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Service Quality in Malaysian Public Service

Some Findings

A. G. A. llhaamie, Member, IAENG

Abstract— This study tries to identify the most important
dimension and to examine the level of service quality,
expectation and perception of the external customers towards
the Malaysian public services. Ten SERVQUAL instrument
was distributed to each 300 public organizations throughout
Malaysia. From 992 copies of usable questionnaire, the overall
service quality is quite good. It is found that tangible is the most

important dimension. It also has the lowest scores of perception.

On the other hand, service quality gap is neither the lowest nor
the highest. Finally, these external customers have the highest
expectation on the reliability of the Malaysian public service.

Index Terms— service quality, public service, SERVQUAL,
Malaysia.

[. INTRODUCTION

At the moment, there are quite a high number of
complaints filed by the public due to delays in taking actions
and providing services to them by the Malaysian public
organizations (Public Complaint Bureau (PBC), 1999-2006).
Headlines of some main newspapers also highlighted
complaints from the public regarding to their dissatisfactions
with the provided services (Berita Harian, 2003-2004).
Consequently, service quality is not as expected by the
customers and therefore, it is quite low. This matter is a
concern to the public since they are the taxpayers and
therefore; they expect good services are provided to them as
the return (Abdullah, 2006).

Thus, this study is carried out in order to identify the most
important service quality dimension as it seems that
responsiveness is the most important dimension. This is
because delays in taking actions and providing services to
customers are of responsiveness dimension. The study also
tries to determine the level of service quality as assessed by
the external customers and their expectation and perception
towards services provided by the Malaysian public
organizations.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Service Quality as a Dimension of Organizational
Performance

Service quality is an important dimension of
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organizational performance in the public sector as the main
output of public organizations is services. Moreover, profit is
not the ultimate goal of these public organizations as they
have to play different roles such as facilitator, pace setter and
socio-economical  developer  (Arawati, Baker &
Kandampully, 2007).

B. SERVQUAL

The most dominant instrument in measuring service
quality is SERVQUAL. It was proposed by Parasuraman,
Berry and Zeithmal in 1985 which comprised of 10
dimensions with 97 items and later reduced to 5 dimensions
with 22 items. The dimensions are tangibility, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance and empathy.

C. Service Quality in Malaysian Public Service

At the moment, there are limited studies published on
service quality in Malaysian public sector that applied
SERVQUAL scale such as Aliah and Tarmize (1998),
Sharifuddin (1998/1999; 1999a, 1999b), Sharifah Latifah,
Mokhtar and Arawati (2000) and Sharifah Latifah (2001).

Aliah and Tarmize (1998) adapted SERVQUAL (1985,
1988, 1990) to be comprising of 25 items. They named it as
KualKhi to measure service quality provided by an income
tax payment department in Malaysia. Using convenience
sampling technique, 300 copies of KualKhi questionnaire
were distributed to the customers. Result of the studies
showed the existence of significant gaps between the
expectations of the income tax payers and the services they
accepted such as reliability, responsiveness and empathy.
These three gaps are bigger than tangibility and assurance
dimensions. However, the overall service quality is high.
This shows that zone of tolerance exists as the income tax
payer are willing to compromise with quality.

On the other hand, Sharifudin (1998/1999; 1999a; 1999b)
used SERVQUAL (1994) instrument to measure service
quality at ten public transportation departments. By using
stratified sampling technique, 400 copies of SERVQUAL
questionnaire were distributed to the customers and also
service providers of six state departments in Selangor,
Penang, Perlis, Terengganu, Pahang, Melaka, two branches
at Taiping and Muar and two sub-departments in Kuala Kubu
Bharu and Tapah. He found that even though the public
transportation department understands the needs of the
customers but the perceptions of the customers are higher.
Therefore, this showed that the customers’ expectations were
not met.

Sharifah Latifah et al. (2000) used SERVQUAL
instrument (1988) with 10 Likert scales to determine
customer satisfaction as a result of TQM implementation in
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six ministries. From 330 copies of questionnaire distributed,
they managed to collect 290. The results indicate that
responsiveness is the second lowest dimension after empathy
which indicates need for improvement.

Sharifah Latifah (2001) studied the internal and external
customer satisfaction in six ministries. Out of 523
questionnaires distributed to the employees in the support
group and the grade three professional management group,
about 222 completed questionnaires were collected.
Questionnaires were also distributed to the middle managers
and head of divisions or units. For the customers, a total of
289 completed questionnaires were collected from 300
copies distributed. From the factor analysis, she extracted
three factors. Factor one is tangibility. Factor two is a
combination of reliability, responsiveness and assurance
dimensions. Finally, factor three is empathy. However, she
did not rename the second factor. The results also revealed
that even though the employees are highly satisfied with the
organization, they are not necessarily able to translate their
satisfaction to delivering quality service to the customers.
Furthermore, winning quality award does not guarantee that
external customers will be fully satisfied with their service

provision.
On the other hand, other studies like Noor Hazilah and
Phang, Firdaus (2005, 2006), Arawati, Baker and

Kandampully (2007) and Wan Zahari, Maziah and Newell
(2008) did not use SERVQUAL instrument in measuring
service quality in Malaysian public hospitals, higher
education institutions and public departments.

Noor Hazilah and Phang used an instrument which was
developed by the Institute of Health Management (IHM).
The questionnaires were distributed to in-patients and
out-patients using convenience sampling. About 646 useable
questionnaires were collected and the rate of response was
71.8 per cent for the out-patients whereas for the in-patients
570 responses were collected and the rate of response was
63.3 per cent. For both type of patients, they managed to
extract two dimensions of health care service quality which
they labeled as physical and clinical dimensions of service.
They also found that there is a positive relationship between
waiting time and out-patients satisfaction. Patients
expectations in public hospitals were low since they were
aware that they were paying a minimal fee in comparison
with private medical care.

On the other hand, Firdaus (2005, 2006) compared the
reliability and validity of three instruments which are
SERVPERF, HEdJPERF and combination of the two
instruments. HEAPERF contains 41 items whereby 13 items
were adapted from SERVPERF and 28 items were generated
from literature review and various qualitative research inputs.
About 381 useable questionnares were collected from two
public universities, one private universities and three private
colleges. He found out that HEAPERF is the best instrument
in measuring service quality provided by higher education
institutions due to its unidimensionality, realiability and
validity. However, he only managed to extract four factors
from six original dimensions.

Arawati et al (2007) used SERVPERF in determing the
relationship between service quality, service performance

and customer satisfaction in 86 Malaysian public
departments. From nine of ten service quality dimensions
proposed by Parasuraman et al. in 1985, they only managed
to extract three dimensions. They labeled the three
dimensions as responsiveness, access and credibility. They
also found out that all these three dimensions are related to
service performance and customer satisfaction.

However, Wan Zahari et al. (2008) developed a new
instrument which they named as FM-SERVQUAL in
measuring facility management services provided by a local
authority in Johor. The formula that they used was adapted
from Carman in 1990 where the perception and expectation
were combined into every item of the instrument. Initially,
the instrument consists of 90 items which comprise five
dimensions namely, human, technology and ICT, property
and process. Data were collected in two phases. Later, after
the second phase, the items in the instrument were reduced to
only 40. The findings of the study revealed that five elements
in technology and ICT and six elements of property were
identified to be below the service quality level. On the other
hand, 29 elements of other services were achieved with
minimum quality level.

Most of these previous studies used external customers as
the respondents as they are the best persons to assess the
service quality provided by a department or organization.
This is because the internal customers or the staff might not
able to foresee the results of their own service provision to
these external customers (Sharifuddin, 1998/1999; 1999a;
1999b).

III. METHODOLOGY

The SERVQUAL scale that was designed by Parasuraman,
Zeithmal and Berry (1991) was used in entirety (Orwig,
Pearson & Cochran, 1997; Parasuraman et al.; 1991) in this
study in order to measure the expectations and perceptions of
service quality of the Malaysian public service as perceived
by the external customers. The instrument comprises three
sections. Section one consists of 22 items on expectations
and perceptions. The questionnaire was prepared in a two
column format due to most respondents commented on the
lengthiness of the instrument (Ilhaamie, Zainal Ariffin,
Yuserrie & Zuhal, 2007). Wisniewski (2001) also agreed
that there was anecdotal evidence that some customers are
deterred from completing the questionnaire because of its
apparent length and complexity.

The scores for expectation and perception items were
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) on a
seven point Likert scale. Service quality is obtained by
subtracting expectation score from the perception score for
each item (Q=P-E). Therefore, if perception exceeds
expectation (P>E), service quality is very satisfactory. If
perception equals expectation (P=E), service quality is
satisfactory. However, if expectation exceeds perception
(E>P), service quality is poor.

Section two is on the overall service quality and the
importance of the five service quality dimensions where the
customers were required to indicate the importance by
allocating a total of 100 points to the five dimensions.

International Association of
Computer Science and Information Technology
WWW.IACSIT.ORG



International Journal of Trade, Economics and Finance, Vol. 1, No. 1, June, 2010
2010-023X

Weighted score is more effective than ranking method as
correction and improvement actions can be decided and made
based on the weighted scores by dividing them into two
categories which are the most important and the most
unimportant (Parasuraman, Berry & Zeithmal, 1990).
Finally, section three is on demographic details of the
respondents.

Convenience sampling technique was used for sample
selection as it was difficult to determine the external
customers of the public organizations as they do not regularly
use the services (Wisniewski, 2001a; 2001b). Thus, 3,000
copies of SERVQUAL instrument were distributed to 300
Malaysian public organizations whereby ten copies were
distributed to each public organization selected (Tsaur & Lin,
2004).

IV. FINDINGS

A. General Findings

From 1,115 returned questionnaires, however; only about
992 copies were usable. Thus, the response rate is 33.07 %.
Majority of them are Malay males (54.20%) in between 26 to
35 years old (32.10%) and are SPM (Malaysian Education
Certificate) holders and others (37.80%). Please refer to
Table 1.

Majority of them were federal department’s external
customers (29.90%) and were located in Kuala Lumpur
(22.50%). Most of them requested for administration services
(7.90%).

Despite of so many complaints, the overall service quality
is quite good (5.29). This shows that Malaysian public
service customers are tolerable towards the service quality
provided by the public sector organizations (Aliah & Tarmize,
1998). This finding confirms that SERVQUAL (1991) is
adequate to measure service quality in Malaysian public
organizations.

TABLE 3: EXPECTATION SCORES FOR DIMENSIONS

Dimensio Cronb Min M  Mea
ns ach ax n
Alpha
Expectatio 0.95 244 6.1 515
n 6
Tangible 0.83 2.00 56 4.69
0
Reliability 0.85 240 7.0 581
0
Responsiv 0.82 200 56 4.67
eness 0
Assurance 0.90 140 56 4381
0
Empathy 0.86 220 7.0 573
0

TABLE 1: BACKGROUND OF THE RESPONDENTS
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Total Percentage
Gender
Male 538 54.20
Female 436 44.00
Total Percentage
Age
Below 25 years 242 24.40
26 to 35 years 318 32.10
36 to 45 years 223 22.50
46 to 55 years 167 16.80
56 years and above 28 2.80
Total Percentage
Race
Malay 843 85.0
Chinese 86 8.70
Indian 33 3.30
Others 16 1.60
. Total Percentage
Education
Diploma 293 29.50
Degree 244 24.60
Masters Degree 48 4.80
PhD 5 0.50
Others 375 37.80

When the respondents who were asked to allocate 100
points across the five service quality dimensions, tangible
(21.10) emerged as the most important service quality
dimension followed by reliability (20.63), responsiveness
(20.51), assurance (20.05) and empathy (18.11) as shown in
Table 2. However, the difference is not quite significant as
the mean of the three dimensions which are reliability,
responsiveness and assurance are quite close to tangible

dimension.
TABLE 2: THE MOST IMPORTANT DIMENSION

Dimension Mean
Tangible 21.10
Reliability 20.63
Responsiveness 20.51
Assurance 20.05
Empathy 18.11

B. Expectation Scores

The level of expectation and perception among the
respondents with respect to the five dimensions of service
quality were examined and results are shown in Table 3 and 4.
The level of expectation is between 4.67 to 5.81 where it is
the lowest for responsiveness and the highest for reliability.

The minimum expectation scores are between 1.40 to 2.40
where the lowest is assurance dimension and the highest is
reliability dimension. The maximum expectation scores are
in between 5.60 to 7.00 where the lowest is for tangible,
responsiveness and assurance dimensions and the highest is
for the reliability and empathy.

When the items are examined, the level of expectation
scores are between 5.35 to 6.09. The minimum score for the
items is 2.75 and the maximum score is 7. The sixteenth
expectation or coded as E16 has the highest value of
expectation. This item is on employees being courteous with
customers and is from assurance dimension.
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TABLE 4: EXPECTATION SCORES FOR ITEMS TABLE 7: GAP SCORES FOR DIMENSIONS
Min Max Mean Dimensions Cronbach Min Max Mean
Expectation Items 2.75 7 5.35-6.09 Alpha
Service Quality 0.929 -1.01 0.38 -0.09
C. Perception Scores Tangible 0.810 -.88 0.40 -0.09
On the other hand, the level of perception is between 4.23 Reliability 0.875 -1.20 0.52 -0.11
to 5.30 where it is the lowest for tangible and responsiveness Responsiveness 0.869 -92 0.52 -0.09
and the highest for empathy. On the other hand, the Assurance 0.895 -.96 0.52 -0.08
minimum perception scores are between .80 to 1.40 where Empathy 0.870 -1L.12 0.56 -0.09

the lowest is the assurance and the highest is empathy.
Meanwhile, the maximum perception scores are in between
5.60 to 7 where the lowest scores are for tangible,
responsiveness and assurance dimensions and the highest
perception are of reliability and empathy dimensions.

TABLE 5: PERCEPTION SCORES FOR DIMENSIONS

Dimensions Cronbach Min Max Mean
Alpha

Perception 0.96 1.12 6.16 4.68
Tangible 0.81 1.20 5.60 4.23
Reliability 0.87 1.00 7.00 5.26
Responsiveness 0.86 1.00 5.60 423
Assurance 0.88 .80 5.60 4.40
Empathy 0.89 1.40 7.00 5.30

When the items are examined, the level of perception
scores are between 4.96 to 5.72. The ninth perception or
coded as P9 (4.96) has the lowest value of perception. This

item is on error free records which is from tangible dimension.

This shows that the Malaysian public service has not been
able to provide error free records and its customers are highly
expecting that the employees are courteous while dealing
with them. Furthermore, this shows that the expectations of
the respondents are higher than their perceptions and
therefore, their expectations are not met when the item and
construct levels were examined. However, the difference is
minimal.

TABLE 6: PERCEPTION SCORES FOR ITEMS
Min Max

2.83 6.89

Mean
4.96-5.72

Perception Items

The reliability scores for the expectation and perception
for all the five dimensions are all above 0.5 indicating that
SERVQUAL instrument is indeed satisfactory for use in
Malaysian public service (Low & Lee, 1997).

D. Gap Scores

Table 5 contains the gap scores values for the overall
service quality and its five dimensions. These gap scores are
obtained by subtracting each perception scores from the
expectation scores. The service quality gap scores range from
-.08 to -.11 where the smallest gap is assurance and the
biggest gap is the reliability dimension. Thus, service quality
gap is -0.09 which is neither the smallest nor the biggest.

The minimum scores are in between -.88 to -1.12. The
lowest minimum scores are the tangible dimension whereas
the highest minimum scores are the empathy dimension.

On the other hand, the maximum scores are in between .40
to .56. The lowest maximum scores are the tangible
dimension and the highest maximum scores are the empathy
dimension.
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When the items are examined, the level of gap scores are
between -.31 to -.67. The biggest gap is the gap of the fourth
item of tangible dimension (-.67) which is on visually
appealing materials associated with the service and the
smallest gap is the gap of the third item of empathy
dimension (-.31) which is on personal attention.

TABLE 8: GAP SCORES FOR ITEMS
Min Max

-6.00 6.00

Mean
-.31-(-.67)

Gap Score Items

V. CONCLUSION

Thus, it shows that tangible is very important to the
external customers of Malaysian public organizations. This
is due to the highest score gained for the mark allocated for
the dimension, the biggest gap for its item, the highest score
for its expectation item and the lowest score for its perception
item and dimension. However, the most unmet dimension is
reliability. This is due to it gained the biggest gap for the
dimension. Moreover, it obtained the highest score for the
expectation dimension. It is also the second most important
dimension. Responsiveness also gained the lowest score for
the perception dimension. Furthermore, it is the third most
important dimensions. Hence, Malaysian public service
should take some actions and measures in order to increase
the present level of service quality especially in these three
dimensions. This is important as increase in service quality
will increase the confidence of the public and investors
towards them.

APPENDIX
Figure 1: The SERVQUAL Instrument

DIRECTIONS: This survey deals with your opinions of
services. Please show the extent to which you
think firms offering services should possess the
features described by each statement. Do this by picking one
of the seven numbers next to each statement. If you strongly
agree that these firms should posses a feature, circle the
number 7. If you strongly disagree that these firms should
possess a feature, circle 1. If your feelings are not strong,
circle one of the numbers in the middle. There are no right or
wrong answers — all we are interested in is a number that best
shows your expectations about the firms offering
services.

El. They should have up-to-date equipment.
E2. Their physical facilities should be visually appealing.

(Y
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E3. Their employees should be well dressed and appear
neat.

E4. The appearance of the physical facilities of these
firms should be in keeping with the type of services
provided.

ES5. When these firms promise to do something by a
certain time, they should do so.

E6. When customers have problems, these firms should
be sympathetic and reassuring.

E7. These firms should be dependable

ES. They should provide their services at the time they
promise to do so.

EO. They should keep their records accurately.

E10.  They shouldn’t be expected to tell customers exactly
when services will be performed.

Ell1. It is not realistic for customers to expect prompt
service from employees of these firms.

E12.  Their employees don’t always have to be willing to
help customers.

E13.  Itis okay if they are too busy to respond to customer
requests promptly.

E14.  Customers should be able to trust employees of
these firms.

E15.  Customers should be able to feel safe in their
transactions with these firms’ employees.

E16.  Their employees should be polite.

E17.  Their employees should get adequate support from
these firms to do their jobs well.

E18.  These firms should not be expected to give
customers individual attention.

E19.  Employees of these firms cannot be expected to give
customers personal attention.

E20.  TItis unrealistic to expect employees to know that the
needs of their customers are.

E21. It is unrealistic to expect these firms to have their
customers’ best interests at heart.

E22.  They shouldn’t be expected to have operating hours

convenient to all their customers.

DIRECTIONS: The following set of statements relate to
your feelings about XYZ. For each statement, please show
the extent to which you believe XYZ has the feature
described by the statement. Once again, circling a 7 means
that you strongly agree that XYZ has that feature, and
circling a 1 means that you strongly disagree. You may circle
any of the numbers in the middle that show how strong your
feelings are. There are no right or wrong answers — all we are
interested in is a number that best shows your perceptions
about XYZ.

PI1.
P2.
P3.
P4.

XYZ has up-to-date equipment.

XYZ’s physical facilities are visually appealing.
XYZ’s employees are well dressed and appear neat
The appearance of the physical facilities of XYZ is in
keeping with the type of services provided.

When XYZ promises to do something by a certain time,
it does so.

When you have problems, XYZ is sympathetic and
reassuring.

XYZ is dependable

XYZ provides its services at the time it promises to do
s0.

Ps.

P6.

P7.
PS.
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P9. XYZ keeps its records accurately.

P10. XYZ does not tell customers exactly when services will
be performed.

P11.You do not receive prompt service from XYZ’s
employees

P12. Employees of XYZ are not always willing to help
customers.

P13. Employees of XYZ are too busy to respond to customer
requests promptly.

P14. You can trust employees of XYZ.

P15.You feel safe in your transactions with XYZ’s
employees.

P16. Employees of XYZ are polite.

P17. Employees get adequate support from XYZ to do their
jobs well.

P18. XYZ does not give you individual attention.

P19. Employees of XYZ do not give you personal attention.

P20. Employees of XYZ do not know what your needs are.

P21. XYZ does not have your best interests are heart.

P22. XYZ does not have operating hours convenient to all
their customers.

REFERENCES

A.B. Abdullah, Human Capital Development. KL: INTAN, 2006.

A, Arawati, S. Baker and J. Kandampully. “An exploratory study of
service quality in the Malaysian public service sector.” International
Journal of Quality and Reliability Management. 2007, 24 (2): 177-190.
A.G.A. Tlhaamie, A.A. Zainal, Z. Yuserrie and H. Zuhal. “Service
quality in Malaysian public service: a pilot study.” Proc. Of the Third
International Conference of the Asian Academy of Applied Business,
Hadyai. 2007, 064(1)

A.G.A. Tlhaamie. “Service quality in Malaysian public organizations”.
International Journal of Knowledge, Culture and Change. 2008, 8 (5):
129-138.

A. Firdaus. “HEdPERF verss SERVPERF. The quest for ideal
measuring instrument of service quality in higher education sector.”
Quality Assurance in Education. 2005. 13 (4): 305-328.

A. Firdaus. “Measuring service quality in higher education: HEdPERF
versus SERVPERF.” Marketing Intelligence & Planning. 2006. 24
(1): 31-47.

A. Parasuraman, L.L. Berry and V.A. Zeithmal. “Refinement and
reassessment of the SERVQUAL scale.” Journal f Retailing. 1991, 67
(4): 420-450.

A. Parasuraman, L.L. Berry and V.A. Zeithmal. “Guidelines for
conducting service quality research.” Marketing Research. 1990, 2 (4):
34-44.

Berita Harian, 2003-2004

H.M.S. Aliah and A.A.R. Tarmizi. “Jurang harapan-tanggapan
pengguna: suatu pengukuran kualiti perkhidmatan pembayaran cukai
pendapatan di Malaysia.” Jurnal Pengurusan. 1998, 17: 69-92.

M. Wisniewski (2001a). “Assessing customer satisfaction with local
authority using SERVQUAL.” Total Quality Management. 12 (7&8):
995-1002.

M. Wisniewski (2001b). “Using SERVQUAL to assess customer
satisfaction with public sector services.” Managing Service Quality.
11 (6): 380-388

A.M. Noor Hazilah and S.N. Phang. “Patient satisfaction as an
indicator of service quality in Malaysian public hospitals”. Proc. Of
10th QMOD, Sweden. 2007. 26: 11.

PCB. Annual Report. 1999-2006.

R.A. Orwig, J. Pearson and D. Cochran. “An empirical investigation
into the validity of SERVQUAL in the public sector.” Public
Administration Quarterly. 1997, 54-67.

SAK. Sharifah Latifah, A. Mokhtar and A. Arawati. “On service
improvement index: a case study of the public service sector.” Total
Quality Management. 11 (4-6): 837-843.

SAK. Sharifah Latifah. “Measuring the effectiveness of the
implementation of total quality management programmes in the
Malaysian public service sector.” Unpublished doctoral thesis. UKM:
Selangor.

(31

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

[12]

[13]

[t}

[16]

[17]



International Journal of Trade, Economics and Finance, Vol. 1, No. 1, June, 2010

2010-023X

[18] S-H. Tsaur and Y-C. Lin. “Promoting service quality in tourist hotels:
the role of HRM practices and service behavior.” Tourism
Management, 2004. 25: 471-481.

[19] Y.K. Low and K.C. Lee. “Quality measurement of the Malaysian rail
services using the SERVQUAL scale.” Malaysian Management
Review. 1997, 32 (1): 61-71.

[20] Z. Sharifuddin. “Public sector service quality: an empirical study in the
road transport department of Malaysia.” INTAN Management Journal.
1998/1999, 4 (1): 70-92.

[21] Z. Sharifuddin. “Public sector service quality: an empirical study in the

road transport department of Malaysia.” Malaysian Management

Review. 1999a.

Z. Sharifuddin. “Public sector service quality: an empirical study in the

road transport department of Malaysia.” Jurnal Produktiviti. 1999b. 17:

93-114.

[23] W.Y. Wan Zahari, I. Maziah and G. Newell. “FM-SERVQUAL: a new
approach of service quality measurement framework in local
authorities.” Journal of Corporate Real Estate. 10 (2): 130-144.

—
N
[\

—

Biography. Place and date of birth: Kelantan, Malaysia, 5 November 1967.
Educational background: 1) PhD. (HRM), Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM),
Malaysia, 2008. 2) MBA, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM),
Malaysia, 2000. 3) BBA, International Islamic University (IIU), Malaysia,
1990.

She is now a SENIOR LECTURER with Universiti Malaya, Department
of Syariah and Management, Academy of Islamic Studies, Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia. Current research interest: Service quality and human resource
practices.

Dr Azmi. IASCIT. Best paper award in HRM category: the third
International Business Management Conference, UNITEN, 2007.

45

(Y

IACSIT

International Association of
Computer Science and Information Technology
WWW.IACSIT.ORG




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BradleyHandITC
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /Castellar
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /CurlzMT
    /Dotum
    /DotumChe
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FangSong_GB2312
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /FZSTK--GBK1-0
    /FZYTK--GBK1-0
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /Gulim
    /GulimChe
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KaiTi_GB2312
    /Kartika
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /Latha
    /LatinWide
    /LiSu
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MicrosoftYaHei
    /MingLiU
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Gothic
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MS-PGothic
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MS-UIGothic
    /MVBoli
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NSimSun
    /OCRAExtended
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Pristina-Regular
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /SimHei
    /SimSun
    /SimSun-PUA
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /STCaiyun
    /Stencil
    /STFangsong
    /STHupo
    /STKaiti
    /STLiti
    /STSong
    /STXihei
    /STXingkai
    /STXinwei
    /STZhongsong
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /YouYuan
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


