CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS A
4.1 Introduction z l

This chapter presents the analysis of this study. The amalysis is C c;ed%sjng

‘A N
SPSS and AMOS. SPSS is used to examine t criptive analysis. nht%es of
4

missing values, outliers, normality, and multic rity\eq cted%t}r:g SPSS.

The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) iSCWEd i

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) as
is conducted. The structural mod G?nduc
? &

in this chapter.
S Y
SIS
4.2 Data Analysis \" "C}C/

The data

¢
package of so€i lence (SP ve s@ 5.0 is used to conduct, reliability analysis,
data screén hlch;m lu :the m@&lng value, outliers, normality, multicollinearity.
Theldesrip ive information oq;‘; respondents was presented in tables using the
\
Nurther, the exploratory factor analysis was conducted using SPSS. AMOS
version 26.0 as embedded in Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to assess

e measurement model and the structural model. AMOS was also used to examine

the hypotheses of this study which predict that the HRM practices and self-efficacy
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will have a significant effect on the performance of academic staff. It also predicted

that the nepotism would moderate the effect of the HRM practices and self- efﬂ?m

the performance of academic staff in Jordan. ('}
4.2.1 Validity of the Instruments ?

In chapter 3, the validity process of the instrument wa

Additional validities are conducted in this chapter by con the 'EFA, CFA, and

measurement model. Pallant (2016) indicates that there aréyseveral ste at rm%; be

conducted before proceeding with the data analy@ steps that r! a.lia)to the
b 4§

L 4
validity include the sample size, and the EFA o struments Y4

N
asu icient any academic

research as pointed out by Sekaran al um% 0 , When using the

SEM, Hair et al. (2017) consid po(?%

sample size required. On thex and, e 015:&@ ted out that a number of

Sample size between 30 and 50 ses
e 1Q§)\t 150 is the minimum

200 responses is typicall v stu est vo \he use of SEM. In this study,

the sample size is 248 whichiis gr 00 Q;ecommended by Kline (2015).

Another m to |de sufflqﬁy of the sample size is by conducting

the EFA. EF%\Nxa m@s? ?Jhl(ﬁ-epcy of the sample size then the correlation
among t %! to‘J tify fth ne or EFA and lastly, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin

re should be greakir han 0.60 and Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s

pher|C|ty of 0.05 or Iess are indicators that the sample size is sufficient for the
%e of analysis (Pallant, 2016). EFA of this study is discussed in next sections.

S
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Sample size of this study is 248 and it is greater than the recommended sample
size by Hair et al. (2017) between 100-150 and greater than the recommendedw
size of 200 response by Kline (2015). Thus, it meets the assumption of sa@e of

CFA. In the next sections, discussion of these analyses and the sample given.

Based on the sample size of this study, a t 354 (@?ire were

distributed to the three universities based on statified "sample teeh iqﬁg}?‘l’he

academic staff in these universities were emaile k of tr? e nnaig%._ cover
NV

S
letter was written in the email explaining the puiose 0 N stiongatqe'and asking

the academic staff to answer the questitﬁ%./Th
was obtained online from the Websitesxe iversiti
(Q; DN A N
ed/qu nai eregcreened, and it is found

responses were collected. The co
] Q—
that six of the responses Werew This is le ba‘éu’se the “required” option in
N

online questionnaire was not'acCtivate. 1his i lca@air et al. (2017) suggested that
this option might reduce :D res% :

fzﬁb},these Six responses were deleted.

This makes the t@ber 0* responses i@ which constitutes a response rate of

4.3 Response Rate

nfor@t on of the staff

S iQUIt' a total of 273

75.4%. N J,' c,)o
L.

4.3.®ondent3 Profile Y
S

is study collected the data from academic staff working in three universities

0 ordan. The profile of the respondents is presented in Table 4.1. It seeks to find

information of the respondents that are related to their gender, age, educational level,

title in the university, experience as an academic staff and experience with the current
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university. In addition, the profile of the respondents includes the position of the

academic staff.

Gender of the respondents is presented in Table 4.1. It shows tfsgnghest

percentage of respondents are males with count of 178 and percentage “of 71.8%.

Female accounts to 28.2% or 70 of the respondents. This shows hawg sample of this
study is dominated by males, and this could be due to the notiva academic staff in

Jordan are males oriented. ¢ l
For the age of the respondents, Table 4.1 sho at 41.5% 103 he
g p \Gt"f
d
S

WS
respondents are in the age between 31 to 40 y llowed by 3
4

10.5%@" 26 of the

S Wi e age less than

respondents are in the age between 41 to 50 %r 4
respondents are in the age group of 51 to%m. R
30 accounted to 9.7% or 24 while thm are%

14 of the respondents. This sho;%alrao%/o of @espondents are in the

middle of their career.

6 Qounted to 5.6% or

Variable umber Percent

178 71.8%
70 28.2%
24 9.7%

103 41.5%
81 32.7%

Gender &\

<$' P 26 10.5%
14 5.6%

E&atl n 25 10.1%
223 89.9%

\Title Lecturer 65 26.2%
% Assistance Prof. 83 33.5%
Associate Prof. 64 25.8%

Professor 36 14.5%

Experience 5 years or less 20 8.1%

6-10 years 29 11.7%

11-15 years 112 45.2%

101



Variable Group Number Percent

16-20 years 55 22.2%
21-25 years 18 7. 3‘VY~
More than 25 years 14 \
Length of working in 5 years or less 22 %
the university 6-10 years 32 %2.9
11-15 years 109 %
16-20 years 53 YﬂlA%
21-25 years 19 1.7%
More than 25 years 13 \) 5.2%
Position Academic Staff 176 T 71.0%
Head of department 34 .
Deputy dean
Dean

In term of education, the highest percentag

NV
PhD degree with count of 223 and percentage,of 8 .M"OW@. holders of
master’s degree with count of 25 and @f 1 “\%
ta

that this study examines the factors ct WIY

is can@e due to the fact

anQacademic staff and

A
they supposed to be holder of Ph master’s_degree t@e entitled to teach in a
university. The title of the res ts is a ente,gi'ﬁ"Table 4.1. It indicates that

83 or 33.5% of the res de are ass’stant rq 'T%ollowed by 26.2% or 65 of the
respondents are Iectgaﬂa 85/ 309 Associate Prof while 14.5% or 36
&

are professors

In term erle e of rlﬁn%%lcademlc staff, Table 4.1 shows that 112 or

45.2% o ponq'n#b en;@qng as academic staff for a period between 11

to 12& llowed by 55 or 2 of the respondents has been working between 16-

A total of 8.1% or 20 of the respondents indicates that they have working

‘%ﬂence of less than 5 years. Respondents with experience between 21-25 years
Q:ounted to 18 or 7.3% while those with experience more than 25 years accounted to

14 or 5.6%.
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Similarly, a question was asked to know the length of working with the
university and 109 or 44.0% of the respondents indicates that they have kaw
the university between 11-15 years followed by 53 or 21.4% of the respcﬁ%&have
worked with the university between 16-20 years, 32 or 12.9% of the r ents have
worked in their universities for a period between six to 10 years, W.Q% of the
respondents have worked less than 5 years with the same universitys’ A total of 7.7%

or 19 of the respondents worked for 21-25 years while 1 lthe respondents

have worked for more than 25 years. .\d

@ \Y-

Positions of the respondents are presenteds ble 4.1. hc‘ms\ctﬁ%\t the
. .

academic staff accounted to 176 or 71.0% of tvondegts\. is foﬁe&éd by 34

T
or 13.7% of the respondents are in the poEw head’vf d rtmem&’hose who are

| NI
working as deputy dean accounted toM 1% of th pond@ while those who

are working as dean accounted to %6% ofﬁ\ﬁp n
é
] Q—
&
S
4.4 Data Screening Y' ’

Hair et al. (2 wd Palll
the data for theéess. i cauﬁé accuracy and the goodness of the data
¢
affect the refi%he study. High {ua&y ata produce high quality and correct result.
rs stieh

Y
as Halr : (20@and Pallant (2016) agreed that there are several

Researc

analysesithat need to be con@dd prior to the regression analysis. These analyses

i% the analysis of missing values which is conducted by frequency analysis in
S

. The second analysis is the outliers. This analysis is conducted by examining the

oxplots of the variables.
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Other analysis include the normality of the data and it is conducted using the
skewness and Kurtosis values as well as the shape of the histograms and the T&

multicollinearity. The next sections discuss each analysis. (‘}
4.4.1 Missing Data and Outliers Vz

Missing values are value that are not filled in th qwmnalre. Hair et al.

(2017) indicates that a response missing more than

removed while a response with less than 15% of the i
| | | &
the mean score value. In this study, eight of th onses wefe smg rﬁbre than
4
15% and they were removed. Other responses ess N

they were replaced by the mean score. %\(e c nmle spozgg are 259 (267-
8=259). O

For the outliers, there are el¢pf asseang t \0utI|ers The univariate

outliers can be examlned u5| boxplo ev es The univariate outliers

were checked and ther even respons vye% S|dered outliers due to the fact
271 n h

‘t‘bese Seven responses were removed

that the mean score (}f h
from the dataset. )&ec nd-stage check\ for outliers is the multivariate outliers,

which is det@} based o |P' Qlénobis distance. Responses that have a
Mahalan Q!mnc

with estlon of Kline 03@76) and Pallant (2016). Findings of the analysis

o of th swers and

t n 1 were considered as outliers. This is in line

”Kz,

S d that four of the respons s carried a p<0.001. They were treated as multivariate
lers and removed from the dataset. After removing eight response because of
smg value and 11 response due to outliers, the complete and usable responses

accounts to 248. Boxplots of all the variables are given in Appendix C.
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4.4.2 Normality Test

According to Pallant (2016) normality can be assessed using the{ of
skewness and kurtosis. A value of skewness and kurtosis less than absosﬁﬂ)) (2) is
considered normally distributed. Table 4.2 shows the valid responses inclu@led in this

study are 248. It shows also that there are no missing values in the%esponses. The

mean score value of the variables is shown as well as the rr@ode, Skewness,

and Kurtosis. % |
The table below that the mean score value ofghe varfablerang tWeeNzS.SQ
b
for past experience (PE) followed by the 3.55 fo rch performance (RP);"8.53 for
4
The |

emotional cues (EC) and 3.50 for the vicariousW' e\SQ o@ét value of
mean score is 2.98 for recruitment and squ!( ;;5.16 for both the

performance appraisal (PA) and teachin rfor. be seen that the

PE VE VP EC NEP RES TD PA PRO TP RP

Valid 248 248 248 248 248 248 248 248 248 248 248

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 359 322 350 353 341 298 323 316 327 316 3.55
Median 400 325 366 400 400 250 337 300 375 342 390

Mode 400 3.00 450 4.00 400 200 400 3.00 400 457 4.00

Skewness -10 -20 -47 -55 -48 12 -.30 -.03 -39 =12 -76
Std. Error of A5 15 15 15 15 15 A5 15 A5 A5 15

Skewness

Kurtosis -04 -91 -76 -84 -106 -151 -1.15 -103 -91 -151 -58
M Std.Errorof 30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30 .30

Kurtosis
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In term of the median, the highest value of 4.00 is associated with past
experience (PE), emotional cues (EC) and nepotism (NEP). This is followed w
for research performance (RP). The lowest value is 2.50 for recruitment a@%&ctlon
(RES) and 3.00 for the performance appraisal (PA). for mode, it can lﬁ* in Table
4.2 that the mode of ranged between 4.57 for teaching performanceWnd 2.00 for
recruitment and selection (RES).

In term of normal distribution, Field (2009) sugg Xr: I'lcal analysis of
normality. In which a normality metrics of variables be agses check the
normal distribution. In this study, the normality m was creat s’n %dard

residual. It can be seen in Figure 4.1 that the ical view rmaLKt')bablllty

S that,@%;ints should

plot is within a normal probability plot. Pa ( 16)0\1d|c

be placed within a sensibly straight 0\5%% rom om @‘to top right. The

Figure accordingly shows the pom blishin \eglm gﬁ‘ﬁraight diagonal line.

N
As can therefore be assumed, t}%wo s@nlflc t«devzQ s from normality.
\

Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residual

Expected Normal
L = — o

a

Ky
.é\ IR

Figure 4.1: Normal Q-Q of Regression Standard Residual
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For assessing the normality, Kline (2016) suggested that Skewness and Kurtosis
are widely used indicators for assessing the univariate normal distribution of tw.
Hair et al (2017) and Kline (2016) indicates that the value of Skewnes@\n -2
and +2 and the value of kurtosis between -7 and +7 indicates that the is, normally
distributed. In Table 4.3, it can be seen that the mean score value ofythe variables is
normally distributed. The highest value of Skewness is -1.0 %}’experience (PE)

while the highest value of Kurtosis is -1.51 for teaching r nce'(TP). Thus, the

mean score of the variables is normally distributed. ra M‘riables is
given in Appendix D. | _\‘-}

For the items of the variables, Table 4. that afl i ms.@% normal
distributed because the value of Skewn re Wi |Y.the normal

w K
distribution range. \: ,

ltem Skewnes kewness Kurtosis

osis m
PRO1 -518 016 cl & -1.507 1.058
PRO2 -451 \-1. EC2$ -1.582 1.097
PRO3 -.45Y~ -1.043 EC3~ -1.672 1.196
PRO4 -.495 -.947 ! % -1.779 1.322

PA1 . - 942 -1.283 1.314
PA2 -0 \ﬁ% "(jvpz -1.554 1.898
PA3 - 069 G 1 % VP3 -1.502 1.730
PA4 &-.050 040 4. VP4 -1.582 1.573
TD2 \ 02 1.426(} VP5 -1.468 1.491
TD3 06 ? 365+ VP6 -1.442 1.276
™D (ﬁ 07 -1.365 VE1 -1.363 1.741
RE@. 033 -1 VE2 -1.408 1.111

20 515 VE3 -1.488 1.250

23 1480 VE4 -1.555 1.957

&s -.106 (_‘}/-1.488 PE2 -1.716 1.387
P8 -1.1897 1.293 PE3 -1.543 1.782
NEP1 -1.330 927 PE4 -1.552 2.818
NEP3 -1.079 728 PE5 -1.565 2.855
NEP4 -1.141 1.152 PE6 -1.458 1.472
NEP5 -1.138 879 PE7 -1.534 1.696
NEP6 -1.278 1.761 RP1 -1.319 1.788
TP1 -1.210 1.169 RP2 -1.521 1.154
TP3 -1.189 1.472 RP3 -1.535 1.334
TP4 -1.256 1.602 RP4 -1.287 1.818
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ltem Skewness  Kurtosis Item Skewness Kurtosis

TP5 -1.182 1.008 RP5 -1.473 1.579
TP6 -1.263 1.302 RP8 -1.345 1.?
TP7 -1.147 1.283 RP9 -1.347 T

PES8 -1.227 1.075 £ &

h

The Table above shows that the value of skewness for the all the iteffis are less
than absolute 2 and full within the range between -2 to +2. h% hest value of

Skewness is 1.779 for the item EC4 from emotional cues. Thi lue is within the

range of -2 to +2 indicating that the items have nor i triw term of

skewness. For the Kurtosis, the acceptable value is between®7 to+7. The'Table sQows
N
that the highest value of Kurtosis is 2.855 for& PE3 fro as‘ e%n rience
: & b 4§
followed by 2.818 for PE4 from the past expen?!arlab Y\.f

It can be seen that the normality ofew has firmethfrom skewness

and kurtosis as well as from the grapm resentatiomyof the @a The histograms

A
indicates that the distribution of isn SAccor l@l-y it can be concluded

o | AL
in this study that the data is n distributed. &)
| S

(S
4.4.3 Multicollinearity™Tes s b &)
Multicollin@ a |ssue at o s when the correlation between the

NS
variables higlem 0.90

A~

Hali e}lal., ). Hair et al. (2017) suggested that the

criteriato%ethe ulticollinea
4
infla ‘E‘Jr(vm). lue”of to

rance are expected to be greater than 0.10 and the

s by checking the tolerance and the variation

ko

s
=

24

tif
valw IF are expected\to be less than 10 to conclude that there is no

ollinearity. Table 4.4 shows that the value of tolerance is greater than 0.10. with

0 lowest value accounts to 0.469 (Verbal Persuasion). The largest value of VIF is
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2.054 (Vicarious Experience) which is less than 10. Thus, the two conditions are

achieved, and multicollinearity is not an issue among the variables of this studeV

Table 4.4: Result of Multicollinearity Analysis (ﬂ}
%’k

Variable Tolerance>0.10 10
Past experience 556 799
Vicarious Experience A87 2.054
Verbal Persuasion 469 \) 2.131
Emotional Cues .606 1.649
Nepotism .796 i 1.256
Selection and Recruitment 621 l 1.611
Training and development 54 7

Performance Appraisal 646

548 Y.
Promotion 4 ?.OOQ
Teaching Performance 310

Dependent variable: Research Performance

studx{have acceptable

The Table above shows that th(%gles

correlation since the value of the VI nd t er the acceptable range, this

A
indicates that the correlation am Er‘ ndgpéenden arlam%fs acceptable. Since the
10

.-'g; =2

N

value of VIF accounted to le an erance’ accounted to greater than

0.10, this led to a cotum that thl datalo t@dy is free from the issue of
he c

multicollinearity and t elati :cl ﬁz‘ﬁanable is acceptable and it is not a

concern in this st l @

N
Y
? ")
4.5 Fa Iy |s esu?s d~§@arpretatlons

mo tory factor Analy EFA) is one of the analyses in SPSS. It takes a

1 t of variables and looks for a way that the data may be ‘reduced’ or

arised using a smaller set of factors or components. It is conducted by looking
0& ‘clumps or groups among the inter correlations of a set of variables (Pallant,
2016). Since the items of the questionnaire were adapted and adjusted, and changes
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have been made to the original items based on the validation of experts, the EFA was
necessary to ensure that the items are related to the measurement. In this sectwme
EFA of each of the variables that have components is conducted. For @ the
EFA of self-efficacy, HRM practices and performance of academic st onducted
because they are multidimensional construct while the nepotlsm is agunidimensional

construct and EFA for this variable is not conducted since it hqs e dimension.

l

4.5.1 EFA of Self-Efficacy '\d,
Yw

N
_ >
The EFA was conducted on all the items o - fflcacy Il the 23 |t€?h5 of the

ti bel\/\@'f the items

6). L\ Kaiser-Meyer-

variables were included to measure the self-em.

exceeded 0.30 demonstrating the need for (Pallant,
ed ngDe of 0.60 (Kaiser,
S,

1991) and the Barlett’s Test of eri 1ty ( aI 1) grasped statistical
significance (0.000), supporti fac%lj Ké%rrelatlon matrix and the
adequacy of the samp foWurpo e of be ble 4.5 shows the KMO and
Bartlett’s test of self-efglcaC,
]‘N}S K@Bartl Test of Self-efficacy
] ( I

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Oklin (KMO) value was 0.944, exceedi e r{

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 944
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 5803.246

df 253

Sig. .000

QE Principal components analysis demonstrated the presence of four components
ith eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 78.765% of the variance. Table 4.6 shows

the total variance explained of self-efficacy and it shows that the eigenvalues are
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greater than 1 for four variables indicating that there are four components of self-

efficacy.
Table 4. 6: Total VVariance Explained of Self-Efficacy
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
% Of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 11.821 51.397 51.397 6.885 29.933 29.933
2 3.554 15.452 66.849 4.129 17.953 47.887
3 1.574 6.843 73.692 3.956 17.199 65.086
4 1.167 5.073 78.765 3.146 13.680 78.765
5 560 2.435 81.201
6 531 2.308 83.508
7 412 1.790 85.299
8 372 1.617 86.915
9 .359 1.562 88.477
10 334 1.454 89.931
11 290 1.261 91.192
12 273 1.186 92.378
13 244 1.062 93.440
14 227 .988 94.428
15 .206 .894 95.322
16 .189 .823 96.146
17 175 763 96.909
18 .168 .730 97.639
19 146 634 98.273
20 131 568 98.840
21 107 467 99.307
22 .091 394 99.701
23 .069 299 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

An inspection of the Seree plot revealed a clear break after the fourth
sgompénent. Figure 4.2 shows the scree plot of the components of self-efficacy. It
shows that there are four components. There is a break after the component number 4.

All the components from 1 to 4 have high eigenvalues of more than 1. While after the
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component 4, the curve shows that the eigenvalues are less than 1. Thus, 4

components will be considered in this study. YV
Scree Plot
124
10
B-
u
3
g
u
o
]
4—
2_
- uDCcczcwccscccc.‘g

T 1 1T 1T 1T 1T 17T 17T 17T 17T 17T T 7T 17T T T T 1
23 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 15 20 21 22 23
Component Number

- Ll B

% \3{ éﬁfth Self-effi
igure 4:2.°SCree P e Selr-erricac
g H F y

2.5
*
AlPthetitems have f ‘9 oa@, on their respective components, greater than
X

0.50, iNs as resulted in 4 Qgsnrponents namely Past Experience (PE), Vicarious
N

Nce (VE), Verbal Persuasion (VP), and Emotional Cues (EC). Table 4.7 shows

d otated matrix along with the components and their items and the loading of each
jitem
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Table 4.7: Rotated Component Matrix of Self-Efficacy

Component
PE VP EC VE

PE2 .904

PE1 .892

PE4 .890

PE5 .885

PE7 .882

PE3 878

PES8 872

PEG6 .870

VP3 .802

VP4 771

VP1 723

VP5 .709

VP2 .703

VP6 .663

EC2 .844

EC3 827

EC4 .806

EC1 735

EC5 .654

VE4 .806
VE2 794
VE3 793
VE1 715

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.

Frorﬁ_the.TabIe abovg, it cap-be seen that the items have loaded well on its
respectiue components with loading greater than 0.50. Thus, the remaining items will
béysubject to the loading in AMOS-SEM and will be evaluated for achieving the

required loading and indices.
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4.5.2 EFA of HRM Practices

The EFA of HRM practices was conducted using SPSS. All the ite s
HRM practices were included. A total of 16 items were used to meas K(
practices. The correlation matrix showed that the coefficient betwe$ items is
greater than 0.30 indicating the need to conduct the EFA (Pallant, MKMOvalue

of the EFA of HRM practices is 0.914, exceeding the reco d value of 0.60

(Kaiser, 1991) and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity (Ba al.l 2001) grasped

statistical significance (0.000), supporting the factorabi f the co ion rﬁa,trlx

and the adequacy of the sample for the purpose o . Value o 6 Le»\qt'R/en in

Table 4.8. \‘. NV

\
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure pllng d /(k' 914
Bartlett's Test of SpherIC|ty Mprox C Squafe} 5844.466

™ & 120
Sig. =\ 000
, W
S

The EFA was condu d usi h ndr omponents analysis which showed

that there are fo@nem@lgenv S exceedmg 1, explaining 91.922% of

the variance. 4.9 [show: ltotﬁ.l-) ariance explained and it shows that the

elgenv al eater than® 1 fo ur variables indicating that there are four

COIIIDS HRM practices.
(N
\

2
N
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Table 4.9: Total Variance Explained of HRM Practices

Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component  Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 9.083 56.771 56.771 3.835 23.966 23.966
2 2.464 15.401 72.172 3.666 22.915 46.881
3 1.641 10.254 82.426 3.613 22.582 69.463
4 1.519 9.495 91.922 3.593 22.459 91.922
5 251 1.569 93.490
6 176 1.097 94.587
7 133 .829 95.416
8 126 .785 96.202
9 118 .739 96.940
10 105 .656 97.597
11 .087 546 98.143
12 .079 495 98.638
13 .068 425 99.063
14 .060 378 99.441
15 047 293 99.734
16 043 .266 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

(] v >y
[7 Q—
< A%
To confirm that the ner:ls are_faur, %scree plot of the EFA was
3

examined. The scree igure 4.3 s yg t@there is a clear break after the
s &

fourth componen;( ting tl]at four @ﬁﬁonents are the measuring the HRM

practices.

S/
=Y,
0%6
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Scree Plot

5=

Eigenvalue

=t = o = = o~ = =
=4 =4 = = =3 = L= 3

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
2 3 4 5 & 7 3 9 0 11 12 13 14 15 16

Component Number

Figure 4.3: tof Pr(c@s
0
oﬁ-”

Based on the scree pI num er o po
Y
retain these four comph AII the® nas QL RM practices showed acceptable

loading exceedin Nd o|1e of the |te®ere deleted. This has resulted in four

N
components t M the regrw en ﬂar&%ﬂectlon (RES), training and development

(TD), per alsi’( Ai,é\&;d promotion (PRO). Table 4.10 shows the
ent matr of

rota& ngpfactlces.
~
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Table 4.10: Rotated Component Matrix of HRM Practices

Component
RES PA TD RPO

RES2 920
RES3 911
RES1 .909
RES4 904
PA2 .909
PA3 .898
PA4 .884
PAl .882
TD2 .883
TD3 874
TD1 .870
TDA4 .861
PRO3 .887
PRO2 879
PRO1 .865
PRO4 842
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

\\, A"Q
N
In the AMOS e confi iact %nalysm will be conducted to
confirm the relatedn SS oft it t re evariables.

5

l
45.3 EFA erformance f a‘ge ('gtaff

/‘7/

f ¥

A of the perform@)ca of academic staff was conducted by including all

t Ns of performance of academlc staff to measure the variable. A total of 17

items were included and the analysis showed that there is correlation between the
Qms larger than 0.30 which supports the need for EFA (Pallant, 2016). The value of

KMO as shown in Table 4.11 reached 0.954 exceeding the value of 0.60 (Kaiser,
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1991). In addition, the Table 4.11 shows also that the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity
(Bartlett et al., 2001) grasped statistical significance (0.000), supportiw

factorability of the correlation matrix and the adequacy of the sample Qr'\S&EFA

analysis. A

Table 4.11: KMO and Bartlett's Test of Performance of Academic Staff

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .954
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4088.188

df 120

Sig .000

components analysis was deployed, and i dth e tWQ(f:omponents with

riation in performance of
) 2N .
ted, $hce ifis Iar@ than 0.50 (Hair et al.,

eigenvalues exceeding 1 and explai inngM%O\f
academic staff. This percentage i f@

[7 Q—
2017). Table 4.12 shows th&@t~ variNainaﬁﬁhd the eigenvalues of the

N

components of performance Racadem sta §

(7.

[
4 ‘ .
Table 4.12: Tgtal V anI Bq;lk ed iéej‘formance of Academic Staff
il I
Component Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Cumulative  Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
1 10.253 64.080 64.080 6.580 41.126 41.126
2 2.076 12.974 77.054 5.748 35.928 77.054
3 485 3.028 80.082
4 461 2.883 82.966
5 .388 2.428 85.394
6 325 2.033 87.427
7 .288 1.798 89.225
8 262 1.637 90.862
9 .258 1.615 92.477
10 227 1.419 93.896
11 211 1.317 95.213
12 .186 1.164 96.377
13 A75 1.096 97.473
14 163 1.021 98.494
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Component Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of Cumulative  Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
15 .138 .864 99.358
16 .103 .642 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 7

The two components confirmed in the scree plot as shown in gure 4.4 where

there is a clear break after the second component indicati t there are two
components of performance of academic staff. é
Scree Plot
124
10
8-
a
=3
g o
a
oh
i
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Componem Number

\-—) ' 4
%e 4.4: Lcr F&t ofthe Performance of Academic Staff
RN
Y-
N
O
;We factor loading of all the items exceed 0.50 except for item RP10 which has
I

ng less than 0.50 and removed from the matrix. Table 4.13 shows the rotated

mponent matrix of the performance of academic staff.
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Table 4.13: Rotated Component Matrix of Performance of Academic Staff

Component

RP TP
RP6 .843
RP4 .843
RP5 841
RP7 833
RP3 .809
RP2 .803
RP8 174
RP9 771
RP1 745
TP4 .876
TP5 .841
TP7 .841
TP6 .838
TP2 .824
TP3 811
TP1 .795

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: VVarimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

N
S

S Y
After removing iteR of the r‘sear Rer@nce, the total remaining items
le 4.3

is 16 as shown in Tab . Th% irfied @Jthe performance of academic staff

consists of two @ent@ the @rch performance (RP) and teaching
@\;: )
performance (TP the/next s ign', tk@%r(alysis of the AMOS-SEM is conducted.

1))
45.4 wal Equa nl\'zo((’k()eli%‘g

\
wis study is using AMOS to analyse the data. Hair et al. (2017) and Awang

4) suggested that there are three levels when it comes to deploying AMOS in an
alysis. The first level is the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In this level, the

variables individually are checked for factor loading and achieving the indices. The
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purpose of CFA is to assess the loading between each factor and observed variables

and it examines the construct reliability and validity (Hair et al., 2010). T

CFA measures the concept of the constructs in reliable and valid ﬁQever,

it does not assess the relationship between the constructs (Harrington, 2009). For this
reason, there is a need for the measurement model, which is the Second level of
AMOS. The measurement model is conducted, and it ianwﬂl the variables
together. The first and second level are pre-requisites for t Iev‘l (Kline, 2015).
The third level is the structural model. In this level, the hypotheses o stu%are
| S

tested. .\

s \,Y'

N g

4.5.5 The Assessment Criteria of Modeﬁwf 0\

In order to assess the fit deCE t C usL\Qe investigated. There
&
e th

are many indices in CFA. How gmajoritys’o FA experts suggested
q

examining some key indices i et al. Mal : |nd|ces are classified into
three main groups na olute fit ;;(j fnc ntal fit indices, and parsimony
indices (Awang, 20 4) A ng |nt€. that researchers have no general
agreement on WN di l to Ho r some researchers recommended the

\
use of at Ieast m%y'ea&%'}ategory of model fit (Awang, 2014; Hair et
h

index~category and the level of acceptance for each

h

121



Table 4.14: Index Category and the Level of Acceptance for each Index

Name of Category Name of Index Level&~
Ac M
Absolute fit PCLOSE g@
Mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) <0 08

Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) R<0.08

Goodness fit index (GFI) Y;bo.go

Incremental fit Adjusted goodness fit index (AGFI) AGFI>0.90
Comparative fit index (CFI) CFI1 >0.90

Tuker Lewis index (TLI ' TLI>0.90
Normed fit index (NFI) .\Jm 90
Incremental fit index (1 Y
Parsimonious fit Chisq /df or CMI

- AWa g
W S?
Thus, in this study, five |ndlc@elected eépresent the three

categories. From absolute fit cat ory, indice ?IS K chosen. From the

N
increment fit, CFI and IFI am%(e selected L@Stlzé/ﬁam the parsimonious fit

category, chisg/df or CMIN‘DmeIe ted” selec@ agrees with the selection of
) l do

Awang (2014). Hair e

/l/

Ha ree of the indices achieved the

:
0 p@' with further analysis.
&
4.6 The Ir. ator F? Ana ss

|rma ry acter an is was conducted in this study for each of the

poin

'3

e

required level, rese ers arepi

co tr 2Two main steps né'efﬂo be conducted. First is the achievement of the fit

nd second is the factor loading, which is expected to be greater than 0.60

Q\Nang, 2014; Hair et a., 2010). The procedure is first to check the indices and factor
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loading. Next, the modification index is deployed to enhance the goodness of the fit
indices. Yv
As shown in the conceptual framework, this study consists of tw? Q}ment
variable is the

variables namely, HRM practices and self-efficacy. The dependent

performance of academic staff. Each of this variable has subs. HZ et al. (2010)

indicates that the loading or the regression weight of the su e main variables
should be greater than 0.60. In this study each of the main and their item were
assessed based on the value of 0.60. Items that have lowes value of 0:60 should be

L | &
deleted to enhance the goodness of the fit indices etal., 2010). Y
4 b 4
For the variable, nepotism, it has eightw

\ﬁ*j{ e moderator in this
study. It is assessed in the measuremen@d\, to fi orre tgn between the
items of nepotism and the variable itsm other vari

s&@ next section, the
rocess of examining the measur nt odel%id.
p Y é a i c}
4.7 Measurement Mod 10
S el

The meas%moﬂ:; ies t% les governing how all the latent
variables are mw oge‘l r'ms o{}% observed variables, and it describes the
measureme %&rtie of .t ogsew‘? variables. Thus, measurement model is
concer ith'the rdTaMetwe‘%@)served and latent variables (Hair et al., 2010).

Acm% to Hair et al. (2010),\ measurement model is evaluated based on criteria

su?\the regression weight and the achievement of the indices.

0 Self-efficacy is one of the independent variables and it has four dimensions. The

regression weight of the dimension accounted to .89 for vicarious experience (VE)

followed by .84 for verbal persuasion (VP), .73 for emotional cues (EC)and .67 for
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past experience (PE). For all the items of the variables, the regression weight was
greater than 0.60 except for some items which need to be deleted to enha?ﬂe
goodness of fit indices. From self-efficacy, item PE1 from past experie@ was
removed. This confirmed that self-efficacy is measured using four ents that

are the past experience (PE), vicarious experience (VE), verbal pers%ion (VP), and

emotional cues (EC). \,

udy and it includes

HRM practice is the second independent variable o

four dimensions. The dimensions have regression weight omythe HR

than 0.60. For instance, the promotion (PRO) has ression weig

by training and development (TD) with regr eighQ TI‘reXgressmn
X

weight of performance appraisal (PA) is Whlle t st reg‘!é}on weight is

0.64 for recruitment and selection ( e item f train@ and development

(TD1) was removed because the r t -%0.

For the dependent vari e, rform aca&émc staff (PAS), it has two
dimensions. The teachi p anc ’ TP) @earch performance (RP). Both
dimensions have well reg;%on weli .89 he teaching performance (TP) and
0.81 for researc ancl (R tems were deleted from research

\
performance n ac ing p rlhalzgg-/ Iltems RP6 and RP7 from research

performa |tem P2 glng performance were deleted due to low
4@9 ‘v’
regressio ht. X~
N
S

or the nepotism (NEP), it is the moderating variable of this study, and it is

é%ed to moderate the effect of HRM practices and self-efficacy on the

rformance of academic staff. There are eight items for nepotism and these items has
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good regression weight on nepotism except for the NEP2 and NEP7 which has low

regression weight, and it was removed. T

These above discussions of the measurement model shows that ‘dwmg of

items on the dimension and the loading of the dimension on their variable ISraccepted.

N3

Figure 4.5 shows the measurement model.

GD (702 .95 D @ & @&
04 Training and
T L i [Res4] [Res3] [Resz] [Rest]
93 97 A7 ;4 95 89
il — © @
(e12) PAT |89
Recruitment 91
@ < Performance <l pivsy @ @
@ 93 Appraisal gl
PA3 [0 .64 Teaching
@ 65 Performance 87 @
PA4 J
(8D
[PROThy 94
et o7 TP j—(1D)
GD, PRO2 ~ 18 HRM Practices 89
@ B Promotion 48 "
TP1 (c40)
13 PRO4M .92
83
GD, VP1 @ 32 Performance of
/3 Academic Staff
.90
@ . = \ .
@ VP4 - Persuasion ) [RPY | @
(2D [ vPs - | 81 . e
(2 @ / % | S Eii|
y
@ 18 .89 m @
oy 73 Self-Effi
(29 : eli-Efticacy 22 Research 86
Emotional - Performance, :
521 _cues EZ
& 91 A2 89
(e20) 89/ &1 12 [RP3 ]
9
@D—[VELN® (6D @
) 83
(e28) - Past @
Experionce) - yExperince i &
29 -
.86 .92 k) 01 .86 .89
C Ve |PE2| |PE3] |PE4| | PEs | [PEs | | PE7 | [ PES8 | [NEP1] [NEP3| |NEP4| |NEPS5| |NEP6| NEP8

ALALLLA******

Figure 4.5: Measurement Model

N
v
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The above Figure shows the measurement model of this study. It includes the
independent variables, dependent variable, and the moderating variable. To
the fit indices, items were removed. In the EFA, the item RP10 fr arch
performance and the item EC5 from emotional cues were reﬂﬂ;@ In the
measurement model, the items TD1 from training and developmen 1 from past

were removed.

experience, RP6 and RP7 from research performanc from teaching
performance, NEP2 and NEP7 from the moderating varia § snl

This has resulted in a good and acceptable values of indic w in Table

™
4.15. é 3 | _\f—}
Table 4.15: Fit MeasurementCrrteWea e‘:n I\z‘z~

Fit Measurement Criteria S N d score

RMSEA Qs 0.08
CMIN/DF \&D O

CFI .

TLI

3
N
The RMSEA aclcved e required le Ilof than 0.08. Value of CMIN/DF
re

C,j.g > 0.
IFI 92 N >0.9
PCLOSE % .126 2 q(? > 0.05

is 1.841 and it is Iess than ed‘.\é}&e of 3. For CFI (.928), TLI (.923),

es a:;@khe required level of greater than 0.90. PCLOSE

and IFI (.928), t d|
is greater th Th s, it 'bg c&%rﬁded that all the values scored well and

achieved urred eve is cates that the measurement model is well

accep researche can pr Cc d to the structural model. In the next section, the

/J‘

ion of the structural model is given.
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4.7.1 Convergent and Construct validity of First Order

Convergent validity is defined as “a set of indicators that is supposed t nme
a construct” (Kline, 2015). It is assessed using factor loading (FL), Cro b%\lpha
(CA), Composite Reliability (CR), and average variance extracted ($ In Table
4.16, the FL for all the items is greater than 0.60 and CR is greater tham0.70 for all the
variables. CA was discussed in previous section, and it is g an 0.70. For the
convergent validity, the AVE is greater 0.50 indicating e items are able to

explain more than 50% of the variation in the variable. 4.16 M\e FJ?_CR

N,
and AVE. It shows that all the value were achie Thus, the Ins e‘ti.{'r@liable

and valid for the purpose of this study. Yv \‘. g

Table 4. 16: Factor Loading, ty
Variable AVE>0.50
Selection and 0.926
recruitment
Training and 0.876
development
Performance 0.857
appraisal P
VAz
& AL
Promotion \ PR \ 0.974 0.904
R
(q R82 P 5 C’).969
R .&_z 040
Teac &' 7 TP, ‘é\ .897 0.956 0.757
Perf Qc? ‘g*;Q’ .907
TP5 \,T .888
P4 867
\ TP3 .887
TP2 .829
TP1 .812
esearch RP9 781 0.948 0.721
erformance RP8 .799
RP5 886
RP4 856
RP3 886
RP2 902




Variable ltems FL>0.60 CR>0.70 AVE>0.50

RP1 .828

Past performance PEG6 920 0.976 0.
PE5 924
PE4 935 \
PE3 917 c')
PE2 942 _\
PES8 910
PE7 .926

Verbal persuasion VP6 .842 0.931 0.693

VP5 822 \,
VP4 .805
VP3 896
VP2 789
VP1 837 '

Emotional cues EC4 .908 0.914 0.726
EC3 .820

EC2 891 N
EC1 784 ! .{"
Vicarious VE1 .846 0?0 Q977O4
experience VE4 .86 NV
VE3 773 i g X
VE?2 é
o

N

4.7.2 Discrin@aﬁ ity ‘o' C‘)b

R% rs agre )t e d&rlmlnam validity is achieved when the square
V

I’OO‘A

). In other words, when the numbers that are highlighted in green in Table

Y.
is greater than th@@ss loading of the variables (Awang, 2014; Hair et
\

are greater than their rows and columns, then it can be concluded that the

d
iscriminant validity is achieved. Table 4.17 shows that the discriminant validity of
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the variables was achieved. This is because the value in bold are greater than its row

and column indicating that the discriminant validity is achieved.

Table 4. 17: Discriminant Validity : )

PE RES D PA PRO TP RP VE V C NEP
0.925 2
0.188  0.962 V
0.299 0.123 0.933
-0.041 0355 0.460 0.932 i '

0.081 0521 0564 0544 0.892

0.602 0235 0331 0217 0304 00911 \d

0309 0380 0338 0194 0.260 0.611 g Y'
N

0.87,
0640 0182 0203 0.176 0.236 0.520 @.886 ' _{q
0535 0.252 0.192 0.183 0.302 0584 O 0.743 0.9
0453 0.187 0.161 0.184 0282 0.646 636 881
-0.005 0.185 0.146 0195 0.132 0.146 177 0.0 0.131, 0293  0.892

Note: PE: Past experience, RES: Recruitment elegtion, : Training ar)ﬁé&elopment, PA:
performance appraisal, PRO: Promotion, TP: Teachi rformance, Research*Performance, VE:
.Nep&t

a
Vicarious experience, VP: Verbal persuasion;,"E€: Emotional cues,

NN

o
&/
X
The third level of TMO, is the stru@al model. In this level, the

ool
hypotheses are tested % r-squase of ?n& is presented. Hair et al. (2010)
indicates that the'gmqral mbde\assess%ggy the R-square and the coefficient.
e

Figure 4.5 sh% tructur
variable p ce a ic @f is 0.62 indicating that the independent

.
vari;@as HR{/I tices a&elf-efficaey can explain 62% of the variation in

N
the ance of academim(s'&aff. These values of R-square are acceptable and

‘@Wed excellent as pointed out by Hair et al. (2017), R-square value between 0.25

.50 is considered good while R-square value between 0.50 to 0.75 are considered

qel afgtbfs study. The R-square of the dependent
4

excellent.
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The main purpose of assessing the structural model is to test the hypotheses of

this study. This study has developed a direct effect hypotheses and moavg

(¢]

hypothesis. The testing of each type of hypotheses was conducted separa r th
direct effect hypotheses, it includes ten hypotheses. Two main hypof&and eight

sub hypotheses. The direct effect hypotheses are as follows: Q

o

H1: HRM practices has a positive significant eﬁectw performance of

Hla: recruitment and selection have a gsignifiCant| positi éffecron
N
o | S
performance of academic staff in Jo 3
4
H1b: Training and development has azignif

performance of academic t\'@d

Hlc: Promotion has a sighficnat po We\Vec

N
academic staff in J‘@ @ A Q(:)
\ ﬁ"
H1d: performance Yg i
performa demic i
) ’ &
| o O | |
H2: Self-effica ffecis positively t@performance of academic staff in
&
J"fi’*)\ R S
HZa@xperi ce affects tively the performance of academic staff in
&in. 72

rdan. X~
S

;WZb: Vicarious experience has a significant positive effect on the

academic staff in public universities.

QD

3

%

performance of academic staff.

0 H2c: Verbal persuasion affects significantly and positively the performance of

academic staff in Jordan.
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H2d: Emotional cues has a signficnat positive effect on performance of

academic staff in Jordan. YV

The structural model of the direct effect hypotheses is shown in \mG. It
shows that the loading of items and dimensions are greater than 0.60 eliminating the
need to delete any of the items. It shows also that the corre ationzetween HRM

practices and self-efficacy accounted to 0.35 which is acce d indicates that

there is no issue of multicollinearity among the independe les &f this study.

The loading of the items of all variables is gkeater than 0.60. dd?tioxrthe
N

dimension of HRM practices showed that it has regression wetght of ‘rﬁ’sre than

W ce of a@'emic staff,
is the {

oderator, and it is

0.60. Similarly, for the dimension of self-efficaRan'd
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For the indi’c@he infic for the structural model. The value

of RMSEA acceuntedto 0. ich is | an 0.08. Additionally, the CMIN/DF is
NP ©

1.938 and it IS leSs than t CG'm ended value of 3. For the CFI (0.938), TLI

-
(0.931)% | (09 18y a%zﬁl"e}/ed the required value of greater than 0.90.

PCI&S 0.219 which is greé\@’than 0.05 and achieved the required level. Thus, as

\1 Table 4.18, all the values of the fit measurement criteria of structural model

: a
& achieved the required level and they are acceptable.
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Table 4.18: Fit Measurement Criteria of Structural Model

Fit Measurement Criteria Score Accepted scon?v
RMSEA 0.061 <0.08
CMIN/DF 1.938 < \
CFlI .938 >0
TLI 931 2
IFI .938 >0.9

PCLOSE 219 ?&

For testing the hypotheses of this study, the outpu of?!ructural model is

deployed. In this study, there are two main direct hypo I'SUb potheses

of each. The first hypothesis of this study (H1) proposed that the HR a(ﬁICGQ‘WI”

have a positive effect on the performance of aca staff “Hl H pr!tcﬁ%es has a

positive significant effect on the performance ademi pubh \{wrsmes

The findings show that the effect of HRV\%NGS n}er ance 0 academlc staff

is positive and significant (B=.171, C R= 96, <0.0§‘ j\Q increase in HRM
r

0 a %f Jordanian academic

staff. Accordingly, H1 is sup e ~§$
N
The first sub hyp ches %redlcte that e‘e@f selection and recruitment on

v e@ﬂ/mgmﬁcant “Hla: recruitment and

practices will lead to a posm ed ac on t

the performance of acade

selection have ant ositi effe n performance of academic staff in

Jordan”. e s S O\R? 3&\!& ef-fg:t is positive and significant (B=.521, C.
R=6. 131 ) Th ?s} incre |n selection and recruitment will increase the
perfor f acade sta , Hla is supported.

We second sub hypothe5|s assumed that the effect of training and development

ts performance of academic staff positively and significantly “H1b: Training and
€

velopment has a significant positive effect on the performance of academic staff in

Jordan. The findings show that the training and development has significant impact on
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the performance of academic staff (B=.323, C. R=4.196, P<0.001). According,

universities that conduct training and development will enhance the perform?!r

academic staff. Thus, H1b is supported. ('}

The third sub hypothesis proposed that promotion as a practiceo%RM has a
positive impact on the performance of academic staff “Hlc: P%otion has a

signficnat positive effect on the perfomance of academic staff'i n”. The findings

show that promotion is critical for the peformance of aca taff in Jordan and it

has a signficnat effect on the performance of Jordanian ‘aeade icM;.Z C.

" I >
R=4.129, P<0.001). Thus, the enhancement o omotion ncbeié%e the

performance of Jordanian academic staff. ThusYﬁs su ‘r'te ‘\/‘z~

tha{jﬁxe\ performance

The fourth sub hypothesis of H»@Ssﬁice
rfg@ce appraisal has a

appraisal affects the performance of a% staff “H
ic h%‘ in Jordan”. The result

significant positive effect on the %ance
] Q—
of testing the hypotheses sho& t the ct pe&étmance appraisal affects the

performance of acaderg':c m:.l*, C.

performance appraisal leads to an_in Ihe@erformance of Jordanian academic

ﬁb @
staff. Thus, H1d & ted, | Q/%
N
The ser@in ym%s’dﬂf-ﬂé’édicted that the effect of self-efficacy on
@,
Dcy(f s Béﬁ?ive and significant “H2: Self-efficacy affects

performa% cad‘g
positi performance of a,%%;mic staff in Jordan”. The result of hypotheses

2.31@20.014). The increase in the

t Whow that the effect}f self-efficacy on performance of academic staff is

rease in self-efficacy increase the performance of academic staff. Accordingly, H2

Ol Ive and significant (B=.726, C. R=9.555, P<0.001). Thus, this indicates that the

is supported.
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Past experience was proposed to affect the performance of academic staff “H2a:

Past experience affects positively the performance of academic staff in Jorda

findings show that the effect of past experience (PE) has insignifica@t on

performance of academic staff (B=.351, C. R=4.110, P<0.001). Thus ﬁ*xperlence
has a significant effect on the performance of academic staff. Acc @mgly, H2a is

supported.

Vicarious experience was proposed to have a di sitive effect on the

performance of academic staff “H2b: Vicarious experienceghas a sign CQEIVE

effect on the performance of academic staff”. @gs showe lhe&f ect of
-'

vicarious experience on performance of acad aff 1 |cant*(~B 072, C.

R=-.240, P=0.810). Vicarious experience ﬁM affe?\ the rformé\e of academic

staff. Accordingly, H2b is rejected

The third sub hypotheS|s of se ef | pjse 'bha_\the verbal persuasion
will affect directly and pos1 e per ance o‘t&ﬁemlc staff “H2c: verbal
persuasion affects sign |caw7nd piiltlv : \rmance of academic staff in
Jordan”. The findings m% that thé I d‘é@psmn has a significant effect on the

O

performance of a& staff B=.259, C. R%‘Slg, P=0.012). This indicates that the

\
verbal persuaterti al for Férfcﬁgzahce of academic staff. The increase in the

verbal per will lea e in the performance of Jordanian academic
staff. Sw is supthed" X

N
S
; motlonal cues is proposed to affect positively the performance of academic

‘H2d: Emotional cues has a signficnat positive effect on performance of

Qdemlc staff in Jordan”. The findings support the hypothesis and show that the

effect of emotional cues has a significant and positive effect on performance of
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academic staff (B=.492, C. R=4.929, P<0.001). Thus, the hypothesis (H2d) is

supported and the increase in emotional cues will lead to an increasew

performance of Jordanian academic staff. %\
4.9 Moderating Effect of Nepotism Vz

Nepotism is proposed as a moderator between HR acges, self-efficacy, and
performance of academic staff. To test the moderator; t al. (2010) osed that

[
the moderator can be tested by multiplying the i% of theindep ?ent@)&z;ble
Y

with the indicator of the moderator to produce the ratingeffect/In thisqs(udy, the
N

HRM practices as the independent variable ied~ with Ymoderator;

nepotism to create the moderating e@potism
en se

moderating effect of nepotism be f- ‘mc(

A
y)hin Fi Ire 4@e moderating effect of

d pe e of arﬁa'émic staff is shown.
1 S

practiee). Similarly, the

dJperformance of academic

staff was created (Nepotism*Self-

(9]
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Figure 4.7: Structur Pof Neg ism sj_a | Medgrator between HRM Practices

\ ei A ademic Staff
The ab shwre hows at lhe mg of all items is greater than 0.60. In
addition, t@mg or/the SSi eight of the dimensions is greater than 0.60

indlca there |s ue 0ffoading. The correlation between variable is less
\z
= )

th\ hich indicates that thére is no multicollinearity among the variables of this

s
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The indices of the structural model of the moderator were also assessed. Table

4.17 shows the result of fit measurement criteria of the moderating model. It?m

that the value of RMSEA is 0.067 which is less than 0.08. CMIN/DF@IS to

2.033 and it is acceptable because it is less that the accepted score of*3" (0.943),

TLI (0.939), and IFI (0.943) are acceptable because they are greater than the accepted

score of 0.90. Table 4.19 shows the fit measurement cri ew the moderator
¥

nepotism between HRM practices and self-efficacy wit ar":e of academic

staff. .\d
X

. L . ) N
Table 4.19: Fit Measurement Criteria of Mo r Nepotism betwee I:bé'l\yl
Practices and Performance of Academic §ta \r

Y' . Y
Fit Measurement Criteria Scare _ . Accepted score
RMSEA %V ) “<0.08
CMIN/DF % & <3
CFI \% O =09
TLI :

g >0.9
IFI (,).943 \T JQ\ >0.9
PCLOSE 312 N\ > 0.05
q Q—’
\h &
To examine the hypo?& e j r oseij%th%t the nepotism will moderate
the effect of HRM pra% perfo:‘ %J} Acad}ﬂc staff
&
@;

“H3: High&?ﬁ@m will r\ce thk“positive effect of HRM practices on

| N
performance Ewe cs‘ta .| C—)(J

%

e rating effect (Nepotism* HRM Practices) has

The@gs showed t
4
signifi ct on th peﬁrorm e of academic staff with coefficient of -0.14 as

Sr, )
shw igure 4.7 and critica(?atio of 2.417. The p-value is less than 0.05 indicating

‘% hypotheses is supported. The increase in nepotism will decrease the effect of

OM practices on performance of Jordanian academic staff. Thus, H3 is supported.
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To better explain the hypothesis, Table 4.20 shows the results of testing the
moderating effect of nepotism between HRM practices and the performa?!f

academic staff. %\

Table 4.20: Results of Moderating Effect of Nepotism between HRM Prattices and

Performance of Academic Staff Yv

Relationship Estimate(8) S.E CR M Result

Performance of Academic

HRM Practices—> 0.204 0.054  3.725 WO Significant
staff l

Nepotism* HRM -0.143 0.057 2. .01 i‘g

ni{izc.ant

Practices=> Performance of

Academic staff ' _\b}

Nepotism = Performance of -0.084 0.04 1.963 2 .0 Q’gnificant
<y

Academic staff Y. N
T é‘(
the@%!erator, and it is
given here to ease the explanatio(wjhe miér\l%gxx

sb'\o%(m in the figure, the

N
moderator nepotism, the inde ariable is @ces, and the moderating

effect which is the result o@lyinf
(Nepotism*HRM pra% well as t

II" Lp@nt variable is performance of

academic staff Wn. It' hat gdﬂoderating effect is negative and
significant indiw t ne am ting variable.
(0 ‘P2 9
O
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Figure 4.8: Moderating effect of Nepw tween HR racti@and Performance
ofracademic A
&
(.)

? 0
o
For the moderating effe& poti@n s@cacy and performance of
academic staff, the study p d that nepati W,i@\negatively moderate the effect
% ? N
a ic's

of self-efficacy on perf e of a\ m&w
“H4: Higl&\osm vl'ill uce {? positive effect of self-efficacy on
Performance%\le c 9% :' C—)(J
i %’ oder ~

a,@eﬁect of nepotism between self-efficacy and

F% shovxs e
permc of academic staffc_) hows that the loading of all items is greater than

N addition, the loading or the regression weight of the dimensions is greater

T

0.60 indicating that there is no issue of loading. The correlation between variable

iS less than 0.90 which indicates that there is no multicollinearity among the variables.
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& 0 adem&%naff

9
(ﬁ ‘2.9
of th yu I @d of the moderator were also assessed. Table

The@;
£ o o _
4.21s result of fit eas\ﬁ}!?ment criteria of the moderating model. It shows

thw lue of RMSEA is 00069 which is less than 0.08. CMIN/DF accounts to

nd it is acceptable because it is less that the accepted score of 3. CFl (0.939),

QI (0.934), and IFI (0.939) are acceptable because they are greater than the accepted
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score of 0.90. Table 4.21 shows the fit measurement criteria of the moderator

nepotism between self-efficacy and performance of academic staff. YV

and Performance of Academic Staff
Fit Measurement Criteria Score score
RMSEA 0.069 .08
CMIN/DF 2.041 VS 3
CFI .930 >0.9
TLI .934 ? >0.9
IFI .939 0.9

PCLOSE 312 0 0

The findings showed that nepotism nega@oderajﬂ"ecﬁia self-
as

efficacy on performance of academic staff. In Rtr.acted from

the results of the moderating effect of ne@whe ta{ﬁl

and perfo ance @cademlc staff.

Table 4. 21: Fit Measurement Criteria of Moderator Nepotism between i |cacy

s th ults of testing

nepotism as a moderator between self-e

(,a T,
Table 4.22: Results of Moderating E po be&een Self-Efficacy and
Per ade c«lstafq.
Relationship t| ate P value Result
Self-efficacy 9 0.779 p?Q\,Q 861 0.000 Significant
Performance of Acade
staff
Nepotism* Self | -0 .@GZ 5.606 0.006 Significant
Performance of |c &
staf ‘ (_)
Nepotism = anc Ofl 7 C’) 0.036  2.975 0.002 Significant
Aca ) \b
o'
\/

T coeff|C|ent of the eﬁ‘éct (Nepotism*Self-efficacy) is -0.129 and the p-value

% effect is 0.006 which is less than 0.05 indicating that the nepotism has

Oatlvely moderated the effect of self-efficacy on the performance of Jordanian

academic staff. Thus, H4 is supported. For better illustration of the moderating effect
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of nepotism between self-efficacy and performance of academic staff, Figure 4.10

shows the diagram of the moderation. T
AN

oself

.//. "’-'-)- DN \
Nepotism * Performance of

‘ Self-Efficacy ’ Accepted ~ Academic Staff

\ 4

~—~

Nepotism

\v v
Figure 4.10: Moderating effect of Nepotism,between icacy ﬁg-evrformance
of A@ aff &
Additional findings indicates@bnepotis ?n g@s direct effect on the
_ ] >
performance of academic st indicates sthat Qéfﬁsm is critical for the

academic staff and the i c@b in i Wg}kad to a reduction in the
performance of acadenfic ’ ! 0
’ $ &
N | SN %(J
4.10 Summar &
This ﬁpte res;t:?h data @Iysis of this study. The chapter presented the

reliabili% e vahdi 3Iysi ‘g\also conducted the preliminary analysis to clean

and e the data. The pm\@i'}s’ of the respondents was presented as well as the

exXory factor analysis. The analysis was conducted using SPSS and AMOS.

&I g AMOS, the measurement model and the structural model were assessed.
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The result showed that HRM practices and its components recruitment and
selection, training and development, promotion, and performance appraiwme
significant predictors of the performance of academic staff. In addition, @ﬁngs
showed that self-efficacy and its components past experience, verba sion and
emotional cues are important predictors of performance of academicystaff. Nepotism
moderated the effect of HRM practices and self-efficacy on che of academic
staff and it has a significant negative direct effect on th pY;ar]ce of academic
staff. The variables of this study were able to explai % 0 thw:)n in the
performance of academic staff. Next chapter discuss findings cﬁn&@o‘g of

b4

v/ S

this study.
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