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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explore the retediop between knowledge, satisfaction, and motimatin
employee performance when mediated by relatediéms.sample used in this study consisted of 252oresgs from
Palestinian municipalities. The data were collectecbugh structured questionnaire. The study usedi& Least Square
(PLS) analysis technique using the Smart-PLS.3vaoft Findings confirmed that relatedness, knowdgdygotivation,
and satisfaction were the key constructs for pramgotperformance among municipalities employee ide§tae.
Furthermore, the importance-performance matrix gse (IPMA) has shown that relatedness was the ingsortant
factor. Where, the relatedness was the most infilalefactor in the prediction of employee perfornsanfollowed by
motivation, satisfaction, and knowledge respectivdhe municipalities must focus on how to provielatedness and
promote motivation, satisfaction, and knowledgenahicipalities. Also, the study results stated tleditedness mediates

the relationship between knowledge and performaneasijvation and performance; and satisfaction aedi@rmance
KEYWORDS: Knowledge, Motivation, Satisfaction, PerformariRelatedness
INTRODUCTION

Job performance considered as a cornerstone omiaegmnal structure that built on satisfaction,tivation, and
knowledge. Most importantly, job performance measwhich may be based on an absolute value omtiveljudgment,
can be generalized to the overall organizationgbpmance (Salama et al, 2017; & Al Shobaki, &Na&&16; Enshassi,
&Kullab, 2014). Where, cognitive aptitude and aldk were very important in predicting the level mérformance,
and motivational process, satisfaction, knowledgs] employee’s perception were linked to individddferences in
performance outcome (Roeser et al, 2002; Kell amadgl 2017). Therefore, need for relatedness emexgedore salient
in comparison to needs of learning and performaRedatedness is concerned with the feeling of beimignected to

people and the sense of belonging to a communispoial milieu (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Where, relatedness needs include the need for diaelprand the need for external respect regardimglya
colleagues, friends, and employers (Giang & Nguyi,7). Grant and Parker has further focused orintipertance of
relatedness in the workplace, with Grant emphagite importance of having jobs in which the empkxy understand
how their work benefits others and Parker focusimgre on the employee outcomes of learning, and ldpnent,

health and well-being, and flexibility, all of witichave been found to result when employees are aust@omously
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motivated and experience greater satisfaction@hteds for relatedness (Grant, 2007; Parker, 2017)

Hon (2012) stated that when managers were supporivautonomy and coworkers were supportive of
relatedness, the employees were more autonomowglyated and more creative in their work. Moreousr.engaging in
playful and fun relationships with colleagues, [flhdywork design may also fulfill the need for reddhess
(Robert and Wilbanks 2012; Sailer et al. 2017).

Furthermore both of Hombrados-Mendieta and Cosano-Rivas (20%8jted that workplace support
(need for relatedness) protects against the negatfects of burnout. In the current study needdtatedness is defined as
feeling connected to people and the sense of vedfighand belonging to a community. The definitisneguivalent to
feeling socially integrated of Fredrickson (2013iefefore the need for relatedness can be relatéldetexperience of

becoming more socially integrated.

The results of Parker, 2017; Sailer, 2017; Hombsadendieta et al, 2013) facilitate to us propogimaf need of

relatedness may mediate the relationships betvedesgtisfaction, job motivation, job knowledge, golol performance.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Self-determination theory (SDT) is an empiricallgsked, organismic theory of human behavior and patitg
development. SDT’s analysis is focused primarilyhat psychological level, and it differentiatesagpmf motivation along

with a continuum from controlled to autonomous (Rwad Deci, 2017).

Recent studies indicated that there are severarfaplaying role in raising the level of job perfance such as
motivation, satisfaction and job knowledge (Kuwetsal, 2016; Kianto, Vanhala and Heilmann 2016; GRG 2015;
Olafsen, Halvari, Forest, &Deci, 2015).

Where, Self-determination theory (SDT) suggestg tha social environment influences intrinsic matien
through its impact on need satisfaction or peromgtiof autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Ryareci, 2017).
Furthermore, a recent study by Kuvaas et al (20&fprted a strong relationship between intrinsictivation and

self-reported work performance among typical knalgke-workers.
Relatedness

Relatednesgonsidered the third factor of SDT that discussgdDieci& Ryan that concerns feeling socially
connected. People feel relatedness most typicaignwthey feel cared for by others. Yet relatedrissalso about
belonging and feeling significant among others (Ry&Deci, 2017; Deci et al, 2017). Thus equally intpat to
relatedness is experiencing oneself as giving ortrituting to others (Deci& Ryan, 2014). Relatednggertains,
moreover, to a sense of being integral to socighoizations beyond oneself, or, both by feelingnemted to close others
and by being a significant member of social groygple experience relatedness and belonging,x@mple through

contributing to the group or showing benevolence.

H®: Relatedness is significantly influenced job perfance.
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Job knowledge

Job knowledge considered an essential factor iaraéting the employment eligibility for a specifib in any
organization. Thus, job knowledge used for staféstion, recruitment, placement, training and dgwaent in different
organizations as mentioned by Kuvvas et al (201®)industry, written job knowledge tests are used ¢andidate

selection, job placement, and organizational adeamrent (Palumbo et al, 2005; Dover, 2016).

The current organizational structure defines jolovikdedge as technical information, facts, and pracesl
required to do the job (Hunter, 1993), where Laetlyal (2017) assessed job knowledge through “writteeasures of

facts, principles, and so forth, needed to perftirenjob .“

H? Job knowledge is significantly influences jobfpemance.

H?: Job knowledge is significantly influences relatess.

H* Relatedness significantly mediates the relatignbbtween job knowledge and job performance.
Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction defined as “feelings or affectigeponses to facets of the (workplace) situati@rhith et al,
1969). In other words, it means your internal resges and acceptance for the work (i.e are you edjdlye work? Are
you satisfied and accepted your chance?). Wheckd (1976) stated that pleasurable state of mindeanotional status
that arises due to appraisal from managers or tloel gob is done. According to Kraut (1998), jollifaction can be

defined as the extent to which people like (sattéa) or dislike (dissatisfaction) their jobs.

In the recent studies, job satisfaction has bedinetkas a concept that includes all charactesisiicthe job and
works environment that is rewarding, satisfying &ulfllling for employees (Boles et al., 2009). bisatisfaction refers to
the state in which employees take pleasure fronr therk,or the positive and emotional state of #haployee after

appraisal of his or her job and performance (Shatidi., 2012).

H?>: Job satisfaction is significantly influences joerformance.

H®: Job satisfaction is significantly influences tetiness.

H’: Relatedness significantly mediates the relatignbbtween job satisfaction and job performance.
Job Motivation

Motivation is considered a human drive to do sotingtlor task effectively with joy and pleasure darthe act of
the required task. Kant et al (2002) stated thatives drive human activities and the motive muestol a certain kind
(Kant, Wood &Schneewind, 2002).

Whereas, Deci and Ryan (2000) proposed that thévation that is the focus in expectancy theory fisan
extrinsic nature since it refers to performing activity with the intention of attaining positive wsequences

(e.g., obtaining a reward) or avoiding negativesamuences (e.g. avoiding a punishment).

Motivation theorists often classify motivation intwo different classes: extrinsic and intrinsic imation as the
different causes that lead to action (Deci, 19%&tS Farh, &Podsakoff, 1988).
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H® Job Motivation is significantly influences jobrfermance
H®: Job Motivation is significantly influences reldtess.
H™: Relatedness significantly mediates the relatignbbtween job motivation and job performance.

Job Performance

Murphy stated that Job performance, or “the sdiadfaviors that are relevant to the goals of thamizgtion or
the organizational unit in which a person work¥mains a primary concern for organizational behawésearchers
(Murphy, 1988) .

Where Motowidlo and his colleagues (1997) say tatter than solely the behaviors themselves, padace is
behaviors with an evaluativeaspect.This definitignconsistent with the dominant methods used to someajob

performance, namely performance ratings from sugers and peers (Newman, 2004).

Furthermore, due to the significance of job perfance in different fields and jobs, where high dyas very important, it
is highlighted in various studies that concernethyab performance. Job performance classifiechak performance and
contextual performance as suggested by (Motowitlal,€1997) that performance can be divided into parts, task, and

contextual performance.

10 jk12 13 jk14 k16 T 19 k6

Figure 1: Theoretical Framework Model

METHODS
Research Design

This research is a descriptive study that aimsx@mine the impact of job knowledge, job satisfattifob
motivation, relatedness and job performance amomgi@/ees of middle management at the five main oipailities in
Gaza Strip, Palestine. The research was designadcordance with the principle of cross-sectiomatly, whereby the
data collection is gathered just once. The independariables of this research are job knowledgb, gatisfaction,
and job motivation, and the dependent variable ols performance, in the light of relatedness as aliaber.
Thus, this study is carried out based on positipishciples (Becker et al,2012), the approach use&xamine the
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influence of relatedness in the relationship betwiegwledge, satisfaction, and motivation to imgdke performance in

Palestinian Municipalities in Gaza Strip.
Sample Size

The study sample consisted of 252 participants esna&enience sample from the middle manageriaf &tfn
the main 5 local authorities in Gaza Strip. Congane sampling is defined as a process of datactiolle from a
population that is close at hand and easily adokess$d the researcher (Rahi, 2017). Hair et al f20lustrated that
convenience sampling allows the researcher to cetenhterviews or get responses in a cost-effeatigg. Comrey and
Lee (1992) stated that sample size of 50 is veor,pehile 100 is poor, 200 is reasonable, 300 sdg®00 is very good
and 1000 is brilliant for structural equation madgl Thus, for this study, the required sample sims 252. Which is

satisfies the required sample size. The data walected between the months of November 2017 andaly 2018.
Measurement of Variables/Instrumentation

The instruments of the study were consisted of pands. Firstly, the demographiccharacteristic bigge, gender,
educational level, experience years and monthlgrime Secondly, the study constructs that include;knowledge, job

satisfaction, job motivation and job performancd eslatedness.
The constructs items were adapted from previowsarel work as follow:-

Job Knowledge Scale Adopted from Work Design Questionnaire (Morgesond adumphery, 2006).
All responses were measured on seven-point Lileales “1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree”e Htale used by

various studies such as Rios et al (2017).

Job satisfaction Scale Adopted from the generic satisfaction scale Joksfaation (Macdonald & Maclintyre,
1997). The responses were measured on seven-phkart kcale, “1=strongly disagree to 7=stronglyesr with higher
scores indicating more job satisfaction. The stakd by Chauhan and Solanki, (2014)to study "A Qamative Study of

Job Satisfaction in Government and Private Emplsyee

Job Motivation: Adopted from the situational motivational scale ®Byay, Vallerand, and Blanchard (2000).
The responses were measured on seven-point Likaie:sl: corresponds not all; 2: corresponds a \ithg; 3:
corresponds a little; 4: corresponds moderatelygdbresponds enough; 6: corresponds a lot; 7: sporals exactly. The
scale validated by Gamboa et al (2017) and Clahay@017).

Relatedness:Adopted from basic psychological need (at work)es¢éar Deci& Ryan (2000); Deci et al (2001);
and Ryan & Deci (2017). The responses were measameskven-point Likert scale, “1=strongly disagte€’=strongly

agree”. The scale consisted of 7 item represenélagedness.

Job Performance: Adopted from Williams and Anderson’s (1991) forkamerformance and Motowidlo and Van
Scotter (1994) for contextual performance. The @asps were measured on seven-point Likert scakstrdngly disagree
to 7=strongly agree”.The measures were used bgwrustudies such as Parrish (20F¥gpdhan, & Jena (2016yoursafar
et al (2014).

Data Analysis

The researcher used Partial Least Square (PLSysasétchnique using the SmartPLS3.0 software (Riagal.,
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2015). Following the two-stage analytical proceduesearchers tested the measurement model (yadidd reliability of

the measures) and structural model (Hypothesimtgsecommended by Hair Jr et al. (2014).

DATA ANALYSIS
Part —One: Assessment of Measurement Model

Instrument Validity and Reliability

In order to test the validity and reliability ofetftonstructs (latent variables), the researchet assessment of the
measurement model according to smart PLS 3, thasisted of two approaches which are convergentdialand

discriminant validity.
Convergent Validity

Convergent validity specifies that items that amdidgators of a construct should share a high ptaporof
variance (Hair et al., 2014). The convergent vafidif the scale items was assessed using thresiariFirst, the factor
loadings should be greater than 0.50 as proposeHidiy et al. (2014). Secondly, the composite rdliigbfor each
construct should exceed 0.70. Lastly, the Averageance extracted (AVE) for each construct shouddabove the

recommended cut-off 0.50 (Fornell and Larker, 1981)

To check convergent validity, the researcher geedramart PLS using PLS Algorithm and reported oute
loading of each construct variables, indicatorafglity, composite reliability, and each latentiete’s Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) is evaluated table (1).

Table 1: Results Summary of Reflective Outer Model

Indicator Reliability

Construct Item Loading (toacing?) AVE CR
Relatedness 0.626 | 0.930
| really like the people | work with. Sdt2R1 0.836) 0.698
| get along with people at work. Sdt6Rp 0.771 0.594
I <_:0n5|der the people | work with to be my Sdtor4 0.822 0.675
friends.
Job knowledge 0.626 | 0.930
The _job_ requires that | engage in a large amountJk6 0.703 0.500
of thinking.
The job requires me to be creative Jk10 0.744 0.553
The job requires unique ideas or solutions to IK12 0.810 0.656
problems
The job requires a variety of skills Jk13 0.864 18.7

The job requires me to utilize a variety of
different skills in order to complete the work Jk14 0.874 0.763
The job requires the use of a number of skills Jk16 0.861 0.741
The job is highly specialized in terms of

- Jk17 0.710 0.504
purpose, tasks, or activities
The job requires very specialized knowledge IK19 0.741 0,549
and skills. ) '
Job motivation 0.615| 0.910
| think that this activity is interesting Jml 0.747 0.558
I think that this activity is pleasant Jm5 0.810 655
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Table 1:Contd.,

| think that this activity is good for me Jm6 0.826 0.682

It is something that | have to do Jm7 0.806 0.649

| feel good when doing this activity Jm13 0.733 375

| believe that this activity is important for me D4n 0.789 0.622

| feel that | have to do it Jm15 0.772 0.595

Job performance 0.635| 0.941

Adequately completes assigned duties Jpl 0.851 40.72

Sulﬂlls r_espon5|b|I|t|es specified in job Ip2 0.753 0567
escription

Performs tasks that are expected of me JpB3 0.8P0 6720.

Cooperate with others in the team Jp9 0.788 0.620

;esLsst in overcoming obstacles to complete p Ip10 0.862 0.743

Display proper company appearance and Jp11 0.809 0.564

manner

Pay close attention to important details Jplp 0.725 0.525

Take the initiative to solve a work task Jp2( 0.78D 0.608

Exercise personal discipline and self-control Jp21 0.761 0.579

Tackle.a d_|f'f|cult work assignment Ip22 0.808 0.652

enthusiastically

Job satisfaction 0.764 | 0.866

All my talents and skills are used at work Js8 0.88 0.776

| get along with my supervisors Js9 0.867 0.751

From the above-illustrated table, we found:-

¢ Individual Item Reliability (Loading): the results denoted that the items outer loadingabove the cut-off
0.708, and the indicator reliability for each itesnabove 0.50. Hair et al (2014) asserted thahdicator's outer
loading should be above 0.708 since that numbearsgu(0.708) equals 0.50, in which in the most instances,

0.70 is considered close enough to 0.708 to beptaivie.

 Indicator Reliability (Loading ?): the indicator reliability for the outer loading &bove the cut-off 0.50 when the

numbers of outer loading items squared.

« Composite Reliability (CR): The composite reliability for the constructs aceeptable for each latent variable

and confirmed with the cut-off value >0.70.

Such values are shown to be larger than 0.70, gb lvels of internal consistency reliability hakeen

demonstrated among all reflective latent variables.

Composite reliability values of 0.60 to 0.70 areeptable in exploratory research, while in moreasded stage

research, values between 0.70 and 0.90 can b&stiry (Hair et al, 2014).

Prior research suggests that a threshold level6sf 6r higher is required to demonstrate a satisfacomposite

reliability in exploratory research (Bagozzi and ¥988) but not exceeding the 0.97 level (Hairl et2913).

* Average Variance Extracted (AVE) It is found that all of the AVE values are greatiean the acceptable

threshold of 0.5, so convergent validity is confaein Figure (2) illustrate model loading.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.2176 - This article can be downloaded from www.impactjournals.us




[ 18 Ayman A. Aimusaddar, Sara Ravan Ramzan & Valliappan Raju |

k10 jkiz k13 k14 k16 K17 jk1g k6

\0’744 A 0.874 0.861

0710 o741 p7o3

scdtSR4 Relatedness

0.747  p7a3 ﬁ vatior 0.826 0.806
0.789 0.810

Il S S

Jjm1 jm13 Jmi4 jm15 JjmS Jjm6 Jm7
Figure 2: Model Loading
Discriminant Validity

Cross Loading

One method for assessing discriminant validityyissRamining the cross-loadings of the indicatopsedically,
an indicator's outer loading on the associated toaetsshould be greater than all of its loadingsather constructs
(Hair et al, 2014). The researcher conducted smart PLS through PLSithlgpand select discriminant validity report.

The following table illustrates the crossing loaglof indicators.

Table 2: Cross Loading of the Latent Variables

IM JP JS Relatedness| JK
jk10 0.322 0.476 0.437 0.295 0.744
jk12 0.378 0.482 0.427 0.262 0.810
jk13 0.386 0.491 0.527 0.314 0.864
jk14 0.371 0.472 0.503 0.330 0.874
jk16 0.434 0.493 0.4758 0.279 0.861
jk17 0.381 0.428 0.501 0.297 0.710
jk19 0.420 0.406 0.485 0.273 0.741
jk6 0.324 0.422 0.396 0.166 0.708
jm1 0.747 0.509 0.458 0.420 0.438
jm13 0.733 0.302 | 0.256 0.246 0.321
jmi14 0.789 0.354 | 0.383 0.249 0.406
jm15 0.772 0.457 | 0.350 0.334 0.318
jm5 0.810 0.367 | 0.432 0.186 0.377
jm6 0.826 0.358 | 0.491 0.226 0.370
jm7 0.806 0.383 0.417 0.287 0.367
jpl 0.420 0.851 0.589 0.568 0.467
jp10 0.388 0.862 0.474 0.586 0.478
jpll 0.467 0.809 | 0.523 0.601 0.437
jpl6 0.372 0.725 | 0.467 0.493 0.428
jp2 0.456 0.753 | 0.535 0.533 0.435
jp20 0.441 0.780 | 0.528 0.609 0.479
jp21 0.331 0.761 | 0.506 0.529 0.437
jp22 0.399 0.808 | 0.554 0.481 0.538
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Table 2: Contd.,
ip3 0.432 0.820 | 0.535 0.543 0.454
ip9 0.380 0.788 | 0.450 0.542 0.48Y
js8 0.444 0.582 | 0.881 0.355 0.508
js9 0.454 0.552 | 0.867 0.337 0.52y
sdt2R1 | 0.322 0.562 | 0.301 0.836 0.281
sdt6R2 | 0.302 0.581 | 0.314 0.771 0.321
sdt9R4 | 0.282 0.532 | 0.348 0.822 0.256

Analyzing the above table, it clearly states thatindicator's outer loading on the associatedtoectsis greater
than all of its loadings on other constructs. limgple, this means the model has discriminantditglibased on the Chin
criteria (1998).

Fornell and Larcker Criterion: Variable Correlation

The Fornell-Larcker criterion(1981) is a second andre conservative approach to assessing discnithina
validity. It compares the square root of the AVHues with the latent variable correlations. Speaify, the square root of
each construct's AVE should be greater than ithdsg correlation with any other construct(Hair et 2014). The

following table demonstrates the Fornnel and Larckierion results:

Table 3: Fornell and Larcker Criterion Analysis

Construct Discriminant Validity met?
LVC e JP | IS | Relatedness| JK | (g0 are root of AVEB;LVC?)
IM 0.784 Yes
JP 0.515 | 0.797 Yes
JS 0.514 0.649| 0.874 Yes
Relatedness 0.373 0.690| 0.396 0.810 Yes
JK 0.476 0.582| 0.597 0.354 | 0.791 Yes

Note: The square root of AVE values is shown on the ali@djand printed in bold; non-diagonal elementstlage

latent variable correlations (LVC).

From the table, the latent variable Job Motivai{@M) AVE is found to be 0.615 (from Table 1) heritsesquare
root becomes 0.784. This number is larger tharctieelation values in the column of JM (0.513, @54nd 0.476) and
also larger than those in the row of JM (0.407%irilar observation is also made for the latentaldes relatedness, JK,

JP, and JS. The result indicates that discrimivalidity is well established.
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

Henseler et al. (2015) suggested another way tesasdiscriminant validity through a multi-trait anaulti-
method matrix, namely the Hetero-trait Mono-traéti® (HTMT). There are two ways of using the HTMppaoach to
assess the discriminant validity. At first, wheingsit as a criterion, if the HTMT value is greatban 0.85, then there is a
problem with discriminant validity. Secondly, byiug the statistical test for HTMT inference where tbonfidence
interval of HTMT values for the structural pathswtains the value if 1, it indicates a lack of diggnant validity. If the
value of 1 falls outside the interval's range, uggests that the constructs are empirically distiHEMT results can be

seen in the following Table (4).
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Table 4: Heterotrait Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

JIM JP JS relatedness| JK
M| e
JP 0.542
JS 0.644 0.806
Relatedness 0.435 0.828 0.555
JK 0.522 0.630 0.747 0.427 |  -----me-- -

Note: Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) discriminate @iTMT <0.9/ HTMT <0.85)

Based on the results of Table (4), all HTMT valaes lower than the required threshold value of HT86Tby Kline
(2011) and HTMT of .90 by Gold and ArvindMalhotr2001), indicating that discriminate validity is ihfor this study.

To sum up, both convergent and discriminant validitthe measures were developed.
Part -TWO: Assessment of Structural Model

Measurement model was achieved after conductingitsaland reliability analysis. Moving further witBmart
PLS3.0 software (Ringle et al., 2015) structuraliagipn model (SEM) was performed to assess thegitieof the
proposed model for this study. In order to asséss structural model lateral collinearity test (VIFPvalues and
corresponding t-values were evaluated as suggbgtelhir et al. (2016). The proposed hypothesis t@ated by running a
bootstrapping procedure with a resample of 5008uggested by Hair et al. (2014).

Collinearity Assessment

At first stage of structural equation model, latecallinearity was assessed with collinearity stids VIF.
According to Kock and Lynn (2012), although verticollinearity is met, lateral collinearity (predor- criterion
collinearity) may sometimes be misleading the figdi. This type of collinearity has occurred wheno variables that are
hypothesized to be causally related measure the sammstruct. This type of collinearity is assese&tth VIF values,
where the values of VIF 3.3 or higher, indicateoteptial collinearity (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, Z)0Table (5) shows

the results of VIF values.

Table 5: Collinearity Assessment

Ei Collinearity Issues
PERFORMANCE
M 1.499 No collinearity
JP | L .
JS 1.783 No collinearity
Relatedness 1.260 No collinearity
JK 1.663 No collinearity

As presented in Table (5) the inner VIF valuesha independent variables (JK, JM, and JS) thatséedbe
examined for multi-collinearity are less than 5 &8, indicating lateral multi-collinearity is natconcern in this study

according to Hair et al. (2014).
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Path Coefficient: Hypothesis Testing

The hypothesis developed for this study was tdsyedinning a bootstrapping procedure with a resaropb000,

as suggested by Hair et al. (2014). The resul®ablte (6) depict path coefficients of respectivastaucts with their level

of significance.

Table 6: Path Coefficient of Research Hypothesis

Hypo. Relationship Std. Beta | St.d Error | T-value | P-value Decision

H1 Knowledge — Performance 0.193 0.059 3.284 0.001 Accepted Tt
H2 Knowledge— Relatedness 0.130 0.085 1.533 0.125 Rejected
H3 Motivation — Performance 0.093 0.045 2.070 0.039 Accepted
H4 Motivation— relatedness 0.200 0.063 2.598 0.009 Accepted *
H5 Satisfaction— Performance 0.302 0.063 4.770 0.000 Accepted *f
H6 Satisfaction— relatedness 0.216 0.085 2.55% 0.011 Accepted**
H7 Relatedness—~» Performance 0.468 0.055 8.497 0.00D Accepted|**

Significant at P** <0.01, P* <0.05

Table (6) depicts that the relationship betweenvwkedge to performance is supported by H1:=(0.193, p<
0.01). Next, the relationship between knowledgeetatedness is rejected by HR:£ 0.130, p> 0.05). H3 showed that the
relationship between JM and performance is rejebtiet(p = 0.093, p> 0.05); where the relationship betwewtivation
and relatedness is accepted by H4<(0.200, p< 0.05).

jk10 k12 k13 jk14 jx16 k17 jk19 k6

= N W R e

11394 39333 370
15.803 24.469 41384 39 37282 15703 19,873 16,333

js2

jso

23.455 15541 19.862 27855 23.300 24782 25.827

Pl

jm1 jm13 jmi4 jm15 jm5

Figure 3: Path Coefficient of the Study Variables
The results revealed that the relationship betveagisfaction and performance is accepted by H5 (.302, p<
0.001); and the relationship between satisfactioretatedness is accepted by H6=0.216, p< 0.01). Furthermore, the
results revealed that; the relationship betweeatedhess to performance is supported by pi7 (0.468, p< 0.001).

see figure (3).
Coefficient of Determination (R?) and Predictive Relevance &

A major part of the structural model evaluationhie assessment of coefficient of determinatief. (A threshold
value of 0.25, 0.5 and 0.7 are often used to descd weak, moderate, and strong coefficient of rdetetion

(Hair at el., 2014). Furthermore, An assessmeftofie-Geisser’s predictive relevan€)(is important because it checks
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if the data points of indicators in the reflectimeeasurement model of the endogenous construct eaprédxdicted

accurately. The researcher conducted PLS Algorahthreported the following results, table (7).

Table 7: R-Square of the Endogenous Latent Variabke

R-Square of the Endogenous Variables| Predictive relevance 3
Construct R? Results Q? Results
Performance 0.679 Strong 0.40b >0
Relatedness 0.206 Moderate .11P >0

It is observed from the above table (7) that theppsed model has good predictive relevance foofathe
endogenous variabletn general, R values of 0.75, 0.50, or 0.25 for the endogenaussitucts can be described as

respectively substantial, moderate, and weak (état,, 2014).

The table denoted thahe proposed model has good predictive relevancalfmf the endogenous variables.
Chin (1998) suggests that a model demonstrates goedictive relevance when its’Qalue is larger than zero.
By other words, The resulting®@alues larger than 0 indicate that the exogenoustoucts have predictive relevance for

the endogenous construct under consideration @dail, 2014).
Effect Size f

The effect size¥allows assessing an exogenous construct's cotitiibto an endogenous latent variable’s R
value. According to Cohen (1988)and Hair et al @01he f values of less than 0.02 (no effect), 0.02-0.haa(seffect),

0.15-0.35 (medium) and above 0.35 (large effecticate an exogenous construct's on an endogenost act.

Table 8: R-Square of the endogenous latent variakde

Effect size f Performance |
Construct f2 Results
Knowledge 0.070 Small effect size
Motivation 0.018 Small effect size
Satisfaction 0.159 Small effect size
Relatedness 0.541 Large effect size

From the above table (8), the results denoted that exogenous variables (knowledge, motivation, and

satisfaction) have small effect size, where rela¢sd has large effect size.
Importance Performance Matrix Analysis (IPMA)

A post-hoc importance-performance matrix analyd?dWA) was performed by using JOB PERFORMANCE as
target construct. The IPMA builds on the PLS estaraof the structural equation model relationshig &cludes an
additional dimension to the analysis of that lateoristructs (Hair et al., 2016). The importanceesavere carried from
the total effects of outcome variable in the stuwat equation model. While performance score oeindias derived by
rescaling the latent variables score ranges frdar €he lowest to 100 for the highest (Hair et 2016). Table (8) presents

the total effects (importance) and index valuesf@uanance) used for the importance-performanceimamalysis.
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Table 8: Importance Performance Matrix Analysis

Latent Variable Total effect of LV Index Values
PERFORM Performance
Importance LV index values | LV performances
1. JM 0.187 5.041 67.35¢
2. JP Target DV 5.914 81.93:.
3. JS 0.403 5.581 76.34:
4, Relatednes 0.468 5.576 77.26¢
5. JK 0.254 5.522 75.37¢

Importance-Performance Map [Job Performance] (constructs, standardized effects)

it Importance-Performance Map || ] Construct Total Effects for [Job Performan... | [=] Construct Perfermances for [Job Performa... Copy to Clipboard: | Chart

Importance-Performance Map
100

90 |
20 |
70 4§
60 {

Job Performance 50 4

s 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 030 0.35 0.40 0.45
Total Effects

Relatedness

| ¥ Job Motivation ® Job Satisfaction job know ledge ‘

Figure 4: Importance Performance Matrix Analysis IPMA

Table (8) shows the indealues and toteffect scores. It can be seen thedatednes is the most important factor
in order to determine the performance due to highgyortance values (468) compared to other latent variabl
Satisfaction is coming at intermediate level with4{3), knowledge (0.254), motivatig® 1€7). The level of importance

and performance can be seen in Figdre

Importanceperformance matrix denoted that, trelatednessas the highest level to influent performance
followed by satisfaction, knowledge, motivation. iFhmeans, to achievthe high performance we should focus

improving the performance oélatednes and satisfaction.
Relatedness as Mediator

To understand the role oélatednes in the study model, its potential mediating effeot the linkage betwee
(knowledge an performance); (motivation and perfomoe); and (satisfaction and performance). Theareker dividec

the variables as follow:-
e H" IV (Knowledge)— MV (relatednes)— DV Performance
o HB% IV (Satisfaction)— MV (relatednes) — DV Performance
o H% IV (Motivation) — MV (relatednes) — DV performance

The researcher adopted the Preacher and Hayes) (@t®dure, which is used insteof the traditional Sobel

(1982) test because it does not have strict digidhal assumptions (Hair et al, 20:
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The Preacher and Hayes (2008) procedure involves ube of bootstrapping in a 2-step procedure:
(i) The significance of direct effect is first cthed (if the significance of direct effect cannot dmtablished, there is no
mediating effect) using bootstrapping without tlregence of the mediator relatedness in the moiilebdotstrapping
Confidence Interval through statistical tool desigrior Cl calculation for mediation effect. The VA¥ould be less than
20%, and one can conclude that (almost) no mediaéikes place. In contrast, when the VAF has varyd outcomes of
above 80%, one can assume a full mediation. Atsituan which the VAF is larger than 20% and ldsart 80% can be
characterized as partial mediation (Hair et al,400he following figure demonstrating,the Excel shéor calculating

mediation through bootstrapping confidence interval
(KNOWLEDGE, SATISFACTION AND MOTIVATION) — MV — PERFORMANCE

To understand the role of mediation variable relaéss in the study model, its potential mediatifigce on the
linkage between (job knowledge and job performané&b motivation and Job performance) (figure, 3)his step
accomplished by using Preacher and Hayes (200&egduve, which is used instead of Sobel test (198®),results

demonstrated in the table (9).

Table 9: Mediation Analysis Using PLS

IV
>mediator>PERFOR V>MV | MV.>DV Indirect SE t-value Bootstrap Cl
0, 0,
IV (JK-JS-IM) Patha | Pathb | Erect o5% | 9%U
H® | JK>relatedness>DV JP|  0.359 0.693 0.249 0.065 3.8470.121] 0.376
H? | JS >relatedness>DV JP|  0.397 0.691 0.274 0.064 64.280.149| 0.400
H™ | JM> relatedness>DV JF 0.381 0.692 0.264 0.052 05.07 0.162| 0.366

The results denoted that the relationship betwgam Knowledge to job performance); (job satisfattio job
performance); and (job motivation to job performanthrough the mediating variable (relatedness) svgported since
the lower limit LL and upper limit UL of the confihce interval not crossed by ZERO, it means bathoar the same
sides. So, we accept the hypothesi& @i and HO).

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The study examined the relationship between jobwkege, job motivation, the job satisfaction on job
performance when mediated by relatedness. The sagiits suggest that the motivation was the mudbiential factor
after relatedness in the prediction of job perfaroga However, the study results denoted that tates significantly
mediate the relationship between (job knowledge jabdperformance); (job motivation and job perfonoe); and (job
satisfaction and job performance). Furthermore, #tedy denoted that knowledge, satisfaction, andivewion

significantly influence employee performance.

Where, Giang& Nguyen (2017) stated that there lareet factors among five factors of work motivatiwhich
are Growth needs, Relatedness needs, and Existeecks-pay that play a positive impact to job penforce of hotel

employee.

Wu et al (2018) proposed that perceived relatedegests a positive effect on job performance. Farmrtiore,

they stated that employees who have a high levedlatedness with other organizational members temniew their work
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environment as favorable, which facilitates theaiathent of job goals and consequently increasesppfformance.
Also, relatedness can foster an atmosphere of suppd encouragement, leading employees to fesl tirssion and

stress, and creating a favorable job experiencgamdutcome

The results of the current study seem to be camdiswith other studies but with the same variables,
Kianto, Vanhala and Heilmann ( 2016) stated thatresults found that Existence of Knowledge Mansage processes
in one’s working environment is significantly lindkevith high job satisfaction. Knowledge charactiess of work design
exhibit a significant effect on both distinct dinsgens of work behavior, while task and social cheastics showed
different effects on task and contextual perforneanespectively Hernaus and Mikul{2013). Where, Palumbo (2007)
demonstrated that job knowledge accounted for fsogmitly more variance in task performance thannitbge ability.
Where, Olger et al (2015) stated that job satigfacsignificantly affected job performance. Furtiere, overall job

satisfaction fully mediated the relationship betaveseaning and job performance.

Research Contribution:The study significantly contributed to the medigtieffect of relatedness in the

relationship between knowledge, motivation, satitée, and performance.

Theoretical Contribution: Theoretically, the study contributed by new direatmodel by presenting relatedness
as a mediator between knowledge, satisfaction,vaitin and employee performance. The study resuljgest that the
relatedness was the most influential factor inghretiction of employee performance followed by mwatiion, satisfaction,
and knowledge respectively. Also, the study resstitged that relatedness mediates the relatiorsdtipeen knowledge
and performance; motivation and performance; atidfaation and performance. Furthermore, the predanodel makes

the important contribution to the emerging literaton management regarding employee performance.

Managerial Contribution: The results of the study revealed that performawdk increase if the middle
management employees believe that relatednessyatioti, satisfaction and knowledge managed cosrecthe

municipalities must focus on how to provide thecheérelatedness and promote motivation at muniitips.

Methodological Contribution: The study used Partial Least Square (PLS) analgslmique using the Smart-
PLS 3.2.7 software. Following the two-stage anehjftprocedure, researcher tested the measuremeld fvalidity and

reliability of the measures) and structural modt&ffothesis testing).
Future Research

The researchers can be built on this model andrekgieeir studies using subscales of the curreulystariables.
They may use the same variables on other samptds asithe universities, non-governmental orgarinatior private

sectors.
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