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Abstract
Evaluation of Higher Educational Institutions (HEIs) and faculty members depends on scientific study. Effective research
culture among HEIs helps faculty members and HEIs improve their performance in this area. Unfortunately, little empirical
study has been conducted to determine what elements influence research culture in higher education institutions and how to
research culture increases staff performance. Consequently, this study aims to empirically explore the effects of research
infrastructure, knowledge generation, and organizational instrumentality on research culture, which affects the job
performance of faculty members. 249 faculty members from various Saudi Arabian HEIs provided information that was
examined using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) and Amos-16. This study found that knowledge production, research
infrastructure, and organizational instrumentality positively affect research culture and the job performance of faculty
members, with the exception that research culture does not mediate the relationship between knowledge production and
unproductive work behavior. In addition, the relationship between research infrastructure and contextual performance is not
mediated by research culture. This study's findings will assist higher education institutions, research centers, and faculty
members build a thriving research culture, which is impossible without research infrastructure, knowledge generation, and
organizational instrumentality. This is the first-ever study among Saudi Arabia's HEIs.
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Over the course of the past two decades, the field of higher education has been operating within a dynamic
environment, surrounded by multiple challenges relating to the rapid development of new technologies, an
increase in demand, the spread of knowledge, an increased emphasis on quality, competitiveness, changing
funding mechanisms, regulations, and internationalization (Baba et al., 2021). In general, the various challenges
faced are putting pressure on higher education institutions to adjust to the shifting nature of the educational
environment around the world (Karatepe et al., 2019). This can be done by redefining and reformulating
leadership within academic settings (Al-Husseini et al., 2021). It is a well-known and well-established fact that
the teaching staff members are the most valuable assets of any company and educational institution (Tytherleigh*
et al., 2005). The lessons of the faculty members provide the students with the knowledge which will be beneficial
to them in the future. It is a commonly held belief that universities are effective in the domains of research and
teaching in spotting and cultivating talent for the advancement of science and technology (Baba et al., 2021).
Every year, faculty members at each university are subjected to reviews and evaluations of their work
performance.
Scientific research is one of the important elements in evaluating the performance of higher educational
institutes. One of the most frequently asked questions by international accreditation bodies from universities is
up to what extent your faculty members are involved in research and development activities? Different
accrediting agencies' emphasis on faculty participation in scientific research has made higher education
institutions aware of the significance of scientific research and compelled them to provide the necessary facilities
and incentives. In addition, HEIs have recognized that faculty participation in scientific research is essential for
faculty growth, such as receiving the most recent information, staying abreast of the most recent research, and
enhancing their skills. Iqbal et al. (2018) have emphasized that scientific research output is an essential
performance metric for HEIs, prompting HEIs to prioritize the development of a research culture and encouraging
faculty participation in research activities. In this context, Sultana (2020) suggested that the management of HEIs
exerts substantial pressure on faculty members to increase their scientific research output. Participation in
scientific research by faculty members is also beneficial for improving their job performance and altering their
work behavior. In addition, Tang et al. (2000) explains that scientific research is one of the most important aspects
of HEI success, which cannot be achieved unless faculty members improve their performance in teaching and
scientific research. However, little study has been conducted to determine what factors influence the research
culture of higher education institutions and what effect these characteristics have on faculty members' work
performance in terms of task, contextual, and counterproductive research behavior. Consequently, this study aims
to investigate the impact of research infrastructure, organizational instrumentality, and knowledge generation on
research culture and the work performance of faculty members in terms of task, contextual, and counterproductive
behavior. This study aims to analyze the mediating function of research culture between research infrastructure,
organizational instrumentality, knowledge generation, and faculty members' job performance in Saudi Arabian
higher education institutions.
2. Literature Review
2.1 Job Performance
The level of experience or knowledge gained by an employee makes a difference in how well they fulfill
their work duties. The vast majority of studies believe that increasing the amount of time spent on a specific job
initially boosts performance and then progressively achieves upper levels of effectiveness (Yao et al., 2022).
When an individual is still in the learning phase of skill acquisition, their performance is dependent on controlled
processing, which may be defined as the accessibility of declarative knowledge and the efficient allocation of
limited attentional resources. When it comes to the later procedure, an individual's performance relies heavily on
their capacity for automatic processing, comprehension of technical concepts, and psychomotor talents (Boogert
et al., 2018).
Van Rheenen et al. (2020) distinguish the transition from maintenance to identifying the basic job
operations. There is a shift that takes place when new personnel begin their positions. The transition occurs when
individuals are expected to possess specific skills and knowledge to execute their jobs. Intellectual capacity is of
vital importance during this transitional period. In the maintenance phase, dispositional elements such as
inspiration, curiosity, and ethics become increasingly significant, while cognitive capacity becomes unimportant.
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Boogert et al. (2018) state that there is no consistent pattern of performance progression across time. This finding
is further confirmed by Sultana (2020), who argues that the transformation of performance over time is
inconsistent because various employees exhibit distinct patterns of intra-individual change. This conclusion is
further bolstered by the lack of a consistent pattern of performance development over time. Changes in an
employee's psychophysiological state during their work, which may impact their capacity for processing
information, may also contribute to inconsistent job performance.
Variables such as long work hours, interruptions in the circadian cycle, and exposure to stress can cause
a change in the psychophysiological state of an employee. These causes ultimately result in employee tiredness
and a decrease in activity level. However, it is not always the case that a person's performance will be negatively
affected by being in one of these states. Although job performance is a multi-dimensional entity, there is little
consensus on quantifying job success. Rotolo et al. (2018) discovered that a person's job performance consists of
both task and contextual performance. However, according to Park and Park (2019), work performance consists
of a task, contextual and adaptive. Kalinnikova et al. (2020) classified job performance into four dimensions: task
performance, contextual performance, counterproductive behavior, and adaptive performance.
-2.1.1 Task Performance
One definition of task performance is the efficiency with which job incumbents contribute to the
technological core of the organization (Hartini et al., 2019). As previously stated, various opinions have been
expressed regarding the impact of individual boundary-spanning behavior on performance. As a result of their
responsibilities, boundary spanners may experience role overload. This is because the boundary spanning role
itself requires an individual to perform externally directed behavior skillfully and comprehensively, handle many
internal and external activities simultaneously, and maintain a balanced relationship between internal and external
processes. (Kaiji et al., 2022).
2.1.2 Contextual Performance
Individuals should have stronger contextual performance when investing energy into their professional
positions. Contextual performance refers to an individual's inclination to behave in ways that enhance an
organization's social and psychological setting (Hartini et al., 2019). It is believed that an employee's level of
engagement can be used as an indicator of their desire to put in extra effort to benefit their organization (Alzyoud,
2018). According to Crawford (2018), employees who put their selves into their professional roles are more likely
to have a broader view of their function and to go beyond the official confines of their employment to help the
business and the people inside it in general (Chen et al., 2018). As a result, we anticipated that the level of
engagement in one's task would positively correlate with one's contextual performance.
2.1.3 Counterproductive Work Behavior
It is possible to conceptualize counterproductive activities in a variety of different ways. An overall
strategy before the mid-1990s was to focus on individual dysfunctional behaviors without any notion of an overall
concept. Studies on tardiness, workplace violence, workplace sabotage, theft, and absenteeism, for example,
failed to recognize the commonality among these seemingly disparate behaviors (Baka, 2019). They were also
unaware of this. In their typology of deviant conduct in organizations, Tziner et al. (2020) took a more
comprehensive approach, proposing that deviance encompasses a variety of behaviors categorized by the kind of
target (individual vs. organizational) and the intensity of the activity. Wan et al. (2021) were the first researchers
to identify workplace bullying, cyber-loafing, workplace violence, organizational ethics, and sabotage. Their
typology further germinated research ranging from bullying to cyber-loafing, workplace violence, organizational
ethics, sabotage, and counterproductive workplace behavior (Song et al., 2021). Tziner et al. (2020) used the
concept of organizationally specific norms to define workplace deviance as behavior that voluntarily breaches
organizational standards and threatens the well-being of individuals and the organization. There are no moral
standards to be found in this paradigm. But rather, workplace deviance is characterized in terms of the formal
and informal norms established through procedures and policies. To be termed deviant behavior, this method
states that it must potentially undermine the organization's well-being or its members, omitting social errors like
bad manners.
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2.2 Hypothesis Development
Faculty members' participation in research activities helps them upgrade their knowledge, but
unfortunately, many faculty members are less inclined to participate in scientific research. In this regard, Iqbal et
al. (2018) have highlighted that faculty members' involvement in scientific research in developed countries is
high compared to developing countries. The possible reason for the low participation of faculty members in
scientific research in developing countries could be poor or lack of research culture and infrastructure. In addition,
Lee and Kuzhabekova (2019) suggested that faculty members and management of HEI should not focus on
teaching activities but also create a research culture in the universities. In addition, Huang (2018) defines research
culture as "Research culture can be ascribed as values and ideas that researchers use to handle research-related
problems. It is the combination of all the activities, thinking, thinking, collaboration, and cooperation to promote
the research in faculty members". Stupnisky et al. (2018) explained that promotion and recognition motivate
faculty members to improve their teaching and research performance, and research culture plays an important
role for faculty members in improving their research-related performance.
Any employee in the organization performs a certain task with certain expectations in mind, and when
they perceive that a task will help them meet their expectations, they get more involved in those tasks. In this
context, Khalid and Nawab (2018) highlighted that, like other employees, faculty members expect to receive
compensation for their services. Therefore, faculty members are motivated to engage in research activities when
they think their institutions contribute to scientific research. Li and Liu (2021) argued that corporations should
assist and support employees in achieving their objectives. These organizational endeavors are known as
organizational instrumentality. In this regard, Heneman Iii and Sandver (1983) proposed that firms should make
every effort to bolster employees' confidence that their employers will assist them in achieving their own goals
or be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes. In addition, Tang et al. (2000) noted that organizational
instrumentality increases employee organizational commitment; hence, organizational instrumentality cannot be
disregarded. Additionally, they discovered that job stability, extrinsic job happiness, and organization-based selfesteem impact organizational instrumentality. In addition, Summers et al. (1986) stated that managers play a
significant role in promoting organizational instrumentality by enhancing employees' belief that the organization
will help them attain their objectives.
Solans-Domènech et al. (2019) explained that universities have been encouraging their faculty members
to get involved in research activities and access research's impact on society. In this regard, Berlemann and
Haucap (2015) explained that universities have been providing all possible resources, including providing
research funds, developing research culture, and accessing research impact. Therefore, when HEIs provide all
these resources to produce knowledge, HEI creates a research culture that helps faculty members improve their
job performance in terms of task, contextual and productive behavior. In addition, research culture is another
important factor that helps HEI develop research culture. In this regard, Fabre et al. (2021) defined research
infrastructure as "Research infrastructures (RIs) are facilities, resources, systems, and services needed by
scientific communities to carry out large-scale research in cutting-edge fields." They argued that research
infrastructure plays a vital role in enhancing scientific performance. An important point to consider is that
research infrastructure should be based on modern tools and equipment required in current research projects;
otherwise, old and outdated research tools and equipment may not promote research culture among HEIs, as
observed by researchers of this study. In addition, when HEIs spend sufficient resources to upgrade research
infrastructure or provide financial support to the researchers, such as buying research supplies or equipment,
analysis software, research publication facilities, and funding for data collection, these facilities help them
promote research culture among HEI's.
Therefore, when HEIs provide suitably and required research
infrastructure, it develops a research culture among HEI, which helps to improve faculty members' job
performance in terms of task, contextual and work behavior.
According to Badrianto and Ekhsan (2020), performance results from several employee workplace
practices. Researchers have identified various facets of job performance, including task performance, contextual
performance, and unproductive work conduct (Sultana, 2020). In addition, Eliyana and Ma’arif (2019) stated that
job performance is not determined by the consequences of acts but by workplace behavior and activity. Moreover,
Limon and NartgÜN (2020) noted that instructors are an integral part of educational institutions and that HEIs
want them to perform effectively on all dimensions of the job (task, contextual, and productive behavior) to be
competitive in the market. In this regard, Özdemir and Gören (2017) defined teachers' work performance as
"contributing to the attainment of educational goals and objectives."
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Additionally, Goldschmid (1978) claimed that colleges evaluate the work performance of their faculty
based on their teaching abilities, intellectual output, and societal contribution. Therefore, intellectual contribution,
such as scientific research, is a significant criterion for assessing the work performance of faculty members, and
without organizational support, faculty members cannot perform better in this area. Afif (2018) stated that HEIs
should help faculty members in these activities. When faculty members think that their institutes would provide
support whenever and wherever needed, they become more committed to their jobs and exhibit higher levels of
job performance.
Hypothesis:
H1: Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge production and task performance.
H2: Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge production and contextual performance.
H3: Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge production and counterproductive work
behavior.
H4: Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational instrumentality and task performance.
H5: Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational instrumentality and contextual
performance.
H6: Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational instrumentality and counterproductive
work behavior.
H7: Research culture mediates the relationship between research infrastructure and task performance.
H8: Research culture mediates the relationship between research infrastructure and contextual performance.
H9: Research culture mediates the relationship between research infrastructure and counterproductive work
behavior.

Knowledge Production

Organizational
Instrumentality

Faculty Members Job
Performance
Research Culture
(Task, Contextual,
Counter Productive Work
Behavior)

Research Infrastructure

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
3. Methodology
The current study is quantitative in nature, and the unit of analysis is faculty members working in HEIs
in Saudi Arabia. A survey method was used to collect the data from faculty members using a simple random
sampling method. The questionnaire was divided into two sections. In the first section, respondents were asked
to provide demographic details, including age, gender, qualification, number of years' experience, etc. In the
second section, respondents were asked to respond based on 5-point Likert scales. 500 questionnaires were
distributed, and only 254 completed questionnaires were returned with a response rate of almost 50%. Out of 254
questionnaires, 5 were discarded due to illogical responses, and reaming 249 completed questionnaires were
included in the analysis. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to analyze the data with Amos 16. SEM
is a two-step approach in which measurement model fit is obtained in the first step and structural model fit in the
second step. In addition, the reliability and validity of the measurement scale were obtained.
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3.1 Measurements
Faculty Job performance was measured based on 3 dimensions: task performance, contextual
performance, and counterproductive work behavior. This scale consisted of 17 items developed by Sultana
(2020). The task performance scale consisted of 3 items which include 1- "Enough proficient in his/her teaching
skills while delivering lectures?" 2- "Uses effective teaching methodology to facilitate student's experience" 3"Communicates intelligibly with others during school hours." The contextual performance scale consisted of 4
items which include
1- "Praises and congratulates colleagues when awarded honors."
2- "Discusses and communicate with colleagues about teaching and classroom management."
3- "Devote extra time for the overall development of students."
4- "Put forward constructive suggestions for improving department or school."
Counter productive work behavior scale consisted of 10 items which includes
1- "Purposely waste school materials/supplies."
2- "Comes to school late without permission."
3- "Tries to look busy while doing nothing."
4- "Blame other employees for errors at work."
5- "Takes school supplies and tools home without permission."
6- "Can only work efficiently in a comfortable environment."
7- "Purposely works slowly when things need to get done."
8- "Finds supervisory task hectic."
9- "Takes longer to complete his/her work tasks than planned."
10- "Makes fun of other employees' personal life."
Organizational instrumentality was measured using 12 items adapted from Tang et al. (2000). Scale items include
1- "My university treats employees fairly in its performance appraisal process and discharge/discipline policies."
2- "My university improves employees' wages and hours."
3- "My university maintains equity in administering the compensation system."
4- "My university improves working conditions for employees."
5- "My university continues to provide employees with a safe place to work."
6- "My university improves grievance procedures."
7- "My university improves workers' job security."
8- "My university continues to provide good fringe benefits."
9- "My university makes the job more interesting and challenging."
10- "My university allows employees to influence company-wide policies and the organization-employee
relationship."
11- "My university increased open communications" and
12- "My university allows employees more participation in decision making."
Knowledge production was measured using 10 items adopted from Solans-Domènech et al. (2019). Scale
items include
1- "I like Presenting research findings in abstracts"
2- "I like Presenting research findings in Journal Articles."
3- "I like Presenting research findings in books or book chapters."
4- "I like Presenting the research findings in educational materials."
5- "I like Presenting research findings to the public/patients/end-users."
6- "I like Presentations to the project volunteers."
7- "I like Being mentioned by the media or the subject of a press release/conference."
8- "I like Published through social networks."
9- "I like Published in influential blogging sites."
10- "I like Concerts, recordings, or music hall presentations."
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Research infrastructure was measured using 21 items adopted from Tytherleigh* et al. (2005)
1- "there is an administrative structure in your department (i.e., research director/administrator) to assist in
research activities."
2- "breakdowns/maintenance of your research equipment is good."
3- Dept. of Information Technology (DoIT is responsive to my computing needs."
4- "services of the shops and commissaries on campus sufficient to meet my needs for fabrication and repair of
research equipment."
5- "facilities to support research involving human subjects sufficient for my research needs."
6- "facilities to support research involving animals sufficient for my research needs."
7- "I'm aware there is insurance coverage for research equipment."
8- "physical plant failures have affected my research."
9- "I have sufficient laboratory space, excluding office space."
10-"I'm satisfied with the current laboratory/research space."
11- "Backup power is important for my research."
12- "My laboratory and office are secure from theft."
13- "quality of (lab) construction/renovations is good"
14- "maintenance of research-related equipment is good."
15- "I have sufficient computing power (hardware/software) for your research."
16- "My institute often provides a new computer (for research purposes)."
17- "My department or school/college has spare computing equipment to be loaned."
18- "adequate supply of software available to conduct my research."
19- "data links on campus and off-campus sites adequate in data transmission rate."
20- "I have access to high-capacity scanners and laser printers."
21- "I have easy access to teleconferencing and smart conference facilities".
The research culture scale was measured using 11 items adopted from Iqbal et al. (2018). Scale items
include
1- "I have the facility to exchange information with my colleagues through informal meetings."
2- "Opportunities to become involved in research activities are provided in our department."
3- "Sharing of ideas with other colleagues to succeed in the research projects is provided in our department."
4- "Department is very supportive of providing opportunities in research. (Articles, Projects)"
5- "Research issues are communicated by Dean/ Director/Head of Department."
6- "Faculty members exchange information with colleagues through formal meetings."
7- "Continues guidance is provided for research skills."
8- "Seminars are arranged in the department to enhance research skills of faculty."
9- "Faculty members exchange information with colleagues through email."
10- "Facilities to collaborate and access local and international researchers are available in the department."
11- "Faculty members exchange information with colleagues through Cellphone, letters, and Intercom."
4. Analysis and Results
After the data had been collected, a previously established theoretical model performed an analysis
utilizing the data. The covariance matrix serves as an input for the SEM analysis approach, which also leverages
the maximum likelihood estimation technique. The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and Amos 16.0
programs were used for hypothesis testing. Before determining the model fit, each scale's internal consistency
(Cronbach's Alpha) was examined to determine its reliability. The dependability of the scales is determined if the
value of Cronbach's Alpha exceeds the 0.70 thresholds (Dash & Paul, 2021). Table 1 displays Cronbach's Alpha
values ranging from 0.70 to 0.78 for all scales, establishing the internal consistency (reliability) of each scale
utilized in the study.
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Table 1. Reliability of the Scale
Constructs
Knowledge Production
Organizational Instrumentality
Research Infrastructure
Research Culture
Faculty Members' Job Performance

Internal Consistency
0.74
0.71
0.73
0.78
0.70

The demographic profile is displayed in Table 2 below. According to the demographic analysis, it is inferred
that 74.2% of the respondents are male, and 25.7% are female. About 71.0 % of the respondents are more than 40
years of age, whereas rest, 29%, belongs to age groups less than 40 years. Similarly, most respondents have master’s
and Ph.D. degrees, i.e., 34.9% and 64.2%. Likewise, 27.7% of respondents have less than 5 years of experience,
32.5% have 6 to 10 years of experience, and 39.7% have 11 years and above experience.
Table 2. Demographic profile
Demographics
Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-28 years
29-39 years
40 and above
Education
Graduates
Masters
PhD
Others
No. of years of experience
less than 5
6-10
11 and above

No. of Supervisor/Managers

Percentage

185
64

74.2
25.7

15
57
177

6.0
22.8
71.0

0
87
160
2

0
34.9
64.2
0.8

69
81
99

27.7
32.5
39.7

Table 3. Measurement Model fit
Overall Model Measure
Overall Model Score
CFI
0.901
AGFI
0.810
RMSEA
0.031
CMIN/DF
2.74
TLI
0.919
IFI
0.928
Table 4. Structural Model fit
Overall Model Measure
CFI
AGFI
RMSEA
CMIN/DF
TLI
IFI

Proposed Model
0.914
0.847
0.048
2.57
0.914
0.919

Acceptable Model Fit
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed

Acceptable Model Fit
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed

22

Acceptable Baseline
≥0.90
≥0.80
< 0.10
<3
≥ 0.89
≥ 0.90

Acceptable Baseline
≥0.90
≥0.80
< 0.10
<3
≥ 0.89
≥ 0.90
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The assumptions made regarding measurement model results are laid out in Table 3, which can be found
below. Confirmation of the model fit test on full models that are good fits according to the criteria set forth. When
constructing a model of research causality with structural relationships, the structure model is the tool of choice.
The following values were obtained from the goodness-of-fit test of measurement model: AGFI = 0.810, CFI =
0.901, TLI = 0.919, IFI = 0.928, CMIN/DF = 2.74 and RMSEA = 0.031. Similarly, Table 4 contains the values
were obtained from the goodness-of-fit test of structural model: AGFI = 0.847, CFI = 0.914, TLI = 0.914, IFI =
0.919, CMIN/DF = 2.57 and RMSEA = 0.048. The requirements for the cut-off value have already been satisfied
by the goodness of fit criteria. The research model is appropriate, and it satisfies all the standard criteria required
for analyzing and validating the proposed hypothesis.
Table 5. Summary of Effects
Variables
Knowledge production --> Research Culture
Organizational Instrumentality --> Research Culture
Research Infrastructure --> Research Culture
Research Culture --> Task Performance
Research Culture --> Contextual Performance
Research Culture -- > Counter productive work behavior
Knowledge production -- > Task Performance
Knowledge production -- > Contextual Performance
Knowledge production -- > Counterproductive work
behavior
Organizational Instrumentality -- > Task Performance
Organizational Instrumentality -- > Contextual Performance
Organizational instrumentality -- > Counterproductive work
behavior
Research Infrastructure -- > Task Performance
Research Infrastructure -- > Contextual Performance
Research Infrastructure -- > Counterproductive work
behavior

Direct
Effects
0.254
0.101
0.147
0.255
0.314
0.287
-----------------

Indirect
Effects
------------------------------------------0.321
0.298

Total
Effects
0.254
0.101
0.147
0.255
0.314
0.287
0.321
0.298

---------

0.281

0.281

-----------------

0.301
0.327

0.301
0.327

---------

0.401

0.401

-----------------

0.398
0.347

0.398
0.347

---------

0.369

0.369

Table 6. Result of Analyses and Hypotheses
Hypotheses
Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge
production and task performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge
H2
production and contextual performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge
H3
production and counterproductive work behavior.
Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational
H4
instrumentality and task performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational
H5
instrumentality and contextual performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between organizational
H6
instrumentality and counterproductive work behavior.
Research culture mediates the relationship between research
H7
infrastructure and task performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between research
H8
infrastructure and contextual performance.
Research culture mediates the relationship between research
H9
infrastructure and counterproductive work behavior.
*Significance Level (P < 0.05)
H1

23

Pvalue

tvalue

Accept or
Reject

0.000

3.67

Accept

0.003

2.99

Accept

0.138

1.49

Reject

0.002

3.22

Accept

0.047

1.99

Accept

0.013

2.50

Accept

0.001

3.37

Accept

0.224

1.22

Reject

0.000

4.87

Accept
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Table 5, Table 6 and Figure 2 present the results of the analysis. The findings of this study indicated that
research culture mediates the relationship between knowledge production, organizational instrumentality,
research infrastructure and faculty member job performance (task performance, contextual performance, and
counter productive work behavior). Therefore, H1 (t-value = 3.67, p-value < 0.05), H2 (t-value = 2.99, p-value <
0.05), H4 (t-value = 3.22, p-value < 0.05), H5 (t-value = 1.99, p-value < 0.05), H6 (t-value = 2.50, p-value <
0.05), H7 (t-value = 3.37, p-value < 0.05), H9 (t-value = 4.87, p-value < 0.05) is accepted but H3 (t-value = 1.49)
and H8 (t-value = 1.22) is rejected since research culture does not mediates the relationship between knowledge
production and counter productive work behavior (H3) and research culture does not mediates the relationship
between research infrastructure and contextual performance (H8).
Faculty Members Job
Performance

Knowledge
Production

Task Performance
0.25
Organizational
Instrumentality

0.10

0.26
Research
Culture

0.15

0.31

Contextual Performance

0.29
Counter Productive Work
Behavior

Research
Infrastructure

Figure 2: Structural Model
5. Discussion and Conclusion
Changing expectations of faculty members from HEIs have impacted faculty members' profiles and
functions. In this context, Méndez and Cruz (2014) suggested that university culture is based on implicit or
explicit beliefs, attitudes, and values similar to organizations. Therefore, university culture is heterogeneous and
can be approached from various perspectives. Moreover, Schein (1984) noted that the research culture held by
faculty members is shared and implicit. Researchers have struggled to comprehend what factors influence
universities' or HEIs' research culture because they feel that research culture among HEIs influences faculty
members' productivity (Bista et al., 2019). Consequently, this study aims to investigate the impact of research
infrastructure, organizational instrumentality, and knowledge generation on research culture, which in turn
influences the job performance of faculty members. In other words, this study aims to investigate the function of
research culture as a moderator between research infrastructure, organizational instrumentality, knowledge
generation, and faculty job performance (task, contextual and counterproductive work behavior).
The study's findings suggested that organizational instrumentality favorably influences the job
performance of faculty members (in terms of task and context) except for counterproductive work conduct. When
faculty members perceive that the university will be instrumental and receive recognition and rewards for their
efforts and participation, they engage in research activities that foster a research culture and provide opportunities
for faculty members to improve their tasks and contextual performance. According to the findings of previous
researchers, there may be a difference in instrumentality between male and female faculty members. MottazI
(1986) explained that women and minorities have different organizational expectations than men. In this regard,
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Tang et al. (2000) discovered that women with low income predict high organizational instrumentality, whereas
women with high job security predict high organizational instrumentality. This suggests that pay is not a
significant factor for women, but job security is, and that focusing on pay will have no effect on women's
organizational instrumentality. Rather, focusing on job security will help to improve organizational
instrumentality among female employees.
This research revealed that knowledge generation influences the work performance of faculty members
through the mediation of research culture. This study's findings indicate that knowledge generation influences
faculty job performance, including task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work
behavior, via research culture. These results support the paradigm of Solans-Domènech et al. (2019), in which
they emphasize that scientific research is a major source of knowledge production, which may be useful for
enhancing faculty productivity. Therefore, when faculty members engage in research activities, they have more
opportunities to gain and exchange knowledge, but this may not be achievable without a strong research culture.
Participation in scientific research by faculty members fosters a culture of research within the institution, and
when all faculty members acquire and share knowledge based on scientific research, their task performance,
contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior all improve.
In conclusion, this study's findings indicate that research infrastructure assists faculty members in
enhancing their task performance and counterproductive work behavior due to research culture. In other words,
research culture does not act as a mediator between research infrastructure and the task performance and
unproductive work behavior of faculty members. Surprisingly, this study found that research infrastructure has
little effect on the contextual performance of professors through research culture. Therefore, no mediation was
discovered between research infrastructure and the contextual performance of faculty members as mediated by
research culture. These findings confirm the claims of Fabre et al. (2021), who argued that modern and efficient
research infrastructure might assist faculty members in increasing their productivity. It also seems logical that
when HEIs provide better research infrastructure, it creates and develops a research culture. When faculty
members engage in scientific research using modern research infrastructure, it equips them with knowledge,
skills, and abilities that improve their job performance and counterproductive work behavior.
6. Recommendations
There are various recommendations for policymakers, academic members, and management of higher
education institutions based on the study's findings. Without modern research infrastructure, it will be difficult
for HEIs to build a research culture, and faculty members will not be able to gain and exchange scientific
information, which is essential for the improved task and contextual performance. Secondly, HEIs may not be
able to reap the benefits of knowledge production until they have the knowledge or information to register the
copyright, patents, etc., on various platforms. Once faculty members obtain a license or copyright based on their
knowledge creation, a research culture is established in the institute, and other faculty members begin to
participate in research activities, enhancing their task and contextual performance. Therefore, the management
of higher education institutions should organize training sessions, seminars, and workshops to stimulate
knowledge production. Lastly, the administration of HEIs should recognize and reward faculty members for their
participation in research activities. In this regard, Khalid and Nawab (2018) said that awards are vital for
motivating employees to perform better, and since faculty members are also employees, they are similarly
motivated to receive prizes and recognition. These rules will convey to faculty members that their institution is
instrumental and that their engagement in research activities will assist them in achieving their goals. Therefore,
organizational instrumentality towards establishing a culture of research will foster a culture of research and
enhance the task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior of faculty
members.
Acknowledgment
The Deanship of Scientific Research supported this work, King Faisal University, Saudi Arabia [Project
No. NA000235].

25

Bhatti et al. / Research Culture among Higher Education Institutions of Saudi Arabia and its impact on faculty performance

References
Afif, A. H. (2018). The relationship between perceived organizational supports with job satisfaction and
organizational commitment at faculty members of universities. Sleep and Hypnosis (Online), 20(4), 290293. https://doi.org/10.5350/Sleep.Hypn.2018.20.0164
Al-Husseini, S., El Beltagi, I., & Moizer, J. (2021). Transformational leadership and innovation: the mediating
role of knowledge sharing amongst higher education faculty. International Journal of Leadership in
Education, 24(5), 670-693. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2019.1588381
Alzyoud, A. A. Y. (2018). The influence of human resource management practices on employee work
engagement. Foundations of Management, 10(1), 251-256. https://doi.org/10.2478/fman-2018-0019
Baba, M. M., Makhdoomi, U. M., & Siddiqi, M. A. (2021). Emotional intelligence and transformational
leadership among academic leaders in institutions of higher learning. Global Business Review, 22(4),
1070-1096. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150918822421
Badrianto, Y., & Ekhsan, M. (2020). Effect of work environment and job satisfaction on employee performance
in pt. Nesinak industries. Journal of Business, Management, & Accounting, 2(1), 112-118. http://ejournal.stie-kusumanegara.ac.id/index.php/jobma/article/view/85
Baka, Ł. (2019). Explaining active and passive types of counterproductive work behavior: The moderation effect
of bullying, the dark triad and job control. International journal of occupational medicine and
environmental health, 32(6), 777-795. https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.01425
Berlemann, M., & Haucap, J. (2015). Which factors drive the decision to opt out of individual research rankings?
An empirical study of academic resistance to change. Research Policy, 44(5), 1108-1115.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.12.002
Bista, K., Sharma, S., & Raby, R. L. (2019). Telling stories, generating perspectives: Local–global dynamics in
Nepalese higher education. In Higher Education in Nepal (Vol. 40(1), pp. 3-22). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351139205-1
Boogert, N. J., Madden, J. R., Morand-Ferron, J., & Thornton, A. (2018). Measuring and understanding
individual differences in cognition. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences, 373(1756), 20170280. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2017.0280
Chen, S.-L., Shih, C.-T., & Chi, N.-W. (2018). A multilevel job demands–resources model of work engagement:
Antecedents, consequences, and boundary conditions. Human Performance, 31(5), 282-304.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2018.1531867
Crawford, M. (2018). Personal engagement, emotion and the educational workplace. Journal of professional
capital and community, 3(3), 212-222. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-12-2017-0032
Dash, G., & Paul, J. (2021). CB-SEM vs PLS-SEM methods for research in social sciences and technology
forecasting.
Technological
Forecasting
and
Social
Change,
173,
121092.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121092
Eliyana, A., & Ma’arif, S. (2019). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment effect in the transformational
leadership towards employee performance. European Research on Management and Business
Economics, 25(3), 144-150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2019.05.001
Fabre, R., Egret, D., Schöpfel, J., & Azeroual, O. (2021). Evaluating the scientific impact of research
infrastructures: The role of current research information systems. Quantitative Science Studies, 2(1), 4264. https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00111
Goldschmid, M. L. (1978). The evaluation and improvement of teaching in higher education. Higher education,
7(2), 221-245. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00129420
Hartini, H., Fakhrorazi, A., & Islam, R. (2019). The effects of cultural intelligence on task performance and
contextual performance: an empirical study on public sector employees in Malaysia. Humanities &
Social Sciences Reviews, 7(1), 215-227. https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2019.7126
Heneman Iii, H. G., & Sandver, M. H. (1983). Predicting the outcome of union certification elections: A review
of the literature. ILR Review, 36(4), 537-559. https://doi.org/10.2307/2522929
Huang, Y. (2018). Revisiting the research–teaching nexus in a managerial context: exploring the complexity of
multi-layered factors. Higher Education Research & Development, 37(4), 758-772.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2018.1446418
26

Bhatti et al. / Research Culture among Higher Education Institutions of Saudi Arabia and its impact on faculty performance

Iqbal, M., Jalal, S., & Mahmood, M. K. (2018). Factors Influencing Research Culture in Public Universities of
Punjab: Faculty Members' Perspective. Bulletin of Education and Research, 40(3), 187-200.
http://pu.edu.pk/images/journal/ier/PDF-FILES/12_40_3_18.pdf
Kaiji, X., Crupi, A., Di Minin, A., & Cesaroni, F. (2022). Team boundary-spanning activities and performance
of technology transfer organizations: evidence from China. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 47(1),
33-62. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-021-09843-8
Kalinnikova, L., Zavodilov, A., & Dmitrijeva, O. (2020). Stress symptoms under extreme circumstances in
latvian national guard personnel with different personality supertraits. Security & Future, 4(1), 14-16.
https://stumejournals.com/journals/confsec/2020/1/14
Karatepe, O. M., Ozturk, A., & Kim, T. T. (2019). Servant leadership, organisational trust, and bank employee
outcomes.
The
Service
Industries
Journal,
39(2),
86-108.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2018.1464559
Khalid, K., & Nawab, S. (2018). Employee participation and employee retention in view of compensation. SAGE
Open, 8(4), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018810067
Lee, J. T., & Kuzhabekova, A. (2019). Building local research capacity in higher education: a conceptual model.
Journal
of
Higher
Education
Policy
and
Management,
41(3),
342-357.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2019.1596867
Li, Y., & Liu, S. (2021). Resource support or emotional trust: effects of perceived organizational support on
entrepreneurial performance of global talents in China. E3S Web of Conferences, 235, 03003.
https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202123503003
Limon, I., & NartgÜN, Ş. S. (2020). Development of Teacher Job Performance Scale and Determining Teachers'
Job Performance Level. Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 13(3), 564-590.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/akukeg/issue/54987/642340
Méndez, E. H., & Cruz, M. d. R. R. (2014). Research culture in higher education: The case of a foreign language
department in Mexico. Profile: Issues in Teachers' Professional Development, 16(2), 135-150.
https://doi.org/10.15446/profile.v16n2.40819
MottazI, C. (1986). Gender differences in work satisfaction, work-related rewards and values, and the
determinants
of
work
satisfaction.
Human
relations,
39(4),
359-377.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872678603900405
Özdemir, M., & Gören, S. Ç. (2017). Psikolojik Güçlendirme, Liderlik Uyumu ve Öğretmen Performansı
İlişkisinde Örgütsel Bağlılığın Aracı Rolü. Ilkogretim Online, 16(1), 342-353. .
https://doi.org/10.17051/io.2017.21847
Park, S., & Park, S. (2019). Employee adaptive performance and its antecedents: Review and synthesis. Human
Resource Development Review, 18(3), 294-324. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484319836315
Rotolo, C. T., Church, A. H., Adler, S., Smither, J. W., Colquitt, A. L., Shull, A. C., . . . Foster, G. (2018). Putting
an end to bad talent management: A call to action for the field of industrial and organizational
psychology.
Industrial
and
Organizational
Psychology,
11(2),
176-219.
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2018.6
Schein, E. H. (1984). Coming to a new awareness of organizational culture. Sloan management review, 25(2), 316. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/284435496
Solans-Domènech, M., Mv Pons, J., Adam, P., Grau, J., & Aymerich, M. (2019). Development and validation of
a questionnaire to measure research impact. Research Evaluation, 28(3), 253-262.
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvz007
Song, M., Ugrin, J., Li, M., Wu, J., Guo, S., & Zhang, W. (2021). Do Deterrence Mechanisms Reduce
Cyberloafing When It Is an Observed Workplace Norm? A Moderated Mediation Model. International
Journal
of
Environmental
Research
and
Public
Health,
18(13),
6751.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18136751
Stupnisky, R. H., BrckaLorenz, A., Yuhas, B., & Guay, F. (2018). Faculty members’ motivation for teaching and
best practices: Testing a model based on self-determination theory across institution types. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 53, 15-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.01.004
Sultana, A. (2020). Multidimensionality of job performance: An empirical assessment through scale
development. Ilkogretim Online, 19(4), 2467-2483. https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2020.764615
27

Bhatti et al. / Research Culture among Higher Education Institutions of Saudi Arabia and its impact on faculty performance

Summers, T. P., Betton, J. H., & Decotiis, T. A. (1986). Voting for and against unions: A decision model.
Academy of Management Review, 11(3), 643-655. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4306254
Tang, T. L. P., Singer, M. G., & Roberts, S. (2000). Employees’ perceived organizational instrumentality: An
examination of the gender differences. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 15(5), 378-406.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940010337112
Tytherleigh*, M. Y., Webb, C., Cooper, C. L., & Ricketts, C. (2005). Occupational stress in UK higher education
institutions: A comparative study of all staff categories. Higher education research & development,
24(1), 41-61. https://doi.org/10.1080/0729436052000318569
Tziner, A., Fein, E. C., Kim, S.-K., Vasiliu, C., & Shkoler, O. (2020). Combining associations between emotional
intelligence, work motivation, and organizational justice with counterproductive work behavior: A
profile analysis via multidimensional scaling (PAMS) approach. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 851.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00851
Van Rheenen, T. E., Lewandowski, K. E., Bauer, I. E., Kapczinski, F., Miskowiak, K., Burdick, K. E., & Balanzá‐
Martínez, V. (2020). Current understandings of the trajectory and emerging correlates of cognitive
impairment in bipolar disorder: An overview of evidence. Bipolar disorders, 22(1), 13-27.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bdi.12821
Wan, L. C., Hui, M. K., & Qiu, Y. C. (2021). Tourist misbehavior: Psychological closeness to fellow consumers
and
informal
social
control.
Tourism
Management,
83,
104258.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104258
Yao, J., Lim, S., Guo, C. Y., Ou, A. Y., & Ng, J. W. X. (2022). Experienced incivility in the workplace: A metaanalytical review of its construct validity and nomological network. Journal of Applied Psychology,
107(2), 193. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000870

28

