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LAMPIRAN
- T Lampiran 1
Q
v 9 =
) 2 Hypothesis Bartsch et al.
Q
82 8
= 3 3
§S§‘u&?ural§ath Hypothesis Y/} t-value
f, n A
< Hypothesizéd effects
ZEnablér —=ndividual job autonomy Hla 0.789%* 8.937
~EHiaber —nteam cohesiveness Hlb Tk 2.855
SEEiabier —sindividual work tension H2a —0.086 0.728
gEoﬁalgér —Steamwork tension H2b —0.257* 2.091
SManager 3 individual job autonomy H3a —0.262%* 3.382
‘©Mangger = team cohesiveness H3b 0172 1.891
—Mandger 4 individual work tension Hda 0.095 0.850
SManager & teamwork tension H4b 0.086 0.860
giplli@’,duaﬁob autonomy — individual work performance Hb5a 0.174%* 2.050
= gaﬁ? cohekiveness — individual work performance H5b 0.375%* 3.122
;Irgiividuaﬁvork tension — individual work performance Hb6a 0.111 1.141
'ngamworé tension — individual work performance H6b 0.103 0.739
- -+
=D - Sumber: (Bartsch et al., 2021)
2 3 g,
23 ~
; § ?,- Lampiran 2
A= -
% 3 E—Dj- Hypothesis Irfan et al.
58
Q0 O
5 3
S_ > Associations 3 Value SE p-value
° 5 gL—mT 0.58 0.035 0.00
= c ~El —WE 0.47 0.054 0.00
G 3 ELJRAW 036 0.056 0.00
> . OToWE 0.61 0.037 0.00
03) 3 “>]RAW 0.54 0.048 0.00
'gNéte.- “ELZz ethical leadership, OT = Organizational trust, WE = Work engagement, JRAW = Job-related affective
o Wel
3
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Sumber: (Irfan et al., 2022)
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Lampiran 3
@ Hypothesis Koo et al.
I
Q
=
Q.
Path% Beta-Coeff t-Values p-Values Results
Toxiczzdership — Employee resilience -0.19 6.29 0.001 H1 Supported
TToxicJeadership — Crisis communication —0.27 4.84 0.001 H2 Supported
;’trisis,_ebmmunicaﬁon — Employee resilience 0.41 3.72 0.001 H3 Supported
cToxicdeadership — Crisis communication —
@mplgee resilience (indirect effect) L o8 s e
D A
S
5 = Sumber: (Koo et al., 2022)
c a
=] ~+
Q
c & Lampiran 4
S o ampiran
Q —
2 7]
a 2. Hypothesis Yiicel
' n
S o
o 3 Standardized
o = andardize
Path/Effect B SE 4
c Totaé"effect of Transformational Leadership on Turnover Intention —0.05 0.01 <0.001
a Trangformational Leadership ———————— Employee Performance 0.09 0.05 <0.001
b Employee Performance ———— Turnover Intention -0.23 0.08 <0.001
¢'Trangformational Leadership —————————— Turnover Intention —-0.07 0.01 <0.001
Indiréet Effect
TL & > EP > TI -0.02 0.03 <0.001
tes: Bias corrected confidence intervals: transformational leadership employee performance turnover intention = —0.05 to —0.01

b(ﬁ:trap re-samples = 5.000. The 95% confidence interval for the standardized result was produced with bias corrected option in the
b‘ﬁ trap dialogue box in PROCESS procedures (Hayes 2017).

(CILRY

19 3INIsy|
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Sumber: (Yiicel, 2021)
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Lampiran 5

Hypothesis Bibi & Khan

113

ndid ye
U%E 1PeH (D)
=

Std Beta Standard Deviation T Statistics P Values CILL CI UL
.EL > EPW 0.419 0.097 4.378 0.000 0.221 0.593
BPL -> EPW -0.204 0.076 2.8 -0.346 -0.055
lv:I‘PL > EPW 0.449 0.145 2.935 0.188 0.758
A

o
Note: "APL = Authoritarian Style of Paternalistic Leadership, BPL = Benevolent
gtyle of Paternalistic Leadership, MPL = Moral Style of Paternalistic

;E'éadership, EPW = Employee Psychological Wellbeing"

o]

Moderation Analysis

_%lationship Std Beta Standard Deviation T Statistics CILL CI1 UL
E’L -> EPW 0.425 0.101 4.24 0.232 0.628
%}?L -> SHRP-> EPW 0.048 0.041 1.306 -0.041 0.12
Sg{RP -> EPW 0.009 0.141 0.176 -0.305 0.244
j2)

Note: "APL = Authoritarian Style of Paternalistic Leadership, BPL = Benevolent
Style of Paternalistic Leadership, MPL = Moral Style of Paternalistic

Eeadership, EPW = Employee Psychological Wellbeing"”
=

%: Sumber: (Bibi & Khan, 2022)
B
Lampiran 6

= Hypothesis Ingsih et al.
2
&
=

Unstandardized Standardized i 5 e
;!;- Model Coefficients Coefficients T Sig Collmsseity Statibics
= B Std.Error Beta Tolerance VIF
A (Constant)  0.520 0.340 1.528 0.128
5 u 0.177  0.110 0.139 1612 0109 0438 2.284
= IS -0.154 0.088 -0.144 -1.753  0.081 0.479 2.089
5 IM 0:535 0.089 0.484 6.011 0.000 0.499 2.003
a IC 0.264 0.083 0.219 3.185 0.002 0.684 1.461
g Dependent Variable : OC
=

»
o
@

"1l = idealized influence variable, IS = intellectual stimulation variable, IM = inspirational

iﬁotivation variable, IC = individualized consideration variable, OC = organizational commitment

Nariable"

Sumber: (Ingsih et al., 2021)
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Lampiran 7
@ Hypothesis Zaman et al.
I
Q
2
Q- =
E’ Hypotheses Relationshi Beta SE : P- Decision
= p B Statistics Values
= HI TL -> WP - 0.101 0.930 0.353 Not
~ 0.094 Supported
=]
= H2 TL -> RTC 0.790 0.032 24.999 0.000 Supported
&
g H3 RTC -> WP 0.580  0.088  6.566 0.000 Supported
g.
w H4 TL -> RTC - 0.458 0.078 5.894 0.000 Supported
2 > WP
2.
§-ote: “TL = Transformational Leadership, RTC = Readiness To Change, WP = Worker's Performance”

5

S Sumber: (Zaman et al., 2020)

:

9;3_ Lampiran 8

S

= Hypothesis Basuki et al.

2

=]

Q

T ypothesis Relationship Beta SE T Statistics P-Values Decision

H1 TL >EP -0.084  0.035 2.419 0.016 Supported
5

- £ ; ; i upporte

@42 TL >RFC 0416  0.040 10.387 0.000 Supported
él
‘j-H RFC ->EP 0.874 0.027  32.283 0.000 Supported
a.
3{4 TL >RFC ->EP  0.364 0.039  9.387 0.000 Supported
Q.
)
=

Hlote: "RFC =readiness for change, TL = transformational leadership, EP = employee performance”

319 uen] JIM) exirew.oju

Sumber: (Basuki et al., 2020)
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Lampiran 9
@ Hypothesis Dewi & Sjabadhyni

- I
v 9 =
oy 0,
o=
2 3 gr Psychological Well-Being
= ‘g 3 (High=1, Low=0)
® @ T ZVariable B OR P P 95% CI
;@gi@ Leadership 0.169 1.184 0.542 0.000 1.103-1.272
g ﬁg@l Leglership - Attitudes, 0.006 1.006 0.502 0.950 0.845-1.197
;’ c@@m%ten s, and behaviour
S Digital Lefidlership-Skills 0.292 1.339 0.573 0.000 1.166 - 1.539
= Gox & Sndll R Square 0.011
§l€ag§kerl¢ﬁs pseudo-R Square 0.042
© Hosmer &g,emeshow Test ¥ =6.113,df =7,p=0.527
a o try

= . . . .
353 = Sumber: (Dewi & Sjabadhyni, 2021)
T I C o
25 3 5 Lampiran 10
N = —-h
S = S . I
39 3 Hypothesis AIAjmi
® 3 Q
= ()
g =
=3 o
i =
:D la)del S- Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t p-value
@ 3 : B Std. Error Beta
S @onstany) g 40.570 5.244 7.736 .000
0 @gital Leadership 195 .057 .309 3.425 .001

ue

‘uedode) ueunsnAuad ‘yeiwl eAiey

D

:1aquins uexingakusw uep ueyd

ndent Vaﬁble: teachers’ technology integration.
)

(

Sumber: (AlAjmi, 2022)
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Lampiran 11
@ Hypothesis Samreen et al.
- I
Q
o 9 ~
P22
a 3 e COV-DS—JUSS—ACS
c L; = COV-DS—0IS—ACS
R
52 v = B(SE) t Clgso,
39@_:1 éffects 75
2 Path a firect Efect of COV-DS on JUSS) 0.64(0.05) 11.847
g’ Pé@] a irect ,iect of COV-DS on OIS) —0.15(0.05) -2.53*
5 11Direct Ct Ol on =0. .05, =5.02*
Path biDirect Elect of JUSS on ACS) 0.28(0.05) 02+
= 40
c! F‘g‘n bzDirect effect of OIS on ACS) 0.35(0.05) 6.20"*
SHDPac (Totareffect of COV-DS on ACS) —0.30(0.05) —5.35"*
% P&h clddotal effget of COV-DS on ACS, controlling for JUSS) —0.13(0.05) —2.28™
g P% ¢’ (fotal eiﬁ:t of COV-DS on ACS, controlling for OIS) —0.32(0.05) —-5.68***
%ﬂn%rec&ffecﬁﬂ
@ H?C-m@/_us JngsﬂAcs —-0.17(0.07) [-0.32; —0.03]
% HEMABY 05 g acs ~0.0100.01) [~0.05; 0.011]
‘8 Mederated medi_ation
=] H@TL@OV—D%OV—DSaJUSSaACS) —0.21(0.05) —3.65* [-0.32; —0.09]
g_?-l!i:;TL@OV-D OV-DS—0IS—ACS) -0.18(0.05) ~3.20™ [-0.30; —0.07)

e

;',(7_! 0?5, iy’ ] :rO‘O‘f, ***p < 0.001, ns, not significant, N = 274, Clgss, Confidence Interval at 95%, COV-DS, Downsizing due to COVID-19;
] Sffc_egs in Surw'v&s; OIS, Organizational Identification of Survivors; ACS, Affective Commitment of Survivors; TL, Transformational Leadership.

0,213
0,200

X5>Y
7Y
ED7DY
>7>Y

0,009
0,008

0,213
0,200

s o 3

%_ = = Sumber: (Samreen et al., 2022)

52 =

23 =3 ,

g % ; Lampiran 12

o2 5 Hypothesis Rivaldo

> 3 @

. Beta  Sig.  Direct Indirect
S8 X7 0,253 0,082 0,253
>§—)z 0,574 0,000 0,574
55 XY 0,632 0,000 0,632

0,050
0,114

Nca-e: "X1 = Kepemimpinan (Leadership), X2 = Motivasi (Motivation), Y =

Petforma (Performance), Z = Kepuasan Kerja (Job Satisfaction)”

=
= Sumber: (Rivaldo, 2021)
o]
=
@

JUSS, Job Uncertainty



‘9yyIg| uizi eduey

undede ynjuaq wejep 1ul siny eAiey ynanyas neje uelbeqas yeAueqladwawl uep ueywnwnbusw buedseyiq ‘g

SSINISNE 40 TOOHDS
HID NV AIMA

"yejesew niens ueneful} uep Yy uesinuad

‘OWY|g| Jelem buek uebuiyuaday ueyibniaw yepiy uediinbuad 'q

117

&

Lampiran 13

Hypothesis Grobler & Flotman

eH ()

» O
v Q —_— : ! . -
EE 2 Unique contributions of predictors to variance in hope and optimism
(Gnly standardised coefficients are presented).
S0 L — . . .
SFactor = Private sector Public sector Combined sample
2 =9 @
$e 2 [ ‘B r /f t
c 0 A
SConstant - 17.59 - 26.31 - 31.33
cQ S —
§S§ EC,L E 0.05 1.14 0.23 5.89 0:17 5.87
TR a &
STBLc S 0.54 12.94  0.28 7.36 0.39 13.79
S o B
%N@téﬁ Independent variables: (constant) Dependent variable: H&O; all p < 0.001.
> i 0 2 5
gSE{ rvaht leadership; TBL, Team-based learning.
53 2 g
s 3 =
=2 @ gh Sumber: (Grobler & Flotman, 2021)
= Rl -
=z 3
o 2. o .
3 & = Lampiran 14
=3 v )
E ; ; Hypothesis Meiryani et al.
-
=}
= 2
= 3 L
n ~+ =
O
SM%QI g Unstandardized coefficients S:::f(:::i::;d t Sig.
,f<“ >S5
L B Std. error Beta
21 5 (Constant) 18.102 3.088 5.861 0.000
= g f— TL 0.142 0.090 0.134 1.681 0.116
- '*(<D a RW 0.421 0.095 0.377 4.449 0.000
=) ot
,<“D:§E'.endenr Va.l#: Employee Performance.
C
E’Ngte: "TLETransformational Leadership, RW = Remote Working"
% E Sumber: (Meiryani et al., 2022)
S -
=}
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