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Abstract: Industrial psychologists have continuously devised theories and
executives and managers have tirelessly formulated various programmes
related to employee motivation. A set of committed, motivated employees is an
asset for any organisation — public or private. A well-known fact is that an
organisation can emulate almost anything of another organisation except its
human resources. How to motivate employees? Can one particular factor
motivate everybody equally? Is there any cultural influence on motivating
factors? Extensive investigations have been made to address these fundamental
questions in the last few decades. This research, which is a sequel to the
previous researches, basically aims at identifying the salient motivating factors
for Malaysian as well as Omani employees. A detailed comparison has been
made on the findings of the motivating factors with regard to the two countries.
Finally, managerial implications are highlighted for both the countries.
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This paper is a revised and expanded version of a paper entitled ‘Employee
motivational factors: a comparison between Malaysia and Sultanate of Oman’,
presented at the 8th Annual World Congress of the Academy for Global
Business Advancement (AGBA) held at Dongbei University of Finance &
Economics (DUFE), Dalian, China, 15-17 September, 2011.

1 Introduction

Motivation is one of the most important variables that affect human performance
and behaviour. There were times when employees were considered to be another resource
to improve the production of services and products. However, a lot has changed now.
Motivating organisational employees is an important step that every business
organisation should take to succeed and perform better. This is because motivation
encourages higher performance and productivity on the part of organisational employees.
In this sense, the organisation has nothing to enjoy but benefits and profit. Therefore, it is
imperative for the business owners, managers and team leaders to find ways to improve
continuously the morale and satisfaction of their employees.

Why do we need motivated workers? The answer is survival. Highly motivated
workers are needed in a rapidly changing workplace environment. Highly motivated
workers help organisations survive and thrive continuously. Motivating the employees
arguably is the most complex issue facing managers in organisations today. This is due,
in part, to the fact that what motivates employees changes constantly (Bowen and
Radhakrishna, 1991). For instance, research suggests that as employees’ income
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increases, money becomes less of a motivator (Kovach, 1987). Moreover, as employees
get older, interesting work becomes more of a strong motivating factor.

In the present competitive marketplace, a set of competitive employees is essential for
any organisation to remain in its business. In this respect, the importance of motivation
cannot be overemphasised. Therefore, to ensure fully committed and loyal employees,
management must take a serious look at their motivational factors.

There is to date no proper survey-based study conducted in Malaysian as well as
Omanian organisational setting to identify the key factors that motivate employees to
work hard. The reason of choosing these two countries is authors’ familiarity with them.
Both the countries share some commonalities, such as stable government, comparable
GDP growth, per-capita income and continuous push to develop a quality workforce.
Demographic factors (age, gender, education level, marital status, type of the company,
employee size of the company, company tenure and employee status) also play a crucial
role in levels of motivation. Individuals at different organisation levels, in different
environments may have different motivational values (Rai, 2004). Hence, there is a need
to look at these demographic factors when analysing attitude for motivational purposes.

The purpose of this study was to describe the importance of certain factors in
motivating Malaysian as well as Omani employees. Specifically, the study sought to
describe the ranked importance of the following 10 motivating factors identified from
motivational theories:

e job security

e promotion

e working condition
e  high wages

e interesting work

e help

e appreciation

e rules

e  opportunity

e responsibility.

2 Literature review

2.1 Motivation defined

Motivation can be defined as what people desire to do, the inducement or incentive and
the term motivation refers to the needs, fears and aspirations within people that make
them behave as they do currently (Walker and Miller, 2010). Many contemporary authors
have also defined the concept of motivation. Motivation has been defined as: the
psychological process that gives behaviour purpose and direction (Kreitner, 1995);
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a predisposition to behave in a purposive manner to achieve specific, unmet needs
(Buford et al., 1995); an internal drive to satisfy unsatisfied needs (Higgins, 1994) and
the will to achieve (Bedelian, 1993). For this paper, motivation is operationally defined as
the inner force that drives individual employees to accomplish personal, group and
organisational goals.

2.2 Human motivational theories

Understanding what motivates employees and how they were motivated was the focus of
many researchers following the publication of the Hawthorne studies (Terpstra, 1979).
Five major approaches that have led to the understanding of human motivation are
Maslow’s need-hierarchy theory, Herzberg’s two-factor theory, Vroom’s expectancy
theory, Adam’s equity theory and Skinner’s reinforcement theory.

According to Maslow, employees in organisation have five levels of needs (Maslow,
1943): physiological, safety, social, self-esteem and self-actualisation. Maslow argued
that lower-level needs have to be satisfied before the next higher-level need motivates
employees. On the other hand, Herzberg’s study categorised motivational factors into
two: motivators and hygienes (Herzberg et al., 1959). Motivators or intrinsic factors, such
as achievement and recognition, lead to job satisfaction. Hygiene or extrinsic factors,
such as pay and job security, produce job dissatisfaction.

Vroom’s theory is based on the belief that employee effort will lead to performance
and in turn employee performance will lead to rewards (Vroom, 1964). Rewards may
be either positive or negative. The more positive the reward the more likely the employee
will be highly motivated. Conversely, the more negative the reward the less likely the
employee will be motivated.

Adam’s theory states that employees strive for equity between themselves and other
workers. Equity is achieved when the ratio of employee outcomes over inputs is equal to
other employee outcomes over inputs (Adams, 1965). Finally, Skinner’s theory simply
states that employee’s behaviour that lead to positive outcomes will be repeated and
behaviours that lead to negative outcomes will not be repeated (Skinner, 1953). Managers
should positively reinforce employee behaviours that lead to positive outcomes.
Managers should negatively reinforce employee behaviour that leads to negative
outcomes.

2.3 Factors of employee motivation

Employee motivation can be achieved through several factors that will contribute to
employee motivation. Employee motivation will then affect employee performance.
Flynn (2011) and Warr (2007) have stressed that managers and employers are in the
motivation game in the workplace. Money is the most important motivation factor for
employees to increase job performance in workplace and the other factors include contact
with others, environment, employee goals, security, equity, skills used, position, career
opportunity and supportive supervision (Flynn, 2011; Warr, 2007). All these factors will
motivate the employees and increase their performance.

A study by Islam and Ismail (2008) resulted that there are ten most important factors
that motivate Malaysian employees, which include high wages, good working conditions,
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promotion, job security, interesting work, full appreciation of work done, providing
opportunities to grow, job responsibility, sensible rules and regulations and management
help to solve personal problems.

With regard to employee motivation factors also, Cruz et al. (2009) have derived the
employee motivational factors through developing intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
Intrinsic motivation rewards includes the satisfaction an employee receives from his or
her own position whereas extrinsic motivation rewards is always a common and routine
factor that is expected by employees in workplace. The intrinsic motivational factors
according to Cruz et al. (2009) are self-confidence, autonomy, honesty and membership,
and the extrinsic motivational factors are high-power incentives, recognition, promotion
and stability.

Lindner (1998) examined the ranked importance of motivational factors of employees
at the university extension centres. The study addressed 10 motivating factors: job security,
sympathetic help with personal problems, personal loyalty to employees, interesting
work, good working conditions, tactful discipline, good wages, promotions and growth
in the organisation, feeling of being in on things and full appreciation of work done.
The study found that interesting work ranked as the most important motivational factor.

Jurkiewicz and Massey (1997) made a comparison study of what motivates
supervisory and non-supervisory municipal employees in USA. The study used
15 work-related motivational factors: chance to learn new things, chance to benefit
society, freedom from pressures to conform both on and off the job, opportunity
for advancement, high prestige and social status, chance to use employee special abilities,
freedom from supervision, variety in work assignments, chance to engage in satisfying
leisure activities, friendly and congenial associates, working as part of a ‘team’,
high salary, a stable and secure future, chance to exercise leadership and chance to make
a contribution to important decisions. The research result strongly suggests that today’s
municipal employees are more concerned with job security, salary and opportunities for
personal and professional advancement than they are with benefiting society, teamwork,
or autonomy.

Malik (2010) conducted a study to examine the ranked importance of motivational
factors of Serbian university employees. The study addressed eight motivating factors in
the context of employee motivation theory. The eight factors are: living in a safe area,
good salary, promotion and growth in the organisation, interesting work, conducive
working condition, sympathetic help with personal problems, appreciation of work done
and personal loyalty to employees. Findings suggest that living in a safe area and good
pay are key to higher employee motivation. The study also suggests that carefully
designed reward systems that include job enlargement, job enrichment, promotions,
monetary and non-monetary compensation should also be considered.

Harell and Daim (2010) reviewed several motivation models in the literature and
divided them into two types of motivators. The first is social-psychological motivational
factors:

e autonomy, responsibility, variety of tasks

e growth/development, advancement
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e interactions: feedback, co-worker relationship, manager relationship
e  power, respect

e pride

e sense of accomplishment.

The second is tangible motivational factors:

e pay bonuses

e fringe benefits

e recognition

e outside environment

e working conditions.

3 Research methodology

The main instrument for data collection of the proposed work is questionnaire, which
contains a list of 10 motivators to be ranked by the respondents. To find out the specific
motivator(s) preferred by the employees working in various Malaysian as well as Omani
organisations, the researchers have contacted 505 and 306 middle-level managers in
various Malaysian and Omani public and private organisations, respectively.

In Part A of the questionnaire, the respondents were asked to furnish their
demographic details, e.g., gender, age, education level, marital status, type of
employment (public or private) and type of work (executive or non-executive).

In Part B, the respondents were asked to rank the 10 motivating factors in terms of
effectiveness from their point of view. The exact statement in the questionnaire is:
“Please rank the following motivating factors in term of effectiveness from your point of
view. Most effective motivator, rank = 1, second most effective motivator, rank = 2, etc.,
the least effective of the 10 factors will receive the rank 10”. To avoid the problem of
using the same rank for more than one factor, the following sentence was added with the
previous statement: “Please do not use same rank for more than one factor. One sample is
(assigned at random): 5, 1, 8, 10, 4, 3,7, 6,2, 9”.

All the 811 respondents were contacted either personally or through research
assistants and obtained their responses. To keep anonymity of the respondents, writing
the name of the organisation was made optional. However, many of the respondents
wrote down their organisations’ names. Types of companies/organisations contacted for
the purpose of data collection include airlines, automotive, banking, business and
agencies, insurance, manufacturing, petroleum, transportation, etc.

The data are analysed using SPSS. The main components of SPSS used are:
descriptive statistics, one-way ANOVA, rank correlation test and Duncan’s multiple
comparison test. Table 1 shows the respondents’ demographic information for both
Malaysia and Sultanate of Oman.
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Table 1 Respondents’ demographic information
Malaysia Oman

Variable* Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Gender

Male 279 55.46 171 57.0

Female 224 44.54 129 43.0
Age group

20 years or below 1 0.002 16 53

21-25 years 68 13.49 41 13.7

26-30 years 134 26.59 76 253

31-35 years 144 28.57 66 22.0

3640 years 68 13.49 36 12.0

41-50 years 78 15.48 33 11.0

51 years and above 11 2.18 32 10.7
Highest level of education

Certificate 142 28.69 135 45.0

Professional 39 07.88 57 19.0

Bachelors 228 46.06 50 16.7

Masters 56 11.31 42 14.0

PhD 30 06.06 16 53
Marital status

Single 162 32.14 113 377

Married 342 67.86 187 62.3
Type of the company

Manufacturing 65 13.21 108 36.0

Service 427 86.79 192 64.0
Employee size of the company

Less than 100 134 26.80 77 25.7

100-200 44 08.80 58 19.3

200-500 81 16.20 56 18.7

More than 500 241 48.20 109 36.3
No. of years the company exists

Less than 5 years 80 16.10 65 21.7

5-10 years 119 23.94 77 25.7

10-20 years 141 28.37 61 20.3

More than 20 years 157 31.59 97 323
Working as

Executive 362 73.87 159 53.0

Non-executive 128 26.13 141 47.0

*Missing entries are not counted in the table.
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4 Results and discussion

Table 2 provides the mean, standard deviation, 95% confidence interval for the
means and overall ranks of the 10 motivating factors for both the countries. Ranking has
been obtained based on the mean value of the factors. The lowest mean has the highest
rank, as the respondents were asked to assign rank 1 to the most effective motivator,
rank 2 to the second most effective motivator, and so on. For Malaysian employees,
the smallest mean value is observed to be 3.79 (high wages) and the largest mean value
is 8.11 (management’s help to solve personal problems), whereas for Sultanate
of Oman, the smallest and the largest mean values are observed to be 4.83 (good
working conditions) and 6.11 (interesting work), respectively. So, the ranks of ‘good
working conditions’ and ‘interesting work’ are 1 and 10 for Sultanate of Oman,
respectively.

Table 2 Ranking of motivators: a comparison between Malaysia and the Sultanate of Oman
Mean Std. Dev. Confidence interval Rank
Motivator M’sia  Oman M’sia Oman M’sia Oman  M’sia Oman
Job security 462 553 283 292 (4.37,4.87) (5.20,5.86) 4 6
Promotion 450 484 270 291 (4.26,4.74) (4.50,5.17) 3 2
Good working conditions 4.21 4.83 230 278 (4.01,4.41) (4.52,5.15) 2 1
High wages 379 517 280 2.85 (3.55,4.04) (4.85,549) 1 3
Interesting work 491 611 249 283 (4.69,5.13) (5.79,643) 5 10

Management’s help to 811 6.04 219 281 (7.93,831) (5.72,6.36) 10 9
solve personal problems

Full appreciation of work  5.62 548 2.51 2.72 (5.41,5.84) (5.18,5.80) 6 5
done

Sensible company rules, 7.15 597 254 270 (6.94,7.38) (5.67,6.28) 9 8
regulations, procedures,
and policies

Providing opportunities to  5.65  5.33 258 2.88 (5.43,5.88) (5.01,5.66) 7 4
grow through learning
new things

Job responsibility 636 563 259 298 (6.14,6.59) (5.29,597) 8 7

The five most effective motivating factors for Malaysian and Omani employees are
shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Five most effective motivators for Malaysian and Omani employees
No. Malaysia Oman
1 High wages Good working conditions
2 Good working conditions Promotion
3 Promotion High wages
4 Job security Opportunities to learning new things
5 Interesting work Full appreciation of work done
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Table 4 provides a comparison of ranks of all the 10 motivators. It has been observed
that compared with Malaysia, in Oman ‘promotion’ is perceived as a good motivator
whereas in Malaysia ‘high wages’ is the number one motivator. This shows that money is
still an effective motivator. Wiley (1997, p.271) justifies:

“Over these years the industries and economics changed, and so did the
workers values. By 1946 and 1986, after almost 40 years of relative prosperity,
workers had experienced a significant rise in their living standard. By the 1990s
after the acquisitions and mergers of the previous three decades in response to
intensified competition, it is not surprising that the importance placed on
various motivational factors had changed.”

It has also been observed that, in both the countries, employees are widely concerned
on ‘good working conditions’. Furthermore, in Oman, ‘high wages’ receives priority
number 3 whereas in Malaysia ‘promotion’ is assigned the same priority. ‘Job security’
has the fourth rank among the factors for Malaysia whereas ‘opportunity to learn new
things’ occupies the same rank for Omani employees. ‘Interesting work’ occupied the
middle rank for Malaysia whereas ‘full appreciation of work done’ takes the same rank
for Oman.

Table 4 A comparison of the ranks of the motivating factors for Malaysian and Omani
employees
Factors Malaysia Oman
Good working conditions 2 1
Promotion 3 2
High wages 1 3
Providing opportunities to grow through learning new things 7 4
Full appreciation of work done 6 5
Job security 4 6
Job responsibility 8 7
Sensible company rules, regulations, procedures, and policies 9 8
Management’s help to solve personal problems 10 9
Interesting work 5 10

It appears that Malaysians are more concerned on ‘full appreciation of work done’ over
‘providing opportunities to grow through learning new things’ whereas Omani employees
prefer ‘job security’ over ‘job responsibility’. Though for Malaysia ‘good working
conditions’ is on the second position but for Oman, ‘promotion’ occupies the same
position. However, both Malaysian and Omani employees are not much attracted by the
‘sensible company rules, regulations, procedures and policies’ compared with the other
factors. In both the countries, employees do not prefer ‘management’s help to solve
personal problems’, either.

Table 5(a) and (b) provides some more findings. It has been noted that 27.9% of the
respondents in Malaysia chose ‘high wages’ as their No. 1 motivator; in fact, nearly half
(46.9%) of the Malaysian respondents have said ‘high wages’ as their No. 1 or No. 2
motivator. It is clear that no other motivator comes even closer to ‘high wages’. After
‘high wages’, the second most preferred motivator is ‘job security’; 17.8% of the
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respondents have said that their No. 1 motivator is ‘job security’, though it holds overall
fourth rank. It is clear that the majority of the respondents’ first and second preferred
motivators are ‘high wage’ (141 persons) and ‘promotion’ (105 persons), respectively.
On the other hand, we observe that 14.0% of Omani respondents articulated ‘good
working conditions’ as their No. 1 motivator, and nearly a quarter (25.7%) of them have
said ‘good working conditions’ as their No. 1 or No. 2 motivator.

Table 5 Preference level on the five most preferred ways of motivation
(a) Malaysia
Motivators

Preference 1 2 3 4 5

Ist 141 55 56 90 49
(27.9) (10.9) (11.1) (17.8) ©.7

2nd 96 84 105 51 50
(19.0) (16.6) (20.8) (10.1) 9.9)

3rd 46 87 59 68 65
©.1) (17.2) (11.7) (13.5) (12.9)

4th 47 74 64 57 60
9.3) (14.7) (12.7) (11.3) (11.9)

5th 37 62 47 53 85
(7.3) (12.3) (9.30) (10.5) (16.9)

1 = High wages; 2 = Good working conditions; 3 = Promotion; 4 = Job security;
5 = Interesting work.

(b) Oman
Motivators

Preference 1 2 3 4 5

Ist 42 46 40 30 23
(14.0) (15.3) (13.3) (10.0) (7.7)

2nd 35 42 28 38 34
(11.7) (14.0) 9.3) (12.7) (11.3)

3rd 31 38 36 29 28
(10.3) (12.7) (12.0) ©.7 (9.3)

4th 43 24 32 32 30
(14.3) (8.0) (10.7) (10.7) (10.0)

5th 37 23 20 27 33
(12.3) (7.7) 6.7) 9.0) (11.0)

1 = Good working conditions; 2 = Promotion; 3 = high wages; 4 = providing
opportunities to grow through learning new things; 5 = Full appreciation of work done.

It has been noted that the majority of the Omani respondents’ first and second preferred
motivators are ‘promotion’ (46 persons) and ‘good working conditions’ (42 persons),
respectively. Overall, we observe that in Malaysia ‘money’ has been a predominantly
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preferred motivator while ‘good working conditions’ is considered as the most effective
motivator for Omani employees. It is further noted that, for both the countries,
‘promotion’ has been uniformly favoured as it is evident from its rank 1 through 5, and
consequently, it has been placed into the third position ahead of ‘job security’ and
‘interesting work’ for Malaysia and second position ahead of ‘high wages’, ‘opportunity
to learn new things’ and ‘full appreciation of work done’ for Oman.

5 Analysis based on demographic factors

The respondents’ demographic factors such as gender, age and education level may
influence their preference on the motivating factors (the term ‘preference’ is used
throughout to indicate that if the motivating factors are offered to the employees, then
individually they can rank them (factors) in terms of effectiveness to motivate them).
Kovach (1980, p.57) writes:

“Individuals at different organisation levels, with different earning power, may
have different motivational values. Hence what motivates individuals at one
level of the organisation may not motivate those at another level. This
necessitates differentiating by income level and other demographic factors
when analysing attitudes for motivational purposes.”

Ranks of the previously mentioned 10 motivating factors have been computed separately
with respect to: gender (male, female), age (21-25, 26-30, 31-35, 3640, 41-50 years),
education (certificate, professional, bachelor’s, master’s, PhD), marital status (single,
married) and employment status (executive, non-executive).

Details are shown in Table 6(a) and (b). From these tables, we can conclude that
the overall ranking of all the 10 motivating factors (see Table 2) are more or less
corroborated by the respondents belonging to different levels of the demographic factors.
For instance, the overall rank of ‘high wages’ for Malaysia is 1, which is the rank for
majority of the employees across various demographic factors. The same observation is
made for the Sultanate of Oman where the overall rank of ‘promotion’ is 2, which is also
the rank for many of the employees across various demographic factors.

The rank of ‘management’s help’, which is 10 across all types of Malaysian
employees, is the same as the overall rank. However, for Omani employees, ‘interesting
work’ possesses 10th rank and the corresponding row in Table 6(b) reveals a uniform
pattern that match with this overall rank. A similar phenomenon is observed for the
remaining motivating factors.

Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient (RCC) is computed for each combination of
levels within each factor and the corresponding non-parametric hypothesis test has been
performed using SPSS. The results have been shown in Table 7(a) and (b).

All the RCCs are significant at p =0.01 for Malaysia. While for Oman, it has been
observed that RCCs are significant at p = 0.01 for (male & female), (age groups 21-25
and 41-50 years), (age groups 2630 and 31-35 years), (age groups 26-30 and 3640
years), (age groups 31-35 and 3640 years) and (single and married). The RCCs between
various levels of the remaining factors are not statistically significant.

The minimum and maximum RCCs were found to be 0.830 (age groups 26-30 and
41-50 years) and 0.988 (professionals and bachelor’s), respectively, for Malaysia. On the
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other hand, for Oman the minimum and maximum Spearman’s RCCs were 0.018
(professionals and PhD) and 0.939 (single and married), respectively.

Table 6 Ranking of the motivators based on demographic factors

Marital Employment
Gender Age Education status status

No. Motivator G, G, A, A, A; A, As E, E, E; E, Es M, My, W, W,

(a) Malaysia

1 Job security 4 3 5 4 4 2 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 3
2 Promotion 2 5 3 5 2 4 2 2 2 3 45 5 3 3 4
3 Condition 3 2 1 2 3 3 4 1 3 2 3 1 2 2 2 1
4 High wages 1 1 21 1 11 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2
5  Int. work 5 4 4 3 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5
6  Help 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
7  Appreciation 7 6 6 7 6 7 5 6 7 7 6 6 6 7 7 6
8  Rules 9 999 99 9 9 9 9 9 8 9 9 9 9
9  Opportunity 6 7 8 6 7 6 7 7 6 6 7 7 7 6 6 8
10 Responsibility 8 § 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 8 8 8 7
(b) Oman

1 Job security 6 6 9 6 6 5 6 4 10 8 7 3 5 6 5 6
2 Promotion 2 1 3 1 3 2 1 2 1 3 1 4 2 1 2 1
3 Condition 1 2 1 2 1 4 2 1 2 1 3 7 1 2 1 3
4 High wages 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 7 4 2 3 3 3 4
5  Int. work 0 10 7 9 1010 7 10 8 4 6 9 9 10 6 10
6 Help 8 9 8 10 9 8 8 9 9 10 2 6 10 8 10 8
7  Appreciation 5 7 2 8 7 6 5 7 5 2 8 5 6 5 4 7
8  Rules 9 8§ 10 7 5 9 10 8 6 9 1010 8 9 8 9
9  Opportunity 4 4 5 4 2 1 9 5 4 6 5 8 4 4 7 2
10 Responsibility 7 5 6 5 8 7 4 6 7 5 9 1 7 17 9 5

G, =Male, G, = Female; A; = 21-25, A, = 26-30, A; = 31-35, A, = 36-40,
As=41-50 years; E, = Certificate, E, = Professional, E; = Bachelors, E4 = Masters,
Es = PhD; M; = Single, M, = Married; W, = Executive, W, = Non-executive.

From this result, we can conclude that for Malaysia the ranks are correlated, i.e., there is
no significant difference in the preference on the factors for Malaysia. This means
that the ranks do not depend on the demographic factors such as gender, age, education
level, marital status and employment status for Malaysia. Though there are no differences
in preference on the motivating factors across various demographic factors, this does not
mean that the employees with respect to one particular demographic factor, e.g., gender,
i.e., male and female, concur on the same rank for all the 10 motivating factors.
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For Malaysia, though the RCC between the ranks of all the 10 motivating factors
made by males and females is 0.915, they placed ‘promotion’ in ranks 2 and 5,
respectively (see Table 6(a)). Statistically, males demand ‘promotion’ more than females
(» <0.001). On the other hand, females want the option ‘sensible company rules’ more
than males (p < 0.001), despite the fact both groups have assigned the same rank (9th) for
the option. This shows that the group differs in terms of mean values (males: 7.50,
females: 6.50). No significant difference with respect to gender was observed in any of
the remaining eight motivating factors.

Table 7 Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients between each pair of levels within the
demographic factors

(a) Malaysia

Gender Age

GIG?2 AlA2  AIA3 AlA4 AIA5S A243 A244 A245 A344 A345 A4A45
0.915 0.905  0.939 0.867 0.867 0.903 0.939 0.830 0.939 0.976 0.927

Education MS WA
EIE2 EIE3 EIE4 EIE5 E2E3 E2E4 E2E5 E3E4 E3E5 E4E5 MIM2 WIW2
0.939 0.952 0.903 0903 0.988 0939 0.842 0.952 0.891 0.927 0939 0.939

(b) Oman

Gender Age

GG, A4, Aid;s  AAy Aids AA; AAy AxAs AsAy AsAs A
0.927 0.576  0.503 0.576 0.733 0.842 0.806 0.685 0.806 0.333 0.455

Education MS WA
E|E, EE; EE, E/E; EE; FEE, EEs E3;E, E;E; E, s MM, W, W,
0.685 0.406 0.430 0430 0.588 0.430 0.018 0.152 0.042 0.079 0939 0.527

On the other hand, for Oman, ‘high wage’ is placed in rank 3 by both male and female
(see Table 6(b)) employees. Statistically, for Oman, females demand ‘high wage’ more
than males (p = 0.023). Moreover, females want the option ‘interesting work’ more than
males (p = 0.006). No significant difference with respect to gender was observed in any
of the remaining eight motivating factors.

For education, it is interesting to observe that Malaysian certificate holders have
placed ‘high wages’ in the third position behind ‘good working conditions’ and
‘promotion’, whereas professionals, bachelor’s and master’s degree holders’ first
preference is ‘high wages’. Statistically (p <0.05), these three groups of respondents
prefer ‘high wages’ more than certificate holders. We also observe that certificate and
PhD holders place the same rank, i.e., third for ‘high wages’ and first for ‘good working
conditions’. Furthermore, PhD holders prefer ‘good working conditions’ more than
bachelor’s and master’s degree holders (in both the cases, p < 0.05).

On the other hand, for Oman, it has to be noted that certificate holders have placed
‘high wages’ in the third position behind ‘good working conditions’ and ‘promotion’,
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whereas professionals and master’s degree holders’ first preference is ‘promotion’.
Statistically (p <0.05), these two groups of respondents prefer ‘promotion’ more
than bachelor’s degree holders. It is also noted that certificate holders and professionals
place the same rank, i.e., third for ‘high wages’. Furthermore, PhD holders prefer
‘responsibility’ more than bachelor’s and master’s degree holders (in both cases,
p <0.05). For marital status, married and unmarried Malaysian employees significantly
differ on ‘promotion’ (p =0.007). As expected, married people prefer the option
more than the unmarried people. No other significant difference is observed in any of the
remaining factors. For Omani employees, married and unmarried employees significantly
differ on ‘high wage’ (p = 0.036). No other significant difference is observed in any of
the remaining factors.

For employment status (in the Malaysian context), we find that executives prefer
‘promotion’ (p =0.011) and ‘opportunities to grow’ (p=0.037) more than non-
executives. On the other hand, non-executives prefer ‘management’s help to solve
personal problems’ (p <0.001) and ‘sensible company rules’ (p = 0.023) more than the
executives. For Oman, there is no significant difference on any factor.

Finally, for age, in Malaysia many significant differences are observed of which some
are reported here. Except 21-25 years group, the other groups have placed rank 1 to the
‘high wages’. However, significant difference (p =0.023) exists only between 21-25
years and 2630 years age groups. The group 3640 years prefer ‘job security’ more than
the group 21-25 years (p =0.018). The group 26-30 years prefers ‘interesting work’
more than the group of 41-50 years (p = 0.001).

As for Oman, with regard to age, few significant differences are also observed.
The 26-30 and 41-50 years groups have placed third rank to the ‘high wages’ while the
21-25 and 31-35 years groups have assigned first position to ‘good working conditions’.
Age groups (21-25 and 36-40 years), (21-25 and 41-50 years) and (31-35 and 3640
years) have significant differences on ‘interesting work’ with p values (0.008), (0.043)
and (0.046), respectively.

For the demographic factors, which have more than two levels (e.g., age, education),
Duncan’s multiple comparison tests have been performed to know which pair of levels
differ significantly. Duncan’s homogeneous subsets are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 Duncan’s multiple comparison test results

Demographic Subsets for alpha = 0.05

factor Motivator 1 2 3

(a) Malaysia

Age Promotion As, Ay, As, A Ay Az, AL A,
Interesting work Ay, Ay, Ay Ay, Ay, Aq, Ag Ay, AL, As, As
Help Ay, Ay, Az A Ay, Az, Ay, As

Education Working condition Es, E, E,, E,, E;, Ey
High wages E,, Es, E4 Es, E4, Es, E,

Rules E4, Es, E, E; Es, Ey, Es3, B
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Table 8 Duncan’s multiple comparison test results (continued)
Demographic Subsets for alpha = 0.05
factor Motivator 1 2 3
(b) Oman
Age Working condition Ay, As, Az, Ay, Ay As, Az, Ay, Ay
Interesting work AL Ay, As, As As, Az, Ay
Opportunity to learn Ay Aj, Ay A As, Ay, As
Education Job security Es, Eq, E4, Es E;, E4, E;, B,
Rules E,, E;.E|, E, Es, Ef, Ey, Es
Responsibility Es, Eq, E; E, E;, E,, Ey

As expected, the previous observations are attested in Duncan’s test. For example,
certificate and PhD holders for Malaysia and certificate and bachelor’s for Oman belong
to the same subset for most of the motivating factors.

The foregoing analysis singles out some of the motivating factors where the
respondents having different demographic status differ. But detailed accounts of
differences with respect to various demographic factors are provided in Appendix A.

6 Managerial implications

According to Rowley (1996), a manager needs to recognise that different motivators are
appropriate for different staff and that different staff demonstrate differing inherent levels
of motivation in setting their own targets and striving towards them.

Organisational resources are scarce and all efforts should be made to utilise these
resources in the best possible manner. The staff development plan is expected to motivate
the staff, but if it does not, then there is something wrong. Herzberg et al. (1959)
proposed that an employee’s motivation to work is best understood when the respective
attitude of that employee is understood. Wiley (1997) argues that for motivational
problems, the best source of information is the employee. Employees must be asked on a
regular basis what sparks and sustains their desire to work. Their responses may lead the
employer to redesign jobs, increase pay, change the working environment, or give more
credit for work done. In essence, employee involvement is the key in designing an
effective motivation programme. The findings of this research may provide some
guidelines in this regard.

As it has been mentioned before, the monetary incentives play an important role in
motivating both Malaysian and Omani employees irrespective of gender, race, age group,
etc. So, the managers are expected to include it in their organisations’ reward and
recognition system. Furthermore, ‘good working conditions’ has been widely favoured by
the employees for both the countries. An employee’s suggestions system is expected to
be in place to know their suggestions to improve organisation’s working condition.
It is widely known that an effective suggestion system improves organisation’s working
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condition and saves organisation’s resources from getting wasted (Bassford and Charles,
1996; Trunko, 1993). Managerial actions on the basis of demographic factors are
described here:

Gender: It is noted that Malaysian female employees prefer ‘sensible company
rules’ more than males. The managers are expected to pay more attention to protect the
rights of female employees and all measures should be taken to ensure that they are not
harassed. In the context of Oman, since female employees are significantly more
interested on ‘interesting work’, compared with males, a proper job design that will
include some interesting elements in the job, whenever and wherever possible should be
in place.

Education: Malaysia — Employees possessing higher qualifications such as PhD require
good working conditions and job security. Since they are relatively on the upper echelon
of educational qualifications, they may have plentiful opportunities outside;
managers/administrators should provide a good working condition in retaining them.
Special emphasis should be placed on their reward and recognition and job design.
Oman — PhD holders will be highly motivated towards higher job responsibility;
therefore, job enrichment is a desired and viable option for them. Because of their higher
qualification, they also expect high wages from the employers. On the other hand,
certificate and professional degree holders are expected to be motivated by providing
monetary incentives to them.

Employment status: Malaysia — Though ‘management’s help to solve personal problems’
is least preferred among the motivators surveyed in Malaysia, but as far as this is
concerned, managers should keep in mind that non-executives need their help more than
executives. Oman — Non-executives have widely favoured the item ‘opportunity
to grow through learning new thing’. Some options are: training on various issues,
attending conferences and workshops, management/team leadership experience, etc. Job
enlargement and enrichment are also relevant in this regard. More often than not, higher
job responsibilities are given to the executives; however, non-executives have also raised
voices in favour of some job responsibilities so that they can become satisfied by having
a sense of ‘accomplishing a job’. Furthermore, executives expect more appreciation from
the management for their job well-done.

7 Conclusions

Motivating employees is a crucial job for any manager of any organisation — public or
private. In many organisations, managers make serious mistakes by thinking that what
motivate themselves would also motivate the employees down the line. Managers need to
come down to the employees and ask their motivators. It has been emphasised that
employee involvement is crucial for the success of any motivation programme.
This survey research has identified the important elements of employee motivation
for both Malaysia and Sultanate of Oman. Overall, the three most effective motivating
factors for both countries are: high wages, good working conditions and promotion.
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This list is followed by the following three effective factors, namely job security, full
appreciation of work done and opportunity to grow through learning new things.

Non-declining rate of productivity is a prerequisite for organisation’s survival in the
competitive business world; however, productivity improvement requires more than just
customer service, technology, decentralisation, or process reengineering. Success or
failure of these approaches depends largely on the motivation of the employees who are
asked to implement them. The guidelines provided here are expected to help managers in
developing effective motivation programmes.
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Appendix A: Analysis of motivation factors based upon demographic

information

(a) Malaysia

Demographic Differ significantly on

factor Level (p <0.05 Remark

Education E\E, High wages Professional degree holders prefer the
(0.939) (E,=3,E,= 1) motivator more than the Certificate holders
EEs High wages Bachelor degree holders prefer the
(0.952) (E,=3,Es=1) motivator more than the Certificate holders
EE4 High wages Master degree holders prefer the Motivator
(0.903) (E,=3,E=1) more than the certificate holders
E,Es High wages Professional degree holders prefer the
(0.842) (E,=1,Es=3) motivator more than PhD degree holders
EsEs Working condition PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.891) (Es=2,Es=1) more than Bachelors
E4Es Working condition PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.927) (E,=3,Es=1) more than masters degree holders

Marital status MM, Promotion Married people prefer the motivator more
(0.939) (M, =5, M, = 3) than single people
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Appendix A: Analysis of motivation factors based upon demographic
information (continued)

(a) Malaysia
Demographic Differ significantly on
factor Level (» <0.05) Remark

Employment W, W,
status

1. Promotion

Executives prefer the motivator more than
the non-executives

(0.939) Wi1=3,W,=4)
2. Management’s help Non-executives prefer the motivator more
(W, = 10, W, = 10) than the Executives
Mean: W; =83, W,=74
3. Company rules Non-executives prefer the motivator more
(W, =9, W, =9) than the Executives
Mean: W, =7.4, W,=6.5
4. Opportunities to grow  Executives prefer the motivator more than
(W, =6, W,=8) the non-executives
5. Job responsibility Non-executives prefer the motivator more
(W, =8, W,=7) than the Executives
(b) Oman
Demographic Differ significantly on
factor Level  (p <0.05) Remark
Education E,E, 1.Job security Certificate holders prefer the motivator
(0.685) (E, =4, E,=10) more than professional degree holders
2. Appreciation Professional holders prefer the motivator
(Ei=7,E,=5) more than Certificate degree holders
E(E;3 1. Job security Certificate holders prefer the motivator
(0.406) (E, =4, E;=8) more than bachelors degree holders
2. High wages -Do-
(E] = 33 E3 = 7)
3. Rules Bachelors degree holders prefer the
(E,=8,E;=9) motivator more than Certificate degree
’ holders
Means: E; =5.9259,
E; = 5.8000
E\E,4 1. Job security Certificate degree holders prefer the
(0.430) (B =4,E,="7) motivator more than Master degree holders
2. Interesting work Master degree holders prefer the motivator
(E, = 10, E, = 6) more than certificate degree holders
3. Opportunity to learn ~ -Do-
(E1=5,E4=5)
Means: E; =5.3111,
E,=5.2857

4. Responsibility
(E;=6,E,=9)

Certificate degree holders prefer the
motivator more than Master degree holders
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Appendix A: Analysis of motivation factors based upon demographic
information (continued)

(b) Oman
Demographic Differ significantly on
factor Level  (p <0.05) Remark
Education EE;s 1. Job security PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.430) (E, =4, Es=3) more than Certificate degree holders
Mean: E; =5.2148,
Es =4.6875
2. Promotion Certificate degree holders prefer the
(E, =2, Es=4) motivator more than PhD degree holders
3. Help PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(E, =9, Es=2) more than Certificate degree holders
E,E;, 1. Job security Master degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.430) (E,=10,E,=7) more than Professional degree holders
2. Rules -Do-
(E;=6,E4=4)
3. Responsibility -Do-
(E;=7,E4=9)
E,Es 1. Job security PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.018) (Ey=10, Es=3) more than Professional degree holders
2. Promotion Professional degree holders prefer the
(E;=1,Es=4) motivator more than PhD degree holders
3. Good condition -Do-
(E2=2,Es=17)
4. Help PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(E,=9, Es=6) more than Professional degree holders
5. Appreciation Professional degree holders prefer the
(E;=5,Es=35) motivator more than PhD degree holders
Mean: E, =5.1754,
Es=5.3125
6. Opportunity to learn -Do-
(E;=4,Es=28)
7. Responsibility PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(Ey=7,Es=1) more than Professional degree holders
EsEs 1. Job security PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.042) (E;=8, Es=3) more than Bachelor degree holders
2. Promotion Bachelor degree holders prefer the
(E;=3,Es=4) motivator more than PhD degree holders

Means: E; = 5.4400,
E5 =5.0000
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Appendix A: Analysis of motivation factors based upon demographic
information (continued)

(b) Oman
Demographic Differ significantly on
factor Level (p <0.05) Remark
Education E;Es 3. Good condition -Do-
(0.042) (Es=1,Es=7)
4. Help PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(E; =10, Es = 6) more than Bachelor degree holders
5. Appreciation Bachelor degree holders prefer the
(Es=2,Es=5) motivator more than PhD degree holders
6. Opportunity to learn -Do-
(E3=6,Es=8)
7. Responsibility PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(E;=5,Es=1) more than Bachelor degree holders
E,E;s 1. Job security PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(0.079) (Ey=7,Es=3) more than Master degree holders
2. Promotion Master degree holders prefer the motivator
(Es=1,Es=4) more than PhD degree holders
3. Good condition -Do-
(E4=3,Es=17)
4. Help -Do-
(E4=2,Es=6)
5. Appreciation PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(Es=8,Es=5) more than Master degree holders
6. Opportunity to learn Master degree holders prefer the motivator
(E4=5,Es=8) more than PhD degree holders
7. Responsibility PhD degree holders prefer the motivator
(Es=9,Es=1) more than Master degree holders
Marital status MM, 1. Job security Single people prefer the motivator more
(0.939) (M, =5, M, =6) than Married people
Means: M, = 5.3628,
M, =5.6364
2. Good condition Married people prefer the award more than
M, =1, M, =2) Single people
Means: M; =4.9292,
M, =4.7754
3. Help -Do-

M, =10, M, = 8)
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Appendix A: Analysis of motivation factors based upon demographic
information (continued)

(b) Oman
Demographic Differ significantly on
factor Level (p <0.05) Remark
Employment ~ W;W, 1. Job security Non-executives prefer the motivator more
status 0.527) (W, =5, W,=6) than Executives
Means: W; =5.5912,
W, =5.4681
2. High wages Executives prefer the motivator more than
(W, =3, W, = 4) Non-executives
Means: W; =5.1132,
W, =5.2340
W,W, 3. Help Non-executives prefer the motivator more
(0.527) (W, =10, W, =8) than Executives

4. Appreciation

(Wi=4,W,=T7)
5. Responsibility
(W1=9,W,=5)

Means: W, = 5.8239,
W, =5.4184

Executives prefer the motivator more than
Non-executives

Non-executives prefer the motivator more
than Executives




