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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the core of the research conducted, i.e., the
analysis and interpretation of primary data that was collected through
questionnaires. Questionnaires were sent to the target population of Indian lecturers
working in Oman which was around 750 members. However, the number of
returned questionnaires was 537 which formed the sample size for this study. The
questionnaires were distributed and collected by requesting someone from each of

the institutions through the researcher’s network of academicians.

The data collected were organized as simple tables and analyzed using appropriate
statistical tools, such as percentage analysis, averages, standard deviation, ANOVA,
t-tests and Discriminant Function Analysis. Apart from Multiple Regression
Analysis and Factor Analysis, Structural Equation Modeling has been used to
ascertain the relationship between the HR factors considered in the study. The

justification of using the SEM approach is presented below.

The main objective of this research is to investigate the effect of
various HR practices, Organisational Culture factors etc., and to ascertain the
mediation effect of these in perceptions of performance appraisal fairness,
Organisational commitment and turnover intention. In order to test the model, SEM

is considered appropriate.
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The chapter has been organized in two parts i.e., Part — I which deals
with presentation of data collected, analysis and interpretation of results and Part —

II which deals with the discussion of results.

Table 4.1 and figure 4.1 presented in the following pages depict the
demographic profile of the respondents. It is seen that there are 365 male
respondents and 172 female respondents. The reasons for the inadequate
representation of the male and female respondents is due to the fact that only Indian
Expatriates were considered for the study and this is largely due to the willingness

of women in taking overseas employment.

It can also be seen that the number of “single” respondents is much less than
the “married” counterparts. This is also attributed to the fact that as the experience

of the respondents increases the better the chances of working aborad.

A majority of the respondents belong to the age group of 30-40 years and
similarly the experience group of 3-5 years has maximum number of respondents.
The respondents according to the type of HEI was in the ratio of 1:2 for Private and
Public HEIs while there were almost equal number of respondents working under

Indian HoD and HoDs of other nationalities.
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4.2 Part -l — Analysis of Means and ANOVA

Table 4.1: Demographic profile of respondents

L Number of
Description Group N Percentage

Male 365 68.0

Gender
Female 172 32.0
Married 489 91.1

Marital Status
Single 48 8.9
<30 yrs 14 2.6
30-40 yrs 330 61.5
Age 41-50 yrs 143 26.6
51-60 yrs 45 8.4
> 60 yrs 5 0.9
<3yrs 182 33.9
3-5 yrs 235 43.8
Experience 6-8 yrs 79 14.7
9-11 yrs 28 52
> 11 yrs 13 24
Type of Private 179 333
Institution ™5 blic 358 66.7
Working Yes 242 45.1
under Indian
HOD? No 295 54.9
Source: Primary Data
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Figure 4.1 Chart showing the demography of respondents
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HUMAN RESOURCES FACTORS

Organizational Fit

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Organisation fit:

Hol: The perceptions of organization fit do not differ significantly based on by
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According to table 4.4, it can be observed that the mean scores for training and
development does not vary significantly for the respondent personal factors such as
gender (12.73 and 12.23), marital status (12.56 and 12.73), age (11.33- 14.40),
years of experience ranged from 11.46 — 13.10 and also with respect to the type of

institution private institutions was 12.41 and public institutions was 12.65.

However, when the mean score for type of supervision received i.e., whether
they worked under an Indian HoD colleges the mean scores for respondents
working under an Indian HoD was 13.05 and the score for respondents working
under HoD of different nationalities was 12.18 which varied significantly at a 5%
level. This shows that the perceptions regarding training and development
initiatives were largely appropriate in HEIs, except in cases when the academicians

work under the supervision of an Indian HoD.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of “Training
and career development” vary between the groups under personal profile which
have only two groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the gender of respondents was
1.521, for marital status of respondents the t-value was 0.316 and for the type of
institution in which the respondents were employed, it was observed to be 0.743
which is below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant

differences. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted for these factors.

However, the type of supervision received i.e., whether or not the respondents
worked under an Indian HoD, the ‘t’ value was 2.770 which is higher than the table
value of 2.585 at a 5% significance level. Therefore the null hypothesis was

rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“Training and career development score” varies between respondents who are
categorized in more than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their
tenure with the said HEIL. The f-value was 2.158 for groups defined by age and
1.662 for groups defined by the experience, which is less than the table value of

2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null hypothesis was accepted.

Challenging Assignments

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Challenging assignments:

Ho4: The perceptions on challenging assignments do not differ significantly based

on personal factors

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.5.
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Table 4.5: Challenging Assignments

Challenging
Personal profile A t F Vel Significance
Value
Mean S.D Number
Male 13.43 322 |365 Not
Gender 0.247 1.964 Sienificant
Female 13.50 [3.09 |172 lgnitican
Marital Married 13.47 3.12 | 489 Not
Status 0.553 1.964 Significant
Single 1321 | 3.78 |48 &
<30 yrs 12.14 4.50 14
30-40 yrs 13.45 3.01 330
Not
Age 41-50 yrs 13.87 3.38 143 2.098 | 2.389 Significant
51-60 yrs 12.58 2.80 |45
> 60 yrs 13.00 543 |5
<3 yrs 13.53 322 182
3-5yrs 13.34 3.08 | 235
Experience | 6-8 yrs 13.62 3.27 79 1.177 | 2.389 Not
p y : : : : Significant
9-11 yrs 14.07 337 |28
> 11 yrs 11.92 3.17 13
Type  of | Private 13.59 3.01 179 Not
Institution 0.701 1.964 .
Public 1338|326 |358 Significant
Working Yes 13.90 3.19 | 242
‘Im(‘f.er 3.023 2.585 S;%ﬂ/lﬁlcaml
ndian No 13.08 |[3.12 {295 at 5voleve
HoD?

Source Primary Data
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According to table 4.5, the mean scores for challenging assignments does not
vary significantly for the respondent personal factors such as gender (13.43 and
13.50), marital status (13.47 and 13.21), the means scores for respondents age
ranged from 12.14 — 13.87 and for the years of experience it ranged from 11.92 —
14.07. When the mean scores for the type of institution was considered the man
scores for respondents working in private institutions was 13.59 and for those
working in public institutions was 13.38. However, with respect to the supervision
received i.e., whether or not the respondents were working under an Indian HoD the
score for respondents working under an Indian HoD was 13.90 and for those
working under HoD of different nationality was 13.08. This score varied

significantly at a 5% level.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of
“Challenging Assignments” vary between the groups under personal profile which
have only two groups. The calculated ‘t” value for the gender of respondents was
0.247, for marital status of respondents the t-value was 0.553 and for the type of
institution in which the respondents were employed, it was observed to be 0.701
which is below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant

differences.

However, the type of supervision received i.e., whether or not the respondents
worked under an Indian HoD, the ‘t’ value was 3.023 which is higher than the table
value of 2.585 at a 5% significance level. Therefore the null hypothesis was

rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“challenging assignments score” varies between respondents who are categorized in
more than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the
said HEI. The f-value was 2.098 for age of the respondents and 1.177 for groups of
respondents based on their years of experience, which is less than the table value of

2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null hypothesis was accepted.

ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE FACTORS
Organisation Leadership

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Organisation Leadership:

HoS: The perceptions on organisational leadership does not differ significantly

based personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.6.
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Table 4.6: Organisational Leadership

Organisational
Personal profile Lzl t F ;r/z]fiee Significance
Mean S.D Number
Male 13.70 3.31 | 365 L
Gender 2.800 2585 | Dgmibieant
Female |[12.82 [3.59 |[172 at o7 feve
Marital Married | 13.44 3.37 | 489 Not
Stat 0.446 1.964 Sionificant
atus Single 1321  [3.96 |48 lgntiican
<30yrs |11.29 453 |14
30-40 13.41 3.38 | 330
yrIs
41-50 Significant
Age yrs 13.96 339 | 143 3.205 |2.389 at 1% level
>1-60 12.44 3.17 |45
yrs
>60yrs | 13.40 3.13 |5
<3yrs 13.60 3.34 | 182
3-5yrs 13.31 3.51 | 235
. Not
Experience 6-8 yrs 13.57 325 |79 0.682 | 2.389 Significant
9-11yrs |13.29 3.76 | 28
>11yrs |12.15 3.58 |13
Type of | Private 13.38 342 | 179 Not
Institution 0.187 1.964 o
Public | 1344 |343 |358 Significant
Working Yes 13.67 3.54 | 242 Not
under Indian 1.511 1.964 .
HoD? Significant
’ No 13.22 3.32 | 295
Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.6, the mean scores for “Organizational Leadership” does
not vary significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as marital status
(13.44 and 13.21), means for experience of the respondents ranged from 12.15 —
13.6, type of institution the respondents were working (13.38 and 13.44) and
whether or not they were supervised by an Indian HoD (13.67 and 13.22). However
the means scores for age of the respondents ranged from 11.29 — 13.96 which
varied significantly at a 1% level. Similarly the mean scores for the gender of the
respondents, for males are 13.70 and females are 12.82. This varied significantly at

5% level.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of
“Organizational Leadership” vary between the groups under personal profile which
have only two groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the marital status of respondents
the t-value was 0.446, for the type of institution in which the respondents were
employed, it was observed to be 0.187 and whether or not the respondents worked
under an Indian HoD it was 1.511, which is below the table value of 1.964 and
hence there is no significant differences. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted

for these factors.

However, regarding the gender of the respondents, the ‘t” value was 2.800
which is higher than the table value of 2.585 at a 5% significance level. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“organisational Culture factors score” varies between respondents who are
categorized in more than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their
tenure with the said HEIL. The ‘F’ value for age of respondents was 3.205 which is
higher than the table value of 2.389 at 1% level of significance. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected.

However, for the experience of respondents the ‘F’ value was 0.682 which is
less than the table value of 2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null

hypothesis was accepted.

Team Relationship

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Team relationship:

Ho6: The perceptions on team relationships do not differ significantly based

personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.7.
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Table 4.7: Team Relationship

Team Relationship

Personal profile t F F\r;tl)llli Significance
Mean S.D Number
Male 1410 |2.62 365 Not
Gender 1.066 1964 | significant
Female 13.82 3.15 172
. Married | 14.01 | 2.79 | 489 Not
Marital 0.181 significant
Status | ginole 13.94 [2.92 |48
<30yrs |13.07 |289 |14
30-40yrs | 13.97 |2.87 |330
4150 yrs | 1444|265 | 143 _ Not
Age 2297 |2.389 | significant
51-60yrs | 13.18 [2.12 |45
>60yrs | 1440 |541 |5
<3yrs 14.18 | 275 |182
|35 13.82 | 276 |235 Not
fé‘g’er‘e 6-8 yrs 1423 [278 |79 1.478 | 2.389 significant
o-11yrs | 1446 |233 |28
>1lyrs | 12.69 |4.68 |13
Type of | Private 14.36 2.86 179 o
Instituti 2.055 1.964 f(ﬁfrilﬁc‘i‘m at
on Public 13.83  |2.76 | 358 oleve
Working |y, 1449|293 |242
under cs : : 3671 1.964 Significant at
Indian ' ' 5% level
HoD? No 13.61 |2.63 |[295

Source: Primary Data

According to table 4.7, the mean scores for “Team relationship” does not vary

significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender (14.10
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and13.82), marital status (14.01 and 13.94), for the age of the respondents it ranged
from 13.07 — 14.44 and for the years of experience of the respondents it ranged

from 12.69 — 14.46.

However when the mean scores for type of institution the respondents were
working was considered, the mean for respondents working in private institutions
was 14.36 and for those working in public institutions was 13.83, which varied
significantly at a 1% level. Similarly when the means scores for whether or not the
respondents were supervised by an Indian HoD, the mean score for those who were
supervised by and Indian HoD was 14.41 and those respondents who were
supervised by HoD of different nationality was 13.61 which varied significantly at

5% level.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of “Team
relationship” vary between the groups under personal profile which have only two
groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the gender of respondents was 1.066, marital
status of respondents the t-value was 0.181 which is below the table value of 1.964
and hence there is no significant differences. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted for these factors.

However, regarding the type of institution the ‘t” value was 2.055 which is
higher than the table value of 1.964 at 1% significance level and for the type of
supervision received the value was 3.671 which is higher than the table value of

1.964 at a 5% significance level. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected.

One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“team relationship score” varies between respondents who are categorized in more

than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said
78
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HEI. The f-value was 2.297 for age of the respondents and 1.478 for experience,
which is less than the table value of 2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the

null hypothesis was accepted, while the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Communication

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Communication:

Ho7: The perceptions on communication do not differ significantly based personal

factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.8.
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Table 4.8 Communication

Communication
Table -
Personal profile t F Value Significance
Mean S.D Number
Male 17.35 3.73 365 Not
Gender 0.507 1.964 {onificant
Female |17.17 [3.63 |[172 signiiican
Marital Married | 17.35 3.66 | 489 Not
Stat 1.147 1.964 {onificant
atus Single 1671 | 4.03 |48 Signtiican
<30yrs |16.50 3.01 14
30-40 11738 |38 {330
yrs
H-50 1755 1303 | 143 Not
Age yIs 1.538 | 2.389 o
significant
>1-60 16.22 3.80 |45
yrs
>60yrs | 15.80 476 |5
<3 yrs 17.73 3.56 182
3-5yrs 17.19 3.72 | 235
Experience | 6-8yrs | 17.09 | 3.94 |79 1657 | 2389 | Not
significant
9-11yrs | 16.71 3.26 |28
>11yrs | 15.54 4.25 13
Type of | Private 17.17 3.60 179 Not
Institution 0.553 1.964 o
Public | 1735 |3.75 |358 significant
Working
under Yes 17.55 3.79 | 242 Not
: 1.462 1.964 o
Indian significant
HoD?
No 17.08 3.62 | 295

Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.8, the mean scores for “Communication” does not vary
significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender (17.35 and
17.17), marital status (17.35 and 16.71), for age of respondents varied from 15.80 —
17.55 and for the years of experience it ranged from 15.54 — 17.73. The mean
scores for type of institution the respondents were working (17.17 and 17.35) and
whether or not they were supervised by an Indian HoD (17.55 and 17.08). There is

no significant difference in the means scores.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of
“Communication” vary between the groups under personal profile which have only
two groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the gender of respondents was 0.507, for
marital status of respondents the t-value was 1.147, the type of institution the value
was 0.553 and for the type of supervision receive it was observed to be 1.462 which
is below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant differences.

Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted.

One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“communication score” varies between respondents who are categorized in more
than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said
HEI. The f-value was 1.538 for age of the respondents and 1.657 for experience,
which is less than the table value of 1.964. Therefore it is not significant and the

null hypothesis was accepted.
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Working Environment

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Working environment:

Ho8: The perceptions on working environment does not differ significantly based

personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.9.

Table 4.9: Working Environment

Pl Working Environment 1 F Table Significance
Mean S.D Number Value
Male 14.07 | 2.93 365 Not
Gender 0.006 1.964 onificant
Female 1407 | 259 |172 signitican
. Married 14.09 2.75 489 Not
Marital Status 0.449 1.964 onificant
Single 1390 |3.53 |48 sighttican
<30 yrs 13.36 3.27 14
30-40 yrs 14.02 | 2.68 330
Age 41-50yrs | 1456 |3.06 | 143 2540 | 2389 | Significant

at 1% level

51-60 yrs 13.22 2.66 45

> 60 yrs 13.00 4.12 5

<3yrs 1425 | 282 | 182
3-5 yrs 1393 | 270 |235
. Not
Experience 6-8 yrs 14.15 3.18 79 1.079 | 2.389 significant
9-11 yrs 1443|311 |28
> 11 yrs 1285 |203 |13
Type — of | private 1379 255 | 179
Institution 1611 1964 | Not
Public 1421 | 295 |358 significant
Working Yes 1413 | 270 | 242 Nt
under Indian 0.425 1.964 onificant
HoD? No 14.02 | 2.93 295 Signitican

Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.9, the mean scores for “Working environment” does not
vary significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender 14.07 for
male and female respondents, marital status 14.09 for married respondents and
13.90 for single respondents, means scores for age of respondents varied from 13.00
— 14.56 and the years of experience means scores ranged from 12.85 — 14.43, type
of institution the respondents were working returned mean scores of 13.79 for
private institutions employees and 14.21 for those employed in public institutions.
When the type of supervision was considered, the mean scores for respondents
working under Indian HoD was 14.13 and for those who were working under HoD

of other nationalities was 14.02.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of “Working
environment” vary between the groups under personal profile which have only two
groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the gender of respondents was 0.006, for marital
status of respondents the t-value was 0.449, the type of institution the value was
1.611 and for the type of supervision receive it was observed to be 0.425 which is
below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant differences.

Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted for these factors.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“working environment” varies between respondents who are categorized in more
than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said
HEI The f-value was 1.079 for experience, which is less than the table value of

2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null hypothesis was accepted.

However, the f-value was 2.540 for the age of the respondents, which is higher
than the table value and is significant at 1% level. Therefore the null hypothesis is

rejected.

ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Organisational commitment:

Ho9: The perceptions on organisational commitment does not differ significantly

based personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.10.
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Table 4.10 Organisational Commitment

Organisational
Commitment Tabl
able _
Personal profile t F Value Significance
Mean S.D | Number
Male 18.93 2.99 | 365 Not
Gender 1.354 1.964 onificant
Female [1855 [3.10 | 172 sienitican
Marital Married 18.89 2.90 | 489 Significant at
Stat 1.997 2.585 1% level
atus Single 17.98 | 4.07 |48 oleve
<30 yrs 16.71 343 | 14
30-40 yrs | 18.75 2.95 1330
41-50 yrs | 19.18 2.89 | 143
Significant at
Age 2.990 |2.389 19% level
51-60 yrs | 18.98 3.08 |45
> 60 yrs 16.60 7.02 |5
<3 yrs 19.07 295 | 182
3-5yrs 18.68 3.11 | 235
. Not
Experience | 6-8 yrs 18.70 2.80 |79 1.053 | 2.389 _—
significant
9-11 yrs 19.11 2.73 |28
> 11 yrs 17.62 441 |13
Type  of | Private 1794 295 | 179 L
Institution 4.810 2.389 S‘%f;ffani at
Public 19.25 [2.98 |358 ojeve
Working 1 o 18.69 |3.12 |242
under Not
. 0.831 1.964 .
Indian significant
HoD? No 18.91 2.96 | 295

Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.10, the mean scores for “organisational commitment”
does not vary significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender
(18.93 and 18.55), means scores for experience varied from 17.62 — 19.11 and when
the respondents were supervised by an Indian HoD the score was 18.69, while the
mean scores for respondents supervised by other nationalities returned mean score

of 18.91.

However, the mean for age varied from 16.60 — 19.18, which was significant at
1% level and for marital status the mean score was 18.89 for married respondents
and 17.98 for those who were single. When the means scores for type of institution
the respondents were working was considered the scores for respondents working in
private institutions 17.94 and the score for those working in public institutions was

19.25 which is significant at 5% level.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of “Working
environment” vary between the groups under personal profile which have only two
groups. The calculated ‘t’ value for the gender of respondents was 1.354 and for the
type of supervision receive it was observed to be 0.831 which is below the table
value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant differences. Therefore the null

hypothesis was accepted for these factors.

However, for marital status of respondents the t-value was 1.997 and for the
type of institution the value was 4.810 which is higher than the table value of 2.389
at 1% level of significance and 5% level of significance respectively. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“working environment” varies between respondents who are categorized in more
than two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said
HEI The f-value was 1.053 for experience, which is less than the table value of
2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null hypothesis was accepted.
However, the f-value for the age of the respondents was 2.990 which is higher than

the table value and significant at 1%level. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected.

TURNOVER INTENTION

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Turnover Intention:

Hol10: The perceptions on turnover intention does not differ significantly based

personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.11.
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Table 4.11 : Turnover Intention

Turnover Intention
Table

Personal profile t F Value Significance
Mean S.D Number
Male 13.71 240 |365 Not
Gender 0.998 1.964 onificant
Female 13.93  [247 [172 sighitican
Marital Married 13.78 241 |489 Not
Stat 0.040 1.964 onificant
atus Single 13.79 | 2.56 |48 signtiican
<30 yrs 13.21 222 |14
30-40 yrs 13.78 242 ]330
41-50 yrs 14.09 240 | 143
Age 2.031 | 2389 Mot
g ' ' significant
51-60 yrs 13.02 2.15 |45
> 60 yrs 13.00 418 |5
<3 yrs 13.65 228 | 182
3-5yrs 13.89 248 | 235
Experience | 6-8 yrs 13.82 235 |79 0.337 |2.389 . NOt
significant
9-11 yrs 13.64 3.02 |28
> 11 yrs 13.46 2.57 |13
Type of | Private 13.83 2.80 | 179 Not
Institution 0.366 1.964 -
Public 1375 |221 |358 significant
Working
under Yes Rl 265 | 242 2436 1.964 Significant at
Indian ' ’ 1% level
HoD?
No 13.55 2.19 | 295

Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.11, the mean scores for “Turnover Intention” does not
vary significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender (13.71 and
13.93), marital status (13.78 and 13.79), mean scores for age ranged from 13.00 —
14.09, experience ranged from 13.46 — 13.89 and for type of institution the mean
scores for respondents working in private institutions was 13.83 and for those

working in public institutions was 13.75.

However, the mean whether or not the respondents worked under an Indian
HoD, the mean scores for those working under Indian HoD was 14.06 and mean
scores for respondents working under HoD of different nationalities was 13.55 it

was significant at 1% level.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of “turnover
intention” vary between the groups under personal profile which have only two
groups. The calculated ‘t” value for the gender of respondents was 0.998, marital
status was 0.040 and for the type of institution it was observed to be 0.366 which is
below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant differences.

Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted for these factors.

However, for whether they were working under an Indian HoD, the t-value was
2.436, which is higher than the table value of 1.964 at 1% significance level.

Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied whether the mean scores of dimension
“turnover intention” varies between respondents who are categorized in more than
two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said HEI.
The f-value was 2.031 for age of the respondents and 0.337 for experience, which is
less than the table value of 2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null

hypothesis was accepted.

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

Procedural Fairness

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Procedural fairness:

Holl: The perceptions on procedural fairness does not differ significantly based

personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.12.
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Table 4.12 Procedural Fairness

Procedural Fairness

Table

Personal profile t F Value Significance
Mean S.D  |Number
Male 20.86 3.94 |365 .
Gender 2627 7585 Stlggl(}/lﬁlcan;
Female 19.87 439 [172 at 570 feve
Marital Married 20.52 4.03 | 489 Not
Stat 0.330 1.964 onificant
atus Single 2073 | 4.90 |48 signiican
<30 yrs 18.64 567 |14
30-40 yrs | 20.46 4.06 |330
41-50 yrs | 21.27 3.88 | 143 Significant
Age 2.718 | 2.389 at 1% level
51-60 yrs | 19.49 410 |45
> 60 yrs 19.80 6.69 |5
<3 yrs 20.57 3.860 | 182
3-5yrs 20.53 431 |235
Experience | 6-8 yrs 20.97 3.86 |79 1.791 | 2.389 . NOt
significant
9-11 yrs 20.54 329 |28
> 11 yrs 17.69 6.21 |13
Type of | Private 20.32 391 | 179 Not
Institution 0.868 1.964 _
Public  |20.65 |421 |358 significant
Working
under Yes 20.69 4.28 | 242 Not
. 0.756 1.964 .
Indian significant
HoD? No 20.42 3.98 |295
Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.12, the mean scores for “procedural fairness” does not
vary significantly for the respondent demographic factors such marital status (20.52
and 20.73), mean scores of experience ranged from 17.69 — 20.97, the type of
institution the respondents were working, the scores for respondents working in
private institutions was 20.32 and those working in public institutions was 20.65.
The mean scores for whether or not they were supervised by an Indian HoD, the
scores for respondents working under and Indian HoD is 20.69 and mean scores for

those working under HoD of other nationalities is 20.42.

However, the mean scores for the genders, males is 20.86 and females is 19.87,
which varied at 5% level of significance. Similarly the mean scores for age ranged

from 18.64 — 21.27, which varied at 1% level of significance.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of
“procedural fairness” vary between the groups under personal profile which have
only two groups. The calculated ‘t” value, marital status was 0.330, type of
institution the value was 0.868 and whether or not the respondent was supervised by
an Indian HoD the value was 0.756 which is below the table value of 1.964 and
hence there is no significant differences. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted

for these factors.

However for the gender of respondents the ‘t” value was 2.627, significant at
1% level, which is higher than the table value of 2.585. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected.
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One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“turnover intention” varies between respondents who are categorized in more than
two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said HEI.
The f-value was 2.718 for age of the respondents which is significant at 1% level
and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was
accepted. While the f-value for experience was 1.791, which is less than the table

value of 2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the null hypothesis was accepted.

Interpersonal Trust

The following hypothesis was formulated to test the Interpersonal Trust:

Hol2: The perceptions on Interpersonal Trust does not differ significantly based

personal factors.

The above hypothesis was tested for each of the personal factors separately and the

results are discussed in the following table 4.13.
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Table 4.13 Interpersonal Trust

Interpersonal Trust

Personal profile t F I/z]flllz Significance
Mean | S.D | Number
Male 14.19 | 2.93 | 365 Not
Gender 0.253 1.964 Sioni feant
Female | 14.26 |2.69 |172 £
Marital Married 14.23 2.79 | 489 Not
Status 0.482 1.964 significant
Single 14.02 |3.47 |48 £
<30 yrs 13.93 345 | 14
30-40yrs | 14.22 | 2.73 | 330
Not
Age 41-50 yrs 14.46 3.02 | 143 1.131 2.389 .
significant
51-60 yrs | 13.60 | 2.77 |45
> 60 yrs 12.80 460 |5
<3yrs 14.23 290 | 182
3-50 yrs 14.27 2.90 | 235
) Not
Experience | 6-8 yrs 1430 283 |79 0.992 |2.389 o
significant
9-11 yrs 14.04 2.33 | 28
>1lyrs | 1269 |246 |13
Elysfﬁuﬁogf Private 1434 |2.62 | 179 Not
0.747 1.964 sionificant
Public 1415 |2.97 |358 g
W‘c’lrking Yes 1439 |2.84 |242 Nt
lIlrllldizrn 1.309 1.964 signiﬁcant
HoD? No 14.06 2.87 | 295
Source: Primary Data
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According to table 4.13, the mean scores for “interpersonal trust” does not vary
significantly for the respondent demographic factors such as gender for male
respondents is 14.19 and for female respondents is 14.26, marital status for married
respondents is 14.23 and for those who were single is 14.02. When the age of
respondents were considers the mean scores ranged from 12.80 — 14.46 while the

mean scores for experience ranged from 12.69 — 14.30.

The means for type of institution they worked mean score for respondents
working in public institutions is 14.34 and for public institutions is 14.15, and
whether the respondent was supervised by an Indian HoD the mean score was 14.39

and respondents supervised by HoD of other nationalities is 14.06.

The t-test was applied to test whether mean scores of dimensions of
“interpersonal trust” vary between the groups under personal profile which have
only two groups. The calculated ‘t’ value, for gender was 0.253, marital status was
0.482, for the type of institutions is 0.747 and for type of supervision received is
1.309 which is below the table value of 1.964 and hence there is no significant

differences. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted.

One way ANOVA was applied to test whether the mean scores of dimension
“interpersonal trust” varies between respondents who are categorized in more than
two groupings i.e., the age of the respondents and their tenure with the said HEI.
The f-value was 1.131 for age of the respondents and for experience was 0.992,
which is less than the table value of 2.389. Therefore it is not significant and the

null hypothesis was accepted.
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Table:4.14 : Summary of Hypothesis

Null
Iﬁzgi(;t Hypothesis Description Dependent variable Independent variable Hypothesis result
No:
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
) o Age Accepted
The perceptions of organisation fit do
Hyl not differ significantly based on Organisation fit Experience Accepted
groups defined by personal factors S i
Type of Institution Rejected
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
The perceptions on remuneration and Age Accepted
H.2 recognition do not differ significantly Remuneration and Experionce A ted
0 based on groups defined by personal recognition P ccepte
factors Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
Age Accepted
The perceptions on training and & p
He3 career development do not differ Training and career Experience Accepted
0 significantly based on groups defined development —
by personal factors Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected
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Table:4.14 : Summary of Hypothesis

Null
Iﬁ?sjizt Hypothesis Description Dependent variable Independent variable Hypothesis result
No:
Gender Accepted
The perceptions on challenging Marital Status Accepted
assignments do not differ
significantly based on groups defined Challenein Age Accepted
Hy4 by personal factors The perceptions : g tg -
on challenging assignments do not assignments Experience Accepted
differ significantly based on groups e
defined by personal factors Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected
Gender Rejected
Marital Status Rejected
The perceptions on organisational o
Ho5 leadership do not differ significantly Organisational Age Accepted
0 .
tfaased on groups defined by personal leadership Experience Accepted
actors
Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
Age Accepted
The perceptions on team relationships -
Hy6 do not differ significantly based on Team relationships Experience Accepted
groups defined by personal factors
Type of Institution Rejected
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected
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Table:4.14 : Summary of Hypothesis
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Null
Iﬁ?sjizt Hypothesis Description Dependent variable Independent variable Hypothesis result
No:
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
The perceptions on communication Age Accepted
Hy7 do not differ significantly based on Communication
groups defined by personal factors Experience Accepted
Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
The perceptions of working
H.8 environment do not differ Working environment Age Accepted
0 significantly based on groups defined Experience Accepted
by personal factors
Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Rejected
The perceptions on organizational o Age Rejected
H.9 commitment do not differ Organisational Exoeri A red
0 significantly based on groups defined commitment Xperience ceepte
by personal factors Type of Institution Rejected
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
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Table:4.14 : Summary of Hypothesis

Null
Iﬁg’g Hypothesis Description Dependent variable Independent variable Hypothesis result
No:
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
The perceived turnover intention do Age Accepted
H,10 not differ significantly based on Turnover intention :
groups defined by personal factors Experience Accepted
Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected
Gender Rejected
Marital Status Accepted
The perceptions on procedural .
fairness of performance appraisal do . Age Rejected
Holl t differ sienificantly based Procedural fairness :
not differ significantly based on Experience Accepted
groups defined by personal factors
Type of Institution Accepted
Working under Indian HoD? Accepted
Gender Accepted
Marital Status Accepted
The perceptions on interpersonal trust Age Accepted
Hy12 do not differ significantly based on Interpersonal trust :
groups defined by personal factors Experience Accepted
Type of Institution Rejected
Working under Indian HoD? Rejected

Source: Calculated from Primary Data collected
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HUMAN RESOURCES FACTORS

Objective 1:

To identify the HRM factors that influence respondents’

perceptions.

Based on the above objective, the following research hypothesis has been

framed:

Hol3: The agreeability of the employees on HRM factors do not vary

significantly based on the personal profile of the employees.

To test the above objective and hypothesis the respective means, ‘t’ values
and ‘F’ values were calculated and the analysis was made based on the

calculated values. These are presented in the pages that follow.
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Gender of Respondents

Table: 4.15 Comparison of dimensions of Human resource factors between

male and female respondents

Human Resource Factors bilalis IFnells t Significance

Mean | S.D Mean S.D

Organization Fit 13.64 | 2.42 13.28 |2.43 1.601 Not significant

Remuneration and Recognition 14.82 | 3.91 15.06 |3.49 0.668 Not significant

Training and Career Not Signiﬁcant
12.73 | 3.47 12.23 | 3.88 1.521

Development

Challenging Assignments 13.43 | 3.22 13.50 | 3.09 0.241 Not significant

Source: Primary Data

The above table 4.15 shows the means and calculated ‘t’ values

of Human

Resources factors among male and female respondents. The means and ‘t” value from the

above table clearly show that .there are no significant differences between the perceptions

of respondents classified by gender regarding the Human Resources factors like

Organisation Fit, Remuneration and Recognition, Training and Career Development and

finally Challenging assignments.

Marital status

Table: 4.16 Comparison of dimensions of Human resource factors between married and

single respondents
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Human Resource Factors Married Single t Significance
Mean S.D Mean S.D
Not
Organization Fit 13.56 241 | 13.25 2.64 0.834
significant
Remuneration and Not
14.86 3.82 | 15.33 3.35 0.834
Recognition significant
Training and Not
12.56 3.55 | 12.73 4.20 0.316 .
significant
Career Development
Not
Challenging Assignments 13.47 3.12 | 13.21 3.78 0.553
significant

Source: Primary Data

Table 4.16 shows the means and calculated ‘t’ values of Human Resources factors
among married and single respondents. The means and ‘t” value from the above table
clearly show that .there are no significant differences between the perceptions of
respondents classified by marital status regarding the Human Resources factors like

Organisation Fit, Remuneration and Recognition, Training and Career Development and

finally Challenging assignments.
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Age

Table:4.17 Comparison of dimensions of Human resource factors according to the Age:

Human Resource Age Mean | S.D F Significance
Factors
= <30 yrs 13.00 | 3.16
b= 30-40 yrs 13.58 | 2.33
25 41-50 yrs 13.65 | 2.49 Not
§o . 1.093 Significant
g 51-60 yrs 12.89 | 2.55
> 60 yrs 13.80 | 3.63
g o <30 yrs 14.29 | 4.29
=R 30-40 yrs 14.89 | 3.76
8 TS _
B e asemETL
g 3 -00 yrs . . 1gnificant
S
R > 60 yrs 16.40 | 4.93
- = <30 yrs 12.00 | 4.17
8 . 2 30-40 yrs 12.57 | 3.56
]
2 S & 41-50 yrs 12.96 | 3.68 ) 1sq Not
=S 2 51-60 yrs 11.33 | 3.42 : Significant
=
H
- > 60 yrs 14.40 | 3.85
o0 @ <30 yrs 12.14 | 4.50
5 5 3040 yrs | 13.45 | 3.01
5E 4150yrs | 1387 [338 | 5000 | Not
27 51-60 yrs 12.58 | 2.80 Significant
O wn
® > 60 yrs 13.00 | 5.43
Source: Primary Data
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The above table 4.17 shows the means and calculated ‘F’ values of Human
Resources factors among respondents classified according to the age of the respondents.
The means and ‘F’ value from the above table clearly show that there are no significant
differences between the perceptions of respondents classified by age regarding the Human
Resources factors like Organisational Fit, Remuneration and Recognition, Training and

Career Development and Challenging Assignments.

The means for Organisation Fit was highest among age group >60, which was
13.80, regarding Remuneration and Recognition was highest among are group >60, and
was 16.40. It was the similar case for Training and Career development which was 14.40
for respondents >60 years of age. However, the Challenging Assignments returned the

highest mean for age groups 30-40 yrs which returned a mean of 13.87.

The ‘F’ value was highest in the case of Remuneration and recognition (2.178),
closely followed by Training and Career Development (2.158) and then by Challenging
Assignments (2.098) and lastly the Organisation Fit (1.093). However these were Not
Significant and indicates that the HR factors are appropriate based on respondents age

groups
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Experience

Table:4.18  Comparison of dimensions of Human resource factors according to the

Experience:

Human Resource
Experience Mean S.D F Significance
Factors
<3yrs 13.75 2.23
& 3-5yrs 13.49 245
=
=}
E 6-8 yrs 13241265 147961 Not Significant
g
g) 9-11 yrs 13.29 2.95
> 11 yrs 13.38 2.29
<3yrs 15.21 3.84
g
g g 3-5yrs 14.71 3.77
g 5 6-8 yrs 14.81 3.64 2.178 Not Significant
5§
£~ 9-11 yrs 14.96 3.77
~
>11yrs 14.38 4.29
<3yrs 13.10 3.45
et
Q
(0]
S ‘é 3-5yrs 12.32 3.54
]
g Lo:* 6-8 yrs 12.38 3.81 1.662 Not Significant
en O
é 2
3 a 9-11 yrs 12.29 4.18
[_4
> 11 yrs 11.46 4.20
<3yrs 13.53 3.22
] 3-5yrs 13.34 3.08
£ g
an O
§ go 6-8 yrs 13.62 3.27 1.177 Not Significant
S =
= 2
U= 9-11 yrs 14.07 3.37
>11yrs 11.92 3.17
Source: Primary Data
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The above table 4.18 shows the means and calculated ‘F’ values of Human
Resources factors among respondents classified according to the experience of the
respondents with the HEI. The means and ‘F’ value from the above table clearly show that
there are no significant differences between the perceptions of respondents classified by
experience with the HEI, regarding the Human Resources factors like Organisational Fit,
Remuneration and Recognition, Training and Career Development and Challenging

Assignments.

The means for Organisation Fit was highest among respondent who had < 3 yrs
with the HEI, which was 13.75, regarding Remuneration and Recognition was highest
among who had <3 yrs with the HEI, and was 15.21. It was the similar case for Training
and Career development which was 13.10 for respondents who had < 3 yrs with the HEI.
However, the Challenging Assignments returned the highest mean for respondent who

were with the HEI for a period from 9-11 years which returned a mean of 14.07.

The ‘F’ value was highest in the case of Remuneration and recognition (2.178),
followed by Training and Career Development (1.662) and then by Challenging
Assignments (1.177) and lastly the Organisation Fit (0.761). However these were Not
Significant and indicates that the HR factors are appropriate based on respondents

experience with the HEI.
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Type of HEI

Table: 4.19 Comparison of dimensions of Human resource factors according to the type

of HEI: Private and Public HEIs

Human Resource Private HEI Public HEI
t Significance
Factors Mean S.D Mean S.D
Organization Fit 13.02 | 266 | 1378 | 226 | 3.453 | Sigpificana
o level
Remuneration and Not
Recognition 15.07 343 14.82 3.94 0.747 Significant
Training and Career Not
12.41 3.72 12.65 3.56 0.743 | Significant
Development
. . Not
Challenging Assignments 13.59 | 3.01 13.38 3.26 0.701 Significant

Source: Primary Data

The above table 4.19 shows the means and calculated ‘t” values of Human
Resou