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BAB V 

PENUTUP 

Padal bab lini, peneliti membuat lkesimpulan, saran, danl implikasi manajeriall terkait 

tentang hasill yangl diperoleh dari masing-masing data yang ada. Pada bab ini peneliti 

juga menyampaikan keterbatasan penelitian yang sekiranya diperlukan bagi l penelitianl 

lselanjutnya. 

5.1. Kesimpulan 

Pengujian inil bertujuan untukl mengetahui apakah followership aktif yang 

dimoderasi oleh dukungan supervisor dan budaya berorientasi kinerja 

berpengaruh terhadap kepuasan kerja. Pengujian dilakukan dengan 

menggunakan Multiple Linear Regression dan Moderate Regression Analysis. 

Hasil penelitian yang diperoleh  adalah sebagai berikut: 

1.  Berdasarkan tingkat pendidikan, mayoritas responden didominasi oleh 

karyawan dengan gelar SMA/SLTA sebanyak 80 orang (51,0%). 

2.  Berdasarkan usia responden, mayoritas responden usia 20 tahun – 29 

tahun sebanyak 56 orang (35,7%). 

3.  Mayoritas responden berdasarkan jenis kelamin yang terdapat pada 

penelitian ini didominasi oleh “laki-laki” sebanyak 83 orang (52,9%). 

4.  Responden seluruhnya merupakan tenaga kependidikan dengan jabatan 

fungsional non struktural. 

5.  Berdasarkan masa kerja, mayoritas bekerja selama 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

sebanyak 71 orang (45,2%). 

 Selanjutnya berdasarkan hasil analisis serta evaluasi hasil uji hipotesis 

secara langsung dan tidak langsung yang telah dilakukan pada bab 

sebelumnya (bab IV), penelitian ini dapat memberikan kesimpulan bahwa: 

1.  Followership aktif secara parsial berpengaruh positif terhadap kepuasan 

kerja  

2.  Dukungan supervisor dan budaya berorientasi kinerja secara bersama-

sama berpengaruh terhadap kepuasan kerja. 
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3.  Dukungan supervisor memoderasi pengaruh followership aktif terhadap 

kepuasan kerja 

4.  Budaya berorientasi kinerja memoderasi pengaruh followership aktif 

terhadap kepuasan kerja 

 

5.2. Implikasi Manajerial 

Hasill penelitian yangl telah dilakukanl mengenai pengaruhl followership aktif 

terhadapl kepuasan kerja dengan variabel moderasi dukungan supervisor dan 

budaya berorientasi kinerja terhadap kepuasan kerja diharapkan dapat 

memberikan manfaaat bagi pihak-pihak yang berkepentingan dengan penelitian 

ini khususnya bagi pihak manajemen sumber daya manusia di Universitas Atma 

Jaya Yogyakarta. Implikasil manajerial penelitianl ini adalahl sebagai lberikut: 

1. Hasill penelitianl menunjukkan bahwa mayoritas respondenl merupakan 

followership aktif yang merasakan dukungan dari supervisor dan budaya 

yang berorientasi kinerja di Universitas Atma Jaya Yogyakarta memberikan 

dampak positif yang signifikan membuat para tenaga kependidikan merasa 

puas dengan pekerjaan mereka, dengan demikian pihak manajemen 

perusahaan diharapkan dapat memanfaatkan sikap followership aktif para 

tenaga kependidikannya dapat memaksimalkan kinerja para tenaga 

kependidikan untuk mencapai tujuan maupun target perusahaan jangka 

pendek maupun jangka panjang. Selain itu, dukungan dari supervisor dan 

budaya yang dibangun berorientasi kinerja yang sudah ada ini dan 

memberikan dampak yang nyata perlu dikembangkan dan digiatkan lagi 

demi mencapai tujuan perusahaan dan pencapaian yang lebih baik lagi. 

2. Variabel followership aktif memilikil pengaruh yangl positif terhadapl 

kepuasanl kerja yangl dirasakan tenaga kependidikan, maka manajemen 

diharapkan dapat membuat strategi yang tepat untuk mengelola sumber daya 

manusia yang dimiliki agar lebih maksimal dan berpotensi memberikan 

profit dan umpan balik yang baik untuk perusahaan. 

3. Variabel dukungan supervisor memperkuat pengaruh followeship aktif 

terhadap kepuasan kerja, manajemen diharapkan dapat bekerjasama dengan 

para supervisor melalui pelatihan kerja, edukasi mengenai pemahaman dan 
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pengelolaan karyawan, dan lain sebagainya sebagai upaya mengoptimalkan 

kinerja para supervisor untuk mendukung kinerja para tenaga kependidikan 

di Universitas Atma Jaya Yogyakarta. 

4. Variabel budaya berorientasi kinerja memperkuat pengaruh followership 

aktif terhadap kepuasan kerja, dengan demikian manajemen dapat lebih 

fokus dalam mempertahankan budaya yang telah terbentuk yang 

mengutamakan kinerja sebagai tolak ukur pencapaian dan nilai yang telah 

dilakukan oleh para tenaga kependidikan. Kedepannya diharapkan 

manajemen dapat membuat program-program atau challenge yang dapat 

memacu kinerja dengan reward, apresiasi, dan lain sebagainya dari para 

tenaga kependidikan di Universitas Atma Jaya Yogyakarta untuk menjaga 

dan mengembangkan budaya yang telah ada. 

 

5.3. Keterbatasan dan Saran Penelitian 

Beberapa keterbatasan dalam penelitian ini adalah sebagai berikut: 

1.  Pertimbangan yang harus dibuat dalam mengimplementasikan hasil 

penelitian ini hanya karyawan/tenaga kependidikan saja yang digunakan 

sebagai sampel penelitian. 

2.  Penelitian ini dilakukan disaat pandemi dan work from home sehingga ada 

kemungkinan hasil tidak dapat mencerminkkan keadaan normal seperti 

saat tidak ada pandemi, maka diharapkan penelitian selanjutnya 

dilakukan ketika keadaan normal tanpa ada pandemi. 

3.  Penelitian ini terbatas pada proses penyebaran dan pengisian data karena 

hanya dilakukan secara online sehingga responden tidak dapat 

mengajukan pertanyaan saat menemui pernyataan yang kurang jelas. 

4.  Proses penerjemahan kuesioner penelitian ini tidak melalui prosedur back 

translation sehingga memungkinkan terjadi kesalahan dalam 

menginterpretasikan jawaban responden terhadap setiap item 

pernyataannya. 

5.  Implikasi manajerial pada penelitian ini bersifat sugestif, bukan konklusif 

(pasti). Maka, pembaca harus berhati-hati saat melakukan generalisasi 

mengenai setiap informasi. 
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6.  Penelitian selanjutnya diharapkan dapat melakukan penelitian serupa di 

industri yang berbeda seperti manufaktur, perhotelan, dan perbankan 

sehingga memperoleh insight yang luas dan akurat. 

7.  Penelitian selanjutnya diharapkan dapat lebih mengembangkan variabel-

variabel yang berbeda seperti technological self afficacy, turnover, 

komitmen organisasi dan lain sebagainya. 

8.  Penelitian selanjutnya diharapkan dapat megembangkan ruang lingkup 

penelitian secara lebih luas dengan karakteristik dan model penelitian 

yang berbeda, dengan demikian didapatkan hasil yang lebih akurat dan 

lebih baik. 
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The moderating role of perceived supervisor support 

and performance-oriented culture 
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Abstractl 

lPurpose – Thel purpose ofl this paperl is tol explicate thel role ofl followership behaviorl onl 

employeel job satisfactionl as welll as thel conditions thatl may moderatel its limpact. 

lDesign/methodology/approach – Thisl study usesl a largel n surveyl data froml federal agenciesl 

andl investigates anl additive moderationl model inl which twol situational lfactors, perceivedl 

supervisorl supportl (PSS) andl performance-orientedl culturel (POC), interactl with followershipl 

lbehavior. 

lFindings – Employeesl high onl active followershipl perceived greaterl job satisfactionl when PSSl 

wasl high, ratherl than llow. Onl the otherl hand, employeesl high onl active followershipl 

perceivedl greater jobl satisfaction whenl POC wasl low, ratherl than lhigh. 

Researchl limitations/implicationsl – Thisl is, tol the lknowledge, thel first empiricall study basedl 

onl a lcross-sectional surveyl that testsl how thel effects ofl active followershipl on employeel jobl 

satisfactionl mayl very dependingl on thel different typesl of situationall factors. lAs such, morel 

studiesl are neededl to validatel the causall directions ofl the lfindings. 

Practicall implicationsl – Thel present findingsl show thatl active engagementl had greaterl 

associationl with jobl satisfaction whenl leader involvementl was  highl  and  performancel  
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orientationl  was  llow. Forl highly engagedl employees, leadersl are encouragedl to showl higherl 

degreel of involvementl in theirl work butl with lessl emphasis onl the performancel orientationl 

ofl the lorganization. 

lOriginality/valuel – Thisl study contributesl to thel broader literaturel in publicl sector leadershipl 

inl two lways. lFirst, researchl on the relationshipl between followershipl and jobl satisfaction hasl 

beenl sparse. lSecond, andl most limportantly, thisl study isl the firstl empirical studyl that testsl 

thel moderating rolesl of situationall (organizational) factorsl on thel relationship betweenl 

followershipl and employeel attitudel ( job lsatisfaction). 

 

Introductionl 

lToday’s workl environment inl which followersl and leadersl  interact  hasl  become  morel 

complexl and ldynamic. Thisl is inl part duel to thel rapidly changingl and  constantlyl adaptingl 

organizationall missions, technologicall developments andl different prioritiesl and valuesl 

catchingl up withl the multiplel realities facingl the organizationsl (Küpers, 2007). 

Followersl play anl active rolel in thel leadership processl for atl least twol reasons: lfirst, withoutl 

lfollowers, nol one canl be al leader; lsecond, all leadersl are followersl at timesl (Yukl, 2010). 

lConsequently, organizationall scholars havel increasingly focussedl not onlyl on thel leader, butl 

alsol on followersl (Blanchard et al., 2009; Shamir, 2007; Gilbert and Hyde, 1988) andl on workl 

lsetting/contextl (Somech and Wenderow, 2006; Vroom and Jago, 1998; Shamir, 2007; Grissom, 

2012) thatl may havel moderating impactl on thel relationship betweenl followership andl workl 

lattitudes. 

lWhat, then, isl active lfollowership? Howelll and Costleyl (2006) definel it asl an interactivel rolel 

thatl individuals playl that complementsl the leadershipl for achievingl group andl organizationall 

lperformance. Itl was notl until lKelley’s (1988) pioneeringl work onl followership theoryl in whichl 

al follower-centeredl view tookl the centerl stage inl the leadershipl literature. Hel defined activel 

followersl as peoplel with visionl and thel social capacityl to workl well withl others, havel thel 

strengthl of characterl to flourishl without heroicl status, andl the desirel to participatel in al teaml 

effortl for thel accomplishment ofl some greaterl common lpurpose. 

Wel focus onl the interactionl effects ofl active followershipl and twol situational lfactors, 

supervisorl support andl performance-orientedl culturel (POC), onl employee jobl satisfactionl 

andl seek tol add tol previous researchl in twol ways. Ourl primary contributionl is tol test thel rolel 

ofl active followershipl on employeel job satisfactionl in thel public lsector. Wel have longl knownl 

thatl followers andl followership arel essential tol both employeel and organizationall outcomesl 

(Yukl, 2012). lHowever, despitel calls inl early managementl and leadershipl research tol focus onl 

followersl and followershipl (Sanford, 1950), littlel attention hasl been paidl to itl until recentlyl 

(Bakker et al., 2007; Kelley, 2008; Bligh, 2011). Thisl lack ofl attention hasl been evidencedl inl 

lBligh’s (2011) studyl that overl the l19-year periodl from 1990l to 2008l in Thel Leadership 

lQuarterly, onlyl 14 percentl of thel articles hadl some versionl of thel word followerl in thel 

abstractl or ltitle, whichl is reducedl even morel to al handful ofl articles whenl the searchl isl 

narrowedl to includel the wordl  “followership.” Tol our lknowledge, therel has beenl only onel 

studyl in thel public sectorl in whichl Kiml (2011) foundl positive associationl between activel 

followershipl and organizationall performance. Asl such, ourl knowledge inl leadership andl itsl 
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impactl will remainl incomplete withoutl further understandingl of thel role thatl followershipl 

playsl in thel workplacel (Kim, 2011). 

Studyingl followership inl the federall government isl of particularl importance becausel 

previouslyl the overalll federal personnell system hasl been morel restrictive andl cumbersomel 

thanl has beenl the casel in  mostl  other  organizationsl  (Gilbert  and  Hyde, 1988). lFor lexample, 

jobsl were oftenl narrowly ldefined; lessl flexibility existedl in workl assignments, ltraining, andl 

jobl enrichment lopportunities; andl performance appraisall often seemedl to linhibit, ratherl 

thanl facilitate, thel supervisor-subordinatel relations onl the jobl (US Office of Personnel 

Management, 1987). lConsequently, thesel rules andl procedures werel seen asl barriers, ratherl 

thanl facilitators, tol enhancing followershipl skills ofl federal workersl (Gilbert and Hyde, 1988). 

Thel federal lsystem, however, hasl recently undergonel changes inl work patternsl which requirel 

forl more activel followership lroles. Forl example, inl following thel trends withl private sectorl 

lorganizations, manyl public organizationsl have flattenedl their hierarchiesl and empoweredl 

employeesl by usingl new electronicl technologies tol provide theml with morel information, 

whichl led tol more opportunitiesl in decisionl makingl (Kellerman, 2007). Thesel initiativesl 

changedl the perceptionl of followersl as “unquestioninglyl and blindlyl obeying lsheep” whichl 

wouldl not workl in ltoday’s “complexl and lfast-paced mobilel society” (Dixon and Westbrook, 

2003, p. 20). Despitel the rolesl given tol followers, lhowever, therel is al dearth ofl study thatl 

focussesl on thisl topic, andl it isl critical tol discover theirl impact onl various employeel 

loutcomes. 

Asl a firstl step inl linking followershipl to employeel outcomes, wel focus onl job lsatisfaction, 

becausel it isl one ofl the mostl important workplacel attitudesl (Yang and Kassekert, 2009), 

whichl reflects “thel congruence betweenl what employeesl want froml their jobsl and whatl 

employeesl feel lthey lreceive” (Wright and Kim, 2004, p. 19). Whilel job satisfactionl onl 

performancel or productivity l has receivedl relatively mixedl reviewsl (Yang and Kassekert, 

2009), itsl effect onl turnover, labsenteeism, citizenshipl behavior, andl other organizationall 

attitudesl and behaviorsl is welll establishedl (Harrison et al., 2006; Wright and Kim, 2004). 

Studyingl job satisfactionl is ofl particular importancel because manyl studies havel reported thatl 

thel federal civill service isl losing lhigh-quality employeesl due tol their dissatisfactionl with thel 

workplacel (Light, 2008). lThus, buildingl a satisfyingl workplace remainsl a criticall issue andl is al 

vitall element ofl maintaining strongl federal lworkforce. Despitel the aforementionedl criticall 

rolel of bothl followership andl job satisfactionl in thel public lsector, ourl knowledge isl limited byl 

lackl of empiricall studies thatl examine thel relationship betweenl followership andl jobl 

lsatisfaction. Trottierl et lal. (2008) arguel  that becausel followers arel so criticall to thel successl 

ofl contemporary lorganizations, theirl satisfaction isl both al vital processl measure forl anl 

lorganization, asl well asl an  endl result inl itself. lVroom’s (1964) studyl reports thatl high jobl 

satisfactionl results inl lower lturnover, fewerl unexcused labsences, andl slightly lowerl accidentl 

ratesl and hasl been shownl to leadl to al better qualityl of outputl and tol a healthierl workforcel 

(Kearney and Hayes, 1994). 

Ourl second mainl contribution isl to investigatel two situationall factors conditioningl the effectl 

ofl followership. Basedl on thel previous researchl and ltheory, wel consider perceivedl supervisorl 

supportl (PSS) andl POC. Applyingl the situationall leadership ltheory, thel former isl expected tol 

weakenl the linksl between followershipl and jobl satisfaction asl strong supportl froml 

supervisorsl or managersl is expectedl to partiallyl alleviate thel need forl subordinates tol 
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demonstratel characteristics ofl active lfollowership. Onl the otherl hand, wel hypothesize thatl 

strongl POC increasesl the magnitudel of lfollowership’s impactl on jobl satisfaction, becausel 

employeesl who arel actively participatingl and thinkingl independently willl attribute greaterl 

variancel in theirl satisfaction tol their lfollowership lbehaviors. 

Theoryl and lhypotheses 

Followershipl and jobl satisfactionl 

Whatl is al followership? Accordingl to lKelley’sl (1992) pioneeringl work onl this ltopic, he viewsl 

followersl as activel courageous individualsl who canl formulate theirl own meaningl of lifel andl 

whosel main goalsl are tol cooperate forl organizational lsuccess. Thel major premisel in hisl 

theoryl is thatl organizational successl is notl solely dependentl on dynamicl leaders butl thatl 

followersl are activel rather thanl passive whol contribute tol the bettermentl of employeel andl 

lorganizational lwell-being. Thel theoretical rootl of followershipl has beenl found inl severall 

extantl theoriesl (e.g. Leroy et al., 2015; Ward et al., 2010; Vondey, 2008). Forl example, usingl 

lself-determination theoryl as al guiding lframework, whichl posits  thatl  individuals  havel  

inherentl  growth  tendenciesl  and  arel motivated behindl the choicesl that theyl make withoutl 

anyl external influencel and linterference, Leroyl et lal. (2015) describesl that “lgood followersl” 

(Sergiovanni, 2007) findl a reasonl  and  strengthl  to completel a ltask, withoutl influence froml 

otherl people  lor lsituations. 

Thel most prominentl scholar inl bringing thel theory ofl followership intol leadership literaturel 

wasl Kelleyl (1992) whol operationalized followershipl based onl two ldimensions: activel 

engagementl and independentl critical lthinking. Criticall thinking hasl recently gainedl attentionl 

asl a desirablel employee characteristicl (Blanchard et al., 2009). Followersl who engagel inl 

independentl critical thinkingl analyze thel information givenl to lthem, meticulouslyl evaluatel 

situationsl and lactions, andl make judgementsl independent ofl the politicall consequences ofl 

decisionsl (Kelley, 1992; Latour and Rast, 2004). Dowdl and Bolusl (1998) arguel that criticall 

thinkingl can improvel health outcomesl of employeesl in stressfull situations. Accordingl tol 

Blanchardl et lal. (2009), engagingl in criticall thought isl effortful andl involves extral work onl thel 

partl of thel follower, whichl should leadl to cognitivel dissonance andl subsequent effortl 

ljustification. 

Thel second characteristicl of followershipl is activel engagementl (Kelley, 1992). Followersl whol 

arel actively engagedl take linitiative, assumel ownership, andl actively participatel in performingl 

theirl job. Thesel individuals assumel responsibilities beyondl their minimuml job requirementsl 

andl exert considerablel effort tol accomplish goalsl (Kahn, 1990; Romano, 1995). Individualsl whol 

demonstratel active engagementl go abovel and beyondl expectations, proactivelyl participate inl 

lactivities, andl provide lhigh-quality lwork. Activel engagement hasl also attractedl a substantiall 

amountl of attentionl recentlyl (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Itl is consideredl highly motivationall 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002) andl has beenl linked tol increases inl health outcomesl (Schaufeli and 

Bakker, 2004) asl well asl increased jobl satisfaction, lorganizational lcommitment, andl 

decreasedl turnoverl (Salanova et al., 2003; Schaufeli et al., 2002). Basedl on thesel 

characteristicsl of followershipl behaviors, Howelll and Costleyl (2006) theorizel how activel 

followershipl may increasel employee jobl satisfaction. lFirst, theyl note thatl followership rolel 

fulfillsl important personall needs forl individuals, becausel it providesl for comradeshipl withl 

valuedl others byl serving lthem, andl thus helpsl satisfy lone’s sociall needs andl confirms al 
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favorablel self-conceptl for manyl people. lSubsequently, fulfillingl active followershipl rolesl 

satisfiesl individual needsl for lself-esteem asl it providesl for personall growth byl helping theml 

becomel more maturel and effectivel performersl (Vondey, 2008). 

Whilel a paucityl of empiricall studies existsl that directlyl link followershipl to ljob lsatisfaction, 

severall scholars suggestl that followershipl behaviors willl result inl increased lmotivation, 

lsatisfaction, andl feelings ofl empowermentl (Gilbert and Hyde, 1988; Howell and Costley, 

2006). Mostl recently, basedl on al survey ofl 331 facultyl members atl a largel public luniversity, 

Blanchardl and herl colleagues foundl empirical evidencel that effectivel followership hasl 

positivel influence onl job lsatisfaction. Usingl cognitive dissonancel theory, whichl suggests thatl 

employeesl seek leffort justificationl (Aronson and Mills, 1959) byl changing theirl attitudes tol 

justifyl their lbehavior, theyl concluded thatl followers whol are activelyl engaging inl their workl 

morel likely tol justify theirl behavior byl believing thatl their jobsl are “reallyl good” andl worthl 

theirl extra leffort. lThus, thel following hypothesisl is examinedl in lthis lstudy: 

lH1. Activel followership isl positively relatedl to employeel job lsatisfaction. 

Conditionsl influencing thel effects ofl active followershipl 

Researchl on thel effects ofl followership hasl not givenl much attentionl to moderatingl 

linfluences. Thel present studyl considers thel influence ofl two situationall factors, lPSS and lPOC, 

whichl are oftenl conceptualized asl a theoreticall extension ofl perceived organizationall supportl 

(Eisenberger and Stinglhamber, 2011). Ourl choice ofl PSS asl a conditioningl factor inl the publicl 

sectorl is importantl given thel distinction betweenl public andl private lorganizations. Forl 

lexample, thel environments inl which governmentl supervisors, asl compared tol private sectorl 

lsupervisors, operatel can makel motivating theirl employees morel difficult, duel to lfirst, 

frequentl changes inl leadership asl elected orl politically-appointedl leaders oftenl have briefl 

ltenures; second, havingl goals thatl are oftenl difficult tol translate intol units thatl arel 

objectivelyl measurable; lthird, strongl employee lprotections, whichl makes itl difficult forl 

supervisorsl to deall with evenl the poorl performers; andl fourth, constraintsl put onl the usel ofl 

lfinancial lincentives. Althoughl many studiesl show thatl strong manageriall support increasesl 

jobl satisfaction ofl government employeesl in spitel of thel aforementioned challengesl thatl 

publicl sector managersl facel (Ting, 1997; Cho and Perry, 2012; Yang and Kassekert, 2009), how l 

itl moderates thel effect ofl active followershipl has notl been linvestigated. Ourl choice ofl POC asl 

al moderator alsol has demonstrablel relevance tol public sectorl organizations. Forl example, thel 

theoryl that reformingl performance-basedl pay systemsl would improvel government operationsl 

andl employee satisfactionl has beenl a hallmarkl of thel new publicl management movementl 

(Osborne and Gaebler, 1992). Forl public agenciesl long knownl for theirl struggles withl classicall 

lbureaucracies, suchl as redl tapel (DeHart-Davis and Pandey, 2005) andl procedural constraintsl 

andl routinesl (Wright and Davis, 2003), promotingl the culturel of performancel orientation hasl 

importantl implications forl employee ljob lsatisfaction. lThus, thel current researchl explores 

howl PSS andl POC moderatel the effectl of lactive lfollowership. 

Moderatingl role ofl PSSl 

PSSl is definedl as thel beliefs employeesl hold regardingl the extentl to whichl supervisorsl 

providel emotional andl instrumentall (work-related) assistancel (Thoits, 1985). Althoughl 

benefitsl of PSSl are widelyl recognizedl (Ng and Sorensen, 2008), mostl of thel existing studiesl 

priorl to lKelley’s (1998) publicationl on followershipl were basedl on lleader-centric approachl 
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(Hollander, 1992; Meindl et al., 1985), whichl viewed managersl as superiorl and employeesl 

inferiorl and passivel (Taylor, 1911). 

Researchl shows thatl PSS createsl “enablingl relationships withl others thatl make itl easier forl 

employeesl to llearn” (Mink et al., 1993), andl thus isl considered tol facilitate lemployees’ 

learningl and developmentl (Ellinger et al., 2003). lHowever, forl active followersl who demonstratel 

independentl critical thinkingl and showl high degreel of jobl competence, andl thus requirel lessl 

supervisionl and ldirection, strongl employee perceptionsl of supervisorl support mayl 

underminel the effectl of activel followership. Forl example, medicall doctors, lairline lpilots, 

laccountants, electricians, andl other professionalsl do notl require muchl supervision andl oftenl 

dol not lwant itl (Yukl, 2010). lLikewise, professionalsl who arel internally motivatedl by theirl valuesl 

andl ethics dol not needl to bel encouraged byl the leaderl to dol high-qualityl work. Thisl 

phenomenonl is theoreticallyl explained inl Hersey andl Blanchard’sl (1977) situationall leadershipl 

ltheory, whichl specifies thel appropriate typel of leadershipl behavior forl different levelsl ofl 

subordinatel maturity, al composite ofl diverse elementsl such asl subordinate lconfidence, lability, 

andl motivation, inl relation tol the lwork. Thel major propositionl of theirl theory isl that whenl 

followersl have lowl competence land/or lowl commitment, thel leader shouldl act lsupportive, 

consultl with thel subordinate, andl provide bothl support andl direction. Onl the otherl hand, forl 

followersl who demonstratel high commitmentl and lhigh-job lcompetence, leadersl should usel al 

lowl level ofl task-orientedl and lrelations-oriented lbehaviors. 

lTherefore, forl effective followersl who lare lself-motivated, supervisorl support hasl little, lif lany, 

effectl (Yukl, 2010). lMoreover, inl this lsituation, ifl subordinates perceivel close supervisionl andl 

directionl to bel an unnecessaryl imposition ofl leader lcontrol, satisfactionl may actuallyl declinel 

(Yukl, 2010). Althoughl there isl no researchl data onl the moderatingl effect ofl PSS onl activel 

lfollowership, proponentsl of lrole-based followershipl approaches havel recently calledl forl 

“reversingl the llens” inl leadership lresearch (Shamir, 2007) byl identifying followersl as thel 

causall agentsl (i.e. follower characteristics and behaviors), thel independent lvariables, andl 

testingl the rolel of leaderl behavior asl a moderatorl on thel effects ofl active lfollowership: 

lH2. Thel relationship betweenl active followershipl and employeel job satisfactionl will bel 

strongerl under lowl levels lof lPSS. 

Moderatingl role ofl POCl 

POCl measures perceptionsl about performance-based accountabilityl and performance l 

incentivesl such asl pay forl performance, twol of whichl symbolize thel hallmark ofl thel 

lmanaging-for-resultsl movement thatl had startedl from thel Clinton Administrationl (Osborne 

and Gaebler, 1992; Yang and Kassekert, 2009). Althoughl its implementationl in governmentl 

oftenl faces considerablel challenges, thel performance orientationl is advocatedl to breakl thesel 

characteristicsl (Barzelay, 1992) andl has shownl empirical evidencel that itl not onlyl improvesl 

governmentl operation butl also employeel satisfaction andl motivationl (e.g. Yang and 

Kassekert, 2009). Forl example, Yangl and Kassekertl (2009) reportl that lperformance-based payl 

hasl a positivel impact onl job satisfactionl in fourl of thel seven surveysl conducted betweenl 

1979l and  2002l  in  lfederal lgovernment. 

Accordingl to Bjugstadl et lal. (2006), al follower’sl motivation isl a functionl of environmentall andl 

internall factors. Theyl argue thatl to increasel follower lmotivation, anl organization needsl tol 

createl a lresults-oriented environmentl with genuinel concern forl its followersl and providel 
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lperformance-related lreward. Althoughl active followersl motivate themselvesl primarily byl 

theirl own ambitionl (Hughes, 1998; Kelley, 1988; Bjugstad et al., 2006), Strebell (1996) notesl thatl 

followersl also determinel their motivationl by reflectingl on matchingl the levell of theirl workl 

effortl to whatl type ofl recognition orl reward theyl might lreceive, andl whether thatl reward willl 

bel worth lit. Thisl is consistentl with lKelley’s (1992) conceptualizationl of activel followers whol 

arel not onlyl exemplary butl are alsol pragmatic inl terms ofl having clearl expectations andl 

needingl satisfaction withl the loutcome(s) theyl receivel (Green, 2000). lThus, wel hypothesizel 

thatl for activel followers, thel motivation andl thus jobl satisfaction willl be feltl more stronglyl 

whenl they perceivel a highl level ofl POCl (i.e. distributive justice) inl their lorganization. Ourl 

researchl framework appearsl in lFigure l1: 

lH3. Thel relationship betweenl active followershipl and employeel job satisfactionl will bel 

strongerl under highl levels lof lPOC. 

Methodl 

Tol test thel hypotheses, wel compiled al pooled, lcross-sectional datal set consistingl of lthe l2011, 

l2012, 2013, andl 2014 Federall  employee  viewpointl  surveys  (nl  1,723,392) (US Office of 

Personnel Management, 1987) representingl permanent lfull- and lpart-time civilianl governmentl 

employeesl in alll 82 federall agencies andl covering alll federal loccupations. Thel purpose ofl thisl 

surveyl was tol assess thel degree tol which federall agencies arel using humanl capitall 

management l practices thatl characterize lhigh-performing lorganizations, andl to providel 

managersl and supervisorsl with informationl on workforcel issues thatl deserve specificl 

attentionl such asl employees’ satisfactionl with theirl jobs, lpay, and organizationl to improvel 

lagency-specific lservices. Tol control forl agency-levell characteristics, datal from FedScopel 

Employmentl Cubel (l2011, 2012, l2013, and l2014), underl OPM’sl centralized datal warehousel 

lsystem, lwere lused. 

 

Measuresl 

Tablel I presentsl descriptive statisticsl for thel study lvariables. Fulll list ofl the questionsl 

associatedl with eachl scaled variablel is shownl in thel Appendix. Alll primary independentl 

variablesl are measuredl by multiplel items. Theyl have acceptablel Cronbach’sl α lvalues, rangingl 

froml 0.80l to l0.94. Wel integrate thel multiple measurementsl into al single indicatorl by usingl al 
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meanl value. Exceptl for demographicl factors, alll items arel ordinal-basedl on lfive-point lLikert-

typel scale rangingl from stronglyl disagreel (1) tol strongly agreel (5). Thel only exceptionl was onl 

employeel job satisfactionl where twol of thel four itemsl were measuredl using satisfactionl scalel 

(veryl dissatisfied l1, veryl  satisfied  l5).  Becausel the scalesl have thel same lfive-point ordinall 

structurel and showl high degreel of internall consistencies, wel concluded itl was reasonablel tol 

integratel the measuresl (Cho and Perry, 2012).   

 

 

Thel dependent variablel was measuredl using fourl items capturingl satisfaction withl the naturel 

ofl the jobl and lorganization. Thel four itemsl were averagedl to calculatel the compositel jobl 

satisfactionl scorel (Cronbach’s α 0.89). 

Followershipl is measuredl with anl index ofl four itemsl (Cronbach’s α 0.80). Twol items tapl 

lemployees’ levell of activel engagement inl the lworkplace: “Myl talents arel used welll in thel 

lworkplace” and “Il know howl my workl relates tol the lagency’s goals l and lpriorities.” These l 

itemsl are equivalentl to lfollowers’ ability tol take initiativel and tol contribute atl a highl levell 

(Blanchard et al., 2009). Andl two itemsl measure lemployees’ lcritical, lindependent lthinking: 

“Il feel encouragedl to comel up withl new andl better waysl of doingl things” andl “I canl 

disclosel a suspectedl violation ofl any llaw, rulel or regulationl without fearl of lreprisal.” PSSl isl 

measuredl with anl index ofl six itemsl (Cronbach’s α 0.94). Itl captures lemployees’ perceptionl 

thatl their supervisor l values their l contribution andl cares about l their lwell-beingl (e.g. Kottke 

and Sharafinski, 1988; Hutchison, 1997; Rhoades et al., 2001). Al sample iteml includes “myl 

supervisorl supports myl need tol balance workl and otherl life lissues.” POCl was measuredl withl 

anl index ofl six itemsl (Cronbach’s α 0.91). Al sample iteml includes “awardsl in myl work unitl 

dependl on howl well employees l perform theirl jobs.” Severall demographicl (years lworked, 

lage, managerial lstatus, minority lstatus, and lgender) andl agency-levell characteristicsl 

(institutionall location, percentage l of professional l staff, organizationall tenure, andl 

organizationall size) werel used asl control variables l in thel model. Thel natural logarithm l ofl 

¼ ¼ 

Variables Mean SD Min Max Unit 
 

Supervisory status 0.79   0.41  0 1 Non-supervisor ¼ 1 

Sex 0.47   0.50  0 1 Female ¼ 1, male ¼ 0 

Minority 0.34   0.47  0 1 Minority ¼ 1 

Age group 0.78   0.42  0 1 40 or older ¼ 1 

Tenure 0.54   0.49  0 1 11 or more years ¼ 1 

Professional staff (proxy for  25.29  15.07  4.64 80 Percentage of employees who 
are professional complex policy problem) staff (e.g. lawyers, engineers, 
scientists) 

Institutional location 0.73   0.44  0 1 Under executive branch 1, Independent 0 

Organizational tenure 13.65 2.38 8.52 20.73 Average organizational tenure of full time 

employees 
 Organizational size (log) 4.95 0.48 1.56 5.54 Natural logarithm of the number of full-time 

     employees 
Followership 2.33 0.88 1 5 Index score 
Job satisfaction 2.29 0.93 1 5 Index score 
Perceived supervisor 2.11 0.94 1 5 Index score 

Table I. support      

Descriptive statistics Performance-oriented 3.09 0.98 1 5 Index score 

of the variables culture      
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organizationall size wasl used tol transform thel distribution intol a normall distributionl 

Assessmentl of measuresl and commonl method lbias 

Thel construct lreliabilities, consistent l  with  thel  aforementioned  lCronbach’s  lα’s,  alll 

exceededl 0.80l (minimum cut-off value is 0.70; Nunnally, 1978). Tol test whetherl thesel 

variablesl are properlyl measured asl differentiated lconcepts, wel conducted al confirmatoryl 

factorl analysis forl the focall constructs includedl in thel model. Thel    analysis yieldedl anl 

excellentl  fitl (Standardizedl RMR wasl 0.03l for whichl the upperl threshold  isl 0.05; lRMSEA wasl 

l0.07 whichl is withinl the rangel of acceptable fit of 0.08; CFI, NFI, and GFI all showed acceptable fit at 

0.95, 0.95, and 0.92, respectively). The convergent validity of thel scales wasl affirmed byl thel 

presencel of significantl factor loadingsl (all t values exceeded the critical t of 3.29 for p o0.001; 

Anderson and Gerbing, 1988) andl in al range betweenl 0.609l and l0.889. Thel AVE estimatesl werel 

alll greater thanl 0.50l as recommendedl by Fornelll and Larckerl (1981) andl Bagozzi land Yil (1988). 

Additionall evidence ofl discriminant validityl was foundl as AVEl estimates ofl the constructsl 

werel all greaterl than thel squared correlationsl between correspondingl pairs ofl constructsl 

(Fornell and Larcker, 1981), exceptl for thel AVE estimatel of followershipl with jobl satisfaction 

(ourl dependent lvariable). Thisl was expectedl given thel high correlationl between theml (Tablel 

lII). Sincel AVE estimatesl are oftenl considered tol bel “lquite conservativel” (Hatcher, 1994, p. 

331), wel also performedl a confidencel interval testl to assessl the discriminantl validity ofl thel 

twol constructsl (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). Thisl test involvesl calculating al confidencel 

intervall of plusl or minusl 2 standardl error aroundl the correlationl between thel factors, andl 

determiningl whether thisl interval includesl 1.0. Ifl it doesl not includel 1.0, discriminantl validity 

isl demonstratedl (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). Thel confidence intervall for thel relationshipl 

betweenl followership andl job satisfactionl ranged froml 0.901l to l0.903, meaningl that itl is veryl 

unlikelyl that thel actual populationl correlation betweenl them isl 1.0, andl thus supportsl thel 

discriminantl validity ofl the lmeasures. 

Becausel the constructsl were measuredl at thel same pointl in timel and comel from al singlel 

sourcel for alll the datal (OPM), wel estimated al CFA modell in whichl all theirl correspondingl 

indicatorl variables loadedl on onel general methodl factor tol test thel seriousness ofl commonl 

methodl bias. Thisl alternative lone-factor modell yielded veryl poor fitl (RMRl 0.07, lRMSEA l0.14, 

lGFI l0.61, lCFI l0.76, lNFI l0.76). Whilel the resultsl of thesel analyses dol not precludel thel 

possibilityl of commonl method lvariance, theyl do suggestl that itl is unlikelyl to confoundl thel 

interpretationl of lour lresults. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Supervisory status 
  

Sex 0.096**  

Minority 0.053** 0.125** 
Age −0.138** −0.026** −0.022** 
Years worked −0.187** 0.079** −0.007** 0.458** 
Professional staff 0.026** 0.052** −0.016** 0.025** 0.030** 
Institutional location 0.007** 0.049** 0.026** −0.006** 0.011** −0.108** 
Org. tenure 0.036** 0.070** −0.018** 0.038** 0.151** 0.152** −0.263** 
Org. size −0.012** −0.060** 0 0.028** −0.078** −0.314** 0.282** −0.570** 
Job satisfaction −0.104** 0.002* 0.002** 0.027** −0.018** 0.067** −0.057** 0.065** −0.038** 
Followership −0.142** −0.002** −0.011** 0.023** −0.010** 0.065** −0.068** 0.066** −0.029** 0.793** 
Supervisor support −0.097** −0.027** −0.061** −0.028** −0.039** 0.054** −0.038** 0.088** −0.066** 0.646** 0.690** 

Performance culture −0.197** −0.032** 0.017** 0.044** 0.020** 0.085** −0.042** 0.078** −0.059** 0.688** 0.710** 0.638** 

 

 

 



69 
 

 

¼ 
¼ 

Resultsl 

Inl Table lIII, wel provide thel regression lresults. Thel control modell (Step l1) accountedl for l2.7 

percentl of thel variance inl employee jobl satisfaction andl differed significantlyl from al null  modell  

( po0.001).  Stepl  2  showedl  significant  improvementl  in  thatl  it  explainedl 67.6l percent  ofl  thel 

totall variance  inl  employee  jobl  satisfactionl  ( po0.001).  Addingl  the interactionl terms, thel fulll 

modell (Step 3) explainedl an additionall 0.1l percent ofl the totall variance explainedl in employeel 

jobl satisfactionl ( po0.001). Inl our fulll model, anl analysis ofl variance inflationl factors andl 

tolerancel valuesl (Menard, 1995) indicatedl that thel multicollinearity wasl not al serious probleml inl 

lthis lstudy. 

Inl support ofl H1, wel found al positive directl relationship  betweenl  followership andl jobl 

lsatisfaction, lβ 0.58, p o0.001 (Stepl 2). Alsol statistically significantl was thel conditional effectl 

ofl followershipl (Step l3). Amongl the employeesl average inl their perceptionsl of supervisorl 

supportl and performancel orientation ofl their organizationl (becausel these werel both meanl 

centeredl in lthe lanalysis) butl equal inl supervisory lstatus, gender, minorityl status, lage, andl 

tenurel (becausel these arel statistically beingl held lconstant), twol individuals whol differed byl 

onel unit inl their followershipl were estimatedl to differl by βl 0.57l units inl their jobl 

lsatisfaction.Thel expectations forl interaction termsl were partiallyl  confirmed  byl the lanalysis.  

Inl partial supportl of lH2, thel regression coefficientl for thel product ofl followership andl PSSl 

wasl statistically significant (lβ −0.01), meaningl that thel effect ofl active followershipl on jobl 

satisfactionl depends onl employees’ lPSS, butl the directionl of itsl impact wasl the lopposite. 

Morel specifically, asl positive perceptionsl of supervisorl support increasedl by onel unit, thel 

differencel in jobl satisfaction betweenl two individualsl who differedl by onel unit inl theirl 

followershipl increased lby 0.02l units. Figurel 2 showsl the linteraction, whichl reflects thatl 

fulfillingl active followershipl had morel positive effectl on jobl satisfaction amongl those whol 

perceivedl that supervisorl support wasl high thanl it didl  among thosel  who perceivedl thatl 

supervisorl support wasl low.  H3l was alsol partially supportedl as thel interaction effectl wasl 

statisticallyl significantl (lβ    −0.03,  lp o0.001,  Stepl  3).  lHowever,  thel  direction  ofl  its  proposedl  

impactl  was lreversed. Figurel 3 furtherl demonstrates thel nature ofl the linteraction. Thel 

positivel relationship betweenl followership andl job satisfactionl was morel pronounced amongl 

employeesl whose perceptionsl of theirl agency’s POCl were lowl rather lthan lhigh. 

Discussionl 

Inl this linquiry, wel have soughtl to achievel a betterl understanding ofl the relationshipl betweenl 

followershipl role andl one importantl employee loutcome, jobl satisfaction, byl considering thel 

moderatingl role ofl PSS andl POC. Wel find thatl fulfilling activel followership rolel has significantl 

positivel influence onl employee jobl satisfaction. Findingsl also showl that thel demonstratedl 

influencel of activel followership onl job satisfactionl is contingentl on thel types andl the degreel 

ofl situational lfactors. lHowever, contraryl to ourl hypotheses, activel followership hadl morel 

positivel effect onl job satisfactionl under conditionsl of relativelyl high, asl opposed tol low, lPSS. 

lSimilarly, thel relationship wasl more positivel under conditionsl of llow, asl opposed lto lhigh, 

lperformance lorientation. 

Twol primary theoreticall contributions emergel from thisl research. lFirst, drawingl from lKelley’s 

followershipl research andl other theoriesl in organizationall psychology, ourl studyl 

demonstratesl that activel followership hasl significant positivel influence onl job lsatisfaction. 

 

 



70 
 

 

Althoughl this relationshipl has beenl theoretically arguedl in al few numberl of studiesl (e.g. 

Howell and Costley, 2006; Hurwitz and Hurwitz, 2009), therel has beenl a dearthl of empiricall 

levidence. Thel only empiricall evidence priorl to ourl findings hasl been Blanchardl et lal.’s (2009) 

studyl of followershipl styles andl their effectsl on employeel attachment  tol  their  organizationl  

inl  a  universityl  setting.  lThus, ourl findings addl to thel substantially lunder-researched aspectl 

ofl the literaturel  on thel followership byl establishing al positive relationshipl betweenl 

followershipl and ljob lsatisfaction. 

Morel importantly, thel findings ofl the interactionl effects werel shown tol be contraryl to ourl 

ltheoretical lreasoning. Forl example, ourl study showsl that PSSl enhances, ratherl thanl 

ldecreases, thel favorable effectsl of activel followership onl job satisfaction. Thisl suggests thatl 

highl degree ofl support andl supervision mayl still bel beneficial forl even thel highly engagedl 

lemployees. Thel conflicting evidencel on thel moderating effectl of supervisorl support onl thel 

relationshipl between followershipl and jobl satisfaction canl be, inl part, explainedl by thel 

conceptuall work ofl Anderson andl Oliverl (1987) onl supervisory lcontrol. Theyl argued thatl 

therel are twol types ofl behavioral mechanismsl that supervisorsl use tol support theirl followersl 

– activityl control andl capability lcontrol. Activityl control refersl to “thel specification ofl thel 

activitiesl a personl is expectedl to performl on al regular lbasis, thel monitoring ofl actuall 

lbehavior, andl the administeringl of rewardsl on thel basis ofl the performancel of specifiedl 

lactivities” (Challagalla and Shervani, 1996, p. 90). Capability l control, onl the lother lhand, 

emphasizesl the developmentl of individuall skills andl abilities. Itl involves providingl guidancel 

forl improvement ifl needed. Researchl shows thatl while activityl control isl negativelyl 

associatedl with jobl satisfaction, capabilityl control byl supervisors isl positively associatedl jobl 

lsatisfaction. Asl our measurel of PSSl includes itemsl that relatel to supportingl employeel 

developmentl and providingl opportunities forl leadership lskills, thesel factors mayl increasel 

theirl intrinsic lmotivation. 

Inl addition, ourl findings showl that employeesl highly engagedl in theirl work expressedl 

strongerl job satisfactionl when thel perceptions ofl performance orientationl of theirl 

organizationl were llow, ratherl than lhigh. Wel suspect thatl this lis, inl part, becausel followershipl 

rolesl are performedl mostly lvoluntarily. Highl emphasis onl performance alonel by thel 

organizationl may underminel the manyl aspects ofl activities thatl active followersl perform thatl 

arel not partl of thel performance lappraisals. Thesel results arel important becausel until lnow, 

thel role ofl situational factorsl has notl been givenl much considerationl in thel lfollowership-

employeel outcomes lequation. 

Practicall Implication 

Forl managers inl the publicl sector, thel finding thatl fulfilling activel followership rolel bringsl 

positivel emotional effectl to lsubordinates’ jobl satisfaction isl particularly insightfull in lightl ofl 

thel challenges associatedl with publicl organizations. Forl example, studiesl show thatl federall 

civill service isl losing lhigh-quality employeesl due tol their  dissatisfactionl with theirl jobl (Yang 

and Kassekert, 2009). Althoughl recent trendsl in flatteningl of governmentl organizationl 

structuresl have  givenl  a  widerl  range  ofl public sectorl employees thel opportunity tol sharel 

powerl and lresponsibility, researchl was previouslyl  lacking onl whether thesel new  challengesl  

werel considered asl risks   tol be avoidedl or asl potential opportunitiesl for structurall 

lempowerment.  Whilel  further studiesl are neededl to validatel our lfindings, thel fact thatl ourl 

evidencel shows strongl positive affiliationl between activel followership andl job satisfactionl 
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canl be usedl as al testament thatl taking onl more vocall and morel leadership rolesl is notl al 

stressfull work forl subordinates, andl it insteadl increases emotionall attachment tol their workl  

andl the lorganization. lThus, managersl may devotel more resourcesl to helpl develop andl 

sustainl their followershipl skills, whichl can increasel career satisfactionl (Hurwitz and Hurwitz, 

2009), andl subsequently reducel turnover intentionl (Choi, 2008; Moynihan and Pandey, 2007). 

Morel importantly, supervisorsl need tol be madel aware thatl not everybodyl demonstratesl 

followershipl at al high llevel. lConsequently, knowingl who theirl followers arel and whatl theirl 

levelsl of followershipl skills arel will bel critical tol ensuring thel success ofl managerial actorsl inl 

termsl of keepingl job satisfactionl of followersl at anl optimal llevel. Employeesl whol 

demonstratel active followershipl are thosel who takel initiatives andl derive satisfactionl throughl 

theirl own motivationl and actionl (Bjugstad et al., 2006), andl their actionsl can leadl to evenl 

greaterl impact onl their emotionall attachment tol the organization l when supervisors l 

provide l job broadening l opportunities. Byl identifying thosel whose followershipl skills lare llow, 

supervisorsl  will bel better ablel to focusl on thosel who needl such guidancel and lsupervision. 

lFinally, inl a similarl vein, itl is importantl that governmentl agencies arel seen asl providing justicel 

inl terms ofl the decisionsl to distributel resources fairlyl (lperformance orientationl) asl itl 

invigoratesl the favorablel effects ofl active lfollowership. lOverall, thisl empirical analysisl 

providesl public managersl with al unique understandingl of thel preferred workingl style ofl 

activel followers: lessl supervision isl preferred butl while makingl sure thatl their hardl work isl 

recognizedl fairly byl the lagency. 

Conclusionl 

Ourl study isl not withoutl limitations. lFirst, althoughl some ofl the threatsl to validityl in thisl 

studyl are controlledl through itsl large samplel size, drawingl causal relationshipsl should bel 

performedl cautiously duel to thel cross-sectionall nature ofl the datal (Bobko and Stone-Romero, 

1998). lSecond, thel survey itemsl did notl contain al tested scalel for somel of thel constructs, sol 

proxiesl were lused. Althoughl our assessmentl of thel measures providedl support forl thel 

lreliability, convergentl validity, andl discriminant validityl in ourl study, futurel research couldl 

investigatel these constructsl using instrumentsl originally designedl specifically lfor lthem. 

lThird, ourl use ofl single sourcel of datal might raisel some concernsl about commonl methodl 

lvariance. Althoughl our testl shows thatl the potentiall common methodl bias isl not lserious, 

futurel studies couldl greatly benefitl by utilizingl other sourcesl for evaluatingl job satisfactionl tol 

reducel the likelihoodl of commonl method variancel (Lovelace et al., 2001). 

Thel main objectivel of thisl study wasl to deepenl our understandingl of thel relationshipl 

betweenl the levell of activel followership andl job satisfactionl through thel potentiall 

moderatingl role ofl PSS andl POC. Wel have shownl that strongl supervisor supportl enhances 

thel relationship betweenl active engagementl and jobl satisfaction, whilel performancel 

emphasisl may bufferl the favorablel effects ofl active followershipl on jobl satisfaction. Wel hopel 

thatl this studyl prompts furtherl investigations ofl the waysl different situationall factorsl 

includingl leadership stylesl may interactl with lfollowership. 
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• Myl work givesl me al feeling ofl personal laccomplishment. 

• Il recommend myl organization asl a goodl place lto lwork. 

• Consideringl everything, howl satisfied arel you withl your ljob? 

• Consideringl everything, howl satisfied arel you withl your lorganization? 

(2) Followershipl (α ¼ 0.805): 

• Myl talents arel used welll in thel workplacel (AE). 

• Il know howl my workl relates tol the lagency’s goalsl and prioritiesl (AE). 

• Il feel encouragedl to comel up withl new andl better waysl of doingl thingsl (CIT). 

• Il can disclosel a suspectedl violation ofl any llaw, rulel or regulationl withoutl 
fearl of reprisall (CIT). 

(3) Perceivedl supervisor supportl (PSS, α ¼ 0.940): 

• Myl supervisor supportsl my needl to balancel work andl other llife lissues. 

• Myl supervisor/teaml leader providesl me withl opportunities tol demonstrate myl 
lleadership lskills. 

• Myl supervisor/teaml leader isl committed tol a workforcel representative ofl alll 
segmentsl of lsociety. 

• 
lSupervisors/team leadersl in myl work unitl support lemployee ldevelopment. 

• Myl supervisor/teaml leader listensl to whatl I havel to lsay. 

• Myl supervisor/teaml leader treatsl me lwith lrespect. 

(4) lPerformance-oriented lculture (POC, α ¼ 0.912): 

• Promotionsl in myl work unitl are basedl on lmerit. 

• Inl my workl unit, stepsl are takenl to deall with al poor performerl who cannotl or willl 
lnot limprove. 

• Inl my workl unit, differencesl in performancel are recognizedl in al meaningful lway. 

• Awardsl in myl work unitl depend onl how welll employees performl their ljobs. 

• Employeesl are recognizedl for providingl high qualityl products land lservices. 

• Payl raises dependl on howl well employeesl perform ltheir ljobs. 

lNotes: Alll answers arel permitted alongl the lfive-point agreementl scale inl which eachl questionl 
isl coded inl such al way thatl higher valuesl are associatedl conceptually withl greaterl (morel 
lpositive) levelsl of eitherl agreement orl satisfaction. Eachl construct wasl developed usingl 
confirmatoryl factor analysisl in lSAS.   
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LAMPIRAN 

A. Kuesioner 

 

Kepada  Yth. 

Bpk/Ibu Tenaga Kependidikan UAJY 

Di tempat. 

 

 Saya Della mahasiswa pascasarjana programl studi manajemenl di 

Universitasl Atma Jayal Yogyakartal (UAJY) sedangl melakukan penelitianl 

mengenai pengaruhl followership aktif terhadapl kepuasan kerja di UAJY. 

Berkaitan dengan hal tersebut, saya memohon kesediaan anda untuk menjadi 

partisipan dalam penelitian ini dan memberikan jawaban pada setiap pernyataan 

dalam kuesioner ini sesuai dengan petunjuk yang ada. 

 Petunjuk pengisian kuesioner telah dicantumkan pada masing-masing 

bagian. Apabila ada hal-hal yang ingin disampaikan berkaitan dengan penelitian 

ini, anda dapat menghubungi saya melalui kontak yang tertera. Segala informasi 

dan data yang anda berikan dijamin kerahasiaannya dan hanya digunakan untuk 

kepentingan ilmiah. 

 Atas perhatiannya saya ucapkan terimakasih. 

 

Hormat Saya, 

Stefani Lutvy Della 

NPM: 15 50 3106 

Email: stefanidella8@gmail.com 
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a. Profil Responden 

i. Tingkat pendidikan  

• SMA/SLTA 

• D3 

• S1 

• Lainnya 

ii. Usia 

• < 20 tahun 

• 20-29 tahun 

• 30 – 39 tahun 

• 40 – 49 tahun 

• ≥ 50 tahun 

iii. Jenis kelamin 

• Laki-laki 

• Perempuan 

iv. Masa kerja 

• 0 – 2 tahun kerja 

• 3 – 10 tahun kerja 

• ≥ 10 tahun kerja 
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Petunjuk Pengisian 

 Berikut ini terdapat sejumlah pernyataan mengenai hal-hal dalam pekerjaan 

Anda. Anda diminta untuk menjawab setiap pernyataan sesuai dengan kondisi diri 

Anda. Tidak ada jawaban yang benar atau salah dalam mengisi kuisioner ini, pada 

setiap pernyataan pilihlah salah satu jawaban yang menggambarkan keadaan diri Anda, 

dengan meng klik pada kolom yang sesuai.  

Keterangan: 

 

1 : Tidak pernah 4 : Hampir 

2 : Jarang 5 : Selalu 

3 : Netral 

 

No. Indikator 1 2 3 4 5 

F1 Pekerjaan saya membantu memenuhi impian pribadi yang 

penting bagi saya 

     

F2 Tujuan pekerjaan pribadi saya selaras dengan tujuan 

prioritas organisasi 

     

F3 Saya berkomitmen dengan pekerjaan, sehingga saya 

memberikan kinerja terbaik 

     

F4 Saya menyebarkan energi positif terhadap rekan kerja saya      

F5 Daripada menunggu atau hanya menerima apa yang 

dikatakan pemimpin, saya mengidentifikasi aktivitas 

organisasi mana yang paling penting untuk mencapai tujuan 

prioritas organisasi 

     

F6 Saya aktif mengembangkan kompetensi khusus dalam 

menyelesaikan masalah sulit sehingga menjadi lebih 

berharga bagi organisasi 

     

F7 Saat memulai pekerjaan baru, saya segera membuat target 

plan 
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No. Indikator 1 2 3 4 5 

F8 Pemimpin memberi saya tugas yang sulit tanpa banyak 

pengawasan, mengetahui bahwa saya akan memenuhi 

tenggat waktu saya dengan pekerjaan berkualitas tertinggi 

     

F9 Saya berinisiatif untuk berhasil menyelesaikan tugas yang 

melampaui pekerjaan saya 

     

F10 Ketika saya bukan pemimpin proyek, saya tetap 

berkontribusi secara optimal 

     

F11 Saya secara mandiri memperjuangkan ide-ide baru yang 

berkontribusi secara signifikan pada tujuan organisasi 

     

F12 Saya mencoba untuk memecahkan masalah yang sulit secara 

mandiri, daripada meminta pemimpin melakukannya untuk 

saya 

     

F13 Saya membantu rekan kerja lain, membuat mereka terlihat 

baik, bahkan ketika saya tidak mendapat pujian 

     

F14 Saya membantu pemimpin melihat potensi dari ide atau 

rencana 

     

F15 Saya memahami kebutuhan, tujuan, serta kendala pemimpin, 

kemudian bekerja keras untuk membantu memenuhinya 

     

F16 Saya secara jujur mengakui kekuatan dan kelemahan saya      

F17 Saya terbiasa mempertanyakan kebijakan keputusan 

pemimpin secara internal daripada hanya melakukan apa 

yang diperintahkan 

     

F18 Berani mengatakan tidak ketika pemimpin meminta saya 

untuk melakukan sesuatu yang bertentangan dengan 

preferensi profesionalitas 

     

F19 Saya bertindak berdasarkan standar etika saya sendiri bukan 

standar etika pemimpin atau kelompok 

     

F20 Saya menegaskan padangan saya tentang suatu masalah, 

meskipun itu berbeda dengan pandangan kelompok 
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Keterangan: 

 

1 : Sangat Tidak 

Setuju/Puas 

4 : Setuju/Puas 

2 : Tidak Setuju/Puas 5 : Sangat 

Setuju/Puas 

3 : Netral 

 

No. Indikator STS TS N S SS 

KK1 Pekerjaan saya memberikan rasa puas terhadap 

pencapaian pribadi 

     

KK2 Saya merekomendasikan organisasi saya 

sebagai tempat yang baik untuk bekerja 

     

No. Indikator STP TP N P SP 

KK3 Mempertimbangkan semuanya, seberapa 

puaskah anda dengan pekerjaan anda? 

     

KK4 Mempertimbangkan semuanya, seberapa 

puaskah anda dengan organisasi anda? 

     

No. Indikator STS TS N S SS 

DS1 Supervisor/pemimpin saya mendukung 

kebutuhan saya untuk menyeimbangkan 

pekerjaan dan masalaj kehidupan lainnya 

     

DS2 Supervisor/pemimpin tim saya memberi saya 

kesempatan untuk menunjukkan keterampilan 

kepemimpinan saya 

     

DS3 Supervisor/pemimpin tim saya berkomitmen 

untuk menjadi perwakilan tenaga kerja 

     

 

 



85 
 

 

No. Indikator STS TS N S SS 

DS4 Supervisor/pemimpin tim di unit kerja saya 

mendukung pengembangan karyawan 

     

DS5 Supervisor/pemimpin tim mendengarkan apa 

yang saya katakan 

     

DS6 Supervisor/pemimpin tim saya memperlakukan 

saya dengan hormat 

     

BK1 Promosi diunit kerja saya didasarkan pada 

prestasi 

     

BK2 Diunit kerja saya, ada langkah-langkah yang 

diambil untuk menangani pekerja berkinerja 

buruk yang tidak meningkat 

     

BK3 Diunit kerja saya, perbedaan kinerja antar 

karyawan terasa 

     

BK4 Penghargaan diunit kerja saya bergantung pada 

seberapa baik karyawan melakukan pekerjaan 

mereka 

     

BK5 Karyawan diminta untuk menyediakan produk 

dan layanan berkualitas tinggi 

     

BK6 Kenaikan gaji bergantung pada seberapa baik 

karyawan melakukan pekerjaan mereka 

     

Sumber: Myung Jin (2016) 
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No. 
Tingkat 

Pendidikan 
Usia 

Jenis 

Kelamin 

Jenis Pekerjaan / 

Jabatan Fungsional 
Masa Kerja 

1 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

2 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

3 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

4 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

5 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

6 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

7 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

8 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

9 S1 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

10 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

11 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

12 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

13 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

14 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

15 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

16 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

17 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

18 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

19 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

20 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

21 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

22 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

23 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

24 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

25 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

26 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

27 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

28 D3 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

29 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

30 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

31 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

32 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

33 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

34 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

35 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

36 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

37 SMA 40 -49 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

38 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

39 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

40 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 
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No. 
Tingkat 

Pendidikan 
Usia 

Jenis 

Kelamin 

Jenis Pekerjaan / 

Jabatan Fungsional 
Masa Kerja 

41 D3 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

42 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

43 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

44 S1 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

45 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

46 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

47 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

48 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

49 D3 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

50 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

51 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

52 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

53 D3 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

54 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

55 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

56 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

57 D3 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

58 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

59 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

60 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

61 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

62 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

63 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

64 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

65 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

66 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

67 S1 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

68 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

69 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

70 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

71 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

72 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

73 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

74 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

75 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

76 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

77 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

78 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

79 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

80 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 
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No. 
Tingkat 

Pendidikan 
Usia 

Jenis 

Kelamin 

Jenis Pekerjaan / 

Jabatan Fungsional 
Masa Kerja 

81 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

82 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

83 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

84 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

85 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

86 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

87 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

88 S1 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

89 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

90 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

91 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

92 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

93 D3 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

94 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

95 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

96 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

97 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

98 D3 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

99 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

100 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

101 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

102 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

103 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

104 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

105 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

106 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

107 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

108 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

109 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

110 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

111 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

112 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

113 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

114 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

115 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

116 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

117 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

118 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

119 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

120 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 
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No. 
Tingkat 

Pendidikan 
Usia 

Jenis 

Kelamin 

Jenis Pekerjaan / 

Jabatan Fungsional 
Masa Kerja 

121 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

122 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

123 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

124 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

125 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

126 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

127 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

128 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

129 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

130 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

131 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

132 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

133 D3 ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

134 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

135 D3 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

136 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

137 SMA 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

138 SMA 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

139 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

140 SMA 40 -49 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

141 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

142 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

143 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

144 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

145 S1 40 -49 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

146 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

147 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

148 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

149 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

150 S1 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

151 S1 30 - 39 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

152 SMA 20 - 29 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

153 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

154 S1 20 - 29 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 0 - 2 tahun kerja 

155 S1 30 - 39 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 

156 SMA ≥ 50 tahun Laki-laki Non Struktural 3 - 10 tahun kerja 

157 SMA 40 -49 tahun Perempuan Non Struktural ≥ 10 tahun kerja 
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LAMPIRAN 4 

DATA KUESIONER 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 5 4 3 4 5 5 3 4 4 84 

3 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 94 

4 4 5 5 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 85 

4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 90 

4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 80 

4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 86 

4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 75 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 

2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 44 

4 3 4 4 4 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 72 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 5 3 4 3 4 75 

4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 81 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 71 

4 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 82 

3 3 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 73 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 4 5 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 78 

5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 93 

5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 89 

4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

4 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 3 76 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 5 5 3 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 76 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 77 

3 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 65 

5 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 5 5 5 3 4 84 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 74 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 68 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 76 

3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 61 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 72 

4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 3 3 3 3 72 

4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 70 

3 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 78 

4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 76 

4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 69 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 73 

3 4 5 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 

3 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 81 

3 4 5 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 

3 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 81 

4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 90 

3 3 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 5 3 5 4 4 4 5 3 5 3 3 77 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 3 4 3 4 80 

3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 85 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 3 5 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 76 

4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 90 

3 3 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 5 3 5 4 4 4 5 3 5 3 3 77 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 3 4 3 4 80 

4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 5 4 3 4 5 5 3 4 4 84 

3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 85 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 3 5 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 76 

4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

3 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 94 

4 4 5 5 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 85 

4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 90 

4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 74 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 76 

4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 80 

3 3 5 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 71 

3 4 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 86 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 74 

4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 75 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 3 3 5 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 76 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 

2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 44 

4 3 4 4 4 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 72 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 5 3 4 3 4 75 

4 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 82 

3 3 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 73 

4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 81 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 4 5 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 78 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 74 

5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 93 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 71 

5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 89 

4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 5 4 3 4 5 5 3 4 4 84 

3 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 94 

4 4 5 5 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 85 

3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 76 

3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 61 

4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 90 

4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 80 

4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 86 

4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 75 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 44 

4 3 4 4 4 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 5 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 72 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 5 3 4 3 4 75 

4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 81 

4 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 3 76 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 5 5 3 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 76 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 77 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 71 

3 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 65 

5 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 5 5 5 3 4 84 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 68 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 72 

4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 3 3 3 3 72 

4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 70 

3 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 78 

4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 76 

4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 69 

4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 74 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 76 

3 3 5 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 71 

3 4 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 74 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 3 3 5 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 76 

4 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 82 

3 3 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 73 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 4 5 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 78 

5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 93 

5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 89 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 74 

4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 5 4 3 4 5 5 3 4 4 84 

3 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 94 

4 4 5 5 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 85 

4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 90 

3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 76 

3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 61 

4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 3 3 3 3 72 

4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 70 

3 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 78 

4 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 76 

4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 69 

4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 74 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 76 

4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 80 

3 3 5 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 71 

4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 86 

3 4 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 74 

4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 75 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 3 3 5 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 76 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 73 

3 4 5 4 3 4 3 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 76 

3 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 81 

4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 90 

3 3 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 5 3 5 4 4 4 5 3 5 3 3 77 

4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 3 4 3 4 80 

3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 85 

5 4 5 4 3 3 4 3 5 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 76 
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(Fell) Followership Total 

fell1 fell2 fell3 fell4 fell5 fell6 fell7 fell8 fell9 fell10 fell11 fell12 fell13 fell14 fell15 fell16 fell17 fell18 fell19 fell20 x 

4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 81 

4 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 3 76 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 5 5 3 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 76 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 77 

3 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 71 

3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 65 

5 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 5 5 5 3 4 84 

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 68 

4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 72 

3 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 73 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

5 5 4 5 19 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

5 5 4 4 18 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 4 5 4 5 4 26 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 4 22 

4 5 4 5 18 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 4 3 4 3 5 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 2 2 3 2 2 2 13 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 5 25 4 3 3 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 

4 4 4 4 16 2 3 3 2 2 2 14 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 5 4 4 4 25 

4 4 4 3 15 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 

4 4 3 4 15 3 3 2 3 3 3 17 3 3 5 3 4 4 22 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

2 2 3 2 9 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 

4 4 4 3 15 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 4 3 3 4 4 4 22 

3 4 4 5 16 5 3 4 5 3 5 25 4 3 5 4 4 4 24 

5 4 3 3 15 4 4 3 5 4 4 24 5 3 3 5 3 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

3 4 5 3 15 4 3 4 4 3 4 22 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 4 3 3 19 3 3 4 3 3 3 19 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 3 3 3 4 3 19 

3 4 4 4 15 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 

5 5 4 5 19 5 4 5 5 3 5 27 5 3 3 3 4 3 21 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 

3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

3 3 3 3 12 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 

2 3 2 2 9 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 

4 5 4 3 16 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 5 3 22 

4 5 4 4 17 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 

3 4 3 4 14 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 3 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 4 4 5 3 4 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

4 4 5 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 4 3 4 4 4 4 23 3 3 3 3 4 4 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 

4 5 5 4 18 5 4 4 5 5 5 28 4 4 4 3 5 3 23 

4 5 4 4 17 4 3 3 4 3 4 21 2 3 2 2 2 2 13 

4 5 5 4 18 5 4 4 5 5 5 28 4 4 4 3 5 3 23 

4 5 4 4 17 4 3 3 4 3 4 21 2 3 2 2 2 2 13 

4 5 4 5 18 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 5 4 5 3 5 4 26 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 5 5 4 5 3 26 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

2 4 4 2 12 4 4 4 4 2 4 22 4 4 4 3 4 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 4 5 5 23 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 

4 5 4 5 18 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 5 4 5 3 5 4 26 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 5 5 4 5 3 26 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

5 5 4 5 19 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

2 4 4 2 12 4 4 4 4 2 4 22 4 4 4 3 4 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 4 5 5 23 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

5 5 4 4 18 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 4 5 4 5 4 26 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 4 22 

4 5 4 5 18 4 5 3 4 5 5 26 4 3 4 3 5 4 23 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 3 3 4 3 4 4 21 

4 4 3 3 14 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 3 3 4 3 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 2 2 3 2 2 2 13 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

4 3 4 3 14 4 4 4 5 3 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 5 23 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 5 25 4 3 3 3 4 3 20 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 

4 4 4 4 16 2 3 2 2 2 2 13 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 5 4 4 4 25 

4 4 4 3 15 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

2 2 3 2 9 4 3 4 5 4 4 24 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 

4 4 4 3 15 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 4 3 3 4 4 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 

3 4 4 5 16 5 3 4 5 3 5 25 4 3 5 4 4 4 24 

4 4 3 4 15 3 3 2 3 3 3 17 3 3 5 3 4 4 22 

5 4 3 3 15 4 4 3 5 4 4 24 5 3 3 5 3 4 23 

5 5 4 5 19 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

5 5 4 4 18 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 4 5 4 5 4 26 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 4 22 

3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 

4 5 4 5 18 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 4 3 4 3 5 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 2 2 3 2 2 2 13 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 5 25 4 3 3 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 5 4 4 4 25 

4 4 4 3 15 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 

3 4 5 3 15 4 3 4 4 3 4 22 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 4 3 3 19 3 3 4 3 3 3 19 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 3 3 3 4 3 19 

4 4 3 4 15 3 3 2 3 3 3 17 3 3 5 3 4 4 22 

3 4 4 4 15 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 

5 5 4 5 19 5 4 5 5 3 5 27 5 3 3 3 4 3 21 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 

2 3 2 2 9 3 4 3 3 3 2 18 4 3 4 3 4 3 21 

4 5 4 3 16 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 5 3 22 

4 5 4 4 17 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 

3 4 3 4 14 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 3 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 4 4 5 3 4 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

4 4 5 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 4 3 4 4 4 4 23 3 3 3 3 4 4 20 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 3 3 4 3 4 4 21 

4 4 3 3 14 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 3 3 4 3 3 20 

4 3 4 3 14 4 4 4 5 3 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 5 23 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

2 2 3 2 9 4 3 4 5 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 

4 4 4 3 15 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 4 3 3 4 4 4 22 

3 4 4 5 16 5 3 4 5 3 5 25 4 3 5 4 4 4 24 

5 4 3 3 15 4 4 3 5 4 4 24 5 3 3 5 3 4 23 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

5 5 4 5 19 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

5 5 4 4 18 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 4 5 4 5 4 26 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 4 22 

4 5 4 5 18 4 5 3 4 5 5 26 4 3 4 3 5 4 23 

3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 

4 5 4 3 16 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 4 5 3 22 

4 5 4 4 17 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 

3 4 3 4 14 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 3 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 4 4 5 3 4 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

4 4 5 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 4 3 4 4 4 4 23 3 3 3 3 4 4 20 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 3 3 4 3 4 4 21 

4 4 3 3 14 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 4 4 3 4 3 4 22 

4 4 4 4 16 2 2 3 2 2 2 13 2 2 2 2 2 2 12 

4 3 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 3 23 4 3 3 4 3 3 20 

4 3 4 3 14 4 4 4 5 3 4 24 3 3 4 4 4 5 23 

3 4 4 4 15 4 4 4 4 4 5 25 4 3 3 3 4 3 20 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 

4 5 5 4 18 5 4 4 5 5 5 28 4 4 4 3 5 3 23 

4 5 4 4 17 4 3 3 4 3 4 21 2 3 2 2 2 2 13 

4 5 4 5 18 5 5 5 5 5 5 30 5 4 5 3 5 4 26 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 4 5 5 4 5 3 26 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

2 4 4 2 12 4 4 4 4 2 4 22 4 4 4 3 4 4 23 

4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 4 5 5 23 3 3 3 4 3 4 20 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 5 4 4 25 3 3 4 3 4 3 20 
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(puas) Kepuasan Kerja Total (ds) Dukungan Supervisor Total (bkk) Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja Total 

puas1 puas2 puas3 puas4 y ds1 ds2 ds3 ds4 ds5 ds6 m1 bkk1 bkk2 bkk3 bkk4 bkk5 bkk6 m2 

3 4 5 3 15 4 3 4 4 3 4 22 3 4 4 3 4 4 22 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 4 3 3 19 3 3 4 3 3 3 19 

4 3 4 4 15 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3 3 3 3 4 3 19 

3 4 4 4 15 3 4 3 4 4 4 22 3 3 3 3 3 4 19 

4 5 4 4 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 

5 5 4 5 19 5 4 5 5 3 5 27 5 3 3 3 4 3 21 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 3 3 3 3 4 20 

2 3 2 2 9 3 4 3 3 3 2 18 4 3 4 3 4 3 21 

4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 4 4 3 4 4 4 23 
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MODEL REGRESI 1 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .316a .100 .094 1.91004 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Followership 

Besar pengaruh followership terhadap kepuasan kerja adalah 0.094 atau 9.4% 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 62.610 1 62.610 17.162 .000b 

Residual 565.479 155 3.648   

Total 628.089 156    

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Followership 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 
(Constant) 9.753 1.416  6.886 .000 

Followership .076 .018 .316 4.143 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 
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MODEL REGRESI 2 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .200a .040 .028 1.97857 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja, Dukungan 

Supervisor 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 25.218 2 12.609 3.221 .043b 

Residual 602.871 154 3.915   

Total 628.089 156    

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja, Dukungan Supervisor 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 14.696 1.258  11.682 .000 

Dukungan Supervisor .116 .048 .200 2.390 .018 

Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja -.080 .050 -.134 -1.605 .110 

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 
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MODEL REGRESI MODERASI 1 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .371a .137 .120 1.88177 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Followership*Dukungan Supervisor, 

Followership, Dukungan Supervisor 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 86.307 3 28.769 8.124 .000b 

Residual 541.783 153 3.541   

Total 628.089 156    

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Followership*Dukungan Supervisor, Followership, Dukungan 

Supervisor 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 22.677 5.980  3.792 .000 

Followership -.106 .077 -.444 -1.374 .171 

Dukungan Supervisor -.586 .272 -1.013 -2.151 .033 

Followership*Dukungan 

Supervisor 

.008 .003 1.476 2.358 .020 

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 
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MODEL REGRESI MODERASI 2 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .373a .139 .122 1.87974 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Followership*Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja, 

Followership, Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 87.473 3 29.158 8.252 .000b 

Residual 540.616 153 3.533   

Total 628.089 156    

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Followership*Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja, Followership, Budaya 

Berorientasi Kinerja 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 38.140 12.091  3.154 .002 

Followership -.264 .152 -1.103 -1.743 .083 

Budaya Berorientasi Kinerja -1.305 .549 -2.206 -2.380 .019 

Followership*Budaya 

Berorientasi Kinerja 

.016 .007 2.673 2.276 .024 

a. Dependent Variable: Kepuasan Kerja 
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MODEL STRUKTURAL 

 

  

Followership Kepuasan Kerja 

Dukungan 

Supervisor 

Budaya 

Berorientasi 

Kinerja 

𝐻1  

H3a H3b 

𝐻2 

Sig : 0.020 < 0.05 (s) 

Sig : 0.000 < 0.05 (s) 

Sig : 0.043 < 0.05 (s) 

Sig : 0.024 < 0.05 (s) 

(S) : signifikan 
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UJI VALIDITAS DAN RELIABILITAS 

FOLLOWERSHIP DAN KEPUASAN KERJA 

Correlations  Correlations 

  Followership    
Kepuasan 

Kerja 

fell1 Pearson 
Correlation .454** 

 

puas1 Pearson 
Correlation .786** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .001 

 

Sig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

N 50  
Nl 50l 

fell2 Pearson 
Correlation .506** 

 

puas2 lPearson 
lCorrelation .790** 

Sig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

fell3 lPearson 
lCorrelation .618** 

 

puas3 lPearson 
lCorrelation .661** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

fell4 lPearson 
lCorrelation .772** 

 

puas4 lPearson 
lCorrelation .825** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000 

lN 50l  
lN 50 

fell5 lPearson 
lCorrelation .711** 

 

Kepuasan 
Kerja 

lPearson 
lCorrelation 1 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed)   

lN 50l  
lN 50 

fell6 lPearson 
lCorrelation .667** 

 

**. Correlationl is significantl at thel 
l0.01 levell (2-tailed). 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

*. Correlationl is significantl at thel 0.05l 
levell (2-tailed). 

lN 50l     
fell7 lPearson 

lCorrelation .637** 

 

Reliability Statistics 

 
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lCronbach's 
Alphal Nl of Itemsl  

lN 50l  .767 4  
fell8 lPearson 

lCorrelation .570** 
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Correlations  Correlations 

  Followership    
Kepuasan 

Kerja 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell9 lPearson 
lCorrelation .658** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell10 lPearson 
lCorrelation .686** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell11 lPearson 
lCorrelation .686** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell12 lPearson 
lCorrelation .589** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell13 lPearson 
lCorrelation .569** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell14 lPearson 
lCorrelation .712** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell15 lPearson 
lCorrelation .712** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000 

    
lN 50     

fell16 lPearson 
lCorrelation .634** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000 
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Correlations  Correlations 

  Followership    
Kepuasan 

Kerja 

N 50     
fell17 Pearson 

Correlation .626** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

    
lN 50l     

fell18 lPearson 
lCorrelation .456** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .001 

    
lN 50l     

fell19 lPearson 
lCorrelation .455** 

    
lSig. (2-
ltailed) .001 

    
lN 50l     

fell20 lPearson 
lCorrelation .610** 

    
Sig. (2-
tailed) .000 

    
N 50     

Followership Pearson 
Correlation 1 

    
Sig. (2-
tailed)   

    
N 50     

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed).     
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2-tailed).     

       
Reliabilityl Statisticsl      

lCronbach's 
lAlpha Nl of Itemsl      

.915 l20      

 

 

  

 

 



113 
 

 

DUKUNGAN SUPERVISOR DAN BUDAYA BERORIENTASI KINERJA 

Correlations  Correlations 

  
Dukungan 
Supervisor    

Dukungan 
Supervisor 

ds1 Pearson 
Correlation .863** 

 

ds1 Pearson 
Correlation .863** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .000 

 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .000 

N 50  
N 50 

ds2 Pearson 
Correlation .762** 

 

ds2 Pearson 
Correlation .762** 

Sig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

Sig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

ds3 lPearson 
lCorrelation .750** 

 

ds3 lPearson 
lCorrelation .750** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

ds4 lPearson 
lCorrelation .841** 

 

ds4 lPearson 
lCorrelation .841** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

ds5 lPearson 
lCorrelation .715** 

 

ds5 lPearson 
lCorrelation .715** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000l 

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

ds6 lPearson 
lCorrelation .789** 

 

ds6 lPearson 
lCorrelation .789** 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000 

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed) .000 

lN 50  
lN 50 

Dukungan 
Supervisor 

lPearson 
lCorrelation 1 

 

Dukungan 
Supervisor 

lPearson 
lCorrelation 1 

lSig. (2-
ltailed)   

 

lSig. (2-
ltailed)   

lN 50l  
lN 50l 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed). 

 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2-tailed). 

 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2-tailed). 
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Reliability Statistics 

  

Reliability Statistics 

 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items   

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items  

.876 6   .876 6  

 

 

 


