’ perception or exchange processes. Thus, equity theory 

is not useful in predicting employee behaviour (Mitchell, 1979; Mowday, 1979) or in 

understanding how employees are going to decide or react under unfairness situations. 

Many empirical studies have been conducted on individual differences (Weik et al., 1976). 

Equity theory and related studies suggest all individuals conform to the notion of equity (Carrell 

and Dittrich, 1978) while sensitivity theory studies are based on individual differences relevant 

to equity theory (Tornow, 1971; Weick et al., 1976) and the assumption of a universal norm of 

equity. The norm of equity sensitivity theory suggests that the equity sensitivity level varies 

between individuals. Individuals possessing various levels of sensitivity show various 

relationships to work satisfaction and perceptions of pay equity (Huesman et al., 1985; 1987). 

Houseman, Hartfield and Miles (1987) proposed equity sensitivity theory that focused on 

classifying employees’ reactions to perceived equity and inequity. Although groups may react 

in a specific manner to a situation, one employee may react differently or exceptionally. Thus, 

early sensitivity theory classified individuals into three groups based on their inpjut/output (I/O) 

ratio preferences. ‘Benevolents’ prefer to have a lower I/O ratio and make more contribution in 

their exchange relationship as ‘givers’. The ‘equity sensitive’ prefer equal ratio I/O and they 

are sensitive to overpayment and underpayment. The ‘entitleds’ prefer a higher ratio I/O 

compared to others and are ‘getters’. These individuals react in various ways against equity 
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(Huseman et al., 1987; p.223). O’Neill and Mone (1998) integrated measures of equity 

sensitivity theory which could affect employee satisfaction and OC and their intent to leave an 

organisation. However, early theories assumed that equity sensitivity does not affect pay 

perceptions and is aligned with reactions only. 

Equity theory predicted job satisfaction differences based on individual differences. While 

sensitivity theory moderates the sensitivity of individuals in the relationship between pay 

perceptions and job satisfaction (Huseman, 1985; 1987), equity sensitivity examines the 

relationship between equity perceptions and equity sensitivity with job satisfaction. Huseman 

et al. (1985) surveyed managers from different organisations to measure their perceptions of 

equity and their job satisfaction, in addition to measuring equity sensitivity. The findings 

supported equity sensitivity among individuals and differences between job satisfaction and 

equity sensitivity groups. However, the study did not explore which equity sensitivity 

influences the attitudes and behaviours of individuals. Although it surveyed participants from 

different organisations, it did not control equity conditions. Therefore, based on the study 

assumption that equity sensitivity does not influence equity perceptions of individuals, it 

complies with the reaction model only to explain how equity sensitivity affects both the 

attitudes and behaviours of individuals. However, individuals have different equity sensitivity 

or do perceive the same shared environment, which is not addressed by equity sensitivity theory. 

 Early sensitivity theory suggested the individuals’ differences will vary in reactions and 

perceptions. This needs more studies on personality (Baumeister, Smart and Boden, 1996; 

James, 1998; Tylor and Brown, 1988) and equity theory (Tornow, 1971; Vecchio, 1981) 

indicating a perception of environment affected by individual differences. This question is not 

addressed in equity sensitivity. Dissatisfied employees will vary in their perceptions and with 

their reactions to unfairness, which depends on their personality differences.  
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However, the reaction will include three alternative decisions: intention to leave, leave or 

stay; those who decided to stay; they will stay either as a satisfied or dissatisfied employee. In 

the first two (leave or intent to leave) it will reflect a low level of commitment since turnover 

intention is the best predictor of commitment. The third case represents ‘styers’ those 

dissatisfied’ employees who will live with deprivation feelings and waiting opportuintiy to quit 

the organization. Mostly those employees can’t take leaving decision risk, which mainly 

depends on their personality. 

This might change if an outside opportunity emerges. Deprivation increases with inequity 

feelings which push the individual to act on their deprivation feelings by making more turnover 

decisions, but this decision will occur through different processes. The process starts with 

dissatisfaction and seeking new alternatives, which means starting the leaving intention stage, 

job searching behaviour and turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000; Mobley, 1977). 

Extensive studies have described the important factors that push individuals to leave the 

organisation like dissatisfaction and unfairness, and the factors that pull individuals away from 

the organisation like alternative jobs. This study seeks to have more understanding about LoM 

as an effective factor that influences individuals’ decisions in the workplace, which influence 

outcomes like OC and relationships with equity and trust in leaders. 

Employees who intend to leave are willing to exert more effort to fulfil their intentions. 

The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) summarises the motivational forces affecting enactment 

of specific behaviour indicating how much effort individuals are willing to exert in the planning 

of behavioural enactment (Ajzen, 1991). Intention typically accounts for around 20-40% of the 

variance in social and health behaviours in prospective studies (Conner and Armitage, 1998; 

Conner and Sparks, 1996; Godin and Kok, 1996; Randall and Wolff, 1994; Sheeran and Orbell, 

1998). This percentage indicates the number of individuals who do not enact their positive 

intentions because of reasons like the existence of a competing goal, lack of knowledge of how 
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to achieve goals and complexity of the first steps. Behavioural intentions are the strongest 

predictor for both behaviours, but TPB still needs to give more understanding of psychological 

processes in which motivation is associated with the action. It ignores how intention may lead 

to turnover and what kind of psychological process may be included in this relationship. 

According to TPB, perceived behavioural control and behavioural intention can be used to 

directly predict behavioural achievement. Individuals with strong confidence are more insistent 

than individuals who doubt their ability (Ajzen, 1991), although TPB holds that employees who 

develop an intention to leave will exert a big effort to follow their intentions, but some are more 

inclined than others to proceed, and even employees who intend to leave, they will not act like 

each other. 

Turnover intention is the best predictor of actual turnover (Vardaman et al., 2008), which 

mainly based on employees’ decision. However, leaving an organisation is a risky decision, and 

so we should understand how individual vary in their decision and what factors play a major 

role. The researcher posits that that ratio of employees’ who leave or stay is related to the level 

of OC which will affect the relationship with trust in the leader. 

Decisions happen through our daily lives for negotiation throughout education, work and 

other life experiences (Amundson, 1995). Environmental and personal factors determine 

expectation and decisions (Rogoff and Lave, 1984). When employees bear more risk in 

decisions like quitting an organisation, it reflects the deterioration of their loyalty (Griffeth and 

Hom, 2001). Indecision does not mean that consequences will not follow as not making a 

decision is a decision itself (Amandson, 1995). 

Dissatisfied employees and their leaving decisions represent contradictions. At some point, 

the first step of dissatisfaction may be passed and looking for a new job implemented (Maccoby, 

1988). The actual decision is considered minor and to be after the straw that breaks the camel’s 

back (Amandson, 1995). Whenever individuals face a problem, their decision timings vary; 
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people take decisions earlier, later or immediately based on their personal attitudes, behaviour), 

achievements or life satisfaction. However, individuals with deeply rooted money values have 

different levels of LoM and a different scale of their goals, achievements, success and 

motivators. 

Turnover decisions are costly for organisations and risky for employees (Fitz-Enz and 

Davidson, 2002). Leaving is risky because it includes significant consequences and uncertainty 

concerning possibilities and outcomes (Sitkin and Pablo, 1992). Although, leaving the 

organisation without alternatives is the riskiest decision, but even quitting the job with 

alternatives will be risky as there will be uncertainty over the new job’s pay and benefits, 

relationships, co-workers, responsibilities, geographic location and advancement. However, 

some satisfied workers leaving their jobs, while many who are dissatisfied remain. Although 

attractive opportunities may encourage employees to leave, the majority who intend to leave do 

not (Griffeth et al., 1995). 

The relationship between actual turnover and turnover intention is affected by moderating 

factors (Hom and Griffeth, 1995). Risk is the extent of uncertainty concerning, whether 

potentially significant or disappointing outcomes of decisions are realised (Stikin and Pablo, 

1992). Risky decisions are less attractive and although employees want to leave, there is risk 

associated with their decision. Risky decisions play a significant role in determining actual 

turnover. 

Risk moderates the relationship between intention to leave and actual turnover (Vardaman 

et al., 2008). Leaving decisions vary among individuals based on four variables: individual 

differences, personal reference, decision context and social influences (Allen et al., 2007). 

Although turnover intention studies use individual difference variables, it focuses on 

demographic characteristics like age, tenure, gender and education. However, it has been found 

by Allen, Weeks and Moffit (2005) that personality moderates intention and turnover and Kraus 
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(1995) found that these individuals exhibit higher consistency in their attitudes, beliefs and 

behaviours than others. There is evidence that individuals differ in their traits (Weber and 

Milliman, 1997). Individual factors will help give a better understanding of employees’ 

willingness to afford the risk-taking decisions to stay or leave. Individual differences may affect 

the psychological reactions to change which may include locus of control (Dunham et al., 1989; 

Judge et al., 1999; Lau and Woodman, 1995; Oreg, 2003) and self-esteem (Judge et al., 1999; 

Oreg, 2003; Wanberg and Banas, 2000). 

Locus of control represents individuals’ ability to control personal outcomes (Rotter, 

1966). It measures the intention to believe whether environmental events are within one’s 

control or not (Bogg and Cooper, 1995). Individuals with an internal locus of control believe 

that their own effort is responsible for their success or failure, while externals consider it relies 

on outside forces like luck (Spector, 1982). Internal locus of control is associated with job 

satisfaction OC and negatively associated with turnover intension and turnover (Sorensen and 

Eby, 2006). Locus of control can significantly predict individuals’ commitment to specific 

change (Chen and Wang, 2006). Although internals tend to have less turnover intension and 

turnover than externals, when they intend to leave they are more likely to leave more than 

external (Allen et al., 2005; Renn and Vandenberg, 1991). Therefore, it still does not give more 

understanding of why in such cases internals have higher turnover. 

Incentives enhance personality traits toward economic decisions. Annual wage growth rate 

is higher for internals than externals. Internals are more likely to work with higher wages than 

externals (Schnitzlein and Stephani, 2016). Mobility from low to higher wages is positively 

correlated with a more internal locus of control (Schnitzlein and Stephani, 2016). Locus of 

control related to people’s attitudes to financial risk. Risk hazard indicates that the effect of 

locus of control on job turnover is large and significant. Internals with a LOC score of 23.5 and 

24.1% are more likely to transition. 
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OC explains individuals’ motivations, decisions, actions and personal goals. Individuals 

with more internal OC exhibit greater initiative, motivation and productivity, thus they are more 

successful (Linz and Semykina, 2007). OC is associated with risk behaviours (Heckman et al., 

2006). Locus of control predicts internal motivation and achieving desired outcomes (Noe, 

1988). It has been correlated with self-efficacy and satisfaction with pay (Ng et al., 2006). 

Ethical and unethical behaviour in the organisation is viewed as the consequences of both 

organisational and individual influences (Trevino, 1986). A multiple-influences perspective 

suggests that individual differences affect ethical decision-making behaviour (Trevino and 

Youngblood, 1990). Internals recognise the relationship between behaviour and outcomes 

(Lefcourt and Wine, 1969; Seeman, 1963). Internal OC has higher outcome expectations and 

higher ethical behaviour than external OC (Trevino and Youngblood, 1990). 

However, the locus of control fails to predict achievement-related behaviour (Warehime, 

1972). This may be because internals have higher risk propensity based on their own goals and 

achievements and do not give a clear explanation of individual differences, goals, achievements 

and intrinsic/extrinsic motivation. 

There is a need for a better understanding of these issues. Financial risk, pay satisfaction 

and extrinsic motivations represent value for money. Decisions are affected by the economic 

situation like the country’s GDP which influences the level of materialism. Materialism is 

associated with the level of LoM. Individuals use their deeply rooted personal monetary values 

to frame critical concerns in the proximal and far context and strategically choose options to 

maximise expected utility and ultimate happiness (Gentina, Tang and Gu, 2016b; Sardzoska 

and Tang, 2015; Tang, 2016; Tang et al., 2015; 2016; 2017). 

There have been many studies conducted on the role of money, money management and 

money pathology. There is a lack of studies on the relationship between the psychological 

meaning of money with individuals’ work attitudes and behaviours (Furnham, 1984). To 
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understand individuals’ behaviour it is essential to understand their attitudes towards money 

(Durvasula et al., 2010) that influence work performance, rewards and intrinsic motivation to 

accomplish any job (Tang, 1992). 

The philosophy of money explains how money will shape the mentality of individuals. 

Thus, money plays a significant role in the cultural and social interaction of society (Simmel, 

1997). Money has a more significant social meaning rather than an economic meaning 

(Durvasula et al., 2010). The psychological meaning of money has a strong influence over 

individuals’ behaviours and attitudes and people they use their monetary attitudes lens to 

evaluate their jobs (Liu and Tang, 2011). 

Most prior studies of LoM have been conducted on high income and educated samples and 

some with small sample sizes. Most tested results of LoM showed a significant effect of income 

on the LoM, or effect of LoM on pay level satisfaction which may reflect its important role of 

LoM, but there are no studies tried to test the moderating effect of LoM on employee 

relationships in the workplace like trust in leadership and pay equity perceptions with OC. The 

lack of studies to examine the effect of LoM on individuals’ leave/stay decision or the 

relationship between pay equity OC and trust in leadership with OC. This study attempts to fill 

this gap by studying the moderating effect of LoM on these relationships through collecting 

data from multi-cultural expatriates and locals from both the public and private sectors. 

Pay equity has a great influence on individuals’ satisfaction (Vecchio, 1984). The positive 

relationship between pay equity and satisfaction with the presence of LoM will create higher 

levels of distributive justice, which will generate positive feelings about it. Based on equity 

theory, individual comparison measures the fairness of distribution of resources, which will 

lead to perceptions of fairness or unfairness. Fairness will lead to higher pay satisfaction and 

engagement than those with unfairness feelings. Employees receiving inequity will minimise 

their efforts or leave the organisation (Carrell and Dittrich, 1978). Therefore, the expanded 
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margin or gap will create more dissatisfaction, which may be worst with high LoM employees, 

and may lead to them quitting the organisation. 

Under discrepancy theory, employees compare what they receive and what they expect 

(Lawler, 1971). Extrinsic motivation is associated with intention to leave. However, pay 

satisfaction is not significantly associated with turnover (Motowidlo, 1983). Thus, the 

difference in pay may not be enough to leave. LoM could push employees to decide either to 

leave or to stay based on the level of LoM. High LoM will set high equity standards (Tang, 

2015). Pay comparison relies on a combination of income, LoM, pay equity comparison 

standards and culture (Tang, 2015). 

Under motivation theory, people may consider the money either a motivator or a hygiene 

factor (Lawler, 1981; Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman, 1959; Lawler, 1971; Opsahl and 

Dunnette, 1966), related to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 1999; Diener, 

2000). If intrinsic and extrinsic are high then individuals tend to redefine the purpose of 

performing their job (Tang and Baumeister, 1984). Later, they will assume that they do it for 

extrinsic purposes (Staw, 1976). Therefore, extrinsic motivation undermines intrinsic 

motivation (Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004). Unsatisfied needs are considered motivators, while 

satisfied needs are not (Maslow, 1970). Chiu (2003) found that ‘rich’ is the most effective factor 

on LoM among all other factors of motivation, importance and success. 

Individuals with high LoM have lower pay satisfaction and expect higher income. 

Professors with high income have high pay comparison standards (Tang, 2015). Pay satisfaction 

varies among cultures and depends on income, LoM and pay equity comparison standards 

(Tang, 2015). Money attitudes affect pay satisfaction for both low-and high-paid employees 

(Thozhur et al., 2006) as do motivation, well-being and interpersonal relationships (Furnham 

and Lewis, 1986). It has been concluded by Tang et al. (2004) that people with high levels of 

LoM have high pay perception which creates a high level of discrepancies and high levels of 
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dissatisfaction. Tang et al. (2003) asserted that employees have different levels of LoM, and 

pay satisfaction will rely on the level of LoM. When individuals are satisfied with their pay 

equity, they will have pay satisfaction (Tang and Tang, 2002). 

Some 50% of Chinese people perceive money as more essential than friendship and ideas 

(Rosen, 2004). Tang, Kim and Tang (2000) found that individuals with high LoM can switch 

their jobs voluntarily regardless their intrinsic satisfaction, while those with low LoM of and 

low intrinsic satisfaction have the lowest level of voluntary turnover. Therefore, managers can 

manage income but they cannot manage employees’ attitudes towards money or their level of 

LoM; employees’ reactions rely on their money profile. 

Monetary intelligence shares peoples’ capability to observe their own motives behaviour 

and cognition then they use this information to guide their thinking and actions (Tang, 2015). 

Pay dissatisfaction provokes long, angry and destructive emotions (Baumeister et al., 2001), 

attracts individuals to act impulsively (Leowenstein et al., 2001) and to steal in the name of justice 

(Colquitt et al., 2001; Greenberg, 1993). Individuals with high LoM are also willing to take high 

risks (Jia et al., 2013; Tang et al., 2008) and change jobs (Tang, 2000). LoM predicts voluntary 

turnover within 18 months (Tang, Kim and Tang, 2000).  

Income is less important for individuals with low LoM (Tang et al., 2004). Money takes a 

different meaning among them (Wernimont and Fitzpatrick, 1972). Expatriates have higher 

levels of LoM than others and are more sensitive because they are overseas employees and they 

left their countries to live in high GDP countries for high salaries. Therefore, their hierarchy of 

needs is based on monetary values, and they have high levels of importance and meaning for 

money and high monetary goals and achievement. Money represents a major motivation for 

them. Thus, expats and locals tend to evaluate their success by comparing their sacrifices and 

real income. They evaluate their investment decision’ to work abroad based on monetary factors 

which dominate the ratio in this comparison and the main scale of their judgment. High LoM 
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individuals are more sensitive to pay equity more than others and any ratio differences will 

generate a higher effect on OC, hence my second hypothesis: 

H2: LoM moderates the relationship between pay equity and OC. 

3.3.3 Third hypotheses: The effect of trust in leader on OC. 

Trust in leadership is considered the most effective factor in employee outcomes on OC. 

The effect varies based on leadership style. Prior studies have found that it mediated the 

relationship between leadership style and OC (Tremblay, 2010, Frandal et al., 2008). The effect 

of trust in leadership on OC was the focus of a direct relationship or using different mediators on 

OC, but there is lack of studies about factors that may affect the relationship between trust and 

OC among expatriates. 

The main antecedents of trust suggested by Dirks and Ferrin (2002) are attributes of leader-

follower relationship, which includes interpersonal contact and familiarity between parties, 

actions of the leader, which include social exchange based on the belief that party will 

reciprocate with an equal response, and the attribute of followers, which represent the beliefs 

that affect trust in certain individuals (Dirk and Ferrin, 2002). 

Trust in leadership affects OC (Brockner et. al., 1995) and turnover intention (Lien-Tung, 

2005). It has been found positively associated with OC (Hrebiniak and Aluttlo, 1972). In a study 

in a juvenile detention centre, Liou (1995) found trust to be the main predictor of OC. Empirical 

research has proven the relationship between trust in leadership and OC (Hrebiniak and Alutto, 

1972; Liou, 1995). Therefore we conclude the third hypothesis:   

H3: Trust in leader positively affects organizational commitment.  



     69 

3.3.4 Fourth hypotheses: Modiating effect of distributive justice on the 

relationship between trust and OC. 

 Organisational justice explains the expanded range of employees’ behaviour and the role 

of justice and fairness in detecting their requirements (Greengerge, 1990). Based on distributive 

justice, employees compare their inputs and outputs with others, which will lead to fairness 

appraisals (Adams and Freeman, 1976). Distributive justice represents employees’ perceived 

equity of outcome. 

Trust in leadership is defined as a willingness to be vulnerable to others’ actions (Lewicki 

and Bunker, 1995). Lind (2001) argues that subordinates are concerned with justice because it 

will enable them to determine the level of trust in leaders and the organisation. Transformational 

leaders give fair treatment to their employees (Pillai et al., 1999). Fairness plays an essential 

mediating role between leader consideration and trust in leadership (Korsgaard, Schweiger and 

Sapienza, 1995). Distributive justice is a significant predictor of trust in an organisation (Tan 

and Tan, 2000; Cannell et al., 2003). Employee pay dissatisfaction has wide undesirable 

consequences (Heneman and Judge, 2000) like employee turnover, low OC and unethical 

behaviour (Griffeth, 1995; Tang and Chiu, 2003). 

Trust has specific measures for perceptions of procedural justice, but distributive justice is 

associated with satisfaction like fair pay (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Greengerge, 1990). 

Perceptions of justice mediate between organisational justice and employee outcomes (Colleqitt 

et al., 2001) like trust in leadership and commitment (Pillai et al., 1999). Low and Vodanovich 

(1995) conclude that distributive justice is a better predictor of OC than procedural justice. 

Fairness plays an essential mediating role in the relationship between leaders and trust 

(Korsgaard et al., 2005). Overall justice is a mediator of leadership to job satisfaction (Maye et 

al., 2008). Thereore we conclude fourth hypothesis: 

H4. Distributive justice mediates the relationship between trust in leader and OC. 
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3.3.5FIFTH HYPOTHEIS: Moderating effect of LoM on the relationship 

between trust & OC 

Employees’ perceptions have an important role in evaluating leader-follower relationships. 

The rating of the relationship quality has a different rate with the same leader (Graen and Uhl-

Bien, 1995). Under leader-member exchange theory (LMX), there are different reports from 

various followers generated for the same leadership which reflect meaningful ideas (Dansereau 

et al., 1975). Dansereau (1975) assumed that this variance was because of different behaviours 

from leaders towards followers. However, some individuals may have more important needs 

than trusting the leader, especially under financial difficulties. Leaders offer strong 

relationships with the employees but not all of them will accept it (Graen, 2003; Graen and 

Scandura, 1987). Since it includes individuals’skills and knowledge, distributive justice 

consider as a sign of a person’s skills to make a fair decision.  

Therefore, we conclude that perceived distributive justice may affect the perceptions of the 

authority figure’s ability. Justice feelings will be influenced by individual characteristics in how 

they react to this situation. However, sense-making theory suggests that risky experiences like 

unfamiliar situations are characterised by negative feelings in the form of disorientation or 

foreignness (Maitlis and Christianson, 2014; Louis, 1980). Employees who experience 

unfairness will restore fairness within the relationship by terminating it (Adams, 1965; Austin 

and Walster, 1974). 

Based on these two theories, we can conclude that employees are more interested and 

positively react to justice and injustice. Organisational justice explains individuals’ attitudes 

and behaviours, like job performance and satisfaction, citizenship behaviour, trust, affective 

commitment and withdrawal (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Social 

exchange provides good evidence that employees perceiving justice are willing to build 
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affective commitments as a response to the reciprocated fairness of their management (Ambrose 

and Schminke, 2009; Andrews et al., 2008). 

Trust relies on enhancing trust or mistrust (Herzberg’s et al., 1959). Injustice creates 

negative attitudes (Weiss et al., 1999). Thus, either affective trust or cognitive trust is positively 

influenced by fairness. Fairness perception affects trust in leadership (Korsgaard, Scheweiger 

and Sapienza, 1995). Therefore, transformational leadership has one way to affect employees’ 

outcomes through its effect on their fairness perception (Greenberg, 2004).  

Perception of fairness mediates the relationship between justice and employee outcome 

like trust and commitment (Pillai et al., 1999). Perceived justice predicts trust in both the 

organisation and the leader (Korsgaard, Brodt and Whitener, 2002). Justice is a powerful 

predictor of work attitudes (Cohen-Charash and Spectors, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Adams 

(1965) argues that employees’ comparisons enable them to expect equity or inequity, but the 

effect of distributive justice on employee satisfaction has less attention.  

Trust in leadership is related to distributive justice (Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 2000). 

It will be enhanced by followers’ perception of distributive justice (Dennis, 2003). Lind (2001) 

argued that justice is important for employees to regulate the trustworthiness of the organisation 

and leadership. Individuals with high trust will be less influenced by unfairness (Chen et al., 

2003). However, both distributive and procedural justice fails to predict attitudes like job and 

pay satisfaction (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). Distributive justice does not focus on 

individual difference as it deals with money. I posit that individual reactions or decisions are 

related to their level of LoM. However, Jiang (2014) concluded that low trust should increase 

employees’ reactions to outcome fairness. Under discrepancy theory, as a result of 

fairness/unfairness with its referents, it will reflect balanced/unbalanced relationship. 

The social comparison process will lead individuals to evaluate pay satisfaction. 

Individuals have their own referent in the social comparison process (Tversky and Kahneman, 
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1981). Pay satisfaction is based on individual perceptions related to the importance of money 

(Tang et al., 2004). Few people will compare themselves with ‘the poor’ (Tang et al., 2004). 

LoM is a mediator between income and pay satisfaction (Tang, Luna-Arocas and Sutarslo, 

2005). Income is positively associated with LoM which is used to evaluate pay equity that is 

related to pay satisfaction, which depends on LoM (Tang et al., 2006).  

Therefore, those individuals score high levels on the money ethic scale and tend to value 

money highly and want more (Tang, 1995). A large discrepancy generates high levels of pay 

dissatisfaction. Employees with high levels of money ethics are more willing to express pay 

dissatisfaction (Tang, 1995). However, dissatisfied employees have to take risky decisions on 

whether to stay or leave the organisation and, if they stay, in which state of commitment they 

will be. 

OC is a consequence of satisfaction (William and Hazer, 1986). Satisfaction affects 

commitment, not vice versa (Hom and Griffeth, 1995, p98). Therefore, strong pay satisfaction 

leads to strong commitment and vice versa (Tang and Chiu, 2003). Pay satisfaction is a small 

part of satisfaction (Heneman and Judge, 2000). It has been found by Tang et al. (2004) that 

LoM moderates and mediates the relationship between income and pay satisfaction. A large 

discrepancy between perception and reality generates high levels of dissatisfaction and vice 

versa (Rice, 1990; Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004). However, like discrepancy theory (Lawler, 

1971), if high LoM will have high levels of pay perception which generates a high level of 

discrepancies between reality and perceptions, this will lead to high levels of dissatisfaction and 

vice versa (Tang et al., 2004). 

There is little research concerning individuals’ differences in their reaction to pay (Barber 

and Bretz, 2000) but the meaning of money should not be overlooked (Barber and Bretz, 2000). 

Mental health employees with high levels of LoM tend to have high turnover regardless of their 

intrinsic work satisfaction (Tang et al., 2000). Since attitudes predict behaviours, work-related 
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attitudes will be varied based on individuals’ money profile (Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2004). 

However, low pay satisfaction leads to low commitment which leads to unethical behaviour 

(Tang et al., 2002). Changing jobs is a good predictor of pay (Gomez-Mejia and Balkin, 1992). 

Leavers have low levels of pay satisfaction than others who remain and receive 20% pay 

increases in the new job (Tang et al., 2004). High LoM individuals quit the job regardless of 

intrinsic job satisfaction (Tang, Kim and Tang, 2000). It has been found by Tang et al., (2004) 

that individuals with high LoM have low levels of pay satisfaction. People with low levels of 

LoM seem less likely to compare their equity with external referents. Heneman (1992) argues 

that employees with high LoM are more interested in external competitiveness. However, trust 

in leadership is essential because it directly and indirectly affects fairness and other work 

behaviour (Bianchi and Brockner, 2012; Colquitt et al., 2007). These behaviours are important 

in predicting individuals’ decisions. It has been pointed out by Maitlis et al. (2013) that the role 

of individuals’ emotions affects final decisions. 

Individuals under unfairness conditions will react based either on a stay or leave decision 

or on the trust level of their different characteristics. Those individuals have different LoM 

profiles based on their meaning of money beliefs; affective, behavioural and cognitive. 

Therefore, individuals with affective factors are willing to exert more efforts to be rich and the 

rich like to be richer. Thus, money represents an important factor in their life. Money is a 

hygiene factor, not a motivator. It prevents dissatisfaction rather than causing satisfaction 

(Herzberge, 1987). 

Money is a major source of anxiety, worry and depression for many and not an incentive 

(Furnham and Argyle, 1998). Simmed (1900/1978) was specific on motivation. Cognitive 

(importance, power and success) money is not an objective itself, but it is own infinite power 

in exchange relationships. Even within social relationships, money represents a symbol and 

channel of the power relationships within the family (James et al., 1992). Money is a reliable 
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predictor of divorce (Amato and Rogers, 1997). Thus, money affects these relationships. 

Individuals’ work has a direct financial dimension which can give more or less psychological 

prominence (Lea and Webley, 2006). 

People who endorsed materialistic values are unlikely to exhibit social and cooperative 

behaviour and tend to increase their social distance from others (Vohs et al., 2006). Employees 

who give much priority to money their need for autonomy will be diminished in the work 

environment (Xie et al., 2016). Satisfied employees may be affected by their deeply rooted 

monetary values, an employee difference variable, within a broader system of values and 

objectives (Grouzet et al. 2005; Dittmar et al. 2014). 

Money leads to actions (Herzberg 1987). LoM influence individuals’ risky decisions like 

turnover and turnover intention. Individuals’ dispositions affect behaviours or situational 

powers enough to predict and explain behaviour (Tolstoy, 1904). Maitlis et al., (2013) pointed 

out from sense-making theory how the role of individual emotions can affect decision-making. 

Employees who experience unfairness will restore fairness within the relationship by 

terminating it (Adams, 1965; Austin and Walster, 1974). Money is an essential factor in making 

choices and decisions (Furnham and Lewis, 1986). The Chinese perceive money as more 

essential than friendship and ideas (Rosen, 2004). LoM affects motivation, well-being and 

interpersonal relationships (Furnham and Lewis, 1986). 

Therefore, trust in leadership varies based on employee’s sensitivity to the 

fairness/unfairness state. Any discrepancy will affect their trust level, especially with those who 

have a high level of LoM, both expatriates and locals. These individuals will consider the leader 

as a barrier to their achievements and success regardless of the leader’s personality and they 

will give priority to money factors to evaluate their decisions. These employees either decide 

or intend to leave and they will have in their mind the leaving decision on account of 

commitment and those who intend to leave will stay physically but leave mentally. Behaviours 
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are motivated by intentions which will be shaped with attitudes, subjective norms and perceived 

behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, I argue that LoM positively affects the strength 

of OC. 

The theory of reasoned action considers the central factor in planned behaviours as the 

individual’s intention to achieve specific behaviour. Intentions are supposed to capture the 

motivational factor that influences behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). A stronger intention to engage in 

a specific behaviour will be a clue to their performance (Ajzen, 1991). The idea depends on 

motivation (intention) and ability (behavioural control) and is by no means new (Ajzen, 1991). 

That means more motivated people will have a strong intention to exert more effort to achieve 

their goals. 

Employees’ feelings about pay equity directly influence employee satisfaction, but these 

feelings are variable which makes research into pay equity and its effects on OC difficult. 

Heneman and Sewab (1985) provided wide evidence of pay satisfaction. However, there is 

disagreement concerning the main contributing elements (Lam, 1998; Mulvey, et. al, 1992; 

Orpen and Bonnici, 1987). Research has identified four primary factors that have a central 

impact on employees’ feelings of pay satisfaction (Currall et al. 2005; Carraher and Buckley, 

1996; DeConinck et al., 1996; Heneman et al., 1988; Judge, 1993; Judge and Welbourne, 1994; 

Scarpello et al., 1988; Shaw et al., 1999). These are pay level, pay raises, benefits and the 

structure and administration of pay. However, most factors are related to money. 

Money represents a major factor in people’s relationships. It occupies an essential role in 

individuals’ social lives. It influences relationships with others and motivations (Furnham and 

Lewis, 1986). Money itself does not have value, but it has more power over individuals’ lives 

than any other single commodity (Glodberg and Lewis, 1978). Money permeates different 

aspects of peoples’ lives (Lau, 1998) and an essential factor in making choices and decisions 

(Furnham and Lewis, 1986). 
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Employees are expected to face unfairness any time which would invoke the relationship 

with the other party, but we do not know if they will act similarly or not. Individuals with 

deprivation feelings will stay with more stress and will envy others if they have a high level of 

LoM. Deprived employees will stay with their body only, while their spirit will be busy with 

something else like comparing their outcomes with others or having feelings of under-

achievement. Survivors who are willing to leave but cannot will have different levels of 

deprivation which leads to low levels of commitment and high turnover (Mollica, Grey, Trevino 

and DeWitt, 1999). However, these individuals vary with their level of LoM. 

Most scholars agree that distributive and procedural justice will influence employee 

behaviour (Ambrose and Arnaud, 2005). Both forms of fairness are assumed to have affective, 

behavioural and cognitive consequences (Adams, 1965; Spector et al., 2001). Unfairness will 

create unfavourable situations for employees and they will use it to react or decide to stay or 

leave the organisation, mainly based on their personality. It has been hypothesised by Weitz 

(1952) that there is an interaction effect between affective disposition and satisfaction in 

employee turnover. Behavioural dispositions like social attitude and personality trait play an 

important role in predicting and explaining individuals’ behaviours (Ajzen, 1988; Campbell, 

1963).  

Individuals with a negative disposition and high level of job dissatisfaction may have a 

lower perception in translating dissatisfaction into quitting thoughts and evaluation of 

alternatives (Mobley, 1977; Tang et al., 2000). Individuals with a positive disposition will be 

more dissatisfied and willing to take action to quit their job (Tang et al., 2000). Individuals with 

negative disposition may withdraw psychologically from their work and develop a different 

orientation (Tossi, 1990).  
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However, not all positive disposition leads to leaving or intending to leave and the negative 

disposition based on monetary issues which rely on individual LoM better explains what kind 

of individual differences exist. Thus we conclude fifth hypothesis:  

H5: LoM moderates the relationship between trust in leadership and OC. 

 

 

3.4 Summary:  

A brief related literature was explained for all factors (pay equiy, trust, distributive justice, 

LoM, and OC), followed by introducing LoM subscales for each scale. It also illustrated the 

how the theoretical framework has been constructed. It explained how LoM moderates the 

relationship between Pay Equity and trust with OC along with presenting the hypotheses.  
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Chapter 4. Research methodology 

This chapter will cover the research methodology, philosophy, approach, strategy, process 

and design, structural equation modelling, questionnaire design and development, data 

collection and analysis and sampling. It will also discuss the techniques of statistical analysis 

used for analysing the data, the pilot study and ethical considerations. 

4.1 Research philosophy 

 

As the main aim of this study is to examine the moderating effect of LoM on the 

relationship between pay equity and trust on OC, a positivist epistemology seems to be more 

appropriate because it accepts that reality can be revealed and identified through observation 

and measurement. Under a positivist epistemology, facts can be determined and truths can be 

established and this will serve in designing a structural model that facilitates testing the effect 

of LoM on both relationships. Positivism has been adopted as the research philosophy because 

it is more appropriate for social science research (Saunders et al., 2016).  

The researcher would also benefit from using a positivist philosophy to implement a 

highly-structured methodology that relies on quantitative methods and thus facilitates the 

statistical analysis of the data. The social behaviour conducted by positivists can be explained 

and achieved through giving a significant account of external causal factors that generate the 

behaviour under study and by making observations of the characteristics and previous situations 

of behaviour.  

This study will add to the knowledge through careful measurement and developing data 

using well-tested measurements. Knowledge generated through a positivist lens relies on 
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accurate observations and measurements, thus developing numeric measurements and studying 

individuals’ behaviour is post-positivist (Creswell, 2014).  

This study will be based on a quantitative methodology. The post-positivist worldview 

stands for the fundamental philosophy of this study because the variables have been well 

defined and the data will be analysed to find the effect between the independent moderator 

variables and dependent variables at three levels. Borrego et al. (2009) recommend the use of 

the quantitative methodology in statistical analysis which will help to establish a relationship 

between variables. In this study, the questions used in the questionnaire are closed questions to 

find the effect of independent variables on other dependent variables.  

The designs in qualitative studies are exploratory and phenomenological which would not 

explain the relationship among variables (Borrego et al., 2009). A mixed-method could be used 

in this study since we are studying employees’ behaviours which require more explanation in 

some cases. The mixed-method is suitable in such cases if we intend to study attitudes or 

behaviour in more than one context, form or environment (Borrego et al., 2009). But because 

of time constraints, the author preferred to use quantitative methods only.  

The goal of the study was to examine the effect of an independent variable on dependent 

variables which suggested the use of a quantitative methodology. Correlational design and 

quantitative methodology can be used in post-positivist worldview studies (Lietz and Zayas, 

2010). To test relationships between two or more sets of variables, correlational research is 

suitable (Castellan, 2010; Wood and Welcha, 2010). By using a qualitative design, the findings 

will have difficulties being generalised to cover the entire population since it is not examined 

empirically (Castellan, 2010; Wood and Welcha, 2010). 

Finally, since the researcher is neither involved in any part of the process of data collection 

nor interfering in the collected data so, we can say that positivism will facilitate the researcher 

to carry out this study objectively. 



     80 

 

 

4.2 Research approach  

This study adopted the deductive and scientific approach because it is a well-known and 

acceptable approach in many fields and the literature does include commitment theory. The 

researcher starts with general questions and then it is narrowed down to a specific aspect which 

is observed and analysed by the researcher. Therefore it fits in with quantitative research 

because it began from the general to the specific (Pellissier, 2008), derives the hypotheses from 

existing theory, does not create a new theory, makes observations and tests the hypotheses for 

confirmation or rejection (Wilson 2010). 

A questionnaire was used in this study to measure pay equity, trust in leadership and OC, 

in addition to distributive justice and LoM. The researcher attempted to explain the relationships 

between the research variables and test the research hypotheses. To use repetition and remain 

independent and objective, the researcher used a highly-structured research methodology in 

which the data was measured quantitatively. An adequate sample was chosen to assist the 

generalisation of the research findings (Saunders et al., 2016). 

The researcher adopted a deductive approach to test the theories in the literature that 

prompts HR managers and owners to implement and apply fair pay equity strategies. The 

deductive approach is a good fit for this study as it clarifies the effect of pay equity and trust in 

leadership on OC. It will also help in using the hypotheses to test the relationships between the 

research variables and the findings in an attempt to prove or reject them. 

4.3 Research strategy 

 

Since a survey strategy is widely used in business and management research (Hussey and 

Hussey, 1997) and is strongly associated with the deductive approach, I adopted it in this study 
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(Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2007). According to Page and Meyer (2000), a survey is a 

reliable study tool in statistical analysis and assists in recognising cause and effect relationships. 

Using quantitative research is more common than other strategies. The research questions 

represent the key determinant for selecting the quantitative approach in this study. The 

quantitative research strategy is matched with the selected approach and the research 

philosophy. In this study, the concepts represent the factors which include pay equity, trust in 

the leader, distributive justice, LoM and OC which have been measured and included in 

quantitative research.  

Quantitative research was adopted because this study is deductive which assists to reduce 

researcher subjectivity and bias, measuring the facts quantitatively will permit generalisation, 

it helps in understanding the research problem, it is important to approximate the phenomena 

mathematically, the study adopts a causal relationship between variables, and it helps to use a 

structured methodology for repetition and to include hypothesis testing. 

4.4 Research process and design 
 

The process (see Figure 4.1) begins with electing the research topic, outlining the research 

problem, questions, objectives, significance and ends by investigating the moderating effect of 

LoM. The literature review examined pay equity, trust in leaders, LoM, distributive justice and 

OC. 

Fig. 4.1. Research process 
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After conducting a comparison with other philosophies and approaches, positivism 

research philosophy, deductive and scientific approach and quantitative research have been 

adopted in this study. A suitable research methodology and sample have been selected and used. 

A questionnaire used to collect the data. Finally, the findings were discussed and compared 

with the findings mentioned in the literature review. 

By using a representative sample, we collect inexpensive data quicker. In this study, the 

sample was 505 multinational expats and local employees in the UAE, which is statistically 

significant (at a confidence level of 95%) and adequate for the generalisation of the results. 

4.5 Structural equation modeling 
 

This study used Structural equation modelling (SEM) because it can address complex 

issues easily through software analysis of moment structures (AMOS) (Gallagher, Ting and 

Palmer 2008). Furthermore, the main objective of SEM using AMOS software is to assist the 

researcher to determine whether or not the hypotheses are supported by the sample data. Also 

the researcher can create, examine and prove models with complicated relationships using 

SEM. AMOS is used because it is time-saving, easy to use and linked to the SPSS package.  

4.6 Questionnaire design and development 

The questionnaire used well-tested instruments to collect data on the related variables. The 

scale of the instruments used for data collection was ordinal (Agree, Disagree,..etc.). To improve 

the responses to the questionnaire, the participants were informed clearly through the survey 

document (see Appendix 10) that the objective was to gain insights into the effect of pay equity 

and trust on OC. The questionnaire was voluntary and self-administered. Participants gave 

informed consent before completing the survey. Participants were informed that all information 

would be used for an academic purpose and the findings of the study would be published, but 

would not mention their names or identity them, ensuring that the survey findings will be 

confidential. 
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The survey was conducted in Q1 & Q2 of 2019 and the questionnaire was divided into six 

sections: employees’ general information, trust in leadership, pay equity, distributive justice, 

OC and LoM. A 5-point Likert-scale questionnaire was designed to be completed within 20-25 

minutes. Respondents answered 100 questions to determine their thoughts and beliefs. 

Participants began the electronic version of the survey by viewing and reading the informed 

consent information and they were asked whether they consented to participate by clicking ‘yes’ 

or ‘no’. However, in hard copy version participants were requested to sign the consent. 

The first section contained 11 questions identifying the participant’s demographic 

information including gender, age, marital status, experience, organisation type, sector, 

nationality, income and educational level. The second section used a 5-point Likert scale 

questionnaire (5 questions) to assess their perception of pay equity. The third section addressed 

trust in the leader (16 questions), followed by section four which addressed distributive justice 

(6 questions). Section five consisted of 38 questions to measure the level of LoM. Section six 

addressed OC in a statement and Likert scale format. OC was classified following Mayer, Allen 

and Smith (1993) into three levels: affective, normative and continuance commitment and 

measured by using eight questions for each construct. 

The questionnaire was randomly distributed by listing the main sectores that required to be 

covered and selecting different organization from the list of champler of commerce and sending 

emails requesting participation, after approval questionnaires distributed it in English, Arabic 

and Hindi to full-time employees in the private and public sectors and choosing. It included a 

covering sheet explaining the aim of the study, and requesting the respondents to be as honest 

and fair as possible. The feedback received was considered and action is taken to finalise the 

questionnaire to reduce respondents’ misunderstanding of the survey questions, especially those 

in lower-level employment and those weak in English language.  

4.7 Study measurements 
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An integrated survey was used combining the 100 questions. The survey contained six 

sections: (I) Eleven questions were used to determine the employees’ demographics in the 

study. (II) Pay equity total of 5 questions containing one question developed by by Tang et al. 

(2006). (III) Five items were used to measure trust in leadership competency, credibility 

integrity and need for followers; two items from Cook and Wall (1980) and three to measure 

interpersonal jobs by Padsakoff et al., (1990). Affective (5 items, Q22-Q26) and cognitive trust 

(6 items; Q27-Q32) were obtained from McAllister (1995). (IV) Distributive justice had six 

questions developed by Price and Mueller (1986). 

For moderator LoM in section V, 28 questions were divided into three components: 

affective (rich and evil), behaviour (budget and motivator) and cognitive (equity, success and 

importance). Twenty-three questions were obtained from Tang et al. (2003). The researcher 

used Tang et al.’s (2003) scale to measure rich (3 items), motivator (3 items) and important 

items in addition to 1 item developed by Mitchell and Mickel’s. while components; evil (4 

items), budget (4 items), equity (3 items) and success (2 items) used measure developed by 

Luna-Arocan and Li-Ping Tang, (2004). An additional 15 questions were developed by the 

researcher to measure the influence of LoM on employees’ decision to remain in the 

organisation and the influence on their evaluation on workplace relationships factor. Finally, 

OC presented in section (VI) included 24 questions developed by Meyer and Allen (2004) to 

measure three type of OC (affective, normative and continuance). 

4.7.1 Pay equity measurements 

Five items were used to measure pay equity from Tang et al. (2004) and one from Adams 

(1963). Other researchers addressed the topic of pay equity in their research. Martin and 

Peterson (1987) focused on addressing pay equity from the stance of the participant’s current 

employer and by comparing personal pay to the pay of others within a single unit. Blau (1994) 

focused on using questions from the pay satisfaction questionnaire by Heneman and Schwab 
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(1985) who is focused on items such as tenure, seniority and experience. In this study, we focus 

on both internal and external pay equity regardless of seniority level or employer identity. The 

first four items were used to measure internal and external pay equity, while Adams item was 

used to measure equity in relationship to qualification (inputs/outputs).  

4.7.2 Trust in the leadership measurements  

To measure the key aspect of trust in leadership this study used competency, credibility 

and integrity and the need for followers as a measurement scale (Bromiley and Cummings, 

1993; Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991; Shamir, 1995; Whitener et al., 1998; Kouzes and Posner, 

1993). There are two items used by Cook and Wall (1980) to measure interpersonal jobs that 

had been used by Padsakoff et al., (1990). Eleven items were used to measure affective and 

cognitive trust obtained (McAllister, 1995). 

 Conformity analysis shows the groups were consistent and that the 5 items loaded strongly 

onto a single factor. There is a strong theoretical foundation, consistent reliability, homogeneity 

and validity and the scale is psychometrically satisfactory and stable (Cummings and Bromiley, 

1996). Therefore, it is a good option to achieve reliability and validity. In this study, 16 

questions were used to measure trust in the leader in section 3 (Q17-Q26). 

4.7.3 Distributive justice measurements: 

 

In this study, I used 5 items from the Distributive Justice Index developed by Price and 

Mueller (1986) and one for job satisfaction developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). Each 

item asked about the degree of respondents’ belief that they were fairly rewarded based on 

comparisons like qualifications, effort and productivity. The Price and Mueller (1986) measure 

of reliabilities has been reported above 0.90 and the scale shown discriminates validity 

associated with work satisfaction and OC. 
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This study focused on pay fairness as a target of our measure for many reasons. First, 

scholars like Greenberg (1996) support the use of particular fairness measures to minimise the 

unsystematic variance in justice measures. Second, pay was a related outcome for all 

employees. Finally, pay as an objective of distributive justice expectation is common in the 

organisational justice literature. Job satisfaction will result from pay fairness. Therefore, one 

more question was added from the scale of job satisfaction developed by Brayfield and Rothe 

(1951): óI feel fairly satisfied with my present jobô. 

4.7.4 LOM measurement  

    
‘Love of money is [the] inordinate desire [for] money’ (Salons, 2002) and the importance 

of money (Mitchell and Mickel, 1999). There are many studies about money attitudes and 

measures (Furnham and Argyle, 1998). Mitchell and Mickel (1999) have developed the money 

ethic scale (MES) to measure money attitudes (Luns-Arocas and Tang, 2004), although there 

are other versions (Tang, 1992; 1995; Tang and Chiu, 2003; Tang, Luna-Arocas and Whiteside, 

2003; Tang et al., 2003; Furnham and Argyle, 1998; Lim and Teo, 1997; Mitchell and Mickel, 

1999). 

LoM scale has been developed by Tang (1992) based on the MES by using 30 items to 

examine the meaning of money in a sample of full-time employees in the US. MES contains 

six main factors categorised into three components: effect (good and evil), achievement (respect 

and power) and a behavioural component (budget). The LoM scale uses 12 items out of the 30 

items and the reliability and validity have been investigated and established across 22 cultures 

(L.P.Tang, 1995). A subset of MES, the LoM scale measures the values, wants and desires of 

individuals (Luna-Arocas and Tang 2004). It assesses meaning, importance, individual 

differences and personal attitudes (Luna-Arocas and Tang 2004). 

This scale relied on the MES developed by Tang (1992). Luna-Arocas and Tang (2003) 

used five factors (budget, evil, equity, success and motivator). Three items obtained from Tang 
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and Chiu (2003) were used to measure the rich component and 4 to measure the important 

component. Two more components were added to measure LoM’s effect on individuals’ 

decisions to remain in the organisation and their relationship evaluation at the workplace. Based 

on LoM definition used in this study, the author used seven factors: evil, rich, budget, motivator, 

equity, success and importance. It used 4 factors from Luna-Arocas and Tang (2003) and 1 

from Mitchell and Mickel’s (1999). The reliability for the scale (coefficient alpha) was 0.69 

budget, 0.41equity, 0.81 success, 0.66 motivators and 0.68 for importance. In my study, 16 

questions were used to measure the LoM factor. 

4.7.5 OC measurements  

 

A 24 item survey has been developed by Allen and Meyer (1990) as a scale to measure the 

OC in three factors: affective, normative and continuance commitment. These scales are widely 

used in literature. The reliability for each scale (coefficient alpha) was .87 affective, .75 

continuance and .79 normative commitment. In this study, 8 questions used to measure each 

component. Table 4.1 shows the summary of related variables to the study questions and 

hypothesis. 

Table 4-1 summary of related variables to the study Questions/hypothesis in the instrument 

Variable name Research Hypothesis Items on Survey 

Independent variable1: 

Pay equity  

There is an effect of pay equity on  

organisational commitment 

See Questions 

12-16 section II 

Independent variable 2: 

Trust in leader 

There is an effect of trust in leadership 

on organisational commitment 

See Questions 

17-32, Section III 

Mediator –  

Distributive Justice  

Distributive justice mediates the 

relationship between the trust in the 

leadership and organisational 

commitment.   

See Questions 

33-38, section IV 

Moderator- 

Love of Money  

Love of money moderates the 

relationships between pay equity, trust in 

leadership and organisational 

commitment.   

 Questions 

39-76,Section V 
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Dependent Variable: 

organisational 

commitment 

Trust in leader and pay equity effects 

organisational commitment. 

See Questions  

77-100, in all sections 

VI-a, VI-b, and VI-c 

 

 4.7.6 Scales 
 

The literature proposes that the 5-point scale is less confusing and boosts the response rate 

(Babakus and Mangold, 1992). In European surveys, the 5-point scale has been recognised as 

more fit (Devlin et al., 1993). Data from Likert items are less accurate when the scale points 

number is less than 5 or more than 7 (Johns 2010). Therefore, this study used a 5-point scale to 

measure all the variables in this study. The range used was:1) Strongly Disagree; 2) Disagree; 

3) Neutral; 4) Agree; and 5) Strongly Agree. 

4.7.7 Questionnaire data coding 

 
Before inputting the data into SPSS, it was coded. The codes are shown in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2 abbreviations assigned to variables  

# CONSTRUCT 
Appre-

viation 

NO. OF  

ITEMS 

(QS) 

QUESTIONS 

RANGE 

1 Pay equity  PQTY 5 12-16 
2 Affective trust in leader   AFTR 10 17-26 
3 Cognitive trust in leader   CGTR 6 27-32 
4 Distributive justice   JSTC 6 33-38 
5 Love of money Affective -RICH.          RCH 3 39-41 
6 Love of money Affective EVIL-           EVL 4 42-45 
7 Love of money Behavioral -BUDGET. BDGT 4 46-49 
8 Love of money Behavioral -MOTIV. MTV 3 50-52 
9 Love of money Cognitive -EQUITY. QTY 3 53-55 
10 Love of money Cognitive -SUCCESS. SCS 2 56-57 
11 Love of money Cognitive -IMPORTANT. IMP 4 58-61 
12 Love of money Cognitive -DECISIONS. DCN 9 62-70 
13 Love of money Cognitive -RELATIONS. RLT 6 71-76 
14 Organisational commitment OC 24 77-100 
14.1 Affective commitment AFCM 8 77-84 
14.2 Normative commitment NRCM 8 85-92 
14.3 Continuance commitment CNCM 8 93-100 
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Demographic characteristics were coded in the same way. SEX, NAT, AGE, and EXP 

for the four demographic questions related to sex, nationality, age and experience.  

As for the data related to demographic variables, it was distributed as in table 4-3. 

Table 4-3 Demographic variables coding 
 

 

 

 

  

 

Question Description Coding 

Question 1 Sex (1) Male, (2) Female 

Question 2 Age 
(1) 18-24, (2) 25-34, (3) 35-44, (4) 45-54, (5) 

55-64, (6) 65-74 and (7) for 75 or above. 

Question 3 Marital status 
(1) Single, (2) Married, (3) Divorced, (4) 

Widowed, (5) Separated. 

Question 4 Current 

experience 

(Year) 

(1) Less than 1 year, (2) 2-5, (3) 6-10, (4) 11-

15, (5) 16 and over. 

Question 5 Total 

experience  
(1) Less than 1 year, (2) 2-5, (3) 6-10, (4) 11-

15, (5) 16 and over. 

Question 6 Country of 

birth 
(1) UAE and GCC (2) Arabs (3) Asians (4) 

Africans (5) Europeans (6) South Africans (7) 

US and Canada (8) North Africans. 

Question 7 Nationality 
(1) The UAE and GCC (2) Arabs (3) Asians (4) 

Africans (5) Europeans (6) South Africans (7) 

US and Canada (8) North Africans. 

Question 8 Education 

level 
(1) Grammar school (2) High School (3) 

Diploma (college) (4) Bachelor’s degree (5) 

Master’s degree (6) Doctoral degree. 

Question 9 Monthly 

income in Dh 
(1) less than 5,000, (2) 6,000-10,000, (3) 

11,000-15,000, (4) 16,000-20,000 (5) 21,000-

25,000 (6) 26,000-30,000 (7) 31,000-35,000 (8) 

36,000-40,000 (9) more than 41,000. 

Question 10 Organisation 

sector 
 (1) Public (2) private. 

Question 11 Type of 

industry 
17 types – education, chemical and laboratory, 

constructions, business trading, it, service and 

repair, legal and consultancy, military, 

engineering, finance, vehicle dealer, 

advertising, medical, real estate, 

telecommunications, transportations and others. 
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4.7.8 Construct validity and reliability  

Cronbach’s alpha was adopted in this study because it is easy to apply for measuring 

reliability. Due to the positive effect of approving the questions in investigative research, the 

study applied the relevant validity, content and construct. Content validity was achieved by 

reviewing the literature carefully, particularly previous studies, discussions on pay equity, trust 

in leadership and OC which lead the researcher to estimate the convenience and purity of 

questions and whether it is suitable for this study or not. In this study, I used the same and 

confirmed content validity. 

 

4.8 Administration of the questionnaire 
 

Managers of private and public sector firms in the research sample were contacted 

randomly based on the list received from chamber of commerece and ministry of health, then 

the questionnaire and details were explained. An email has been sent to all organisations asking 

for permission to conduct the voluntary survey (see Appendix 4.14). Permission was granted, 

with confirmation of the date and time of submitting the questionnaire. 

For the hard copy questionnaire, the researcher printed sufficient copies in the three 

languages. Next, the questionnaire was handed to participants in the presence of the researcher. 

The respondents were given enough time to complete the questionnaire and the researcher 

confirmed that the findings would be treated with strict confidentiality. To facilitate a high 

response rate and overcome any barriers, the researcher was present. The researcher checked 

all the responses to make sure of question completion to avoid any missing data. 

4.9 Rationale for the survey approach 

Due to dificulties for labors to use an electronic survey and more delays in receiving 

responses rom organization the author distriputed hard copy questionnaire to maximize the 
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chances to get more and accurate responses. However, both the electronic survey (by sending 

online link) and hard copy questionnaires were given to the management at a convenient time. 

In general the electronic survey was distributed, while hard copy was decided on some cases 

which required like non educated labors.  There are many advantages of using a questionnaire 

in research including low cost and fast data collection. 

The questionnaire is good fit for a large population which reduces the cost and time-

consuming, closed questions which have many advantages such as the speed of completion and 

producing quantitative data which is easy to analyse and compare. The questionnaire was 

designed to look appealing, the instructions were clear, the translations are legible and the 

questions short and clear.  

4.10 Data collection 

Data for the electronic survey was obtained through survey monkey by sending a link to 

the organisations and in some cases I distributed a hard copy to the employees at regularly 

scheduled meetings. The author personally collected all the hard copy surveys. Electronic 

survey links were sent to the organisations which they forwarded to all participants. The author 

was the only one who could access the response data which was saved on an e-mail server since 

all data electronically submitted via the survey link can be accessed through Survey Monkey. 

Therefore, privacy and confidentiality were guaranteed. 

The survey instructions included a request for the participants to choose the most 

appropriate answers to each item provided in a 5-point Likert scale, as described above. The 

responses were collected and reviewed by the author. Incomplete surveys they missed to answer 

many questions and the ones that did not meet the survey restrictions like respondents age are 

below 18 years were destroyed. 
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4.10.1 Data collection and analysis 

 
This study adopted to delete the whole incomplete response to make ensure that the 

approach is perfect, and the data verified before test selection (Field, 2009). Missing data may 

create obstacles in data analysis, reducing efficiency and affect the findings due to differences 

between imcompleted and completed responses.  

The data from both hard copies questionnaires and electronic surveys was coded and 

entered into Statistical Program for Social Science (SPSS), version 23. This study used the 

principal axis factoring of ProMax rotation exploratory factor analysis to decide the correlation 

between the observed variables and to provide a factor structure which gathers variables 

according to strong correlations. Confirmatory factor analysis followed to check if the 

responses were in the precise range and to uncover double entries, and frequency analysis was 

tested to entire questionnaire items. A summary of the responses data was created by reporting 

the mean, standard deviation, frequency and percentage. 

Cronbach’s alpha is used to test the internal consistency of all constructs for the 

instruments’ reliability evaluation. Construct validity in this study was evaluated by AMOS 

statistical software. This study used the most recognised forms of construct validity, convergent 

and discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2010).  

4.10.2 Data processing and analysis 
 

 

The study obtained the average of three factors of OC (affective, normative and 

continuance commitment) as the whole score for the OC. It contains different direct and indirect 

paths which required factor analysis, path analysis and regression and these requirements are a 

special case of SEM. The model proposed in this study intends to confirm if the is any effect 

either independent variables or moderator. SEM will provide a high level of confirmation and 

determine whether the model is valid or not. The main aim of this study is to find the influence 
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degree of LoM on the expatriates’ decisions to continue with or leave the organisation which 

focuses on latent construct and psychological attitudes which comply with SEM. 

In this study, we used dependent and dependent variables and assumed the existence of a 

cause and effect relationships between the variables. A large sample size with a large number 

of demographic variables is the best fit for our study. Structural model validity was determined 

by checking the value of chi-squared and one incremental fit index, and one badness of fit index, 

to achieve the predetermined criteria. 

The data was analysed to determine the reliability of the questions, and factor analysis to 

determine validity. The internal consistency or reliability was determined by using Cronbach’s 

alpha to ensure that the data was statistically relevant. Any question with an insufficient value 

of Cronbach’s alpha was removed from the analysis. The data was summarised by using 

descriptive statistics to be used for later comparisons. Statistical analysis was achieved by using 

bivariate correlation analysis (Pearson correlation), to draw inferences about the existence of 

relationships between trust in leadership and pay equity with the OC. 

4.11 Sample composition and size 
 

The population in this study includes all nationalities in the UAE among who are 4,890,000 

expatriate employees, According to the annual economic report 2019; the total labour force in 

the UAE in 2018 was 7.384 million.  

Data was collected by electronic questionnaire and hard copy for participants who cannot 

use electronic questionnaires. The questionnaire document is included in Appendix 10.2. The 

questionnaire was distributed randomly to full-time employees only with a covering sheet of 

the questionnaire includes the objective of the study and asking the participants to be honest 

and fair in their response as much as possible. Respondents’ confidential information was not 

requested anywhere in the questionnaire so ensuring that they will not be identifiable. 

https://www.economy.gov.ae/EconomicalReportsEn/MOE_Annual%20Economic%20Report_2019_.pdf
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Sample size influences the adoption of statistical tests to evaluate the statistical 

significance of the relationship between the variables (Saunders et al., 2016). The majority of 

researchers in business and management studies estimate populations with true estimated value 

with a margin of ±3%-5% (Saunders et al., 2012). The minimum sample size is calculated by 

using a 5% margin of error and a 95% confidence level. For generalisation purposes, 

respondents must be randomly selected and represent the whole population. 

Sample size can be calculated using a formula (Krejcie and Morgan formula [ n= 

      

     
 ] established by Krejcie and Morgan (1970). However, this study used 

Steven Thompson equation (2012) to calculate the sample size for the next formula: [ n= 

  

 ό  
 ] where : n=sample size, N= Population size, Z=Confedent level 95% = 

(1.96), d=Error propotion 0.05, p= 50% propability value. The population in this study is the 

7.384 million employees in the UAE, locals and expats. Following Thompson’s formula we 

can find the sample size as below for our population expats and locals (7.384 million).  

n   =                 7,384,000 X 0.50 (1-0.50)    

            [7,384,000 x (.05²÷1.96²)] + 0.50(1-0.50) 

 

 n= 1,846,000 

      4805.25 

N= 384.14 

 

Moreover, by following the sample size calculator in the following link 

(www.surveysystem.com/htm 2012) validated the required sample size of 385 employees. The 

sampling stage began by identifying the proper sampling frame which represents all cases in 

the population where the sample was taken. 

According to Baumgartner and Homburg (1996), no exact sample size fits all SEM 

applications. However, Bentler and Chou (1987) recommend calculating the ratio of the sample 

http://www.surveysystem.com/htm
http://www.surveysystem.com/htm
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size to the number of parameters estimated. Thus, a higher ratio will enhance the results. In the 

latest review of SEM applications, the ratio of sample size to the number of parameters 

estimated is higher than the one calculated in marketing and higher than the limit points of 5 

and 10 proposed by Bentler (1985) and exceeds the 10 limit points in more than two-thirds of 

the works reviewed.  

        The number of respondents is not enough to obtain genuine results, the additional 

parameters is required too. Sample size evaluation relies on both the number of respondents and 

parameters, in addition to the number of path relationships suggested. If the model contains 5 or 

fewer constructs. According to Bagozzi and Yi (2012, p. 29); Ding et al. (1995); Hair et al. (2010) 

the minimum the suggested sample size should be 100-150, with each construct consisting of 

three or more items and 6 high item communalities or more. When the model consists of 5-7 

constructs, the suggested minimum sample size is 150 and for 7 or more, the suggested minimum 

sample size is 385.  

 

        To determine the ratio between the size of the sample and number of parameters, Hair et al. 

(2010) argue that if the latent variables that are fewer than 7 factors, the required sample should 

be a minimum of 150. In this study, there were 89 indicators, fifteen constructs with modest 

commonalities, most constructs having more than 3 measured items and no under-identified 

constructs. Given the population size of 6.41 million, the suggested figure is 385 with a 95% 

confidence level. 

4.12 Population and sample procedure:  

 

This study used cluster sampling for many reasons; because of the difficulty of compiling 

a sampling frame that lists all individuals in the entire population,inaccessibility and widely 

dispersed populations can also make it costly to sample isolated individuals. However, it is easy 

to identify a sampling frame consisting of groups or clusters of individuals (such as school 
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classes or industry sectors). A random sample of these clusters can then be daw from each of 

which a list of individuals is obtained and sampled. Cluster sampling is very useful when the 

population is widely scattered and it is impractical to sample and select a representative sample 

of all the elements. However, the study population included all employees working in the 

private and public sector in the UAE with different nationalities. Therefore, due to the large 

number of nationalities exist in the UAE the author used clustering sampling to get the best 

representative sample. 

In this study, clusters are chosen to be as heterogeneous as possible, that is, the subjects 

within each cluster are diverse and each cluster is somewhat representative of the population as 

a whole. Thus, only a sample of the clusters needs to be taken to capture all the variability in 

the population which often defined based on geographic regions or political boundaries, so 

conducting a cluster sample reduces the time and cost associated with the survey.  

Cluster sampling is a random sample is a two-step process in which the entire population 

is divided into groups, usually geographic areas and it is most practical to be used in large 

national surveys. The clusters are chosen randomly. All individuals in the cluster are taken in 

the sample. Usually it requires a larger sample size. The process of cluster sampling is 

hierarchical, all sectors lists obtained from UAE authorities like ministry of health, ministry of 

education, and chambers of commerce which then provide us with lists of all registered 

organizations and arandom sample of organizations have been selected. However, the exact size 

of clusters is often not known at the time of sampling, due to factors such as population census 

errors also it is not feasible to produce strictly equal numbers of participants within each cluster. 

However, in most cases, cluster sampling produces less real information than a simple random 

sample of the same size, because individuals within a cluster tend to be more alike than those 

in different clusters (or those chosen at random from the entire population). In statistical terms, 

this results in larger standard errors (reduced precision) for estimates based on cluster samples. 

This loss of precision must be anticipated at the design stage by increasing the sample size. 
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The population has a specific distribution based on statistics obtained from the Ministry of 

Human Resources and Emiratisation in the UAE (2017). The statistics show the total number 

of employees in the private sector was 4.89 million. The largest numbers were in Dubai 

(48.99%) followed by Abu Dhabi (29.61%), Sharjah (11.57%) and the rest distributed among 

the other Emirates. Based on the surveys and findings of various agencies, the UAE had the 

largest number of expats in the workforce at 91%. (Khaleejtimes, 25 Oct. 2018, "91% expats in 

UAE workforce: Experts call for Emiratisation"). 

For each selected organization, the number of employees can be obtained using a 

subsample employee. This general method is referred to as two-stage cluster sampling. In 

general, if additional stages are included before the selection of the individuals, the method is 

known as multi-stage sampling. In this paper, we limit discussion to two-stage sampling. When 

the sizes of the population clusters are known, it can be shown that a two-stage cluster sample 

in which the clusters are chosen with a fixed number of individuals is chosen within each 

selected cluster has certain appealing properties with respect to the analysis of the results. In 

particular, this procedure results in a selfweighting sample, in which each individual has an 

equal probability of. This is usually an efficient way to collect sample information and, in 

principle, it reduces the complexity of computation of the sample estimates and their standard 

errors. 

The data collected from all UAE employees and expats in the UAE measuring their love 

of money pay equity, trust in leader, distriputive justice and organizational commitment. We 

select nine groups of nationalities that become clusters. After distributing the survey randomly 

to th all UAE organization and receiving all responses based on the list taken from champer of 

commerce and ministry of education, and ministry of health we clustered the main population 

into sub-populations based on different clusters (nationalities) like Asian (58%) followed by 

European (17%), Arabs (10%) and other (15%). To get a representative sample, the number of 
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responses needed was 385, but a total of 581 were collected which yielded 522 valid responses 

after 59 were deleted due to incomplete data. 

4.13 Pilot study 

The objective of the pilot study was to get feedback from the participants that help in 

ensuring the questionnaire items are functioning satisfactorily, easy to read and legible and to 

identify the real-time required to answer the questionnaire. The pilot study should inform 

whether or not the full-scale survey is feasible or feasible with some modifications. The 

participants for the pilot study were expatriates’ and local employees working in the private 

sector at different levels. The sample was a part of the target population of this study. The 

researcher explained the goal of this study, questionnaire distribution procedure and confirmed 

that the survey would be treated in strict confidence. 

To improve the questionnaire, the participants were encouraged to specify any vague 

question related to the questionnaire items (if any) and provide suggestions to make it more 

legible and clearer. However, minor comments were received concerning the questionnaire 

style. The feedback indicates all questions were legible and required at least 20-25 minutes to 

answer. 

4.14 Ethical considerations 

 
The British University in Dubai Board and Ethics Committee reviewed and approved the 

study research protocol before the launch of the research and data collection. Both informed 

consent and confidentiality were critical issues (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009). Confidentiality, 

anonymity, informed consent and approvals were considered. 

Management agreement was obtained concerning employees’ participation. A letter was 

issued by the University to ‘Whom it may concern’ to facilitate access to the firms in both 

public and private sectors (see Appendix 10.1). Participants were informed that they had the 

right to stop at any time. After obtaining approval, the researcher clarified the research aims, 
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procedure, expected risk, expectations from participants and required time before launching the 

study. Informed consent was made voluntarily and their dignity and rights were guaranteed 

(Flick 2014). 

4.15 Summary 

 
Chapter 4 described the research outline and methodology describes the positivist 

philosophy, deductive approach and quantitative research methods adopted. It explains the 

relationships between the independent variables of pay equity and trust in leadership with OC 

and the moderating role of LoM on these relationships in addition to illustrating the mediating 

role of distributive justice in the relationship between trust and OC.  

The questionnaire items were taken from previous published studies and questionnaire 

building completion and validation were achieved. The sample size and questionnaire selection 

procedures are presented in detail. Reliability, validity and factor analysis and the pilot study 

are discussed. Finally, ethical considerations are presented at the end of the chapter. 
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Chapter 5.  Data preperations: 

This chapter includes all data assessment and data process preparation that was conducted for 

this study. 

5.1 Checking missing values 

Many scholars suggest that there are many tests help in completing precise findings from 

the regression analysis like checking for outliers and missing data (Hair, Black and Babin 2010 

and Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). In this study the data used is a complete data without any of 

missing values. There were 56 responses removed which with significant missing data among 

the all responses 578, therefore the remaining completed data for the study 522, later on the 

researcher removed 17 outliers responses then the final responses remain for analysis was only 

505 response. 

5.2 Assessing data normality 

 
In this study both data we can overlook the distribution and normality could be achieved, 

as the sample is 505. The breach of normality would not cause any major issues during data 

analysing in case of large size of research sample that more than 30 (Ghasemi and Zahediasl 

2012, Pallant 2016). When the sample size is large with more than 30 or 40 respondents the 

distributions was likely normal regardless of the data shape (Ghasemi and Zahediasl 2012).  

 As precautionary action I checked the normality by using accurate, simple and used 

methods like; skewness and kurtosis values methods and inspection of normal plots and 

frequency distributions histograms also were applied. Considering the above, the study 

variables in Table 5.1 close enough to and did not breach the normality assumption also the 

scale has the correct shape in all Histograms were just under the bell-shape see in appendices. 
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Table 5-1: Skewness and Kurtosis scores 

      Skewness   Kurtosis   

NO FACTOR ITEM Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic 

Std. 

Error 

1 F1 Q17_AF_Trust1 -.738 .109 .027 .217 

2   Q18_AF_Trust2 -.725 .109 .211 .217 

3   Q19_AF_Trust3 -.554 .109 -.295 .217 

4   Q20_AF_Trust4 -.430 .109 -.380 .217 

5   Q21_AF_Trust5 -.387 .109 -.346 .217 

6   Q22_AF_Trust6 -.497 .109 -.187 .217 

7   Q23_AF_Trust7 -.666 .109 -.275 .217 

8   Q24_AF_Trust8 -.149 .109 -.663 .217 

9   Q25_AF_Trust9 -.545 .109 -.190 .217 

10   Q26_AF_Trust10 -.316 .109 -.440 .217 

11   Q27_Cog_Trust1 -.712 .109 .297 .217 

12   Q28_Cog_Trust2 -.667 .109 .268 .217 

13   Q29_Cog_Trust3 -.473 .109 -.200 .217 

14   Q30_Cog_Trust4 -.635 .109 .104 .217 

15   Q31_Cog_Trust5 -.594 .109 -.035 .217 

16 F2 Q12_Equity1 .083 .109 -.972 .217 

17   Q13_Equity2 .024 .109 -1.078 .217 

18   Q14_Equity3 .139 .109 -.969 .217 

19   Q15_Equity4 .066 .109 -.971 .217 

20   Q16_Equity5 -.006 .109 -.965 .217 

21 F3 Q77_AF_COMM1 -.333 .109 -.874 .217 

22   Q78_AF_COMM2 -.363 .109 -.623 .217 

23   Q79_AF_COMM3 -.500 .109 -.505 .217 

24   Q80_AF_COMM4 -.540 .109 -.079 .217 

25   Q81_AF_COMM5r -.402 .109 -.398 .217 

26   Q82_AF_COMM6r .196 .109 -.246 .217 

27   Q83_AF_COMM7r -.379 .109 -.561 .217 

28   Q84_AF_COMM8 -.465 .109 -.495 .217 

29 F4 Q64_LoM_DCN3 -.138 .109 -.794 .217 

30   Q65_LoM_DCN4 -.419 .109 -.439 .217 

31   Q66_LoM_DCN5 -.460 .109 -.320 .217 

32   Q67_LoM_DCN6 -.642 .109 .076 .217 

33   Q68_LoM_DCN7 -.267 .109 -.298 .217 

34   Q69_LoM_DCN8 -.480 .109 .049 .217 

35 F5 Q58_LoM_IMP1 -.893 .109 1.431 .217 

36   Q59_LoM_IMP2 -.934 .109 1.397 .217 

37   Q60_LoM_IMP3 -.826 .109 1.726 .217 

38   Q61_LoM_IMP4 -.695 .109 .257 .217 

39 F6 Q50_LoM_MTV1 -.269 .109 -.555 .217 

40   Q51_LoM_MTV2 -.549 .109 -.213 .217 

41   Q52_LoM_MTV3 -.479 .109 -.528 .217 

42 F7 Q94_CNT_COMM2 -.457 .109 -.549 .217 

43   Q95_CNT_COMM3 -.313 .109 -.711 .217 

44   Q96_CNT_COMM4 -.296 .109 -.591 .217 

45   Q97_CNT_COMM5 -.420 .109 -.463 .217 

46 F8 Q39_LoM_RCH1 -.785 .109 .354 .217 

47   Q40_LoM_RCH2 -.569 .109 -.116 .217 

48   Q41_LoM_RCH3 -.807 .109 .715 .217 

49 F9 Q46_LoM_BGT1 -.591 .109 .062 .217 

50   Q47_LoM_BGT2 -.461 .109 -.348 .217 

51   Q48_LoM_BGT3 -1.075 .109 1.794 .217 
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5.3 Demographic data 

 

5.3 Demographic data 
 

Table 5.2 and figures 5.1 present the frequency distribution of sample demographic 

characteristics. Although, we received 576 total responses, but only 522 were completed the 

questionnaire and considered as valid responses from both locals and expats in the UAE. Unless 

the sample size is big but after testing outliers the researcher preferred to delete 17 responses 

which have high outliers with more than 4 questions, thus the confirmed the remaining data 

valid for testing 505 responses (522-17=505). Therefore the total response rate is about 90%. 

However, male and female were almost equal percentage; about 51.1% of participants were 

male and 48.9% female. However, in terms of age the least is above 55 years old 3.4% and 18-

24 7.9%, while the majority was 25-44 year 70.2% and 45-54 was 18 %, finally respondents 

who above 65 years was .4% only. Most of the respondents’ nationality was Locals, Arabs and 

Asians 15.6 %, 30.5% and 26.1% respectively, while the rest was among Africans, North 

Africans, Europeans, South Africans and others; 302, 8.7, 8.9, 3.8, 3.2 respectively. 

52   Q49_LoM_BGT4 -.814 .109 .811 .217 

53 F10 Q33_Justice1 -.038 .109 -.886 .217 

54   Q34_Justice2 .038 .109 -1.000 .217 

55   Q35_Justice3 .119 .109 -.713 .217 

56   Q36_Justice4 .071 .109 -.959 .217 

57   Q37_Justice5 .221 .109 -.839 .217 

58   Q38_Justice6 -.332 .109 -.553 .217 

59 F11 Q71_LoM_RLT1 .236 .109 -.651 .217 

60   Q72_LoM_RLT2 .285 .109 -.720 .217 

61   Q73_LoM_RLT3 .319 .109 -.641 .217 

62   Q76_LoM_RLT6 -.127 .109 -.881 .217 

63 F12 Q42_LoM_EVL1r -.001 .109 -.733 .217 

64   Q43_LoM_EVL2r .427 .109 -.470 .217 

65   Q44_LoM_EVL3r -.333 .109 -.609 .217 

66   Q45_LoM_EVL4r -.086 .109 -.998 .217 

67 F13 Q56_LoM_SCS1 .011 .109 -.953 .217 

68   Q57_LoM_SCS2 -.066 .109 -1.058 .217 

69 F14 Q54_LoM_QTY2 -.675 .109 .135 .217 

70   Q55_LoM_QTY3 -.266 .109 -.606 .217 

71 F15 Q89_NR_COMM5 .069 .109 -.777 .217 

72   Q90_NR_COMM6 -.312 .109 -.411 .217 

73   Q91_NR_COMM7 -.007 .109 -.517 .217 

    Valid N (listwise) 505       
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The sample was fit in representing both sectors public with 21.4% and private 78.6% in 

different kind of business. In terms of educational level most of respondents were holding 

bachelor and master degree 52.1%, 28.1% respectively, while the least was doctoral degree 

2.8%, college 9.1 and those with school degree and below were 7.9%. However, monthly 

income mostly fall between Dh 5000 and 15000 67.7%, while Dh 15000-20000 was 11.5% and 

the rest of the sample was 21000-40,000 14.7% and above 41,000 was 6.1% (1 Dh = 3.68 USD). 

In term of total working years in the current organisation the majority of the results were less 

than 5 years (50.1%). 

However, less than 1 year represents 15.2%, 2-5 years 34.9%, 6-10 years 27.5 %, 11-15 

years 13.5% and more than 16 years 8.9%. In terms of total years of experience we found the 

majority was above 16 years 30.3%, while the least was less than 5 years 20%, while 6-10 27%. 

The majority of respondents were either married 68.9% or singles 26.1% and the rest was 

divided between divorced, separated and widowed 3.6%, 1% and .4% respectively. 

Respondents were working in different types of businesses, but the majority was in educational 

organisations by 35.4 %, banking 8.7%, health 9.5% and the rest of respondents (46.4%) were 

working at other organisations like constructions, manufacturing, government, business trading, 

engineering, labouratory and others. Finally, the majority of nationalities were represented by 

locals (the UAE), Arabs and Asians 15.6%, 30.5% and 24.6% respectively, while Europeans 

8.9% and North Africans 88.7%. The rest was distributed among Africans 3.2, South Africans 

3.8%, USA and Canada 3.2%. 
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 Table 5.2 Descriptive statistics  

 Description   Details  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Gender  Male 258 51.1 51.1 51.1 

  Female 247 48.9 48.9 100.0 

  Total 505 100 100   

Age 18-24 Year 40 7.9 7.9 7.9 

  25-34 Year 177 35.0 35.0 43.0 

  35-44 Year 178 35.2 35.2 78.2 

  45-54 Year 91 18.0 18.0 96.2 

  55-64 Year 17 3.4 3.4 99.6 

  65-74 Year 2 .4 .4 100.0 

  Total 505 100 100   

Marital Status Single 132 26.1 26.1 26.1 

  Married 348 68.9 68.9 95.0 

  Divorced 18 3.6 3.6 98.6 

  Widowed 2 .4 .4 99.0 

  Separated 5 1.0 1.0 100.0 

  Total 505 100 100   

Total Work Experience Less than 1 Year 10 2.0 2.0 2.0 

  2-5 Years 91 18.0 18.0 20.0 

  6-10 Years 136 26.9 26.9 46.9 

  11-15 Years 115 22.8 22.8 69.7 

  Above 16 Years 153 30.3 30.3 100.0 

  Total 505 505 505   

Total years of 

experience in the 

current organisation 

Less than 1 Year 

77 15.2 15.2 15.2 

  2-5 Years 176 34.9 34.9 50.1 

  6-10 Years 139 27.5 27.5 77.6 

  11-15 Years 68 13.5 13.5 91.1 

  Above 16 Years 45 8.9 8.9 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Country of Birth  UAE and GCC 125 24.8 24.8 24.8 

  ARABS (ME) 125 24.8 24.8 49.5 

  ASIANS 124 24.6 24.6 74.1 

  AFRICANS 19 3.8 3.8 77.8 

  EUROPEANS 41 8.1 8.1 85.9 

  SOUTH AFRICA 19 3.8 3.8 89.7 

  US and CANADA 8 1.6 1.6 91.3 

  NORTH AFRICA 44 8.7 8.7 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Nationality  UAE and GCC 79 15.6 15.6 15.6 

  ARABS (ME) 154 30.5 30.5 46.1 

  ASIANS 132 26.1 26.1 72.3 

  AFRICANS 16 3.2 3.2 75.4 

  EUROPEANS 45 8.9 8.9 84.4 

  SOUTH AFRICA 19 3.8 3.8 88.1 

  US and CANADA 16 3.2 3.2 91.3 

  NORTH AFRICA 44 8.7 8.7 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Education level  Grammar School 5 1.0 1.0 1.0 

  High School or 

Equivalent 
35 6.9 6.9 7.9 

  DipLoMa (2 Years 

college) 
46 9.1 9.1 17.0 

  Bachelor Degree 263 52.1 52.1 69.1 

  Master Degree 142 28.1 28.1 97.2 

  Doctoral Degree 14 2.8 2.8 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Monthly Income /AED Less than AED 5000 110 21.8 21.8 21.8 

  AED 6,000-10,000 128 25.3 25.3 47.1 

  AED 11,000-15,000 104 20.6 20.6 67.7 

  AED 16,000-20,000 58 11.5 11.5 79.2 
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  AED 21,000-25,000 28 5.5 5.5 84.8 

  AED 26,000-30,000 19 3.8 3.8 88.5 

  AED 31,000-35,000 14 2.8 2.8 91.3 

  AED 36,000-40,000 13 2.6 2.6 93.9 

  More than AED 41,000 31 6.1 6.1 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Organization Sector Public (Government) 108 21.4 21.4 21.4 

  Private 397 78.6 78.6 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   

Kind of Organization Education 179 35.4 35.4 35.4 

  Chemical and Laboratory 16 3.2 3.2 38.6 

  Constructions 19 3.8 3.8 42.4 

  Business Trading 26 5.1 5.1 47.5 

  IT 26 5.1 5.1 52.7 

  Manufacturing 32 6.3 6.3 59.0 

  Service and Repair 8 1.6 1.6 60.6 

  Legal and Consulting 3 .6 .6 61.2 

  Government/Military 23 4.6 4.6 65.7 

  Engineering 20 4.0 4.0 69.7 

  Finance / Banking / 

Insurance 
44 8.7 8.7 78.4 

  Motor Vehicle Dealers 4 .8 .8 79.2 

  Media and advertising 9 1.8 1.8 81.0 

  Medical and Health 

services 
48 9.5 9.5 90.5 

  Real Estate 6 1.2 1.2 91.7 

  Telecommunications 10 2.0 2.0 93.7 

  Transportations 5 1.0 1.0 94.7 

  Others... 27 5.3 5.3 100.0 

  Total 505 100.0 100.0   
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As a review of the previous descriptive data analysis table 5.2 it is worthy to keep attention to 

many cross demographics variables like age, monthly income, variance between total years of 

experience and total years in the current organisation. The overall the sample was fairly 

distributed among male 51, 1% and female 48.9%. However, the majority of respondent’s age 

fall in between 25 and 44 and males was higher than females 72%, 68%, while for the age fall 

between 45 and 55, females was higher than males 20%, 16% respectively, which may reflect 

that in some sectors-like educational-young women may have higher opportunity than females 

in some sectors. 

The educational level of females higher than males, around 85% of females was holding 

either Bachelor degrees or, master degree, while males were holding 76% for the same 

educational levels. Although females’ holding higher educational level, but their monthly 

income was lower than males. The majority of female’s salaries (60%) fall between Dh 6000 

and, Dh15000, while males only 32%. Moreover males’ income above 16000 was 46% whereas 

that of females only 17%. This may give a clue for inequity existed among males and females 

and may associate with higher turnover of females or pay level dissatisfaction. 

In terms of total years of experience both male and female overall the similar, but males 

was higher experience above 16 years 35%, while females 26%. Moreover the females were 

higher in experience 2-5 years 24%, while males 12% which reflect that females have less 

experience at workplace yield lower salaries. The total years of experience in the current 

organisation females recorded shorter period than males. Around 59% of females work with 

the same organisation between 1-5 years and 19% above 11 years, while males recorded only 

41% 1-5 years and 26% above 11 years, which means that males are more likely to stay more 

than females within the same organisation. However the majority of the sample (male and 

female) fall between 2-10 years (78%) and 50% of respondents were between 1-5 years!!!, In 

the meantime the total years of experience for male and females above 10 years about 53% and 
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27% 6-10 years that means about 80% of respondents have experience above 5 years, which 

may reflect a good sign of high turnover. 

In terms of marital status, overall both males and females were pretty equally distributed 

in the sample, but females were higher rates of single (30%) than male (22%), while 72% of 

males were married as opposed to 65% of females. Private and public sectors were retaining 

the same ratio of males and females 22%, 21% (public) and 78%, 79% for private sector. 

The nationality of males and females were distributed among different categories, for 

locals the ratio was equivalent 16%, 15% male and female, while the majority in the whole 

sample was among Arabs and Asians 56%, but 64% Arabs and Asians of males 64 % and 

49%females. This ratio might be because the majority of respondents represented by expats 

85% and they leave their countries mainly for work, which required young ages. 

The main contribution of this study is to examine the moderating effect of LoM on the 

relationships between pay equity and trust with OC. Therefore, one of the main important 

demographic variables related to LoM is the monthly income, which is associated with pay 

equity and distributive justice since both theories mainly based on fairness of money 

distribution in the workplace. However, 60% of respondents who is working 1-5 years, they 

were getting less than 5000 Dh and 24% of the same years of experience are continue up to 10 

years, with the same range of salaries that means about 74% of these cluster (1-5 years of 

experience) were getting less than 5000 DH and still at work which may have many perceptions 

like either those employees are happy and satisfied with low salaries!!! or might be they are 

deprived and stay with the organisation with low commitment (continuance) and they are 

waiting better opportunities since we knew that the majority staying with the same organisation 

1-5 years about 50% that lead us to expect inequity that yield to high turnover and low 

commitment. At the other hand, the largest number of years of experience in the current 

organisation (above 11 years) recorded to those who is getting more than 16000, more 
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specifically those getting more than 25000 Dh. The majority of total working years in the 

current organisation did not exceed 5 years (50%) and the majority of the same cluster was 

getting 5000-1000 Dh only. Thus, do these employees have high commitment or not? 

By combining monthly income to the nationality, we found that locals’ represents 16% of 

whole sample, but 65% of locals were getting monthly income more than 21000 Dh 65%.while 

about 40% the Arabs’ income fallen between 11000 and 20000 Dh. Whereas, 97% of Asians 

income was less than 10,000 Dh, this cluster is the lowest income in the sample which refers to 

labour market prices and positions considerations (the majority of the sample represented by 

Teachers and labours). 

The majority of respondents’ ages 25-45 (70%), However 44% of them were getting less 

than 10,000 DH. While 80% of employees aging 35-44 were receiving salary between 5000 

and 25000. Whereas, for those aged 45-55 their income varied between 5000-41000 Dh. 

However, combining monthly income with total years of experience shows that income is not 

highly related to the experience since the majority of those have 11-15 years of experience, the 

majority getting monthly income less than 15000 Dh (59%), while 53% of those with above 16 

years of experience getting below 15000 Dh, however, may this related to the employees 

occupations with low salaries like labours. Generally, employees in public sector were getting 

higher salaries than private sector, the majority of public sector income fall in between 21000-

41000 (52.5%), while private sector recorded 12% for the same income. The majority of private 

sector income was below 15000 were about 88% and about 55% only below AED 10000.  

Lastly, educational level showed that employees holding diploma or less are getting the 

lowest salaries, while 91.2% of the majority those holding Bachelor degree getting 6000-15000 

and 17% of the same degree getting 16000-25000 Dh. Whereas, the majority of employees 

holding master degree are getting 21000-41000 Dh about 29.5% and 35% of employees holding 

doctoral degree for the same pay level. Overall, monthly income did not reflect somehow a 
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good signs of equity or distributive justice, but the opponent answer was after our SEM analysis. 

The number of years that employees spent at any organisation will give us clues about turnover. 

However, turnover consider as he best predictor of OC, as a review to statistical data of our 

sample I am going to combine the total years of experience at the current organisation with total 

years of experience, nationality, sector and age. 

First: combining the total years of experience with the total years of experience at the 

current organisation. The majority of total years spent at the current organisation below five 

years were 39.5%, while 28% fall between 6-10 years. Moreover, 32.5% of employees with 

total years of experience (6-10) spend less than 5 years at the current organisation and 21% 

continue with the same organisation 6-10 years. While 14% of those have 11-15 years total 

experience spending less than 5 years at the current organisation. 

Second: Total years of experience at the current organisation with nationality, I found the 

majority of total years 6-10, 11-15 and above 16 years belong to locals, Arabs and Asians 59%, 

81%, 81% respectively. The majority of European spent less than five years at the current 

organisation 26%. While South Africans 85% and North African 43%, while local employees 

recorded the least percentage 21%. 

Third: Overall, public sector employees have longer tenure than the private sector 

employees; there were about 89% of public sector employees spends more than 6 years and 

12% less than 5 years, while private sector employees recorded 77% more than 6 years and 

22% from 2-5 years. 

Fourth: Although the Educational field has the majority in our sample 35%, but the 

majority of those employees spend less than 5 years at the current organisation (65%) and 20% 

spend 6-10 years. While 49% of banking business employees spend less than 5 years at the 

current organisation, while medical and health 51%, but the majority of manufacturing 

employees spend 6-10 years 73%. Lastly, combining the age with the current years of 
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experience, I found that the majority employees below 34 years spend less than 5 years (77%) 

and 18% spend 6-10 years. While the majority of med age employees (35-45) spend more than 

6 years (68%), while employees (45-54) recorded 75% and 76% for age above 55 years, which 

means that the younger employees are changing jobs more than older employees. 

    Table 5.3 Descriptive data -Cross Table- Gender 

  

Gender   

Total % Male % Female % 
Age: 18-24 Year 16 6% 24 10% 40 8% 

25-34 Year 80 31% 97 39% 177 35% 

35-44 Year 106 41% 72 29% 178 35% 

45-54 Year 41 16% 50 20% 91 18% 

55-64 Year 13 5% 4 2% 17 3% 

65-74 Year 2 1% 0 0% 2 0% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Educational level : Grammar School 4 2% 1 0% 5 1% 

High School / Equivalent 19 7% 16 6% 35 7% 

DipLoMa (2 Years) 28 11% 18 7% 46 9% 

Bachelor Degree 128 50% 135 55% 263 52% 

Master Degree 68 26% 74 30% 142 28% 

Doctoral Degree 11 4% 3 1% 14 3% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Total work 

experience: 

Less than 1 Year 7 3% 3 1% 10 2% 

2-5 Years 32 12% 59 24% 91 18% 

6-10 Years 71 28% 65 26% 136 27% 

11-15 Years 58 22% 57 23% 115 23% 

Above 16 Years 90 35% 63 26% 153 30% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Total years of 

experience in the 

current organisation:  

Less than 1 Year 30 12% 47 19% 77 15% 

2-5 Years 77 30% 99 40% 176 35% 

6-10 Years 83 32% 56 23% 139 28% 

11-15 Years 47 18% 21 9% 68 13% 

Above 16 Years 21 8% 24 10% 45 9% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Monthly income in 

Dirham’s  

Less than AED 5000 57 22% 53 21% 110 22% 

AED 6,000-10,000 38 15% 90 36% 128 25% 

AED 11,000-15,000 44 17% 60 24% 104 21% 

AED 16,000-20,000 44 17% 14 6% 58 11% 

AED 21,000-25,000 20 8% 8 3% 28 6% 

AED 26,000-30,000 11 4% 8 3% 19 4% 

AED 31,000-35,000 8 3% 6 2% 14 3% 

AED 36,000-40,000 10 4% 3 1% 13 3% 

More than AED 41,000 26 10% 5 2% 31 6% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Current marital 

status: 

Single 58 22% 74 30% 132 26% 

Married 187 72% 161 65% 348 69% 

Divorced 9 3% 9 4% 18 4% 

Widowed 1 0% 1 0% 2 0% 

Separated 3 1% 2 1% 5 1% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Nationality: UAE and GCC 41 16% 38 15% 79 16% 

ARABS (ME) 92 36% 62 25% 154 30% 

ASIANS 73 28% 59 24% 132 26% 

AFRICANS 12 5% 4 2% 16 3% 

EUROPEANS 10 4% 35 14% 45 9% 

SOUTH AFRICA 7 3% 12 5% 19 4% 

US and CANADA 4 2% 12 5% 16 3% 

NORTH AFRICA 19 7% 25 10% 44 9% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Sector: Public (Government) 57 22% 51 21% 108 21% 

Private 201 78% 196 79% 397 79% 

Total 258 1 247 1 505 100% 

Table 5.4 Descriptive Data-Cross Table- Income 
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Monthly income in Dirham’s: 

  

  

Less 

than 

AED 

5000 

AED 

6,000-

10,000 

AED 

11,000-

15,000 

AED 

16,000-

20,000 

AED 

21,000-

25,000 

AED 

26,000-

30,000 

AED 

31,000-

35,000 

AED 

36,000-

40,000 

More 

than 

AED 

41,000 Total  % 

Experience 

in the 

current 

organisatio

n: 

Less than 1 Yr 18 21 29 3 2 0 0 2 2 77 15% 

2-5 Years 48 53 35 14 8 2 5 3 8 176 35% 

6-10 Years 26 28 22 22 13 8 8 4 8 139 28% 

11-15 Years 18 9 12 9 4 5 0 3 8 68 13% 

Above 16 Years 0 17 6 10 1 4 1 1 5 45 9% 

Total 110 128 104 58 28 19 14 13 31 505 100% 

    21.1% 24.5% 19.9% 11.1% 5.4% 3.6% 2.7% 2.5% 5.9% 96.7% 0% 

Nationality: UAE and GCC 2 18 5 7 11 6 6 6 18 79 16% 

ARABS (ME) 12 46 37 24 12 5 5 5 8 154 30% 

ASIANS 73 24 12 14 2 3 2 0 2 132 26% 

AFRICANS 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 16 3% 

EUROPEANS 3 12 24 4 0 0 0 0 2 45 9% 

S.AFRICA 0 6 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 4% 

US / CANADA 1 3 8 2 0 1 0 1 0 16 3% 

N.AFRICA 7 16 5 7 3 4 1 0 1 44 9% 

Total 
110 128 104 58 28 19 14 13 31 505 

100

% 
Age: 18-24 Year 30 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 8% 

25-34 Year 44 48 43 17 8 5 3 3 6 177 35% 

35-44 Year 28 39 35 27 15 11 6 4 13 178 35% 

45-54 Year 7 28 18 13 5 3 4 5 8 91 18% 

55-64 Year 1 3 7 1 0 0 1 1 3 17 3% 

65-74 Year 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0% 

Total 
111 131 108 60 30 20 15 13 34 505 

100

% 
Total work 

experience

: 

Less than 1 Yr. 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2% 

2-5 Years 42 32 13 1 1 1 0 0 1 91 17% 

6-10 Years 32 28 35 20 6 4 3 3 5 136 26% 

11-15 Years 19 28 21 20 12 3 5 2 5 115 22% 

Above 16 Years 10 37 35 17 9 11 6 8 20 153 29% 

Total 110 128 104 58 28 19 14 13 31 505 97% 

  

Monthly income in Dirham’s: Total   

Less 

than 

AED 

5000 

AED 

6,000-

10,000 

AED 

11,000-

15,000 

AED 

16,000-

20,000 

AED 

21,000-

25,000 

AED 

26,000-

30,000 

AED 

31,000-

35,000 

AED 

36,000-

40,000 

More 

than 

AED 

41,000 

 

  

Sector: Public 9 18 13 11 12 9 7 9 20 108 21% 

Private 101 110 91 47 16 10 7 4 11 397 76% 

Total 110 128 104 58 28 19 14 13 31 505 97% 

Education 

Level 

Grammar 

School 
3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 1% 

High School or 

Equivalent 
28 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 35 7% 

DipLoMa (2 

Years college) 
21 12 4 4 4 1 0 0 0 46 9% 

Bachelor 

Degree 
48 81 75 36 9 5 4 3 2 263 52% 

Master Degree 10 29 22 14 15 10 7 10 25 142 28% 

Doctoral 

Degree 
0 1 3 1 0 2 3 0 4 14 3% 

Total 
110 128 104 58 28 19 14 13 31 505 

100

% 

     

Table 5.5 Descriptive Data-Cross Table- Total years of experience 

Descriptive Data- Cross Table Total years of experience in the current organisation 

    Total work experience Total   

    < 1 yr 2-5 Y 6-10 Y 11-15 Y > 16 Y     

Sector: Public  2 10 25 33 38 108 21% 

  Private 8 81 111 82 115 397 79% 
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Total   10 91 136 115 153 505 100% 

Descriptive Data - Total Experience Vs. Total years of experience in the current organisation. 

    Total work experience  Total   

    < 1 Yr 2-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15 Y Above 16 Y     

Total years / current 
organisation 

< 1 Year 
3 25 24 10 15 77 15% 

  2-5 Years 6 66 57 26 21 176 35% 
  6-10 Years 1 0 55 43 40 139 28% 
  11-15 YR.s 0 0 0 36 32 68 13% 
  > 16 Years 0 0 0 0 45 45 9% 

Total   10 91 136 115 153 505 100% 

 

5.4 Responses summary   

Table below shows the respondents responses to research questionnaire, it represents the 

state of respondents against all main constructs and sub-constructs:  

 

 

5.5 Multicollinearity and singularity 

Multicollinearity represents a high level of correlation occur among predictors whenever 

the correlation of the variables are more than 0.90, while singularity when the correlation among 

the variables is ideal. However, the existence of multicollinearity and singularity create logical 

and statistical problems. This study, as shown in tables 5.7 and 5.8; no existence of high 

correlations among the variables exists, also no variables were perfectly correlated. 

5.6 Responses Summary 

Factor 
St. 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

St. 

Agree 

TOT. 

RESP 

Total 

Disagree 

Neutral Total Agree 

PAY 

EQUITY 
378 733 602 666 146 2525 1111 44% 602 24% 812 32% 

AF.TRUST 237 720 1339 2057 697 5050 957 19% 1339 27% 2754 55% 

CG. TRUST 98 265 682 1116 364 2525 363 14% 682 27% 1480 59% 

TRUST 335 985 2021 3173 1061 7575 1320 17% 2021 27% 4234 56% 

D. JUSTICE 337 865 805 822 201 3030 1202 40% 805 27% 1023 34% 

RICH 38 116 333 673 355 1515 154 10% 333 22% 1028 68% 

EVIL 161 527 561 522 249 2020 688 34% 561 28% 771 38% 

BUDGET 37 180 413 988 402 2020 217 11% 413 20% 1390 69% 

MOTIV 26 198 381 609 301 1515 224 15% 381 25% 910 60% 

EQUITY 21 138 260 425 166 1010 159 16% 260 26% 591 59% 

SUCCESS 71 291 224 305 119 1010 362 36% 224 22% 424 42% 

IMPORTANT 18 62 314 1029 597 2020 80 4% 314 16% 1626 80% 

DECISIONS 76 426 861 1229 438 3030 502 17% 861 28% 1667 55% 

RELATIONS 219 700 539 467 95 2020 919 45% 539 27% 562 28% 

TOTAL 

LoM9 
667 2638 3886 6247 2722 16160 3305 20% 3886 24% 8969 56% 

AF-COMM 192 626 954 1309 454 3535 818 23% 954 27% 1763 50% 

NR-COMM 108 375 510 433 89 1515 483 32% 510 34% 522 34% 

CN-COMM 104 348 531 753 284 2020 452 22% 531 26% 1037 51% 
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Multicollinearity happens when two or more predictors within the model are correlated 

and present redundant information. Multicollinearity measured by variance inflation factors 

(VIF) and tolerance. Whenever VIF value exceed 4.0, or by tolerance < 0.2 that means a 

problem with multicollinearity is exist (Hair et al. 2010). Collinearity statistics were examine 

and the findings presented in table 5.8 that Variance Inflation Factor is less than 3 which is 

perfect and tolerance > 0.2 representing no multicollinearity problems (Hair et al. 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.7 Correlation table  

Correlations 

  
F2  PAY 

EQUITY  

F1         

TRUST 

F6  D. 

.JUSTICE 

F4  

AF_CO

MM 

F13  

NR_COM

M 

F7  

CN_COM

M 

TOT_Lo

M_9 

F2  PAY 

EQUITY  
Pearson Correlation 1 .248** .655** .322** .137** -0.030 0.033 

Sig. (2-tailed)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.508 0.454 

F1         

TRUST 
Pearson Correlation .248** 1 .499** .450** .267** -0.002 .115** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.968 0.009 

F6  

D.JUSTICE 
Pearson Correlation .655** .499** 1 .420** .254** -0.046 0.040 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.301 0.368 

F4  

AF_COMM 
Pearson Correlation .322** .450** .420** 1 .328** 0.058 .105* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.194 0.018 

F13  

NR_COMM 

Pearson Correlation .137** .267** .254** .328** 1 .089* 0.032 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.046 0.473 

F7  

CN_COMM 

Pearson Correlation -0.030 -0.002 -0.046 0.058 .089* 1 .148** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.508 0.968 0.301 0.194 0.046  0.001 

TOT_LoM_9 Pearson Correlation 0.033 .115** 0.040 .105* 0.032 .148** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.454 0.009 0.368 0.018 0.473 0.001  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 



     114 

 

 

 

Table 5.8 Collinearity statistics  

  Coefficients 

Model 

Co linearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

1 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.661 1.514 
Love of Money Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.554 1.804 
  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.700 1.429 
  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.859 1.164 
  Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.983 1.017 
  Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.436 2.292 

2 Dependent Variable: Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.566 1.767 
TOT_Trust  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.757 1.321 

  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.866 1.155 
  Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.963 1.038 
  Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.508 1.967 
  Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.969 1.032 

3 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.707 1.415 
Pay Equity  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.861 1.162 
  Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.963 1.039 
  Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.693 1.444 
  Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.961 1.040 
  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.669 1.494 

4 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.962 1.040 
D.Justice  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.764 1.308 
  Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.881 1.136 
  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.706 1.416 
  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.868 1.152 
  Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.966 1.035 

5 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.899 1.112 
Affective Commitment Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.965 1.036 
  Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.441 2.266 
  Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.964 1.037 
  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.712 1.405 
  Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.562 1.780 

6 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(F7_CN_COMM) 0.970 1.031 
Normative Commitment Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.441 2.270 
  Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.961 1.040 
  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.661 1.513 
  Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.555 1.801 
  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.730 1.369 

7 Dependent Variable :  Zscore(F6_D.JUSTICE) 0.437 2.287 
Continuance Commitment Zscore(F_TOT_LoM_9) 0.981 1.019 
  Zscore(ToT_TRUST) 0.656 1.525 
  Zscore(F2_PQTY) 0.554 1.804 
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  Zscore(F4_AF_COMM) 0.699 1.430 
  Zscore(F13_NR_COMM) 0.866 1.155 

 

 

5.6 Checking for outliers 

 
The statistical techniques may influence by the outliers which represents either the values 

below the majority among other data or above them. The outliers in this study were examined 

by calculating the variables 5% trimmed mean to determine if there are any outliers that may 

influence the analysis of data. The variables 5% trimmed mean was computed using the SPSS 

by removing 5% of data from bottom and 5% from the top and create new 5% trimmed mean 

values. The comparison between the original mean values with 5% trimmed mean were 

indicated in table 5.9 that two means are very close to each other. Although, the outliers were 

not exists and the extreme data does not have major effect on the mean, but in this study the 

researcher removed the highest outliers of respondents whom have more than 4 questions to be 

more save and avoid any effects may influence the analysis. The total respondents were 17 

respondents out of 522 of sample; therefore the remaining analysed responses 505 only. 

Table 5.9: Comparison between the original mean and 5% trimmed mean values for all variables. 

 

No. Variable  Mean Std. Error 

5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

Diff.  Mean 

1 Q12_Equity1 2.758 .0509 2.732 0.027 

2 Q13_Equity2 2.796 .0526 2.773 0.023 

3 Q14_Equity3 2.731 .0520 2.701 0.030 

4 Q15_Equity4 2.798 .0518 2.776 0.022 

5 Q16_Equity5 2.865 .0503 2.850 0.015 

6 Q17_AF_Trust1 3.590 .0475 3.656 -0.066 

7 Q18_AF_Trust2 3.632 .0443 3.688 -0.056 

8 Q19_AF_Trust3 3.560 .0465 3.609 -0.049 

9 Q20_AF_Trust4 3.436 .0456 3.472 -0.037 

10 Q21_AF_Trust5 3.345 .0440 3.371 -0.027 

11 Q22_AF_Trust6 3.432 .0456 3.479 -0.047 

12 Q23_AF_Trust7 3.533 .0489 3.592 -0.059 

13 Q24_AF_Trust8 3.119 .0473 3.132 -0.013 

14 Q25_AF_Trust9 3.485 .0456 3.532 -0.047 

15 Q26_AF_Trust10 3.339 .0452 3.367 -0.028 

16 Q27_Cog_Trust1 3.628 .0433 3.682 -0.054 
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17 Q28_Cog_Trust2 3.598 .0427 3.646 -0.048 

18 Q29_Cog_Trust3 3.410 .0445 3.448 -0.038 

19 Q30_Cog_Trust4 3.562 .0448 3.618 -0.055 

20 Q31_Cog_Trust5 3.541 .0444 3.587 -0.046 

21 Q33_Justice1 2.919 .0480 2.910 0.009 

22 Q34_Justice2 2.826 .0496 2.809 0.017 

23 Q35_Justice3 2.794 .0484 2.771 0.023 

24 Q36_Justice4 2.869 .0506 2.855 0.015 

25 Q37_Justice5 2.715 .0507 2.683 0.032 

26 Q38_Justice6 3.253 .0486 3.282 -0.028 

27 Q39_LoM_RCH1 3.842 .0436 3.908 -0.067 

28 Q40_LoM_RCH2 3.632 .0454 3.684 -0.052 

29 Q41_LoM_RCH3 3.885 .0396 3.946 -0.060 

30 Q46_LoM_BGT1 3.568 .0415 3.602 -0.034 

31 Q47_LoM_BGT2 3.539 .0439 3.569 -0.031 

32 Q48_LoM_BGT3 4.152 .0352 4.224 -0.072 

33 Q49_LoM_BGT4 3.786 .0390 3.838 -0.052 

34 Q50_LoM_MTV1 3.535 .0431 3.554 -0.019 

35 Q51_LoM_MTV2 3.707 .0440 3.752 -0.045 

36 Q52_LoM_MTV3 3.661 .0457 3.699 -0.038 

37 Q54_LoM_QTY2 3.776 .0431 3.831 -0.055 

38 Q55_LoM_QTY3 3.366 .0428 3.373 -0.007 

39 Q56_LoM_SCS1 3.091 .0511 3.101 -0.010 

40 Q57_LoM_SCS2 3.127 .0517 3.141 -0.014 

41 Q58_LoM_IMP1 4.139 .0338 4.194 -0.055 

42 Q59_LoM_IMP2 4.055 .0360 4.121 -0.066 

43 Q60_LoM_IMP3 4.071 .0334 4.112 -0.041 

44 Q61_LoM_IMP4 3.943 .0397 4.003 -0.060 

45 Q64_LoM_DCN3 3.370 .0474 3.389 -0.019 

46 Q65_LoM_DCN4 3.537 .0442 3.565 -0.028 

47 Q66_LoM_DCN5 3.552 .0430 3.580 -0.028 

48 Q67_LoM_DCN6 3.723 .0415 3.765 -0.042 

49 Q68_LoM_DCN7 3.364 .0430 3.384 -0.020 

50 Q69_LoM_DCN8 3.477 .0419 3.510 -0.033 

51 Q71_LoM_RLT1 2.737 .0451 2.721 0.016 

52 Q72_LoM_RLT2 2.606 .0464 2.585 0.021 

53 Q73_LoM_RLT3 2.685 .0474 2.651 0.034 

54 Q76_LoM_RLT6 3.020 .0493 3.022 -0.002 

55 Q77_AF_COMM1 3.154 .0538 3.172 -0.017 

56 Q78_AF_COMM2 3.261 .0506 3.290 -0.029 

57 Q79_AF_COMM3 3.489 .0474 3.532 -0.043 

58 Q80_AF_COMM4 3.608 .0433 3.649 -0.041 

59 Q84_AF_COMM8 3.424 .0493 3.471 -0.047 

60 Q81_AF_COMM5r 3.473 .0430 3.494 -0.021 

61 Q82_AF_COMM6r 2.784 .0425 2.770 0.015 

62 Q83_AF_COMM7r 3.457 .0458 2.923 0.534 

63 Q89_NR_COMM5 2.830 .0475 2.811 0.018 

64 Q90_NR_COMM6 3.194 .0444 3.216 -0.022 

65 Q91_NR_COMM7 3.016 .0437 3.018 -0.002 

66 Q94_CNT_COMM2 3.398 .0493 3.442 -0.044 

67 Q95_CNT_COMM3 3.372 .0479 3.404 -0.032 

68 Q96_CNT_COMM4 3.345 .0474 3.380 -0.036 

69 Q97_CNT_COMM5 3.400 .0480 3.444 -0.044 

70 Q42_LoM_EVL1r 3.115 .0487 3.128 -0.013 

71 Q43_LoM_EVL2r 2.640 .0471 2.600 0.040 

72 Q44_LoM_EVL3r 3.434 .0491 3.481 -0.048 

73 Q45_LoM_EVL4r 3.150 .0535 3.167 -0.017 
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5.7 Reversing negatively worded items 

 
Prior testing the scale reliability, it has been confirmed by Pallant (2016) the importance 

to reverse the negatively worded items. To reduce response bias, fourteen items were reversed 

in the research questionnaire that negatively worded. Table 5.10 presents the reverse items; four 

items belong to the sub-construct LoM Evil, love off money equity, decisions and relationships 

one item each and OC have seven items belongs to affective, normative continuance 3,3,1 

respectively. Table 5.9 illustrates the reverse items: 

   Table 5.10 Reverse items  

No. of  Items Items  Construct  

4 42, 43,44,45 Love of Money Evil 

1 53 Love of Money Equity 

1 70 Love of Money Decisions 

1 75 Love of Money Relations 

3 86,87,92 Normative Commitment 

3 81,82,83 Affective Commitment 

1 93 Continuance Commitment 

 Total   

 

The fourteenth items were negatively worded by using of ‘transform’ and ‘record into different 

variable’ available in SPSS software. 

5.8 Reliability 
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Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient as an estimation of reliabilities has been conducted and a 

minimum of 0.7 has been considered as the acceptance limit (Nunnery and Bernstein 1994), but 

with exception for constructs with low number of items like sub-constructs LoM-evil (4 items), 

LoM-equity (2 items) and normative commitment (3 items) were calculated composite 

reliability and the results were .735, .668, .684 respectively. However, the reliability of the rest 

of constructs was showing above .7 or all of them, the reliability statistics is all questions 

variables are acceptable due to the values of Cronbach’s Alpha are more than 0.7. In general, 

the findings presented in table 5.11 indicated that the scales used in this study are reliable. Thus, 

preparing and analysing the correlation and the regression to examine the research hypotheses 

is adequate. 

 Table 5.11 Cronbach’s Alpha  

ITEM  NO.  

ITEMS  

Deleted  

ITEMS  

NO. OF 

Standardized 

Items 

Cronbach's Alpha Based 

on Standardized Items 

PAY EQUITY  5 - 5 0.911 

AFFECTIVE TRUST  15 - 15 0.957 

D. JUSTICE  6 1 5 0.886 

LoM-RICH  3 - 3 0.877 

LoM-EVIL  4 - 4 0.648 (0.735 composite) 

LoM-BUDGET 4 1 3 0.792 

LoM-MOTIV 3 - 3 0.898 

LoM-EQUITY 3 1 2 0.465 (0.668 composite) 

LoM-SUCCESS 2 - 2 0.856 

LoM-IMPORTANT 4 1 3 0.879 

LoM-DECISIONS 9 3 6 0.835 

LoM-RELATIONS 6 2 4 0.782 

AF-COMMITMENT 8 2 6 0.849 

NR-COMMITMENT 8 5 3 0.554 (0.684 composite) 

CN-COMMITMENT 8 4 4 0.814 

TOTAL  89 20 69  
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5.9 Constructs efficacy assessment 

This assessment of all hypothesized constructs was conducted earlier as preliminary 

analysis. Therefore I conducted it before assembling the structural equation model and 

completed which include exploratory factor analysis (KMO and Bartlett tests), adequate 

identification, model fit, reliability, construct validity (Convergent and Discriminant).The 

evaluation presents that hypothesized constructs are sufficient to identify a solution, which will 

asset structural equations and all results of model fit, reliability, and construct validity were 

satisfactory. 

 

5.10 Summary 

 

The data in this study is appropriate, and I focused in this chapter and presented in details, 

like, checking missing values, assessing data normality, multicollinearity and singularity, 

checking of outliers, reversing negatively worded Items, and reliability. Neither missing values 

nor outliers were found. The study variables were close enough to and did not affect the 

normality assumption and the scale has the right shape as the data in all histograms were just 

under the bell-shape. There is no problem with any of multicollinearity issues. Fourteen items 

in the study questionnaire that negatively worded were reversed. The adopted scales in this 

research were reliable. All constructs efficacy evaluation, model fit, reliability, and construct 

validity findings were acceptable. 
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Chapter 6. Results and data analysis  

This chapter will present the data analysis conducted using SPSS and the reliability and 

validation of the data. In addition to using Cronbach’s Coefficient alpha to examine construct 

reliability, I examined composite reliability and scale validity by using confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). The validity of the model measurement that includes average variance 

extracted (AVE), comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square 

residual (RMR), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and discriminant validity. 

It also presents structural model validity and hypotheses testing and moderation analyses. All 

selected statistical tests used in this study rely on ‘fitness for purpose’ which has to be guiding 

the principle (Cohen et al. 2007, p.98). 

6.1 Correlations 

To examine the strength of linear relationships and the interrelationship between variables, 

Pearson test correlations were used (Pallant, 2016). Coefficients ranged between-1 and +1. A 

negative relationship occurs means an increase in one variable results in a decrease in the other 

and vice versa. The strength of the relationship is expressed by the value of and the relationship 

direction by the sign. There is a perfect correlation when the coefficient is close to-1 or +1 and 

if it is zero, the relationship is non-existent. The coefficient helps the researcher to find both the 

strength and direction of the relationships (Pallant, 2016). 

It helps in measuring the association of relationships between variables and answers to 

questions associated with the relationship between pay equity, trust in leadership and OC. It has 

been suggested by George and Mallery (2003) that the strength of the association between 

variables has three categories: small, medium and large. 
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6.2 Correlation analyses 
 

Table 6.1 shows the results of the correlation analyses between pay equity, trust in 

leadership and OC and the mediator (distributive justice), but to know more details about the 

moderator (LoM) we presented in details of love of money correlations as one construct in 

addition to the correlations of love of money componenets (sub-constructs) separately. 

Significant correlations will indicate significant results of regression (Pallant 2016). 

6.2.1 Correlation between OC and other variables 

 
The correlations presented in Table 6.1 indicate a significant positive correlation between 

trust in leadership and both affective and normative commitment (r= 0.45, 0.267 respectively 

n=505), while continuance commitment has a weak correlation (r= 0.002 n-505). Similarly, pay 

equity has a positive significant relationship with affective and normative commitment 

(r= 0.322, 0.137), while continuance commitment recorded a weak relationship with pay equity 

(r= 0.030). The model with distributive justice as a mediator had a significant correlation with 

affective and normative commitment (r= 0.420, 0.254 respectively), while continuance 

commitment showed no correlation (-0.046). Neither independent variable correlated with 

continuance commitment, while LoM recorded a significant relationship with both affective 

and continuance (r= 0.105 and 0.148) and a weak correlation with normative commitment 

(r= 0.032). LoM had a positive significant relationship with trust in leadership (r= 0.115) and 

weak with pay equity and distributive justice and it was significant with affective and 

continuance and weak with normative as mentioned before see table 6.1. 

6.2.2 Correlation between the components of LoM and other variables 

  Table 6.2 shows that the first component – decision – had a significant correlation with 

Affective (r= -0.131) and continuance commitment (r= 0.122) and a weak correlation with 

normative commitment (r= -0.003). ‘Important’ showed a weak correlation with affective and 

normative commitment and a significant correlation with continuance commitment (r= 0.093). 
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Motivation had a significant correlation with continuance commitment (r= 0.136). Relationships 

had a significant correlation with both normative and continuance commitment (r=0.187, 0.123) 

and a weak correlation with affective commitment (r= -0.07). Budget had a significant correlation 

with both affective and normative commitment (r= 0.103, 0.094) and a weak correlation with 

continuance (r= 0.05). Rich had a significant correlation with both affective and continuance 

commitment (r= 0.155, 0.127) and a weak correlation with normative (r= -0.06). Both evil and 

success had a significant correlation with affective, normative and continuance commitment 

(r= 101,-0.288,-0.130) while success recorded 0.125, 0.128 and 0.119 respectively. Lastly, equity 

as a component of LoM did not correlate with any type of OC. 

Table 6.1 correlation analysis between main constructs 

  
F2  PAY 

EQUITY  

F1         

TRUST 

F6  

D.JUSTICE 

F4  

AF_COM

M 

F13  

NR_COM

M 

F7  

CN_COM

M 

TOT_ 

LoM_9 

F2 PAY EQUITY  Pearson 

Correlation 
1 .248** .655** .322** .137** -0.030 0.033 

Sig. (2-tailed)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.508 0.454 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
F1 TRUST Pearson 

Correlation 
.248** 1 .499** .450** .267** -0.002 .115** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.968 0.009 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
F6 D.JUSTICE Pearson 

Correlation 
.655** .499** 1 .420** .254** -0.046 0.040 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.301 0.368 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
F4  AF_COMM Pearson 

Correlation 
.322** .450** .420** 1 .328** 0.058 .105* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.194 0.018 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
F13  NR_COMM Pearson 

Correlation 
.137** .267** .254** .328** 1 .089* 0.032 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.046 0.473 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
F7  CN_COMM Pearson Corr. -0.030 -0.002 -0.046 0.058 .089* 1 .148** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.508 0.968 0.301 0.194 0.046  0.001 

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
TOT_LoM_9 Pearson Corr. 0.033 .115** 0.040 .105* 0.032 .148** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.454 0.009 0.368 0.018 0.473 0.001  

N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 6.2 Correlations of love of money components with organisational commitment  

    DCN IMP MTV RLT BDG RCH EVL SCS QTY 

AF-

CM 

NR-

CM 

CN-

CM 

LoM_DCN Pearson Correlation 

1 .385** .452** .389** 0.054 .281** -0.02 .324** .256** 

-

.131** -0.003 .122** 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   0 0 0 0.223 0 0.65 0 0 0.003 0.943 0.006 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_IMP Pearson Correlation .385** 1 .410** .142** .133** .494** .095* .378** .226** 0.044 0.011 .093* 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0   0 0.001 0.003 0 0.033 0 0 0.326 0.807 0.037 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_MTV Pearson Correlation .452** .410** 1 .233** .152** .389** 0.073 .469** .211** 0.054 0.053 .136** 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0   0 0.001 0 0.1 0 0 0.226 0.236 0.002 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_RLT Pearson Correlation 

.389** .142** .233** 1 -.099* .178** 

-

.183** .333** .093* -0.07 .187** .123** 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0.001 0   0.025 0 0 0 0.038 0.117 0 0.006 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_BDGT Pearson Correlation 0.054 .133** .152** -.099* 1 -0.051 0.028 0.007 .096* .103* .094* 0.005 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.223 0.003 0.001 0.025   0.25 0.526 0.875 0.032 0.02 0.034 0.905 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_RCH Pearson Correlation .281** .494** .389** .178** -0.051 1 .199** .438** .229** .155** -0.06 .127** 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0 0 0 0.25   0 0 0 0 0.175 0.004 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_EVL Pearson Correlation 

-0.02 .095* 0.073 

-

.183** 0.028 .199** 1 -0.006 -0.018 .101* 

-

.288** 

-

.130** 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.65 0.033 0.1 0 0.526 0   0.899 0.691 0.023 0 0.003 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_SCS Pearson Correlation .324** .378** .469** .333** 0.007 .438** -0.006 1 .173** .125** .128** .119** 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0 0 0 0.875 0 0.899   0 0.005 0.004 0.007 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

LoM_QTY Pearson Correlation .256** .226** .211** .093* .096* .229** -0.018 .173** 1 0.079 -0.013 0.071 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0 0 0.038 0.032 0 0.691 0   0.075 0.767 0.111 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

AF_COMM Pearson Correlation -

.131** 0.044 0.054 -0.07 .103* .155** .101* .125** 0.079 1 .328** 0.058 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003 0.326 0.226 0.117 0.02 0 0.023 0.005 0.075   0 0.194 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

NR_COMM Pearson Correlation 

-0.003 0.011 0.053 .187** .094* -0.06 

-

.288** .128** -0.013 .328** 1 .089* 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.943 0.807 0.236 0 0.034 0.175 0 0.004 0.767 0   0.046 

  N 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

CN_COMM Pearson Correlation 

.122
** 

.093
* 

.136
** 

.123
** 

0.00

5 

.127
** 

-

.130
** 

.119
** 

0.07

1 

0.05

8 

.089
* 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00

6 

0.03

7 

0.00

2 

0.00

6 

0.90

5 

0.00

4 

0.00

3 

0.00

7 

0.11

1 

0.19

4 

0.04

6   
  N 

505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 505 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).               

  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).             
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6.3 Measuring of the reliability and validity 
 

Internal consistency can be calculated in many ways, but Cronbach’s alpha is the most 

used to check the consistency of responses to a different group of questions to determine a 

specific concept. The alpha coefficient value ranged from 0 to 1, and a value above 0.7 means 

the items work together to measure the same concept. Despite using Cronbach’s alpha to 

measure reliability, I adopted composite reliability to justify weak values of Chronbach’s alpha 

for some constructs. Since we are validating the reliability analysis to check whether the 

measurement scale and items are reliable or not, low reliability means the items do not correlate 

sufficiently robustly which means they are not measuring the same domain of the construct. 

According to George and Mallery (2003), internal consistency is excellent, good, 

acceptable, questionable, poor and unacceptable when Cronbach’s Alpha is > 0.90, 0.80-0.89, 

0.70-0.79, 0.60-0.69, 0.50-0.59 and < 0.50 respectively. The acceptable consistency level is 

0.70 (Nunnally, 1978), while Hair et al. (2010) argue that an alpha of 0.60 is the minimum 

acceptable level for any construct to measure reliability. 

Table 6.3 presents the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for constructs within range 0.760 to 

1 which indicate to the components show internal consistency. Three items had a low alpha 

coefficient: LoM-evil (0.648), normative commitment (0.546) and LoM-equity (0.465). 

Composite validity was conducted to ensure that the construct had enough loading values to 

measure the concept, and the results were 0.735, 0.648 and 0.668 respectively which is enough 

to support the construct reliability. 
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     Table 6.3 Cronbach’s Alpha analysis  

ITEM  NO. Items Deleted  Items Standardized Items Cronbach's  Alpha  

TRUST IN LEADER 16 1 15 .957 

PAY EQUITY  5 - 5 .911 

LoM-DECISIONS 9 3 6 .835 

DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE  6 1 5 .932 

LoM-RICH  3 - 3 .877 

LoM-EVIL  4 - 4 .649 

LoM-BUDGET 4 1 3 .792 

LoM-MOTIV 3 - 3 .898 

LoM-EQUITY 3 1 2 .465 

LoM-SUCCESS 2 - 2 .856 

LoM-IMPORTANT 4 - 4 .879 

LoM-RELATIONS 6 2 4 .782 

AF- COMMITMENT 8 2 6 .849 

NR- COMMITMENT 8 5 3 .546 

CN-COMMITMENT 8 4 4 .814 

TOTAL  89 20 69  

   

6.4 Composite reliability 

 
The following formula used to calculate the composite reliability for each variable 

manually (Wilkins 2013): 

(∑standardized loading)^2 /(∑standardized loading)^2 + ∑measurement errors.  

High composite reliability (>0.9) of the independent variables trust in leadership (0.96) and pay 

equity (0.911) indicate high internal consistency reliability. Table 6.4 presents composite 

validity and not all construct items are highly correlated which indicates that the items used to 

build the constructs are not redundant. 

The items used many aspects of measuring by adding extra information. Values above 0.9 

confirm the unidimensionality of the construct as long as items on the scale are not repeated. 

Thus, the items used are applicable measures of the constructs (Hair et al., 2017). 
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   Table 6.4 composite validity  
 

 Construct  Items (X) N  ∑X ∑X^2 (1-x)^2 Composite V 

TRUST 

.88, .842, .835,.828, 

.817,.814,.795 1

5 
11.74407 137.9232 5.748062 

0.959991

6 .795-.792-.781-.778-.744-

.734-.655-.653 

PAY EQUITY  0.869-.868-.855--.783-.714 5 4.089851 16.72688 1.636201 

0.910897

3 

AF-COMMITMENT 

.843-.763-.757-.701-.632-

.601- 6 4.842193 23.44684 3.584951 

0.867380

2 

LoM-DECISION 

.852-.832-.762-.647-.595-

.538 6 4.225853 17.85783 2.939222 

0.858671

2 

LoM-IMPORTANT .852-.829-.822-.778 4 3.280709 10.76305 1.306379 

0.891761

4 

D.JUSTICE .857-.827-.805-.715-.691-. 5 4.335769 18.79889 2.750943 

0.872345

1 

LoM-MOTIVE .921-.866-.790 3 2.57699 6.640876 0.777775 

0.895159

5 

RELATION .845-.830-.779-.550 4 3.003203 9.019227 1.688777 

0.842288

3 

CN-COMMITMENT .863-.862-.759-.724 4 3.207081 10.28537 1.413406 

0.879183

4 

LoM-RICH .878-.862-.809 3 2.549553 6.50022 0.830654 0.886691 

LoM-BUDGET .849-.836-.790- 3 2.962753 8.777905 1.717974 

0.836319

2 

EVIL  .778-.640-.617-.516 4 2.550309 6.504076 2.339013 

0.735498

1 

NR- COMMITMENT .704-.684-.548 3 1.936334 3.749391 1.735838 

0.683543

3 

LoM-SUCCESS .817-.724 2 1.541204 2.375311 0.807986 

0.746179

5 

LoM-EQUITY  .818-.589 2 1.406802 1.979091 0.98432 

0.667842

3 

    

6

9         

 
 

6.5 Factor analysis 

Factor analysis is used to identify research constructs and examine the relationships 

between variables by reducing the variables that have similarity and making them into a smaller 

set. In doing so, it helps avoid multicollinearity with large numbers of variables by linking ones 

that are collinear. 

Two tests were conducted. The Kaiser-Mayrt-Olkin (KMO) test was used to measure the 

sufficiency of sampling and the total of the variance of the variables. Partial correlation among 

variable pairs evaluated by KMO test can give us perfect results when the value is close to 1.0, 

while a value of 0.50 or less is not acceptable. According to Kaiser (1974), the acceptable KMO 
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value is more than 0.50, with quality increasing with the value. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 

used to examine the correlation matrix of the hypothesis. Variables <0.05 are essential to the 

relationships and factor analysis. The findings that indicated values of p for all variables were 

highly significant (0.000) which confirms the relationships between the variables and the 

correlation matrix. When correlations values are near to zero, it indicates poor correlation. This 

occurs when the correlation matrix looks like an identity matrix (Field, 2013). The results in 

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 show that Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.66 to -0.96, which is acceptable 

to conduct factor analysis. Table 6.5 shows the KMO was 0.886 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

had a significance value of 0.000 (p< 0.001). 

6.6 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
 

In factor analysis, the ‘factor’ is the independent variable or latent variable (Field, 2009) 

and factor indicators are used to identify the observed variables. The purpose of factor analysis 

is to share the common variance, known as declining dimensionality, of the reduction of 

observed variables to reduce the unobserved latent variables (Bartholomew, Knott and 

Moustaki, 2011). The unobservable factors are hypothetical constructs used to signify variables 

as the unobservable factors are difficult to measure directly (Cattell 1973).  

In this study, SPSS was used to conduct EFA. It was used to determine the elements of 

latent variable and whether the correlations between a group of observed variables are 

determined by a common primary latent construct. After determining the strength of the 

relationships between variables, EFA minimises a large number of correlated items to a 

manageable level. This study used the principal component method to identify the factors which 

can explain the largest share of variance (Wilkins, 2013). EFA helps examine the internal 

reliability and factor structure of a measure.  It is mostly used when the hypotheses regarding 

the nature of the main factor structure of their measure are unavailable. At the time of applying 
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EFA, the researcher should decide the number of the major decisions of factors, extraction 

method and rotation method. 

A scree plot is a common way to decide the number of factors. It is a two-dimensional 

graph of factors against eigenvalues. Principal component analysis (PCA) creates eigenvalues 

that demonstrate the variance represented by all main factors. In this study 69 items had 

eagenvalue above 1. The eigenvalues are scores that add up to the number of items; 69 in this 

case. Theoretically, a 69-item scale will have 69 possible major factors; each factor has an 

eigenvalue which shows the variation amount in the items representing each factor. The first 

factor has an eigenvalue of 13.111 and accounts for 19.0% of the variance: (13.111/69=0.19). 

When the number of factors has been identified, the overall variance is considered. PCA 

controls the smallest number of factors that generate the largest variance in the data which can 

be used in multivariate analysis (Conway and Huffcutt, 2003). Thus, minimising the number of 

variables will help identify the biggest variance from the data set with all its components 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). The factors rotation used to maximise the interpretation, thus 

un-rotated factors are fuzzy. The major goal of rotation is to achieve a simple structure with as 

few factors as possible, but which creates the best use of high loadings on each variable 

(Rummel, 1970). Each factor has a distinct cluster of interrelated variables and the easy 

structure attempts to have towards simple interpretation (Cattell 1973). 

There are two main types of rotation: orthogonal and oblique. Orthogonal rotation obtains 

factor loadings that rely on the assumption factors being uncorrelated with one another, while 

oblique rotation assumes they are. Promax rotation was used in this study because it is effective 

in achieving a simple oblique structure. 

The existence of correlations between factors is commonly expected similar to many kinds 

of sciences like social science. For instance, it is hard to isolate behaviours in a box unit 

independently, therefore applying orthogonal (latent variables are required to remain separated 
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from or uncorrelated with one another) rotation provide a less useful solution in case of 

availability of correlation among factors. 

Oblique rotation generates either identical or superior findings comparing with orthogonal 

rotation as it can generate cleaner findings which are easier to interpret. While the orthogonal 

rotations are unable to handle correlated factors effectively, oblique rotations can handle both 

uncorrelated and correlated factors. To evaluate EFA, confirmatory factor analysis was 

conducted since EFA cannot give a unique solution and test the fit between model and data. 

Examining the fitness of data with the model of hypothesised measurement is the main aim of 

CFA. The PCA results are shown in Table 6.5 as the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin results. 

6.6.1 Factor analysis of independent variables and commitment factors 
 

Table 6.6 shows the analysis of pay equity, trust in leadership, distributive justice, LoM 

and OC factors. Fifteen components have an eigenvalue >1 and account for nearly 69.5% of the 

variance. The factor loading results of the 69 items tested show most of the items had values of 

0.50 or more. There was no case of cross loading in addition to all questionnaire items were 

included. EFA analysis was established on the principle component using the Promax rotation 

method. The SPSS software described the questions in a way that reflects the latent variables. 

The relationships between any variable with specific components are shown in Table 6.6. The 

strongest association is between F1 (trust in leader) and component #1, with  

Table 6.5 constructs’ KMO and Bartlett's Test 

 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of  Sampling 

Adequacy. 
.886 

  

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 23408.195 
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0.957 as the highest loading value. 

Table 6.6: Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Final Instrument for all constructs:  

 

FAC Descriptions No. Of 
Factor Loading for Factors'  

Items 
Eigen- % of 

% of 

Cumulative 
Cronbach's composite 

NO.   Items   Value Variance Variance Alpha validity 

1 

Trust in 

Leader 

  

15 

  

.88,.842,.835,.828,.817,. 

814,.795.795-.792-.781-. 

778-.744-.734-.655-.653 

13.111 

  

19.001 

  

19.001 

  

0.957 

 

0.960 

    

2 Pay Equity 5 0.869-.868-.855— 

.783-.714 
7.807 11.314 30.315 0.911 0.911 

3 LoM-

Decisions 
6 .852-.832-.762-.647- 

.595-.538 
4.649 6.737 37.052 0.835 0.859 

4 AF-

Commitment 
6 .843-.763-.757-.701- 

.632-.601 
3.467 5.025 42.077 0.849 0.865 

5 LoM-

Important 
4 

.852-.829-.822-.778 
2.698 3.910 45.987 0.879 0.892 

6 D.justice 5 

.857-.827-.805-.715-.691 
2.601 3.769 49.756 0.932 0.886 

7 LoM-

Motivation 
3 

.921-.866-.790 
2.441 3.538 53.294 0.898 0.895 

8 LoM-

Relations 
4 

.845-.830-.779-.550 
1.853 2.686 55.980 0.782 0.842 

9 CN-

Commitment 
4 

.863-.862-.759-.724 
1.803 2.613 58.593 0.814 0.879 

10 LoM-Rich 3 

.878-.862-.809 
1.515 2.196 60.789 0.877 0.887 

11 LoM-Budget 3 

.849-.836-.790 
1.392 2.017 62.806 0.792 0.865 

12 LoM-Evil 4 

.778-.640-.617-.516 
1.225 1.775 64.580 0.649 0.735 

13 NR-

Commitment 
3 

.704-.684-.548 
1.210 1.754 66.334 0.546 0.684 

14 LoM-Success 2 

.817-.724 
1.140 1.651 67.986 0.856 0.746 

15 LoM-Equity 2 

.818-.589 
1.012 1.467 69.453 0.465 0.668 

 

 

 

 

Constructs F1ĄF15 
 Df  2556 

 Sig. 0.000 
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Table 6.7: Extractions of components –Pattern Matrix; Pay Equity, Trust and O.C 

  

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Q27_CGTR1 .876                             

Q18_AFTR2 .839                             

Q21_AFTR5 .839                             

Q25_AFTR9 .829                             

Q23_AFTR7 .820                             

Q19_AFTR3 .808                             

Q31_CGTR5 .799                             

Q30_CGTR4 .794                             

Q20_AFTR4 .792                             

Q28_CGTR2 .785                             

Q22_AFTR6 .772                             

Q29_CGTR3 .743                             

Q24_AFTR8 .736                             

Q17_AFTR1 .655                             

Q26_AFTR10 .652                             

Q13_Equity2   .874                           

Q15_Equity4   .871                           

Q14_Equity3   .860                           

Q16_Equity5   .785                           

Q12_Equity1   .726                           

Q66_DCN5     .857                         

Q65_DCN4     .822                         

Q64_DCN3     .756                         

Q67_DCN6     .658                         

Q68_DCN7     .587                         

Q69_DCN8     .528                         

Q81_AFCM5       .854                       

Q80_AFCM4       .769                       

Q83_AFCM7       .751                       

Q79_AFCM3       .689                       

Q84_AFCM8       .643                       

Q77_AFCM1       .603                       

Q58_IMP1         .848                     

Q59_IMP2         .838                     

Q60_IMP3         .832                     

Q61_IMP4         .779                     

Q35_Justice3           .837                   

Q36_Justice4           .804                   

Q37_Justice5           .789                   

Q33_Justice1           .691                   

Q34_Justice2           .689                   

Q51_MTV2             .919                 

Q52_MTV3             .870                 

Q50_MTV1             .799                 

Q71_RLT1               .853               

Q72_RLT2               .847               

Q76_RLT6               .789               

Q73_RLT3               .544               

Q95_CNCM3                 .866             

Q96_CNCM4                 .858             

Q97_CNCM5                 .763             

Q94_CNCM2                 .719             

Q40_RCH2                   .878           

Q41_RCH3                   .868           

Q39_RCH1                   .806           

Q46_BGT1                     .855         

Q47_BGT2                     .851         

Q49_BGT4                     .772         

Q43_EVL2                       .777       

Q45_EVL4                       .653       

Q42_EVL1                       .635       

Q44_EVL3                       .558       

Q89_NRCM5                         .717     

Q91_NRCM7                         .704     

Q90_NRCM6                         .525     

Q56_SCS1                           .842   

Q57_SCS2                           .753   

Q55_QTY3                             .816 

Q54_QTY2                             .586 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation 

converged in 8 iterations. SCORE 0.50  
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The total of eigenvalues Total eigenvalues was 69, but some factors were less than 1. The PCA 

produced 15 underlying factors with eigenvalues >1 so must be in the model, while the rest of 

the factors are just error variation. Usually, they are organised in a scree plot in declining order, 

as shown in Figure 6.1. 

Figure 6.1: Scree plot of exploratory factor analysis for Pay equity, Trust and organisational commitment 

 

 

 

After applying factor analysis and data reduction to the pay equity, trust in leader, 

distribution justice, love of money, and organisational commitment factors, the questionnaire’s 

69 factors are reduced to fifteen components, as presented in Table 6.8. The table demonstrates 

the percentages of variance of each component, eigenvalue, loading score, which will be 

discussed in sections 6.7.2, 6.7.3, 6.7.4 and 6.7.5.  
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6.6.2 Independent factors pay equity and trust in leader 
 

As shown in Table 6.6, the independent factors were represented by two latent constructs: 

pay equity and trust in leadership (affective and cognitive). Those factors have eigenvalues of 

7.807 and 13.111 respectively, thus the two represent about 30.32% of the total variance. Pay 

equity consists of 5 items, while trust in leadership consists of 15 divided into 10 items for 

affective commitment and 5 for cognitive trust. 

6.6.3 Mediator –distributive justice  
 

The mediator factors in this study were represented by distributive justice (F6) as one latent 

construct which factor represents 3.77% of the total variance. Distributive justice consists of 5 

items with Cronbach’s alpha reliability of 0.932. 

6.6.4 Dependent variable –OC  

OC was represented by three sub-constructs: affective, normative and continuance, 

representing 5.03%, 1.75% and 2.61% respectively, or 9.39% of the total variance explained. 

Affective commitment consists of 6 items, normative commitment of 3 items and continuance  

6.6.5 Moderator –LoM  

LoM has one latent construct and 9 sub-constructs: F3-LoM Decisions, F5-Important, F7-

Motivation, F8-Relationships, F10-Rich, F11-Budget, F12-Evil, F14-Success and F15-Equity. 

The total variance extracted was 6.737, 3.910, 3.538, 2.686, 2.196, 2.017, 1.775, 1.651 and 

1.467 respectively. In total, LoM unit represents 25.98% of the total variance. The sub-construct 

of LoM consists of 31 items out of 72 total items in the questionnaire. Therefore, the total 

variance of LoM represents the highest ratio of total variance while trust in leadership and pay 

equity represents 18.84 and 10.951 respectively. 
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Table 6.6 also shows the factor loading of the items of all those of 0.50 or higher except 

item Q38 (distributive justice, 0.44) and Q48 (LoM Budget, 0.49). However, these items were 

deleted to improve the model fit and when I apply composit validity it was improved and had 

higher loading. Therefore, the final factor loading of the items was between 0.50 and 0.869. 

6.7 Convergent validity and discriminant validity 

 
Factor analysis was conducted to check both convergent and discriminant validity for all 

constructs like. All questions were included. 

Table 6.8: Discriminant validity test between all constructs  

    F1 F2  F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 F13 F14 F15 

    TRUST PQTY DCN  

AF-

CM IMP JSTC 

CN-

CM MTV RLT BDGT RCH EVL 

NR-

CM SCS LQTY 

F1 TRUST 0.769                             

F2 PQTY 0.073 0.792                           

F3 DCN  0.013 0.034 0.659                         

F4 AF-CM 0.248 0.153 0.030 0.678                       

F5 IMP 0.016 0.000 0.248 0.005 0.803                     

F6 JSTC 0.259 0.504 0.049 0.216 0.004 0.854                   

F7 CN-CM 0.009 0.000 0.012 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.869                 

F8 MTV 0.008 0.002 0.253 0.004 0.200 0.000 0.017 0.692               

F9 RLT 0.000 0.002 0.175 0.000 0.031 0.002 0.004 0.083 0.725             

F10 BDGT 0.027 0.023 0.000 0.019 0.003 0.053 0.000 0.016 0.013 0.843           

F11 RCH 0.020 0.010 0.117 0.022 0.342 0.014 0.009 0.139 0.045 0.011 0.749         

F12 EVL 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.066 0.000 0.004 0.009 0.024 0.002 0.122 0.527       

F13 NR-CM 0.142 0.033 0.000 0.256 0.000 0.085 0.007 0.009 0.038 0.037 0.017 0.266 0.544     

F14 SCS 0.010 0.008 0.160 0.030 0.209 0.016 0.036 0.265 0.180 0.000 0.228 0.004 0.026 0.866   

F15 LQTY 0.006 0.001 0.095 0.019 0.084 0.000 0.004 0.058 0.000 0.013 0.065 0.004 0.001 0.012 0.632 

 

Convergent validity is presented in Table 6.8 as average variance extracted (AVE) and 

all were greater than >0.5. Discriminant validity was examined by comparing the construct 

shared variance (SV) and AVE values (AVE values > SV values). 
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Figure 6.2: Confirmatory factor analysis of pay equity, trust, and O.C 

Figure 6-2 shows that AMOS estimated the variances and covariance successfully in 

the model of pay equity, trust and OC. 

6.8 Model identification 

The concept of identification is an important issue in structural equation modelling (SEM) 

analysis. To solve a set of structural equations, model identification can show whether the 

available information is sufficient to identify a solution. SEM will not analyse raw data, but it 

analyses the variance/covariance matrix of the observed variables. One parameter is estimated 
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for each variance and covariance. Thus, the covariance matrix proposes the levels of freedom 

that can be used in parameter assessment. 

The unique variance/covariance number is calculated as 1/2[p (p+1)] where p is measured 

items. One degree of freedom is missing for each parameter to be considered, then AMOS does 

the calculation correctly.  .The identification is tested by comparing the number of data points 

to the number of the estimated parameters. For example, if the hypothesised model specifies 25 

parameters and the unique variance/covariance number (data points) was 55 when the observed 

variable is 10, the model has identified 30 degrees of freedom. 

The model is over-identified when the covariance and variance data are higher, and under-

identified when covariance is less than the parameters to be estimated in the model, finding a 

unique solution (Wilkins, 2013). It is considered as just-identified and obtained zero degrees of 

freedom when it has just enough freedom degrees to approximate each parameter. It can 

produce a solution for each parameter which, scientifically, may not be attractive but cannot be 

rejected (Byrne, 2010) due to its fit determined by the situation (Hair et al., 2010). 

In addition to lacking degrees of freedom, identification can be influenced by not ‘setting 

the scale’ of a construct and incorrect requirements of the indicator. On many occasions, 

mistakes could be made by the researcher either not linking an item to the construct, relating 

one indicator with two different constructs, repeating the selection of one indicator variable 

twice within the same model or not linking each indicator. 

 

 6.9 Model fit 
 

Achieving a hypothesized model fit is the main aim of any researcher using SEM. It can 

estimate parameters even without identification problems. The variance (variance = [SD 

standard deviation]²) represents the range of each observation from the average (Muijs, 2004). 

Variance estimates with negative though variances in not exist in Amos, it called inadmissible. 



     138 

Heywood case happens whenever the values of negative variance and R-square are more than 

1-which is theoretically not possible-then considered the case as improper and other estimates 

as undependable. However, parameters should be checked to make sure that estimates are the 

right sign, size and all within the tolerable range, parameters and estimates (Byrne 2013). 

Poor model fits either correlate with an outer range of +1 to-1 or negative variances and 

extremely large or small standardised errors. The values of standard errors reflect the precision 

of the parameter estimated as a large value. An error term cannot be negative. Heywood case 

suggesting that, more than 100% of the variance is illustrated in a variable or construct (Hair et 

al. 2010, p.706). Heywood cases happen when the sample size is less than 300 respondents and 

the construct has fewer than three items. 

Construct validity requires the evaluation of the measurement of the relationships between 

items and constructs. Standardized loadings above 0.50 are satisfactory (Janssens et al. 2008, 

p.294), while values above 0.70 are ideal (Hair et al., 2010). High loading indicates a strong 

relationship connecting the indicators to their associated constructs. The statistical significance 

of every estimated coefficient should be tested and non-significance estimates must be 

excluded. Moreover, the critical ratio (CR) test should be approved as the parameter estimate 

is divided by its standard error and should be >1.96). SEM seeks to produce parameter values 

while the residuals are negligible between the estimated and observed covariance matrix. 

Many goodness-of-fit test findings are produced by AMOS. For example, when the chi-

square (χ2) value is low it indicates a good fit because χ2 is very sensitive to sample size and 

accomplishing satisfactory model fits is hard due to sampling size increases. Obtaining a 

significant result of the χ2 test is common. In the case of a sample of more than 200, the valid 

model could be discarded by the researcher (Bagozzi 2010). Higher risk may happen when the 

researcher accepts invalid models, based on the findings of a non-significant χ2 test of small 
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sample sizes. Many alternative fit indices test the results of many goodness-of-fit tests. Some 

of the most commonly used fit indices are discussed below. 

6.9.1 Normed chi-square test (Χ2/DF) 

To obtain more accurate results when the sample is more than 200, the normed Chi-

square test is used (Hoe, 2008). Normed chi-square examination calculated by dividing χ2 by 

degrees of freedom and the output was presented in AMOS as CMIN/DF. 

6.9.2   Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)  
 

 

RMSEA measures the variation between the observed and estimated covariance matrices 

per degree of freedom. The variance measurements signify how a good fit relies on both the 

population and the sample. REMSEA attempts to adjust for the complexity of the model and 

size of the sample by allowing for both in its calculations (Hair et al., 2010). 

6.9.3 Comparative fit index (CFI) 
 

The CFI is an enhanced form of the normed fit index (NFI), which considers sample size 

(Byrne, 1998) and achieves better performance with small size samples. CFI is used in all SEM 

programs as it is least affected by sample size (Fan et al., 1999). The statistics range for this 

index is varies between 0 and 1 and a value closer to 1.0 means a good fit. The cut-off criterion 

of CFI is ≥0.90. 

 

6.9.4 Tucker-lewis index (TLI) 

 
The Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) is an example of an incremental fit index, which is a non-

normed fit index (NNFI). This index is better since it is affected by sample size. A high TLI 

value means the model reflects better fit and the satisfactory value is more than 0.95 and the 

value 0.97 is acceptable as the cut-off value in many studies, while TLI is non-normed not 

required being between 0 and 1 (Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger 2003). 
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6.9.5 Root mean square residual (rmr) and standardized RMR (SRMR) 

 
RMR and the SRMR are the square root of the variance among the residuals of the sample 

covariance matrix and the hypothesized covariance model. The RMR is calculated based on the 

scales of each indicator and is hard to interpret when the questionnaire includes 5-and 7-point 

Likert scales (Kline, 2005). However, this can be solved by the SRMR which can give a more 

meaningful understanding. 

SRMR values range vary between 0 and 1 and values <0.05 indicate well-fitting models 

(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2000) while values >0.08 are considered tolerable (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999). A perfect fit model in SRMR is close to zero. SRMR is lower when a model 

has a higher number of parameters and large sample sizes. 

Absolute, incremental and parsimony are indices groups of goodness-of-fit statistics. The 

incremental indices comparing with null or baseline models, whereas, absolute indices are not 

comparing the hypothesized model with another model. Parsimony considers the models’ fit 

based on their complexity, thus the parsimony fit indices provide information concerning which 

model is best (Wilkins 2013). 

Hair et al. (2010) recommend that researchers should use at least one absolute fit index 

(χ2/df, RMSEA) and one incremental fit index (NFI, CFI) in addition to χ2 findings. Bentler 

(1990) says that the CFI should be the index of elect over the normed fit index (NFI) incremental 

fit index. Hairs et al. (2010) recommended that applying one set of cut-off values either to whole 

measurements or structural models is not realistic because there is no equivalent set of index 

values able to differentiate good models from poor models. Although χ2 has several problems, 

it is still worth reporting it and the degrees of freedom and associated with the p-value, (Kline, 

2005; Hayduk et al., 2007). It has been suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) that a two-index 

presentation format like NNFI (TLI) and SRMR, RMSEA and SRMR, CFI and SRMR and 
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supported by Kline (2005) to use the Chi-Square test, the The root mean square error of 

approximation  RMSEA, the CFI and the SRMR. 

Using all indexes will produce confusion. McDonald and Ho (2002) conclude that CFI, 

GFI, NFI and the NNFI are the best indices. However, there are no standard rules for fit 

estimation and using several indices reflects a diverse model fit (Crowley and Fan 1997).  This 

study used χ2, p-value, RMSEA, SRMR, CFI and TLI as they are insensitive to the sample size, 

model misspecification and parameter estimates. The tolerable ranges and cut-off values are, 

for chi-square (CMIN) the p-value > 0.05 (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012; Hair et. al., 2010). 

Á CMIN/ DF with a range of 1 to 5 (Schumacker and LoMax, 2004; Ullman, 2001). 

Á TLI with a range from 0 to 1 (Hu and Bentler, 1999); CFI ≥ 0.9 (Bentler, 1995). 

Á RMSEA ≤ 0.1 (MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara, 1996). 

Á RMR with a range from 0 to 1 with well-fitting models obtaining values less than 0.05 

(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2000). 

6.10 Analysis of the empirical results and overall model fit 

 
To analyse the overall model fit results the researcher used the following ranges and cut-off 

values: 

Á Chi-square (CMIN) the p-value > 0.05 (Bagozzi and Yi 2012; Hair et al. 2010) 

Á CMIN/ DF with a range from 1 to 5 (Schumacker and Lomax 2004; Ullman 2001) 

Á TLI with a range from 0 to 1 (Hu and Bentler 1999) 

Á CFI ≥ 0.9 (Bentler 1995) and RMSEA ≤ 0.1 (MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara 1996) 

Á RMR with a range from 0 to 1 with well-fitting models obtaining values less than 0.05 

(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2000). 0.057 is very close to 0.05. 
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The results of the structural model fit indices for pay equity, trust in leadership and OC were 

within the standards and demonstrate overall the model has a good fit. All details are presented 

in Table 6.9. 

Table 6.9: The Summary of measurement model fit indices 

CMIN CMIN/ DF RMR TLI CFI RMSEA 

4216.232p-value .000 1.968 0.057 0.9 0.903 0.044 
 

6.11 Structural model: hypotheses testing results 

 
Since all measurements of the model have been achieved the reliability, convergent and 

discriminant validity with over-identified. This accomplishment approved the measuring of all 

latent construct were executed reliably and validly. Next, the researcher could identify the 

structural model. The findings of model fit were satisfactory and led to the development of the 

structural model. The structural model presents in the form of a diagram that signifies a set of 

structural equations. The structural relationships between latent constructs are a conceptual 

representation of a structural model. This kind of relationships can be empirically articulated 

by the structural parameter estimate which is distinguished as a path estimate (Hair et al. 2010). 

The measurement models indicate non-casual or co-relational relationships among 

constructs, whereas the main goal of the structural model is to create casual relationships. A 

structural model was generated (Fig. 6.3 & 6.3a) to test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3. 
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Figure 6.3: Structural model with five main latent constructs showing all Hypothesized 

relationships 

 

Table 6.10 Summary of structural model fit indices 
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CMIN CMIN/ DF RMR TLI CFI RMSEA 

4216.232p-value .000 2.082 0.072 0.9 0.901 0.046 

6.11.1 Determining the effect of pay equity on OC (H1) 
 

This study was based on two literature models which reflect the relationship between pay 

equity, trust and OC; the first relationship is presented in Table 6.11 and illustrated in Figure 

6.4 and indicates a significant effect of pay equity on both affective commitment (p=0.000) and 

normative commitment (p=0.002) but not with continuance commitment (p=0.507). 

Fig. 6.4 Direct path between pay equity and O.C 

Table 6.11 Regression Weights pay equity and organisational commitment  

      Estimate P 

ZF13_NR_COMM <- ZF2_PQTY 0.136 0.002 

ZF9_CN_COMM <- ZF2_PQTY -0.03 0.507 

ZF4_AF_COMM <- ZF2_PQTY 0.283 *** 

ZF4_AF_COMM <- ZF13_NR_COMM 0.29 *** 
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6.11.2 Testing direct relationship between trust and OC (H3): 

 The results as shown in table 6.16 and figures 6.12 and 6.13 confirm the 

significance positive effect of affective and cognitive trust on both affective and 

normative commitment, while the is there is no effect on continuance commitment.  

 

Fig. 6.12 Direct relationship between affective trust and OC. 

 

Fig.6.13 Direct relationship between Cognitive trust and OC. 

Table 6.16 Regression weights fr Direct relationship between trust and OC.   

  INDEPENDENT VARIABLE   Baseline Comparisons          

 Affective Normative Continuance 

CMIN IFI TLI CFI RMSEA   Commitment Commitment Commitment 

AF-TRUST *** *** .966 2.107 .994 .960 .993 .047 

CG-TRUST  *** *** .971 2.191 .994 .960 .993 .049 
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6.11.3 Determining the mediating effect of distributive justice (H4) 

       The four steps to finding mediation by Baron and Kenny (1986) is a well-known approach. 

It focuses on the regression equations connected to the independent variable, mediator variable 

and dependent variable (Zhao, Lynch and Chen 2010). The causal variable is connected to the 

output variable. This step is to determine that there is an influence that may be mediated. The 

causal variable is connected to the mediator. This is the first point in the determination of the 

mediation influence. The mediator relates the output variable. This is the second step in the 

determination of the mediation effect. The causal variable is no longer related to the outcome 

variable. This step shows the mediation effect findings. The relationship is not significant after 

the mediator is controlled. When the mediation influence transmits through the mediator is 

taken into account, the relationship between the causal and outcome variables in step No.1 

disappears. The first three steps point to partial mediation whereas complying with all four steps 

indicates full mediation (Zhao, Lynch and Chen, 2010). 

The SEM technique has replaced the traditional technique to examine mediation between 

the constructs. To test both direct and indirect influence between the constructs for a relatively 

small sample size, bootstrapping was confirmed (Zhang and Wang, 2008). Bootstrapping is 

considered to be fit due to its capability in mediation analysis of complex latent constructs 

(Shrout and Bolger, 2002). The findings of mediation were founded on the extraction of 2,000 

bootstrap and bias-corrected confidence intervals with a 95% guarantee that the mediation is 

significant among the respective constructs. 

In this study, the second path contains distributive justice as a mediator between trust and 

OC. This had been raised for examining mediation to understand the mechanism through which 

the causal variable influences the output variable. Examining the mediating effect of 

distributive justice on the relationship between the trust in leadership and OC is explained in 

table 6.12  
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The findings show that the mediation analysis is achieved in the first three steps detailed 

by Baron and Kenny (1986). The results indicate that distributive justice had a mediating effect 

Table 6.12 Mediating effect of distributive Justice 

Affective Trust    Estimate S.E. C.R. P  

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.514 0.038 13.513 ***   

ZF3_AF_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE 0.283 0.046 6.128 *** Partial  

ZF3_AF_COMM <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.276 0.046 6.004 ***   

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.514 0.038 13.513 ***   

ZF13_NR_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE 0.15 0.05 2.993 0.003 Partial  

ZF13_NR_COMM <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.207 0.05 4.162 ***   

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.514 0.038 13.513 ***   

ZF9_CN_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE -0.063 0.053 -1.185 0.236 N/A 

ZF9_CN_COMM <- ZF1a_AF_TRUST 0.03 0.053 0.575 0.565   

Cognitive Trust     Estimate S.E. C.R. P  

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.454 0.04 11.442 ***   

ZF3_AF_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE 0.273 0.043 6.275 *** Partial  

ZF3_AF_COMM <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.338 0.043 7.777 ***   

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.454 0.04 11.442 ***   

ZF13_NR_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE 0.187 0.048 3.861 *** Partial  

ZF13_NR_COMM <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.154 0.048 3.186 0.001   

ZF6_D.JUSTICE <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.454 0.04 11.442 ***   

ZF9_CN_COMM <- ZF6_D.JUSTICE -0.058 0.051 -1.145 0.252 N/A 

ZF9_CN_COMM <- ZF1b_CG_TRUST 0.025 0.051 0.488 0.626   
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on the relationship between trust in leadership and OC (see Table 6.12). Distributive justice 

showed a partial mediating effect on both relationships’ affective and cognitive trust with both 

affective and normative commitment, but not shows on the relationship between affective, 

cognitive trust with continuance commitment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 6.5 mediating effect of D.Justice between affective trust and affective commitment 

 

 Fig. 6.6 mediating effect of D.Justice between affective trust and normative 

commitment 
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Fig. 6.7 mediating effect of D.Justice between affective trust and continuance 

commitment 

Fig. 6.8 mediating effect of D.Justice between Cognitive trust and affective 

commitment 

  

Fig. 6.9 mediating effect of D.Justice between Cognitive trust and normative 

commitment 
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Fig. 6.10 mediating effect of D.Justice between Cognitive trust and continuance 

commitment. 

 

 

6.11.4 Moderating effect of LoM  

Questions over the differences between mediator and moderator are obvious in counselling 

psychology research and other areas of psychology (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Holmbeck, 1997; 

James and Brett, 1984). A moderation influence is a causal model that postulates ‘when’ or ‘for 

whom’ an independent variable causes a dependent variable (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Frazier 

et al., 2004; Kraemer et al., 2002). Mediation is a causal model (Rose et al., 2004; Wengener 

and Fabrigar, 2000) that illustrates the process of why and how cause-and-effect happens 

(Baron and Kenny 1986; Frazier et al. 2004). Thus, the mediation analysis tries to ‘identify the 

intermediary process that guide from the independent to the dependent variable’ (Muller et al., 

2005, p.852). 

Moderators are often used to examine unexpectedly weak relationships between a predictor 

and outcome (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Chaplin, 1991); yield contributes to the low power of 

many tests of interactions. A moderator is a variable used to alter the strength of the relationship 

between a predictor and an outcome (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Holmbeck, 1997; James and 

Brett, 1984). It represents an interaction effect only which explains the effect of one variable 

based on the level of another. A mediator is a variable which explains the relationship between 
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a predictor and an outcome (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Holmbeck, 1997; James and Brett, 1984). 

It is a third variable that connects a cause and an effect, while the moderator is a third variable 

that adjusts the causal effect. The mediator is essential to achieving the outcomes and its part 

of the relationship while a moderator strengthens the relationship but is not part of the 

relationship. A moderator or a mediator could affect the same variable depending on the 

research question and theory being tested. However, moderators should rely on a theory 

explaining why the intervention effect for some people is more effective than for others. 

Several authors (Aguinis, 1995; Aiken and West, 1991; Baron and Kenny, 1986; 

Busemeyer and Jones, 1983; Holmbeck, 1997; Jaccard et al., 1990) have encouraged the use of 

SEM as a way to control for unreliability in measurement. SEM can be used to examine 

interactions involving both categorical and continuous variables. The measurement of the 

moderator can be on a continuous scale such as the value of self-confidence, or a categorical 

scale such as age or gender (West et al. 1996). In a categorical variable, a two-way factorial 

ANOVA is the appropriate statistical technique and the moderation influence can be indicated 

by a significant interaction effect (Baron and Kenny 1986). 

The moderation model can be written as a multiple regression such that Y ¼ i þ aX þ bMo 

þ cðX MoÞ ð4Þ; where i is the regression intercept: a: is the partial regression coefficient for 

the focal independent variable X, b: is the partial regression coefficient for the moderator and 

c: is the partial regression coefficient for the product term X*Mo, which is the moderation 

effect. 

Figure 6.11 Baron and Kenny (1986) illustrates a statistical path diagram in this diagram, the 

dependent variable Y is predicted by three variables: X, Mo and X*Mo. Moderation is indicated 

by the significant effect of the product term X*Mo while X and Mo are controlled. The effect 

of X*Mo represents the unique synergistic effect of the two variables working together, over 
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and above their separate effects. Thus, two variables in Fig. 6.11 Statistical path diagram for 

moderation effect.  X, MO, X*MO=Y 

 

X and Mo are said to interact in accounting for the variance in Y; that is, over and above their 

separate effects, they have a joint effect. Moderation effects are best detected when the causal 

effect is substantial (Chaplin 1991; Frazier et al. 2004; Jaccard et al. 1990). 

6.11.5 Moderating effect of LoM components 

LoM represent reflects one’s wants (Tang, Luna-Arocas, and Sautarso, 2004), it consists 

of three main components – affective (rich, evil), behavioural (budget, motivation) and 

behavioural (equity, success, important), the LoM represent the overall score of all components 

(Tang, Luna-Arocas, and Sautarso, 2004),   – in addition to ‘decisions’ and ‘relations’ which 

were added by the researcher to examine employees’ stay or leave decision.  

The results shown in Table 6.13 indicated that:  

Rich has an effect on the relationship between pay equity and continuance commitment 

(p=0.019), distributive justice and affective commitment (p=0.045) and between trust in 

leadership with affective commitment (p=0.025). 

¶ Evil has an effect of on the relationships between distributive justice and both affective 

commitment (p=0.012) and continuance commitment (p=0.029) and on the relationship 

between trust in leadership and continuance commitment (p=0.016). 
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¶ Budget affects the relationship between pay equity, distributive justice and trust in 

leadership with continuance commitment (p=0.008, 0.055, 0.029 respectively) and a significant 

effect on distributive justice and normative commitment. 

¶ Motive affects only on the relationships between pay equity and distributive justice with 

continuance commitment (p=0.029, 0.000, respectively). 

¶ Equity affects the relationship between normative commitment and pay equity (p=0.034) 

and a significant effect on the relationship between continuance commitment with distributive 

justice (p=0.011).  

¶ Success affects the relationship between continuance commitment and distributive justice 

only (P=.037). 

¶ Importance did not show any moderating effect on any relationships. 

¶ Decisions have a significant effect on continuance commitment with pay equity and 

distributive justice (p=0.048, 0.008 respectively) and a significant effect on the relationship 

between normative commitment and trust in leadership (p=0.033). 

¶ Relationships affects the relations between pay equity and affective and continuance 

commitment (p=0.024, 0.015 respectively) and a significant effect on the relationship between 

affective commitment and distributive justice (p-.005), but it did not indicate any moderating 

effect on the relationships between trust and all types of OC.   

Table 6.13 The effect of love of money components on pay equity, trust, and distributive justice  

No. Components CONSTRUCT 

PAY EQUITY  D.JUSTICE  Trust in leader  
AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

1 a-Affective RICH 0.518 0.814 0.019 0.045 0.531 0.122 0.025 0.652 0.783 

2   EVIL 0.313 0.627 0.154 0.012 0.944 0.029 0.287 0.246 0.016 

3 b-Behavioural BUDGET 0.167 0.804 0.008 0.231 0.003 0.055 0.986 0.105 0.029 

4   MOTIV 0.081 0.944 0.029 0.683 0.25 *** 0.304 0.678 0.084 

5 c-Cognitive  EQUITY 0.404 0.034 0.287 0.739 0.173 0.011 0.127 0.737 0.169 
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6   SUCCESS 0.989 0.71 0.081 0.619 0.764 0.037 0.774 0.501 0.075 

7   IMPORTANT 0.405 0.176 0.097 0.12 0.179 0.81 0.227 0.843 0.97 

8   DECISIONS 0.277 0.815 0.048 0.562 0.514 0.008 0.254 0.033 0.682 

9   RELATIONS 0.024 0.397 0.015 0.005 0.656 0.389 0.607 0.336 0.236 

13.1ESTIN 

 6.11.6 Testing moderating effect between trust and OC (without mediator) 

To gain more information on the moderating effect of LoM on this relationship, the 

researcher studied the direct moderating effect of LoM between trust in leadership and OC and 

between the mediator ‘distributive justice’ and OC. The findings in Table 6.14 did not indicate 

any significant effect on these relationships; affective trust with OC, cognitive trust with OC, 

and total trust (affective and cognitive) with OC. 

Table 6.14 The Moderating effect of love of money on the direct relationship between trust in leader 

and O.C. (without mediator ‘Distributive Justice’) 

 

  
Affective Cognitive Trust Total Trust 

Components AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

Tot.LoM 0.179 0.643 0.086 0.053 0.722 0.086 0.075 0.702 0.078 

6.11.7 Testing moderating effect (H2 & H5) 

H2: LoM moderates the relationship between pay equity and OC: The results in Table 6.15 that 

LoM has a significant moderating effect on the relationships between pay equity and both 

affective and continuance commitment (p=0.031, 0.000 respectively), but not the relationship 

between pay equity and normative commitment (p=0.695). 

H5: LoM moderates the relationship between Trust and OC: The findings in Table 6.15 show 

that LoM has a significant moderating effect of the relationship between distributive justice and 

both affective and continuance commitment (p=0.047, 0.000 respectively) but no effect on the 

relationship between distributive justice and normative commitment (p=0.2). 
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Table 6.15 moderating effect on path 1 (H2), path 2 (H5) 

  INDEPENDENT VARIABLE   Baseline Comparisons          

 Affective Normative Continuance 

CMIN IFI TLI CFI RMSEA   Commitment Commitment Commitment 

P1:P.EQUITY 

(H2) 0.031 0.695 *** 2.576 0.999 0.989 0.999 0.056 

P2:D.JUSTICE 

(H5) 0.047 0.2 *** 1.992 1 0.993 1 0.044 

 
 

6.12 Control variables  

It would be helpful to integrate a control variable into this study which may affect pay 

equity, trust in leadership and OC. The effect of control variables is important, particularly as 

the main concern of this study is to find the moderating effect of LoM on employees’ 

relationship in the workplace. 

6.12.1 T-test for gender 

The independent samples t-test for of total LoM was satisfied with the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was tested through Levine’s F test (F=0.092, p=0.762), and the tets of 

equality was significant (t=2.480, p=0.013). Thus, we reject the null hypothesis and confirm 

that the male sample had a statistically significantly larger mean LoM value. The male group 

(N=258) was more associated with LoM (M=0.115, SD=0.9607) by comparison with the 

Female group (N=247, M=0.0967, SD=0.9613).  

For more details concerning LoM components, the homogeneity of variance was tested 

through Levine’s F test t-tests for all components as shown in Table 6.16 show that all LoM 

components satisfied with homogeneity test except evil (F=.4.28, P=.039) and equity (F=5.923, 
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P=.015). However, the test o equality means was satisfied for three components only – rich, 

success and relations – have a homogeneity of variance tested and satisfied through Levine’s F 

test (F=0.97, 0.164, 0.323 and p=0.325, 0.685, 0.570, respectively). The independent samples 

t-test was associated with a statistically significant effect (t=2.75, 2.144, 4.726 and p=0.006, 

0.033, 0.000 respectively). Thus, we reject the null hypothesis and confirm that the male sample 

was associated with a statistically significantly larger mean for rich, success, and relations 

components which was larger for male (3.88, 3.2, and 2.92) respectively, while other LoM 

components do not have significant differences see table 6.17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.17 T-test Gender Group Statistics 

GENDER  N Mean Std. Deviation 

F_TOT_LoM_9 Male 258 .1153471 .96071387 

  Female 247 -.0967847 .96135959 

F10_LoM_RCH Male 258 3.88888889 .829975943 

  Female 247 3.67881242 .886685633 

F12_LoM_EVL Male 258 3.05426357 .722728052 

  Female 247 3.11639676 .833961779 

F11_LoM_BDGT Male 258 3.76259690 .689051567 

  Female 247 3.76012146 .689201542 

Table 6.16 Independent Samples Test Gender 

         Levine’s Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

Test of equality  

F Sig T Df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

F_TOT_LoM_9 
0.092 0.762 2.48 503 0.013 

    2.48 502.013 0.013 

F10_LoM_RCH 
0.97 0.325 2.75 503 0.006 

    2.746 497.035 0.006 

F12_LoM_EVL 
4.28 0.039 -0.896 503 0.371 

    -0.893 486.289 0.372 

F11_LoM_BDGT 
0.086 0.77 0.04 503 0.968 

    0.04 502.033 0.968 

F7_LoM_MTV 
0.42 0.517 -0.293 503 0.77 

    -0.294 501.979 0.769 

F3_LoM_DCN 
2.965 0.086 1.084 503 0.279 

    1.082 491.139 0.28 

F5_LoM_IMP 
0.911 0.34 0.242 503 0.809 

    0.242 491.134 0.809 

F14_LoM_SCS 
0.164 0.685 2.144 503 0.033 

    2.144 501.443 0.033 

F15_LoM_QTY 
5.923 0.015 1.041 503 0.298 

    1.044 498.618 0.297 

F8_LoM_RLT 
0.323 0.57 4.726 503 0.000 

    4.726 501.856 0.000 
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F7_LoM_MTV Male 258 3.62273902 .946360672 

  Female 247 3.64642375 .865918238 

F3_LoM_DCN Male 258 3.53811370 .682489574 

  Female 247 3.46828610 .763766806 

F5_LoM_IMP Male 258 4.09560724 .640462704 

  Female 247 4.08097166 .716758077 

F14_LoM_SCS Male 258 3.20930233 1.069014737 

  Female 247 3.00404858 1.081995956 

F15_LoM_QTY Male 258 3.60658915 .829464218 

  Female 247 3.53441296 .722623635 

F8_LoM_RLT Male 258 2.92732558 .802355129 

  Female 247 2.58906883 .805634340 

 

6.12.2 T test for sector 

Table 6.18 shown the independent samples t-test for of total LoM was satisfied with the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance was tested through Levine’s F test (F=0.011, p=0.918), 

but the tets of equality was not significant (t=1.863, p=0.063). Thus, we accept the null 

hypothesis and confirm that the sample doesn’t statistically significantly differenceis mean 

LoM value.  

 

Table 6.18 Independent sample-test sector.  

  

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

Test of equality of means 

F Sig. T df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

F_TOT_LoM 

0.011 0.918 1.863 503 0.063 

    1.924 177.51 0.056 

F10_LoM_RCH 

10.82 0.001 2.156 503 0.032 

    2.541 222.576 0.012 

F12_LoM_EVL 

0.785 0.376 1.901 503 0.058 

    1.925 172.692 0.056 

F11_LoM_BDGT 

0.067 0.796 -0.588 503 0.557 

    -0.601 175.174 0.549 

F7_LoM_MTV 

0.179 0.672 0.457 503 0.648 

    0.446 164.107 0.656 

F3_LoM_DCN 

0.218 0.641 -0.014 503 0.989 

    -0.014 165.366 0.989 

F5_LoM_IMP 

0.004 0.952 1.836 503 0.067 

    1.943 184.204 0.054 

F14_LoM_SCS 

0.285 0.594 1.03 503 0.304 

    1.05 174.427 0.295 
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F15_LoM_QTY 

0.968 0.326 0.32 503 0.749 

    0.316 166.636 0.753 

F8_LoM_RLT 

2.193 0.139 1.618 503 0.106 

    1.558 161.659 0.121 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.13 Cotrol variables -ANOVA test  

To test the influence of the demographic variables marital status, current experience, total 

experience, age, income and education level on LoM, an ANOVA test was conducted (see 

Table 6.20). Only total experience, income, age, and nationality had a significant difference 

associated with LoM level, while marital status, current experience, and education were not 

significant p=.638, .195, .586 respectively.  

Table 6.20  ANOVA Summary  

Total Love of Money  

      

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean  

F Sig. Square 

1 Marital Status Between Groups 2.375 4 0.594 0.635 0.638 

  Within Groups 467.863 500 0.936   

  Total 470.238 504    

2 
Current 

Experience 
Between Groups 5.648 4 1.412 1.52 0.195 

  Within Groups 464.591 500 0.929   

  Total 470.238 504    

Table 6.19 T-test sector  Group statistics 

Sector N Mean Std. Deviation 

 (F_TOT_LoM_9) Public  108 .1647821 .92188564 

Private 397 -.0300824 .97452133 

F10_LoM_RCH Public  108 3.94444444 .675179296 

Private 397 3.74307305 .904245669 

F12_LoM_EVL Public  108 3.21064815 .763631600 

Private 397 3.05037783 .780511428 

F11_LoM_BDGT Public  108 3.72685185 .667623275 

Private 397 3.77078086 .694524141 

F7_LoM_MTV Public  108 3.66975309 .940046364 

Private 397 3.62468514 .898886762 

F3_LoM_DCN Public  108 3.50308642 .743955037 

Private 397 3.50419815 .718802515 

F5_LoM_IMP Public  108 4.19444444 .625064898 

Private 397 4.05961377 .689894644 

F14_LoM_SCS Public  108 3.20370370 1.050227027 

Private 397 3.08312343 1.086832260 

F15_LoM_QTY Public  108 3.59259259 .794690759 

Private 397 3.56549118 .775732351 

F8_LoM_RLT Public  108 2.87500000 .862307814 

Private 397 2.73110831 .807529767 
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3 Education Between Groups 3.513 5 0.703 0.751 0.586 

  Within Groups 466.726 499 0.935   

  Total 470.238 504    

4 
Total 

Experience 
Between Groups 19.021 4 4.755 5.269 0.000 

  Within Groups 451.217 500 0.902   

  Total 470.238 504    

5 
Monthly 

Income 
Between Groups 18.206 8 2.276 2.497 0.012 

  Within Groups 452.033 496 0.911   

  Total 470.238 504    

6 Age Between Groups 17.123 5 3.425 3.771 0.002 

  Within Groups 453.115 499 0.908   

  Total 470.238 504    

7 Nationality Between Groups 42.024 7 6.003 6.968 0.000 

  Within Groups 428.214 497 0.862   

  Total 470.238 504    
 

For variables that had a significant ANOVA test the Homogeneity of variance test 

conducted all variables as shown in table 6.21 had unequal variance except total yeras of 

experience = .361 while age, nationality, and income was unequal .036, .003, and .032 

respectively.  Therefore we continued with post hoc or multiple comparisons for total years of 

experience with Tukey test while we used nonparametric test Kruskal-wallis test for age, 

income and nationality.  

Table 6.21 Test of Homogeneity of Variances  

Total love of money  

no. Variable  
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1 Total years of experience  1.090 4 500 .361 

2 Age 2.407 5 499 .036 

3 Income  2.121 8 496 .032 

4 Nationality  3.104 7 497 .003 
 

6.13.1 ANOVA tets for total years of experience: 

The descriptive statistics associated with LoM across total years of experience groups are 

shown in Table 6.22. The 6-10 year group had the smallest mean of the level of LoM 

(M=0.8575) and 11-15 was associated with the highest (M=0.30609). To test the hypothesis 

that total years of experience for employees affected the level of LoM, between-groups 
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ANOVA was performed. Before conducting the ANOVA, the assumption of normality was 

determined to be satisfied as the five groups distributions were associated with skew <2.0 and 

kurtosis < 9.0.  

Table 6.22 ANOVA TOTAL LoM Vs. Total years of experience 

  N MEAN  SD df F Sig. 
Between Groups       4 

5.269 0 

Within Groups       500 

Less than 1 Year 10 0.296534 0.839233 

  

2-5 Years 91 0.041327 0.851883 

6-10 Years 136 -0.02085 0.857589 

11-15 Years 115 0.306094 0.952132 

Above 16 Years 153 -0.21724 1.078895 

Total 505 0.011592 0.965926 
 

The ANOVA yielded a statistically significant effect (F=5.269, p=0.000). To evaluate the 

differences between the 5 means further, the Tukey test showed that the difference between 

total years of experience was significant between 2-5 year, with 11-15 and above 16 years 

p=0.048 and 0.04 respectively. 

Table 6.23 shows the reason for the significant differences in LoM associated with the total 

years of experience. 

Table 6.23  ANOVA; Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Love of Money; Post Hoc: Tukey         

Total work experience   Mean Diff. Std. Error Sig. 

Less than 1 Year 2-5 Years 0.2552076 0.31648101 0.42 

  6-10 Years 0.31738088 0.31125378 0.308 

  11-15 Years -0.00955972 0.31319423 0.976 

  Above 16 Years 0.51377659 0.31006715 0.098 

2-5 Years Less than 1 Year -0.2552076 0.31648101 0.42 

  6-10 Years 0.06217328 0.12865612 0.629 

  11-15 Years -.26476731* 0.13328205 0.048 

  Above 16 Years .25856900* 0.12575816 0.04 

6-10 Years Less than 1 Year -0.31738088 0.31125378 0.308 

  2-5 Years -0.06217328 0.12865612 0.629 

  11-15 Years -.32694060* 0.12034447 0.007 

  Above 16 Years 0.19639571 0.11195446 0.08 

11-15 Years Less than 1 Year 0.00955972 0.31319423 0.976 

  2-5 Years .26476731* 0.13328205 0.048 

  6-10 Years .32694060* 0.12034447 0.007 

  Above 16 Years .52333631* 0.11724125 0 

Above 16 Years Less than 1 Year -0.51377659 0.31006715 0.098 

  2-5 Years -.25856900* 0.12575816 0.04 

  6-10 Years -0.19639571 0.11195446 0.08 

  11-15 Years -.52333631* 0.11724125 0 
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*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

6.13.2 Non parametric test (Age, income, and nationality)  

1-Age: A kruskal-Wallis H test showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

level of love of money score with different age groups x^2 (2) = 22.716,p=0.00 (see table 6.24) 

with mean rank LoM score as mentioned in table 6.25 the highest rank was for age 65-74 with 

305age 25-34 with 237.54 while age 45-55 with 232.01 at the end the lowest age 55-64 

with177.38. 

2-Total years of experience: A kruskal-Wallis H test showed that there was a statistically 

significant difference in the level of love of money score with different monthly income (AED) 

groups x^2 (2)= 17.468, p=0.026 (see table 6.24) with mean rank LoM score as mentioned in 

table 6.25  the highest rank was for monthly income for 31,000-35,000 and 16,000-20,000 with 

308.43 and 306.58 respectively, while the lowest was 26,000-30,000 with 198.84.  

 

 

 

 

 

3-Nationality: A kruskal-Wallis H test showed that there was a statistically significant difference 

in the level of love of money score with different nationality groups  x^2 (2)= 45.719,p=0.00 (see 

table 6.24) with mean rank LoM score as mentioned in table 6.25 the  

highest rank of Nationality was for UAE & GCC  and Arabs with  293.73, 285.79 respectively.  

While the lowest was for  European and Canadian 178.23, 123.81 respectively, while Africans, 

north Africans, South Africans, and Asians was 278.22, 276.72,233.63, and 223.34 respectively. 

Table 6.24  a. Kruskal Wallis Test Statistics 

   

Grouping variable    Total love of money 

  Chi-Square 22.716 

Age  Df 5 

  Asymp. Sig. 0.000 

  Chi-Square 17.468 

Monthly income  Df 8 

  Asymp. Sig. .026 

Nationality Chi-Square 45.719 

  Df 7 

  Asymp. Sig. 0.000 
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In order to findout the differences between groups we conducted Mann-Whitney U test  

The results as summarised in table 6.26 for variables age, income, and nationality. Concerning 

age there was significant differences between 18-24 years with all groups except group 65-74,  

in addition to significant differences between 35-44 & 55-64. In the otherhand income variables 

showed that there was ssignifcant differences mostly fall in group 16000-20000 with other 

groups. Concerning nationality there were many significant differences among the groups 

specifically Europeans and Us & Canadians.  

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.25  Kruskal-Wallis Test - Ranks Total love of money 
Group     N Mean Rank 

1-Age  18-24 Year 40 333.73 

25-34 Year 177 237.54 

35-44 Year 178 267.61 

45-54 Year 91 232.01 

55-64 Year 17 177.38 

65-74 Year 2 305 

Total 505   
2-Monthly income  Less than AED 5000 110 253.85 

AED 6,000-10,000 128 238.39 

AED 11,000-15,000 104 239.41 

AED 16,000-20,000 58 306.58 

AED 21,000-25,000 28 275.82 

AED 26,000-30,000 19 198.84 

AED 31,000-35,000 14 308.43 

AED 36,000-40,000 13 294.62 

More than AED 41,000 31 225.76 

Total 505   

3-Nationality  UAE & GCC 79 293.73 

ARABS (ME) 154 285.79 

ASIANS 132 223.34 

AFRICANS 16 278.22 

EUROPEANS 45 178.23 

SOUTH AFRICA 19 233.63 

US & CANADA 16 123.81 

NORTH AFRICA 44 276.72 

Total 505   
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6.15 

Summary 

In this chapter, the measurement and structural model with fifteen latent constructs were 

described and the results presented. The relationship between pay equity and OC was tested 

and indicated a significant effect of pay equity on both affective and normative commitment 

but no effect on continuance commitment. The mediating effect of distributive justice and the 

relationship between trust in leadership and OC indicated partial mediating on both affective 

and cognitive trust with both affective and normative commitment, but not between trust in 

leadership (affective, cognitive) and continuance commitment. 

The moderating effect of the LoM component on the relationships of pay equity, trust in 

leadership and OC were examined and the results indicated the effects of the components were 

varied. The moderating effects of LoM were tested on both paths and the results indicated that 

LoM moderates relationships between pay equity and trust in leadership with both affective and 

continuance OC, while there was no effect on the relationship between pay equity, trust in 

Table 6.26       Mann -Whitney U test -Love of money  

Variable  Group comparisons Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Age  18-24 Vs. 25-34 Year 0.000 

  18-24 Vs.35-44 0.015 

  18-24 Vs. 45-54 0.000 

  18-24 Vs. 55-64 0.000 

  35-44 Vs. 55-64 0.018 

Income-AED   Less than 5,000 Vs. 16,000-20,000  0.021 

  6,000-10,000 Vs. 16,000-20,000 0.002 

  11,000-15,000 Vs. 16,0000-20,000 0.009 

  16,000-20,000 Vs. 26,000-30,000 0.009 

  26,000-30,000 Vs. 31,000- 35,000 0.042 

Nationality  UAE Vs. Asians  0.002 

  UAE Vs. Europeans  0.000 

  UAE Vs. Us. & Canadians  0.000 

  Arabs Vs. Asians  0.000 

  Arabs Vs. Europeans  0.000 

  Arabs Vs.Us. & Canadians 0.000 

  Asians Vs. Europeans  0.044 

  Asians Vs. Us. &Canadians  0.007 

  Asians Vs. Nourth Africa 0.000 

  Africans Vs. Europeans  0.020 

  Africans Vs. Us. & Canadians  0.002 

  Europeans Vs. Nourth Africa 0.001 

  Us.&Canada Vs. Nourth Africa  0.000 
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leadership with normative commitment. Finally, control variables were examined and indicated 

that male respondents and those from the public sector had higher levels of LoM, whereas, age, 

total years of experience, monthly income and nationality indicated significant differences 

between these groups, while current experience, educational level and marital status had no 

effect. However, monthly income groups, total years of experience, age, and nationality 

obtained significant differences.  
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Chapter 7. Discussion  

 
This chapter presents a discussion of each hypothesis and the findings of the study. 

The contradictory findings of pay equity’s effects on OC and the lack of studies into trust 

in leadership that focused on the characteristics of the individual lead to a mystery about the 

key factor, OC. Reviewing the findings from the literature enabled the researcher to observe 

the research gap and frame the research questions. The existing literature led the researcher to 

examine these relationships by combining LoM as a moderator. In this study, we crafted a 

theoretical model and investigated the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships between 

pay equity and trust in leadership with OC (affective, normative and continuance). To my 

knowledge, there is no study which examines the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships 

of trust and pay equity with OC. This study also combined the role of LoM affecting 

individuals’ decisions and relationships to find its effect on employees’ risky decisions and how 

it affects OC, specifically continuance commitment. 

Previous studies have confirmed the positive relationship between pay equity and trust in 

leadership with OC, and the mediating effect of distributive justice in the relationship between 

trust in leadership and OC. However, this study examined the moderating role of LoM on these 

relationships. The results indicate a significant moderating effect of LoM on the relationship 

between pay equity and OC (affective and continuance) but not with normative commitment. 

Similar results were found in the second path which represents the relationship between trust in 

leadership and OC. 

7.1 Discussion H2: LoM moderates the relationship between pay equity and OC 

The results indicated that LoM had a significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between pay equity and OC (affective and continuance), while there is no moderating effect on 

the relationship with normative commitment. 
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The findings confirmed the perceptions of both equity and trust in leadership as useful 

predictors of OC. Pay equity has a significant effect on OC. This is consistent with previous 

studies including Adams (1963) Theory, Rhodes and Steers (1981) and Day (2012). Buttner 

and Lowe (2016) found perceived pay equity directly affects OC. Underpaid employees with 

distress, including deprivation and the feeling of being cheated, have lower OC (Adams, 1965). 

Perry (1993) found an effect of both overpayment and underpayment on job satisfaction. 

Khalifa and Truong (2011) reported that the perception of internal pay equity is more important 

than external perceived pay equity in predicting OC. Conversely, Johnson and Johnson (1991) 

did not find a relationship between perceived pay equity and OC. High LoM indivisuals will 

have significantly higher amount of increase in py satisfaction than Low LoM individuals 

(Tang, Luna-Arocas, and Sutarso, 2004). 

In this study, the findings of a direct relationship indicate a significant effect of pay equity 

on affective and normative commitment, but not on continuance commitment (p=0.507) and 

find the effect of LoM of employees’ decision to stay or leave influenced OC, specifically 

continuance commitment. This finding illustrates the contradictory findings of pay equity’s 

effects on OC. This study explained the importance of combining LoM into pay equity and 

reveals the mystery concerning employees’ differences deciding against unfairness in the 

workplace, yield to change employees’ state of OC. 

One of the main contributions of this study is to find the moderating effect of LoM on 

previous relationships with pay equity and OC. The findings indicate significant a moderating 

effect of LoM on the relationship between pay equity and affective commitment (p= 0.031) and 

continuance commitment (p=0.000), unlike normative commitment (p=0.695). This supports 

the notion that people’s attitudes towards money are associated with many work-related 

variables and a significant association with several organisation outcomes like turnover (Li-

Ping Tang and Kim, 1995). A large discrepancy in pay equity leads to higher pay dissatisfaction 
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(Heneman and Judge, 2000). Pay comparison relies on a combination of income, LoM, culture 

and pay equity comparisons (Arocas and Tang, 2014). 

LoM did not affect pay equity and normative commitment. Normative commitment relies 

on the accumulated investment of employees in the organisation which creates kind liabilities 

toward the organisation this investment is not easy to be scarified. However, the employee 

remains with the organisation because the only choice they have is to do so and they are affected 

by the sacrifices of quitting (Meyer and Allen, 1990). This cost represents the value which may 

affect employee behaviour and the stay or leave decision; the investment has a value which will 

affect decision-making and let them hesitate and be under pressure to be more patient and 

cautious to avoid any loss in their investment. However, the results didn’t indicate any effect in 

the relationship between pay equity and normative commitment. 

7.2 Discussion H5: LoM moderates the relationship between trust and OC 

This study tested the mediating effect of distributive justice which indicated a partial effect 

on the relationship between both affective and cognitive trust with affective and normative 

commitment, while it did not mediate the continuance commitment. It found that distributive 

justice mediates the relationship between trust in leadership and affective and continuance 

commitment. The results are consistent with previous studies such as Low and Vodanovich 

(1995) who concluded that distributive justice is a better predictor for OC than procedural 

justice. Fairness plays an essential mediating role in the relationship between leaders and trust 

(Korsgaard et al., 2005). Overall justice is a mediator of leader to job satisfaction (Maye et al., 

2008). Distributive justice is related to many of employee outcomes like pay satisfaction, OC 

and satisfaction (Folger and Knovsky, 1989; Martin and Bennet, 1996; McFarlin and Sweeny, 

1992). 

One of the main contributions of this study has been to find the moderating effect of LoM 

on the previous relationships’ trust in leadership and OC. The finds indicate a significant 
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moderating effect of LoM on the relationship between trust in leadership and affective 

commitment (p=0.047) and continuance commitment (p=0.000) but not normative commitment 

(p=0.200), which could be because affective trust relies on leader personality more than 

interrelationship with employees, and total trust will represent the sum of both affective and 

cognitive trust. Therefore, the higher ratio of the affective trust influence is more than cognitive 

trust’s influence. Employees with normative commitment also have a liability feeling towards 

the organisation in addition to their investment in it which may foster the effect of unfairness 

in distributive justice. Third, the scale of normative commitment was only with three items 

which may reflect the different backgrounds of the respondents. Employees’ reactions to 

cognitive trust are less than to affective trust since it has more interrelationship with the leader, 

thus the highest requirements of affective commitment and the lowest effect of cognitive trust 

will foster the mediating role of distributive justice. 

These results support previous studies since the trust in leadership is related to distributive 

justice (Ronan, 1986; Tremblay et al., 2000). Pay satisfaction relies on individuals’ LoM and 

how they compare (Tang et al., 2006). When individuals do not use LoM as frame reference to 

evaluate equity and job satisfaction comparison, they will not show a low level of satisfaction 

(Tang et al., 2006). Tang et al. (2003) found that LoM moderates and mediates the relationship 

between income and pay satisfaction. 

Table 7-1 shows that there is no moderating effect during the direct relationship between 

trust and OC, which reflects the importance of the mediating role of distributive justice in this 

relationship. Thus, distributive justice has a major role in the relationship between trust and 

OC. Due to the state of pay equity and distributive justice which is represented by money 

comparison, it makes sense as the basic requirements for LoM affects this relationship, because 

if the employees do not care about their equity or distributive justice, they do not care about 

money, then LoM effectiveness is weak. 
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Table 7.1 LoM moderating effect between Trust and organisational commitment 

  Affective       Cognitive      Total       

Components AF-COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM AF-COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

AF-

COMM 

NR-

COMM 

CN-

COMM 

Tot.LoM 0.179 0.643 0.086 0.053 0.722 0.086 0.075 0.702 0.078 
   

Employees who believe that money represents a major part in their life and affects their 

decisions and relationships and are mainly motivated by money, also believe that money 

represents success and importance. They refuse to consider money as evil and will have higher 

levels of LoM and be motivated by money and more sensitive to distributive justice. 

Smaller discrepancies between real and perceived income will lead to higher levels of pay 

satisfaction and vice versa. Employees’ attitudes and behaviours are explained by the 

importance of distributive justice (Greenberge, 1990) which has an essential mediating role in 

the relationship between leadership and the trust (Maye, Bardes and Piccolo, 2008). 

This study reveals the important role of LoM in the workplace. Employees perceive either 

fairness or unfairness as an outcome from pay equity and fair distributive justice from the 

leader. These perceptions will strongly affect satisfaction and OC. Both relationships are based 

on fairness, either pay equity or distributive justice, and pay equity is the best theory to explain 

distributive justice, thus there are similarities in both cases. This leads us to say either pay equity 

or distributive justice may have less to do alone, but there is a lot to do with LoM. 

 Thus, employee’s comparisons between their equity and distributive justice have different 

effects that depend on LoM. Tang (2000) found that people with high LoM leave their jobs 

voluntarily regardless of their intrinsic satisfaction, while individuals with low LoM and low 

intrinsic satisfaction have reduced turnover. Adams (1963) argued the best theory to explain 

distributive justice is that employees are sensitive to fairness and unfairness, but in pay equity, 

they feel the pressure of comparison with internal and external referents, while in distributive 

justice it might be internal only or between inputs and outputs. 
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There are different explanations for how employees bond with the organisation (Mathieu 

and Zajac, 1990) with many variables like social exchange theory (O’Reilly and Chatman, 

1986; Whitener, 2001). Fairness in distributive justice and equity are the main requirements to 

strengthen this attachment. Leaders have a significant effect on employee outcomes like 

performance, productivity, creativity and commitment derived either from personality or from 

the relationship with the employees. However, in both cases leaders should be fair with their 

employees as any unfairness will breach this relationship and decrease employee commitment. 

Although the study found that trust in leadership affects OC, trust in leadership may not 

translate to higher levels of commitment (Pillai et al., 1999; Wayne, Shore and Liden, 1997). 

At the individual level, OC is attached to many work outcomes including job satisfaction 

(Angle and Perry, 1981; Chughtai and Zafar, 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Mowday et al., 1979; 

Pool and Pool, 2007; Porter et al., 1974) and work motivation (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). 

Employee motivation and satisfaction vary based on their LoM profile because some employees 

are motivated by the extrinsic (money) while others are not. LoM affects motivation, well-being 

and interpersonal relationships (Furnham and Lewis, 1986). 

Employees join a new company with high perceptions and those with high LoM have 

higher perceptions than others, thus LoM increases the sense of unfairness and the gap between 

perceptions and reality. Their reaction to the relationship with the leader is affected and they 

may consider the leader to be a supporter of their dreams or as an enemy who is creating a 

barrier between them and their dreams and needs. Thus, the commitment of this kind of 

employee will create lower trust than other employees, which affects their OC. Therefore, the 

leaders should be attentive to fairness at the workplace especially with high LoM individuals. 

LoM profiles have been classified by Luna-Arocas and Li-Ping Tang (2004) as shown in 

Table 7.4, which indicates that all profiles agreed with the equity component, then success and 
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motive are very important in distinguishing between profiles, therefore, managers should be 

aware of it. 

Table 7.2 Love of money Profiles     

Money profile EVIL MOTIV SUCCESS Equity BUDGET 

1-Achieving money Worshipers X √ √ √ √ 

2-Careless Money Admirers X √ √ √ X 

3-Apathetic Money Managers X x x √ √ 

4-Money Repellent Individuals √ x x √ √ 
 

The Worshipers have the highest active involvement in money and are highly motivated 

by it as money represents success, they agree with equity, budget their money and refuse to 

consider money as evil. They are more inclined to job change, higher income, longer work 

experience and internal equity. Careless money admirers have the highest external locus of 

control, are highly motivated by money, younger; have fewer years of experience, low income, 

low pay satisfaction and reject budget.  

Apathetic money managers are neither positive nor negative towards money, have the 

highest internal locus of control, intrinsic job satisfaction, lowest involvement, high self-

determent, low income, manage the money, have less money but higher happiness, The money 

repellent have the most negative attitudes toward money, are young, less experienced, low 

income, low pay satisfaction, low competitiveness, equity is not important and they prefer 

equality, government jobs and success avoidance. However, this classification does not say 

whether LoM influences employees’ leaving decision or not. 

Based on this study sample, we found that the majority of respondents are budgetting their 

money (69%), supporting equity (59%), Success (42%) and are highly motivated by money 

(60%), while respondents vary on whether money represents and evil; 34% disagree, 28% 

neutral and 38% agreed. However, the ratio is close and those 28% neutral still hesitate to say 

money is evil therefore the majority could belong to the Worshipers profile. Thus, the overall 

findings support the notion that expats have high levels of LoM. 
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This study examined the influence of LoM components on OC separately. The findings 

were varied for each component alone but close to each other in accumulated account of the 

affective, behavioural and cognitive components. Overall, LoM components had a significant 

effect on continuance commitment which indicates turnover intention. 

The new component added by the researcher showed a significant effect on continuance 

commitment on both relationships pay equity and trust in leadership, whereas, ‘relations’ had 

an effect on both affective and continuance commitment in the relationship with pay equity. On 

the other path ‘relations’ had a significant effect on the relationship between affective 

commitment and trust in the leader. These new components assist our findings that illustrate 

the differences among employees in their decisions against unfairness conditions in the 

workplace and explain that unfairness can affect relationships with the leader. 

Many studies disagree with the findings of the seminal motivation theory of Herzberg 

concerning the importance of money as a motivator and with Maslow’s theory concerning the 

position of esteem in a person’s hierarchy of needs. These studies suggested that money and 

recognition do not appear to be primary sources of motivation but ignore the individual 

differences in LoM, and individuals will act differently based on their LoM level. 

In Maslow’s theory (1954), interacting with an environment will develop special needs 

and motivate us to respond to our experiences. However, it is not possible to uniform 

individuals’ behaviours and attitudes toward money because they can think, feel or take actions 

differently.  

There is a large variety of individuals’ meaning of money based on their background and 

socialisation experiences. Thus, individuals understand money differently based on their 

perceptions. To some individuals, money represents the root of all evil, while to others, it 

represents the basis of all their troubles. Some they are motivated by money, and others by 
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appreciation. Thus, it seems logical that they would accept one and reject the other. Individuals 

will climb the pyramid based on their LoM perceptions. 

The study results indicated that LoM in male respondents was higher than female and 

public sector higher than private. Income, nationality age and total years of experience had 

significant differences, while marital status, current years of experience and educational level 

did not, which is consistent with previous studies. 

7.3 Summary: 

This chapter summarised the research findings and highlighted the key findings of 

this research. The research hypotheses were discussed separately and linked to the 

related studies have mentioned in the literature review chapter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 8. Conclusions, contributions and recommendations 
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This chapter presents the conclusions and contributions in both academic and practical 

perspectives, theoretical and practical implications, research limitations and recommendations 

for future research. 

8.1 Conclusion 

One of the main objectives is to assist management to achieve the highest level of OC 

(affective commitment) and continuance commitment, but the most important question is what 

the most effective factor of OC is. Commitment theory has succeeded in measuring 

commitment and defining the state of employees’ commitment but it does not provide 

explanations about the key factors predicting commitment. 

Prior studies have examined the effects of pay equity and trust in leadership on OC but this 

study is the first to examine LoM as a moderator on both relationships. The key practical 

implication resulting from this study is that retaining employees with a superior level of OC 

will be likely by implementing equity (internal and external). Having strong pay policies may 

does part of the work but will not alone guarantee high levels of commitment; combining it 

with LoM will do more. Thus, decision-makers need to pay attention to the LoM level of their 

employees and consider it in their future planning and strategies. 

Although the results indicated that LoM moderates the relationship between trust in 

leadership and OC, removing the distributive justice mediator from the model would cancel the 

effect. Therefore, justice and equity are important in the workplace, especially when combined 

with LoM. 

Pay equity relies on employee comparison of their equity with others, both internal and 

external, while distributive justice is based on comparing inputs and outputs. Both are related 

to money, therefore, the differences in the meaning of money between employees will create 

different actions or decisions. However, the effect of pay equity on OC depends on employees’ 
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LoM, therefore combining LoM will reshape and enhance the role of pay equity and make it a 

cornerstone of the model. 

The effect of trust in leadership cannot work as an effective factor unless the leader adopts 

fair equity with their employees, especially those with high LoM. The role of trust would be 

exposed and diminished due to the effect of LoM. Hence, a key objective for managers must be 

to apply fair equity. 

A review of demographic factors literature returns inconclusive findings on the antecedents 

of OC and no full understanding of key factors affecting it. All OC antecedents like age, gender, 

tenure, marital status are the same in LoM which means that LoM explains the variance in OC 

antecedents. The findings reveal significant differences between the groups of age, gender, 

income and tenure. Thus, individuals will use their deeply rooted monetary values (LoM) to 

frame critical concerns in the workplace. 

Combining LoM with Maslow’s human needs theory (Figure 8-1) may provide more 

understanding of people’s money attitudes. Individuals’ differences will influence different 

rates of movement through the needs hierarchy. For example: 

¶ Money can secure physiological needs (food, clothing and shelter). 

¶ The accumulation of savings will provide security. 

¶ Money to provide for the membership of clubs will enhance social relationships which 

address social needs. 

¶ Money attracts recognition and communicates that one has reached a high-status level. 

¶ Money could be considered a sign of achievement of defined goals which leads to self-

improvement, in this context money contributes to a sense of self-acutalisation. 
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Fig. 8-1 Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs 

 

The overall results indicate that men in the public sector aged 18-24 and 55-64 with 11-15 

years’ experience and a monthly income of Dh16,000-20,000 and 31,000-35,000 who are UAE 

& ARABS have rank among other nationalities level of LoM. However, public sector 

employees receive higher salaries than others because most employees are locals with high 

salaries, while private employees had different clusters of salaries. Years of experience and age 

also correlate with higher salaries. Kruskal-wallis test indicates that UAE has the higher rank 

which means we cannot ignore that most of locals are receiving higher level of LoM than their 

colleues from other nationalities. These results are consistent with other studies which indicate 

that individuals with higher levels of pay have higher levels of LoM. 

LoM has significant differences between groups of monthly income and this is consistent 

with the results found by Tang, Luna-Arocas and Tang (2004). High LoM individuals have a 

significant relationship between income and pay satisfaction, unlike those with low LoM. In 

the Quran Surratt Al-Adiyat verse 8 it says ‘And verily, he is violent in the love of wealth’. This 

verse indicates LoM belongs to wealth which means that individuals have fallen into temptation 

with much money but not with a little money and so a higher income generated higher LoM. In 

the Quraan Surratt Al Bakarah Verse 180 it says ‘It is prescribed for you, when death 
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approaches any of you, if he leaves wealth, that he makes a bequest to parents and next of kin, 

according to reasonable manners’ which means that the bequest to be for wealth, thus the two 

verses ensure that ókhairanô means wealth or lot of money not a small amount, therefore 

temptation is connected with more money. 

The main challenge for management is how to retain employees, who can be divided into 

two groups: those who are key employees whom the firm deals with as an asset and are difficult 

to replace, and normal employees who can be easily replaced. However, management cannot 

predict what kind of problems they can create like stealing in the name of justice or diffusion 

of the organisation’s secrets. 

This study offers an understanding of the relationships between pay equity, trust in 

leadership and OC. Original theoretical, empirical and practical contributions to the literature 

may highlight the important role of pay equity and LoM and may add new vocabulary to the 

conversation of OC, LoM, trust in leadership, distributive justice. 

Failures of the management to implement equity will lead to loss of motivation because it 

could cause many problems among employees (internal equity) or with individual employees 

who feel deprived and thus perform poorly. Therefore, organisations should focus on employee 

behaviours to have more understanding of the main factors that can spark and enhance positive 

feelings toward the organisation. Managers should implement equity to know how to direct 

employees’ behaviour. Achieving equity will enable the organisation to establish behaviour 

among their employees that heighten employees’ OC. 

Although leaving is a harder decision than staying, both represent a highly risky decision 

for most employees and a big challenge for them, even those who found another opportunity, 

thus it represents good OC, even for those who did not yet decide to leave but might be if the 

opportunity arises. Employees who decide or intend to decide are in the decision stage, therefore 

it is important to focus on their decision and what factors affect it. 
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While previous studies have tested the influence of pay equity and trust in leadership on 

OC and several have examined the influence of LoM, to the researcher’s knowledge, this study 

is the first to specifically examine the moderating effect of LoM on these relationships. It also 

examines new sub-constructs of LoM – decision and relations – which help to give more 

explanation about the components of LoM. 

A key practical implication resulting from this study is to retain employees and gain their 

OC. Affective commitment will require fair pay equity for those who have lots of money. Some 

managers pursue risky policies by hiring low pay employees, justifying their policies on 

reducing employees cost but they losing through the extra cost due to the high rate of turnover 

and rehiring expenses. Key employees are considered assets for any organisation since the firms 

rely on those employees and they are difficult to replace. Ex-employees might also join a 

competitor which will make the problem more complicated. Therefore, organisations should 

take care concerning retain their employees, especially key employees. 

Ignoring individual differences in organisation’ policies, procedures, strategies and 

management systems will not alone guarantee success to achieve a high level of OC. Similarly, 

the effect of trust in leadership on OC will not necessarily result in the workplace, unless 

accompanied by implementing equity. Hence, a key objective for managers must be to identify 

the drivers of employee commitment, which can be started by identifying the individual 

differences that mainly based on their level of LoM. 

However, the social exchange theory proposes that employees deliver the behaviours 

required by management and rely on reciprocity. Therefore, managers need to discover what 

motivates and satisfies their employees and be acting accordingly. For example, some 

employees may be more motivated by money and appreciation. Studying employees’ LoM will 

open key solutions to control human resources. This study proposes a simple explanation that 

if OC has not been suitably stimulated, employees will not commit to their work. It recommends 

that combining LoM and pay equity will ensure strong policies for pay equity and high OC. 
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Finally, to retain employees and heightened OC, management should identify employees’ LoM 

level and implement equity systems to ensure employees are satisfied with their equity. 

8.2 Contributions of this study 

 
Although there is much research about OC, pay equity, trust in leadership and LoM, there 

is no answer about the key factors that affect OC. Most studies examine the direct effect of pay 

equity on OC, while most of the trust in leadership studies focus on leader characteristics and 

ignore individual differences. LoM studies concentrate on the direct effect of LoM on OC, but 

not the moderating effect on two major relationships in the workplace and whether LoM can 

affect individuals’ decisions in the workplace. 

This study examines the moderating effect of LoM on these relationships in locals and 

multinational expats in the UAE. Therefore, the contributions of this study would be beneficial 

to the UAE and other countries. This study contributes by combining between pay equity and 

LoM that makes pay equity a cornerstone of the model especially when distributing justice and 

mediating the relationship between trust in the leader and OC. This combination could nurture 

these relationships and illustrate the critical role of LoM in the workplace. Despite the many 

studies of pay equity, trust in leadership and OC, most have ignored the individual differences 

in explaining employees’ behaviours and the important role of LoM that may have a significant 

effect on employees’ relationships in the workplace. 

This study explains how far individuals’ differences in LoM affect behaviours and its 

influence on their decision to stay or leave the organisation. None have measured LoM’s effect 

on leaving decisions and their effect on OC. However, trust in leadership is the most important 

factor because it directly and indirectly affects fairness and other work behaviour (Bianchi and 

Brockner, 2012; Colquitt et al., 2007). These behaviours are important in predicting individuals’ 

decisions. It has been shown by Maitlis et al. (2013) how the role of individuals’ emotions 

affects their decisions. However, deeply money rooted employees will reshape their acts. 



     180 

8.2.1 Academic perspective 

 
Combining LoM with pay equity in this study provides a better understanding of OC and 

the critical key factors that affect it. It provides more explanation of employees’ behaviours and 

how they enhance OC. As that aspect was not examined in previous literature, it is a new 

contribution by this study. As this study considers both locals and multinational employees in 

the UAE, this study is a helpful addition and offers a solid foundation for further academic 

research. 

8.2.2 Practitioners’ perspective 

 

The implications of this study have significant importance for the management of both sectors 

private and public sectors. The results contribute to the knowledge of management practices 

and the moderating effect of LoM on the relationships between pay equity, trust in leadership 

and OC. 

This study shows management how LoM enhances the relationships between trust in 

leadership, pay equity and OC, by focusing on identifying employees LoM level. Since there is 

lack of literature on this, this study contributes to the knowledge base and sheds light on the 

robust role of LoM on employees’ relationships in the workplace which provides more 

understanding the roles of pay equity, trust in the leader and OC. 

8.3 Theoretical implications 

This study contributes to the literature by offering a theoretical model concerning the 

moderating effect of LoM on relationships, pay equity and trust with OC. The moderator (LoM) 

shows when and for whom the indirect relationships of this model are improved or attenuated. 

This study sheds light on the role of pay equity, especially when combined with LoM. The 

influence of pay equity is maximised and becomes a cornerstone of the model. The study also 
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reveals why individuals have different levels of OC when they have the same leader and the 

same circumstances in the workplace. 

The moderating effect of LoM on the relationship between pay equity and OC contributes 

to our understanding of the reasons why individuals have different reactions to pay inequity. 

This illustrates the importance of incorporating LoM and pay equity in our theoretical model. 

Pay equity reflects satisfaction with internal and external referents, but internal equity does not 

work all the time, especially with high LoM employees, because they might be paid equally 

(not equity) within the same department or organisation, whereas the labour market is higher. 

For instance, Americans change jobs every 3.6 years (Luna Arocas and Li-ping tang, 2015). 

People change jobs to increase their pay (Gomez-Mejia and Balkin, 1992; Tang et al., 2000). 

Therefore, to retain employees, motivate and keep them with high levels of OC, there is a 

need to pay attention to both internal and external pay equity and to use a pay strategy as a 

source of sustained competitive advantage. Strong pay policy that offers fair pay entices the 

most qualified employees and increases their commitment which will increase their 

performance and reduce turnover. When individuals are paid fairly, they will keep their mind 

focused on their tasks and try to save the organisation. Employees with inequity and high levels 

of LoM will have a high sense of unfairness and may steal in the name of justice (Greengerg, 

1993). The dangerous point is when the negative impact happens among higher management 

then the effect is stronger than at other levels, and because the sensitive position makes any 

failure in their task bad for any organisation. Although Miceli and Mulvey (2000) did not 

examine the perception of pay equity, they found satisfaction with pay system associated with 

OC. 

Another important theoretical contribution in this study is the moderating effect of LoM 

on the relationship between trust in leadership (affective and cognitive) and OC (affective, 

normative and continuance) with distributive justice as a mediator. This contributes to the 
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literature and shows when the indirect relationships of this model are improved or attenuated, 

employees’ equity perceptions will help illustrate the absence of the relationship between trust 

and OC and also between the leader and the trust (Lien-Tung’s, 2005). Any failure in 

distributive justice will affect the relationship between trust and OC. 

Pay equity theory explains distributive justice and will assist to link trust with commitment. 

LoM can reshape equity perceptions and affects employees’ decisions to stay or leave the 

organisation or influence their level of commitment. In this study, we contribute to the literature 

by examining the most effective factor that may affect the OC, which is well predicted by 

turnover. Turnover intention is the best predictor of actual turnover (Vardaman et al., 2008). 

The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) does not pay attention to how intention may lead to 

turnover or what kind of psychological process may be included in this relationship. However 

not all employees who intend to leave they will do so. It depends on the effort of bearing the 

risk-taking to leave the organisation. Thus, employees will vary in their acts but in the end, their 

decisions to quit the organisation reflect a deterioration of their loyalty (Griffeth and Hom, 

2001), while not making a decision is a decision itself (Amandson, 1995). Some employees will 

stay and look for new opportunities outside. The actual decision is as minor and a straw that 

breaks the camel’s back (Amandson, 1995). However, the leaving decision is risky (Sitkin and 

Pablo, 1992). 

Risk moderates the relationship between intention to leave and actual turnover (Vardaman 

et al., 2008). Individual factor swill help to give more understanding of employees’ willingness 

to afford the risk-taking decisions stay or leave the organisation. Individuals with high LoM are 

higher risk-takers (Tang et al., 2008a; 2008b). Money leads to actions (Herzberg 1987). 

However, individuals with deeply rooted money values have different levels of LoM and 

different goals, achievements, successes and motivators. In this study, we include that the 

decision power of money is a strong influence on our critical decisions in unfairness 

circumstances within the organisation. Risk seekers associate success with money, 
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independence and freedom. They are more interested in money and more self-confident in 

handling it than others (Furnham, 2014). High LoM engenders dissatisfaction and dishonesty 

(Tang and Chiu 2003). It is not the money, but the motive that causes dissatisfaction (Liu and 

Tang, 2011; Luna-Arocas and Tang, 2015; Srivastava et al., 2001; Tang, 1992b; 1995; 2007; 

Tang et al., 2005). Individuals’ decision in regards to leaving the organisation or the judgments 

for their relationships at the workplace, shouldn’t overestimate. 

The new sub-construct ‘decision’ indicates a significant moderating effect on the 

relationships between pay equity, OC and trust in leadership with OC. Thus, individuals with 

high levels of LoM refer to their LoM profile as a basis for their decisions which will generate 

a moderating effect on both relationships (pay equity, trust in leadership with OC). In other 

words, individuals with higher levels of the ‘decision’ component will tend to take risky 

decisions more than others those people. Therefore, OC is negatively related to leaving decision 

state (stay, leave or intend to leave) which will reflect the state of OC (affective, normative and 

continuance). This decision is highly affected by the level of LoM. 

            8.4 Practical implications 

8.4.1 Empirical contributions 
 

The main empirical contributions are for expatriates in the UAE. We employ constructs like 

LoM, OC, pay equity and trust in leadership and apply them to expats. Our measurement of 

invariance across two paths enhances the generalisation of our results. Our findings provide 

confidence for future studies in using them in research (Bono and McNamara, 2011). 

8.4.2 Practical implications 
 

LoM as an important factor that can affect workplace relationships, but adding a new sub-

construct (decision and relation) reflects a stronger role of the main construct in the workplace. 

The findings provide support for the proposition that LoM is the root of decision-making. 
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Although it is hard for managers to change LoM directly, they can manage it indirectly by 

applying a fair compensation system. Money is a hygiene factor (Herzberg, 1987). People need 

money to sustain their lives. Employees with high LoM tend to have low pay satisfaction. 

To reduce turnover and maintain sustainable OC in a competitive market, HR managers 

should adopt a strong, effective, equitable and efficient compensation system to cultivate a 

sense of justice and a healthy level of LoM. They should avoid unfairness. Organisations may 

adopt annual attitudes questionnaire to monitor individuals’ LoM levels, pay equity and trust in 

leadership. However, this implication may vary among different GDP societies, since it 

influences the level of LoM. 

This study has given empirical evidence of the moderating role of LoM on the relationship 

between pay equity, trust in leadership and OC, in addition to the mediator role of distributive 

justice between trust in leadership and OC. It also explained how combining pay equity and 

LoM has a robust effect on OC; this generates a new role for them by fostering any impacts 

may affect OC. The significant effects on such relationships have not been explored in previous 

studies. 

The results were obtained by empirically examining the effect of LoM on the relationships 

between pay equity, trust in leadership and OC. HR managers should use them to identify the 

key factors that have a significant effect on OC and determine the possibilities for enhancing 

and building policies that motivate and improve it. They can also enhance OC by adopting 

equity based on employees’ behaviour. This study contributes to knowledge by presenting a 

conceptual model which improves on existing models concerning pay equity, trust in leadership 

and OC by introducing these theories to the present behavioural theories and the moderating 

effect of LoM that affects OC. 

Employees who have strong commitment are more likely satisfied with pay equity and 

employees trust their leader thus contributing to OC. The results suggest that managers should 
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analyse the influence of individual differences based on their LoM level and create policies that 

motivate and improve employee commitment. We cannot change or control human behaviour, 

but can control equity. 

8.5 Limitations  

Although this study makes an original and essential contribution to the literature, there are some 

limitations.  

¶ It was conducted only in one country, the UAE, with both expats and locals, but the 

number of nationalities might be not enough to represent all nationalities like; Far East 

nationalities were hard to find and therefore the results may not be generalisable. 

¶ The focus of this study was full-time employees, thus it excludes part-time employees. 

¶ This study did not indicate an effect on normative commitment. More studies could be 

conducted in this manner. When changing state (mobility from one state to another) the 

study did not explain when and how LoM could affect the state of the employee’s OC. 

¶ The study examined the effect of trust in senior leadership based on the notion that senior 

management is responsible for equity decisions. While in many cases first-line managers 

or are also responsible in these decisions or at least they have a partial effect. Therefore, it 

would be logical to examine the relationship with OC of senior leadership and with direct 

managers.  

Future research could also investigate the effects of LoM on other employees’ outcomes 

and in different contexts and countries. 

8.6 Recommendations  

 
Some simple steps may help to adopt equity such as distributing an annual survey to 

employees to measure their pay equity and measuring their LoM level. This would help 

understand and predict employees’ behaviours in the future and keep it in mind in HR strategies. 
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An organisation adopting a proactive and not reactive approach will enhance employees’ 

commitment, improve performance and reduce the cost of turnover. Organisations that adopt 

equity not only generate high levels of commitment but avoid the negative effect of unfairness 

in the workplace such as employee clashes or increased turnover. 

Since distributive justice mediates the relationship between trust and OC, enhancing OC 

and trust will improve this relationship through equity in those with high levels of LoM.The 

results of this study reveal that pay equity does not affect continuance commitment, but 

combining LoM with pay equity significantly affects it which shows the importance of studying 

employees’ LoM level to make a difference within employees react to unfairness and make 

decisions to stay or leave the organisation. 

It is important to study employees’ LoM level which will assist HR managers to know 

what factors motivate them, as in some cases of sensitive positions it will help to do accurate 

evaluations for employees and enable the organisations to focus more on them. Excellent 

managers will adopt equity to retain their employees and be careful about the level of 

employees’ LoM. 
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APPENDIX 10.1 CONSENT OF SURVEY PARTICIPATION 

 

Participant Information Sheet 

1. Project title: THE EFFECT OF PAY EQUITY AND TRUST ON 

ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT:DOES LOVE OF MONEY 

MATTER?  

2. Investigator: Mohammad Khair Jarrar-Ph.D Candidate 

3. Invitation 

Dear Respondents, 

It is my pleasure to invite you to participate in this academic survey. I would like to 

assure you that the results of this survey will be used for academic purpose only 

and that the content would stay confidential, with preservation of your anonymity. 

The survey will require 15-20 minutes to complete, there are six sections, please be 

fair and accurate while completing all questions. 

Before you decide to do so, it is important you understand why the research is 

being done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following 

information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask us if there is 

anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to 

decide whether or not you wish to take part.  

4. What is the project’s purpose?  

This research project aims to find the effect of pay equity and trust in leadership on 

the organisational commitment with the existing of love of money. 

5. Why have i been chosen?  

You have been chosen because as you are an employee in UAE, you will have 

knowledge about our research objective. your opinions and current practices in 

relation to the project title, in addition to your views and experience, are just what 

the project is interested in exploring. 

6. Do I have to take part?  

It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. You can still withdraw at any 

time. You do not have to give a reason. 

7. What will happen to me if I take part? 

You will be asked to complete either a web-based or a hard copy questionnaire 

which we estimate will take you 15-20 minutes. 
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8. What do I have to do?  

Please answer the questions in the questionnaire. There are no other commitments 

or lifestyle restrictions associated with participating. 

9. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part? 

Participating in the research is not anticipated to cause you any disadvantages or 

discomfort. All data would be confidential with preservation of your anonymity. 

10. What are the possible benefits of taking part? 

Whilst there are no immediate benefits for those people participating in the project, 

it is hoped that this work will help hr managers by identifying the key factor that 

affects organisational commitment. 

11. Will my taking part in this project be kept confidential? 

All the information that we collect about you during the course of the research will 

be kept strictly confidential. You will not be able to be identified or identifiable in 

any reports or publications. Your organisation will also not be identified or 

identifiable. Any data collected about you in the online questionnaire will be stored 

online in a form protected by passwords and other relevant security processes and 

technologies. 

12. What will happen to the results of the research project?  

Results of the research will be published. You will not be identified in any report or 

publication. Your organisation will not be identified in any report or publication. 

13. Consent: Once you put your signature on the hard copy or click NEXT in the on 

line survey that means you have determine to be a research participant’s volunteer 

and you have read and understood the above-mentioned information. 

 

Participants’ Name and Signature: 

Date:  

Investigator’ Name and Signature: 
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APPENDIX 10.2 QUESTIONNAIRE ENGLISH VERSION  
THE EFFECT OF PAY EQUITY AND TRUST ON ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT: 

DOES LOVE OF MONEY MATTER? 

A SURVEY 

Section I-Demographic Data 

Instructions: 

Please respond to each of the following items. Please indicate your responses to ALL 
questions. 

1.   What is your gender? (Please select only one)  

Male    

Female    

2. What is your age? (Please select only one) 

18-24   

25-34   

35-44   

45-54   

55-64   

65-74   

75 or Older   

3. What is your current marital status? (Please select only one) 

Single    

Married    

Divorced    

Widowed   

Separated    

4. What is your TOTAL work experience? (Please select only one) 

Less than one year   

2-5 years   

6-10 years    

11-15 years   

Above 16 years    

5. What is your TOTAL  Years of experience in the Current organisation?(please 
select only one) 

Less than one year   

2-5 years   

5-10 years    

10-15 years   

Above 16 years    

6. What is your Country of Birth? (Please select only one) 

UAE    

Other (specify)   

7. What is your Nationality? (Please select only one) 

UAE    

Other (specify)   

8. What is your highest level of education completed? (Please select only one) 

  Grammar School   
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  High School or 

equivalent 
  

DipLoMa (2 years college)   

.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊǎΩ 5ŜƎǊŜŜ   

aŀǎǘŜǊǎΩ 5ŜƎǊŜŜ   

Doctoral degree.    

9- What is your monthly income in Dirhams? (Please select one answer)   

Less than 5000 DH   16000-20000 DH   31000-35000 DH     

6000-10000 DH   21000-25000 DH   36000-40000 DH     

11000-15000 DH   26000-30000 DH   More than 41000      

10. What is your Organization Sector? (Please select only one 

  
  
  

Public sector 
(Government) 

  

Private sector   

Section III-Pay Equity 

Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section II. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = 

Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  
Agree 

12 My salary is fair given my qualifications for 
my position. 1 2 3 4 5 

13 I am satisfied with my pay when I 
compared with colleagues in my 
department. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14 I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with other colleagues in my 

organisation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15 I am satisfied with my pay when I 
compared with others at comparable 
organisations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16 I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with others colleagues at the 

labor market. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section III-Trust in leader 
Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section III. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 

= Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  
Agree 

17 

I can trust my manager to make sensible 

decisions for the future of the 

organisation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18 My manager seems to do an efficient job. 1 2 3 4 5 

19 
I feel quite confident that my manager will 

always try to treat me fairly.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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20 
My manager would never deceive me for 

his own benefit.  . 
1 2 3 4 5 

21 
My manager can be relied on to serve my 

best interest.  
1 2 3 4 5 

22 

My manager and I, have a sharing 

relationship. We can both freely share our 

ideas, feelings, and hopes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23 

I can talk freely to my manager about 

difficulties I am having at work and how 

and know that he/she will want to listen. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24 

My manager and I  would both feel a 

sense of loss if one of us was transferred 

and we would no longer work together   

1 2 3 4 5 

25 

If I shared my problems with my manager, 

I know he/she would respond 

constructively and caringly  

1 2 3 4 5 

26 

My manager and I have both made 

considerable emotional investments in our 

working relationship. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27 
My manager approaches his job with 

professionalism and dedication  
1 2 3 4 5 

28 

DƛǾŜƴ Ƴȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΣ L ǎŜŜ ƴƻ 

reason to doubt his competence and 

preparation for the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29 I can rely on my manager not to make my 

job more difficult by careless work. 
1 2 3 4 5 

30 aƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŎƭƻǎŜ 

friends of my manager, trust and respect 

him as a coworker   

1 2 3 4 5 

31 Other work associates of mine who must 

interact with my manager consider him to 

be trustworthy 

1 2 3 4 5 

32 
If people know more about my manager 

and his background, they would be more 

concerned and monitor his performance 

more closely.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section IV-Distributive Justice 

Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section IV. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 

= Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  
Agree 

33 I am fairly rewarded considering to my 

responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 

34 I am fairly rewarded in view of the 

amount of my experience I have. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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35 I am fairly rewarded for the amount of 

effort I put forth. 
1 2 3 4 5 

36 I am fairly rewarded for the work I have 

done well. 
1 2 3 4 5 

37 I am fairly rewarded for the stresses and 

strains of my job. 
1 2 3 4 5 

38 I feel fairly satisfied with my present job.  1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section V-Love of money  

Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section V. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = 

Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  
Agree 

39 I want to be rich. 1 2 3 4 5 

40 Having a lot of money (being rich) is 

good.  
1 2 3 4 5 

41 It would be nice to be rich. 1 2 3 4 5 

42 Money undermines ethical norms and 

standard of conduct. 
1 2 3 4 5 

43 People perform unethical acts to 

maximize their monetary gains. 
1 2 3 4 5 

44 Money is Evil. 1 2 3 4 5 

45 The love of money is the root of evil.  1 2 3 4 5 

46 I budget my money very well.  1 2 3 4 5 

47 I use my money very carefully.  1 2 3 4 5 

48 I pay my bills immediately to avoid 

interest or penalties. 
1 2 3 4 5 

49 I do financial planning or the future. 1 2 3 4 5 

50 I am highly motivated by money. 1 2 3 4 5 

51 Money reinforces me to work harder. 1 2 3 4 5 

52 I am motivated to work hard for money.  1 2 3 4 5 

53 People in the same job should be paid 

equally. 
1 2 3 4 5 

54 People in the same job should be paid 

based on merit. 
1 2 3 4 5 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

55 Lower- level job with little responsibility 

should be paid less.  
1 2 3 4 5 

56 Money is symbol of success.  1 2 3 4 5 

57 aƻƴŜȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ  1 2 3 4 5 

58 Money is important. 1 2 3 4 5 

59 Money is valuable.  1 2 3 4 5 
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60 Money is good.  1 2 3 4 5 

61 Money is attractive.  1 2 3 4 5 

62 Most people realize the extent that their 

lives are controlled by money.  
1 2 3 4 5 

63 Many times I feel that money influences 

my important life decisions.  
1 2 3 4 5 

64 Unfairness in my pay equity pushes me 

to take risky decisions like leaving my 

organisation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

65 Switching from one company to another 

because of higher equity is ethical in my 

view.  

1 2 3 4 5 

66 There is strong relationship between pay 

equity and my decision to leave/stay in 

my organisation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

67 Money is very important for joining and 

leaving organisations.  
1 2 3 4 5 

68 My tenure of service mainly relies on 

pay equity.  
1 2 3 4 5 

69 My decision is very sensitive to pay 

equity.  
1 2 3 4 5 

70 Money is important , but does not affect 

my decisions  (revised loading)  
1 2 3 4 5 

71 Money would characterize my working 

relationship with my leader.  
1 2 3 4 5 

72 Money has a strong influence on my 

relationships at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 

73 To stay for long tenure service in my 

organisation, pay equity is more 

important than trusting my leader. 

1 2 3 4 5 

74 Distributive justice would enhance the 

quality of my relationship with my 

leader. 

1 2 3 4 5 

75 Money is important, but does not affect 

my trust in my leader. 
1 2 3 4 5 

76 Most people believe that the money is 

the basis of their relationships. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section VI-Organizational Commitment 

a-Affective commitment 

Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section VI. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = 

Strongly Agree). 
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No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  
Agree 

77 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of 

my career with this organisation.  
1 2 3 4 5 

78 
I enjoy discussing my organisation with 

people outside it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

79 
I really feel as if this organisationΩǎ 

problems are my own. 
1 2 3 4 5 

80 
This organisation has a great deal of 

personal meaning for me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

81 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

my Organization ® 
1 2 3 4 5 

82 

I think that I could easily become as 

attached to another organisation as I am 

to this one®. 

1 2 3 4 5 

83 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀǘ Ƴȅ 

organisation ® 
1 2 3 4 5 

84 
I do feel emotionally attached to this 

organisation ® 
1 2 3 4 5 

Section VI- B-Normative Commitment 

Instructions Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please 

indicate your responses to ALL questions in section VI. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 

4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

85 I think that people these days move from 

company to company too often. 
1 2 3 4 5 

86 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ 

be loyal to his/her organisation ® 
1 2 3 4 5 

87 Jumping from organisation to organisation 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǳƴŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ƳŜ ϯ 
1 2 3 4 5 

88 One of major reasons I continue to work for 

this organisation is that I believe that loyalty 

is important and therefore feel a sense of 

moral obligation to remain. 

1 2 3 4 5 

89 If I got another offer for a better job 

elsewhere I would not feel it was right to 

leave my organisation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

90 I was taught to believe in the value of 

remaining loyal to one organisation. 
1 2 3 4 5 

91 Things were better in the days when 

people stayed with one organisation for 

most of their careers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

92 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ Ψcompany 

ƳŀƴΩ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǿƻƳŀƴΩ is sensible 

anymore.(R) 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section VI-Organizational Commitment 
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C-Continuance Commitment 

Instructions 

Please indicate the extent of your agreement with the following statements: Please indicate your 

responses to ALL questions in section VI. (1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 

= Strongly Agree). 

No. Statements Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

93 I am not afraid of what might happen if I 

quit my job without having another job one 

lined up ® 

1 2 3 4 5 

94 
It would be very hard for me to leave my 

organisation right now, even if I wanted to. 
1 2 3 4 5 

95 
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I 

decided I wanted to leave my organisation 

now. 

1 2 3 4 5 

96 
It would be too costly for me to leave my 

organisation now. 
1 2 3 4 5 

97 
Right now, staying with my organisation is a 

matter of necessity as much as desire. 
1 2 3 4 5 

98 
I feel that I have too few options to consider 

leaving this organisation. 
1 2 3 4 5 

99 
One of the serious consequences of leaving 

this organisation would be the scarcity of 

available alternatives. 

1 2 3 4 5 

100 
One of the major reasons I continue to work 

for this organisation is that leaving would 

require considerable personal sacrifice- i.e., 

another organisation may not match the 

overall benefits I have here. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

*************THE END*****************  
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                APPENDIX 10.3 QUESTIONNAIRE ARABIC VERSION  
 

Participant Information Sheet 

 

 THE EFFECT OF PAY EQUITY AND TRUST ON ORGANISATIONAL 

COMMITMENT: DOES LOVE OF MONEY MATTER? 

 أثر المساواة في الأجورعلى الالتزام الوظيفي. هل حب المال مسألة ذات أهمية؟

 

 دعوة للمشاركة بالاستبيان

  

تسرني دعوتكم للمشاركة في هذا الاستبيان الأكاديمي . أود أن أؤكد لكم أن إجابات هذا الاستبيان سيتم استخدامها 

أكاديمية فقط ، كما أن المحتوى سيبقى سريا مع الحفاظ التام على هوية المجيب. ستتطلب الإجابة على لأغراض 

دقيقة تقريبا . يتكون هذا الاستبيان من ستة أجزاء ، يرجى استكمال الإجابة  20 – 15هذا الاستبيان ما مدته 

ة ما الذي سيتضمنه ، لذلك يرجى قراءة عليها بدقة وشفافية. من المهم معرفة أسباب إجراء هذا البحث ومعرف

المعلومات الواردة أدناه ومناقشتها مع الآخرين إن لزم الأمر . لا تترددوا بالسؤال في حال احتجتم لمزيد من 

 لكم الجهد والوقت للمشاركة في هذا الإستبيان. ومقدرا شاكرا  التوضيح أو المعلومات.

 ما هي الغاية من البحث ؟

لمعرفة أثر حصة الفرد من الراتب والثقة في القيادة او المدير على ولاء الموظف للشركة او  يهدف هذا البحث

 على هذه العلاقات. المؤسسة التي يعمل بها بالاضافة لدراسة تاثير عنصر حب المال

 لم تم اختياري للمشاركة في البحث ؟

لازمة فيما يتعلق بغاية هذا البحث وذلك لكونك لامتلاكك المعرفة ال  لقد تم اختيارك للمشاركة بهذا البحث نظرا

أحد الموظفين المحليين او المغتربين في دولة الامارات ، كما أن أراءك وممارساتك الحالية تعتبر ذات صلة 

 بعنوان البحث ، بالاضافة الى وجهة نظرك وخبرتك ، وهذا ما نسعى لمعرفته من خلال هذا البحث.

 هل يتوجب علي المشاركة ؟

مر عائد اليك إن كنت ترغب بالمشاركة أم لا ، كما يمكنك الانسحاب بأي وقت تشاء ، لن تكون مجبرا على الأ

 تبرير ذلك.

 ماذا سيحدث إن قررت المشاركة؟ 

اذا ما ضغطت "التالي" فسوف يطُلب منك استكمال استبيان بنسخة على موقع الويب ، والذي من المحتمل ان 

 ة تقريبا.دقيق 20الى  15يستغرق من 

 ماذا يتوجب علي أن أفعل ؟

 يرجى الإجابة على أسئلة الاستبيان . لن يكون هنالك أية التزامات او قيود مرتبطة بمشاركتك.

 هي العواقب او المخاطر التي قد تنجم في حال مشاركتي ؟ ما

، حيث  تياحليس من المتوقع أن تؤدي مشاركتك الى أي نوع من العواقب بتاتا اواي نوع من عدم الار

جميع البيانات بطريقة سرية مع الحفاظ التام على هويتك بدليل بأنه لن يطلب منك الإدلاء باسمك او إسم  ستعامل

 في أي مكان من الاستبيان. المؤسسة التي تعمل بها

 ما الفوائد المحتملة من المشاركة ؟

البحث   د فورية مباشرة للمشاركين فيالاستبيان تطوعي وغير مدفوع الأجر و على الرغم من عدم وجود فوائ

مدراء الموارد البشرية على تحديد العامل الرئيسي المؤثر   أنه من المأمول من هذا البحث في أن يساعد  ، الا

 على الالتزام الوظيفي والعمل على تعزيزها.

 مشاركتي في هذا البحث سرية ؟ هل ستبقى

كذلك  انات التي تم جمعها عنك خلال فترة البحث بشكل سري للغايةبالتاكيد نعم.حيث سيتم الاحتفاظ بجميع البي

لن يتم تحديد  لن يتم تحديد هويتك او هوية مؤسستك حتى جعلها قابلة للتحديد بأيٍ من التقارير او الاسئلة، و فانه

لاستبيان من خلال هذاا  سيتم جمعها البيانات التي  بالإضافة الى أن جميع اسم مؤسستك او الاشارة اليها.

 الالكتروني ستكون محفوظة بشكل نموذج آمن ومحمية بكلمة المرور.

 
 

 ما هو جنسك؟ (1

 ذكر 

 انثى 

 2(ما هي فئتك العمرية ؟

 18-24 
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 25-34 

 44-35  

 54-45  

 64-55  

 74-65  

75فوق    
 
 

 (ما مجموع سنوات خبرتك العملية ؟4

 اقل من سنة واحدة 

 سنوات 5-2 

 سنوات 10-6 

سنة 15-11   

سنة 16اكثر من    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 (ما هي حالتك الاجتماعية الحالية ؟3

 اعزب 

 متزوج 

 مطلق 

 ارمل 

 منفصل 

 5(ما مجموع سنوات خبرتك العملية مع مؤسستك الحالية ؟

 اقل من سنة واحدة 

 سنوات 5-2 

 سنوات 10-5 

سنة 15-10   

سنة 16اكثر من    

с ميلادك ؟(ما هو بلد 

 الامارات  

 اخرى )حدد( 

 (ما هي جنسيتك ؟ 7

 امارات 

 غير ذلك )حدد( 
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 ما هو نوع قطاع مؤسستك ؟  -

 قطاع عام  

 قطاع خاص  

في اي المجالات تعمل حاليا : -11   

 البنوك والتامين   

 مقاولات البناء  

 شركات تجارية  

 التعليم   

 الصحة  

 مصانع  

 أخرى )حدد( 

 

؟كم دخلك الشهري بالدرهم) 9  

дв ЬЦ50000  акϼϸ ا   

 10000-6000 кϼϸ а  

 15000-11000 ϸ акϼ  

 20000-16000 ϸ акϼ  

 25000-21000 ϸ акϼ  

 30000-26000 ϸ акϼ  

 31000 -35000 ϸ акϼ  

 40000-36000 ϸ акϼ  

درهم 41000اكثر من    

 (ما هو أعلى مستوى تعليمي لك؟8

 اقل من الثانوية العامة  

 ثانوية عامة  

دبلوم سنتين –كلية    

 بكالوريوس  

 ماجستير  

 دكتوراه  
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 2-حصة الراتب 

 تعليمات 

 يرجى الإجابة بمدى موافقتك على العبارات المذكورة أدناه ، يرجى إجابة جميع الأسئلة

أوافق بشدة( 5أوافق ،  4محايد ،  3لأ أوافق ،  2لا أوافق بشدة ،  1إما بـ )    
 

 3-الثقة بالمدير )القائد(-

 تعليمات 

 يرجى الإجابة بمدى موافقتك على العبارات المذكورة أدناه ، يرجى إجابة جميع الأسئلة

أوافق بشدة( 5أوافق ،  4محايد ،  3لأ أوافق ،  2لا أوافق بشدة ،  1إما بـ )    

موافق 

 بشدة
 لا اوافق محايد موافق

لا اوافق 

 بشدة
 البيان

 الرقم

5 4 3 2 1 
 ϣЮмЧЛв ϤϜϼϜϼЦ Ϻϝ϶ϦϜ пЯК рϼтϸв ϢϼϸЧϠ ФмϪмЮϜ ЙтАϦЂϒ

ϣЂЂϔвЮϜ ЬϠЧϦЂвϠ ХЯЛϦт ϝвтТ 

17 

5 4 3 2 1  ЬϝЛТ ЬвЛϠ амЧт рϼтϸв дϒ мϸϠт 
18 

5 4 3 2 1 
 ЬЪІϠ сϦЯвϝЛв ϝ̯вϚϜϸ ЬмϝϲтЂ рϼтϸв дϓϠ ϣвϝϦ ϣЧϪϠ ϼЛІϜ

РЊжв. 

19 

 مديري لن يخدعني أبدا لتحقيق مصلحته الخاصة 1 2 3 4 5
20 

أولى اهتماماتييمكن الاعتماد على مديري لتحقيق  1 2 3 4 5  
21 

5 4 3 2 1 
كارنا هناك علاقة تشاركية بيني أنا ومديري، يمكننا مشاركة أف

 ، مشاعرنا ، وآمالنا بحرية تامة 

22 

5 4 3 2 1 
يمكنني التحدث بحرية مع مديري حول الصعوبات التي 

بالاصغاء لي . أواجهها في العمل ، و أعلم أنه يرغب  

23 

5 4 3 2 1 
ا أنا ومديري سوف نشعر بشعور الخسارة في حال تم نقل أحدن

 ولم نعد نعمل مجددا مع بعضنا البعض

24 

5 4 3 2 1 
 ЬЪІϠм ϣтϝжЛϠ сЮ ϞтϮϦЂт РмЂТ сЯЪϝІвϠ рϼтϸв ϤϼϠ϶ϒ ϜϺϜ

.̭ϝжϠ 

25 

 26   نستثمر أنا ومديري علاقاتنا للمصلحة المهنية بشكل كبير 1 2 3 4 5

موافق 

 بشدة
 لا اوافق محايد موافق

لا اوافق 

 بشدة
 البيان

 الرقم

 27 يتعامل مديري مع وظيفته بمهنية وتفانٍ. 1 2 3 4 5

موافق 

 بشدة
 لا اوافق محايد موافق

لا اوافق 

 بشدة
 الرقم  البيان

5 4 3 2 1 
 راتبي مناسب مقارنة بمؤهلاتي ومنصبي الوظيفي

12 

5 4 3 2 1 
 أشعر بالرضى عن راتبي مقارنة بزملائي في ذات القسم

13 

5 4 3 2 1 
أشعر بالرضى عن راتبي عند مقارنته مع زملائي في 

 المؤسسة
14 

5 4 3 2 1 
أشعر بالرضى عن راتبي عند مقارنته مع الآخرين الذين 

في مؤسسات مماثلة للمؤسسة التي اعمل فيها يعملون   15 

5 4 3 2 1 
أشعر بالرضى عن راتبي عند مقارنته مع الآخرين في سوق 

 العمل
16 
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5 4 3 2 1 
 сТ ШІЯЮ ϞϠЂ рϒ оϼϒ ъ ̪ рϼтϸв ϤыϮЂ пЮϜ ϢϸмЛЮϝϠ

.ϣУтДмЯЮ йϦтϾкϝϮм йϦϚϝУЪ 
28 

5 4 3 2 1 
يمكنني الاعتماد على مديري ولكن ليس لجعل العمل اكثر 

 تعقيدا عن طريق اللامبالاة
29 

5 4 3 2 1 
 يثق معظم الناس بمديري ، حتى أولئك الذين ليسوا أصدقاء

 مقربين منه ، ويحترمونه كزميل لهم بالعمل
30 

5 4 3 2 1 
 مديري بأنهيرى شركاء العمل الذين يجب عليهم التعامل مع 

 شخص جدير بالثقة
31 

5 4 3 2 1 
 ϼϪЪϒ ϜмжмЪт РмЂТ ̪ рϼтϸвϠ ϼϪЪϜ ϣТϼЛв ЀϝжЯЮ дϒ мЮ

.ϞϼЦ дК и̭Ϝϸц ϣϠЦϜϼв ϼϪЪϒм ϝвϝвϦкϜ 
32 

  

 4-عدالة التوزيع -

 تعليمات 

 يرجى الإجابة بمدى موافقتك على العبارات المذكورة أدناه ، يرجى إجابة جميع الأسئلة

أوافق بشدة( 5أوافق ،  4محايد ،  3لأ أوافق ،  2لا أوافق بشدة ،  1إما بـ )    

موافق 

 بشدة 
 لا اوافق  محايد موافق 

لا اوافق 

 بشدة 
 الرقم  البيان 

 33 مقارنة بمسؤولياتي يتم مكافأتي بإنصاف  1 2 3 4 5

 34 يتم مكافأتي بإنصاف ابالنظر الى الخبرة التي امتلكها 1 2 3 4 5

 35 يتم مكافأتي بإنصاف على الجهد الذي أبذله. 1 2 3 4 5

 36 يتم مكافأتي بإنصاف على العمل الذي أنجزته بشكل جيد  1 2 3 4 5

 يتم مكافأتي بإنصاف عن الضغوطات والتوتر الذى اتعرض له 1 2 3 4 5

 جراء عملي
37 

 38 أشعر بالرضى التام عن وظيفتي الحالية 1 2 3 4 5

  

 5-حب المال : 

 تعليمات 

 يرجى الإجابة بمدى موافقتك على العبارات المذكورة أدناه ، يرجى إجابة جميع الأسئلة

أوافق بشدة( 5أوافق ،  4محايد ،  3لأ أوافق ،  2لا أوافق بشدة ،  1إما بـ )    

موافق 

 بشدة 
 لا اوافق  محايد  موافق 

لا اوافق  

 بشدة 
 الرقم  البيان 

5 4 3 2 1  ̯ϝтϼϪ ϱϠЊϜ дϒ ϸтϼϒ 39 

5 4 3 2 1  ϸтϮ ϼвϒ (̭ϜϼϪЮϜ) ЬϝвЮϜ дв ϼтϪЪЮϜ ШыϦвϜ ϼϠϦЛт 40 

5 4 3 2 1  ̯ϝтϼϪ дмЪϦ дϒ ϸтϮЮϜ дв дмЪтЂ 41 

5 4 3 2 1  ϣтЪмЯЂЮϜ ϼттϝЛвЮϜм ϣтЦы϶ъϜ ϸКϜмЧЮϜ РЛЎ̳т ЬϝвЮϜ 42 

5 4 3 2 1 
ϣтϸЧжЮϜ алϲϝϠϼϒ ϢϸϝтϾЮ ϣтЦы϶ϒ ϼтО ЬϝвКϓϠ ЀϝжЮϜ амЧт  пЮϖ

пЊЦцϜ ϸϲЮϜ. 
43 

 44 المال هو شر 1 2 3 4 5

موافق 

 بشدة 
 لا اوافق  محايد  موافق 

لا اوافق  

 بشدة 
 الرقم  البيان 

 45 حب المال هو أصل الشر 1 2 3 4 5

 46 أدُير أموري المالية بشكل جيد جدا 1 2 3 4 5
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 47 أنُفق أموالي بعناية شديدة جدا. 1 2 3 4 5

 48 أقوم بدفع فواتيري على الفور تجنباً لاية  غرامات. 1 2 3 4 5

 49 أقوم بالتخطيط المالي للمستقبل 1 2 3 4 5

 50 المال يحفزني بشكل كبير 1 2 3 4 5

جدية أكبرالمال يدفعني للعمل ب 1 2 3 4 5  51 

 52 المال يحفزني للعمل بجدية أكبر  1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
يعملون بنفس الوظيفة أجور يجب أن يتقاضى الناس الذين 

 متساوية
53 

5 4 3 2 1 
لفة يجب أن يتقاضى الناس الذين يعملون بنفس الوظيفة أجور مخت

 بناءا على الجدارة
54 

 55 يجب دفع أجر أقل للوظائف ذات المسؤوليات الأقل. 1 2 3 4 5

 56 المال هو رمز للنجاح 1 2 3 4 5

 57 يمثل المال إنجاز للمرء. 1 2 3 4 5

 58 المال شيئ هام 1 2 3 4 5

مالمال شي قي   1 2 3 4 5  59 

 60 المال جيد 1 2 3 4 5

 61 المال شيئ جذاب 1 2 3 4 5

 62 يدُرك معظم الناس مدى سيطرة المال على حياتهم  1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
أشعر بكثير من الأحيان أن المال يؤثر في صنع أهم قرارات 

 حياتي

63 

5 4 3 2 1 
 يدفعني عدم الإنصاف في راتبي الى اتخاذ قرارات خطرة كترك

 العمل من مؤسستي.

64 

5 4 3 2 1 
و هالانتقال من مؤسسة لأخرى بحثاً عن دخل اعلى باعتقادي ان 

 أمر أخلاقي.

65 

5 4 3 2 1 
ثمة علاقة قوية بين حصتي من الراتب وبين قراري بترك 

 مؤسستي  أو   الاستمرار فيها

66 

5 4 3 2 1 
 طول او قصر فترة خدمتي بالمؤسسة او الاستمرار فيها يرتبط

 بشكل كبير بعدالة الراتب الذي احصل عليه 

67 

جورتعتمد فترة خدمتي بالعمل بشكل رئيسي على المساواة في الأ 1 2 3 4 5  68 

 69 قراراتي حساسة جدا لمقدار الراتب الذي احصل عليه 1 2 3 4 5

على قراريلا يؤثر المال أمر هام لكنه  1 2 3 4 5  70 

 71 من شأن المال أن يصوغ شكل علاقتي بالعمل داخل المؤسسة. 1 2 3 4 5

 72 للمال أثر قوي على علاقاتي بالعمل  1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
من اجل الاستمرار لفترة طويلة بالمؤسسة فان المال بالنسبة لي 

 يعتبر اهم من الثقة بالمدير
73 

5 4 3 2 1 
من شأن العدالة في الأجور أن تحُسن من نوعية علاقتي مع 

 مديري.
74 

 75 المال أمر مهم ، لكنه لا يؤثر على ثقتي بمديري 1 2 3 4 5

 76 يعتقد معظم الناس أن المال هو أساس علاقاتهم مع الاخرين 1 2 3 4 5

  

 

 

 6-الولاء الوظيفي :  

 تعليمات 
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 ****  النهاية *****

موافقتك على العبارات المذكورة أدناه ، يرجى إجابة جميع الأسئلةيرجى الإجابة بمدى   

أوافق بشدة( 5أوافق ،  4محايد ،  3لأ أوافق ،  2لا أوافق بشدة ،  1إما بـ )    

موافق 

 بشدة
 محايد موافق

لا 

 اوافق

لا اوافق 

 بشدة
 الرقم البيان

سأكون مسرورا جدا لإكمال ما تبقى من حياتي المهنية بهذه  1 2 3 4 5

 المؤسسة
77 

 78 استمتع بالحديث عن مؤسستي مع أشخاص من خارجها 1 2 3 4 5

 79 أشعر تماما كما لو أن مشاكل مؤسستي هي مشاكلي أيضا 1 2 3 4 5

 80 مؤسستي تعني لي الكثير شخصيا 1 2 3 4 5

 81 لا أشعر بقوة انتماء تجاه مؤسستي 1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
لقت التعلق بسهولة بمؤسسة أخرى مثلما تع أعتقد أنه باستطاعتي

 بمؤسستي
82 

 83 لا أشعر بأنني جزء من العائلة في مؤسستي 1 2 3 4 5

 84 أشعر بأنني مرتبط عاطفيا بمؤسستي 1 2 3 4 5

 85 أعتقد أن الناس بكثير من الأحيان ينتقلون من مؤسسة لأخُرى 1 2 3 4 5

 86 لأ أعتقد بأنه على الشخص أن يكون مخلصاً دائما لمؤسسته 1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
االانتقال من مؤسسة لأخُرى لا يعني بانه أمر غير اخلاقي على 

 الاطلاق
87 

5 4 3 2 1 
احد الأسباب الرئيسية لاستمراي بالعمل لدى هذه المؤسسة هو 

 اعتقادي بأن الولاء أمر هام ، لذلك أشعر بالالتزام الاخلاقي للبقاء بها
88 

5 4 3 2 1 
في حال تلقيت عرض عمل أفضل بمكان آخر ، فلن أعتقد أنه من 

 الصواب ترك مؤسستي
89 

 90 لقد تعلمت أن أؤمن بقيمة البقاء مخلصاً لمؤسسة واحدة 1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
كانت الأمور أفضل حالاً عندما بقي الناس بنفس المؤسسة معظم 

 حياتهم المهنية
91 

 92 لا أعتقد بأن الرغبة في ان تصبح "رجل الشركة" أمر معقول بعد الآن 1 2 3 4 5

خرىنا لست خائفا مما قد يحدث إن تركت وظيفتي قبل إيجاد وظيفة أُ ا 1 2 3 4 5  93 

5 4 3 2 1 
 سيكون من الصعب جداً أن أترك مؤسستي بالوقت الحالي ، حتى

 وإن أردت ذلك.
94 

5 4 3 2 1 
تسوء إن اردت اتخاذ قرار الكثير من الامور في حياتي سوف 

 بترك مؤسستي الآن
95 

 96 سيكون من المكلف جداً لي أن أترك مؤسستي الآن 1 2 3 4 5

5 4 3 2 1 
و هفي الوقت الراهن ، البقاء مع مؤسستي أمر ضروري اكثر مما 

 أمر مرغوب فيه
97 

لمؤسسةاأشعر بأن هنالك أسباب قليلة للغاية تدفعني للتفكير بترك  1 2 3 4 5  98 

حةالخطيرة لتركي المؤسسة هي قلة البدائل المتا التبعات أحد 1 2 3 4 5  99 

5 4 3 2 1 
ا قد أحد الأسباب الرئيسية لاستمراري بالعمل مع المؤسسة هو أن تركه

يتطلب مني تضحيات شخصية ، على سبيل المثال، قد لا أحصل على 

الحاليةإجمالي الميزات التي أحصل عليها في مؤسستي   

100 
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APPENDIX 10.4 QUESTIONNAIRE HINDI VERSION  

 ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ tᵾ ᵯᵾᵷ pᵲ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ 

ᵑ  tᵺᵷ ᵥ 

 ᵱᵾᵲᶇ ɛ  ᵦᵲᵨᵾᵦᵾ,   

ᵉᵺ нᶈ ᵿᵥᵗ ᵺᵷ ᵥ ᵰ ᵯᵾ ᴝᵴᶇᵪᶇ ᵻᶇᵦᶁ dᵬᵗᶋ dᵰᵅᵿ ᵦ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵰ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵺ  ᵪᵦᵾ ᵻᶋ ᵲᵻᶀ ᵻᶈᶟ ᵰ dᵬᵗᶋ d  ᵷ   βtᵲᵪᵾ ᴥᵾ ᵄᵙᵾ  t  

ᵉᵺ ᵺᵷ ᵥ tᶇ ᵬ ᵲᵥᵾᵰ tᵾ ɛᵬᵱᶋᵙ tᶇᵷᵴ нᶈ ᵿᵥᵗ ɛ ᶇ  ᵱ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵻᶀ ᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵑᵙᵾ pᵲ χᵾᵰ tᶋ ᴝᶁ   βᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵲᵿ ᵦ ᵲᵘβᶇ  ŋ 

ᵉᵺ ᵿᵷᵹᵱ tᶋ ᴝᶋᵬᵪᶀᵱ ᵲᵘᵾ  γᵾᵑᵙᵾᶟ ᵺᵷ ᵥ tᶋ ᵬᶂᵲᵾ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋ15-20 ᵿᵰᵪᵡ t  dᵷ  ᵱᵗᵦᵾ ᵻᶋᵙᶀ, e ᵺ ᵺᵷ  vtᶇ 6 uᵅ r

ᵻ,  

ᵺᵯᶀ  ᵪ tᵾ γᵷᵾᵮ ρᶇᵦᶇ ᵺᵰᵱ tᶃᵬᵱᵾ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ  pᵲ ᵺᵡᶀᵗᵦᵾ ᵺᶇ γᵷᵾᵮ ρ ᶟ    

ᵘᵅ-r1 γᵪᵺᵾᵅᵿ ᵱᵗ ᵱ rᶇᵡᵾ  

ᵿᵪᵨ ᵸ  

ᵈᵬᵗᵾ ᵴᵅᵙ  ᵱᵾ ᵻᶈ ? (ᵗᶃᵬᵱᵾ tᶇᵷᵴ ŋ  ttᵾ ᴥᵱ χtᵲ)  

ᵬᶁ ᵹ   

ᵰᵿᵻᵴᵾ    

2.  dᵬ  tɛ  ᵗᵦᵪᶀ ᵻᶈ ? (ᵗᶃᵬᵱᵾ tᶇᵷᵴ ŋ  ttᵾ ᴥᵱ χtᵲ)  

18 – 24    

25 – 34    

35 – 44    

45 – 54    

55 – 64    

65 – 74    

3.  ᵈᵬ  tᵷᵦ ᵰᵾᵪ ᵷᶈᵷᵾᵿᵻᵗ ᵿ ᵧᵿᵦ ᵗᶍᵱᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

ᵇᵿᵷᵷᵾᵿᵻᵦ    

ᵿᵷᵷᵾᵿᵻᵦ    

ᵦᵴᵾᵗᵸᶁᵨᵾ    

ᵿᵷᵩᵷᵾ    

ᵇᵴ-ᴝb ᵴ ᴝ   

4.  ᵈᵬᵗᵾ ᵺᵰ ᵗᵾᵱ ᵇᵪᶁᵯᵷ ᵗᵦᵪᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

 ᵑ  tᵷᵹ ᵺᶇ ᵗᵰ    

2 – 5 ᵷᵹ    

6 – 10 ᵷᵹ    

11 – 15 ᵷᵹ    

16 ᵷᵹ ᵺᶇ ᵇᵿᵩᵗ    

5.  dᵬᵗᶋ ᵷᵦ ᵰᵾᵪ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ tᶁᵴ ᵗᵦᵪᶇ ᵷᵹ tᵾ tᵾᵱ bᵪᶁᵯᵷ ᵻᶈ ? 

 ᵑ  tᵷᵹ ᵺᶇ ᵗᵰ    

2 – 5 ᵷᵹ    

5 – 10 ᵷᵹ    

10 – 15 ᵷᵹ    

16 ᵷᵹ ᵺᶇ ᵇᵿᵩᵗ    

6.  ᵈᵬᵗᵾ ᵞᵪᶍᵰ ᵺᶍγᵾᵪ ᵗᵺ ᵨᶇᵸ ᵗᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

ᵺᵅᵱᶁ   βbᵲᵮ bᵰᶀᵲᵾᵦ     

ᵇ  ᵱ (ɛ  ᵴᶇ utᵲ )    

7.  ᵈᵬ  tᵲᵾᵹᶍᶀᵱᵦᵾ ᵗᶍᵱᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

ᵺᵅᵱᶁ   βbᵲᵮ bᵰᶀᵲᵾᵦ    

ᵇ  ᵱ (ɛ  ᵴᶇ utᵲ)    

8.  ᵈᵬᵗᶇ ᵾᵲᵾ ᵬᶂᵲᶀ ᵗ ᵙ  əᵋᵜᶍᴥβ ᵰ ᵿᵸ ᵾ ᵗᵾ ᵺᶍβᵲ ᵗᶌᵪ ᵺᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

  ᵾᵰᵲ ᵺᶍtᶂᵴ    

  ᵻᵾᵊ ᵺᶍtᶂᵴ ᵱᵾ ᵺᵰ  t   

ᵿᵣ  ᵴᶋᵰᵾ (2 ᵺᵾᵴ tᵾᵴᶇᵞ)     

 χᵾᵦ tɛᵬᵾᵿᵩ    

 χᵾᵦᵗᶋ  ᵦᵲ ɛᵬᵾᵿᵩ    
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ᵘᵅ r III - ᵴᶀᵣᵲ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ  

17 
ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵯᵿᵷ  ᵱ tᶇ ᵿᵴᵑ ᵰ ᵮᶁᵿ ᵰᵦᵾᵬᶂᵥ ᵿᵪᵥ ᵱ t ᶋ ᵴᶇᵪᶇ tᶇ 

ᵿᵴ ŋbᵬᵪᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ tᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

18 ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵴᵙᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ  tᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ tᶁᵸᵴᵦᵾᵬᶂᵷ ᵗ tᵾᵱ tᵲ ᵲᵻᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

19 
ᵰ e ᵺᵗᶇ ᵿ βᵬᶂ v ᵬ ᵺᶇ d  ᵷ   β ɐ  tᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵾγ 

ᵻᵰᶇᵸᵾ b  βᵾ  ᵱᵷᵻᵾᵲ tᵲᵪᶇ t  tᶋᵿᵸᵸ tᵲ ᵙᶇᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

20 ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵭᵾᵱᵨᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵰᶁᵟᶇ tᵯᶀ ᵯᶀ φᶋᵘᵾ χᵻ ρ ᵙᶇᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

21 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵬᵲ ᵰ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵷ  ᵰ  ᵿᵻ βt ᶋ ᵨᵾᵪ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ  ᵿᵴŋ 

ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ tᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

ᵣᶉ  ᵡᵲᶀ ᵿᵣ ᶀ    

9.  ᵨᵲᵻᵰ ᵰ ᵈᵬ  tᵰᵾᵿᵺᵗ ᵈᵱ ᵗᵦᵪᶀ ᵻᶈ ? 

5000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ ᵺᶇ ᵗᵰ    16000-20000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    31000-35000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    

6000-10000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    21000-25000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    36000-40000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    

11000-15000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    26000-30000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ    41000 ᵨᵲᵻᵰ ᵺᶇ ᵇᵿᵩᵗ    

10.   ᵈᵬᵗᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵗᵾ ᵺᶇᵗᶍᵡᵲ ᵗᶌᵪ ᵺᵾ ᵻᶈ ? 

ᵬᵿ ᵴᵗ ᵺᶇ  ᵡᵲ  (ᵺᵲᵗᵾᵲᶀ)    

ᵾᵉᵷᶇᵡ ᵺᶇ  ᵡᵲ    

11.  ᵷᵦ ᵰᵾᵪ ᵰ d ᵬ ᵗᵺ ɛ ᶋ ᴝᵰ t ᵾᵰ t ᵲ ᵲᵻᶇ ᵻ ? 

  

ᵘᵅ r– 3 ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵰ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵦᵾ  

ᵿᵪᵨ ᵸ  

ᵿᵪ  ᵪᵿᵴᵿᵘᵦ tᵧ  χtᶇ ᵺᵾ γbᵬᵪᶀ ᵺᵻᵰᵿᵦ t  ᵺᶀᵰᵾ tᶋ ρᵸᵾ ᵑᵅ:  ᵗᶃᵬᵱᵾ uᵅ rII tᶇ ᵺᵯᶀ  ᵪ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋbᵬᵪᶀ ᵿᵦ ᵱᵾ ᵻᵰ ᵨᵾᵪ tᵲ ᶟ  

( 1 = ᵬᶂ vᵬ ᵺᶇ bᵺᵻᵰᵦ, 2 = ᵇᵺᵻᵰᵦ,  3 = ᵦᵡ   γ,  4 = ᵺᵻᵰᵦ, 5 = ᵬᶂ vᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵻᵰᵦ)  

ᵰᵾᵅ

 t 
ᵗᵧ χ 

ᵬᶂ vᵬ 

ᵺᶇ 

ᵇᵺᵻᵰᵦ  

ᵇᵺᵻᵰᵦ ᵦᵡ   γ ᵺᵻᵰᵦ 
ᵬᶂ v ᵬ 

ᵺᶇ ᵺᵻᵰ β 

12 ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵬ ρtᶇ bᵪᶁᵺᵾᵲ ᵰᶇᵲᶀ ᵱᶋ  ᵱᵦᵾᵪᶁᵺᵾᵲ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ɛᵿᵜ βᵷᶇᵦᵪ 

ᵨᵱᵾ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

13 ᵇᵬᵪᶇ ᵿᵷᵯᵾᵙ ᵰ bᵬᵪᶀ βᶁᵴᵪᵾ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵻᵗ ᵰ ᵱ ᵺᶇ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵬᵲ 

ᵰ ᵬᵾᵦᵾ  ɐ  tᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵦᶁ   χᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

14 ᵇᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ρᶂᵺᵲᶇ ᵺᵻᵗ ᵰ ᵱ ᵺᶇ βᶁᵴᵪᵾ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵬᵲ ᵰ ᵬᵾᵦᵾ 

 ɐ  tᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵦᶁ   χᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

15 ᵇᵬᵪᶀ ᵻᶀ βᵲᵻ tᶇ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵺᶇ βᶁᵴᵪᵾ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵬᵲ ᵰ ᵬᵾᵦᵾ 

 ɐ  tᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵦᶁ   χᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

16 . ᵴᶇᵮᵲ ᵰᵾᵗ ᵡ tᶇ b  ᵱ ᵺᵻᵗ ᵰ ᵱ tᶇ ᵺᵾ γbᵬᵪᶀ βᶁᵴᵪᵾ tᵲᵪᶇ 

ᵬᵲ ᵰ ᵬᵾᵦᵾ  ɐ  tᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵦᶁ   χᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  
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22 

ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ pᵲ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᶀ ᴥŋ  tᵺᵾᵟᵾ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ ᵻᶈᶟ ᵻᵰ ρᶋ χ ᵷᵦ ɑ

ᵬ ᵺᶇ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵿᵷᵜᵾᵲ, ᵯᵾᵷᵪᵾ pᵲ dᵸᵾ tᶋ ŋᵗᵨᶂᵺᵲᶇ ᵺᶇ 

ᵺᵾᵟᵾ tᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  

1  2  3 4 5  

23 

ᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵺᶇ ɛ  χt ᵢᵪᵾᵉᵱ ᵬᵲ uᶁᵴᵗᵲ ᵮᵾ βtᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ 

 ɐγ ᶋ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ t ᵾᵰ ᵬᵲ b ᵪᶁᵯᵷ ᵻᶋᵦᶀ ᵻ p ᵲ  ɛχ ᵗᶇ ᵮᵾᵲᶇ ᵰ ᵷᵻ 

ᵺᶁᵪᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵻᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  

1  2  3 4 5  

24 

ᵞᵮ ᵻᵰᵰ ᵺᶇ ᵗᵺᶀ ŋ  ttᵾ βᵮᵾᵨᵴᵾ ᵻᶋ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ pᵲ ᵻᵰ bᵮ 

ᵿᵰᵴᵗᵲ ᵺᵾ γᵰ t ᵾᵰ χ ᵻ t ᵲ ᵬᵾᵦᶇ ᵻ β ᶋ o ᵺᶀ ᵿ ᵧᵿᵦ ᵰ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ 

ᵮᵅᵩᵗ pᵲ ᵰ, ᵨᶋ χᵻᶀ eᵺ χᶁᵗᵺᵾᵪ tᶋ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ tᵲ ᵙᶇᶟ  

1  2  3 4 5  

25 

ᵱ  ρᵰ b ᵬᵪᶀ ᵺᵰ  ᵱᵾ t ᶋ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵾᵟᵾ 

ᵗᵲᵦᵾ/ᵗᵲᵦᶀ  ɐ βᶋ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵬᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ  tᵷᵻ eᵺᵗᶇ ᵮᵾᵲᶇ ᵰ ᵲᵜᵪᵾ  ᵰ  t

ᵖᵲ  ᵱᵾᵪᵬᶂᵷ ᵗ ᵬ ᵺᶇ γᵷᵾᵮ ρ ᵙᶇ/ ᵨ ᵙᶀᶟ   

1  2  3 4 5  

26 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ p ᵲ ᵰ ᵪᶇ, ᵨᶋ χχ ᶇ ᵻᶀ b ᵬᵪᶇ t ᵾᵰᵗᵾᵞᶀ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ ᵰ 

ᵗᵾᵭ ᵯᵾᵷᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ tᶋ ᵮᵪᵾᵱᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

27 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ  ᵱᵾᵷᵺᵾᵿᵱᵗ tᶁᵸᵴᵦᵾ pᵲ ᵺᵰ ᵬ ᵦ ᵯᵾᵷ ᵺᶇ b ᵬᵪᶇ 

ᵞ ᵮ tᶋ tᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

28 

ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ tᶇ ᶈ t ᵲᵗᵾᵣ t ᶋ ρ ᶇᵘᵦᶇ  ŋᵰᶁᵟᶇ ɛ ᵪ  tᵱᶋ  ᵱᵦᵾ 

ᵖᵲ γ ᵮ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋβ ᶈᵱᵾᵲᶀ tᶇ ᵿ βɛ  χᵬᵲ ᵺᵅᵨᶇᵻ t ᵲᵪᶇ t ᵾ t ᶋ ə

ᵯᶀ tᵾᵲ vχᵻ χᵞᵲ dᵦᵾᶟ   

1  2  3 4 5  

29 ᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ tᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ  ɐ  tɛ  ᵻ ᵪᶇ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ γᶉᵮ 

ᵗᶋ bᵿᵩ tt ᵢᵪ χᵻ ᵮᵪᵾᵱᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

30 ᵮ  βᵺᶇ ᵴᶋᵙ, ᵱᵻᵾᵅ β  t  tᵷᶇ ᵴᶋ ᴝγ ᶋ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ tᶇ t ᵲᶀᵮᶀ 

ᵿᵰ χ ᵻ ᵻ, ᵒᵺᶇ ᵴᶋ ᴝᵯᶀ ɛ  χᵬᵲ ᵺᵻᵗᵰ tᶇ ᵬ ᵰ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ 

ᵗᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ pᵲ ɛᵪᵗᵾ ᵺ  ᵰᵾ χtᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  

1  2  3 4 5  

31 ᵰᶇᵲᶇ b  ᵱ ᵺᵻᵗᵰ γ ᶋ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ ᵺᶇ ᵮᵾᵦᵜᶀᵦ t ᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ, ᵷᶇ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ 

ᵮᵅᵩᵗ tᶋ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵴᵾᵱ tᵺᵰᵟᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

32 

ᵱ  ρᵴᶋ ᴝᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵮᵅᵩᵗ p ᵲ ɛ ᵪ  tᵬᶃ  ᵢᵯᶂᵿᵰ tᶇ ᵮᵾᵲᶇ ᵰ b ᵿᵩ t

ᵞᵾᵪ ᵙᶇ β ᶋ ᵴᶋ ᴝt ᵾᵰ tᶇ ᵿ βb ᵿᵩ t  ᵱᵾ χρ ᵙᶇ p ᵲ ᵷᶇ b ᵿᵩ t

 ᵱᵾᵪᵬᶂᵷ ᵗ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵬᵲᵭᶉᵲᵰ ᵺ t  ᵿᵪᵙᵲᵾᵪᶀ tᵲ ᵙᶇᶟ   

1  2  3 4 5  

 

ᵘᵅᵣ IV - ᵿᵷᵦᵲᵥ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩᶀ  ᵱᵾᵱ  

33 
ᵰᶇᵲᶀ ᵿᵞ  ᵰᶇᵨᵾ ᵲᵱ tᶋ ρᶇᵘᵦᶇ ,ŋ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵬᶁᵲ  ᵗᶃ βᵗᵱᵾ 

ᵞᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

34 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ bᵪᶁᵯᵷ tᶋ ρᶇᵘᵦᶇ  ŋᵰᶁᵟᶇ ɛᵺ bᵪᶁᵺᵾᵲ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵬᶁᵲ  ᵗᶃ β

ᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

35 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵾᵲᵾ ᵴᵙᵾ ŋᴝ  ŋ ᵱᵾᵺ tᶇ b ᵪᶁᵺᵾᵲ ᵻᶀ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵬ ᵺᶇ 

ᵬᶁᵲ  ᵗᶃ βᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ 
1  2  3 4 5  

36 
ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵾᵲᵾ b  βᶀ βᵲᵻ ᵺᶇ ᵗ ŋᴝ  ŋtᵾᵱ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵬ ᵺᶇ 

ᵬᶁᵲ  ᵗᶃ βᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

37 
ᵰᶇᵲᶀ χᶌᵗᵲᶀ tᶇ ρᶌᵲᵾᵪ βᵪᵾᵷ pᵲ ρᵮᵾᵷ tᶋ ᵮᵅᵿᵩᵦ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋ

ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵬᶁᵲ  ᵗᶃ βᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

38 
ᵰ bᵬᵪᶀ ᵷᵦ ᵰᵾᵪ χᶌᵗᵲᶀ ᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ tᶋ  ᵬᶂᵲᶀ βᵲᵻ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵦᶁ   χᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ 

ᵗᵲᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

 

ᵘᵅᵣ V- ᵬᶈᵺᶇ ᵺᶇ ᶇᵰ   

39 ᵰ bᵰᶀᵲ ᵻᶋᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵻᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

40 ᵮ  βᵬᶈᵺᵾ (ᵇᵰᶀᵲ ᵻᶋᵪᵾ) ᵻᶋᵪᵾ b  βᵾ ᵻᶋᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ   1  2  3 4 5  

41 ᵇᵰᶀᵲ ᵻᶋᵪᵾ b  βᵾ ᵲᵻᶇᵙᵾᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

42 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ χ ᶈᵿᵦᵗ ᵰᵾᵪᵨᵅᵣ p ᵲ d ᵜᵲ vtᶇ ᵰᵾᵪ tt ᶋ t ᵰᵞᶋᵲ ᵮᵪᵾᵦᵾ 

ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

43 ᵴᶋ ᴝbᵬᵪᶇ φ -χᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩᶀ ᵴᵾᵯ tᶋ bᵿᵩᵗᵦᵰ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋbᵪᶈᵿᵦᵗ 

ᵗᵾᵰ tᶋ tᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  



     237 

44 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ (ᵩ )χ ᵮᶁᵲᵾᵊ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

45 ᵩ  χᵺᶇ ᶇᵰ tᵲᵪᵾ ᵺᵯᶀ ᵮᶁᵲᵾᵊᵱ tᵾ ᵰᶂᵴ tᵾᵲ vᵻᶈᶟ 1  2  3 4 5  

46  ᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵬᶈᵺ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵮᵞ χᵮ  βb  βᶀ βᵲᵻ ᵺᶇ ᵮᵪᵾᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

47 ᵰ bᵬᵪᶇ φ  χtᵾ ɛᵬᵱᶋᵙ ᵮ  βᵺᵾᵷᵩᵾᵪᶀᵬᶂᵷ ᵗ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

48 ᵰ  ᵱᵾ γᵱᵾ γ ᶁᵰᵾ ᵪᶇ ᵺᶇ ᵮᵜᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋβ ᶁᵲᵅᵦ ᵻᶀ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵿᵮᵴ t ᵾ 

ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ tᵲ ρᶇᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

49 ᵰ ᵯᵿᵷ  ᵱ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵿᵷ  ᵦᶀᵱ ᵱᶋᵞᵪᵾ ᵮᵪᵾᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

50 ᵰ ᵬᶈᵺᶇ ᵺᶇ ᵮ  βbᵿᵩ tᶇ ᵲᵦ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

51 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ tᶗᶀ ᵰᶇᵻᵪᵦ tᵲᵪᶇ t  ᴗᵲ ᶇ ᵲᵦ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

52 ᵰ ᵬᶈᵺᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋtᵢᶋᵲ ᵬ ᵲ ᵰ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿ βᶇ ᵲᵦ ᵄᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

53 ᵑ  tᵺᵾ γᶉᵮ (ᵪᶌᵗᵲᶀ) ᵗᵲᵪᶇ ᵷᵾᵴᶇ ᵴᶋ ᴝtᶋ ᵺᵰᵾ χᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ 

ᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵿᵻᵑᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

54 ᵑ  tᵻᶀ ᵺᵰᵾ χγᶉᵮ ᵰ tᵾᵱ tᵲᵪᶇ ᵷᵾᵴᶇ ᵴᶋ ᴝtᶋ ɛᵪ  tᵱᶋ  ᵱᵦᵾ tᶇ 

ᵈᵩᵾᵲ ᵬᵲ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ ᵗᵱᵾ γᵾᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵿᵻᵑᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

55 ᵗᵰ ᵿᵞ  ᵰᶇᵨᵾᵲᶀ ᵷᵾᵴᶇ ᵿᵪᵜᵴᶇ  βᵲ t  χᶌᵗᵲᶀ ᵰ tᵰ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ ᵗᵱᵾ 

ᵞᵾᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵿᵻᵑᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

56 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵺᵭᵴᵦᵾ tᵾ ᵦᶀᵗ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

57 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ  ᵱᵿ t  ɛᵬᵴᵿ ᵩᵱ tᵾ ᵿᵦᵿᵪᵿᵩ  ᵷ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

58 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ dᵷ  ᵱ  tᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

59 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵰᶂ  ᵱᵷᵾᵪ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

60 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ b  βᵾ ᵻᶋᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

61 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ dᵗᵹ ᵗ ᵻᶋᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

62  ᵱᵾᵨᵾᵦᵲ ᵴᶋ ᴝeᵺ ᵻ ρβ  tᵱᵻ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ tᵲᵦᶇ ᵻ  tɛᵪ  tᵞᵅᵨᵙᶀ 

ᵬᶈᵺᶇ tᶇ ᵾᵲᵾ ᵿᵪᵱᵅᵿ ᵦ ᵻᶋᵦᶀ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

63 ᵗ  əᵮᵾᵲ ᵰ ᵱᵻ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ t ᵲᵦᵾ  ɐ  tᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ γ ᶀᵷ χtᶇ ᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ 

ᵭᶈᵺᵴ tᶋ ᵯᵾᵿᵷᵦ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

64 ᵇᵪᶁᵿᵜᵦ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ ᵻᶋᵪᵾ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t ᶋ β ᶋᶗᵪᶇ γ ᶈᵺᶇ 

ᵞᶋᵿᵘᵰᵬᶂᵥ ᵿᵪᵥᵱ tᶋ ᵴᶇᵪᶇ t  ᴗᵲ ᶇ ᵲᵦ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

65  ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦᵦᵾ t  ᵷᵞᵻ ᵺᶇ ŋ  ttᵅᵬᵪᶀ ᵺᶇ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᶀ tᵅᵬᵪᶀ ᵰ γᵾᵪᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ 

ᵿᵷᵜᵾᵲ ᵺᶇ χᶈᵿᵦᵗ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

66  ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ pᵲ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶋ βᶋᶗᵪᶇ/ ᵲᵻᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵪᵥ ᵱ tᶇ ᵮᶀ ᴥ

ᵙᵻᵲᵾ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

67 ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ χᶌᵗᵲᶀ ᵾ   βt ᵲᵪᶇ p ᵲ ɛ  ᵻ βᶋᶗᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵮ  β

ᵻᶀ ᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ ᵻᶈᶟ    
1  2  3 4 5  

68  ᵰᶇᵲᵾ χᶌᵗᵲᶀ tᵾ tᵾᵱ ᵗᵾᵴ ᵰᶁ  ᵱ ᵬ ᵺᶇ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵷᶇᵦᵪ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ ᵗ ŋ

ᵞᵾᵪᶇ ᵬᵲ ᵿᵪᵯ ᵲ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

69 
 ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ tᶇ ᵿ βᵰᶇᵲᵾ ᵿᵪᵥ ᵱ ᵮ  βᵺᵅᵷᶇᵨᵪᵸᶀᵴ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

70 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ γ ᵲᶀ ᵻᶈ ᵴᶇ ᵗᵪ ᵱᵻ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵭᶈᵺᵴ  tᶋ ᵯᵾᵿᵷᵦ χ ᵻ t ᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ 

( ᵭᵲ ᵺᶇ ᵿᵪᵥ ᵱ ᵴᶇᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵦ)   
1  2  3 4 5  

71 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵴᶀᵣᵲ tᶇ ᵺᵾ γᵰᶇᵲᶇ tᵾᵰᵗᵾᵞᶀ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ tᶋ ρᵸᵾ ᵑᵙᵾᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

72 ᵗᵾᵰ ᵬᵲ, ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ tᶇ ᵺᵅᵨᵯ ᵰ φ  χŋ  tᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ ᵯᵾᵷ rᵾᵴᵦᵾ 

ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

73 ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ρᶀ ɯᵺᵰᵱ β  tᵺᶇᵷᵾ ρᶇᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵴᶀᵣᵲ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ 

ᵗᵲᵪᶇ t  βᶁᵴᵪᵾ ᵰ  ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦ ᵯᶁᵙᵦᵾᵪ ᵬᵾᵪᵾ bᵿᵩ tᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

74 ᵿᵷᵦᵲᵥ ᵰ  ᵱᵾᵱᵺᵅᵙᵦᵦᵾ b ᵧᵾ ᵦ ᵿᵪ  ᵬ ᵦᵾ, ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵴᶀᵣᵲ tᶇ ᵺᵾ γᵰᶇᵲᶇ 

ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ t  ᴝᶁᵥᵷ  ᵦᵾ tᶋ ᵮᶘᵾᵑᵙᵾᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  
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75 ᵬᶈᵺᵾ (ᵩ )χ ᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ ᵻᶈ ᵴᶇ ᵗᵪ ᵱᵻ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ χ ᶇᵦᵾ ᵬᵲ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᶇ t ᶋ 

ᵯᵾᵿᵷᵦ χᵻ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

76 ᵇᵿᵩᵗᵾᵅᵸ ᵴᶋ ᴝtᵾ ᵱᵻ ᵰᵾᵪᵪᵾ ᵻᶈ  tᵬᶈᵺᵾ ɛᵪᵗᶇ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵩ tᵾ dᵩᵾᵲ 

ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

 

 

ᵘᵅᵣ VI – ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ   

 b-  ᵯᵾᵷᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ  

77 ᵉᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵺᵾ γbᵬᵪᶇ t ᵲᵱᵲ tᶇ ᵮᵾ tᵮᵜᶇ ᵺᵰᵱ tᶋ ᵿᵮᵦᵾᵪᶇ 

ᵰ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵺ  ᵪᵦᵾ ᵻᶋᵙᶀᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

78 ᵰ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵮᵾᵻᵲ tᶇ ᵴᶋ ᴝtᶇ ᵺᵾ γᴥ ᵜᵾ t ᵲᵪᶇ ᵰ d ᵪᵅᵨ 

ᵋᵢᵾᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

79 ᵰ ᵺᵜᵰᶁᵜ o ᵺᵾ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ t ᵲᵦᵾ  ɐ  te ᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t  ᵺᵰ  ᵱᵾᵑᵅ 

ᵰᶇᵲᶀ bᵬᵪᶀ  ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

80 ᵱᵻ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋ ᵱᵿ ᵙᵦ b  γᵰ ŋ  tᵮᵿᵼᵤᵱᵾ ᵺᶌᵨᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

81 ᵰ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵺᶇ ᵺᵅᵮᵅᵿᵩ βᵲᵻᵪᶇ t  ᴝ ᵻᵲᶀ ᵯᵾᵷᵪᵾ t ᶋ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ 

ᵪᵻ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ    
1  2  3 4 5  

82 ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵴᵙᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ  tᵰ d ᵺᵾᵪᶀ ᵺᶇ ɛ ᵦᵪᵾ ᵻᶀ ᵗᵺᶀ b  ᵱ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵺᶇ 

ᵞᶁᶗ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ  ɐᵿᵞᵦᵪᵾ  tᵰ eᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵺᶇ γᶁᶗᵾ  dᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

83 ᵰ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵬ ᵲᵷᵾᵲ tᶇ ŋ  t ᵿᵻ  ᵺᶇ t  β ᵲᵻ b ᵬᵪᶇ t ᶋ 

ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ χᵻ tᵲᵦᵾ ᵄᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

84 ᵰ eᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵿ βᵯᵾᵷᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵬ ᵺᶇ γᶁᶗᵾ  dᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ tᵲᵦᵾ 

ᵄᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

 

 

ᵘᵅ rVI – ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ  

ᵺ – ᵿᵪᵲᵅᵦᵲᵦᵾ t  ᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ  

93 
ᵰᶁᵟᶇ e ᵺ ᵮᵾ βt ᵾ rᵲ χᵻ ᵻᶈ  tᵱ  ρᵰ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᵾ γ ᶉᵮ ᵿᵰᵴᶇ ᵿᵮᵪᵾ ᵱᵻ γ ᶉᵮ β ᶋᶗ ρ ᶇᵦᵾ ρ ᶂᵅ β ᶋ 

 ᵱᵾ ᵻᶋ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

94 
ᵱ  ρᵰ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t ᶋ β ᶋᶗᵪᵾ ᵯᶀ ᴥ ᵾ ᵅ βᶋ ᵯᶀ b ᵯᶀ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t ᶋ β ᶋᶗᵪᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋ

ᵮ  βt ᵢᵪ ᵻᶋᵙᵾᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

95 
ᵱ  ρᵰ bᵯᶀ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶋ βᶋᶗᵪᶇ tᵾ ᵿᵪᵥ ᵱ tᵲ ᵴᶂᵅ βᶋ ᵰᶇᵲᶀ ᵞᵅᵨᵙᶀ ᵰ ᵮ  βtᶁ βᵮᵾᵿᵩᵦ 

ᵻᶋ γᵾᵑᵙᵾᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

96 ᵇᵯᶀ bᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶋ βᶋᶗᵪᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵮ  βᵻᶀ ᵰᵻᵅᵙᵾ ᵬᶗ γᵾᵑᵙᵾᶟ  1  2  3 4 5  

97 
ᵇᵯᶀ, ᵰᶇᵲᵾ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵮᵪᶇ ᵲᵻᵪᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᶀ e  ᵝᵾ tᶇ b ᵪᶁᵺᵾᵲ ᵿᵞᵦᵪᶇ ᵺᵰᵱ ᵯᶀ ᵲᵻᵪᵾ, 

ᵈᵷ  ᵱᵗᵦᵾ tᵾ ᵿᵷᵹᵱ ᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

ᵘᵅᵣ VI- ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪᵾ  ᵰ  tᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ uᵅ r 

ᵮ – ᵾᵰᵾᵿᵥᵗ ᵿᵦᵮ ᵦᵾ  

85 ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵴᵙᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ  te  χ ᵨ χᵴᶋ ᴝb  ᵺᵲ ᵻᶀ ŋ  ttᵅᵬᵪᶀ ᵺᶇ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᶀ tᵅᵬᵪᶀ ᵰ γ ᵾᵦᶇ 

ᵲᵻᵦᶇ ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

86 ᵰ e ᵺ ᵬᵲ ᵿᵷ  ᵷᵾᵺ χ ᵻ t ᵲᵦᵾ  ɐ  tŋ  t  ᵱᵿ t ᶋ ᵻᵰᶇᵸᵾ b ᵬᵪᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵿ β

ᵷᵭᵾᵨᵾᵲ ᵻᶋᵪᵾ ᴥᵾᵿᵻᵑᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

87 ᵑ  tᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵺᶇ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ γ ᵾᵦᶇ ᵲᵻᵪᵾ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵿᵮᵴᵗᶁᵴ ᵯᶀ b ᵪᶈᵿᵦᵗ χ ᵻ ᵴᵙᵦᵾ 

ᵻᶈᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

88 ᵉᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵿᵪᵲᵅᵦᵲ t ᵾᵰ t ᵲᵪᶇ t ᵾ ᵰᶇᵲᵾ ᵮᶗᵾ t ᵾᵲ vᵱᵻ ᵻᶈ  tᵰᶇᵲᵾ ᵱᵻ ᵰᵾᵪᵪᵾ 

ᵻᶈ  tᵷᵭᵾᵨᵾᵲᶀ (ᵿᵪ  ᵢᵾᵬᶂᵥ ᵲᵻᵪᵾ) ᵰᵻ  ᵷᵬᶂᵥ ᵻᶈ pᵲ eᵺᵿᵴᵑ ᵰᶁᵟᵰ χᶈᵿᵦᵗ ρᵾᵿᵱ  ᵷ 

ᵗᵾ ᵮᶋ φᵮᵪᵾ ᵻᶀ ᵲᵻᵦᵾ ᵻᶈᶟ   

1  2  3 4 5  

89 ᵱ  ρtᵻ ᵬᵲ ᵰᶁᵟᶇ pᵲ ᵮᶇᵻᵦᵲ χᶌᵗᵲᶀ tᵾ  ᵦᵾᵷ ᵿᵰᵴᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ βᶋ ᵰ ᵱᵻ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ χᵻ 

ᵗ ᵅᵙᵾ  tᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶋ βᶋᶗᵪᵾ ᵺᵻᶀ γᵾ ɜ 
1  2  3 4 5  

90 ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ŋ  tᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ tᶇ ᵿ βᵻᵰᶇᵸᵾ ᵿᵪ  ᵢᵾᵷᵾᵪ ᵮᵪᶇ ᵲᵻᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵰᵻ  ᵷ ᵬᵲ ᵯᵲᶋᵺᵾ t ᵲᵪᵾ 

ᵿᵺᵘᵾᵱᵾ ᴝᵱᵾ γᵾ ɜ 
1  2  3 4 5  

91 ᵜᶀ γɛ  χ ᵨ χᵮᶇᵻᵦᵲ  dt ᵲᵦᶀ γ  γ ᵮ ᵴᶋ ᴝb ᵬᵪᶇ ᵬᶂᵲᶇ t ᵲᵱᵲ tᶇ ρ ᶌᵲᵾᵪ ŋ  t

ᵻᶀ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ tᵾᵰ tᵲᵦᶇ ᵲᵻᵦᶇ γᶇᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

92 ᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵱᵻ χ ᵻ ᵴᵙᵦᵾ ᵻᶈ  t‘ᵗᵅᵬᵪᶀ tᶇ d ᵨᵰᶀ’ ᵱᵾ ‘ᵗᵅᵬᵪᶀ t  ᵰᵿᵻᵴᵾ’ ᵮᵪᵪᶇ t  

ᵜᵾᵻᵦ ᵰ bᵮ tᶋ əᵺᵰᵟᵨᵾᵲᶀ t  ᵮᵾ βᵻᶈᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  
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98 
ᵰ ᵱᵻ ᵰᵻᵺᶂᵺ tᵲᵦᵾ  ɐ  te ᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t ᶋ βᶋᶗᵪᶇ ᵬᵲ ᵿᵷᵜᵾᵲ tᵲᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋᵰᶇᵲᶇ ᵬᵾᵺ ᵮ  β

ᵻᶀ tᵰ ᵿᵷᵗ  ᵬ ᵻ ᶟ  
1  2  3 4 5  

99 
ᵉᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ t ᶋ β ᶋᶗᵪᶇ tᶇ ᴝᵅᵯᶀᵲ ᵬ ᵲᵥᵾᵰ ᵰ ᵺᶇ ŋ  tᵱᵻ ᵻᶋᵙᵾ  te ᵺᵰ ɛᵬᵴ   φᵿᵷᵗ  ᵬ 

ᵗ tᵰᶀ ᵻᶈᶟ   
1  2  3 4 5  

100 
ᵰᶇᵲᵾ eᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵿᵪᵲᵅᵦᵲ tᵾᵰ tᵲᵪᶇ tᵾ ŋ  tᵮᶗᵾ tᵾᵲ vᵱᵻ ᵻᶈ  tᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ βᶋᶗᵪᶇ tᶇ ᵿᵴ ŋ

ᵰᶁᵟᶇ tᵾᵭ  ᵱᵿ ᵙᵦ χᶁᵗᵺᵾᵪ tᶋ ᵷᵻ χtᵲᵪᵾ ᵬᶗᶇᵙᵾ bᵧᵾ ᵦ ρ ᶂᵺᵲᶇ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵰ ɛ  χᵺᵰ   β

ᵭᵾᵱ ρtᶋ χᵻ ᵾ   βtᵲ ᵺᵗᵦᵾ γᶋ  tᵰᶁᵟᶇ ᵱᵻᵾᵅ eᵺ ᵺᵅᵙᵢᵪ ᵰ ᵻ ᶟ  

1  2  3 4 5  

ᵺᵰᵾ   β 

APPENDIX 10.5 QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES DETAILS  

Q.NO. PAY EQUITY : 
Strongly 

Disagree  Disagree Neutral  Agree  

Strongly 

Agree 

TOT. 

RESP. 

12 

My salary is fair given my 

qualifications for my position. 
76 151 123 129 26 505 

13 

I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with colleagues in my 

department. 
81 142 110 143 29 505 

14 

I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with other colleagues in 

my organisation.  
83 151 120 121 30 505 

15 

I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with others at 

comparable organisations. 
76 143 125 129 32 505 

16 

I am satisfied with my pay when I 

compared with others colleagues 

at the labor market. 
62 146 124 144 29 505 

  
PAY EQUITY  378 733 602 666 146 2525 

17 

I can trust my manager to make 

sensible decisions for the future of 

the organisation. 
28 52 109 226 90 505 

18 

My manager seems to do an 

efficient job. 
19 49 116 236 85 505 

19 

I feel quite confident that my 

manager will always try to treat 

me fairly.  
19 68 117 213 88 505 

20 

My manager would never deceive 

me for his own benefit.   
20 76 140 202 67 505 

21 

My manager can be relied on to 

serve my best interest.  
20 81 157 199 48 505 

22 

My manager and I, have a sharing 

relationship. We can both freely 

share our ideas, feelings, and 

hopes. 

25 63 151 201 65 505 

23 

I can talk freely to my manager 

about difficulties I am having at 

work and how and know that 

he/she will want to listen. 

29 69 96 226 85 505 

24 

My manager and I  would both feel 

a sense of loss if one of us was 

transferred and we would no 

longer work together   

34 113 160 155 43 505 

25 

If I shared my problems with my 

manager, I know he/she would 

respond constructively and 

caringly  

22 65 134 214 70 505 

26 

My manager and I have both made 

considerable emotional 

investments in our working 

relationship. 

21 84 159 185 56 505 

  
AFECTIVE TRUST  237 720 1339 2057 697 5050 
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27 

My manager approaches his job 

with professionalism and 

dedication  
18 45 125 236 81 505 

28 

Given my manager’s track record, 

I see no reason to doubt his 

competence and preparation for 

the job. 

17 46 134 234 74 505 

29 

I can rely on my manager not to 

make my job more difficult by 

careless work. 
22 68 153 205 57 505 

30 

Most people, even those who 

aren’t close friends of my 

manager, trust and respect him as 

a co-worker   

22 48 138 218 79 505 

31 

Other work associates of mine 

who must interact with my 

manager consider him to be 

trustworthy 

19 58 132 223 73 505 

  
COGNITIVE TRUST  98 265 682 1116 364 2525 

  
TOTAL TRUST  335 985 2021 3173 1061 7575 

  
DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE              

33 

I am fairly rewarded considering 

to my responsibilities. 
47 148 135 149 26 505 

34 

I am fairly rewarded in view of the 

amount of my experience I have. 
60 161 115 145 24 505 

35 

I am fairly rewarded for the 

amount of effort I put forth. 
61 149 157 109 29 505 

36 

I am fairly rewarded for the work 

I have done well. 
57 158 118 138 34 505 

37 

I am fairly rewarded for the 

stresses and strains of my job. 
75 164 127 108 31 505 

38* 

I feel fairly satisfied with my 

present job.  
37 85 153 173 57 505 

  
DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE  337 865 805 822 201 3030 

  
LOVE OF MONEY  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 

TOT. 

RESP. 

39 I want to be rich. 13 35 105 218 134 505 

40 
Having a lot of money (being rich) 

is good.  
17 52 131 205 100 505 

41 It would be nice to be rich. 8 29 97 250 121 505 

  TOTAL RICH  38 116 333 673 355 1515 

42 
Money undermines ethical norms 

and standard of conduct. 
32 123 162 131 57 505 

43 
People perform unethical acts to 

maximize their monetary gains. 
60 199 136 83 27 505 

44 Money is Evil. 25 79 144 166 91 505 

45 
The love of money is the root of 

evil.  
44 126 119 142 74 505 

  TOTAL EVIL  161 527 561 522 249 2020 

46 I budget my money very well.  12 57 132 240 64 505 

47 I use my money very carefully.  12 72 128 218 75 505 

48* 
I pay my bills immediately to 

avoid interest or penalties. 
4 17 50 261 173 505 

49 
I do financial planning or the 

future. 
9 34 103 269 90 505 
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  TOTAL BUDGET  37 180 413 988 402 2020 

50 I am highly motivated by money. 7 72 151 194 81 505 

51 
Money reinforces me to work 

harder. 
10 54 120 211 110 505 

52 
I am motivated to work hard for 

money.  
9 72 110 204 110 505 

  TOTAL MOTIV 26 198 381 609 301 1515 

54 
People in the same job should be 

paid based on merit. 
11 42 113 222 117 505 

55 
Lower- level job with little 

responsibility should be paid less.  
10 96 147 203 49 505 

  TOTAL EQUITY  21 138 260 425 166 1010 

56 Money is symbol of success.  36 143 125 141 60 505 

57 
Money represents one’s 

achievement.  
35 148 99 164 59 505 

  TOTAL SUCCESS 71 291 224 305 119 1010 

58 Money is important. 3 12 61 265 164 505 

59 Money is valuable.  5 17 71 264 148 505 

60 Money is good.  5 5 80 274 141 505 

61 Money is attractive.  5 28 102 226 144 505 

  TOTAL IMPORTANT  18 62 314 1029 597 2020 

64 

Unfairness in my pay equity 

pushes me to take risky decisions 

like leaving my organisation.  
15 102 149 159 80 505 

65 

Switching from one company to 

another because of higher equity is 

ethical in my view.  
11 75 129 212 78 505 

66 

There is strong relationship 

between pay equity and my 

decision to leave/stay in my 

organisation.  

10 70 129 223 73 505 

67 
Money is very important for 

joining and leaving organisations.  
8 51 108 244 94 505 

68 
My tenure of service mainly relies 

on pay equity.  
16 74 180 180 55 505 

69 
My decision is very sensitive to 

pay equity.  
16 54 166 211 58 505 

  DECISIONS  76 426 861 1229 438 3030 

71 

Money would characterize my 

working relationship with my 

leader.  
46 186 147 107 19 505 

72 
Money has a strong influence on 

my relationships at work. 
68 194 127 101 15 505 

73 

To stay for long tenure service in 

my organisation, pay equity is 

more important than trusting 

my leader. 

59 189 134 98 25 505 

76 

Most people believe that the 

money is the basis of their 

relationships. 
46 131 131 161 36 505 

  
RELATIONS  219 700 539 467 95 2020 

  
TOTAL LoM9 667 2638 3886 6247 2722 16160 

  
AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT  

          

TOT. 
RESP. 

77 

I would be very happy to spend the 

rest of my career with this 

organisation.  
63 88 120 176 58 505 
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79 

I really feel as if this 

organisation’s problems are my 

own. 
20 85 106 216 78 505 

80 

This organisation has a great deal 

of personal meaning for me. 
13 55 133 220 84 505 

81 

I don’t feel a strong sense of 

belonging to my Organization ® 
11 78 138 217 61 505 

82* 

I think that I could easily become 

as attached to another organisation 

as I am to this one®. 
39 158 202 85 21 505 

83 

I don’t feel like part of the family 

at my organisation ® 
15 87 127 204 72 505 

84 

I do feel emotionally attached to 

this organisation ® 
31 75 128 191 80 505 

  
 AF-COMMITMENT  192 626 954 1309 454 3535 

  

NORMATIVE 

COMMITMENT  
            

89 

If I got another offer for a 

better job elsewhere I would 

not feel it was right to leave 

my organisation.  

53 154 149 124 25 505 

90 

I was taught to believe in the 

value of remaining loyal to 

one organisation. 

28 92 174 176 35 505 

91 

Things were better in the days 

when people stayed with one 

organisation for most of their 

careers. 

27 129 187 133 29 505 

  
 NR-COMMITMENT  108 375 510 433 89 1515 

  

CONTINUANCE 

COMMITMENT  
            

94 

It would be very hard for me 

to leave my organisation right 

now, even if I wanted to. 

31 82 121 197 74 505 

95 

Too much in my life would 

be disrupted if I decided I 

wanted to leave my 

organisation now. 

21 100 124 190 70 505 

96 

It would be too costly for me 

to leave my organisation 

now. 

24 90 146 178 67 505 

97 

Right now, staying with my 

organisation is a matter of 

necessity as much as desire. 

28 76 140 188 73 505 

  CN-COMMITMENT  104 348 531 753 284 2020 

        

(*)means items were deleted later in the CFA stage 
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APPENDIX 10.6 DATA COLLECTION PERMISSION- UNIVERSITY 

SUPPORTING LETTER 

Date: 5/23/2019  

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

This is to certify that Mr.Mohammad Khair Ghazi Jarrar with Student ID number 

2016156150 is a registered part-time student in the PhD in Business Management 

offered by The British University in Dubai since September 2016. Mr. Mohammad 

is currently collecting data for his research (THE EFFECT OF PAY EQUITY AND 

TRUST ON ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT). He is required to gather data 

through conducting surveys that will help him in writing the final research: 1) 

objective: to find the effect of pay equity and trust in the leader on organisational 

commitment, in addition to find the moderating role of love of money among these 

relationships. 2). Target sample (number of respondents and their levels: Our target 

includes all staff with all levels with different nationalities. Your permission to 

conduct his research in your organisation is hereby requested. Further support 

provided to his in this regard will be highly appreciated. Any information given will 

be used solely for academic purposes. This letter is issued on Mr.Mohammad’s 

request.  

Yours sincerely,  

Dr. Amer Alaya Head of Academic and Student Administration 
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APPENDIX 10.7 STANDARD E-MAIL SCRIPT  
 

To Seek Permission for Survey Voluntary Participation 

 

Dear Manager, 

I am Mohammad Khair Jarrar, Ph.D student at The British University in Dubai. In the recent 

months I am conducting a survey on the effect of pay equity and trust in leader on organisational 

commitment and the effect of love of money on these relations. The context of my thesis includes 

both public and private sectors in UAE, which represent a wide range of multinational staff. 

Amongst majority of the government authorities here your firm is also the one that fulfills the 

given criteria, and it will mean a lot for my thesis. 

I thereby request your kind participation in my study and allow me to distribute my online survey 

to all your staff.  

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary and all of your responses are 

anonymous. None of the responses will be connected to identifying information. 

Please feel free to inform me with any questions or remarks to my survey. Although the 

questionnaire is anonymous, at your request I will include your answers as a reference and give 

a special acknowledgement to your management. 

Thank you very much in advanced for your co-operation. 

Your response and confirmation to this mail will be highly appreciated. 

 

If you have any concern regarding the participation in this study, you may communicate the 

researcher on (2016156150@student.buid.ac.ae) or the Director of Studies Professor Ashly 

Pinnington T: 04 279 1452 | ashly.pinnington@buid.ac.ae 

 

 

mailto:ashly.pinnington@buid.ac.ae
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Best Regards, 

Mohammad Khair Jarrar - PhD Student – Business Management- BUiD 

056-7773517 

 

APPENDIX 10.8 HISTOGRAM GRAPH FOR ALL QUESTIONNAIRE 

ITEMS. 
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Fig. 5.1 Histogram all variables  
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APPENDIX 10.9 Q-Q PLOTS FOR ALL QUESTIONNAIRE 

ITEMS  
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APPENDIX 10.10 STANDARD REGRESSION WEIGHT TABLE 

 
Standardized Regression Weights 

        Estimate 

1 Q27_Cog_Trust1 <--- F1_TRUST 0.848 

2 Q18_AF_Trust2 <--- F1_TRUST 0.768 

3 Q21_AF_Trust5 <--- F1_TRUST 0.790 

4 Q25_AF_Trust9 <--- F1_TRUST 0.837 

5 Q23_AF_Trust7 <--- F1_TRUST 0.795 

6 Q19_AF_Trust3 <--- F1_TRUST 0.767 

7 Q30_Cog_Trust4 <--- F1_TRUST 0.807 

8 Q31_Cog_Trust5 <--- F1_TRUST 0.813 

9 Q20_AF_Trust4 <--- F1_TRUST 0.729 

10 Q28_Cog_Trust2 <--- F1_TRUST 0.775 

11 Q22_AF_Trust6 <--- F1_TRUST 0.744 

12 Q29_Cog_Trust3 <--- F1_TRUST 0.725 

13 Q24_AF_Trust8 <--- F1_TRUST 0.751 

14 Q17_AF_Trust1 <--- F1_TRUST 0.646 

15 Q26_AF_Trust10 <--- F1_TRUST 0.733 

        0.769 

1 Q13_Equity2 <--- F2_PEQUITY 0.814 

2 Q15_Equity4 <--- F2_PEQUITY 0.770 

3 Q14_Equity3 <--- F2_PEQUITY 0.799 

4 Q16_Equity5 <--- F2_PEQUITY 0.734 

5 Q12_Equity1 <--- F2_PEQUITY 0.845 

        0.792 

1 Q81_AF_COMM5r <--- F3_AFCOM 0.545 

2 Q80_AF_COMM4 <--- F3_AFCOM 0.774 

3 Q83_AF_COMM7r <--- F3_AFCOM 0.540 

4 Q79_AF_COMM3 <--- F3_AFCOM 0.745 

5 Q84_AF_COMM8 <--- F3_AFCOM 0.676 

6 Q77_AF_COMM1 <--- F3_AFCOM 0.790 

        0.678 

1 Q66_LoM_DCN5 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.731 

2 Q65_LoM_DCN4 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.545 

3 Q64_LoM_DCN3 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.614 

4 Q67_LoM_DCN6 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.768 

5 Q68_LoM_DCN7 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.641 

6 Q69_LoM_DCN8 <--- F4_LoMDCN 0.653 

        0.659 

1 Q35_Justice3 <--- F5_DJustice 0.913 

2 Q36_Justice4 <--- F5_DJustice 0.900 

3 Q37_Justice5 <--- F5_DJustice 0.830 

4 Q34_Justice2 <--- F5_DJustice 0.834 

5 Q33_Justice1 <--- F5_DJustice 0.795 

        0.854 

1 Q58_LoM_IMP1 <--- F6_LoMIMP 0.760 

2 Q60_LoM_IMP3 <--- F6_LoMIMP 0.862 
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3 Q59_LoM_IMP2 <--- F6_LoMIMP 0.791 

4 Q61_LoM_IMP4 <--- F6_LoMIMP 0.800 

        0.803 

1 Q51_LoM_MTV2 <--- F7_LoMMTV 0.955 

2 Q52_LoM_MTV3 <--- F7_LoMMTV 0.917 

3 Q50_LoM_MTV1 <--- F7_LoMMTV 0.735 

        0.869 

1 Q71_LoM_RLT1 <--- F8_LoMRLT 0.824 

2 Q72_LoM_RLT2 <--- F8_LoMRLT 0.901 

3 Q76_LoM_RLT6 <--- F8_LoMRLT 0.494 

4 Q73_LoM_RLT3 <--- F8_LoMRLT 0.549 

        0.692 

1 Q95_CNT_COMM3 <--- F9_CNCOM 0.837 

2 Q96_CNT_COMM4 <--- F9_CNCOM 0.817 

3 Q97_CNT_COMM5 <--- F9_CNCOM 0.638 

4 Q94_CNT_COMM2 <--- F9_CNCOM 0.606 

        0.725 

1 Q40_LoM_RCH2 <--- F10_LoMRICH 0.918 

2 Q41_LoM_RCH3 <--- F10_LoMRICH 0.798 

3 Q39_LoM_RCH1 <--- F10_LoMRICH 0.812 

        0.843 

1 Q46_LoM_BGT1 <--- F11_LoMBDGT 0.828 

2 Q47_LoM_BGT2 <--- F11_LoMBDGT 0.749 

3 Q49_LoM_BGT4 <--- F11_LoMBDGT 0.671 

        0.749 

1 Q89_NR_COMM5 <--- F12_NRCOM 0.485 

2 Q91_NR_COMM7 <--- F12_NRCOM 0.487 

3 Q90_NR_COMM6 <--- F12_NRCOM 0.660 

        0.544 

1 Q42_LoM_EVL1r <--- F13_LoMEVL 0.362 

2 Q43_LoM_EVL2r <--- F13_LoMEVL 0.269 

3 Q45_LoM_EVL4r <--- F13_LoMEVL 0.620 

4 Q44_LoM_EVL3r <--- F13_LoMEVL 0.858 

        0.527 

1 Q56_LoM_SCS1 <--- F14_LoMSCS 0.819 

2 Q57_LoM_SCS2 <--- F14_LoMSCS 0.913 

        0.866 

1 Q55_LoM_QTY3 <--- F15_LoMQTY 0.323 

2 Q54_LoM_QTY2 <--- F15_LoMQTY 0.940 

        0.632 
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APPENDIX 10.11 COVARIANCE CORRELATIONS OF THE MODEL 

      Estimate e^2 

F1_TRUST <--> F2_PayEquity 0.261 0.068 

F1_TRUST <--> F3_Decisions -0.112 0.013 

F1_TRUST <--> F4_AFCM 0.511 0.261 

F1_TRUST <--> F5_Importance 0.129 0.017 

F1_TRUST <--> F6_DJustice 0.499 0.249 

F1_TRUST <--> F7_Motivation 0.094 0.009 

F1_TRUST <--> F8_Relations 0.009 0.000 

F1_TRUST <--> F9_CNOM 0.101 0.010 

F1_TRUST <--> F10_Rich 0.141 0.020 

F1_TRUST <--> F11_Budget 0.163 0.027 

F1_TRUST <--> F12_EVIL 0.004 0.000 

F1_TRUST <--> F13_NRCM 0.374 0.140 

F1_TRUST <--> F14_Success 0.1 0.010 

F1_TRUST <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.084 0.007 

F2_PayEquity <--> F3_Decisions -0.188 0.035 

F2_PayEquity <--> F4_AFCM 0.393 0.154 

F2_PayEquity <--> F5_Importance -0.012 0.000 

F2_PayEquity <--> F6_DJustice 0.715 0.511 

F2_PayEquity <--> F7_Motivation -0.061 0.004 

F2_PayEquity <--> F8_Relations 0.037 0.001 

F2_PayEquity <--> F9_CNOM -0.012 0.000 

F2_PayEquity <--> F10_Rich 0.095 0.009 

F2_PayEquity <--> F11_Budget 0.15 0.023 

F2_PayEquity <--> F12_EVIL 0.019 0.000 

F2_PayEquity <--> F13_NRCM 0.203 0.041 

F2_PayEquity <--> F14_Success 0.077 0.006 

F2_PayEquity <--> F15_LoM_Equity -0.025 0.001 

F3_Decisions <--> F4_AFCM -0.15 0.023 

F3_Decisions <--> F5_Importance 0.503 0.253 

F3_Decisions <--> F6_DJustice -0.215 0.046 

F3_Decisions <--> F7_Motivation 0.499 0.249 

F3_Decisions <--> F8_Relations 0.415 0.172 

F3_Decisions <--> F9_CNOM 0.11 0.012 

F3_Decisions <--> F10_Rich 0.344 0.118 

F3_Decisions <--> F11_Budget 0.017 0.000 

F3_Decisions <--> F12_EVIL 0.058 0.003 

F3_Decisions <--> F13_NRCM -0.019 0.000 

F3_Decisions <--> F14_Success 0.399 0.159 

F3_Decisions <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.312 0.097 

F4_AFCM <--> F5_Importance 0.093 0.009 

F4_AFCM <--> F6_DJustice 0.451 0.203 

F4_AFCM <--> F7_Motivation 0.083 0.007 

F4_AFCM <--> F8_Relations -0.013 0.000 

F4_AFCM <--> F9_CNOM 0.03 0.001 

F4_AFCM <--> F10_Rich 0.163 0.027 

F4_AFCM <--> F11_Budget 0.146 0.021 

F4_AFCM <--> F12_EVIL 0.039 0.002 

F4_AFCM <--> F13_NRCM 0.52 0.270 

F4_AFCM <--> F14_Success 0.186 0.035 

F4_AFCM <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.151 0.023 

F5_Importance <--> F6_DJustice 0.063 0.004 

F5_Importance <--> F7_Motivation 0.447 0.200 

F5_Importance <--> F8_Relations 0.176 0.031 
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F5_Importance <--> F9_CNOM 0.159 0.025 

F5_Importance <--> F10_Rich 0.585 0.342 

F5_Importance <--> F11_Budget 0.044 0.002 

F5_Importance <--> F12_EVIL 0.265 0.070 

F5_Importance <--> F13_NRCM -0.003 0.000 

F5_Importance <--> F14_Success 0.457 0.209 

F5_Importance <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.291 0.085 

F6_DJustice <--> F7_Motivation -0.009 0.000 

F6_DJustice <--> F8_Relations 0.045 0.002 

F6_DJustice <--> F9_CNOM 0.006 0.000 

F6_DJustice <--> F10_Rich 0.119 0.014 

F6_DJustice <--> F11_Budget 0.238 0.057 

F6_DJustice <--> F12_EVIL -0.025 0.001 

F6_DJustice <--> F13_NRCM 0.284 0.081 

F6_DJustice <--> F14_Success 0.13 0.017 

F6_DJustice <--> F15_LoM_Equity -0.023 0.001 

F7_Motivation <--> F8_Relations 0.288 0.083 

F7_Motivation <--> F9_CNOM 0.13 0.017 

F7_Motivation <--> F10_Rich 0.373 0.139 

F7_Motivation <--> F11_Budget 0.123 0.015 

F7_Motivation <--> F12_EVIL 0.086 0.007 

F7_Motivation <--> F13_NRCM 0.094 0.009 

F7_Motivation <--> F14_Success 0.515 0.265 

F7_Motivation <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.241 0.058 

F8_Relations <--> F9_CNOM 0.065 0.004 

F8_Relations <--> F10_Rich 0.211 0.045 

F8_Relations <--> F11_Budget -0.107 0.011 

F8_Relations <--> F12_EVIL -0.16 0.026 

F8_Relations <--> F13_NRCM 0.197 0.039 

F8_Relations <--> F14_Success 0.424 0.180 

F8_Relations <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.009 0.000 

F9_CNOM <--> F10_Rich 0.095 0.009 

F9_CNOM <--> F11_Budget -0.02 0.000 

F9_CNOM <--> F12_EVIL -0.058 0.003 

F9_CNOM <--> F13_NRCM 0.085 0.007 

F9_CNOM <--> F14_Success 0.189 0.036 

F9_CNOM <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.062 0.004 

F10_Rich <--> F11_Budget -0.108 0.012 

F10_Rich <--> F12_EVIL 0.346 0.120 

F10_Rich <--> F13_NRCM -0.129 0.017 

F10_Rich <--> F14_Success 0.478 0.228 

F10_Rich <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.254 0.065 

F11_Budget <--> F12_EVIL 0.038 0.001 

F11_Budget <--> F13_NRCM 0.195 0.038 

F11_Budget <--> F14_Success -0.019 0.000 

F11_Budget <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.108 0.012 

F12_EVIL <--> F13_NRCM -0.512 0.262 

F12_EVIL <--> F14_Success 0.059 0.003 

F12_EVIL <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.078 0.006 

F13_NRCM <--> F14_Success 0.163 0.027 

F13_NRCM <--> F15_LoM_Equity -0.032 0.001 

F14_Success <--> F15_LoM_Equity 0.108 0.012 
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      Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Q27_Cog_Trust1 <--- F1_TRUST 1       

Q18_AF_Trust2 <--- F1_TRUST 0.927 0.044 20.835 ***  

Q21_AF_Trust5 <--- F1_TRUST 0.942 0.043 21.665 ***  

Q25_AF_Trust9 <--- F1_TRUST 1.038 0.043 23.927 ***  

Q23_AF_Trust7 <--- F1_TRUST 1.057 0.048 22 ***  

Q19_AF_Trust3 <--- F1_TRUST 0.971 0.047 20.792 ***  

Q30_Cog_Trust4 <--- F1_TRUST 0.983 0.044 22.489 ***  

Q31_Cog_Trust5 <--- F1_TRUST 0.982 0.043 22.768 ***  

Q20_AF_Trust4 <--- F1_TRUST 0.905 0.047 19.237 ***  

Q28_Cog_Trust2 <--- F1_TRUST 0.9 0.039 23.377 ***  

Q22_AF_Trust6 <--- F1_TRUST 0.918 0.046 19.788 ***  

Q29_Cog_Trust3 <--- F1_TRUST 0.878 0.046 19.115 ***  

Q24_AF_Trust8 <--- F1_TRUST 0.966 0.048 20.141 ***  

Q17_AF_Trust1 <--- F1_TRUST 0.833 0.051 16.214 ***  

Q26_AF_Trust10 <--- F1_TRUST 0.901 0.046 19.4 ***  

Q13_Equity2 <--- F2_PayEquity 1       

Q15_Equity4 <--- F2_PayEquity 0.932 0.051 18.234 ***  

Q14_Equity3 <--- F2_PayEquity 0.968 0.037 26.2 ***  

Q16_Equity5 <--- F2_PayEquity 0.862 0.05 17.121 ***  

Q12_Equity1 <--- F2_PayEquity 1.003 0.049 20.377 ***  

Q81_AF_COMM5r <--- F4_AFCM 1       

Q80_AF_COMM4 <--- F4_AFCM 1.429 0.124 11.536 ***  

Q83_AF_COMM7r <--- F4_AFCM 1.054 0.086 12.292 ***  

Q79_AF_COMM3 <--- F4_AFCM 1.507 0.134 11.27 ***  

Q84_AF_COMM8 <--- F4_AFCM 1.422 0.131 10.825 ***  

Q77_AF_COMM1 <--- F4_AFCM 1.814 0.154 11.746 ***  

Q66_LoM_DCN5 <--- F3_Decisions 1       

Q65_LoM_DCN4 <--- F3_Decisions 0.768 0.065 11.873 ***  

Q64_LoM_DCN3 <--- F3_Decisions 0.928 0.066 14.091 ***  

Q67_LoM_DCN6 <--- F3_Decisions 1.017 0.068 15.029 ***  

Q68_LoM_DCN7 <--- F3_Decisions 0.878 0.069 12.745 ***  

Q69_LoM_DCN8 <--- F3_Decisions 0.872 0.067 12.989 ***  

Q35_Justice3 <--- F6_DJustice 1       

Q36_Justice4 <--- F6_DJustice 1.03 0.032 31.835 ***  

Q37_Justice5 <--- F6_DJustice 0.952 0.036 26.431 ***  

Q34_Justice2 <--- F6_DJustice 0.937 0.035 26.642 ***  

Q33_Justice1 <--- F6_DJustice 0.863 0.036 24.109 ***  

Q58_LoM_IMP1 <--- F5_Importance 1       

Q60_LoM_IMP3 <--- F5_Importance 1.12 0.057 19.604 ***  
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Q59_LoM_IMP2 <--- F5_Importance 1.11 0.062 17.943 ***  

Q61_LoM_IMP4 <--- F5_Importance 1.237 0.068 18.163 ***  

Q51_LoM_MTV2 <--- F7_Motivation 1       

Q52_LoM_MTV3 <--- F7_Motivation 0.997 0.03 33.754 ***  

Q50_LoM_MTV1 <--- F7_Motivation 0.755 0.035 21.608 ***  

Q71_LoM_RLT1 <--- F8_Relations 1       

Q72_LoM_RLT2 <--- F8_Relations 1.126 0.057 19.704 ***  

Q76_LoM_RLT6 <--- F8_Relations 0.657 0.06 11.007 ***  

Q73_LoM_RLT3 <--- F8_Relations 0.701 0.057 12.392 ***  

Q95_CNT_COMM3 <--- F9_CNOM 1       

Q96_CNT_COMM4 <--- F9_CNOM 0.967 0.055 17.628 ***  

Q97_CNT_COMM5 <--- F9_CNOM 0.764 0.054 14.109 ***  

Q94_CNT_COMM2 <--- F9_CNOM 0.746 0.056 13.333 ***  

Q40_LoM_RCH2 <--- F10_Rich 1       

Q41_LoM_RCH3 <--- F10_Rich 0.759 0.034 22.335 ***  

Q39_LoM_RCH1 <--- F10_Rich 0.85 0.037 22.943 ***  

Q46_LoM_BGT1 <--- F11_Budget 1       

Q47_LoM_BGT2 <--- F11_Budget 0.958 0.067 14.289 ***  

Q49_LoM_BGT4 <--- F11_Budget 0.762 0.057 13.445 ***  

Q89_NR_COMM5 <--- F13_NRCM 1       

Q91_NR_COMM7 <--- F13_NRCM 0.924 0.129 7.147 ***  

Q90_NR_COMM6 <--- F13_NRCM 1.27 0.155 8.172 ***  

Q43_LoM_EVL2r <--- F12_EVIL 1       

Q45_LoM_EVL4r <--- F12_EVIL 2.618 0.482 5.436 ***  

Q44_LoM_EVL3r <--- F12_EVIL 3.328 0.655 5.084 ***  

Q56_LoM_SCS1 <--- F14_Success 1       

Q57_LoM_SCS2 <--- F14_Success 1.128 0.062 18.131 ***  

Q55_LoM_QTY3 <--- F15_LoM_Equity 1       

Q54_LoM_QTY2 <--- F15_LoM_Equity 2.926 0.919 3.184 0.001 

Q42_LoM_EVL1r <--- F12_EVIL 1.389 0.279 4.985 ***  
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 APPENDIX 10.13 THE SOURCES OF QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS  

Q# Source 
Q# 

CONSTRUCT  Statement  
Source 
(Author/Year/Page 
no.) 

12 1 Pay equity  
My salary is fair given my 
qualifications for my position. 

Tang et al.(2006), 

P482 

13 2 Pay equity  
I am satisfied with my pay when 
I compared with colleagues in 
my department. 

Tang et al.(2006), 

P482 

14 3 Pay equity  
I am satisfied with my pay when 
I compared with other 
colleagues in my organisation.  

Tang et al.(2006), 

P482 

15 4 Pay equity  
I am satisfied with my pay when 
I compared with others at 
comparable organisations. 

Tang et al.(2006), 

P482 

16 5 Pay equity  
I am satisfied with my pay when 
I compared with others 
colleagues at the labor market. 

Tang et al.(2006), 

P482 

17 1 
Trust in 
leader 

I can trust my manager to make 
sensible decisions for the future 
of the organisation. 

Cook and Wall 

(1980)  

18 2 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager seems to do an 
efficient job. 

Cook and Wall 

(1980)  

19 5 
Trust in 
leader 

I feel quite confident that my 
manager will always try to treat 
me fairly.  

Padsakoff et al., 

(1990).  

20 4 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager would never 
deceive me for his own benefit.  . 

Padsakoff et al., 

(1990).  
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21 3 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager can be relied on to 
serve my best interest. ® 

Padsakoff et al., 

(1990).  

22 1 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager and I, have a 
sharing relationship. We can 
both freely share our ideas, 
feelings, and hopes. 

McAllister (1995). 

23 2 
Trust in 
leader 

I can talk freely to my manager 
about difficulties I am having at 
work and how and know that 
he/she will want to listen. 

McAllister (1995). 

24 3 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager and I  would both 
feel a sense of loss if one of us 
was transferred and we would 
no longer work together   

McAllister (1995). 

25 4 
Trust in 
leader 

If I shared my problems with my 
manager, I know he/she would 
respond constructively and 
caringly  

McAllister (1995). 

26 5 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager and I have both 
made considerable emotional 
investments in our working 
relationship. 

McAllister (1995). 

27 6 
Trust in 
leader 

My manager approaches his job 
with professionalism and 
dedication  

McAllister (1995). 

28 7 
Trust in 
leader 

'ÉÖÅÎ ÍÙ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÒȭÓ ÔÒÁÃË 
record, I see no reason to doubt 
his competence and preparation 
for the job. 

McAllister (1995). 

29 8 
Trust in 
leader 

I can rely on my manager not to 
make my job more difficult by 
careless work. 

McAllister (1995). 

30 9 
Trust in 
leader 

Most people, even those who 
ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÍÙ 
manager, trust and respect him 
as a coworker   

McAllister (1995). 
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31 10 
Trust in 
leader 

Other work associates of mine 
who must interact with my 
manager consider him to be 
trustworthy  

McAllister (1995). 

32 11 
Trust in 
leader 

If people know more about my 
manager and his background, 
they would be more concerned 
and monitor his performance 
more closely.  

McAllister (1995). 

33 1 D.JUSTICE  
I am fairly rewarded considering 
to my responsibilities. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

34 3 D.JUSTICE  
I am fairly rewarded in view of 
the amount of my experience I 
have. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

35 4 D.JUSTICE  
I am fairly rewarded for the 
amount of effort I put forth. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

36 5 D.JUSTICE  
I am fairly rewarded for the 
work I have done well. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

37 6 D.JUSTICE  
I am fairly rewarded for the 
stresses and strains of my job. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

38   D.JUSTICE  
I feel fairly satisfied with my 
present job. 

(Price and Mueller, 
1986) cited in 
Hopkins and 
Weathington, 2006 

39 16 LoM-Rich  I want to be rich. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

40 14 LoM-Rich  
Having a lot of money (being 
rich) is good.  

Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 
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41 15 LoM-Rich  It would be nice to be rich. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

42 5 LoM-Evil 
Money undermines ethical 
norms and standard of conduct. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

43 6 LoM-Evil 
People perform unethical acts to 
maximize their monetary gains. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

44 7 LoM-Evil Money is Evil. 
Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

45 8 LoM-Evil 
The love of money is the root of 
evil.  

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

46 1 LoM-Budget I budget my money very well.  
Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

47 2 LoM-Budget I use my money very carefully. 
Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

48 3 LoM-Budget 
I pay my bills immediately to 
avoid interest or penalties. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

49 4 LoM-Budget 
I do financial planning or the 
future. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

50 12 LoM-Motiv I am highly motivated by money. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 
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51 11 LoM-Motiv 
Money reinforces me to work 
harder. 

Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

52 10 LoM-Motiv 
I am motivated to work hard for 
money. 

Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

53 9 LoM-Equity 
People in the same job should be 
paid equally. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

54 10 LoM-Equity 
People in the same job should be 
paid based on merit. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

55 11 LoM-Equity 
Lower- level job with little 
responsibility should be paid 
less.  

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

56 12 LoM-Success Money is symbol of success. 
Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

57 13 LoM-Success 
-ÏÎÅÙ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÏÎÅȭÓ 
achievement. 

Luna-Arocas and Li-
Ping tang, 2004, P 
339 

58 1 
LoM-
Important  

Money is important. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

59 2 
LoM-
Important  

Money is valuable. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

60 3 
LoM-
Important  

Money is good. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 
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61 5 
LoM-
Important  

Money is attractive. 
Tang and Chiu, 
2003. P 27 

62   
LoM-
Decision 

Most people realize the extent 
that their lives are controlled by 
money. 

Added by the 
author  

63   
LoM-
Decision 

Many times I feel that money 
influences my important life 
decisions.  

Added by the 

author  

64   
LoM-
Decision 

Unfairness in my pay equity 
pushes me to take risky 
decisions like leaving my 
organisation.  

Added by the 

author  

65   
LoM-
Decision 

Switching from one company to 
another because of higher equity 
is ethical in my view.  

Added by the 

author  

66   
LoM-
Decision 

There is strong relationship 
between pay equity and my 
decision to leave/stay in my 
organisation.  

Added by the 

author  

67   
LoM-
Decision 

Money is very important for 
joining and leaving 
organisations.  

Added by the 

author  

68   
LoM-
Decision 

My tenure of service mainly 
relies on pay equity.  

Added by the 

author  

69   
LoM-
Decision 

My decision is very sensitive to 
pay equity.  

Added by the 

author  

70   
LoM-
Decision 

Money is important , but does 
not affect my decisions  (revised 
loading)  

Added by the 

author  
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71   
LoM-
Relations 

Money would characterize my 
working relationship with my 
leader. 

Added by the 

author  

72   
LoM-
Relations 

Money has a strong influence on 
my relationships at work. 

Added by the 

author  

73   
LoM-
Relations 

To stay for long tenure service in 
my organisation, pay equity is 
more important than trusting my 
leader. 

Added by the 

author  

74   
LoM-
Relations 

Distributive justice would 
enhance the quality of my 
relationship with my leader. 

Added by the 

author  

75   
LoM-
Relations 

Money is important, but does not 
affect my trust in my leader. 

Added by the 

author  

76   
LoM-
Relations 

Most people believe that the 
money is the basis of their 
relationships. 

Added by the 

author  

77 1 
AF-
Commitment 

I would be very happy to spend 
the rest of my career with this 
organisation. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

78 2 
AF-
Commitment 

I enjoy discussing my 
organisation with people outside 
it. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

79 3 
AF-
Commitment 

I really feel as if this 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÁÒÅ my 
own. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

80 7 
AF-
Commitment 

This organisation has a great 
deal of personal meaning for me. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 
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81 8 
AF-
Commitment 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ Á ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ 
belonging to my Organization ® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

82 4 
AF-
Commitment 

I think that I could easily become 
as attached to another 
organisation as I am to this 
one®. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

83 5 
AF-
Commitment 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÌÉËÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 
at my organisation ® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

84 6 
AF-
Commitment 

I do feel emotionally attached to 
this organisation ® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

85 1 
NR-
Commitment 

I think that people these days 
move from company to company 
too often. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

86 2 
NR-
Commitment 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ Á person 
must always be loyal to his/her 
organisation ® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

87 3 
NR-
Commitment 

Jumping from organisation to 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÓÅÅÍ ÁÔ ÁÌÌ 
unethical to me ® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

88 4 
NR-
Commitment 

One of major reasons I continue 
to work for this organisation is 
that I believe that loyalty is 
important and therefore feel a 
sense of moral obligation to 
remain. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

89 5 
NR-
Commitment 

If I got another offer for a better 
job elsewhere I would not feel it 
was right to leave my 
organisation. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

90 6 
NR-
Commitment 

I was taught to believe in the 
value of remaining loyal to one 
organisation. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 
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91 7 
NR-
Commitment 

Things were better in the days 
when people stayed with one 
organisation for most of their 
careers. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

92 8 
NR-
Commitment 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
ȬÃÏÍÐÁÎÙ ÍÁÎȭ ÏÒ ȬÃÏÍÐÁÎÙ 
×ÏÍÁÎȭ ÉÓ ÓÅÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÙÍÏÒÅȢɉ2Ɋ 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P7 

93 1 
CN-
Commitment 

I am not afraid of what might 
happen if I quit my job without 
having another job one lined up 
® 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

94 2 
CN-
Commitment 

It would be very hard for me to 
leave my organisation right now, 
even if I wanted to. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

95 3 
CN-
Commitment 

Too much in my life would be 
disrupted if I decided I wanted to 
leave my organisation now. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

96 4 
CN-
Commitment 

It would be too costly for me to 
leave my organisation now. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

97 5 
CN-
Commitment 

Right now, staying with my 
organisation is a matter of 
necessity as much as desire. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

98 6 
CN-
Commitment 

I feel that I have too few options 
to consider leaving this 
organisation. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

99 7 
CN-
Commitment 

One of the serious consequences 
of leaving this organisation 
would be the scarcity of 
available alternatives. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 

100 8 
CN-
Commitment 

One of the major reasons I 
continue to work for this 
organisation is that leaving 
would require considerable 
personal sacrifice- i.e., another 
organisation may not match the 
overall benefits I have here. 

Allen and Meyer, 
1990, P6 
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APPENDIX 10.14 Table pay equity, trust and O.C factors 

aggregated to component and rotation 

  
Factor 

Description   Item Extracted Rotation   

No. 

Of CROBACH'S  

    Q.NO Loading  eigenvalue % Items Items  Alpha 

F1 TRUST 17 0.655 13.565 11.786 

I can trust my manager to make sensible 

decisions for the future of the organisation. 15 0.957 

F1   18 0.839     My manager seems to do an efficient job.     

F1   19 0.808     

I feel quite confident that my manager will 

always try to treat me fairly.      

F1   20 0.792     

My manager would never deceive me for his 

own benefit.       

F1   21 0.839     

My manager can be relied on to serve my best 

interest.      

F1   22 0.772     

My manager and I, have a sharing 

relationship. We can both freely share our 

ideas, feelings, and hopes.     

F1   23 0.82     

I can talk freely to my manager about 

difficulties I am having at work and how and 

know that he/she will want to listen.     

F1   24 0.736     

My manager and I  would both feel a sense of 

loss if one of us was transferred and we would 

no longer work together       

F1   25 0.829     

If I shared my problems with my manager, I 

know he/she would respond constructively 

and caringly      

F1   26 0.652     

My manager and I have both made 

considerable emotional investments in our 

working relationship.     

F1   27 0.876     

My manager approaches his job with 

professionalism and dedication      

F1   28 0.785     

Given my manager’s track record, I see no 

reason to doubt his competence and 

preparation for the job.     

F1   29 0.743     

I can rely on my manager not to make my job 

more difficult by careless work.     

F1   30 0.794     

Most people, even those who aren’t close 

friends of my manager, trust and respect him 

as a co-worker       

F1   31 0.799     

Other work associates of mine who must 

interact with my manager consider him to be 

trustworthy     

F2 Pay Equity 12 0.726 7.884 6.677 

My salary is fair given my qualifications for 

my position. 5 0.911 

F2   13 0.874     

I am satisfied with my pay when I compared 

with colleagues in my department.     

F2   14 0.86     

I am satisfied with my pay when I compared 

with other colleagues in my organisation.      

F2   15 0.871     

I am satisfied with my pay when I compared 

with others at comparable organisations.     

F2   16 0.783     

I am satisfied with my pay when I compared 

with others colleagues at the labor market.     

F3 

  

64 0.756 3.523 5.625 

Unfairness in my pay equity pushes me to take 

risky decisions like leaving my organisation.  6 0.835 Decisions 

F3   65 0.822     

Switching from one company to another 

because of higher equity is ethical in my view.      
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F3   66 0.857     

There is strong relationship between pay 

equity and my decision to leave/stay in my 

organisation.      

F3   67 0.658     

Money is very important for joining and 

leaving organisations.      

F3   68 0.587     

My tenure of service mainly relies on pay 

equity.      

F3   69 0.528     My decision is very sensitive to pay equity.      

F4 
AFCM 

77 0.603 4.717 6.619 

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 

career with this organisation.  6 0.849   

F4   79 0.689     

I really feel as if this organisation’s problems 

are my own.     

F4   80 0.769     

This organisation has a great deal of personal 

meaning for me.     

F4   81 0.854     

I don’t feel a strong sense of belonging to my 

Organization ®     

F4   83 0.751     

I don’t feel like part of the family at my 

organisation ®     

F4   84 0.643     

I do feel emotionally attached to this 

organisation ®     

F5 
  

58 0.848 2.803 5.107 Money is important. 4 0.879 Important 

F5   59 0.838     Money is valuable.      

F5   60 0.832     Money is good.      

F5   61 0.779     Money is attractive.      

F6 D.Justice 33 0.691 2.717 8.266 

I am fairly rewarded considering to my 

responsibilities. 5 0.932 

F6   34 0.689     

I am fairly rewarded in view of the amount of 

my experience I have.     

F6   35 0.837     

I am fairly rewarded for the amount of effort I 

put forth.     

F6   36 0.804     

I am fairly rewarded for the work I have done 

well.     

F6   37 0.789     

I am fairly rewarded for the stresses and 

strains of my job.     

F7 

 

50 0.799 2.613 4.861 I am highly motivated by money. 3 0.898 Motivation 

F7   51 0.919     Money reinforces me to work harder.     

F7   52 0.87     I am motivated to work hard for money.      

F8 

  

71 0.853 1.86 3.918 

Money would characterize my working 

relationship with my leader.  4 0.782 Relations 

F8   72 0.847     

Money has a strong influence on my 

relationships at work.     

F8   73 0.544     

To stay for long tenure service in my 

organisation, pay equity is more important 

than trusting my leader.     

F8   76 0.789     

Most people believe that the money is the 

basis of their relationships.     

F9 
CNCM 

94 0.719 1.804 3.071 

It would be very hard for me to leave my 

organisation right now, even if I wanted to. 4 0.814   

F9   95 0.866     

Too much in my life would be disrupted if I 

decided I wanted to leave my organisation 

now.     

F9   96 0.858     

It would be too costly for me to leave my 

organisation now.     

F9   97 0.763     

Right now, staying with my organisation is a 

matter of necessity as much as desire.     
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F10 Rich 39 0.806 1.533 5.009 I want to be rich. 3 0.877 

F10   40 0.878     Having a lot of money (being rich) is good.      

F10   41 0.868     It would be nice to be rich.     

F11 Budget 46 0.855 1.426 3.023 I budget my money very well.  3 0.792 

F11   47 0.851     I use my money very carefully.      

F11   49 0.772     I do financial planning or the future.     

F12 Evil 42 0.635 1.239 2.334 

Money undermines ethical norms and 

standard of conduct. 4 0.649 

F12   43 0.777     

People perform unethical acts to maximize 

their monetary gains.     

F12   44 0.558     Money is Evil.     

F12   45 0.653     The love of money is the root of evil.      

F13 

NRCM 

89 0.717 1.23 3.753 

If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere 

I would not feel it was right to leave my 

organisation.  3 0.546 

 

  

F13   90 0.525     

I was taught to believe in the value of 

remaining loyal to one organisation.     

F13   91 0.704     

Things were better in the days when people 

stayed with one organisation for most of their 

careers.     

F14 
  

56 0.842 1.152 2.563 Money is symbol of success.  2 0.856 Success 

F14   57 0.753     Money represents one’s achievement.      

F15 

  

54 0.586 1.032 1.743 

People in the same job should be paid based 

on merit. 2 0.465 Equity 

F15   55 0.816     

Lower- level job with little responsibility 

should be paid less.      
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APPENDIX 10.15 Summarized diagram for  structural model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


