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Abstract

A physical and non-physical work environments ageatial for employees to make them motivated, 8pand satisfied.
Since the Millennial come to workplace bringing newrk-values with them, management needs to accuthe values.
The nature of the government organization such fasmaal and bureaucratic system may contributehto situation. This
research was designed for testing and analyzingriealfy what the work environments Millennial pegfmost, and what
the impact on the individual performance was. Tfiece was tested using motivation as a mediatingatée. This study
used a survey to collect data by cross section 266 respondents who are civil servants workingliolonesia National
Agency for Drug and Food Control located at variatesas nationwide, selected purposively. The stadgd top three work
environments preferred by Millennial: Work ChalleagéCT Facility, and Opportunity for Development.itfsa Structural
Equation Model (SEM), the estimated model proveat the Work Environment has no direct significaasifive effect on
Performance, but Motivation does. Therefore, tormmp performance by enhancing the work environnterntas suggested
to consider aspects influencing employee motivasismvellbasis.

Keywords: Millennial, motivation, performance, public sectagrk environment

1. Introduction

Millennial workers have received a lot of attenti@garding their preference for suitable work eowiment in private sector
workplaces, while in the government sectors theaibtn may not be the same. As we know, governmogggnizations are
changing slower than that of private sectors bexafiseveral things, such as the impact of a bgratin and rigid system
that make any changes are not easy to implemesd, &lis because the change has to apply to aérgment institutions
nationally, takes time to do so.

The public sectors workplace comprises three gépes namely Baby Boomers, Generation-X and MillahnNow,
Millennial are starting to dominate the workplacesl the Baby Boomers entering retirement. In the fiextyears, Baby
Boomers will no longer exist in government ageneied the new generation (Generation Z) will entéus] understanding
the characters of the Millennial is important, hesz organizations will rely heavily on them in fagifuture challenges.
Moreover, if the organization can accommodate theiferences, it is not only good for maintainindl&mnial but also help
the organization ready for the next new generation.

Since Millennial have unique characters that diffem the older generations, management needsstuape their work
environment both in physical and non-physical formsope with the new values. Previous studies dotlvat work-life
balance, flexibility, opportunities for developmentork challenges, and information and communicatechnology (ICT)
facility were aspects of the work environment cdesing by Millennial for working comfortably (Cousy (2009); Gursoy
et al. (2008); Hanrahan (2011); Hobart (2014); R&lq2014); Udechukwu & Mujtaba (2007); Corodea01(5); Rendell
(2011); Islam et al. (2011); Issa & Isaias (201eInychuk (2013); Celikdemir and Tukel (2015)). Imetgovernment
agencies which is a bureaucratic and highly regdlairganization model, policy and managerial suppog the other
aspects.

It is interesting to see deepen what Millennial tvam their comfortable work environment, and howed it impact on the
performance. Since the work environment will deieemtheir satisfaction, engagement, and retentitve, more

organizations can create a satisfying work enviremimthe more they can get contribution from th&msides, it is also
interesting to know whether Millennial can accepiatever the situation is or might be there is amgodriving force like a
matter of motivation.

This article consists of some sections where gé¢ineed differences were discussed at the beginnihgn, using empirical
evidence, the discussion would go on what Millehpi@ferred more for their work environment and hihey perceived
their existing work environment. After that, thdate@nship between work environment and employedop@ance were
elaborated, as well as the relationship betweenvtbeconstructs with the Motivation as the medigtirmriable. Finally, the
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conclusion was made up and some suggestions wereafat the end section. All the discussion waméd in the context
of government organization.

2. Literature Review

Previous studies have already explored many thamg#/illennial at work including their unique chatexs, which were
different from the older generations (Subramaniam@&izan, 2014; Hobart, 2014; Jalil et al., 2016ptungan et al., 2014;
Islam et al.,, 2011; Agheorghiesei & lorga, 2013tifah et al., 2015; Issa & Isaias, 2016). Some istudssociated
characters of Millennial with the job performandda(d, 2016), with the employee engagement (Smialet2015;
Melnychuk, 2013), with the intention to leave (Mgy2013; Barclays, 2013), and with the strategic agament of human
resources (HR) (Wadee, 2011; Courtney, 2009; Rengelll; Starks, 2013; Bennett et al, 2012; Luntungiaal., 2014,
Sanner-stiehr & Vandermause, 2017). However, thidysfocus on the work environment surrounding &fithial in public
sector workplaces, where the nature of governnmestitiitions colour the situation and where stitlited scholars talk about
it.

2.1 Generational Differences

Understanding about generations and the generatiifferences is a good start before talking abehat Millennial prefer
of the work environment. In brief, the theory ofngeation by Karl Mannheim (1952) said that sociaatly a group of
generations could be considered as a group cargsisfi individuals who had similarities in age rarged experiences
following important historical events in the sameripd of time and location. Referring to Mannheindsa, Strauss and
Howe (1991) observed American society and dividedegations based on the span of hirth and inflakhistorical events.
Some other researchers also did it and labelledrgéons with the same or the different name wieagh generation had a
span about 20 years (Anantatmula and Shrivastal?;2Barclays, 2013). The birth year limit could hffedent across
countries since each country might has differesionical event, for example in North Africa Millelmhwas born year 1990-
2000, in the USA 1984-2001, in Europe/ UK 1985-2008d in Japan 1986-2001 (Codrington & Grant-MatshaVan Der
Walt et al., 2016). In Indonesia, since they wessoaiated with ICT exposure, the birth-year of Mili@l is considered later
than Western countries due to the delay in ICT agraknt and globalization.

Using the concept of the birth-year cohort theorgl age-related life stage theory (Hillman, 2014s3eet al., 2007; Smola
and Sutton, 2002), the differences among generatatd be explained. The birth-year cohort theoqgl&ns that the unique
work-values and beliefs of each generation are édriauring the process of socialization that resalt®llective memory
and shared perceptions, such as beliefs about hearkplace should function or what people expectrfrthe workplace
(Twenge and Campbell, 2008). While, the age-reldifedstage theory explains that people change alwitly their life
cycles (Giancola, 2006) so that what the young eoixpected from job was differ with the older orlewever, some
experts argued that talking about generations worddte a "box / partition" that separated peopkt rmised stereotyping.
Kriegel (2017) who was disagree said that givirggghme label to millions of people born in a penbd&0 years is not fair.

Regardless of those that disagree, the issue ayetierational differences continues emerd@geherational differences in the
workplace are associated with different charaaiéesach generation that refleetdrid-view, values, and attitudes commonly
shared by descriptive of cohdttgKupperschmidt, 2000). Baby Boomers are the fightdrard workers, team player,
committed and loyal to the organization, idealigtizries and Pepermans, 2008), optimistic and drig@tass, 2013),
dedicated their lives to work, and are a littleihdhin mastering ICT. Generation-X are independadéptable, effective and
broad-minded; pragmatism and entrepreneurship 2nel Pepermans, 2008); care about the work-litnbe, pioneers of
ICT development, and more familiar with technolo@ariner-stiehr and Vandermause, 2017). Millenni@alraore selfish,
impatient, frequently changing their job, and qlyckxpecting promotion; inseparable from smartpliitet (Barclays,
2013), having a better ICT literacy (Imran, 201@e lonline communication, are socialist and teckaaevy (Dries and
Pepermans, 2008); believe in a collective effod are optimistic about the future; like teamworkl @how a strong desire to
get things done with high enthusiasm (Gursoy et24108); and also like fun workplaces and reallgecabout work-life
balance.

2.2 Millennial’s work-values: demand for reshapithg twvork environment

Since generational differences give an impact envibrk environment directly or indirectly, so thmnagement needs to
consider Millennial's work-values, attitudes anchaeours to reshape their strategic HR managemeshtbaild a more
suitable work environment (Luscombe et al, 2013piZtis et al. 2012; Anantatmula & Bobbie, 2012; lqodt, 2008;
Kupperschmidt, 2000). The conducive work environtweould boost performance, in turn.

Physical environments such as workspace layousslaslity of room for rest and recreation, and 1Gasility, are some of
what the Millennial are concern about (Barrett, 2016y & Barry, 2011). The non-physical environmenich as job
challenges, the balance of work and family life (kviife balance), opportunities for developmentd dlexibility are also
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important for them. Many previous researches haw#ined the effect of those aspects on job satisfa, employee
engagement, and employee retention.

Tolbize (2008) collected data from many previousksand revealed some differences as well as sonikdties between
generations. Wadee (2011) mentioned that the abérgéions usedife for work slogan, while young generations used its
contrary:work for life Millennials work for the satisfaction. It is imgant for them to work and life balanced (Courtney.
2009). They seldom sacrificed themselves for thpamy (Masibigiri & Nienaber, 2011), even they ctmghmore strictly
about work hours or travelling for official tripglértmann & Carlson, 2007), do not want to going hdate, and so much
enjoy their after-work time (Gursoy et al. 2008) nRell (2011) in his article “Why Millennials Matt, stated that 95% of
respondents said that work-life balance was importaven in Japan which was considered the leadtigmatic of work
balance rights, 85% of respondents said work-ldaice was important for them. The importance ofkvife balance is
also in line with the results of the study of Kektral. (2009) in Islam et al. (2011).

Millennials are also job seekers that want flexib&nefits (Barclays 2013). A survey from Hyphen @0ih Wadee (2011)
found that 25% of Millennial chose a job based lom humber of days off. If the old generations taojob because of its
pension compensation (17%), yet just 4% of Millehnwere attracted in it. Islam et al. (2011) fouhdt flexibility was
motivated Millennial in work. Hanrahan (2011) afeaind that flexibility in completing tasks and inephenting change was
an important factor that attracted Millennials toaganization. Flexibility was applied in widerres included the style of
communication; where and when they work (Hobarf,2®Deloitte, 2014; Udechukwu & Mujtaba, 2007); dralv they did
their job (Corodeanu, 2015; Deloitte, 2014), as laaghey have got clear instructions, concretestar(Rendell, 2011) and
fast feedback from supervisor (Corodeanu, 2015).

Because Millennial born and grow in the era of ICfgir dependence on technology is very high. Caimggctalking,
sharing, tagging, creating and distributing contenbugh social networks are their behaviors (Istral. 2011). They need
network and ICT devices to get the job done bettee work environment accommodated those need withbre attractive
to them (Courtney, 2009) and allows them to becoraatiwe and innovate. Although this does not alwagsn positive. A
research done by (Issa & Isaias, 2016) found thatguICT devices in the workplace was negativelyrelated with the
performance. Possibly it was because the devicee theem easily distracted and unfocused.

Opportunities for development, making changes, laathing are some other important factors that nidkienials retain

within the organization (Melnychuk 2013). Celikderaind Tukel (2015) illustrated that because theyewasrtured and
spoiled by parents who did not want to make misgtgdkem the previous generation, Millennial grewbi more confident,
ambitious and achievement oriented. That is why thant a solid learning curve. The learning envinemt, therefore, is
crucial to keep them stay (Courtney, 2009). (Ren@8lL1) stated that 35% Millennials were attractedmployers who
offer excellent training and development programnsg they saw it as the top benefit they wanted fammemployer.
Moreover, as the multitasking, independent, famtrier and enthusiastic workers, Millenials alse like challenging tasks.

2.3 Motivation: a key to the performance achieving

Motivation theory is widely known as a hierarchyrn&feds by Abraham Maslow (1908-1970). The thedugtilated human

needs in a five-tier model, often depicted as hatriaal levels within a pyramid. From the bottomtleé hierarchy upwards,
the needs are physiological need, safety or sgcueieds, affiliation or acceptance needs, esteestatuis needs, and self-
actualization. This five-stage model can be dividd deficiency needs (the first four levels) agrdwth needs (the top
level). When a deficit need has been 'more or kmtssfied it will go away, and our activities bew habitually directed

towards meeting the next set of needs that we hiawéo satisfy. These then become salient needwekter, growth needs

continue to be felt and may even become stronges trey have been engaged.

According to Mathis & Jackson (2004), the indivitlperformance of employees is determined by, amothgrs, their
abilities, efforts that are devoted and organizaticupport they are received. The devoted effirifluenced by motivation,
work-ethics, absenteeism and task-plan. Many pusvistudies proved the motivation effect on the eyeds' best
performance. The more motivated employees werantire they performed.

3. Research Methodology

We collected data from respondents by using a gage&ed questionnaire. Respondents were Millenngalitbrn in the year
of 1982-2000 and have been working for not less thveo years at The National Agency for Drug and d~@ontrol
(NADFC) in various departments and locations in lmekia, chosen purposively. They were asked to gpmoval on
several statements about work environment usingrticale 1-5. Data from the completed questioenaés processed and
analyzed using SPSS Statistics software versiofo2he descriptive analysis, and tsteuctural equation moddSEM) by
using Lisrel version 8.72 for the quantitative gsel to see the relationship between the threentlatariables: Work
Environment as an exogenous variable, and Motimatiod Performance as endogenous variables. Thetaspiework
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environments were based on preferences of Millérioiand in literature reviews complying with theialues, attitudes and
behaviors. The nature of government organizatiomsewalso considered to define those aspects. Ttlieators for

Motivation are based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needsl the indicators for Performance were refeteethe Indonesia
Government Regulation Number 46/2011 concerning ViReKormance Evaluation of Civil Servants includagpects of
quantity, quality, time and cost (Government ofdndsia, 2011).

4. Result and Discussion
4.1 Respondents profile

From 250 respondents, there were 248 completedigueaires that could be processed. Most of theardents are women
(74%), as staff position (90%), undergraduate etitred84%), having 5-10 years of the average waylperiod (51%); and
working in the head office (60 %).

4.2 Descriptive analysis

Using the average score for each item of work emvirent, the illustration of the existing conditiohthe work environment
from Millennial’s perspective is as shown in Talilbelow. In this case the average score is dividiedfive levels: very bad
(the average score = 1), bad (the average scoyeun@ertain (the average score = 3), good (theageescore = 4), and very
good (the average score = 5).

Table 1. Descriptive analysis of Work Environment

The statements about work environment at workplace Avg. scores Remark
Work-life Balance: | perceive the concept of work-life balance igafty in place. 3.21 Uncertain
Flexibility: | perceive the concept of work with the flexibjliis already in place ir 3.42 Good

terms of when / where / how to carry out work agglas | can finish it well

ICT facility : | perceive | have been facilitated by ICT devickattsupport me 3.82 Good
completing the tasks (computers, laptops, apptioati networks / Internet ar

available)

Work Challenges: | perceive the concept of work has encouraged rayimum 3.92 Good

capacity, challenged me to bring new ways and ésexicreativity

Opportunity for Development: | perceive | have been provided by opportunitas 3.81 Good
development to improve my capacity through eduoattcaining or other forms o
self-development (courses / seminars / worksheps. Y

Policy: | perceive the rule in doing work are clear, &id transparent 3.57 Good

Management Support: | perceive my supervisors always support mee gilear 3.57 Good
directions, share opinions, and discuss alternahation when | have experience
difficulties at work

As shown in Table 1. Respondents considered thaspkcts were already good in the workplace, extlepk-life Balance.
Factors that have the highest score are Work ChiatignICT Facility, and Opportunity for Developmefitese factors are
in line with the dynamic external conditions whérere are many problems organization facing in tefthme digital era. For
example, NADFC has to handle the cybercrime on th@rpaceutical trading that can suffer people froratandardized
medicines, counterfeit drugs, and illegal onlingkating. Thus, this agency needs not only the déipato know how this
kind of business run, but also how to solve théofamm emerged by it. This situation is challengingeds ICT facility, and
needs development program to improve staff's coemust

At the bottom level of the scores is the Work-Lifalance. It is interesting fact finding since comiggreople assume that
working for the government bodies means that engasysed to work just in work hours and no nedsktat the office for
overtime working frequently. Unfortunately, it oftdhappens where employees still working until lafiernoon or night.
They even sometimes have to go to the office akeme It may be the emergency cases, or maybenaosimappropriate
tasks handling. Whichever the reason is, most kfilial unlike it since they concern of the work-Ifalance very much.

On the other hand, it is also important to take extcount that although the average score foisplbets are good in general,
all aspects are still under the maximum level (urfsdelt means there is an opportunity for thetiertimprovement.
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4.3 Work Environment, Motivation and Performandatienship

Using the Structural Equation Model (SEM) is onetloé best approach to see the relationship betwsme than two
constructs because SEM can measure the causabmshkdp between latent variables (the variable t@aiot be directly
measured) that act all together at the same tim¢hi$ case, SEM is used not to design a theotetiodel, but to test and
confirm a model (Mattjik & Sumertajaya, 2011). Tal@ shows the latent variables and their indicators

Table 2. List of indicators for each latent varabl

Work Environment (X) has indicators: Motivation (Y,) has indicators:
(WLB) = Work-life Balance (PSN) = Physiological nee
(FLX) = Flexibility (SSN) = Safety or Securityedds
(FAC) = ICT facility (AAN) = Affiliation or Acceptace Needs
(CHA) = Work Challenges (ESN) = Esteem or Statusdse
(DEV) = Opportunity for Development (SA) = BAlctualization
(POL) = Policy Performance (Y,) has indicators:
(MGT) = Managerial support (QNT) = Quantity

(QLT) = Quality

(TIME) = Time

(COST) = Cost

With the help of Lisrel software version 8.72, thiéial model relationship between all variablesshswn in Figure 1.

-—10.41

Chi-Square=135.84, df=87, P-value={(.00064, RMSEA=0.048

Figure 1. Path diagram of initial SEM model (t-v&lu

The initial model in Figure 1 shows two paths frivork Environment to Performance that are the diedfetct

and the indirect effect which is going through Mation. However, this model is not suitable becahsee is a
path that is not meet the significance limit vaftigalue <1.96, marked in red). Therefore, the nhodgeds to be
re-specified. The new model is shown in Figure 2.
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The goodness of fit test results in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Goodness of Fit Measurement

Measures Cut Off Value Result Goodness of Fit

Absolute Measure
Root Mean Square Error of Close Fit : RMSEA < 0.05; Good Fit : 0.05 < 0.047 Close Fit
Approximation (RMSEA) RMSEA < 0.08; Marginal Fit : 0.08 < RMSEA

< 0.10; Poor Fit : RMSEA >0.10

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) Good Fit : GFI > 0.9@arginal Fit : 0.80 < 0.94 Good Fit
GFI < 0.90; Poor Fit : GFI < 0.80

Incremental Fit Measures

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index Good Fit : AGFI> 0.90; Marginal Fit: 0.80 < 0.90 Good Fit

(AGFI) AGFI < 0.90; Poor Fit : GFI < 0.80

Normed Fit Index (NFI) Good Fit : NFI > 0.90; Manmgl Fit : 0.80 < 0.93 Good Fit
NFI < 0.90; Poor Fit : NFI < 0.80

Tucker-Lewis Index or Non-Normed Good Fit : NNFI_> 0.90; Marginal Fit : 0.80 < 0.96 Good Fit

Fit Index (NNFI) NNFI < 0.90; Poor Fit : NNFI < 0.80

Comparative Fit Index (CFl) Good Fit : CFl > 0.9%targinal Fit : 0.80 < CFI 0.97 Good Fit
< 0.90; Poor Fit: CFI <0.80

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) Good Fit : IFI > 0.90arginal Fit : 0.80 < IFI 0.97 Good Fit
< 0.90; Poor Fit: IFI <0.80

Relative Fit Index (RFI) Good Fit : RFI > 0.90; Mnal Fit: 0.80 < RFI 0.91 Good Fit
< 0.90; Poor Fit: RFI < 0.80

Parsimonious fit measures The suggested value of the normalized chi- 136.92/88 Good Fit
square (the value of chi-square divided by the =155

value of the degree of freedom (df)) is between
10-3.0

Because the model has passed through the allitestn be good in describing the empirical datae Th
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relationships could be interpreted to show theeaess or strength of relationships in both the oreasent
model and the structural model.
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ssn 0
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Chi-Square=136.75, df=88, P-value=0.00068, RMSER=0.04&7

Figure 3. Path diagram of SEM model (standardizedaution)

Figure 3 above shows that the most influencer forkwenvironment is Policy (loading factor = 0.6daManagerial
Support (loading factor = 6.1). These two indicatare relevant to the government organization kizst a culture of
bureaucracy and highly regulated.

It also seems that ICTs facility was the factort feas influence (loading factor = 0.33). Althou@lTs facility has a higher
score in the descriptive analysis (see Table 4)ffect on the performance is lower. It is adittveird if we think that ICTs
play an important role in supporting organizationthis era, facing the increasingly complex striatetpallenges such as
online trading of pharmaceuticals we described abélow it can be? Some issues would be the answetst needs a
deeper and wider analysis, of course. Some assoimgte: it might be a sign of insufficient utiliat of ICT facilities, or it
is because of a lack of capability to use ICTs fagaaizational purposes, or because the ICT faditigkes Millennial
employees distracted and unfocused as it was foyridsa & Isaias (2016), or it might be as Rend2il(l) said that the
Millennial-friendly environment may not mean fulljigital, but also must be comfortable and creatiRendell (2011)
impressed that Millennial may work hard, but thend want to sit in bland rooms all day lonthéy need an attractive,
comfortable and stimulating atmosphere that credyiintegrates work and lifelt gives us an insight that without Work-life
Balance, employees still cannot perform althoughfabiity is adequately enough.

For the construct of Motivation, the most influentactor is Self-Actualization (loading factor =80, followed by Affiliation
or Acceptance Need (loading factor = 0.65). WHile less influencer factor is Safety or Security d¢e@oading factor =
0.45), followed by Esteem or Status Needs (loadmtor = 0.47). Meanwhile, for the construct of fBanance, the most
influencer factor is Quantity (loading factor = 8)5Comparing to the aspect of Quality (loading dact 0.35), Quantity has
bigger influence. The least influencer to the Panfince is Cost (loading factor = 0.19). This isiimelwith a common
assumption that government organizations less coneith the financial aspects since they are nafipbodies, where the
fund is given and nearly nothing to do with the &gpe performance, at least in the direct manner.

Table 4. Decomposition of the influence betweernaides

Coefficient values

Influence between variables 3 - Total t-value att = 0.05 R
Direct Indirect/Y;
X -->Y, 0.83 - 0.83 7.12 69%
X -->Y, - 0.81 0.81 7.20
Y, -->Y, 0.98 - 0.98 6.99 95%

Table 4 informs that Work Environment and Motivatiall together give a positive effect on Perfornr@anBased on the
value of gammayj and betaff), it is seen that Motivation (Y is influenced by Work Environment (X) of 0.83, ikh
Performance (Y) is directly influenced by the Motivation (¥ of 0.98 and indirectly influenced by the Work Ewwnment
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(X) of 0.81. Model estimates that 69% of the dateeiity in Motivation can be explained by Work Emmnment and that
95% of data diversity in Performance can be expliiby Motivation, while the rest is explained bjeit variables not yet
contained in the model. With another word we cantlat Motivation dominantly affects the performanc

5. Conclusion

The aspects that has the higher influence for tloekVEEnvironment based on Millennial’s perspective &Policy" and
"Management support". It is in line with the natofeggovernment organizations where the work envirent is very nuanced
by the bureaucratic and highly regulated systerthciigh the availability of ICTs becomes a top scamethe descriptive
analysis, it has less influence on the Work Envinent. This imply that even though the Millenniats &ery fond of work
that involves technology and cannot be separated it (Barclays, 2013; Dries & Pepermans, 2008) aveilability of ICT
facilities in Work Environment may not automatigafjuarantee the contribution to performance becatismother aspects
such as lack of Work-life Balance.

This study proves that the Work Environment hasandirect effect on Performance, but indirectly siteough Motivation.
So, Motivation is a mediating variable. For the mmgerial implication, therefore, if management watdsimprove
performance by enhancing the work environment, utstmpay attention to other aspects that influeriee émployee
motivation. Based on this empirical evidence themfiactor determining the Motivation is Self-Actuation (SA). The SA
is the top level of human need that means a onk'sdtential including creative activities.

This study has advantages because of touchingtlgimt management practices. But it has academitdliiions since there
are only three constructs involved. For more cofmgnsive research, it is recommended to add anotimestructs that are
also relevant such as Loyalty and Job Satisfacfibese last two factors are thought to affect perémce positively. For the
future research, it is also suggested to examiaadlationship between the availability of ICT fab, ICT literacy and

organizational capability facing digital challengesce ICT for developing countries can be an ardbr many aspects of
today’s business..
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