CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS Y.

\%
N«

4.1 Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present @yze data er’ed-*c m the
4

respondents through questionnaires and interw&' Fin‘d"o% this@dpter were

graphssand pie charts.
&

Findings were analyzed according to t Jectives ofdthe study./A profile of data

\ A
from each of the respondents w. S@Ied @e&e
6 e,
al

t@tatistical packages for
social sciences (SPSS) and

equation oglel (&M) analysis which were

X
made through AMOS. The?!!s are 'epr ed iQ\ﬁbles of frequency distribution
|

N,

and percentages. The rwill be discu d,'usiag exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

and confirmatory,{\a,sis. Tﬁe h othes%sv%ere tested using structural equation
B

model (SEM) iS. | Q
¢ 2 C,)
L1
& ' F
N

analyzed using descriptive statistics andgpr ed i

4. alysis of Data
The data was analyzed using statistical methods by the help of statistical
ackage for Social Science (SPSS) to offer a description and summary of the data

using descriptive statistics, which allowed description of several points that are
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Understandable. Exploratory factor analysis was used to test the relationship between
the different variables of which latent factors were extracted to measure the v
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). The theoretical frame and hypothesis were @smg

the structural equation model (SEM).

As stated above, AMOS was the best choice for this SEM{aIy, . Itis a visual

program that is optimal for structural equation modeling a it, we can draw

w

graphic models with the help of simple drawing tools. It q ck analysis and

Il a teM

The descriptive statistics was used in the analysis of tPe esu ThQ.J cluded

computation for SEM and displays the result in graphic as

average, t Ra'ttern range,

distribution, modeling, the arithmetic mean, the % diat

an

standard deviation, and variance. The re% hin e method is to develop

O

total sample, identify distribution MS 0 ent

government services. 0 c}
‘&
The hypothesis was exam so@re to measure the degree of
relationship between t Cts exazy the erating effect of the age on the
me

m;ﬁsure the level of e-

s

relationship betwee erce vef nt(s}/wces and job performance in the

civil status and de : Jorza-/&/
2 .9
Q— N
’ M <>

4.2.1 lity of th S{rumms

: Table 4.1: Rﬁlllty Analysis of the Measurement Scales

4 - -y
\ Measurement scale Number  Cronbach’s Non-reliability = 1- Interpretation
of alpha alpha
\ Items
i‘aglzver”me”t SEIVICES 110 0.83 100 X (1-.83) =17%  Good reliability
Job Performance 10 0.89 100 X (1-0.89) = 11% Y& good
reliability




The Cronbach's alpha trial of internal consistency was utilized to survey the
dependability of the civil status and passport department representatives' dew
markers of the civil status and passport department and the job perforr%\cale.
Cronbach's alpha would show decent reliability of the estimation sca e yielded
inward consistency of the scale things is above (0.7), which%'es to (70%)
unwavering quality and (30%) trickiness in the utilized esNion framework

(Nunnally, 1978, p. 245). The aftereffects of the examina Zthe two inventories

appear in Table 4.1 above. .\d
L ]
N4
The Cronbach's alpha test demonstrated he” (10)-item |vi' sba‘.as and

_ _ y & Y
passport department estimated with a one-to Wmt ertstype sc as solid,

with (alpha = 0.83) showing that the ten essm rs' apparent e- taxpayer

supported organizations and learn capac re seen similarly b)GDe respondents.
Further, the regular quality atlﬂrﬁzndeg\)fhat the representatives'

impression of their own jOb 0 ance end&‘l@' with Cronbach's (alpha =

N
0.89). The degrees of uallty as e ma@ subtracting the dependability
(1000)

from an aggregate of uali t‘,wleldmg modest quantities of non-

solid estlmatlon x ai J sh dif ce/blunder) inside the two scales as

appeared in a 1 }\?lrerﬂag'lﬁer of the evaluation in the two ranges
descrlbes aI fl #n etween the things when squared: for instance, the e-
taxp orted org |zaF' on&/ﬁ" things share (0.83 X 0.83) X 100 = 68% of the
ch e in I|ke manner between these ten pointers by and large. A similar standard

Q‘® to the activity execution job performance ten things.
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4.2.2 Instruments Validity
The legitimacy of measures translation depends on the information assemw
the certified research. The examination utilized a build legitimacy strateg@ntify
the instruments' legitimacy (Hair, Anderson, Babin, & Black, 2010). nderson,
Babin and Black (2010) contend that the examination mustW the factor
investigation system in the wake of recognizing the reason oMr investigation.
o

Three first advances should be taken in structuring a 'nves'tigation and in
surveying the appropriateness of the information the .\hqugy (Halr
igst place, th |t’cziI\6%mple
erm‘o\\‘fc i the\%'mmatlon

was evaluated (Hair, Anderson, Babin, & Black,,2010) Thisswas tra@c?gy assessing
the relationship framework for coefﬁ&@(o 3)o 4 am@uring the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMQO) proportion cﬂspectm%\mp ness<a Bartlett's trial of

N,
sphericity (Osborne, 2014 & 8sbor . ZOOQ(:‘]DaIIant, 2013), and in

&

conclusion, deciding the nt 1 erlying \§4he arrangement of factors

Anderson, Babin & Black, 2010; Pallant, 2013). In t

size as an outright term and as an element of t

(Osborne, 2014; Palla : The e ion additionally talk about the EFA

%

tilizi e CFA more prominent beginning

and auxiliary condi deell

methodology ri (5'9

At t , considenin the\@mance of Hair, Anderson, Babin and Black
010) amln! ti co’epte at the (314) led perceptions were adequate to

per. exploratory factm&mvestlgatlon (EFA) strategy to be utilized. Hair,
on Babin and Black (2010) proposed that an example size of more than (100)
OUId be best for the factor investigation technique. Moreover, the number of
perceptions was far higher than the base required by analysts or (50) opinions and an

ideal proportion of (5) or (10) views for each pointer with EFA and more top than
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(200) with CFA. Moreover, analysts ought to consistently determine the potential
builds that can be recognized through the character and nature of the factors suw
to factor investigation (Hair, Anderson, Babin & Black, 2010). Also, wi , the
specialist evaluated build legitimacy by surveying conduct focalized‘l&macy and

discriminate legitimacy (Hair, Anderson, Babin & Black, 2010). Q

The develop legitimacy accomplished by evaluatin

through examining the extents of scales corresponds with

intended to gauge comparable builds (Hair, Anderson, Babin & Black Q; Hinkin,

| LS
1998). The develop markers are firmly conne et'they don'tieorrespond with

different measures and underlying square foun of A\LQ oug be higher

than the relationships between builds to ts e disalm e Ie{ acy utilized in
ck,

the examination (Hair, Anderson, Babin

\ QA
This way, considering the e)lerﬁi ed, ie @sors analyzed right now
“« Q-

hypothetical help and Werew ted in invgﬁfgations. The investigation

N
accepted that the elements E fit for 'acto n@)n techniques. As noted over,
nho F

this investigation led d% ﬂéﬂ CFA to see the basic structure of

the measures to e@ bu iti

id legi acy.@
’ J C.)O

&
i:«/
e
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4.3 Rate of Response

Table 4.2: Summary of Response Rates

Questionnaires administered 405? E
Undelivered 41
e

Uncompleted

No. of responses Yv 335
43

Response rate (335/400)

A
b
Information was gathered through polls, of an ag‘qr ateof (400)surveys

was circulated to the bleeding edge civily statu \and\ asspon.?ﬂepartment

representatives in Jordan. Out of the (40@ (4 deli g;and (24) had

inadequate reactions and accordingl M' ili

these lines, a sum of (335) surve erahe on% 're(%w ified to be used in the
: ;& [ “

investigation giving a reactior& f (83% red ﬁable 4.2 above.

N

4.3.1 Respo#’ Pr ﬁleq C—)O
’ 4
Ana@, he data Tnvalves ﬁme’ translation of data collected into valuable

infor:weside{ afobtaé: from Jordanian civil status and passport

N
de workers was evaltrated using SPSS and AMOS. They included the study

N

ision, classification, and regression.
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Table 4.3: Demographic and Professional Characteristics

Frequency Percentage
Sex i
Female 146 466 o ¥
Male 168 585

Age group — collapsed

25-30 Years 59
31-35 Years 79 5.2

3640 Years 83 26.4

>40 Years 93 99w 296
Educational level — collapsed

Diploma or less 137 W% |36
University Degree 14 W
Master’s Degree or Higher ' oY *.

Working Experience

8 .
1—<2 years Q , 760"
2—<5 Years 4 J 18».5‘,z~
z 57 N\
7

5-<10 Years

>=10 Years E\[ 1757
Table 4.3 shows the socioe ics ana\pe%$ iﬁ\@s of the respondent

Q. - .
workers. There was a sum of (%res ntatives’at thiﬁ;?artment of Civil Affairs

of Jordan who finished the%ﬂw \It no absent ﬁ\odd reactions; most of them,
(53.5%), were male W% d the:‘ umﬁ'g’ @em, (46.5%), were females. The
ol &

periods of the WWSI’E a;'p ed aséUWs: (18.8%) of them were matured
somewhere in w e of

¢
field of (31 ), (26.49 eré'met_yred somewhere in the range of (36) and (40),
NN

(30&@.2%) were matured somewhere in the

and (29.6%) were agéd ghan g_é.)\

AN 2
over, the instructiv@cﬁt‘-}gree of those workers was disseminated as follows:

% portion of them, (47.5%), had a college degree, (43.6%) had recognition or

, and (8.9%) had a graduate degree or higher instructive level.
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The yielded investigation of the long periods of experience of the respondents
recommended that (7.6%) of them had among one and under two years of exp?ﬂ
another 18.5% had among (two and under five years of experience, @ had

among five and under ten years of experience, and the rest of the ignificant

part, for example, (55.7%), had at least ten years of experience. ?
Y.
4.4 Data Screening / c,}‘r
=\
Data screening was done to avoid prob Iater off'the Q%érch and
improve the model solution (Collins, Onw &uila ; 7, G her, Ting &

Palmaer, 2008). The screening mvo@kmg 0 n t@&uestlonnalre was
nse and

correct and constituent to the re c?n r question went an
N

answered in the questlonnalr wa!’ nor dlgﬁbuted (Malhotra, 1999).
Screening was conducted throu P ctlng data that was out of range
utilizing descriptive and mncy Tom and. \Vyhen dealing with Multivariate
statistical technlque isi poi sure‘: at"the data entered is free from error

and is considered'a

And&&oﬁ, Babin & Black, 2010).

% al
@-,b),&

Y—v
N
S

L

Mlssmg Data
Individual fit measurements are a propelled strategy for distinguishing odd,
sual rushed, phony, and fake study respondents (John & Castaneda, 2017).

Individuals with consolidated high residuals (more noteworthy than three standard
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focuses) and those with multivariate Mahalanobis removes in the multivariate settings
(for our situation > 28 standard focuses) were recognized and evaluated f?!ir

impact on the factor and relapse arrangements. (ﬁ\

In the long run, (21) records were barred from the investigation for the
accompanying reasons: (12) records had a single reaction classiic% eight albums

impacted the relapse examination settings with consolidated variate and bivariate

high estimations of Mahalanobis separates, and stand reslduals over the

necessary edges characterized previously. One more recordwas absent ery Q’ngle

S

segment variable and subsequently was prohibite the examina

b 4 \/Y“
S

G NP

)

L)
The information was in@ for.single XC14ss @uions, and the FACTOR
N A\

analysis was utilized to surv dimensiopality of every one of the deliberate scale
pointers of e-governn% ices and j é&/ ance. Further, it inspected the
personal fit insig@n S@Wstake %&f’ the RP files), featuring individuals
with reaction sets,that'ma n od <Qm arative with the factor arrangements
ehaghalinay v el c')@‘o p g
'
looked for.Q

’ m) S o |
ple of t yléﬁj f&ﬁf‘the FACTOR analysis indicates respondents with

maderately oddball (odd reac%s/exceptions/single reaction SRC classes) right now

T

%endix G. The respondents' reactions were given to the two estimated scale

orkers: featured (**) cases describe individuals with odd results all in all scale,

examples named as SCR are those whose reactions were single class for all the scale
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things (line writing they are designated "straight liners" = replying "emphatically
4.4.3 Normality V
k z 1

120

Mean = 2.88
Std. Dev. = 1.148
H=314

concur" for all scale things).

100

Frequency
T

40—

20—

0 1 2 3 4 5 13

| found the system very cumbersome to use

1 PV
qu £1: sjbgeiﬁlf Item 8 Normal Distribution

&IPS

§ (335) re ondgnts’wreasurements were collected. These records were
co& numbered and Werﬁen entered into the Excel spread sheet program and

éd using SPSS and the stand-alone FACTOR program. The measured indicators

Qe-government services and job performance were examined for normality

distribution using the histogram as illustrated in Figure 4.1, which shows the
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distribution of item 8as a sample of the civil status and passport department. Kurtosis

and skewness indexes were also examined, Table 4.3 (Appendix G). T

0
X

4.4.4 Multicollinearity
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Figure %orre Mrix een Selected Samples of the Measured
¢ L ors
= e
NN

S tsand ofs W@sed to identify outliers with balancing effects on
N

—

he Aion lines when assaf,g[ng the correlations between these indicators, Figure

A \ resulting analyzed sample was equal to 314 respondents’ complete records.

106



4.5 Factor Analysis Result and Interpretation

The objective of the study is to determine the relationships between the variable

in the study (exogenous and endogenous variables). Based on the literatufe teview in

chapter 2, factor analysis was selected to redefine the metric variableS*that,supported

the theories (Pett, Lackey & Sullivan, 2003).

45.1 Factorial Validity of the E-Government SerViges Scale (EFA)

Table 4.4: Maximum Likelihood R6tated Rattern Matrix

Items

Promax rotated item-factor
loadings

Usability/difficulty  Learnability

Item2 | found the system unnecessarity complex

Item9 | found the system very cumbersome to
use

Item3 | thought the system was easy touse

Item5 | found the various functions in this
system were well integrated

Item1 I think that'| Weuld liké+to use'this system
frequently

Item7 | would imagine that most people would
learn to use this system very quickly

Item8 dfeltwery confident using,the system

Item6 | thought there was too much
inconsistency in this system

Item10 I needed to learn a lot of things before |
could get going with this system

Item4 | think that I would need the support of a
technical person to be able to use this

0.838

0.770

0.770

0.678

0.653

0.604
0.930
0.640
0.569
0.477
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Learnability factors = -0.37. Goodness-of-fit chi-squared test: y2(45) ={gl p
< 0.001. Extraction method: maximum likelihood. Rotation metho@ with
Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Determinant = 0.018. KMO = 0.85, Bartlett’s test of sphedi.:quared test:

x2(45) = 1238.1, p < 0. 001.Correlation between ¢ trac% usability and job

performance. '

Y.
Table 4.4 shows the assessment of the fac%lidity d di eqs@\n@i‘ry of
ec

the CSPD (E-government services); they are %. to explorat fac\t?f' analysis
T

(EFA). \/ ,,\ \3\
Firstly, the factorability of the e- hnent servi scal@as assessed using

principal components analysis usir% SPSSﬁ}r%a d':r,}e stand-alone Factor
4
program (Lorenzo-Seva & F@

=€

N,

2
2013). Thed, | ure on the number of
available sub concepts th be Lx racte fro%\he civil status and passport

department was review%a ditiog,

the presence of h@nsior‘s;
government serﬁQ ale, Whi
S

namely th@ and'learna 'Ii(y %@cales that may exist within the e-government
services% As svﬁ:hgdz
par alysis (PA) using th@CTOR program assuming the maximum likelihood

es%\r as an extraction method first. The correlation matrix analysis yielded from
e

i,_,ézigi and Lauriola (2009) suggested

er, th{&ﬁthor used scoring manual of the e-

ica aﬁ%e presence of two distinct sub-factors,

pcale?g\subjected to mean average partial (MAP) and

Q PSS program indicated that the 10-item civil status and passport department was
actorable, as evidenced by the presence of several correlations with a size of (0.3) and
above between these items, (Appendix G).

108



These correlations between the (10) items beside the sufficient sample size (314
subject records per indicator) (Hair, Anderson, Babin & Black, 2010), and th fal
extracted variance from each items, were relatively high and none of @%ﬁd an
initial extracted variance below (0.2), which is the minimum extracte?&'@nce in an

indicator that can be analyzed in the factor analysis approach (Osborn?ZOlS).

Moreover, the K-M-O index of sampling adequacy wa yically significant

ich ‘5 a good sample

> gorrela matr'%.had

N
sufficient shared variance that did not reach collinearity thresholds t mf!y‘&{'n’aer the

4
gbsQ absegz?;e;‘/-(;c serious
t:0.0T&\To rule out
&

Sis, @determinant was

as found by the PCA and EFA procedures, at (K-M-O = 0.

size. Bartlett’s test of sphericity suggested that these indica

wn

matrix indeterminate; further, the determinant ?‘F&u

collinearity between these indicators, CM determi

collinearity in the correlation matrix er factor a

A
checked to see if it was greater t WOO@QFE 2012, p. 771). Thus, it
0 e,
X W

indicated that the correlation ma\ as f T matrix between the (10)

Thescorrel
X

items measuring the e-gov?nt ser'ices ere su@ted to PCA initially, with the

!
resulting factor solut%owing s;ngz/ T two meaningful, simple and

\

interpretable fact Nfirst fact xplain@s'({m%) of the variations between the

&
(10) items, ar%iec d'fa erple'i)@ (18.3%) of the variance with the total
'
explained@' eing equal t (63.\(@.1

’
Me extracPon ﬁe@' was switched from the PCA method to the

A <
:an likelihood method}d the factor solution was rotated using the promax

d; promax rotation assumes the two subscales are correlated and real.

0 The items measuring system ease, difficulty, complexity issues and integration

beside the willingness and happiness to use the system converged significantly and
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saliently (item-factor loadings > 0.5) with the first factor, which was called “e-
government services/system use difficulty”. The items that measured the empw
perceptions of confidence using the system, the consistency of the system@)ility
and the need for support and training converged significantly, (wel , (except

item4: factor loading below 0.5), on the second factor (system Iearna&tys.

The extracted two factors were correlated significaw-md negatively as
expected, r = -0.35, denoting that people who perceived hi -gov&rnment services

difficulty tended to perceive significantly fewer learnabi issues o eiagQrp <
! _\‘—}
b4

0.001, according to the extracted factor correlatio

NV
Next, the FACTOR program was con d fo many fagtors can be
extracted from the (10) e-governmen s |nd| ‘Brs; e par ; analysis (PA)

and the mean average partial (M ) an Si ‘Q d Q e presence of an

A
extractable two-factor solution (|§ suh ctors)'that r@ be extracted from the
e.

(10)-item e-government servi This wﬂﬁﬁé eigenvalue and scree plot

scatterplot criteria, w Rcated clearly. hf @ce of two extractable factors

within the EFA analysiqf corceldti afiéj the e-government services scale.

The FAC ogr viged th <6./single factor solution would be more
o
tenable if the %ﬂerce tlle &nf-je d a measure of people’s responses instead

NN o
of the n% e of jn ex cted \@iﬁnce from these measured indicators. However,
Ieyfac

a si or may exist Wlthtﬂj\xg e-government services scale because when the

fi tor extracted variance (25.8%) is divided by the second factor extracted

nce obtained from the parallel analysis output the yielded proportion equals (1.2),
h

ich supports the presence of only one factor solution.
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4.5.2 Factorial Validity of the JP Scale (EFA) \i

In the same manner, the (10) indicators of job performance scale admi red to

o

the principal component analysis explored, followed by the expl aximum

oratory
likelihood factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis. z

s?reI used. The Factor
Iy, the@on matrix
' %

s’ self-rated j er nce
IS
t

.3) and

The SPSS, AMOS and stand-alone FACTOR program

program was consulted for the parallel and MAP test
between the 10 indicators measuring the emplo

showed reasonably sufficient intercorrelations w magr}tu e eqgual

above as illustrated in the correlation matrix in Append \ ! X~

Also, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkini g?)yf samplt deaéﬁ for the factor

analysis procedure suggested that tre number o qw the given items and
- . N :

cases was sufficient for the fac Sis (k 0.9 ﬁ@arltorlous), according to

3, whieh is above 0.00001).

the determinant factor statistic(&rmi
Field and Fiel sugg'g ed }t the<'10 measured job performance

&
indicators did nc&h‘%un@ariw {&e’cting the factorability of the scale
5 &

items. In additw lett’s th@y suggested that the correlation matrix
¢

between thQ indi€atorsiwassno age.rggeﬁnite, x2 (45)=133.15, p <0.001.
Reh s ;uj =)
a

statisti g(eeq\/ o the factorability of the (10) job performance

§)

measured-indicators. Also, alhhe measured indicators had an initial shared variance

(0.3) and many of them had an initial extractable variance above the (0.5)

Qeshold. The parallel analysis using the FACTOR program suggested that there was

one extractable factor; this agreed with the MAP test and the scree scatterplot
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(Appendix G) denoting that there was a single latent perceived job performance that

can be summarized from these indicators. Y

Table 4.5: Maximum Likelihood Rotated Pattern V‘

JP items
Job performance factor

g15 | am seeking to provide perfect services N ').777
g20 | have the enthusiasm and willingness to achieve

. 0.746
these services ) o
g18 I am respecting the job ethics h , (373? ‘(}\(
gl7 | am abiding by the department systems and policies 0.721

- - - . v ‘
g1l I am providing complete and accurate seer" ‘\D' (3@}'
g19 I am following the work schedule O 667
ql3 I am providing fast respon ustom
inquiries O 667
g16 | am accomplishing the services based on a specific
! 0.650
timetable
q14 | am providing services with eTtegtifendgs ) 0.630
<3~'

Extraction method: Maxm%lhot or ex ed. 4 iterations required. K-
M-O = 0.92, determin 13, Bartlett’ ? st pher1c1ty x2(45) = 1339.15, p <

0.001. \ | %

sth)yv tractlon due to low communality < 0.2,
comm aII and extracted varla& was substantially lower than (0.2), as item12 “I

OmpIIShlng mistake- free services” was removed and thus the factor solution
r

epeated. No rotation was possible due to the presence of a single extractable

Oent factor; in the maximum likelihood extracted item-factor loadings, all the items
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(1 to 10) loaded saliently above the (0.5) threshold to their job performance

perception. Yv

To assess the convergent and factorial validity of the e-governmei es and

job performance questionnaires it was subjected to structural equation odelling

confirmatory factor analysis. V

As such, it was decided to take the analysis a step furtherythus the (10)-item for

each e-government services and job performance s sing ¢ n'irm ry factor

analysis (CFA) was explored using the SPSS AM@S structural equ o’n r?L) ing
analytical program in section 4.7. A\
’ b 3§
\ N
X
)
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4.6 Descriptive Statistics and Relative Importance
Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics and Relative Importance Indexes Of
Government Services \
Code Indicator Mean (SD) M Rank
01 ][ think that 1 would like to use this system 4.16 (0.90) WS 1
requently
Q2 | | found the system unnecessarily complex 4.14 (0.91) 82.80 3
Q3 | I thought the system was easy to use 4&‘) l 82.99 2
I think that | would need the support of a technical
O person to be able to use this Sl () S £
R R R R i I ‘
| found the various functions in this system wer )
Q5 well integrated &'87 (O'#) J?'gg_\') 0
Q6 I thought there was too much inconsistency in this 3.21 (1.1) 64.97 9
system
I would imagine that most people wo leag¥ to g N
Q7 . . 3.79 (8.87) 75.80 6
use this system very quickly c : ¢
Q8 | I found the system very cumbersome to use 2.88 (1.2) 57.64 10
Q9 | Ifelt fident using th g!!) >‘;‘ 4{@) 80.96 4
elt very confident using the m 140 :
K [, [
Q1 |1 n_eedeo! to Ie_:arn a lot of things before I could get 3.55 (1.1) 71.02 7
0 going with this system

Table 4.6 indic%; the rjativ ‘i.rhpbahce indexes (RIIs) are simply

'

understood as peWs b@) and guf%). An item with a RII of between
(0) and (25 %) w ins i con@jbﬂtor to its main domain concept, an item
¢
with an RII etween (25% d{50(/§?s an insignificant contributor to its concept,
N
ittmywith an

Rl een'&%) and (75%)is a significant contributor, while

a

(é‘ al., 2015).

and an
ny$ 3

ith a (RIl >75%) i \r‘fighly significant contributor to its domain concept
5\

The means and standard deviations of the employees’ perceptions of the

indicators of the e-government services are shown in Table 4.6. The third column

shows the (RII) analysis of the (10) indicators of e-government services, and the
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fourth column shows the rank of these indicators when RIls are sorted in ascending
manner. To explain the findings of this analysis, the top perceived indicato
government services by the civil affairs employees in Jordan is “I think @ould
like to use this system frequently”, which has a collective mean ratinml to (4.2)
out of a maximum (5) Likert points, which indicates between hiRa.r%I very high
willingness to use the electronic system. The RII analysis shows that the employees’
rating for their willingness to use their organization’s elec Y:rftce significantly
IS (83.1%), which is substantial willingness to use. ‘ Y‘

The next perceived indicator of e-gove t 'service$ i 'eép‘?oyees

perception of whether “I thought the system w to ”, ich hg\j collective

mean rating of ease of use equal to ( W of g\m I um<<(5§‘.\l_|kert points,

showing that the employees’ collectlw ratlng is tweel‘@gh and very high
ug

cI§'ses perceived ease of

ease of usage on average, and t

system use was quite substa ally, high a 82. 9§$Jt of (100%), which is a
significant perceived ease 0 m uf erage. third top perceived indicator
[

of e-government serv1%he emp'k) ees’ ollective endorsements of whether they

had perceived th@o @\omph%%} as more or less “I found the system

unnecessarlly ex . Thi is 1 \z‘)@ ated collectively by the employees with a
mean com q ( @ which shows that their collective rating is
betw h nd v gn vég This rate is confirmed to be a significant RII,
I e tial, for this percel\m(a'%ystem complexity and equal to (82.8%).

y contrast, the lowest perceived indicator of e-government services by the
Qployees is “I found the system very cumbersome to use”. They had perceived their
working system was cumbersome to use/navigate, which had a mean rating equal to
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(2.88) out of a maximum (5) Likert points. This rate is low but significant, with a
relative importance index rating of (RIl = 57.6%), indicating that their cow
perceived difficulty using their work e-system was between low and@‘n on
average. The second lowest indicator of e-government services is ﬂ&mloyees’
contention as to whether it has inconsistency or not, “I thought tth too much
inconsistency in this system”, which has a mean colle iNing of system
inconsistency equal to (3.21) out of (5) and substantial Y/.

re'atlve perceived

inconsistency at (RIl = 64.27%). The rest of the indica easurin mployees

perceived e-government services mingled between d o'n @lved
indicators of e-government services usability a b| |t T

7 &
4.7 Structural Equation M@ 0 QCP

SEM is a group of multi te statistical strat used to look at direct and

joint connections betwee aZIeast e free lmdﬁdent factor and at least one

4
dependent factor ( I’aLi reau @0) SEM permits the researcher to

J@
Va
4 O,(\

survey the gene I k of: Just <fest the auxiliary model together (Gefen,
Straub & Bo i 20 0, H : Ant&/"én Babin & Black, 2010). Utilizing SEM
does n ess;t r| ed.ébentlal linkages among factors, yet the ties that
exis b een a variable and n&‘%eparate measures. Structural equation modelling is a
f %ﬁghmg measurable method that permits specialists to test speculations about

conmpections among watched and inactive factors (Hoyle, 1995). Moreover, SEM
I

ows a hypothesized model to be tried factually in a concurrent investigation of the
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whole model to decide the degree to which it is reliable with the information (Byrne,

2016).

4.7.1 Examining the Fit of The Model

The Goodness of fit is known to be how the model

Yv
3
S
\/Y'

[ gduci the covariance
matrix among the indicator items. When it is observ e cl seWovariance

matrix produced by the data called then it can l@
(GOF).

dto ;.m)g;ogd@; fit
\" N

Yv
Goodness of fit (GOF) alludes to h [Lithe eﬁmina jon mo@replicates the

covariance network among the poirN’ gs near t

delivered by the information gath r&)’air, A@}\%‘,
? {

N

A =
N
g Goodr'ess- Fit @s of Model Fit

watc@ covariance grid

qu lack, 2010).

References

\ C)Q
Fit Index Expe Ne l nterpr@on
Y,
\ ¢ ! . his i
2 ™ nifichht -sigffificant, but this is

xpected

{ m-) $
” %etween 1 and 3, S@zlals minor departure from

X . .
good if <5 NV fit
o

Sn

Above 0.94 Good fit
0 LI Above 0.94 Good fit
RMSEA below 0.08 Good fit

(Hair, Anderson, Babin &
Black, 2010), Hooper D

(Hair, Anderson, Babin &
Black, 2010), Hooper D,
Barbara Byrne
(Hair, Anderson, Babin &
Black, 2010), Hooper D

(Hair, Anderson, Babin &
Black, 2010), Hooper D,
Barbara Byrne
(Hair, Anderson, Babin &

Black, 2010), Hooper D,
David Keany
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Hair, Anderson, Babin and Black (2010), a researcher does not need t repqt all

of these indices because of the redundancy among them. Hair, Ander S |n and
ciate

£ (x2/df),

the researcher should report at least one incremental index (suc as N and CFI) and

Black (2010) also suggested that in addition to the value and the asso

one absolute index (such as RMR and RMSEA). There rmed chi-square
(x2/df), standardised root mean residual (SRMR), %we dt index (CFI),
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), incremental fit index (IFI) ean ro erQ.r of
approximation (RMSEA) are used to assess the ' —f)
<
Y-

‘1 é\
Q S

inks about 'érbg@cy example of information
|

as a substitute for the pop d retamp ing the ‘Smple information to lead test
n, expectati ‘misg, certainty interims, fluctuation,

bootstrap gauges, preo%
&

or some dlfferent |ons li$oo pmg sed fit records in essential condition

4.7.2 Bootstrapping Approach

Bootstrapping is a syste

displaying (SE is C tlca rp the S|stency of fit files tractable expository

appropriati ( len S e, 1&)2(§tron & Tibshirani, 1994). The hypothesis of

the boo‘&hjde{ Oﬁi}’tl’aﬂ he compatibility of the gauge (Efron, 2003).
ootstrapplng syste?hcan evaluate the ways and the power of a worldview.

rategy is additionally used to portray the factual properties of specific example

Q&s correctly (Byrne, 2016). It adds to making resampling from the example

information and appraisal of a worldview for each sub-test (Efron & Tibshirani, 1994;
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Zhang & Savalei, 2016). Furthermore, right now, bootstrap estimator through the
Bollen and Stine trial of rightness was utilized to decide how steady or gwm

example measurement was as a gauge of the populace parameter (Bol@}tine,

1992; Byrne, 2016). *

4.7.2.1 The Measurement Model Assessment \d
This area shows a report of aftereffects of au condition d p'a)i\ irst,
the appraisal of the estimation model is talked t that’point sthe a&%ment of
was ed from the

the extra model is presented. Be that as it rw e

beginning to capture itself with spec@e
towards corroborative factor invegtigation utm\
(SEM), which was resolved. % @

By and large, the esti of rIo ans Iin ing (RMR), normed fit record

(NFI), Tucker-Lewis %L) and‘, ear t‘,l ist FI) are another arrangement of

insights that are wo heIP t IIness he speculations of the model (Hair,
Anderson, Babifg Bldck, 2000~ &
‘' Ps S

'
ed{\ ile (NFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and

The on onyj
simila W (CFI eg from~(0) to (1), with the worth near (1.00) being

ey

ch ic of a solid match yrne, 2016).

sonable premise

ondition displaying

=

Q The estimation of root implies square blunder of the guess (RMSEA) for the

oposed model must be under (0.08), which demonstrates a sensible mistake of

evaluation suggesting that the model is an adequate fit (Hair, Anderson, Babin &
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Black, 2010). Grounded on the above decency of-fit measurements, there is sufficient
help to infer that the speculations model fits the information assembled s tiwa

well, and further investigation should be possible. %\

Before dissecting the causal model, it is essential to look at the estimation model
to evaluate the unwavering quality and legitimacy of the factorsC\or, orative factor

investigation (CFA) utilizing the most extreme probability was directed to

assess the legitimacy of the held scale things for every sin

A measures model with the examination inten to look at the

n'ec'tié)@'fhat

exist between the two builds, to be specific e-g nment ‘;e ices and Q‘}Jpation

Y' N
performance, and their watched pointers to setiup th \eha ilitie W validities
before testing the basic model. %V ? &
\ R
A

Lol
Confirmatory factor a
TN

FA) E-go ﬁﬁmQ@services scale

Ay }'5\5\

P =

33 | |
Figure 4.3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Measurement Model (E-
government services)

(7.
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The structural equation modelling AMOS program was utilized to su
factorial, concurrent, and discriminate legitimacy of the ten e-governrr% ices
things by conceding their covariance matrix as a unit of investigation diagnostic

program. At first, the ten pointers in the intelligent model in Figure, 4"3¥above were

included. V
| !

Table 4.8: Goodness-of-Fit Indexes of Model Eit (E- ver'm.e\gees)?-

==
Fit _
Index ~ Value Expected range rpr atl‘o%_
N/
4 14.62 Non-significant an%@t this is

vdf  1.624 Between 1 an5d 3&; , i inc@parture from fit

CFlI 0.993 Aboveg®.94
TLI 0.988 Ab .
b

0
RMSEA  0.045 aée "}j
Table 4.8 iIIustr%{itial aJIysi dicates a lack of fit between the

4
NQ , x2(3Q<<fl 347.63, p < 0.001, the exact chi-

‘001, (§v= 0.74, TLI = 0.668, RMSEA = 0.169,

10-items covarianc atrix an

squared test CV\@Q= 9.

90% CI RM (0.153:0.

it ST
Jall, of Which signaled that the covariance matrix

(correla% the €9 bv_ej‘rwent séh\'ces was not fit for the measured data.
Y—v

Avaluatlng the standa@ed residual (error) of those covariances between the

me\?y d items, it was found that item4 had several standardized errors above the
e

N,

single latent factor, thus it was removed from the model since it had great error

hold of 3, denoting that this item is not explained accurately by the proposed

covariance with items (6, 8) and (10). Then the solution was repeated: the model fit

121



was re-evaluated, showing that the model fit was not optimal due to another high

residual error in item6, which had significant error covariance with item3. YV

Further, the program showed that item6 had a significantly low Sﬁ&)oadmg
= 0.

with the latent e-government services score (standardized regression ), which

is a relatively lower salient loading (convergence) than the (0 %cum required

factor loading; this suggested that this item, along with item8vwot explained well

by the proposed model, and thus it was removed from the '

4

After repeating the solution, the model fit showed significant

the goodness of fit as evidenced by a significant ence i?th ch squarﬁd, est and

M , indica E{h’g that there
g itCeSé;d iteme.

degrees of freedom, Delta y2 = 119.79, Delta D¥ 7,

was an improvement in the overall fit f YI b

The global and specific othe@oodness gge ed-a.lack of statistical fit

between the proposed and obs elfof ¢ anc%CRMSE = 0.137; thus the
\& <o

suggested modification indexes re d by\ analytical program, which

showed that item8 had cnlflca ly 1 Wlfa@i loading to the latent factor

‘S 2
(standardized regre jon loa \O\ 2),i%|@}éting its low convergent validity,
which is far bel t res @5),?_«%&1 was removed.
!
¢ ? C—)

Then deI re eate.c&j he repeated model global goodness-of-fit
indexes ema? ppro,gr ent RMSEA = 0.079, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.961,

butAact and global Xz@ of G.O.F. showed significant misfit between the

re\ model covariance and the reproduced covariance, (}2 (14) = 35.97, p =

S
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Also, item10 had a factor loading below the (0.5) threshold (standardized
regression weight = 0.38, SMC = 0.144), which was a convincing reason for rew‘mg
item10. After repeating the CFA solution without item10 the model @ed a

significant fit between the measured and reproduced (proposed) x2(9) =

14.62, p = 0.102), as shown in Table 4.8. ?

The exact chi-squared (CMIN/DF = 1.624, p = 0.10Tch is below (3),
indicating good fit, and the CFI was equal to (O.9¢ Tutker-Lewis TLI
measure of goodness of fit was equal to (0.988), both showing greater

N
in the model and the root mean squared error i uggested that p’rop\%@d and

reproduced models had a great fit, (RMSEA :YB’ QO%Q

= 0.534).

o N
S

4.7.3 Assessment of Reliability, and Validit N
Table 4.9: dardized Re e‘ss& efficients (Factor Loadings)
b z

Standardized Regression

Indicators Effect Latent Factor .
Estimates

p-value

~ et S
Item2 C\ | o Sy’ 0.799 <0.001

e-government

Item3 <--- . 0.757 <0.001
Services
v FeSe
iteré(/ <t W E 90‘%”‘6’“ 0.764 <0.001
serfices
ltem5 <o ELUBALIIED, 0.731 <0.001

services

v
%1 <n- e-government 0.695 <0.001
\ Services

\ ltem?7 <o e'gsoe‘f/rizg’se”t 0.577 <0.001
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Table 4.9 evaluate the standardized residual (error correlations) between the
remaining six items and showed no item pairs with high residual covarranc
covariance); thus the current reduced model of e-government services @actor
characterized by only six items was accepted, noting that the mini umber of
indicators could be as small as three (Byrne, 2013), which displays tm tandardized
and standardized regression coefficients of these manrfey. les on the e-

government services factor.

To untangle the resulting analysis of the stan ize rMns ({?ctor

loadings) of the measured indicators to the e-gov. n servrc , etﬁi&?cators

had a significant and substantial loading (abc?(ﬁ) to\&h\ ver t services

usability/difficulty latent factor, denotin t ese |m|c had gteat convergent

validity to their characterized e- govern S rvrces fact comp@e reliability (CR).

=
>y $
6 ¥,
-
Table 4.10: CFA Stmizei on Céﬁ%rents (Factor Loadings)
\w o 4 _h

Indicators Latent Factor Standardlzed Error Error
Regression squared variance variance
Weight squared
estimates-SRW
ltem2  <--- . V!m o.@? 0.638 0.316 0.100
& S |ces\ AN
Item3 <--- F1 e-government 0.757 0.573 0.502 0.252
services
item9 Lﬁfe -go ynt) ~-70.764 0584  0.415 0.172
\ sen
Item5 <--- F1 e-government 0.731 0.534 0.353 0.125
services 7
ltepiT™wg;--  F1_e-government ” 0.695 0.483 0.3 0.090
4 N services
Item7 <--- F1 e-government 0.577 0.333 0.419 0.176
‘ services
\uﬁh 2.725 3.15 2.305 0.914
\ Sum~ 7.43 9.89 5.31 0.84
2

Composite reliability-CR 0.76

124



CR= construct Reliability

AVE 0.577099992 Y.

Raykov (1998) showed that the factor had a significantly reaso composite
h

(CR = 0.76) reliability when the adjusted explained variance in t indicators
was computed by their e-government services score, suggestipg that average
explained variance (AVE) was equal to (0.577), literar als, to 1 57.7%) of the

shared variance between the six indicators.

This indicates that the explained varianc

@ \Y'
theése indicat b" JﬁQlatent
factor relative to the total variance within these ipeli ato%@-ire&riances)
was substantial, showing the factorial v wm?tent actor«:@’vi:s ability to
)

explain variations between people’s uN

f their electronic @ems as illustrated

S

in Table 4.10. G)
{ “«
Lastly, the total score v\ puted fer_us iIit)&y/adding up the rescaled six
[ leId

=P

N

items (2, 3,9,5,1,7) fndWIyinl thei 5 m score by (2.5) (as per the

author manual), resulting in totﬂ\ bBtW&gn 1 and 48 points. This score was

O

used in further analysis as a prclxy m sured@posite for the e-government services.
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4.7.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Job Performance Scale

40

-39

.23

i |

53 I8
Figure z@rm ryF torA sis (CFA) Measurement Model (Job
erfo ce)

|IIu es ﬂe onf tory factor analysis (CFA) on the (10) items

that mﬁ%the civil employ@, percelved job performance on a Likert-type scale

(1) and (5). The CFA model included all the (10) measured indicators at the

icators in a reflective manner, with the covariance between these indicators set as a

t, then the latent factor (job performance) was regressed on the (10) measured
S

unit of analysis.
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Table 4.11 illustrates the initial model fit was evaluated and showed a partial fit,
(x2(45) = 110.04, p < 0.001, CMIN/DF = 3.14, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.93, mvws
0.083, 90% CI RMSEA (0.066:0.100), pclose = 0.001), and this indicat@ibly
misfitted model and that further room for improving the model fit m 1st, thus the

standardized residuals were evaluated for the analyzed covarianWween these

indicators. . \/

Consequently, none of the item pairs had a signifi higt?lal (error)

that exceeded the threshold of 3 standard points, which indieated that it and-item9
A
e s’om{fﬁing in
Y-
§, i.e. “I"dm abiding
o
the"g schedule”, it

may need to be correlated with their error varia e. they may s

common and by evaluating the context of the Wn

by the department systems and policies” wam follow;]

n (9
was found that the two items almost d the sa

abiding. Further, item9 and ite %re rr@b\gx
l.; [

nergeti work, WO | re cor j : <{'
energetic at work, as the two ecoﬁj A%
X
(
&~ L
Nliey
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Table 4.11: Goodness-of-Fit Indexes of Model Fit (Job Performance)

Fit Index Value Expected range Interpretatipn
¥2 test 53.8, Non-significant Non-sigri§fica
p=0.013
2/df 1.63, Between 1 and 3, good Signals mi rture from
X p=0.013 if<5 ‘

CFI 0.98 Above 0.94 \'!Jod fit
TLI 0.98 Above 0.94 z Go')d fit

RMSEA 0.045 below 0.08 ) d

Source: Joseph Hair, Hooper B, Barbara Byrne xE,F(e ne.
MEES
4
<

N WX

Lastly, after repeating the model W;lon,
improved, fit, (x2 (33) = 53.80, p < ONQIN/DF
RMSEA = 0.045, 90% ClI RMSEA@SL0.0GG\M%

0

)
model fit with the data had im gnificantly@s Shownsin Table 4.11.
S
The observed correlat?'ﬂetweln th 0 rs@ured indicators reproduced by
(
the program are matchthe associati ‘bfé}h/e latent job performance with the

measured indicat& ha@theiriQ elation well, even with the presence
A
of correlation ew the erro ?bor@gwof the items (7, 9, 10) since they are also

related. <k,
4
VT
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4.7.4.1 Assessment of Reliability and Validity

Table 4.12: CFA Standardized Regression Coefficients (Factor Lom

Indicators  Effect EZE?Q: Standardize((jLI(?J:%riﬁzssi;)n Estimates
Item1 <--- JP 0.691 Yv )
Item?2 <--- JP 0.43
Item3 <--- JP 0.

Item4 <--- JP : '

Item5 - P 78 .\d’ -

Item6 <--- JP C}
Item? <eee P é ,Y:\
Item8 <--- JP .i N éVP)

ltem9 | < P (%/
Item10 <-e- P \

“ &

Table 4.12 shows the stm 1z M coifﬂc'%‘l'ents (loadings) of the (10)
indicators to the job p orwscalz}j the@ded significantly and saliently
to the JP scale with tz;nbze ';s n W‘;' in excess of a threshold of (0.5, p
<0.001) (Byrne & his l icatgs that @ items discriminated their latent factor

very well am% gjd th tgrlzaﬁ'tm of their concept, i.e. factorially valid as

@]
rdized foad to the factor.
f' X

&

evidence St?l
$
S
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Table 4.13: CFA Standardized Regression Coefficients (Factor Loadings)

Standard_lzed SRW Error Error
. Latent Regression . .
Indicators . . Square | Varianc | Variance
Factor | Weight estimates d e Squared
(SRW) q
Iteml | <--- JP 0.691 0.477 0.332 110
Item2 | <--- JP 0.439 0.193 0.782 0.612
ltem3 | <— | P 0.685 046 o)  0.142
Item4 | <--- JP 0.637 0.102
Item5 | <--- JP 0.78 i 0.052
Item6 | <--- JP 0.659 0B8 ¢ 0.1@.
\J
ltem7 | < P 0.688 0par) | @
ltem8 | <-- P 0.743 52 | p0%6 072
ltem9 | <— | JP 0.596 Y’U%EQ\ 78 0143
Item10 | <--- JP 0.72 \, 0.5‘3‘0 0.31 " 0.096
Sum 664 . 3.716¢ 1.589
Sum”2 44, | 8.99 1 2.525
CR  Composite reliability (0.922417186) .: ) &\.
AVE Average variance extracte 707¢55071 0}
‘&

Table 4.13 shows th @Jlllty of the job performance

ute
(
latent factor scale to a e rellab'al the j Q erformance scale; the composite

reliability measur’KNtructllral\amhtyéﬂ\e scale and it would be good if it
exceeded (0.7:ﬁ\this tudy i

&)
$ e@o (CR = 0.92), suggesting that the job
s
performan as a/great constr cﬁ_pellablllty, and that the latent factor accounted
for at % explafr'leb'&

indicators of job perfoc:r?nance among the Jordanian civil affairs employees.

to (70.7%) from the variations within the (10)

% his indicates that the job performance 10-indicator scale characterized the

Qployees’ job performance very well, and it is a factorially valid measure of job
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performance with great discriminant validity (Borsboom, Mellenbergh & Van

Heerden, 2004).

Yv
N
g

Table 4.14: Computation of the Weighted FacY.
Weiw em factor

Item JP raw weight v?/je(;;ﬂt ight
Item10 0.109 0.888 Y.O.lZIS
Item9 0.016 0.888 .{Olﬁd
Item38 0.127 0.888 0 ®
Item7 0.09 0.8@ Oj _\C}v
Itemé6 0.084 o.? | \-’ 095"
Item5 0.154 0.8 01

Item4 0.086 %8 J\ 48 97
Item3 0.091 \ .888 OO.lOZ
Item2 . %

Iteml

Sum = total

weight
Then, Table

performance scx&e
indicators to ‘d)a

adjusted elk Wer’t en :ul |p|®y their corresponding indicators. The resulting
Y-v

factor weights were then addeq.o, yielding a weighted job performance composite

\
S N explain how the weighted job performance score is computed (Messick,
S
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4.7.5 Assessment of the Structural Model and Hypotheses Testing q

Following the measurement model stage, the structural moﬁ"@ then

determined by allocating the connections between construct dependent on the applied

system that was progressed in Chapter 2. \,z

Wthe examination.
The investigation included the control examinatio Ilr

in “the WI model.
Control examination of the structural model comprises of threg sort: fa?:to,LY'fhat

The structural model was utilized to test the speculati

structure a chain of relations among the elements ealled dirsct mpact an@ﬂective

&" N\
impact and known as directed impact (MacKinnon \ﬁi(c ild, ,2609). Control

suggests a shortcoming of a causal eﬁ@ im ui/e usuad,d'méplications. The
edia

connection between free factor and [ Ybe\ cog@minish or expand

the impact on the dependent varia g}
@ “ QL
B ; &

A key, some portion of Mntrll i tima@n of the causal impact of free

X on independent v%zY for %
4

ﬂe@ of mediator variable M. In
measurement, the impact o fw

impact" of a fre(& on u? ent vcogdole. Let X is a dependent factor, and Y

s

fixed estimation of M alluded as the "simple

o !
is a independ iable! The sifple r g%c’ssion analysis equation will be:
Q' N
% ,V)f €Y=ﬁ”+ﬁlX+e
L 9
(@. >
N

E The above relapse connection does exist and measurably noteworthy. At the
oint when the mediator variable M enters the model, the balance impact of M is

demonstrated in the equation condition as follows:
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Y =B+ BIX + B2M+ B3XM +é

(4.2) C}Y.

The equation coefficient B3 measures the interaction i between

independent variable X and moderator variable M. ? '

To test the control in a model, one needs to chec e coefficient of

cooperation term XM). If B3 is critical, at that point, one 1d p‘esume that the

moderator variable M directs the connection between X a : o NS

| &
Having all variables and information clos the fol‘l'o ing thing ,@g\analyst

has to know is how to examine the moderator a& de M at is?’lrecting the

connection between X and Y. notwithsta@ M, , the scientist

needs to create another variable to be specific w

Accordingly, the variables includ ilae )81%‘
d
in the accompanying relapse Ml n: AQ/
N
e o

(4.3)

D
<

Vi

@D
-
o)
o
—r
X
s
(o]
=
@D
QD
[%2}
@D
<

7

!
Three s@ons estin gpa&cm/estigation is required to be specific:

N
T -Ytelatignshi t‘astiné} B1)- demonstrate Hypotheses 1

N
-Y relationship (tés%?lg for B2)- demonstrate Hypotheses 2

Q% .i he XM-Y relationship (testing for 3)- demonstrate Hypotheses 3
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The control impacts for moderator variable M in the model happens if

Hypotheses 3 (B3) is critical, and Hypotheses 2 (2) is not noteworthy. COHW

Hypotheses 1 (B1), two potential outcomes could happen: %\

If Hypotheses 1 is not vast — at that point, the “complete control “happéns.

If Hypotheses 1 is vast — at that point, the "fractional contw;ens

The accompanying speculations would now be able toybe z d: l

H1: The e-government services has statistically™signif aMg o,&Job

performance. é ' _\"}
£ N

ficant @cts on job

>

&

H2: The employees’ age differences has %tist'

performance. ‘ N:
H3: The Age differences of myf\mgdxat

e-government services and job per cefy

S JE

an

\A 3
0 Figure 4.5: Structural Model
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The structural model was examined, and the results demonstrated that whole

construct in the model stayed in the model. The result showed a satisfac

correctly and theoretically gave by the fit indexes in Table 4.15. C}

Table 4.15: Goodness-of-Fit Indexes of MW:

Fit Index  Value Expected range IZerp etation

2 test 0.965 Non-significant N@n-siggificant
g

w2ldf 316 Between 1 and 3, goo Signéls r_de rhure from
5 f!twr
CFI 0.99 Abo\@ ? :

TLI 0.99 %.940 \T

7]

RMSEA 0001 N WION N Good it
NS

X" 1 7.3
A £
The model f'wi nci i
between the Z-@me '
¢
%m sgcocdi?me; the overall model fit suggested partial

and conver
e o D Lo -
fit, as byfa_si Pcant«&-squared goodness-of-fit test and (RMSEA =

0.0@3& \c},‘i"

@erefore, the modification indexes were evaluated once more, and the model

owred the addition of a correlation between the Z age and Z usability, indicating

some association between the two scores. Then the correlation was added and the

sco@»ﬁ the interaction term, which was added

model was rerun, thus the overall model fit was great as evidenced by the goodness-
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of-fit index: fit, (32(1) = 0.965, p = 0.0.326, CMIN/DF = 3.16, CFI = 0.99, TLI =

0.99, RMSEA = 0.001, 90% CI RMSEA (0.000:0.140), pclose = 0.492). Y-

The achievement of a relatively good model fit allowed the propo (%ltheses
to be tested (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). The results of the hypotheses testing are

reported through the structural model path estimates in Table 4.16. z

\%

Table 4.16: Standardized Regression Wei r the ?/IoWTest
" $ Ty
Dependent Standardized
per Effect Predictors Regression p-value
Variable :
Estimate
- —
Job <-- ‘< 0.261
performance
Job < E-gove <0.001
performance
Job <-- N - 0.034

performance Y. servi

Table 4.16 &he e‘fec
their e-govern% services if job( p;*rformance if the age will moderate the
#
tw

ode n test between employees’ age and

)

the! employees’ .s-_qovernment services and their perceived job

ge i!p dt the moderating variable since it proceeds the

syst temporarily; thus f@wo variables; age and e-government services, were

sta\?yized by computing a Z-score for each one.

Q Z-scores are standardized scores with a (mean = 0 and SD = 1); the interaction

product was created between the standardized age and e-government services Z-scores
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by multiplying them, yielding a product interaction term labelled “Z Age X E-

government services_ Z”. YV
The results of the rerun were reported again to the experts to fini ‘@/ were

accurate enough to be further worked on. The rerun was approved and thus; next step

of analysis was taken to draw precise results. \,

To explain further: the first hypothesis, 'H1: The -go nment services has

statistically significant effects on job performance m deI ow that by

portioning out the effect of the other factors in the el, the ent erce&&i e-
government services was statistically and posttively as§pc te |th@ﬂ\e|r job
de oﬂng that after

performance (standardized beta = 0.629, p < 0.001) (T e

considering age, the product mtera ti \{een sys,g use and the

nrn&n; services was still

correlations in the model, the em
A
significantly associated with hi rcg| zrf@ance highlighting the
% -

correlation between e-govern rvices a plo&%’ performance. Thus, H1 is

X~ [ | S

With regardt 2, th ni \P-s.lg |nd|ca hat, by considering the joint effect

of the e-govern nt'servic t mtené«)n product of the age and e-government

services in t el, the ag fo'the(J ployees was not statistically significantly

assoua’&%,% helgnjb}f rma@e (p = 0.261) on average, accounting for the

cor@ tween age and C_TI;X system in the model, which was statistically
\

nt r=0.129, p = 0.022, indicating that older employees may tend to have the

y to use the system more efficiently and easily, p = 0.022. Therefore, H2 is not

Bl
pported.
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Finally, H3 predicted that the moderation test suggested a significant moderation

effect between employees’ age and usability on their multivariate associatio
employees’ job performance, accounting for the correlation betwe@ job
performance and their interaction in the model (standardized beta = -0:092np,= 0.034).
This indicates that the effect of the e-government services' usability ongemployees’ job

performance may differ significantly across the levels of el;H;M’ age, and that

specific age groups may have a slightly lower (muffl ct cf e-government

services on their job performance depending on their a he signi lationship
L 2
in this finding shows that H3 is supported. é J _\‘-}
4 g
Also, the analysis model required a co n bétwee mplo%\ed age and

their interaction (age x e-government termo,\w i

shczxiﬁ‘d\a significant

negative association (standardized beta 092, p ) in@ting that some of

the employees perceived the use G@stemab\v y
? @

4.7.6 Moderatim&ilysis'Q %
Age is sed to cor@%on between the indicator variable; e-

E’a ‘' Pr S

governme rvigés and jo form@e. To survey the control impact old enough,
the crit"{f’ balahceyi ;stig@ were analyzed. Control is the variable that
"moGA

the impacts” of a frge“factor on its dependent variable. The meaning of the

diréeting variable as the variable that "meddle™ in the connection between an

Q pendent variable and its subordinate reporter variable. The control job is "change™
he impact of an independent variable on the auxiliary variable (Barron & Kenney,
1986).
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The impact of the independent variable on the subordinate variable must exist
and noteworthy before presenting an arbitrator in the model. Hence, when a mo
enters on the model, the usual impacts would change cause to some @cﬂion
impact” between free factor and arbitrator variable came. Thus, theﬂkof a free
factor on the needy variable could either increment or abatementifelies upon the
degree of mediator variable (Barron & Kenney, 1986).The mo@ effect of age on
ce. '

N

the relationship between e-government services and job p

F@QG: ath i?}'s M.e}télv Standardized Regression Weights
Q- N
A%ared ir( 4.6, @ernment services (the indicator variable), has
cri m&pact on the reliam\%}(able job performance; second moderator variable
%\ s not noteworthy on the dependent variable lastly, the interaction impact
@ een independent variable and arbitrator variable has massive effect on the ward

variable (Barron & Kenney, 1986).

139



H3: The Age differences of the employees moderate the relationship between e-

government services usability and job performance. YV

Figure 4.6 indicated that the balance investigation right nowg Uti g the
moderator model (MacKinnon & Fairchild 2009). The moderator revealed that there is

an immediate impact between the e-government supported (%ni tions and job

performance. There is additionally a joint impact for age an ernment, and job
performance. Given the result, this examination has nted|an exact vital
condition by Baron and Kenny (1986). \'d.

A2

The application of e-government services hasssi nifica‘gt ositive effé‘k on job
NV

performance. i \
The age level has significant po@cts on

What is the moderating eff c(dye in th
services and job performance % ian civi
Figure 4.6 also Ezom joi

conclude that the construct is a tof dn,the relationship between the e-

NG @)
government serv@ﬁob ‘arfor nce. ZQ ype of moderation that occurs in this

N
study is partial er io;?a‘gie mg-ﬁypothesis for the main effect is still

significan e mob? enter ~&e’model. This leads to the conclusion that age
raﬂ'

have ificant mo ng_effect on the relationship between e-government

seryices and job performance. Thus H3 was supported.
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4.8 Summary

Descriptive analysis showed that the top indicators of job performancev!g
the civil status and passport department employees' were respecting wor&@% and
providing complete and accurate work assignments, while the Itﬂﬂkoerceived

indicators of job performance for those employees were their perégptions of their

ability to complete error-free services and timely completion Q{ Md work.

Moreover, the descriptive analysis of the civil stat passbort department

employees' indicated that the top indicator of good e-govern nM& wai.the
i west

N

ability to use the system frequently and easily w rceived 'n ors of

4
e-government services were the inconsistencies ifficur.'eks inent te’electronic

system use, suggesting the overall Iowewy an‘a\in isteg?‘g\of the system

perceived by those employees in geM Ive ar@sis findings were

ese descri

A
also supported by the exploratory %naly i \r te 5\ ings of those top and
@
bottom job performance and nmentservices mea indicators.
e& \A

Analysis of the esgovefament ser’/ices

)-it\e@uestionnaire showed that only

one factor may be uncovered fro e{p oﬁg)ory analysis of the (10) items; this

was agreed on b@nfir{@aﬂor @ysis and parallel analysis. Six out of
N
(10) items W@j tofrelia }Jra ize the civil status and passport department

employe s%vern'r'n ts : (Jjob performance (10)-indicator questionnaire
was a d and rel ble"as evidenced by exploratory and confirmatory factor

&)
\C-j

(2

an IS.

The e-government services scale was found to have the potential to tap
ployees’ perceived ease, familiarity, usefulness and the learnability of new
electronic interfaces; however, the findings of the analysis showed the absence of two
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valid factors as proposed by the authors and other research findings elsewhere, and
only one simple meaningful and interpretable factor could be confirmed. Four i

the scale were removed during the confirmatory factor analysis due to n@ility,
error measurement, shared error covariance and redundancy with oth icators that

were understood equally by the respondents using the Arabic translation version of the

questionnaire. \,
: jo

A regard the relationship between e-government seryiceés, and job performance

as a function of people’s age test, the analysis suggeSted t atMoct‘%f. e-
N

government services on job performance may di ross the lev f Lee];l?’s age

4
groups. Those aged between (25) and (35) and wé'!ged‘belo\ ) ha@‘g;ificantly

lower job performance despite their ov: Mh usahilit oresé?npared to the
_go

other groups. Some of these people had vern

their high scores their job perfor wa ' \CX/

groups with high e-governme ices.Aj : &)
S
This is an indicatien tm effe’t of qvew@]t services on job performance
may depend on the aghe subi{(ﬂsﬁzi 'Ejz}tal to rehearse that the association
between age and @rm@e biv@w and conventional regression analysis
remained stal&\sh Si ni%\ﬁﬂen@gﬁyzed simultaneously with e-government

services@m, W;legyt ac@gt}erm between the standardized age groups and
the e-gav ent services in’th&&?h analysis is included the effect of the age turns
A 5

o:ﬁ\be non-statistically sigr%'cant at (p = 0.261), showing that the interdependence

n e-government services and subjects’ age may have different effects on their

Oerall job performance. This is indicative of a moderation effect between age and e-

government services on employees’ job performance.
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Table 4.17: Summary of Hypothesis Tests s )
Hypothesis Result Fm&g

) . The employees¥ perceived e-
H1: The e-government services overtiner ices usability was
usability has statistically g 4 OSI)t/IVE|
significant  effects on job Supported P y

as i 1 eir
performance. (sta ized M 629, p <
0:001). '

H2: The employees’ age intervals Not A%ge Ievfl h(,l e@oyees
has statistically significant effects supported not statistigally slqulcantly
on job performance. PP VMSOCI&QQK elréﬁ_,vp 0.261.
H3: The Age intervals of the \/"Th mo atlon.gﬁect between
employees moderates the e age(a e-government
relationship between e- M servic mp@ ignificantly and
government services usability and . ne n~ their multivariate
job performance. \%0 ia K\ h employees’ JP.

Table 4.16 summari s%esu othes@estmg The results provided
support for the hypothe chh #rdtec@ﬂat job performance is greatly
influenced by e-go men se{ };‘q the ﬁwrdependence between e-government
services and agg{ Qppor@%’regardmg the relationship between age

l
’(j"

Tl

S

& Conclusion
This section showed the results of the investigation for both the analysis,

measurement model and the structural model. The motivation behind utilizing a
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structural model right now was to ensure the consistency of the estimated
developments with the proposed directing impacts. Taking everything into av,
the theories and ensuing discoveries for this examination were achieved@w the
technique and evaluation utilizing auxiliary condition displaying. T lysis and
models in this chapter verified the hypothesis, where it was mentionéd that there is
interdependence in the two variables of this research; age an Nrnance but they

aren’t interconnected if we consider the relationship of

primary. Further conversation of the speculatio estin ,Wana
L 4

gerial
Y'
ramifications of the findings will be found in Cha@v. ’ _\C-}
s N

\ N

b yperformance as

4,
‘4
Oe Azq
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