
 

CONCLUSION 

The answer to the first research question about the inter-correlating items of SPoTMCS 

was obtained by the Pearson moment correlation. The result was 22 items out of 24 items had 

strong correlations of more than .3; hence, those 22 items were factorable to be computed into 

factor analysis.   

For item-reduction purpose, PCA together with two newest extraction methods; MAP and 

PA; summarized 12 dimensions of moral character that had been extracted into three emerging 

factor. To identify the latent variables, oblimin rotation analyses yielded three factor structures. 

The first factor was named Justice (13 items), consisting of nine dimensions of moral character 

(integrity, honesty, care, respectfulness, fair, responsibility, spiritual appreciation, 

cooperativeness, and trust). The second factor was named Mercy (4 items), consisting of two 

dimensions of moral character (compassion and respectfulness). The third factor was named 

Tenderness (4 items), consisting of three dimensions of moral character (loyalty, selflessness, 

and care). The correlation among three subscales are moderately positively correlated (< .8), 

indicating that the Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness subscales were relatively independent one to 

another. The final scale consisted of 20 items.  

The second research question about the internal consistency analysis of reliability was 

conducted both before and after the factor analysis computation. Before the factor analysis was 

computed, the Cronbach‟s Alpha was .908 when 24 items were complete. After the factor 

analysis had been undertaken, there were three internal reliability analysis based on three 

subscales: Justice (13 items, Cronbach‟s α = .899); Mercy (3 items, Cronbach‟s α = .730); and 

Tenderness (4 items, after deleting 1 item, Cronbach‟s α = .795). 



 

In terms of the new development of SPoTMCS, descriptive statistics explained the 

impact of negatively skewed distributions, kurtosis and outliers among the three subscales and all 

items of SPoTMCS. The results of the descriptive statistics for the three subscales indicated that, 

in general, the scores on the Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness subscales tended to be normally 

distributed. Meanwhile, the results of all items indicated that most of items showed a tendency to 

negative skewness. It means that most respondents‟ answers tended to be on the high end of the 

response scale that leads a distribution with an asymmetric tail extending toward more negative 

values. It also suggested that the negative skewness in this study expressed the possibility of 

social desirability. It can be understood because typically, Indonesian society possesses a 

feudalistic value, which is characterized by a high-power distance relationship between superior 

and inferior positions (Hofstede, 1983). Since students are in the inferior positions, while 

teachers are in the superior positions (Thomas, 1965), there was a tendency for students to 

believe that teacher‟s moral character should be of good characters. Therefore, it is possible that 

students might have responded to questions in terms of what they believe in cultural expectation, 

that teachers are trusted as role model to be respected, rather than students giving accurate 

responses to teachers‟ moral character in the real situation. 

Based on the demographic information, gender and school consistently showed the 

significant main effects to the students‟ perception on their teachers‟ moral character on the 

Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness subscales. It means that there is a possibility that either gender or 

teachers still play important roles in school environment to inspire students following their moral 

characters.  

 

 



 

LIMITATION 

The number of items are just two per dimension in the original of SPoTMCS. It is 

insufficient to cover each dimension. The risk is if two items were eliminated, we would not 

have the dimension that probably reflected an important indicator of a moral character. 

Fortunately, in SPoTMCS, there were not two items lost together in the same dimension. For the 

sake of argument, some instrument design experts recommend having 10 items per dimension to 

anticipate some items being lost in the factor analysis computation. However, we have to 

consider the stage of development of participants. Since the participants in this study are 

teenagers, we have to consider carefully not add too many items to avoid these participants being 

bored.  

For the language issue, there was no bilingual expert to verify the compatible meaning 

between English version and Indonesia language (bahasa Indonesia) in the SPoTMC scale. 

Therefore, in the next development of SPoTMC scale, we need a bilingual expert to verify the 

compatible meaning between both languages.  

There is no demographic information about the students‟ religion background to support 

an explanation of why there was negative skewness for the item that asks about whether or not 

teachers accept students who comes from different religions and ethnicities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

IMPLICATION 

This pilot study is the piece of research to develop assessment of teachers as role models 

based on a number of parameters of moral character in cultural education in Indonesia.   

Based on social learning theory as the umbrella of the role model concept in this pilot 

study, teachers play an important role as the significant role models who can inspire students‟ 

behavior. Hence, for the future implication, the development of SPoTMCS can be used as the 

basis for mapping of students‟ perceptions on what they need from teachers‟ characters. 

Therefore, based on the students‟ needs, schools in Indonesia can select teachers whose moral 

styles meet with good qualities parameters of moral character to inspire students following good 

behaviors. For example, if one of the purposes of school is to produce students who have 

discipline and obey the rules in the future, the school needs to have teachers‟ character that can 

give good behavior exemplars of discipline and follow the rules as well.  

This pilot study is the embryo of a research program to examine the characteristics of 

teachers‟ moral character that should be integrated as the basic policy on how moral education is 

implemented in Indonesia. In that light, teachers should be acknowledged as the significant 

others who have important component of moral education in expressing moral behavior from 

teachers to students (Bandura, 2002). Reviewing teachers as role models, Indonesian culture is 

different from most Western cultures which possess individualistic values where the judgment to 

teacher can be separated between their characters and their functions of teaching; whereas, most 

Indonesian society possesses a feudalistic value, which is characterized by a high-power distance 

relationship between superior and inferior positions. In this light, teachers are acknowledged to 

possess superior positions, playing important roles to shape and influence students‟ behaviors. 

Furthermore, since majority religions in Indonesian believe a number of spiritual values to 



 

respect and follow teacher like parents, regardless whether teachers do good or bad things. 

Therefore, it can be understood that if students are in the inferior position, they may have a hard 

time differentiating between teachers‟ characters and their functions of teaching separately. In 

the Indonesian cultural context, most teachers are evaluated as the whole personality without 

separating their role of teaching. If a teacher violates rules out of the classroom, it should have 

sparked disrespectful feelings from students to the teachers, even if the teacher has good skills in 

teaching. However, students have no option to protest but to keep respecting that teacher because 

of her or his role as the teacher.  

 Because of basis of life in Indonesia is mostly influenced by multiple religions and ethnic 

backgrounds, it is common in the Indonesian education system to find a number of schools 

related to religious purposes. For example, besides the public schools that allow heterogeneous 

backgrounds of students‟ religions and ethnicities, a number of private schools consist of 

Moslem boarding schools for male or female student only, Catholic boarding schools for female 

student only, Chinese schools only, and so on. This situation leads those students who are 

studying in those private schools to experience life in the restricted view and limits their 

exposure and experiences in diversity of religions and ethnicities. Therefore, it is important that 

the Indonesian education system has one platform of moral education that teaches universal 

humanity values across the boundaries of religions and ethnicities. In the future, this pilot study 

is hoped to be able to contribute to universal humanity values based on 12 dimensions of moral 

character that is included in SPoTMCS (integrity, honesty, care, respectfulness, fair, 

responsibility, spiritual appreciation, cooperativeness, trust, loyalty, compassion and 

selflessness) in the implementation of moral education in Indonesia.  
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Appendix A 

Table A1 

Reliability Item-Total Statistics of 24 Items 

 

  Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

1 Inconsistent in fighting for 

the moral belief in which 

he/she believes. 

118.12 409.20 .419 .907 

2 Chooses to stay safe by 

conforming to most 

people‟s attitude. 

118.45 428.14 .079 .914 

3 Dishonest 117.57 413.13 .417 .907 
4 Forbids the students to 

cheat on the exam 
118.25 422.14 .148 .914 

5 Not actively involved in 

every school activity 
118.47 412.38 .321 .909 

6 Does not give his/her time 

to assist the students. 
118.72 403.58 .476 .906 

7 Ignorant to help any 

student who needs 

assistance in his/her busy 

schedule. 

118.36 395.54 .650 .902 

8 Does not want to sacrifice 

his or her business for the 

students. 

118.89 398.65 .606 .903 

9 Intolerant of any students‟ 

mistake. 
118.71 401.01 .449 .907 

10 Impatient when dealing 

with naughty students. 
118.61 391.13 .636 .902 

11 Careless to any student. 118.25 396.61 .643 .902 
12 Never gives constructive 

advice for student‟s 

progress. 

117.79 397.90 .616 .903 

13 Rejects any student who 

has different opinions with 

his/hers. 
117.93 397.27 .645 .902 

14 Criticizes when students‟ 

behaviors may be less than 

worthy of respect. 

 

119.84 408.46 .370 .908 



 

15 Denies when she or he 

does wrong. 
118.26 390.50 .687 .901 

16 Treats some students in a 

different manner 
118.07 394.94 .674 .902 

17 Unprepared when teaching 

the class. 
117.97 392.75 .672 .902 

18 Leaves the classroom for 

personal business during 

his/her class. 
118.14 396.93 .528 .905 

19 Discriminates the student 

who comes from different 

religions. 
117.34 403.19 .513 .905 

20 Turns down any student 

who comes from minority 

ethnicities. 
117.33 405.46 .540 .905 

21 Reluctant to resolve the 

problem of some students 

who desperately need 

his/her favor. 

117.96 402.58 .602 .903 

22 Blocks the resources that 

any student needs. 
118.10 400.46 .574 .904 

23 His/her words and 

behaviors cannot be 

trusted. 
117.90 398.59 .650 .902 

24 Unable to keep his/her 

promise. 
118.12 392.93 .684 .901 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table A2 

Reliability Item-Total Statistics of 22 Items (After Deleting Items 2 and 4) 

  Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

1 Inconsistent in fighting for 

the moral belief in which 

he/she believes. 

108.10 388.18 .409 .919 

3 Dishonest 107.55 392.31 .400 .919 
5 Not actively involved in 

every school activity 
108.45 390.62 .322 .921 

6 Does not give his/her time 

to assist the students. 
108.70 382.15 .476 .918 

7 Ignorant to help any 

student who needs 

assistance in his/her busy 

schedule. 

108.34 374.44 .648 .915 

8 Does not want to sacrifice 

his or her business for the 

students. 

108.87 377.21 .609 .915 

9 Intolerant of any students‟ 

mistake. 
108.69 377.91 .474 .918 

10 Impatient when dealing 

with naughty students. 
108.59 369.23 .649 .914 

11 Careless to any student. 108.24 375.57 .639 .915 
12 Never gives constructive 

advice for student‟s 

progress. 

107.77 376.92 .610 .915 

13 Rejects any student who 

has different opinions with 

his/hers. 
107.91 376.24 .641 .915 

14 Criticizes when students‟ 

behaviors may be less than 

worthy of respect. 
109.82 385.68 .389 .920 

15 Denies when she or he 

does wrong. 
108.25 369.57 .684 .914 

16 Treats some students in a 

different manner 
108.05 373.70 .675 .914 

17 Unprepared when teaching 

the class. 
107.96 371.59 .673 .914 

18 Leaves the classroom for 

personal business during 

his/her class. 

 

108.12 375.80 .526 .917 



 

19 Discriminates the student 

who comes from different 

religions. 
107.32 380.90 .529 .917 

20 Turns down any student 

who comes from minority 

ethnicities. 
107.32 383.92 .542 .917 

21 Reluctant to resolve the 

problem of some students 

who desperately need 

his/her favor. 

107.95 381.21 .601 .916 

22 Blocks the resources that 

any student needs. 
108.09 378.68 .582 .916 

23 His/her words and 

behaviors cannot be 

trusted. 
107.88 377.04 .655 .915 

24 Unable to keep his/her 

promise. 
108.10 371.32 .693 .914 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix B 

Two Extraction Methods 

Table B1 

Velicer's Minimum Average Partial (MAP) Test 

 

Eigenvalues       Average Partial Correlations  squared  power4 

                                 

           .0000            .1146            .0209  8.5679  

         1.0000           .0151            .0007   1.7207 

         2.0000           .0148            .0007  1.5530 

         3.0000           .0146            .0006  1.1075 

         4.0000           .0177            .0010  1.0306 

         5.0000           .0205            .0015    .9748 

         6.0000           .0228            .0019    .9033 

         7.0000           .0266            .0021    .7992 

         8.0000           .0322          .0031    .7609 

         9.0000           .0382            .0050    .6901 

        10.0000          .0440           .0064    .6267 

        11.0000          .0509           .0089    .6223 

        12.0000          .0584            .0114    .5941 

        13.0000          .0689            .0151    .5547 

        14.0000          .0755           .0174    .5044 

        15.0000          .0843           .0203     .4528 

        16.0000          .0994           .0274    .4032 

        17.0000          .1205           .0394    .3861 

        18.0000          .1472            .0553    .3524 

        19.0000          .1824            .0809    .3388 

        20.0000          .2410            .1250    .3031 

        21.0000          .3419            .2129    .2767 

        22.0000          .4923            .3738    .2586 

        23.0000                 1.0000                    1.0000    .2181 

 

 

The smallest average squared partial correlation is .0146 

 

The smallest average 4th power partial correlation is .0006 

 

The Number of Components According to the Original (1976) MAP Test is 3 

 

The Number of Components According to the Revised (2000) MAP Test is 3 

 

 

 



 

Table B2 

Parallel Analysis Test 

 

     Root                 Raw Data          Means       Percentile  

     1.000000               8.567851       1.642809       1.742785 

     2.000000               1.720704       1.536716       1.619108 

     3.000000               1.553022       1.453540      1.515754 

     4.000000               1.107504       1.385965       1.444765 

     5.000000               1.030649       1.325532      1.374165 

     6.000000         .974790       1.268701       1.317643 

     7.000000         .903287       1.216640      1.262668 

     8.000000         .799197       1.167231       1.209414 

     9.000000         .760944       1.119910       1.159957 

    10.000000        .690138       1.075120       1.114055 

    11.000000        .626668       1.031693       1.069610 

    12.000000         .622300         .989744       1.025208 

    13.000000         .594071           .948358            .985616 

    14.000000         .554660           .908451           .945003 

    15.000000         .504444          .869010          .903936 

    16.000000        .452753           .830082          .864580 

    17.000000        .403171           .791464             .825969 

    18.000000         .386076           .753883           .788935 

    19.000000         .352376           .717257           .754826 

    20.000000         .338835           .677818            .714601 

    21.000000        .303106           .639481          .677058 

    22.000000         .276702           .597911           .638545 

    23.000000         .258625          .552662           .593847 

    24.000000         .218124          .500023          .545983 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix C 

Principle Component Analysis (PCA) Results 

 

Table C1. 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadings 
Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
Total 

1 8.232 39.20 39.20 8.23 39.20 39.20 7.32 
2 1.589 7.56 46.76 1.58 7.56 46.76 2.79 
3 1.511 7.19 53.96 1.51 7.19 53.96 4.45 
4 1.010 4.81 58.77     

5   .881 4.19 62.96     

6   .838 3.98 66.95     

7   .743 3.53 70.49     

8   .663 3.15 73.65     

9   .652 3.10 76.75     

10   .619 2.94 79.70     

11   .599 2.85 82.55     

12   .571 2.72 85.27     

13   .457 2.17 87.45     

14   .417 1.98 89.44     

15   .405 1.92 91.36     

16   .372 1.77 93.14     

17   .352 1.67 94.81     

18   .316 1.50 96.31     

19   .284 1.35 97.66     

20   .266 1.26 98.93     

21   .223 1.06 100.00     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table C2. 

The Factor Analysis Communalities Values 

 

Items Initial Extraction 

1.    Inconsistent in fighting for the moral belief in which 

he/she believes. 
1.00 .569 

3.    Dishonest 1.00 .405 

5.    Not actively involved in every school activity 1.00 .462 

6.    Does not give his/her time to assist the students. 1.00 .614 

7.    Ignorant to help any student who needs assistance in 

his/her busy schedule. 
1.00 .675 

8.    Does not want to sacrifice his or her business for the 

students. 
1.00 .537 

9.    Intolerant of any students‟ mistake. 1.00 .541 

10.  Impatient when dealing with naughty students. 1.00 .628 

11.  Careless to any student. 1.00 .516 

12.  Never gives constructive advice for student‟s 

progress. 
1.00 .445 

13.  Rejects any student who has different opinions with 

his/hers. 
1.00 .521 

14.  Criticizes when students‟ behaviors may be less than 

worthy of respect. 
1.00 .543 

15.  Denies when she or he does wrong. 1.00 .553 

16.  Treats some students in a different manner 1.00 .572 

17.  Unprepared when teaching the class. 1.00 .528 

19.  Discriminates the student who comes from different 

religions. 
1.00 .579 

20.  Turns down any student who comes from minority 

ethnicities. 
1.00 .575 

21.  Reluctant to resolve the problem of some students 

who desperately need his/her favor. 
1.00 .428 

22.  Blocks the resources that any student needs. 1.00 .437 

23.  His/her words and behaviors cannot be trusted. 1.00 .605 

24.  Unable to keep his/her promise. 1.00 .599 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix D 

Oblimin Rotation Results 

Table D1. 

Pattern Matrix 

Items Component 

1 2 3 

1.  Inconsistent in fighting for the moral belief in which  

 he/she believes. 
.609 -.495 .175 

3.    Dishonest .614 -.334 .027 

5.    Not actively involved in every school activity -.043 -.154 .696 

6.    Does not give his/her time to assist the students. -.098 .220 .765 

7.    Ignorant to help any student who needs assistance in his/her  

       busy schedule. 
.168 .177 .690 

8.    Does not want to sacrifice his or her business for the students. .317 .021 .539 

9.    Intolerant of any students‟ mistake. .175 .635 .127 

10.  Impatient when dealing with naughty students. .413 .524 .133 

11.  Careless to any student. .335 .213 .429 

12.  Never gives constructive advice for student‟s progress. .448 .109 .301 

13.  Rejects any student who has different opinions with his/hers. .550 .284 .102 

14.  Criticizes when students‟ behaviors may be less than worthy of   

       respect. 
.025 .688 .169 

15.  Denies when she or he does wrong. .674 .001 .141 

16.  Treats some students in a different manner .710 .044 .076 

17.  Unprepared when teaching the class. .563 .008 .281 

19.  Discriminates the student who comes from different religions. .628 .397 -.239 

20.  Turns down any student who comes from minority ethnicities. .784 .139 -.268 

21.  Reluctant to resolve the problem of some students who  

       desperately need his/her favor. 
.425 .125 .303 

22.  Blocks the resources that any student needs. .596 -.005 .134 

23.  His/her words and behaviors cannot be trusted. .787 -.030 -.007 

24.  Unable to keep his/her promise. .712 .143 .038 

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table D2. 

Structure Matrix 

Items Component 

1 2 3 

1.   Inconsistent in fighting for the moral belief in which he/she 

      believes. 
.563 -.330 .361 

3.   Dishonest .547 -.186 .236 

5.   Not actively involved in every school activity .206 -.076 .659 

6.   Does not give his/her time to assist the students. .267 .294 .753 

7.   Ignorant to help any student who needs assistance in  

      his/her busy schedule. 
.492 .304 .781 

8.   Does not want to sacrifice his or her business for the students. .542 .164 .671 

9.   Intolerant of any students‟ mistake. .376 .692 .280 

10. Impatient when dealing with naughty students. .591 .638 .369 

11. Careless to any student. .561 .346 .593 

12. Never gives constructive advice for student‟s progress. .597 .253 .498 

13. Rejects any student who has different opinions with his/hers. .659 .426 .364 

14. Criticizes when students‟ behaviors may be less than worthy  

      of respect. 
.256 .715 .267 

15. Denies when she or he does wrong. .732 .177 .418 

16. Treats some students in a different manner .752 .221 .372 

17. Unprepared when teaching the class. .680 .177 .513 

19. Discriminates the student who comes from different religions. .623 .515 .069 

20. Turns down any student who comes from minority ethnicities. .707 .289 .071 

21. Reluctant to resolve the problem of some students who 

      desperately need his/her favor. 
.578 .263 .493 

22. Blocks the resources that any student needs. .650 .152 .377 

23. His/her words and behaviors cannot be trusted. .777 .154 .311 

24. Unable to keep his/her promise.   .761   .315   .347 

Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix E 

Table E1.  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (Justice Subscale) 

Items 1. Inconsistent 

in fighting for 

the moral 

belief in which 

he/she 

believes. 

3. Dishonest 12. Never gives 

constructive 

advice for 

student‟s 

progress. 

13. Rejects any 

student who has 

different opinions 

with his/hers. 

1.   Inconsistent in 

fighting for the 

moral belief in 

which he/she 

believes. 

1.000 .364 .366 .247 

3.   Dishonest .364 1.000 .252 .285 

12. Never gives 

constructive advice 

for student‟s 

progress. 

.366 .252 1.000 .544 

13. Rejects any student 

who has different 

opinions with 

his/hers. 

.247 .285 .544 1.000 

15. Denies when she or 

he does wrong. 
.377 .412 .483 .484 

16. Treats some 

students in a 

different manner 

.340 .340 .373 .463 

17. Unprepared when 

teaching the class. 
.365 .281 .494 .501 

19. Discriminates the 

student who comes 

from different 

religions. 

.147 .104 .325 .437 

20. Turns down any 

student who comes 

from minority 

ethnicities. 

.223 .326 .319 .419 

21. Reluctant to resolve 

the problem of 

some students who 

desperately need 

his/her favor. 

.243 .211 .391 .391 



 

 

22. Blocks the resources 

that any student 

needs. 

.327 .248 .414 .404 

23. His/her words and 

behaviors cannot be 

trusted. 

.437 .349 .400 .394 

24. Unable to keep 

his/her promise. 
.342 .360 .378 .482 



 

 
 

 15. Denies 

when she or 

he does 

wrong. 

16. Treats 

some students 

in a different 

manner 

17. Unprepared 

when teaching 

the class. 

19. Discriminates 

the student who 

comes from 

different 

religions. 

1.  Inconsistent in  

 fighting for the moral 

 belief in  which he/she  

 believes. 

.377 .340 .365 .147 

3.    Dishonest .412 .340 .281 .104 

12.  Never gives 

constructive advice 

for student‟s progress. 

.483 .373 .494 .325 

13.   Rejects any student 

who has different 

opinions with 

his/hers. 

.484 .463 .501 .437 

15.  Denies when she or he 

does wrong. 
1.000 .601 .537 .338 

16.  Treats some students 

in a different manner 
.601 1.000 .528 .368 

17.  Unprepared when 

teaching the class. 
.537 .528         1.000 .357 

19.  Discriminates the 

student who comes 

from different 

religions. 

.338 .368 .357 1.000 

20.  Turns down any 

student who comes 

from minority 

ethnicities. 

.427 .468 .339 .611 

21.   Reluctant to resolve 

the problem of some 

students who 

desperately need 

his/her favor. 

.454 .472 .487 .319 



 

22.   Blocks the resources 

that any student 

needs. 

.398 .457 .457 .411 

23.   His/her words and 

behaviors cannot be 

trusted. 

.487 .542 .503 .462 

24.  Unable to keep his/her 

promise. 
.487 .574 .476 .525 

 



 

 
 

 

 

20. Turns 

down any 

student 

who 

comes 

from 

minority 

ethnicities. 

21. Reluctant 

to resolve the 

problem of 

some students 

who 

desperately 

need his/her 

favor. 

22. Blocks 

the 

resources 

that any 

student 

needs. 

23. 

His/her 

words and 

behaviors 

cannot be 

trusted. 

24. Unable 

to keep 

his/her 

promise. 

1.   Inconsistent in fighting 

for the moral belief in 

which he/she believes. 

.223 .243 .327 .437 .342 

3.   Dishonest .326 .211 .248 .349 .360 

12. Never gives 

constructive advice for 

student‟s progress. 

.319 .391 .414 .400 .378 

13. Rejects any student 

who has different 

opinions with his/hers. 

.419 .391 .404 .394 .482 

15. Denies when she or he 

does wrong. 
.427 .454 .398 .487 .487 

16. Treats some students in 

a different manner 
.468 .472 .457 .542 .574 

17. Unprepared when 

teaching the class. 
.339 .487 .457 .503 .476 

19. Discriminates the 

student who comes 

from different 

religions. 

.611 .319 .411 .462 .525 

20. Turns down any 

student who comes 

from minority 

ethnicities. 

1.00 .371 .356 .504 .461 

21. Reluctant to resolve the 

problem of some 

students who 

desperately need 

his/her favor. 

.371 1.000 .448 .449 .380 

22. Blocks the resources 

that any student needs. 
.356 .448 1.000 .485 .479 



 

23. His/her words and 

behaviors cannot be 

trusted. 

.504 .449 .485 1.000 .611 

24. Unable to keep his/her 

promise. 
.461 .380 .479 .611 1.000 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
Table E2.  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (Mercy Subscale) 

 

 9. Intolerant 

of any 

students‟ 

mistake. 

10. Impatient 

when dealing 

with naughty 

students. 

14. Criticizes when 

students‟ behaviors 

may be less than 

worthy of respect. 

9.   Intolerant of any 

      students‟ mistake. 
1.000 .506 .442 

10. Impatient when 

dealing with 

naughty students. 

.506 1.000 .477 

14. Criticizes when 

students‟ behaviors 

may be less than 

worthy of respect. 

.442 .477 1.000 

 



 

 

 

Table E2.  

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix (Tenderness Subscale) 

 

 6. Does not 

give his/her 

time to assist 

the students. 

7. Ignorant to help 

any student who 

needs assistance in 

his/her busy 

schedule. 

8. Does not 

want to 

sacrifice his or 

her business for 

the students. 

11. Careless 

to any 

student. 

6.   Does not give his/her 

      time to assist the  

      students. 

1.000 .583 .403 .417 

7.   Ignorant to help any 

      student who needs  

      assistance in his/her   

      busy schedule. 

.583 1.000 .613 .518 

8.   Does not want to   

      sacrifice his or her  

      business for the  

      students. 

.403 .613 1.000 .423 

11. Careless to any  

      student. 
.417 .518 .423 1.000 



 

Appendix F 

Table F1. 

The Descriptive Statistics of Each Item 

 Items M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

1 5.24 1.468   -.729   .069 

2 4.91 1.646   -.623  -.315 

3 5.79 1.267   -.939   .308 

4 5.11 1.786   -.630  -.743 

5 4.89 1.627   -.452  -.479 

6 4.64 1.577   -.463  -.339 

7 5.00 1.489   -.494  -.217 

8 4.47 1.464   -.164   .021 

9 4.64 1.784   -.538  -.614 

10 4.75 1.681   -.587  -.362 

11 5.10 1.464   -.567  -.209 

12 5.57 1.472 -1.208 1.188 

13 5.43 1.435   -.895   .654 

14 3.51 1.670    .252  -.750 

15 5.09 1.592   -.642  -.219 

16 5.29 1.461   -.779   .107 

17 5.38 1.542   -.964   .370 

18 5.21 1.726   -.793  -.196 

19 6.01 1.494 -1.645 2.169 

20 6.02 1.332 -1.202   .564 

21 5.39 1.321   -.841   .809 

22 5.25 1.464   -.764   .259 

23 5.46 1.377   -.781   .128 

24 5.23 1.512   -.741   .212 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix G 

 

Table G1. 

 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs for Schools and the Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness 

Subscales  

 

Subscales Schools           N M SD F Sig 

Justice 1 49 5.6028   .81821 17.522 .000* 

 2 36 4.5684   .98583   

 3 24 5.1058   1.08260   

 4 49 5.4631   .84287   

 5 19 5.3765   .81846   

 6 51 6.2006   .53958   

 Total 228 5.4720   .97213   

Mercy 1 49 4.1905   .94035 21.485 .000* 

 2 36 2.8241 1.13665   

 3 24 4.2361 1.61059   

 4 49 4.3673 1.13089   

 5 19 4.3509 1.31691   

 6 51 5.3987 1.01329   

 Total 228 4.3012 1.37986   

Tenderness 1 49 4.9439   .94272 10.781 .000* 

 2 36 4.0833 1.08891   

 3 24 4.3021 1.24887   

 4 49 4.5255 1.19269   

 5 19 5.0132 1.15010   

 6 51 5.5882   .91627   

 Total 228 4.8004 1.17948   
Note. *p < .001. N = 228 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table G2. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Schools and the Justice Subscale  

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 2 1.03445
*
 .18272 .000** 

 3 .49706 .20739 .162 

 4 .13972 .16817 .962 

 5 .22631 .22496 .916 

 6 -.59778
*
 .16651 .005* 

2 1        -1.03445
*
 .18272 .000** 

 3          -.53739 .21936 .144 

 4  -.89473
*
 .18272 .000** 

 5  -.80814
*
 .23604 .009* 

 6        -1.63223
*
 .18120 .000** 

3 1          -.49706 .20739 .162 

 2  .53739 .21936 .144 

 4 -.35734 .20739 .518 

 5 -.27075 .25561 .897 

 6         -1.09483
*
 .20605 .000** 

4 1 -.13972 .16817 .962 

 2   .89473
*
 .18272 .000** 

 3 .35734 .20739 .518 

 5 .08659 .22496 .999 

 6  -.73749
*
 .16651 .000** 

5 1          -.22631 .22496 .916 

 2   .80814
*
 .23604 .009* 

 3 .27075 .25561 .897 

 4          -.08659 .22496 .999 

 6 -.82409
*
 .22373 .004* 

6 1   .59778
*
 .16651 .005* 

 2 1.63223
*
 .18120 .000** 

 3 1.09483
*
 .20605 .000** 

 4   .73749
*
 .16651 .000** 

 5   .82409
*
 .22373   .004* 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. N = 228. 

 

 



 

 

 

Table G3. 

 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Schools and the Mercy Subscale 

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 2   1.36640
*
 .25144   .000** 

 3  -.04563 .28538    1.000 

 4  -.17687 .23141      .973 

 5          -.16040 .30956  .995 

 6 -1.20822
*
 .22913      .000** 

2 1 -1.36640
*
 .25144   .000** 

 3 -1.41204
*
 .30185   .000** 

 4 -1.54327
*
 .25144   .000** 

 5 -1.52680
*
 .32481   .000** 

 6 -2.57462
*
 .24934   .000** 

3 1   .04563 .28538    1.000 

 2  1.41204
*
 .30185     .000** 

 4 -.13124 .28538  .997 

 5 -.11477 .35174    1.000 

 6 -1.16258
*
 .28354    .001* 

4 1   .17687 .23141  .973 

 2  1.54327
*
 .25144       .000** 

 3   .13124 .28538  .997 

 5   .01647 .30956    1.000 

 6 -1.03135
*
 .22913   .000** 

5 1   .16040 .30956 .995 

 2  1.52680
*
 .32481     .000** 

 3  .11477 .35174    1.000 

 4 -.01647 .30956    1.000 

 6 -1.04782
*
 .30786   .010* 

6 1  1.20822
*
 .22913     .000** 

 2  2.57462
*
 .24934     .000** 

 3  1.16258
*
 .28354      .001* 

 4  1.03135
*
 .22913     .000** 

 5  1.04782
*
 .30786      .010* 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. N = 228. 

 

 



 

 

Table G4. 

 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Schools and the Tenderness Subscale 

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 2  .86054
*
 .23485      .004* 

 3 .64179 .26655    .158 

 4 .41837 .21614    .383 

 5         -.06928 .28914  1.000 

 6 -.64436
*
 .21401      .034* 

2 1 -.86054
*
 .23485      .004* 

 3         -.21875 .28193    .971 

 4         -.44218 .23485    .415 

 5 -.92982
*
 .30337    .029 

 6       -1.50490
*
 .23289    .000** 

3 1         -.64179 .26655    .158 

 2 .21875 .28193    .971 

 4         -.22343 .26655    .960 

 5         -.71107  .32853    .259 

 6       -1.28615
*
 .26483      .000** 

4 1         -.41837 .21614    .383 

 2          .44218 .23485    .415 

 3          .22343 .26655    .960 

 5         -.48765 .28914    .542 

 6       -1.06273
*
 .21401 .000** 

5 1 .06928 .28914  1.000 

 2   .92982
*
 .30337      .029* 

  3 .71107 .32853    .259 

 4 .48765 .28914    .542 

 6         -.57508 .28755    .346 

6 1   .64436
*
 .21401      .034* 

 2 1.50490
*
 .23289 .000** 

 3 1.28615
*
 .26483 .000** 

 4 1.06273
*
 .21401 .000** 

 5 .57508 .28755     .346 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. N = 228. 

 

 



 

Appendix H 

 

Table H1. 

 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs for Males Among the Six Schools and the Justice, Mercy, and 

Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Schools  N M SD F Sig 

Justice 1 28 5.4258 .77702 12.146 .000* 

 2 36 4.5684 .98583   

 3 10 4.9462  1.20434   

 4 20 5.5769 .99061   

 5 10 5.2385  1.01108   

 6 35 6.1275 .53488   

 Total 139 5.3542  1.03222   

Mercy 1 28 4.0952 .90202 16.422 .000* 

 2 36 2.8241  1.13665   

 3 10 3.8000  1.66444   

 4 20 4.2833  1.34327   

 5 10 4.7667  1.53196   

 6 35 5.2381 .94824   

 Total 139 4.1079  1.44475   

Tenderness 1 28 4.6786 .95466 6.523 .000* 

 2 36 4.0833  1.08891   

 3 10 3.9750 .99617   

 4 20 4.6875  1.31258   

 5 10 4.8500  1.01516   

 6 35 5.3357 .71984   

 Total 139 4.6529  1.10233   
Note. *p < .001. N = 139 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table H2. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Males Among the Six Schools and the Justice Subscale  

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 2  .85745
*
 .21952 .002* 

 3           .47967 .32094     .668 

 4          -.15110 .25506     .991 

 5           .18736 .32094     .992 

 6          -.70165
*
 .22089  .022* 

2 1 -.85745
*
 .21952     .002 

 3          -.37778 .31142     .830 

 4        -1.00855
*
 .24296 .001* 

 5          -.67009 .31142     .268 

 6 -.55910
*
 .20680   .000** 

3 1          -.47967 .32094     .668 

 2 .37778 .31142     .830 

 4          -.63077 .33741     .426 

 5          -.29231 .38961     .975 

 6        -1.18132
*
 .31238  .003* 

4 1 .15110 .25506     .991 

 2 1.00855
*
 .24296  .001* 

 3 .63077 .33741     .426 

 5 .33846 .33741 .916 

 6          -.55055 .24420 .220 

5 1          -.18736 .32094 .992 

 2 .67009 .31142 .268 

 3 .29231 .38961 .975 

 4          -.33846 .33741 .916 

 6          -.88901 .31238 .056 

6 1   .70165
*
 .22089   .022* 

 2 1.55910
*
 .20680     .000** 

 3 1.18132
*
 .31238   .003* 

 4  .55055 .24420      .220 

 5  .88901 .31238      .056 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. N = 139. 

 



 

Table H3. 

 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Males Among the Six Schools for the Mercy 

Subscale 

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 2 1.27116
*
 .29158 .000 

 3  .29524 .42630 .983 

 4         -.18810 .33879 .994 

 5 -.67143 .42630 .616 

 6        -1.14286
*
 .29340 .002 

2 1 -1.27116
*
 .29158 .000 

 3 -.97593 .41365 .178 

 4 -1.45926
*
 .32272 .000 

 5 -1.94259
*
 .41365 .000 

 6 -2.41402
*
 .27469 .000 

3 1 -.29524 .42630 .983 

 2  .97593 .41365 .178 

 4 -.48333 .44818 .889 

 5 -.96667 .51751 .426 

 6 -1.43810
*
 .41493 .009 

4 1  .18810 .33879 .994 

 2 1.45926
*
 .32272 .000 

 3  .48333 .44818 .889 

 5 -.48333 .44818 .889 

 6  -.95476
*
 .32437 .043 

5 1  .67143 .42630 .616 

 2 1.94259
*
 .41365 .000 

 3 .96667 .51751 .426 

 4 .48333 .44818 .889 

 6         -.47143 .41493 .865 

6 1 1.14286
*
 .29340 .002 

 2 2.41402
*
 .27469 .000 

 3 1.43810
*
 .41493 .009 

 4   .95476
*
 .32437 .043 

 5  .47143 .41493 .865 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .001. N = 139. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table H4. 

 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Males Among the Six Schools and the Tenderness 

Subscale 

 

 School 

(I) 

School 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error         Sig. 

 

Tuckey

HSD  

1 2   .59524 .25355 .183 

 3   .70357 .37069 .408 

  4          -.00893 .29460 1.000 

          5          -.17143 .37069 .997 

 6          -.65714 .25513 .111 

2 1 -.59524 .25355 .183 

 3   .10833 .35969 1.000 

 4  -.60417 .28063 .267 

 5  -.76667 .35969 .278 

 6        -1.25238
*
 .23886 .000 

3 1 -.70357 .37069 .408 

 2 -.10833 .35969 1.000 

 4 -.71250 .38972 .451 

 5 -.87500 .45001 .380 

 6 -1.36071
*
 .36081 .003 

4 1   .00893 .29460 1.000 

 2   .60417 .28063 .267 

 3   .71250 .38972 .451 

 5  -.16250 .38972 .998 

 6  -.64821 .28206 .202 

5 1   .17143 .37069 .997 

 2   .76667 .35969 .278 

 3   .87500 .45001 .380 

 4   .16250 .38972 .998 

 6  -.48571 .36081 .759 

6 1   .65714 .25513 .111 

 2  1.25238
*
 .23886 .000 

 3  1.36071
*
 .36081 .003 

 4  .64821 .28206 .202 

 5  .48571 .36081 .759 
Note. *p < .05. N = 139. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix I 

 

Table I1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs for Females Among the Five Schools and the Justice, Mercy, 

and Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Schools N M SD F Sig 

Justice 1 21 5.8388   .83024 5.828 .000* 

 3 14 5.2198 1.01776   

 4 29 5.3846   .73236   

 5 9 5.5299   .55396   

 6 16 6.3606   .53125   

 Total 89 5.6560   .84306   

 1 21 4.3175   .99709 5.797 .000* 

Mercy 3 14 4.5476 1.55584   

 4 29 4.4253   .97954   

 5 9 3.8889   .89753   

 6 16 5.7500 1.09206   

 Total 89 4.6030 1.21945   

 1 21 5.2976   .82013 7.222 .000* 

 3 14 4.5357 1.38972   

Tenderness 4 29 4.4138 1.11258   

 5 9 5.1944 1.32156   

 6 16 6.1406 1.07226   

 Total 89 5.0309 1.26290   
Note. *p < .001. N = 89 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Table I2. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Females Among the Five Schools and the Justice 

Subscale 

  

 School 

    (I) 

    School 

       (J) 

Mean Difference 

            (I-J) 

Std. Error      Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 3 .61905 .26341 .140 

 4 .45421 .21875 .240 

 5 .30891 .30416 .848 

 6          -.52175 .25334 .247 

3 1          -.61905 .26341 .140 

 4 -.16484 .24845 .964 

 5          -.31013 .32617 .876 

 6        -1.14080
*
 .27939   .001* 

4 1          -.45421 .21875 .240 

 3 .16484 .24845 .964 

 5          -.14530 .29130 .987 

 6 -.97596
*
 .23775   .001* 

5 1          -.30891 .30416 .848 

 3 .31013 .32617 .876 

 4           .14530 .29130 .987 

 6          -.83066 .31810 .077 

6 1  .52175 .25334 .247 

 3  1.14080
*
 .27939   .001* 

 4    .97596
*
 .23775   .001* 

  5    .83066 .31810 .077 
Note. *p < .05. N = 89. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table I3. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Females Among the Five Schools and the Mercy Subscale 

  

 School 

    (I) 

   School 

      (J) 

Mean Difference 

            (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 3 -.23016 .38123 .974 

 4 -.10783 .31660 .997 

 5  .42857 .44021 .866 

 6        -1.43254
*
 .36666   .002* 

3 1  .23016 .38123 .974 

 4  .12233 .35959 .997 

 5  .65873 .47207 .632 

 6        -1.20238
*
 .40436   .031* 

4 1  .10783 .31660 .997 

 3 -.12233 .35959 .997 

 5  .53640 .42160 .709 

 6        -1.32471
*
 .34409   .002* 

5 1          -.42857 .44021 .866 

 3 -.65873 .47207 .632 

 4 -.53640 .42160 .709 

 6        -1.86111
*
 .46038   .001* 

6 1 1.43254
*
 .36666   .002* 

 3 1.20238
*
 .40436   .031* 

 4 1.32471
*
 .34409   .002* 

  5  1.86111
*
 .46038   .001* 

Note. *p <.05. N = 89. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table I4. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses for Females Among the Five Schools and the Tenderness 

Subscale 

  

 School 

   (I) 

  School 

      (J) 

Mean Difference 

            (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 3  .76190 .38472 .284 

 4  .88383 .31950 .053 

 5  .10317 .44424 .999 

 6          -.84301 .37002 .162 

3 1 -.76190 .38472 .284 

 4  .12192 .36288 .997 

 5 -.65873 .47639 .640 

 6 -1.60491
*
 .40806   .002* 

4 1 -.88383 .31950 .053 

 3 -.12192 .36288 .997 

 5 -.78065 .42546 .361 

 6 -1.72683
*
 .34724     .000** 

5 1 -.10317 .44424 .999 

 3  .65873 .47639 .640 

 4  .78065 .42546 .361 

 6 -.94618 .46460 .258 

6 1  .84301 .37002 .162 

 3 1.60491
*
 .40806   .002* 

 4 1.72683
*
 .34724     .000** 

  5  .94618 .46460      .258 
Note. *p <.05. **p <.001. N = 89. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix J 

 

Table J1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs for Gender and the Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness 

Subscales  

 

Subscales                    Gender N M SD F Sig 

Justice 

Male 139 5.3542 1.03222 5.330 .022* 

Female 89 5.6560   .84306   

Total 228 5.4720   .97213   

Mercy 

Male 139 4.1079 1.44475 7.175 .008* 

Female 89 4.6030 1.21945   

Total 228 4.3012 1.37986   

Tenderness 

Male 139 4.6529 1.10233 5.689 .018* 

Female 89 5.0309 1.26290   

Total 228 4.8004 1.17948   

Note. *p < .05. N = 228 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix K 

 

Table K1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs on the Level Education of Participants’ Fathers and the 

Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Education 

Level 

     N M SD F Sig 

 High School 60 5.4282 1.05561 .762 .517 

 Bachelor 117 5.4602   .96980   

Justice Master 38 5.6903   .62837   

 Doctorate 9 5.6496 1.11678   

 Total 224 5.4983   .95058   

 High School 60 4.1111 1.44147 .794 .499 

 Bachelor 117 4.3447 1.42362   

Mercy Master 38 4.5263   .97300   

 Doctorate 9 4.4444 1.50000   

 Total 224 4.3170 1.36445   

 High School 60 4.7792 1.08835 .280 .840 

 Bachelor 117 4.8419 1.22721   

Tenderness Master 38 4.8816   .93132   

 Doctorate 9 5.1389 1.05409   

 Total 224 4.8438 1.13378   

Note. N = 224. Missing = 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix L 

 

Table L1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs on the Level Education of Participants’ Mothers and the 

Justice, Mercy, and Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Education 

Level 

      N      M SD F Sig 

 High School 89 5.4927 .94009 .419 .740 

 Bachelor 111 5.4816 1.03659   

Justice Master 14 5.4066 .75213   

 Doctorate 9 5.8376 .64295   

 Total 223 5.4957 .96753   

 High School 89 4.1086 1.29566 2.423 .067 

 Bachelor 111 4.4354 1.43955   

Mercy Master 14 4.0000 1.34609   

 Doctorate 9 5.1852 1.13175   

 Total 223 4.3079 1.38049   

 High School 89 4.8090 1.12438 1.085 .356 

 Bachelor 111 4.8423 1.25315   

Tenderness Master 14 4.3929 1.11249   

 Doctorate 9 5.2778 .63053   

 Total 223 4.8184 1.17743   

Note. N = 223. Missing = 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix M 

 

Table M1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs of the Participants’ Fathers’ Ethnicity and the Justice, 

Mercy, and Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Ethnicity   N M SD F Sig 

 Java 63 5.4847 1.01277 3.329 .038* 

Justice Sunda 106 5.3491 1.02541   

 Others 52 5.7707   .75530   

 Total 221 5.4869   .97537   

 Java 63 4.2540 1.37530 .390 .678 

Mercy Sunda 106 4.2264 1.46894   

 Others 52 4.4295 1.23729   

 Total 221 4.2821 1.38731   

 Java 63 4.6548 1.15041 1.978 .141 

Tenderness Sunda 106 4.7288 1.25267   

 Others 52 5.0625 1.00107   

 Total 221 4.7862 1.17422   

Note. *p < .05. N = 221. Missing = 7. 

 



 

 

 

Table M2. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses on the Participants’ Fathers’ Ethnicity and the Justice 

Subscale 

  

 

 

 

Tuckey 

HSD 

Fathers’ 

Ethnicity 

(I) 

Fathers’ 

Ethnicity 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Java Sunda .13568 .15355 .651 

 Others          -.28597 .18084 .256 

Sunda Java          -.13568 .15355 .651 

 Others -.42165
*
 .16342

*
 .028 

 Others Java .28597 .18084 .256 

  Sunda  .42165
*
 .16342

*
 .028 

Note. *p < .05. N = 221. Missing = 7. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Appendix N 

 

Table N1. 

Summary of the One-Way ANOVAs on the Participants’ Mothers’ Ethnicity and the Justice, 

Mercy, and Tenderness Subscales  

 

Subscales Ethnicity N M SD F Sig 

 Java 43 5.5116   .97212 2.908 .057 

Justice Sunda 139 5.3835 1.01793   

 Others 40 5.8000   .74779   

 Total 222 5.4834   .97462   

 Java 43 4.4884 1.46989 1.406 .247 

Mercy Sunda 139 4.1607 1.35511   

 Others 40 4.4750 1.37724   

 Total 222 4.2808 1.38430   

 Java 43 4.9302 1.27747 2.787 .064 

Tenderness Sunda 139 4.6547 1.15603   

 Others 40 5.1125 1.05907   

 Total 222 4.7905 1.17335   

Note. N = 222. Missing = 6. 

 



 

 

Table M2. 

Summary of the Post Hoc Analyses on the Participants’ Mothers’ Ethnicity and the Justice 

Subscale 

  

 

 

 

Tuckey 

HSD 

Fathers’ 

Ethnicity 

(I) 

Fathers’ 

Ethnicity 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Java Sunda  .12812 .16862 .728 

 Others -.28837 .21227 .365 

Sunda Java -.12812 .16862 .045 

 Others  -.41649  .17338 .365 

 Others Java  .28837 .21227 .045 

  Sunda   .41649  .17338 .365 
Note. N = 222. Missing = 6. 

 

 

 


