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Facets of Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement

1. Introduction

Work engagement is a widely researched construct that has significant links to work
motivation and motivational behavior, thus, an important concept for organizations due to its
positive impact on performance outcomes (Christian ez al., 2011). It has been showed by the
studies of both practitioners and academics that a disengaged workforce is costly (Rayton et
al., 2012; Gallup, 2013). Therefore, the current focus of the literature is on identifying job-
and organizational characteristics that contribute to the
engagement of employees. Drawing on Social Exchange Theory, our study contributes to the
literature by explaining the impact of job satisfaction facets, which are about how employees
feel about various aspects of their job, on the engagement of employees in their work.

The type of employee engagement our study focuses on is work engagement, which is an
independent, persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive and motivational psychological state
(Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli et al, 2006). Work engagement is a narrow-focused
conceptualization of the relationship between the employee and his/her job (Truss et al.,
2013). Every job has physical, social and organizational aspects or characteristics that
motivate employees to achieve their work goals and foster personal growth, learning and
development (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). To be able to understand the link between job
related characteristics and work engagement, our study focuses on the traditional job
satisfaction concept and its facets.

Job satisfaction is an attitude which reflects how much an employee likes or dislikes
his/her job (Spector, 1997). It requires an evaluation of the ‘emotional state’ which is a result
of what an employee perceives, feels and thinks about his/her job (Weiss, 2002). It is well-

established in the literature that that job satisfaction is a multi-faceted construct since
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employees may have different feelings towards various aspects of their job (e.g. Smith et al.,
1969; Locke, 1976; Spector, 1997). Based on Social Exchange Theory (Gouldner, 1960;
Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), we argue that satisfaction with various job characteristics or
facets will be reciprocated with more positive attitudes such as work engagement.

As Rutherford et al. (2009) explain, an overall or global job satisfaction measure provides
a very limited approach to understanding whether an employee is happy about their job or not.
In order to accurately reflect an employee’s job satisfaction, a number of job facets need to be
evaluated as these may not be of equal importance to each employee (Churchill et al., 1974;
Boles et al., 2007). Thus, taking a multi-dimensional approach or considering each job
satisfaction facet provides us a more detailed and complete understanding of an employee’s
satisfaction in their work (Spector, 1997; Boles et al., 2007; Rutherford et al., 2009; Spagnoli
etal., 2012).

The link between overall or global job satisfaction and work engagement has been
explored through various studies (e.g. Saks, 2006; Avery McKay and Wilson, 2007; Bakker et
al., 2008). However, to our knowledge, the multi-faceted nature of job satisfaction has not
been recognized in the employee engagement literature. We are yet to understand which these
of these job satisfaction facets are more likely to result in higher work engagement. By
exploring job satisfaction facets-work engagement link, our study contributes to the current
literature on what drives work engagement. Focusing on the long-lasting job satisfaction
literature and combining it with the newly developing work engagement concept is expected
to benefit organizations to understand job specific sources of employee engagement, which is
an existing, continuous problem in today’s organizations.

Our model is tested by a sample from a specialist lending division of a UK bank. The
engagement of service employees is a neglected area in the literature (Menguc et al., 2012).

Therefore, our study further contributes to the literature by specifically focusing on the
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engagement of service employees. Lastly, our cross-lagged data contributes to our
understanding of long-term impact of job satisfaction facets on work engagement. As work
engagement is a motivational construct (Schaufeli et al., 2002), it is important to understand
which facets of job satisfaction impact motivation of employees in the long-run. In the next
section, we discuss the link between job satisfaction and work engagement, and develop our
hypotheses. This discussion is followed by testing of hypotheses and explanation of our

results and their implications.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Work Engagement and Job Satisfaction Relationship

Work engagement is a motivational psychological state with three dimensions: vigor,
dedication and absorption (Schaufeli et al, 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2006). Vigor refers to
energy, mental resilience, determination, and investing consistent effort in your job.
Dedication is about being inspired, identified with, enthusiastic and highly involved in your
job. The last dimension, absorption, refers to a sense of detachment from your surroundings, a
high degree of concentration on and immersion in your job, and a general lack of conscious
awareness of the amount of time spent on the job. An engaged employees, thus, is one who is
energetic, enthusiastic, and absorbed in his/her job.

There are different conceptualizations of employee engagement in the literature. As
defined by Kahn (1990: p.694), engagement is specifically related to the employees’
‘presenting and absenting themselves during task performances’. In other words, it is about
‘involvement of ‘self” in the work (Kahn 1990; Meyer, Gagne and Parfyonova 2010: p. 63).
Drawing on Kahn (1990; 1992)’s conceptualization of psychological presence, work
engagement is explained as an ‘implied’ state and an antipode of burnout (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). Recent studies, however, separate burnout and engagement as independent

psychological states (e.g. Schaufeli et al., 2006; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Furthermore,
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Saks (2006) focuses on job and organizational engagement of employees and it is one of the
first studies that focus on engagement directed towards a factor other than the work. While
Macey and Schneider (2008) provide a more comprehensive model by differentiating among
state, trait and behavioral aspects of engagement; this model has not been empirically tested
probably due to its complexity. A more recent conceptualization is job engagement (Rich et
al., 2010), which also draws on the psychological presence similar to work engagement and
has three dimensions as physical, emotional and cognitive engagement. Finally, Soane et al.
(2012) discuss ISA, which stands for intellectual, social and affective, engagement. Among
all these different conceptualizations, work engagement is the only one that has received the
most empirical support by its validation across various contexts and counties as well as the
extensive discussion in the academic literature.

Our study argues that satisfaction with various job aspects is important for employees to
become energetic, dedicated and absorbed in their job. By taking this view we agree that (a)
job satisfaction and work engagement are distinct concepts, which is in-line with the existing
literature (e.g. Schaufeli 2013) (b) job satisfaction is an antecedent of work engagement. The
discussion on whether job satisfaction is an antecedent or an outcome of work engagement is
still debated. There is support for both views. Some studies argue that job satisfaction is an
outcome (e.g. Saks, 2006; Avery, et al., 2007; Vecina, Chacon, Suerio and Barron, 2012)
while other studies explain that job satisfaction is an antecedent of work engagement (e.g.
Simpson 2009; Rayton and Yalabik 2014; Salanova, Llorens and Schaufeli
2011; Yalabik et al. 2013).

Our first reason to view job satisfaction as the antecedent of work engagement is about the
satiation-activation differentiation. Job satisfaction is an emotional evaluation of the job and
is linked to the satiation state (Macey and Schneider, 2008) while work engagement is a

motivational state and linked to activation (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Salanova et al.,
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2011). This means that once employees have evaluated their job, they are ready (or not, if
they are not satisfied) to move into a motivational state i.e. become engaged. Next, drawing
on Social Exchange Theory, Seers et al. (1995) suggest that the reciprocity-based relationship
between an organization and its employees predict positive work attitudes in the veil of job
satisfaction. Therefore, when employees are satisfied with various facets of their job, they
may then provide the organization with increased levels of work engagement. Moreover,
considering that work engagement is emerged from the burnout concept as its antipode
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2008), we follow the same directionality between job satisfaction and
burnout. It is well-established that job satisfaction is an antecedent of burnout (Lee and
Ashforth, 1996); thus, job satisfaction is also more likely to be the antecedent of work

engagement.

2.2. Facets of Job Satisfaction

Social Exchange Theory is the theoretical framework adopted to explain the relationship
between facets of job satisfaction, and work engagement in our study. The key principle of
Social Exchange Theory is the norm of reciprocity (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). The
social exchange signifies the expectation that when one person does a favor, this favor will be
returned in the future (Aryee et al., 2002). Drawing on Blau (1964), the organization in order
to initiate the exchange has to provide resources that are valuable to the employees (Molm et
al., 2003; Cole et al., 2002). These resources provided by the organization entail an obligation
on the part of the employees to reciprocate with more positive personal attitudes and positive
behaviors to the organization (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Aryee et al., 2002;
Eisenberger et al., 2001; McNeely and Meglino, 1994; Haas and Deseran, 1981; Etzioni,
1961). The organization may initiate exchange by offering resources to the employees who
enjoy higher levels of satisfaction with various job facets and will reciprocate with higher

levels of work engagement. Alternatively, employees may initiate exchange by perceiving
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these resources valuable and they are satisfied with facets of their job. Put differently, as
employee expectations about job conditions and rewards are satisfied by their organization,
the organizations, in return, receive positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes reciprocity
which creates an exchange relationship between employees and organizations (Settoon et al.,
1996). Thus, we argue that when the employees are satisfied with various aspects of their job,
they are more likely to reciprocate by becoming more engaged in their job.

One stream of researchers focus on a global job satisfaction measure while the others argue
that different facets of a job might create satisfaction or dissatisfaction for employees (Weiss,
2002; Bowling, Hendricks and Wagner,, 2008). It is supported that each facet significantly
contributes to overall job satisfaction of employees (Skalli ez al., 2008; Spagnoli et al., 2012).
Job satisfaction is stable overtime and facets are important indicators of an overall job
satisfaction (Spagnoli ef al., 2012).

In this study, we adopt nine job satisfaction facets proposed by Spector (1997) as
satisfaction with: nature of work, operating conditions, pay, benefits, rewards, promotion,
supervisor, co-workers and communication. Spector (1997)’s categorization of job
satisfaction facets and his scale is one of the most reliable scales in the literature (Spagnoli et
al., 2012). Table 1 presents the facets of job satisfaction discussed and measured in our study,

which is consistent with Spector (1997)’s categorization.

Table 1 here.

The first job satisfaction facet is the nature of work. Previous research indicates that the
characteristics of a job impact an employee’s affective state, which in return impacts behavior
towards the job. Employees who find their jobs more psychologically meaningful are found to
be more engaged (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004). Earlier engagement studies argue that

favorable job characteristics will lead to higher employee engagement (Saks, 2006; Schaufeli
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et al., 2008). Alternatively, as discussed, satisfaction with work is measured in the form of
overall job satisfaction, which is positively linked to employee engagement (Saks, 2006;

Alarcon and Lyons, 2011; Tims et al., 2013). Similarly, we argue that:

Hypothesis 1: Satisfaction with the nature of work will be positively related to work

engagement.

The second dimension, satisfaction with operating conditions, has not been analyzed in
previous engagement studies. However, workload, or work overload concepts are similar to
the concept Spector (1997) named as operating conditions. Workload or work overload occurs
when job demands exceed individual capabilities; hence, workload is seen as a challenge
stressor (Podsakoff et al., 2007; van den Broeck et al., 2010). Workload is positively related
to burnout’s exhaustion dimension, which is conceptualized as the opposite of the dedication
dimension (Maslach and Leiter, 2008). Workload is also shown to be negatively linked to
work engagement as a job demand (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and Demerouti,
2008; Crawford et al., 2010; Cole et al., 2012; Tims et al.,, 2013). It is argued that not all
demands are negative and employees with reasonable job demands are found to be more
energetic in their jobs (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Thus, we expect that employees who are

satisfied with their workload should have higher work engagement.

Hypotheses 2: Satisfaction with operating conditions will be positively related to work

engagement.

Our next set of hypotheses is related to pay satisfaction, benefits satisfaction, promotion
satisfaction, and rewards satisfaction. To our knowledge, only a recent study by Hulkko-
Nyman et al. (2012) specifically focuses on the relationship between work engagement and a
comprehensive view of pay, benefits, promotion and rewards. Hulkko-Nyman et al. (2012)

find that non-monetary rewards, more precisely appreciation of work, are significant positive
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predictors of vigor, dedication and absorption. Furthermore, their study shows that compared
to other dimensions, benefits is the main one that is strongly related to the dedication of
employees.

Traditionally, pay or compensation in one’s job has been considered as the most important
aspect of an employee’s satisfaction (Deckop, 1992). However, the pay level is not a strong
predictor of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997), though it does impact other work attitudes such
as organizational commitment and intention to stay (Chew and Chan, 2008), and pay
satisfaction (Heneman et al., 1997). Moreover, Herzberg et al, (2011) suggest that job
satisfaction is determined by “motivators” such as job content, recognition, achievement,
responsibilities, advancement and opportunities; whereas, job dissatisfaction is influenced by
“hygiene factors” such as salary and working conditions, which also shows a weak
relationship between pay and job satisfaction.

Bakker et al. (2006) find that financial rewards are negatively related to perceptions of
work engagement, although satisfaction with fringe benefits is positively related to work
engagement. On the other hand, Gorter et al. (2008) show that financial rewards are positively
related to work engagement. In addition, Fairlie (2011) does not find any link between
extrinsic rewards, which is measured as combinations of fair pay, perks and other rewards for
one’s efforts, and work engagement. A meta-analysis study by Crawford et al. (2010)’s
suggests that the relationship between rewards and engagement can be either positive or
negative since extrinsic rewards, such as pay, may damage intrinsic motivation. Therefore,
while rewards are important job characteristics that contribute to work engagement, further
research is needed to understand their impact on engagement (Crawford et al., 2013).

Only a few studies consider promotion aspect as part of job characteristics and work
engagement relationship. de Lange ef al. (2008) examine the difference between employees

who stayed in their job, promoted or left rather than focusing on promotion perceptions of
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employees. They find that there is a positive relationship between job resources and work
engagement of the employees who have been recently promoted. Moreover, Balducci et al.
(2011) find that promotion prospects (combined with job autonomy and social aspects) is
positively related to work engagement; however, the individual impact of promotion
prospects on work engagement is not specified. Recent changes to the employment
relationship may mean that employees are more interested in career advancements in their job
(Sullivan and Baruch, 2009), thus, increasing the importance of satisfaction with promotion
opportunities.

Lastly, improved rewards have been linked to work engagement (Demerouti et al., 2001;
Koyuncu et al., 2006; Maslach and Leiter, 2008; Crawford et al, 2010). All these previous
studies view rewards as part of job which positively contribute to work engagement of
employees. Drawing from Social Exchange Theory, when employees are satisfied with the
rewards offered by their organization, they are expected to reciprocate with positive attitudes

such as work engagement. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3: Satisfaction with pay will be positively related to work engagement.
Hypothesis 4: Satisfaction with benefits will be positively related to work
engagement.

Hypothesis 5: Satisfaction with promotion will be positively related to work
engagement.

Hypothesis 6: Satisfaction with rewards will be positively related to work

engagement.

In the work engagement literature, satisfaction with co-workers and supervisor/line-
manager are categorized as ‘social support’ under the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model.
Social support is one of the mostly researched job resources in JD-R model (Bakker et al.,

2004; Saks, 2006; de Lange et al., 2008; Fairlie, 2011; van den Broeck et al., 2011; Cole et
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al., 2012; van Beek et al., 2012; Mastenbroek et al., 2014), and it is measured in a variety of
ways across studies. One group of studies uses a specific social support scale that includes
both coworker and supervisor/line-manager support (Bakker et al., 2004; de Lange et al.,
2008). Other set of studies differentiate between coworker and supervisor/line-manager
support (Saks 2006; Fairlie 2011; van den Broeck et al., 2011; Cole et al., 2012; van Beek et
al., 2012; Mastenbroek et al., 2014;).

Social aspects of the work environment, for example, having friendly and supportive
colleagues, has a significant impact on employee job perceptions (Chalofsky, 2003). Co-
workers and supervisor/line-manager play important roles in various types of information
acquisition, etc., and employees may become detached from their jobs if supervisor/line-
manager are not perceived to be available and responsive (Lapalme et al., 2009). Thus, social
support from co-workers and supervisor/line-manager has been linked to increased work
engagement (Demerouti ef al., 2001; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker et al., 2007; Bakker
and Demerouti, 2007; Freeney and Fellenz, 2013).

Social Exchange Theory helps us to explain why “support” is reciprocated by increased
positive attitudes such as engagement. Reciprocity not only ensures repaying, rather it creates
a stronger and more solid relationship between the employee and the organization ( Rousseau,
1995). In that sense, individuals seek to reciprocate so as to enhance the receipt of future
resources and, hence, maintain the exchange relationship. Therefore, the exchanged resources
signal the appearance of mutual support and maintenance of long-term relationships among
the organizational members (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Aryee et al., 2002). According
to Social Exchange Theory, employees reciprocate the care/support their organizations show
with more effort and positive attitudes (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Thus, we
hypothesize that employees who are satisfied in their interactions with their co-workers and

supervisors/line-managers will be more engaged with their work.

10
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Hypothesis 7: Satisfaction with coworkers will be positively related to work
engagement.
Hypothesis 8: Satisfaction with line-managers will be positively related to work

engagement.

Our last hypothesis relates to communication satisfaction facet. Communication
contributes to the development of employee trust in organizations (Thomas et al., 2009).
Communication satisfaction is an important contributory factor in the interaction between
employees and their job environment, and it is linked with positive employee attitudes such as
organizational identification (Postmes et al., 2001). While the importance of communication
has been linked to engagement in practitioner based sources (MacLeod and Clarke, 2009), the
academic research has been slow to show such relationship.

May et al. (2004) explain the importance of open communication as a factor that
contributes to supervisor support and impacts perceptions of supervisors. Similarly, Fairlie
(2011) includes communication as part of leadership and organizational features as well as
organizational support, however, there is not a direct linkage shown between communication
and work engagement. Iyer and Israel (2012)’s study has an extensive focus on
communication satisfaction and engagement, which is defined and measured as the
combination of commitment, satisfaction and withdrawal cognition of employees. They find
that communication satisfaction has a positive significant impact on employee engagement.
Furthermore, Vogelgesang et al. (2013) show that communication transparency, as part of the
perceptions of leader behavioral integrity, and followers’ work engagements have been
positively related. Lastly, Rees et al. (2013) find a direct relationship between perceptions of
voice behavior and job engagement. While there are a few studies in the current literature on
communication and engagement, no specific study focused on communication satisfaction

and work engagement. Again drawing on Social Exchange Theory, we expect that employees
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who have high communication satisfaction are more likely to be engaged in their work.

Hypothesis 9: Satisfaction with communication will be positively related to

work engagement.

3. Methodology

Our data comes from employees in the specialist lending division of a UK bank. In
this division, the employees provide a service for the provision of non-standard mortgage
products as well as self-employed applicants. The employees are involved in the processing
and approval of applications generated through the retail branch network of the bank rather
than directly dealing with customers. We collected our data via paper-based questionnaires in
August 2009 and repeated the survey in August 2010. All 520 employees in the specialist
lending division received our questionnaire. In 2009, 377 surveys were returned (73%). As a
result of the second data collection, we had 202 repeat respondents. However, due to the
missing data, the final dataset decreases to 175 in the regression analyses (34% final response
rate). While the sample available for analysis is contingent on missing data, missing values
analyses revealed no patterns to the missing observations.

To be able to answer our survey, the employees were given time-off during their work.
We asked respondents their employee numbers to be able to match the surveys across time.
To be able to protect the confidentiality of the respondents, pre-paid envelopes were provided
so that the respondents would be able to return the completed survey directly to the authors.
In addition, the three randomly selected respondents were identified and provided monetary
incentives'. As supported by Newby et al. (2003), monetary incentives positively contribute

survey response rate and quality data without introducing bias.

3.1 Measures

This section explains our dependent, independent and control variables. Unless otherwise

12
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indicated, dependent and independent variables are measured by using a 7-point Likert scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree). All constructs pass confirmatory factor-analytic
tests for unidimensionality. All hypotheses are tested via Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
Regression analyses. In the regression analyses, all job satisfaction facets related scales are
measured in Time 1 (i.e. August 2009) while the work engagement measure comes from the
second-wave of our data i.e. Time 2 (August 2010).

3.1.1. Dependent Variable: Work Engagement

Work engagement is measured by the seventeen-item version of Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2006). The work engagement is measured
during Time 2.

Vigor is measured by six items (o= 0.84). A sample item is, “When I get up in the
morning, [ feel like going to work.” Dedication is measured by five items (o= 0.92). A
sample item is, “I am enthusiastic about my job.” The third work engagement dimension,
absorption, is measured by six items (o= 0.87). A sample item is, “When I am working, |
forget everything else around me.”

3.1.2 Facets of Job Satisfaction

To measure facets of job satisfaction, we have used Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)

developed by Spector (1997) (please see Table 1 for items). All independent variables (i.e. job

satisfaction facets) are measured during Time 1.

Table 1 here.

For operating conditions facet, we had to drop one of the items i.e. “My efforts to do a
good job are seldom blocked by red tape” due to low reliability score. In addition, although
Spector (1997) originally implemented the supervision facet with the term “supervisor”, our

investigation of the organizational structure of the company we collected our data from
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indicated that the term “line manager” was used. In order to avoid confusing respondents, we
replaced the term supervisor with line-manager in our survey questions. Since there were
many different departments in this organization, there were enough line managers to generate
variance.

Descriptive statistics, correlations and reliability statistics for both dependent and

independent variables are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 here.

3.1.3 Control Variables

With the permission of respondents, we provided a list of employee numbers to the
company in order to obtain detailed demographic information. The company was not
provided any survey responses for obvious ethical reasons. We used this data to construct age,
gender, tenure, and job level controls, all of which have been found to be important contextual
factors in the measurement of employee attitudes. Age and tenure are continuous variables
based on birthdates and dates of initial employment with the company. Gender is a dummy
variable which equals one for women and zero for men.

Job level captures the position of the employee in the company hierarchy. There are three
job levels among respondents: non-managerial, front line managers and senior managers, each
corresponding to a salary band. We excluded all nine responses from senior managers in the
interests of comparability, though our results are unaffected by this choice. The front line
managers represent the first tier of management above the entry level, and we have retained
them in the sample because the majority of their day-to-day tasks are the same as those of the
people they lead. As a result, we include a job level dummy variable equaling one for the 70%

of our sample who are non-managerial employees.

14
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4. Analyses and Results

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression is the method used to run our analyses via SPSS
22 statistical analyses software. We conducted separate regression analyses on our three
dependent variables (i.e. vigour, dedication and absorption) in order to evaluate their

relationships with each job satisfaction facet. The results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 here.

The first hypothesis stated that satisfaction with the ‘Nature of Work’ would be positively
related to work engagement. We see that ‘satisfaction with work itself” is a positive predictor
of vigor (B=0.570, p<0.01), dedication (p=0.548, p<0.01) and absorption (p=0.483, p<0.01)*.
These results provide full support for hypothesis 1. The hypothesis 2 is about the satisfaction
with operating conditions. The way satisfaction with operating conditions is measured means
that higher scores mean low satisfaction with operating conditions. In other words, higher
scores mean high workload. Our results show that ‘Satisfaction with workload’ is inversely
related to absorption (B= -0.232, p<0.01). We conclude that hypothesis 2 is partially
supported as there is no relationship of satisfaction with operating conditions with vigour and
dedication.

For the rest of our hypotheses we find no support. For hypothesis 3, there is no support for
the link between pay satisfaction and vigour (f=0.015, p<0.00), dedication (p=-0.059,
p<0.00), and absorption (f=-0.045, p<0.00). Hypothesis 4 is not supported, and our analyses
show that there is no significant relationship between benefits satisfaction and vigour (B=-
0.012, p<0.00), dedication (p=-0.012, p<0.00), and absorption (f=-0.007, p<0.00). Hypothesis
5, which is about promotion-work engagement link, is not supported. There is no link
between promotion and vigour (P=-0.026, p<0.00), dedication (p=-0.027, p<0.00), and

absorption (f=-0. 035, p<0.00). Lastly, there is no support for the relationship between
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rewards and vigour (B=-0.06, p<0.00), dedication (p=0.101, p<0.00), and absorption
(B=0.045, p<0.00) i.e. no support for hypothesis 6.

We did not find any statistically significant relationships between work engagement and
satisfaction with co-workers (i.e. hypotheses 7) and vigour (=-0.053, p<0.00), dedication
(B=-0.015, p<0.00), and absorption (B=0.010, p<0.00). There is no support for the
relationship between satisfaction with line-managers (i.e. hypotheses 8) and vigour (B= -
0.037, p<0.00), dedication (B= -0.069, p<0.00) and absorption (f= -0.123, p<0.00). The final
hypothesis, i.e. satisfaction with communication (hypothesis 9), is partially supported. Our
results show no link between satisfaction with communication and vigour (=0.099 p<0.00),
dedication ($=0.042, p<0.00), and absorption (=0.182, p<0.05). Our finding means that the
employees who are satisfied with the communication in their job are more absorbed in their
work.

Considering that nine job satisfaction facets are correlated with each other, we also tested
for multi-collinearity in our regression analyses. The tolerance and variance inflation factor
(VIF) scores, which are indicators of multi-collinearity, are calculated in SPPS and presented
in Table 4. It is accepted that tolerance scores that are under 0.10 (e.g., Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001) and VIF scores over 10 are problematic (Neter, Wasserman, & Kutner, 1989). The
multi-collinearity scores of tolerance and VIF in Table 4 do not fall in the undesired levels.

Thus, we conclude that multi-collinearity is not a problem in our regression analyses.

Table 4 here.

5. Discussion and Conclusion
The purpose of our study is to understand the impact of job satisfaction facets on work
engagement. Our results show that ‘satisfaction with work itself” is a key driver of all

dimensions of work engagement i.e. vigor, dedication and absorption. In addition,
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‘satisfaction with operating conditions’ (i.e. high workload) is negatively related to absorption
of employees in their work. Finally, our results show that ‘satisfaction with communication is
negatively linked to the absorption of employees in their work.

Our study contributes to our understanding about the drivers of work engagement. The key
concepts were drawn from work engagement and well-established job satisfaction literatures
to explore the relationship between the job satisfaction perceptions of employees and their
work engagement. While the JD-R model has been frequently tested in the literature, none of
the previous studies provided a systematic and complete reflection of job characteristics and
discussed their impact on work engagement. Thus, by drawing on the well-established job
satisfaction concept and its facets, we expand the JD-R model and observe the impact job
satisfaction facets have on the work engagement of service employees. Barnes and Collier
(2013) find that job satisfaction has significant impact on work engagement compared to
service environment and affective commitment. Considering the challenges faced by
employees in the service sector, work engagement is harder to achieve and worth exploring in
the service context (Menguc et al., 2012). Thus, our study also contributes to the limited
number of studies that focus on work engagement of service sector employees in UK. Lastly,
the longitudinal dimension of our study helps us to understand the impact of which job
satisfaction facets on work engagement continue in the long-run, and helps us to avoid
common method bias in our results.

The first part of our results indicates that when employees are satisfied with the work, they
are more likely to become engaged. This finding supports a social exchange perspective and
specifically the norm of reciprocity. In other words, employees who are satisfied with their
work will display more vigor, dedication and absorption. Our findings suggest that
organizations that care about employee well-being; consider employee goals, values and

opinions; and help employees with the problems they face will have employees who are
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energetic, enthusiastic and captivated in their jobs, and who are engaged with the whole
organization.

Satisfaction with work itself is a main facet employees use to evaluate their job (Skalli et
al., 2008). Our finding is in-line with the previous research as satisfaction with work facet is
positively linked to vigor, dedication, and absorption of employees. Finding meaning in work
comes from the interaction between the internal world of employees and the external context
of the workplace (Cartwright and Holmes, 2006; Chalofsky and Krishna, 2009), but the work
itself is argued to be the strongest predictor of meaning in the workplace and the main
motivator for employees (Chalofsky, 2003). Work is a source of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, both of which are about exerting effort, persistence and energy towards a specific
goal (Katzell and Thompson, 1990). In work, the task content, the activities performed and
the fulfilment of personal needs drives employees. Intrinsic motivation and extrinsic
motivation are closely related to the vigor and dedication dimensions of work engagement
(Bakker et al., 2008). Our results support these previous studies.

Following the same discussion, our study shows that the employees who perceived their
workload as high (i.e. satisfaction with operating conditions), are less likely to be absorbed in
their work. That is also in line with the previous literature. However, the previous studies that
consider the workload as a job demand mostly focus on the overall work engagement. Our
study shows that its relationship is only with the absorption dimension. This finding implies
that absorption and how it is impacted by workload should be considered in more detail. It
might be that having high workload might act as a distraction for the employees and decrease
their absorption in their work due to the worry and/or stress it creates.

Finally, our study shows that satisfaction with communication is positively linked to
absorption of the employees in their work. As discussed in the literature section, satisfaction

with communication has been the focus of only a few previous studies in terms of its
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relationship to employee engagement, not specifically work engagement. Alternatively, the
way communication defined is different from what we find in our study. Therefore, to our
knowledge, our study is the first study that considers the link between satisfaction with
communication facet and work engagement. We find that satisfaction with communication is
positively linked to the absorption of employees in their work. This means that clarity with
what is going on in the organization helps employees to be immersed in their work.

Our results did not find any support about the link between satisfaction with pay and work
engagement, which is in line with the previous literature. We can conclude that pay
satisfaction is a hygiene factor as discussed in the literature (e.g. Herzberg et al., 2011).
Similarly, satisfaction with benefits is not found to be linked to work engagement. As benefits
satisfaction has not been explored much in the work engagement literature, there is need for
more studies to understand how benefits satisfaction is linked to work engagement. The link
between satisfaction with rewards and work engagement is an under-researched area as
discussed. Our study does not show any linkages between rewards satisfaction and individual
dimensions of work engagement. We also could not find any relationship between promotion
satisfaction and work engagement dimensions. Considering the limited previous research in
the area, our study might be a starting point but there is definitely need for further research as
todays employees are very much interested in promotion opportunities (Sullivan and Baruch,
2009).

As explained, line manager support and coworker support are combined as ‘social support’
job resource in previous work engagement studies. There is no unified way of measuring or
defining social support. In this study, we specifically focused on satisfaction with co-workers
and satisfaction with line managers. It is surprising that our results do not show any support
for the link between coworker or line-manager support and individual dimensions of work

engagement. There is definitely need to unwrap the dynamics of coworker or line-manager
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support and work engagement in the future studies.

The results of our study have important implications for organizations. Understanding
sources of satisfaction for service sector employees might help organizations about under
which conditions to expect engagement from their employees. Engaged employees are more
likely to stay with their organizations (Saks, 2006), and a disengaged workforce might lead to
higher costs associated with higher turnover, lower productivity, eroded psychological well-
being and poor physical health (Ruhlman and Siegman, 2009). Our findings suggest that the
nature of work, promotion opportunities and pay satisfaction are important aspects
organizations should consider to manage these costs.

As with all studies, ours has limitations. Generalization of our results is difficult since the
data are from a single UK company in the service sector, though we note that our results are
consistent with those found by other researchers where comparisons are possible. Future
studies might apply our theoretical model to other contexts. For example, job satisfaction
facets and work engagement link might be tested to compare of service sector employees to
employees in other industries. As the work conditions differ among sectors, the facets that
shape employees’ engagement might differ across sectors. Such comparison is yet to be
provided in the literature. Furthermore, Skalli et al., (2008) argue that differences in economic
and cultural aspects across countries might shape the impact of job satisfaction facets on
employee attitudes. Therefore, future studies might also focus on expanding our results to

different country contexts.

Notes:

1. The three prizes were for £250, £100 and £50 in cash, respectively.
2. P is the standardized regression coefficient.
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Facets of Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement: Expansion-efJob

Resources

1. Introduction

Work engagement is a widely researched construct that has significant links to work
motivation and motivational behavior, thus, an important concept for organizations due to its
positive impact on performance outcomes (Christian et al.,, 2011). It has been showed by the
studies of both practitioners and academics that a disengaged workforce is costly (Rayton et

al., 2012; Gallup, 2013). Therefore, the current stadies-havefoeusedfocus of the literature is

on identifying wetkjob-related and organizational faeters-characteristics that contribute to the

engagement of employees. Drawing on Social Exchange Theory, our study contributes to the

literature by explaining the impact of job satisfaction facets, which are about how employees

feel about various aspects of their job, on the engagement of employees in their work.

The type of employee engagement our study focuses on is work engagement, which is an

independent, persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive and motivational psychological state

with-three-dimenstons—viger—dedieationand-abserption—(Schaufeli ef al, 2002; Schaufeli et

al., 2006).

Work engagement is a mere—narrow-focused and—preeise—conceptualization of the

relationship between the employee and his—et/~her job (Truss et al., 2013). Every job has

physical, social and organizational aspects or characteristics that motivate employees to
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achieve their work goals and foster personal growth, learning and development (Bakker and

Demerouti, 2008). To be able to understand the link between job related characteristics and

work engagement. our study focuses on the traditional job satisfaction concept and its facets.

Job satisfaction is an attitude which reflects how much an employee likes or dislikes

his/her job (Spector, 1997). It requires an evaluation of the ‘emotional state’ which is a result

of what an employee perceives, feels and thinks about his/her job (Weiss, 2002). It is well-

established in the literature that that job satisfaction is a multi-faceted construct since

employees may have different feelings towards various aspects of their job (e.g. Smith et al.,

1969: Locke, 1976: Spector, 1997). Based on Social Exchange Theory (Gouldner, 1960:;

Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), eurstudy-areueswe argue that satisfaction with various job

characteristics or facets will be reciprocated with more positive attitudes such as work

engagement.
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whether an employee is happy about their job or not. In order to accurately measurereflect an

employee’s job satisfaction, a number of job aspeets—or-facets need to be evaluated as these

may not be of equal importance to each emplovee individgal (Churchill ef al., 1974 Boles et

al., 2007). Thereforeus, Speeifically-various-aspeects-of ajob-may be-evaluatedin-a-different

taking a

multi-dimensional approach or considering warieus—each job satisfaction facets; hewever;
provides us a more detailed and complete understanding of an employee’s satisfaction in their

work (Spector, 1997; Boles ef al., 2007; Rutherford et al., 2009; Spagnoli et al., 2012).

The link between overall or global job satisfaction and work engagement has been

explored through various studies (e.g. Saks, 2006; Avery McKay and Wilson, et-af—-2007;

Bakker et al., 2008). However, to our knowledge, the multi-faceted nature of job satisfaction

has not been recognized in the employee engagement literature.

n-the—currentHterature— vet to understand which these of these job satisfaction facets are

more likely to result in higher work engagement.

this-relationship—By exploring thisinkfacets-of job satisfaction facets-work engagement link

we—expandour study contributes to -ewrthe current vrderstanding-literature ef-on whichjob
related-aspeets-what drives employee-work engagement. In-thatsenseemployees-whe -haveat
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srouping—of job—resources—Focusing on the long-lasting job satisfaction literature and

combining it with the newly developing work engagement concept is expected to benefit
organizations to understand job specific sources of employee engagement, which is an
existing, continuous problem in today’s organizations.

Our model is tested by a sample from a specialist lending division of a UK bank. The
engagement of service employees is a neglected area in the literature (Menguc et al., 2012).
Therefore, our study further contributes to the literature by specifically focusing on the
engagement of service employees. Lastly, our lengitudinal-cross-lagged data contributes to
our understanding of long-term impact of job satisfaction facets on work engagement. As
work engagement is a motivational construct (Schaufeli et al., 2002), it is important to
understand which facets of job satisfaction impact motivation of employees in the long-run.

In the next section, we discuss the link between job satisfaction and work engagement, and
develop our hypotheses. This discussion is followed by testing of hypotheses and explanation

of our results and their implications.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Work Engagement and Job Satisfaction endIeriEneagement-Relationship
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Work engagement is a motivational psychological state with three dimensions: vigor,

dedication and absorption (Schaufeli et al, 2002: Schaufeli et al., 2006). Vigor refers to

energy., mental resilience, determination, and investing consistent effort in your job.

Dedication is about being inspired, identified with, enthusiastic and highly involved in your

job. The last dimension, absorption, refers to a sense of detachment from your surroundings. a

high degree of concentration on and immersion in your job, and a general lack of conscious

awareness of the amount of time spent on the job. An engaged employees, thus, is one who is

energetic, enthusiastic, and absorbed in his/her job.

There are different conceptualizations of employee engagement in the literature. As

defined by Kahn (1990: p.694), engagement is specifically related to the employees’

‘presenting and absenting themselves during task performances’. In other words, it is about

‘involvement of ‘self” in the work (Kahn 1990: Meyer, Gagne and Parfyonova 2010: p. 63).

ahn1990:—Drawing on Kahn (1990: 1992)’s conceptualization of psychological presence,

work engagement wasis developed-and-explained as an ‘implied’ state and an antipode of

burnout (Schaufeli et al., 2002). HeweverJaterRecent studies, however, separate burnout and

engagement as independent psychological states (e.g. Schaufeli et al., 2006; Salanova &

Schaufeli, 2008). Furthermore,

alse-exist-in-the-literaturenre—Saks (2006) focuses on job and organizational engagement of

employees and it is one of the first studies that focus on engagement directed towards a factor
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other than the work. While Macey and Schneider (2008) provide a more comprehensive

model by differentiating among state, trait and behavieuralbehavioral aspects of engagement;

- However—this model has not been empirically tested probably due to its complexity.

A more recent eenceptualisationconceptualization is job engagement (Rich et al., 2010),

which also draws on the psychological presence similar to work engagement and has three

dimensions as physical, emotional and cognitive engagement. Finally, Soane et al. (2012)

discuss ISA, which stands for intellectual, social and affective, engagement. Among all these

different conceptualisattonsconceptualizations, work engagement is the only eeneeptone that

has received the most empirical support seby its validation across various contexts and

counties andas well as the extensive discussion in the academic literature.

Our study argues that satisfaction with various job aspects is important for employees to

become energetic, dedicated and absorbed in their job. By taking this view we agree that (a)

job satisfaction and work engagement are distinct concepts, which is in-line with the existing

literature (e.g. Schaufeli 2013) (2b) job satisfaction is an antecedent of work engagement. The

discussion on whether job satisfaction is an antecedent or an outcome of work engagement is

still debated. There is support for both views. Some studies argue that job satisfaction is an

outcome (e.g. Saks, 2006; Avery, MeKay-andWilsonet al., 2007; Vecina, Chacon, Suerio and

Barron, 2012) while other studies explain that job satisfaction is an antecedent of work

engagement (e.g. Simpson 2009:; Rayton and Yalabik 2014: Salanova, Llorens and Schaufeli

2011: Yalabik et al. 2013).

Our first reason to view job satisfaction as the antecedent of work engagement is about the

satiation-activation differentiation.
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Job satisfaction is an emotional evaluation of the job and is linked to the satiation state

(Macey and Schneider, 2008) while work engagement is a motivational state and linked to

activation (Macey and Schneider, 2008: Salanova et al, 2011). This means that once

employees have evaluated their job, they are ready (or not, if they are not satisfied) to move

into a motivational state i.e. become engaged. Next, drawing on fromthe JD-R model and

Social Exchange Theory, the—teceipt—of—job—resources—isare—pesitively related—to—job

satisfaction—which-will-ereatesnore—engased-employvees—Seers et al. (1995) suggest that the

reciprocity-based relationship between thean erganisationorganization and theits employees

predict positive work attitudes in the veil of job satisfaction. Therefore, when employees are

offeredjobresources—they-are-satisfied with various facets of their job-, and-they may then

provide the ereanisatienorganization with increased levels of work engagement.

Moreover, considering that work engagement is emerged from the burnout concept as its

antipode (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008), we eonstder-follow the hnkbetweenjob-satisfaction

and-work-engagement-to-decide-the-same directionality between job satisfaction and burnout.

as-lt is well-established that job satisfaction is an antecedent of burnout (Lee and Ashforth,

1996); thus, #-job satisfaction shewld-beis also more likely to be the-an antecedent of work

engagement-as—well. F
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Social Exchange Theory is the theoretical framework adopted to explain the relationship

between facets of job satisfaction, and work engagement in our study. The key principle of

Social Exchange Theory is the norm of reciprocity (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). The

social exchange signifies the expectation that when one person does a favor, this favor will be

returned in the future (Aryee et al., 2002). Drawing on Blau (1964). the organization in order

to initiate the exchange has to provide resources that are valuable to the employees (Molm et

al., 2003: Cole et al., 2002). These resources provided by the organization entail an obligation

on the part of the employees to reciprocate with more positive personal attitudes and positive

behaviors to the organization (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005: Aryee et al., 2002:

Eisenberger et al., 2001: McNeely and Meglino, 1994: Haas and Deseran, 1981; Etzioni,

1961). The organization may initiate exchange by offering resources to the employees who

enjoy higher levels of satisfaction with various job facets and will reciprocate with higher

levels of work engagement. Alternatively, employees may initiate exchange by perceiving

these resources valuable and they are satisfied with facets of their job. Put differently, as

employee expectations about job conditions and rewards are satisfied by their organization,

the organizations, in return, receive positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes reciprocity

which creates an exchange relationship between employees and organizations (Settoon et al.,

1996). Thus, we argue that when the employees are satisfied with various aspects of their job,

they are more likely to reciprocate by becoming more engaged in their job.

One stream of researchers focus on a global job satisfaction measure while the others argue
that different aspeets-facets of a job might create satisfaction or dissatisfaction for employees

(Weiss, 2002; Bowling-, Hendricks and Wagner, e, 2008). _It is supported that everaljeb

H—2008:—Spagneli-et-al—2012)1t-isalse-shewn-that-each facet significantly contributes to

overall job satisfaction of employees (Skalli et al., 2008; Spagnoli et al., 2012).

11
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Job satisfaction is stable overtime and facets are important indicators of an overall job

satisfaction feveralljob-satistaetion (Spagnoli ef al., 2012).

study, we adopt the-eleven-nine job satisfaction facets ef job-satisfaction-proposed by Spector

(1997)_as:—jeb—autenemy; satisfaction with: nature of work—itself, satisfaction—with

wotldeadoperating conditions, pay—satistaction, benefits,—satisfaetion; rewards, promotion

managersupervisor, satisfaction—with—co-workers and communication—satisfaction. Spector
(1997)’s categorization of job satisfaction facets and his scale is one of the most reliable
scales in the literature (Spagnoli et al., 2012). Table 1 presents the—the facets of job

satisfaction used—discussed and measured in our study, which is consistent with Spector

(1997)’s categorization.

Table 1 here.

The first job satisfaction greuping-facet is the nature of work. Nature-of work-dimension

weorklead —Previous research indicates that the characteristics of a job impact an employee’s

affective state, which in return impacts behavior towards the job. Employees who find their
jobs more psychologically meaningful are found to be more engaged (Kahn, 1990; May et al.,
2004). Earlier engagement studies thatfeeus—on—theJD-R—medel-argue that favorable job
characteristics will lead to higher employee engagement (Saks, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2008).
Alternatively, as discussed, satisfaction with work is measured in the form of as-overall job

satisfaction, which is positively linked to employee engagement (Saks, 2006; Alarcon and

12
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Lyons, 2011; Tims et al., 2013). Similarly, we argue that:

Hvpothesis 1. Satisfaction with the nature of work will be positively related to work

engagement.

The third-second dimension, satisfaction with s#th—-werkleadoperating conditions, has not

been analyzed in previous engagement studies. However, workload, or work overload

concepts are similar to the concept Spector (1997) named as operating conditions. Workload

or work overload occurs when job demands exceed individual eapabilities;capabilities; hence,

itworkload _is seen as a challenge stressor (Podsakoff et al., 2007; van den Broeck et al.,

2010). Workload ewerlead-is positively related to burnout’s exhaustion dimension, which is

conceptualized as the opposite of the dedication dimension (Maslach and Leiter, 2008). 5

Workload is also shown to be negatively linked to work engagement as a job demand rather

than—a-jeb-resouree-(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008; Crawford et

al., 2010; Cole et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013).

=It is argued that not all demands are negative and employees with
reasonable job demands are found to be more energetic in their jobs (Schaufeli and Bakker,
2004). Thus, we expect that employees who are satisfied with their workload should have

higher work engagement.

13
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11 engagement.

16 Our second next-set-of-hypotheses—arenext set of hypotheses is relatesd to-therewards
18 dimension—of —job—satisfaction—facets: pay satisfaction, benefits satisfaction, promotion
20 satisfaction, perfermancerecognition-and rewards recegnitionsatisfaction. To our knowledge,

22 only a recent study by Hulkko-Nyman et al. (2012) specifically focuses on the relationship

between work engagement and a comprehensive view of pay, benefits, promotion and

27 rewards. Hulkko-Nyman ef al. (2012) find that non-monetary rewards, more

29 speetficallyprecisely appreciation of work, are significant positive predictors of vigor,

31 dedication and absorption. Furthermore, theytheir study findshows that compared to other

dimensions, benefits is the main one that is strongly related to the dedication of employees.

36 Traditionally, pay or compensation in one’s job has been considered as the most important
38 aspect of an employee’s satisfaction (Deckop, 1992). However, the pay level is not a strong
40 predictor of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997), though it does impact other work attitudes such
42 as organizational commitment and intention to stay (Chew and Chan, 2008), and pay
satisfaction (Heneman et al., 1997). Moreover, Herzberg et al, (2011) suggest that job
47 satisfaction is determined by “motivators” such as job content, recognition, achievement,
49 responsibilities, advancement and opportunities; whereas, job dissatisfaction is influenced by

51 “hygiene factors” such as salary and working conditions, which also shows a weak

relationship between pay and job satisfaction.

14
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Bakker et al. (2006) find that financial rewards are negatively related to perceptions of work

engagement, although satisfaction with fringe benefits is positively related to work
engagement. On the other hand, Gorter ef al. (2008) show that financial rewards are positively
related to work engagement. In addition, Fairlie (2011) does not find any link between
extrinsic rewards, which is measured as combinations of fair pay, perks and other rewards for
one’s efforts, and work engagement. A meta-analysis study by Crawford et al. (2010)’s
suggests that the relationship between rewards and engagement can be either positive or
negative since extrinsic rewards, such as pay, and-salary-may damage intrinsic motivation.
Therefore, while rewards are important job reseurees—characteristics that contribute to
employee—work engagement, further research is needed to understand their impact on
engagement (Crawford et al., 2013).

Only a few studies consider promotion aspect as part of job reseureescharacteristics and

work engagement relationship. de Lange ef al. (2008) examine the difference between

employees who stayed in their job, promoted or left rather than focusing on promotion
perceptions of employees. They find that there is a positive relationship between job resources

and work engagement of the employees who have been recently promoted. Moreover,

Balducci et al. (2011) emphasize-find that promotion prospects_(combined with job autonomy

and social aspects) is positively related to work engagement—as—part—efjob—reseurces—in

15
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5 however:, the individual impact of
promotion prospects on work engagement is not specified. Recent changes to the employment
relationship may mean that employees are more interested in career advancements in their job

(Sullivan and Baruch, 2009), thus, increasing the importance of satisfaction with promotion

opportunities.

limproved rewards andlor—recognition—dimension—ofrewards-have been linked to work

engagement (Demerouti et al, 2001; Koyuncu et al, 2006; Maslach and Leiter, 2008;
Crawford et al., 2010). All these previous studies view rewards and-recognition-as part of job
resourees—which positively contribute to work engagement of employees. Drawing from

SETocial Exchange Theory, when employees are satisfied with the rewards offered by their

erganisationorganization, they are expected to reciprocate with positive attitudes such as work

will-matter—Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 23: Satisfaction with rewards-pay will be positively related to work

16
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engagement.

Hyvpothesis 4: Satisfaction with benefits will be positively related to work

engagement.

Hypothesis 5: Satisfaction with promotion will be positively related to work

engagement.

Hypothesis 6: Satisfaction with rewards will be positively related to work

engagement.

engagement literature, Ssatisfaction with co-workers and supervisor/line-manager lne-

managers—and—eo-workers—are categorized as ‘social support’ under the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) model. Social support is one of the mostly researched job resources in JD-R

model (Bakker et al., 2004; Saks, 2006; de Lange et al., 2008; Fairlie, 2011; van den Broeck
et al, 2011; Cole et al., 2012; van Beek et al., 2012; Mastenbroek et al., 2014), and it is
measured in a variety of ways across studies. One group of studies useuses a specific social
support scale that includes both coworker and supervisor/line-manager support (Bakker et al.,
2004; de Lange et al., 2008). Other set of studies differentiate between coworker and

supervisor/line-manager saperviser—support (Saks 2006; Fairlie 2011; van den Broeck et al.,

2011; Cole et al.,, 2012; van Beek et al., 2012; Mastenbroek et al., 2014;).
Social aspects of the work environment, for example, having friendly and supportive
colleagues, has a significant impact on employee job perceptions (Chalofsky, 2003). Co-

workers and supervisor/line-manager supervisers—play important roles in various types of

information acquisition, etc., and employees may become detached from their jobs if

supervisor/line-manager supervisers—are not perceived to be available and responsive

(Lapalme et al., 2009). Thus, Ssocial support from co-workers and supervisor/line-manager

17
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supervisors-has been linked to increased work engagement (Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli
and Bakker, 2004; Bakker et al, 2007; Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Freeney and Fellenz,
2013).

SEFSocial Exchange Theory helps us to explain why “support” is reciprocated by

increased positive attitudes such as engagement. Reciprocity not only ensures repaying, rather

it creates a stronger and more solid relationship between the employee and the

organisationorganization (Walumbwa-etal-2009 Rousseau, 1995). In that sense, individuals

seek to reciprocate so as to enhance the receipt of future resources and, hence, maintain the

exchange relationship. Therefore, the exchanged resources signal the appearance of mutual

support and maintenance of long-term relationships among the erganisationalorganizational

members (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Aryee et al., 2002). According to Social Exchange

TheorySETF, employees reciprocate the care/support their organizations show with more effort
and positive attitudes (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Thus, we hypothesize that employees

who are satisfied in their interactions with their co-workers and supervisors/line-managers

will be more engaged with their work.

18
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Hypothesis 37: Satisfaction with etherpeopte{i-e—coworkers end-line-manasers)-will

be positively related to work engagement.

Hypothesis 8. Satisfaction with line-managers will be positively related to work

engagement.

Our last hypothesis relates to communication satisfaction facet-ef-erganizational-context

dimension. Communication contributes to the development of employee trust in organizations
(Thomas et al., 2009). Communication satisfaction is an important contributory factor in the

interaction between employees and their job environment, and it is linked with positive

19
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employee attitudes such as organizational identification (Postmes et al, 2001). While the
importance of communication has been linked to engagement in practitioner based sources
(MacLeod and Clarke, 2009), the academic research has been slow to show such relationship.
May et al. (2004) explain the importance of open communication as a factor that
contributes to supervisor support and impacts perceptions of supervisors. Similarly, Fairlie
(2011) includes communication as part of leadership and organizational features as well as
organizational support, however, there is not a direct linkage shown between communication
and work engagement. —Iyer and Israel (2012)’s study has an extensive focus on
communication satisfaction and engagement, which is defined and measured as the
combination of commitment, satisfaction and withdrawal cognition of employees. They find
that communication satisfaction has a positive significant impact on employee engagement.
Furthermore, Vogelgesang ef al. (2013) show that communication transparency, as part of the
perceptions of leader behavioral integrity, and followers’ work engagements have been
positively related. Lastly, Rees ef al. (2013) find a direct relationship between perceptions of
voice behavior and job engagement. While there are a few studies in the current literature on
communication and engagement, no specific study focused on communication satisfaction

and work engagement. Depending—on—SETAgain drawing on Social Exchange Theory, we

expect that employees who have high communication satisfaction are more likely to be

engaged in their work.

Hypothesis 39: Satisfaction with €communications seatistaetion—will be

positively related to work engagement.

3. Methodology
Our data comes from employees in the specialist lending division of a UK bank. In

this division, the employees provide a service Fhis—divistonfoenses—onfor the provision of

20
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non-standard mortgage products ineluding—meortgages—for-buy-to-rent-properties—as well as

self-employed applicants—whe—seH-ecertify—their—income—{(e-g—theself-employed). These
employees are-net-in-direct-contact-with-eustomers;—but-are involved in the processing and

approval of applications generated through the retail branch network of the bank rather than

directly dealing with customers. We collected our data Pata—were-coHeeted-via paper-based

questionnaires in August 2009 and repeated the survey in August 2010. All 520 employees_in

the specialist lending division received our questionnaire. s—and-after-the—first-coleetionln

204609, 377 surveys were returned (73%). As a result of the second data collection, we had
202 repeat respondents. However, due to the missing data, the final dataset decreases to +69
175 in the regression analyses (3334% final response rate). While the sample available for
analysis is contingent on missing data, missing values analyses revealed no patterns to the
missing observations.

To be able to answer our survey. the employees were given time-off during their work.

We asked respondents their employee numbers to be able to match the surveys across time.

To be able to protect the confidentiality of the respondents, pre-paid envelopes were provided

so that the respondents would be able to return the completed survey directly to the authors.

due—to—the—longitudinal —design—of—our—study=—mn_addition, the three randomly selected

respondents were identified and Fhesecond-reason—was—to—be—able—to—pprovided monetary
incentives-to-the-three randomiy-selected respondents’. As supported by Newby et al. (2003),
Mmonetary incentives-are—used-by—various—researchers—and—it-is—shownthat-they positively

contribute te—inerease—in—survey response rate and quality data without introducing bias

21
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3.1 Measures

This section explains our dependent, independent and control variables. Unless otherwise
indicated, dependent and independent variables are measured by using a 7-point Likert scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree). All constructs pass confirmatory factor-analytic

tests for unidimensionality. All hypotheses are tested via Ja—ewr—Ordinary Least Squares

(OLS) Rregression analyses. In the regression analyses, all job satisfaction_facets related

scales (e JSS)-measures-aremeastres-are frommeasured in Time 1_(i.e. August 2009) dataset

while the work engagement measure comes from the second-wave of our data i.e. Time 2

(August 2010)-dataset.

3.1.1. Dependent Variable: Work Engagement

Work engagement is measured by the seventeen-item version of Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al, 2006). The work engagement is measured
during Time 2.

Vigor is measured by six items (o= 0.84). A sample item is, “When I get up in the
morning, | feel like going to work.” Dedication is measured by five items (o= 0.92). A
sample item is, “I am enthusiastic about my job.” The third work engagement dimension,
absorption, is measured by six items (o= 0.87). A sample item is, “When I am working, |

forget everything else around me.”

3.1.2 hndependent-veariables

31 2a-Facets of Job Satisfaction

developed-by To measure facets of job satisfaction, we have used Job Satisfaction Survey

(JSS) developed by Spector (1997) (please see Table 1 for items). The—items—aretisted—in

22



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Evidence-based HRM: a global forum for empirical scholarship

Fable+—All independent variables (i.e. job satisfaction facets) are measured during Time 1.

Table 1 here.

“My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape” due to low reliability score. In

addition, although Spector (1997) originally implemented the supervision facet with the term

“supervisor”, our investigation of the organizational structure of the company we collected

our data from indicated that the term “line manager” was used. apprepriateiln order to avoid

confusing respondents, we replaced the term supervisor with line8-manager in our survey

questions. —Since there were many different departments in this organization, there were

enough line managers to generate variance. Thus—wereplaced-theterm supervisorwith-line

manager

Descriptive statistics, correlations and reliability statistics for both dependent and

independent variables are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 here.
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3.1.32b Control Variables

With the permission of respondents, we provided a list of employee numbers to the
company in order to obtain detailed demographic information. The company was not
provided any survey responses for obvious ethical reasons. We used this data to construct age,
gender, tenure, and job level controls, all of which have been found to be important contextual
factors in the measurement of employee attitudes. Age and tenure are continuous variables
based on birthdates and dates of initial employment with the company. Gender is a dummy
variable which equals one for women and zero for men.

Job level captures the position of the employee in the company hierarchy. There are three
job levels among respondents: non-managerial, front line managers and senior managers, each
corresponding to a salary band. We excluded all nine responses from senior managers in the
interests of comparability, though our results are unaffected by this choice. The front line
managers represent the first tier of management above the entry level, and we have retained
them in the sample because the majority of their day-to-day tasks are the same as those of the
people they lead. As a result, we include a job level dummy variable equaling one for the 70%

of our sample who are non-managerial employees.

4. Analyses and Results

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression is the method used into run our analyses via

25
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SPSS 22 statistical analyses software.

We conducted separate regression analyses on

our three dependent variables (i.e. vigour, dedication and absorption) in order to evaluate their

relationships with each job satisfaction facets-andPOS. The results are presented in Table 43.

Table 3 here.

Fable4

The first hypothesis stated that satisfaction with the ‘Nature of Work” would be positively
related to work engagement. We see that ‘satisfaction with work itself” is a positive predictor
of vigor (B=0.357381570, p<0.01), dedication (B=0.334332548, p<0.01) and absorption
(B=0.2570483, p<0.01)*. Conversely,job-autonomyhas—no-significant relationship—with-the
dependent-variables:

These results provide full support for hypothesis 1. The hypothesis 2 is about the satisfaction

with operating conditions. The way satisfaction with operating conditions is measured means

that higher scores mean low satisfaction with operating conditions. In other words, higher

scores mean high workload. Our results show that —Fhere—is—evidence—that-‘Satisfaction with

workload’ is inversely related to absorption (= -0.472186232, p<0.051)._We conclude that

hypothesis 2 is partially supported as there is no relationship of satisfaction with operating

conditions with vigour and dedication.

For the rest of our hypotheses we find no support. For hypothesis 3, there is no support for

the link between pay satisfaction —and  vigour ($=0.07015. p<0.00), dedication (B=-

0.37059. p<0.00), and absorption (f=-0.01945. p<0.00). Hypothesis 4 is not supported, and

our analyses show that there is no significant relationship between benefits satisfaction and

vigour (B=-0.0192. p<0.00), dedication ($=-0.0012. p<0.00), and absorption (=-0.0047,

p<0.00). Hypotheseis 5, which is about promotion-work engagement link, is not supported.

There is no link between promotion and vigour (f=-0.104026, p<0.00), dedication (p=-
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0451027, p<0.00), and absorption (f=-0. 344035, p<0.00). SimilarlylLastly, there is no

support for the relationship between rewards and vigour (f=-0.06, p<0.00), dedication (B=-

0.674101. p<0.00), and absorption (=-0.07445. p<0.00) i.e. no support for hypothesis 6.

—We did not find any statistically

significant relationships between work engagement and satisfaction with co-workers (i.e.

hypotheses 7) and vigour (f=-0.053, p<0.00).; dedication (f=-0.015, p<0.00), and absorption

($=0.010, p<0.00). There is no support for the relationship between satisfaction with line-

managers (i.e. hypotheses 8) and vigour (= -0.037, p<0.00), dedication (= -0.069. p<0.00)

and absorption (B= -0.123, p<0.00). The final hypothesis, i.e. satisfaction with and

communication (hypothesis 9), is partially supported. Outr results show no link between

satisfaction with communication ee-werkers—and vigour ($=0.946-099 1p<0.00), dedication

(B=0.0542. p<0.00), and absorption (=0.9-04182, p<0.005):—satisfaction-with-line-managers

0-079-9<0-00)—and-abserption+—0103-—$<0-00):). Our finding means that the employees

who are satisfied with the communication in their job are more absorbed in their work.

Considering that nine job satisfaction facets are correlated that-paysatisfaction,benefits

also tested for multi-collinearity in our regression analyses. The tolerance and variance

inflation factor (VIF) scores, which are indicators of multi-collinearity, are calculated in SPPS

and presented in Table 4. It is accepted that tolerance scores that are under 0.10 (e.g.,
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Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and VIF scores over 10 are problematic (Neter, Wasserman, &

Kutner, 1989). The multi-collinearity scores of tolerance and VIF in Table 4 do not fall in the

undesired levels. Thus, we conclude that multi-collinearity is not a problem in our regression

analyses.

Table 4 here.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of our study is to understand the impact of job satisfaction facets on work

engagement. Our results show that ‘satisfaction with work itself” and—pereeived

organizational-suppert—arek is a key drivers of all dimensions of work engagement i.e. vigor,

dedication and absorption. In addition, ‘satisfaction with premetien—eppertunities’operating

conditions’ —pesitively—_(i.e. high workload) is eentributesnegatively related to te

dedieatioabsorption of a—ef-employees in their work. Finally, our results show -that while

‘satisfaction with werklead’—communication has—ais negatively #mpaet—onlinked to the

absorption of employees in their work.

Our study contributes to our understanding about the drivers of work engagement. The key
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concepts were drawn from work engagement and well-established job satisfaction literatures
to explore the relationship between the job satisfaction perceptions of employees and their
work engagement. While the JD-R model has been frequently tested in the literature, none of
the previous studies provided a systematic and complete reflection of job characteristics and
discussed their impact on work engagement. Thus, by drawing on the well-established job
satisfaction concept and its facets, we expand the JD-R model and observe the impact job
satisfaction facets have on the work engagement of service employees. Barnes and Collier
(2013) find that job satisfaction has significant impact on work engagement compared to
service environment and affective commitment. Considering the challenges faced by
employees in the service sector, work engagement is harder to achieve and worth exploring in
the service context (Menguc et al., 2012). Thus, our study also contributes to the limited
number of studies that focus on work engagement of service sector employees in UK. Lastly,
the longitudinal dimension of our study helps us to understand the impact of which job
satisfaction facets on work engagement continue in the long-run, and helps us to avoid

common method bias in our results.

The first part of our results indicate that werk-engagementis-merelikely to-oceur-when
when employees feel-supported-by-their-organizations-as-well-as-when-they-are satisfied with

the work, they are more likely to become engagedperform. This finding supports a social

exchange perspective and specifically the norm of reciprocity. In other words, employees who
are supperted-by-their-organization—and-satisfied with their work will display more vigor,
dedication and absorption. Our findings suggest that organizations that care about employee
well-being; consider employee goals, values and opinions; and help employees with the
problems they face will have employees who are energetic, enthusiastic and captivated in
their jobs, and who are engaged with the whole organization.

Satisfaction with work itself is a main facet employees use to evaluate their job (Skalli et
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al., 2008). Our finding is in-line with the previous research as satisfaction with work facet is
positively linked to vigor, dedication, and absorption of employees. Finding meaning in work
comes from the interaction between the internal world of employees and the external context
of the workplace (Cartwright and Holmes, 2006; Chalofsky and Krishna, 2009), but the work
itself is argued to be the strongest predictor of meaning in the workplace and the main
motivator for employees (Chalofsky, 2003). Work is a source of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, both of which are about exerting effort, persistence and energy towards a specific
goal (Katzell and Thompson, 1990). In work, the task content, the activities performed and
the fulfilment of personal needs drives employees. Intrinsic motivation and extrinsic
motivation are closely related to the vigor and dedication dimensions of work engagement
(Bakker et al., 2008). Our results support these previous studies.

Following the same discussion, our study shows that the employees who perceived

their workload as high (i.e. satisfaction with operating conditions), are less likely to be

absorbed in their work. That is also in line with the previous literature. However, the previous

studies that consider the workload as a job demand mostly focus on the overall work

engagement. Our study shows that Ourfindings—alse-show that satisfaction-with-prometion

its relationship is only with the absorption dimension. This finding implies that absorption and
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how it is impacted by workload should be considered in more detail. It might be that having

high workload might act as a distraction for the employees and decrease their absorption in

their work due to the worry and/or stress it creates.

Finally. our study shows that satisfaction with communication is positively linked to

absorption of the employees in their work. As discussed in the literature section, satisfaction

with communication has been the focus of only a few previous studies in terms of its

relationship to employee engagement, not specifically work engagement. Alternatively, the

way communication defined is different from what we find in our study. Therefore, to our

knowledge., our study is the first study that considers the link between satisfaction with

communication facet and work engagement. We find that satisfaction with communication is

positively linked to the absorption of employees in their work. This means that clarity with

what is going on in the organization helps employees to be immersed in their work.

Our results did not find any support about the link between satisfaction with pay and work

engagement, which is in line with the previous literature. We can conclude that pay

satisfaction is a hygiene factor as discussed in the literature (e.g. Herzberg et al., 2011).

Similarly, satisfaction with benefits is not found to be linked to work engagement. As benefits

satisfaction has not been explored much in the work engagement literature, there is need for

more studies to understand how benefits satisfaction is linked to work engagement. The link

between satisfaction with rewards and work engagement is an under-researched area as

discussed. Our study does not show any linkages between rewards satisfaction and individual

dimensions of work engagement. We also could not find any relationship between promotion

satisfaction and work engagement dimensions. Considering the limited previous research in

the area, our study might be a starting point but there is definitely need for further research as

todays employees are very much interested in promotion opportunities (Sullivan and Baruch,

2009).
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As explained, line manager support and coworker support are combined as ‘social support’

j0b resource in previous work engagement studies. There is no unified way of measuring or

defining social support. In this study, we specifically focused on satisfaction with co-workers

and satisfaction with line managers. It is surprising that our results do not show any support

for the link between coworker or line-manager support and individual dimensions of work

engagement. There is definitely need to unwrap the dynamics of coworker or line-manager

support and work engagement in the future studies.

The results of our study have important implications for organizations. Understanding
sources of satisfaction for service sector employees might help organizations about under
which conditions to expect engagement from their employees. Engaged employees are more
likely to stay with their organizations (Saks, 2006), and a disengaged workforce might lead to
higher costs associated with higher turnover, lower productivity, eroded psychological well-
being and poor physical health (Ruhlman and Siegman, 2009). Our findings suggest that the
nature of work, erganizationalsuppert,—previding—promotion opportunities and pat—pay
satisfaction are important aspects organizations should consider to manage these costs.

As with all studies, ours has limitations. Generalization of our results is difficult since the
data are from a single UK company in the service sector, though we note that our results are
consistent with those found by other researchers where comparisons are possible. Future
studies might apply our theoretical model to other contexts. For example, job satisfaction
facets and work engagement link might be tested to compare of service sector employees to
employees in other industries. As the work conditions differ among sectors, the facets that
shape employees’ engagement might differ across sectors. Such comparison is yet to be
provided in the literature. Furthermore, Skalli et al., (2008) argue that differences in economic
and cultural aspects across countries might shape the impact of job satisfaction facets on

employee attitudes. Therefore, future studies might also focus on expanding our results to
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different country contexts.

Notes:

1. The three prizes were for £250, £100 and £50 in cash, respectively.
2. P is the standardized regression coefficient.
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Table 1: Facets of Job Satisfaction and Survey Items

Facets of Job satisfaction

Scale Items

Nature of Work

I sometimes feel my job is meaningless. (R)*

I like doing the things I do at work.

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job.

My job is enjoyable.

Operating Conditions

Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.

I have too much to do at work.

I have too much paperwork.

My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape. **

Promotion

There is really too little chance for promotion on my job.

Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.

People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.

I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.

Pay

I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do.

Raises are too few and far between. (R)

I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay me. (R)

I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases.

Supervision

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job. ***

My supervisor is unfair to me. (R)

My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates. (R)

I like my supervisor.

Benefits

I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive. (R)

The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer.

The benefit package we have is equitable.

There are benefits we do not have which we should have.

Rewards

When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that I should receive.

I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated. (R)

There are few rewards for those who work here. (R)
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I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be. (R)

Co-workers I like the people I work with.

I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of people I work with. (R)

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

I enjoy my co-workers.

10 There is too much bickering and fighting at work. (R)

11 Communication Communications seem good within this organization.

The goals of this organization are not clear to me. (R)

14 I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization. (R)

15 Work assignments are not fully explained. (R)

18 * (R): reverse coded.
19 ** This italicized item for ‘operating conditions’ facet is not included in our scale calculations and reliability analyses.
20 *#%* The term supervisor is replaced with ‘line manager’ in our survey.

22 Source: Spector (1997), Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS): http://shell.cas.usf.edu/~pspector/scales/jssovr.html

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
35 *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
36 Cronbach’s alpha measures are provided in parentheses on the main diagonal.
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1
2
3
4 Table 2: Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliability Statistics
5
o Std.
7 Mean o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Deviation
£ | Vigor 4.46 1.08 (:84)
3 | Dedication 4.62 1.34 762%% | (.92)
7 | Absorption 4.50 L16 6845k | 744%x 87
31 P
L] Satisfaction 5.04 1.26 576+ | 582 | 400%x | (88)
{ | with work
<19 Satisfaction
14/ with operating 371 141 116 .140 -023 | 266%* (.74)
45| conditions
16 Satisfaction 356 | 124 | 235w | 201w | 169% | 363%* | 249 | (78)
67| with pay
~ o Satisfaction s - % W 4 . s
7;L8 with benefits 433 0.90 226 243 154 364 233 515 (.78)
19 Satisfaction
20 with rewards 3.98 1.34 307%% | 343%x | 23k | 540k | 34wk | 553k | 46]%x (85)
21 Satisfaction 3.74 1.23 269%F | 258%% | 216%* | 425%% | 201%* | A67* | 315%% | 548%x | (84)
P2 with promotion
3 Satisfaction 523 1.00 ASIF | 201% | 173% | 354 | 220k | 308% | 346*F | 421% | 203%* | (67)
10 ,| with coworkers
7 Satisfaction
25 with line 5.23 1.24 .168* 174% .090 344% | 200%% | 255%x | 305% | 498%x | 318%F | 461%* | (.87)
126 manager
27| Satisfaction
2g| with 438 1.14 378%% | 315%x | 333%x | 475k | 2g7wx | 34g%x | 299k | 5pPw | 4]6%x | 420%* | 324 (78)
125 communication
1;6 Age (in years) 34.02 11.10 -.005 074 063 .069 -106 | .164%* .030 013 .038 017 | -157%= | -.087 (NA)
131| Female 0.58 0.49 026 165% | .188%** 066 110% -.059 .060 053 -.002 101 042 .040 -.109* (NA)
122 ;:;‘r‘;;e(‘“ 4.66 4.74 016 055 057 063 -057 | 203%* | .108* -013 -014 008 | -.150%* 015 S31% | -.099 (NA)
1%4 gg‘r‘l'::r“‘“ageml 0.76 0.43 S256%% | - 197 | -200%* | -287%% | .148%* | -349%* | _246%* | -177%% | -192*%* | -089 063 | -214%% | _283%% | 179%* | _343%% | (NA)
35
36
37
38
39 **_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
40 *_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
41 Cronbach’s alpha measures are provided in parentheses on the main diagonal.
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
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1

2

3

4

g Table 3: Multiple Regression Analyses

; Vigor ‘ Dedication | Absorption
9 Control variables

10 Age (in years) -.081 .025%* .007
11 Female 014 161%* .178%*
12 Tenure (in years) .062 .079 .038
ﬁ Non-managerial worker -.085%* -.062 -.053
15 Facets of Job Satisfaction

16 Satisfaction with work S570%* 548** 483**
17 Satisfaction with operating conditions -.083 -.034 -.232%*
18 Satisfaction with pay 015 -.059 -.045
:zlg Satisfaction with benefits -.012 -.012 -.007
21 Satisfaction with rewards .006 101 .045
22 Satisfaction with promotion -.026 -.027 -.035
23 Satisfaction with co-workers -.053 -.015 .010
24 Satisfaction with line-manager -.037 -.069 -.123
Sg Satisfaction with communication .099 .042 182%
27 R-squared 361 371 326
28 Adjusted R-squared .309 321 271
29 F-value 6.944%* | 7351 5.940**
32 Number of observations 174 176 174
32

33

34 **p<0.01, *p< 0.05

35 The standardized regression coefficients are provided.

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43
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Table 4. Multi-Collinearity Statistics

Vigor Dedication Absorption

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Tolerance | VIF | Tolerance | VIF | Tolerance | VIF

Control variables

Age (in years) 0.604 1.656 0.603 1.659 0.604 1.657
Female 0.875 1.143 0.871 1.148 0.865 1.156
Tenure (in years) 0.577 1.735 0.581 1.721 0.585 1.709
Non-managerial worker 0.582 1.718 0.584 1.713 0.586 1.708

Facets of Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction with work 0.496 2.017 0.499 2.003 0.500 1.998
Satisfaction with operating 0.667 |1.498| 0.667 |1499| 0.665 |1.504
conditions

Satisfaction with pay 0.499 2.004 0.507 1.973 0.489 2.045
Satisfaction with benefits 0.653 1.532 0.656 1.524 0.632 1.582
Satisfaction with rewards 0.415 2.412 0.416 2.404 0.414 2.418
Satisfaction with promotion 0.632 1.581 0.631 1.584 0.631 1.585
Satisfaction with co-workers 0.679 1.473 0.677 1.477 0.676 1.479
Satisfaction with line-manager 0.596 1.679 0.596 1.678 0.596 1.677
Satisfaction with communication 0.531 1.883 0.541 1.848 0.538 1.859
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Table 1: Facets of Job Satisfaction Categorization-and Survey Items

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Facets of Job satisfaction Scale Items

Nature of Work I sometimes feel my job is meaningless. (R)*

w
~

38 I like doing the things I do at work.

39 I feel a sense of pride in doing my job.

My job is enjoyable.
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Operating Conditions

Evidence-based HRM: a global forum for empirical scholarship

Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.

I have too much to do at work.

I have too much paperwork.

My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape. **

Promotion

There is really too little chance for promotion on my job.

Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.

People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.

I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.

I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do.

Raises are too few and far between. (R)

I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay me. (R)

I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases.

Supervision

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his/her job. ***

My supervisor is unfair to me. (R)

My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates. (R)

I like my supervisor.

Benefits

I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive. (R)

The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer.

The benefit package we have is equitable.

There are benefits we do not have which we should have.

Rewards

When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it that I should receive.

I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated. (R)

There are few rewards for those who work here. (R)

I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be. (R)

Co-workers

I like the people I work with.

I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of people I work with. (R)

I enjoy my co-workers.

There is too much bickering and fighting at work. (R)

Communication

Communications seem good within this organization.

The goals of this organization are not clear to me. (R)
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I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization. (R)

Work assignments are not fully explained. (R)

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 * (R): reverse coded.
11 ** This italicized item for ‘operating conditions’ facet is not included in our scale calculations and reliability analyses.

12 *** The term supervisor is replaced with ‘line manager’ in our survey.

14 Source: Spector (1997), Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS): http://shell.cas.usf.edu/~pspector/scales/jssovr.html

26 **_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
27 *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
28 Cronbach’s alpha measures are provided in parentheses on the main diagonal.
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Table 2: Deserint - 1 collinearitvdi .
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Mean S.D. VIF
1 Vigor 4.42 1.06 (NA)
2 Dedication 4.59 1.33 (NA)
3 Absorption 4.45 1.15 (NA)
4 Employee age in years 33.86 11.14 1.86
5 Female 0.57 0.50 1.17
6 Tenureinyears 4.60 4.69 1.73
7 Non-managerial worker 0.77 0.42 1.51
8 Job autonomy 4.49 1.42 1.65
9 Satisfaction with work 4.51 0.82 1.44
10 Satisfaction with workload 3.76 1.37 1.46
11 Satisfaction with pay 3.97 0.58 1.21
12 Satisfaction with benefits 4.32 0.89 1.43
13 Satisfaction with performance recognition 5.34 0.89 1.32
14 Satisfaction with rewards 4.10 0.78 1.42
15 Satisfaction with promotion opportunities 3.93 0.78 1.50
16 Satisfaction with communication 3.67 0.77 1.30
17 Perceived organizational support 4.13 0.60 1.59
18 Satisfaction with co-workers 4.74 0.68 1.26
19 Satisfaction with line manager 5.38 1.25 1.51

Table 32: Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliability Statistics
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1
2
3
4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 18 19
5 1 Vigor (0.84)
6 2 Dedication 0.76 ** (0.92) **
3 Absorption 0.67 ** 0.73 ** (0.87)
7 4 Employee age in years -0.03 0.05 0.04 (NA)
8 5 Female 0.02 0.18 * 0.18 **  -0.10 (NA)
6 Tenure in years 0.01 0.08 0.05 0.57 **  -0.11 (NA)
9 7 Non-managerial worker -0.19 **  -0.15 * -0.14 * -0.32 ** 0.30 **  -0.33 ** (NA)
10 8 Job autonomy 0.27 ** 0.17 * 0.08 -0.19 **  -0.10 0.00 -0.19 ** (0.90)
11 9 Satisfaction with work 0.47 ** 0.44 ** 0.34 ** 0.00 0.10 -0.07 -0.13 0.34 ** (0.88)
10 Satisfaction with workload 0.16 * 0.16 * -0.05 -0.19 ** 0.04 -0.02 0.13 * 0.26 ** 0.16 *  (0.81)
12 11 Satisfaction with pay 0.16 * 0.07 0.08 -0.02 -0.03 -0.07 -0.06 0.18 **  0.16 * 0.14 *  (0.84)
13 12 Satisfaction with benefits 0.19 ** 0.20 ** 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.06 -0.14 * 0.24 ** 0.23 ** 0.28 ** 0.23 ** (0.84)
13 Satisfaction with performance recognition 0.10 0.12 0.18 * 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.01 -0.08 0.26 ** 0.05 0.22 ** 0.17 *  (0.85)
14 14 Satisfaction with rewards -0.16 * -0.20 **  -0.13 * 0.01 0.06 -0.01 0.12 -0.19 **  -0.21 ** -0.32 ** .0.11 -0.40 **  -0.12 (0.75)
15 15 Satisfaction with promotion opportunities 0.28 ** 0.33 ** 0.24 ** 0.10 0.02 0.06 -0.16 * 0.28 ** 0.32 ** 0.27 ** 0.30 ** 0.25 ** 0.25 **  -0.33 ** (0.84)
16 16 Satisfaction with communication -0.22 **  -0.20 ** -0.16 * 0.14 * -0.05 0.06 -0.09 -0.27 ** 022 ** 027 **  -0.11 -0.26 **  -0.22 **  0.18 * -0.22 **  (0.78)
17 Perceived organizational support 0.46 ** 0.36 ** 0.39 ** 0.13 * 0.00 0.04 -0.17 * 0.33 ** 0.36 ** 0.21 ** 0.17 * 0.41 ** 0.25 **  -0.34 ** 0.39 **  -0.27 ** (0.92)
17 18 Satisfaction with co-workers 0.00 0.00 0.03 -0.04 0.14 * -0.12 0.04 -0.08 0.02 -0.32 **  -0.15 * -0.13 * -0.03 0.27 **  -0.19 ** 0.12 -0.11 (0.67)
18 19 Satisfaction with line manager 0.16 * 0.15 * 0.06 -0.21 ** 0.05 -0.25 ** 0.21 ** 0.28 ** 0,31 ** 0,29 ** 016 * 021 ** 0.15 * -0.24 ** 023 **  -0,34 ** 028 ** _-0.19 ** (0.87)
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
Std.
34 Mean o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
] - Deviation - - - - - - - - — — — — — — —
g6 Vigor, 4.46 1.08 (.84)
B7| Dedication 4.62 1.34 J7162%* (.92)
$9| Absofption 4.50 1.16 684%% | 7a4% | (87
39 Sati P
atlsfhctlon ) )
- 5.04 1.26 576** S582%* 492 %* (.88)
iA-O with work
#1| Satisfaction 3.71 1.41 116 .140 -.023 266%* (.74)
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
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1

2

3

4

g Table 3: Multiple Regression Analyses

g Vigor ‘ Dedication | Absorption
9 Control variables

10 Age (in years) -.081 .025% .007
11 Female .014 A61* .178*
12 Tenure (in years) .062 .079 .038
ﬁ Non-managerial worker -.085%* -.062 -.053
15 Facets of Job Satisfaction

16 Satisfaction with work S70** S548** 483**
17 o

18 Satisfaction with operating conditions -.083 -.034 - 232%*
;g Satisfaction with pay .015 -.059 -.045
21 Satisfaction with benefits -.012 -.012 -.007
- Satisfact " ; —

23 Satisfaction with rewards .006 101 .045
24 Satisfaction with promotion -.026 -.027 -.035
Sg Satisfaction with co-workers -.053 -.015 .010
27 Satisfaction with line-manager -.037 -.069 -.123
58 P od —

29 Satisfaction with communication % % LZ*
32 R-squared 361 371 326
32 Adjusted R-squared 309 321 271
33 F-value 6.944%* | 7.35]1%* 5.940%**
34 Number of observations 174 176 174
35

36

g; **p<0.01, *p< 0.05

39 The standardized regression coefficients are provided.
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Table 4. Multi-Collinearity Statistics

Vigor Dedication Absorption
Tolerance | VIF | Tolerance | VIF | Tolerance | VIF

Control variables

Age (in years) 0.604 1.656 0.603 1.659 0.604 1.657
Female 0.875 1.143 0.871 1.148 0.865 1.156
Tenure (in years) 0.577 1.735 0.581 1.721 0.585 1.709
Non-managerial worker 0.582 1.718 0.584 1.713 0.586 1.708

Facets of Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction with work 0.496 2.017 0.499 2.003 0.500 1.998
Satisfaction with operating 0.667 | 1.498 | 0.667 |1.499 | 0.665 |1.504
conditions

Satisfaction with pay 0.499 2.004 0.507 1.973 0.489 2.045
Satisfaction with benefits 0.653 1.532 0.656 1.524 0.632 1.582
Satisfaction with rewards 0415 2412 0416 2.404 0414 2418
Satisfaction with promotion 0.632 1.581 0.631 1.584 0.631 1.585
Satisfaction with co-workers 0.679 1.473 0.677 1.477 0.676 1.479
Satisfaction with line-manager 0.596 1.679 0.596 1.678 0.596 1.677
Satisfaction with communication 0.531 1.883 0.541 1.848 0.538 1.859
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Manuscript ID EBHRM-08-2015-0036

Facets of Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement

Response to Reviewers’ Comments

Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author:

Reviewer: 1

Comments:

The idea of this paper suggested that there was a research gap for the literature, sound
promising for publication. Personally, the topic is interesting. However, there were some
major concerns in the literature, methodology, as well as result and implication. One of the
major issues is Perceived organization support, which is a unique variable, but not one of
the dimensions in one facet of job satisfaction. Also, POS was a well-known variable to have
significant relationship with a lot of organizational behaviors. If treating it as job satisfaction,

it is a misleading.

Thank you for this comment. We now revised our model and analyses. The model
discussed and tested in the revised manuscript only focuses on the Job Satisfaction
Facets defined by Spector (1997). POS is not part of the revised model. The details

and scale items for the job satisfaction facets are summarised in Table 1.

Another significant finding was satisfaction with work itself, which is mainly related to the
general concept of overall job satisfaction. The authors claimed that they want to clarify the
different facets of job satisfaction to predict work engagement. Although this study tried to
use different facets of job satisfaction, the results of this study showed that only POS and
work satisfaction predicts Work engagement significantly, i.e., it repeated the findings of
previous. Thus, it did not show much contribution of the job satisfaction and work

engagement both theoretically and practically.



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Evidence-based HRM: a global forum for empirical scholarship

Thank you for this comment. We agree that our findings support previous studies.
However, the previous studies did not consider the well-established job satisfaction
facets and their relationship to work engagement. In addition, our study considers
the overtime relationship between the job satisfaction facets and work engagement.
This has not been considered before in the literature. Finally, the focus of our study
is on service employees, which is not considered extensively in the literature either.
These contributions are emphasised in the introduction section of the revised

manuscript Pages 2-3.

Besides, the results section was not clear, readers have to interpret the results based on the

tables, which provided more information than the paragraphs.

Thank you for this comment. This is now corrected and more explanation of the

results are provided in the analysis section. Pages 14-15-16.

Overall, it is a good attempt to select this topic, however, major concerns have to be further

explained and clarified.

Thank you.

Additional Questions:

<b>1. Originality: </b> Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to
justify publication?: Due to the limited study of the relationships between the facets of job
satisfaction, and work engagement, the idea of this paper suggested that there was a

research gap for the literature, sound promising for publication.

Thank you.

<b>2. Relationship to Literature: </b> Does the paper demonstrate an adequate

understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of

literature sources? Is any significant work ignored?: At the beginning, it is very good for the
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author to mention the relationship between work engagement and job satisfaction, and
suggested that are distinct variables.
Thank you.

However, there were some concerns for clarifying the literature of both work engagement
and job satisfaction.

For job satisfaction, it was good to argue job satisfaction is a multi-facets variable, however,
some important literature about viewing job satisfaction as a multi-facets variable was
missing. For example, Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) identified five job satisfaction
measures, i.e. with pay, promotion, coworkers, supervisors and the work itself. Twenty
years later, Roznowski’s (1989) updated version of the Smith et al. (1969) job satisfaction.
And this concept of job satisfaction has been adopted in various textbooks of organizational

behavior for many years, e.g., see Robbins & Judge (2014).

Robbins, S., & Judge, T.A. (2014). Organizational Behavior (16ed.), Pearson Roznowski, M.
(1989). Examination of the measurement properties of the job descriptive index with
experimental items. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(5), 805-814.

Smith, P.C., Kendall, L., & Hulin, C.L. (1969). The measurement of satisfaction in work and

retirement. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Thank you for this comment. The suggested studies are now included in our
discussion. We also included other studies regarding the multi-dimensional approach
to job satisfaction. Specifically, the work of Smith et al., (1969), Boles et al. (2007)
and Churchill et al. (1974) are presented in support of the multi-dimensional nature
of job satisfaction (Page 2). Still, we decided to follow the categorization by Spector
(1997) for two reasons. First of all, it is the latest categorisation compared to
Roznowski (1989) and Smith et al. (1969). Second, our survey and data included the
exact items of Spector (1997) created. The Job satisfaction book discussion by
Spector already discusses and recognises both studies, which are not ignored in his

categorisation of the scale items.

Interestingly, in this literature, it grounded heavily only on Spector (1997) job satisfaction, it

also suggested job satisfaction as a multi-facets variable. However, some dimensions in its

3
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facets, namely job autonomy, and perceived organizational support are unique variables,
they have been used as distinct variables for various OB studies for many years. They should

be unique one rather than as dimensions of facets of work engagement.

Thank you for this comment. As explained, the revised model only discusses and
tests the job satisfaction facets scales/items suggested by Spector (1997). Thus job

autonomy and POS are not part of the revised model anymore.

For Work engagement, authors suggested several significant work engagement studies, like
the Utrecht groups (Schaufeli, et al., 2006), as mentioned by the authors, they treated work
engagement as the antipode of burnout, while they also mentioned Kahn (1990); May et al.
(2004); Saks (2006) and Crawford (2013), those studies used an approach which was
different from the Utrecht groups, author should provide clearer idea of the work
engagement literature.
Thank you for this comment. The discussion of employee engagement literature is
now expanded. The terms employee engagement and work engagement are used
interchangeably in the academic literature. However, work engagement is more
narrow-focused and precise as it concerns the relationship between the employee
and his or her work (Truss et al., 2013). This is now stated in the introduction section.
In addition, we introduced different scales and conceptualisations of employee

engagement on Pages 3-4.

In addition, for the hypothesis, for each facet of job satisfaction, there were several
dimensions, but hypotheses were made based on each facet, there were confusions

whether studying each dimension of the facets.

Thank you for this comment. This is now corrected as we changed our model. The

revised hypotheses focus on each facet. There are no groupings of the facets.

<b>3. Methodology: </b>ls the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory,
concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the

paper is based been well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate?: The

4
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1

2

3 procedure of the methodology was fine, there was a concern of the great loss of the
4

5 respondents from 520 to 169, which may evolve the confirmation bias for such kind of
6

7 survey arrangement.

8

9

10 Thank you for this comment. We agree that the decrease from 520 to 175 is a great
11

12 drop. Unfortunately, we cannot change this. Due to the loss of company contact
13

14 (senior manager who moved to another organisation), we did not have the
ig opportunity to go back and collect more data from the same organisation to be able
g to expand our sample size or longitudinal aspect of our dataset.

19

20

21 Besides, for a questionnaire study, 169 is relatively small numbers of respondents.

22

23

gg The new sample size is 175 in the regression analyses. This is due to dropping job
26 autonomy, performance recognition and POS items. We agree that the sample size is
27

28 low. However, we did/do not have additional data collection opportunity.

29

30

g; <b>4. Results: </b> Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the
33 conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: The results section
34

35 was quite short, the authors mentioned that they run several regressions for three facets of
36

37 work engagement, and provided the beta of the independent variables for each work
gg engagement facets, however, no idea about what kind of regressions they used, and what is
22 the total R-square, and the R-square change for all the predictors. In Table 4, it gave a
42 clearer concept of the predictors of three facets of work engagement. Since they did not
43

44 provide any R-square change for each predictor, based on the beta provided, it seemed that
45 . . . . . o

46 only satisfaction with work itself and perceived organizational support were the strongest
j; predictors. So, they supported Hypothesis 1 and 4. However, as | mentioned earlier,
49 perceived organizational support was a unique variable rather than a facet of job
50

51 satisfaction. Therefore, even the hypothesis was supported, but it is about POS predict work
52

53 engagement but not job satisfaction predict work engagement. Another strong predictor
gg was satisfaction with work itself, which is mainly related to the general concept of overall
56 job satisfaction. So, this result did not show much contribution of the job satisfaction and
57

58

59
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work engagement theories. Besides, no conclusion section was found, there were results

and Discussion sections only.

Thank you for this comment. This is now corrected and more explanation of the

results are provided in the analysis section (Pages 14-15). The type of regression

analyses used is the Multiple Linear Regression (Ordinary Least Squares). This is now

specified at Page 14. The R-square and Adjusted R-square are specified in Table 4.

We did not include the R-square change in the paper but here they are for your
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information:
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Std. Error
R Adjusted of the R Square F Sig. F
Model R | Square | RSquare | Estimate | Change | Change | dfl df2 | Change
Dependent
Variable:
Vigour .601 | 0.361 0.309 0.89663 0.361 6.944 13 160 0.00
Dependent
Variable:
Dedication | .609 | 0.371 | 0.3211 0.1079 0.371 7.351 13 162 0.00
Dependent
Variable:
Absorption | .571 | .326 271 0.9880 0.326 5.940 13 160 0.00

Predictors: Age, Gender, Tenure, Job Level, Satisfaction with work, Satisfaction with operating
conditions, Satisfaction with pay, Satisfaction with benefits, Satisfaction with rewards, Satisfaction
with promotion, Satisfaction with co-workers, Satisfaction with line-manager, Satisfaction with
communication.

<b>5. Practicality and/or Research implications: </b>Does the paper identify clearly any

implications for practice and/or further research? Are these implications consistent with

the findings and conclusions of the paper?: Although there was not a section “Implications”,

but based on the discussion, there were some explanations the authors provided for the

findings, they confirmed that satisfaction with work itself and perceived organizational

support were the strongest predictors, and they suggested the management should provide

more support to the employees to increase work engagement. It is true, but POS is not job
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satisfaction. Moreover, POS was found to be positively correlated to work engagement
(Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010; Saks, 2006). That is, POS was proved to be strong predictor
of work engagement, this finding matched to those previous studies. However, it did not
provide a concrete contribution for the theory.
Thank you for this comment. As explained, POS is now dropped from the analyses.
By focusing on the job satisfaction facets and Social Exchange Theory to link them to
work engagement, we hope that we are contributing to the both job satisfaction and

work engagement literatures.

<b>6. Quality of Communication: </b> Does the paper clearly express its case,
measured against the technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the
journal's readership? Has attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability,
such as sentence structure, jargon use, acronyms, etc.: Page 19, line 30, should be pay

satisfaction

Thank you, this is now corrected.

Overall, the paper (except the result section) is clearly express, and is easy to read.
However, a lot of attention needed for the following issues:

For literature, clearer explanation of the job satisfaction and work engagement,
especially, some facets of job satisfaction in this study were found to be distinct variables in
OB literature.

Elaborate the results section

Add conclusion section for explaining results

Thank you, we hope we answered all these questions and concerns as part of

previous response as well as in the revised manuscript.
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Reviewer: 2

Additional Questions:
<b>1. Originality: </b> Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to

justify publication?: NO

<b>2. Relationship to Literature: </b> Does the paper demonstrate an adequate
understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of
literature sources? Is any significant work ignored?: Reasonable. The hypotheses are
simple. There is a lack of more sophisticated theory, testing mediation or moderation.
Although some theories are presented, i.e. social exchange. They are not part of the model.

A missed opportunity.

Thank you. Following this comment and the comments by reviewer 3, we now
deemphasized the Job-Demands Resources Model. Instead, the relationship
between job satisfaction facets and work engagement is explained by Social
Exchange Theory. This theoretical framework is emphasized in the introduction,
literature review and discussion/conclusion sections.

We revised our hypotheses around each job satisfaction facet. We did not test any
mediation or moderation as our aim is to understand which facets of job satisfaction

are linked to work engagement.

<b>3. Methodology: </b>ls the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory,
concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the
paper is based been well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate?: No. This is a
very simple design. Basically testing whether job satisfaction is related to engagement. And,
of course, it is. The year apart do not qualify as enough reason to judge this study much
different from a cross-sectional study/ For this, the authors should have measured all

concepts twice and tested a cross-lagged panel design.

We understand your points. The overall job satisfaction is linked to work

engagement. However, there are no previous studies that explain the link between

8
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facets of job satisfaction, which provide us more detailed information about one’s
perceptions of his/her job, and work engagement. Showing that was our aim to start

this paper rather than testing a mediation or moderation effect.

<b>4. Results: </b> Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the
conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: No. Measuring two

variables a year apart, does not make it a causal model

Thank you. We agree that our model is not a casual model. We carefully reread the
paper to avoid such implication.
<b>5. Practicality and/or Research implications: </b>Does the paper identify clearly any
implications for practice and/or further research? Are these implications consistent with

the findings and conclusions of the paper?: Not really. The design is too simple.

We understand your point, thank you.

<b>6. Quality of Communication: </b> Does the paper clearly express its case, measured
against the technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's
readership? Has attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as

sentence structure, jargon use, acronyms, etc.: Reasonable

Thank you. We reread the revised manuscript to avoid any issues in terms of

communication.
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Reviewer: 3

Comments:
Review:
Manuscript ID EBHRM-08-2015-0036, entitled “Facets of Job Satisfaction and Work

Engagement: Expansion of Job Resources”

This paper examines different facets of job satisfaction and their relationship to three
components of work engagement. Panel data from 169 UK employees shows only limited
support for the hypotheses. An effort was made to provide over-time analyses by including
two time points across one year. Despite these efforts, | have several concerns about the
theory, the methods and analyses that | would like to share with the authors. | hope the

authors will find my suggestions helpful and constructive.

Introduction:
1. It was unclear to me why it was mentioned that the study draws upon the JDR
model. While this is a natural choice, the JDR model was not used to derive any of the
predictions. It might be possible to de-emphasize the JDR in the introduction, or otherwise
to use the JDR to make predictions.
Thank you for this comment. Following your suggestion, we deemphasized the Job-
Demands Resources Model. Instead, the relationship between job satisfaction facets
and work engagement is explained by Social Exchange Theory. This theoretical
framework is emphasized in the introduction, literature review and

discussion/conclusion sections (Pages 2; 5; 9-10; 17)

2. Related to point 1, the SET was used mainly for deriving predictions, yet it is not

mentioned in the introduction. Therefore, | would emphasize the SET in the introduction.

Thank you. We now frame our model drawing from SET starting from the

introduction section (Page 2)

10
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3. It remained unclear to me whether the focus of the article was on job characteristics
or job resources. | think the study deals more with job characteristics. If the authors agree,
they might want to revise the part on the JDR (page 1-2). If not, it might be a good idea to

clarify differences between the literatures on job characteristics/job resources.

In the revised manuscript, our focus is on job satisfaction facets, which reflects
satisfaction with various characteristics or aspects of job such as pay, benefits etc. As
dropping the JD-R model from our discussion, we hope that this is now

reemphasised throughout the manuscript.

Literature review:
4, P.4, lines 12-44: The part on the causality of the job satisfaction — work engagement
relationship is not very convincing to me. The authors would need to make stronger
theoretical arguments for the directionality. The authors refer to several studies that
supposedly evidence for the directionality of the relationship. | would recommend to
provide more details about these studies; that is a review about the empirical evidence for
the directionality that is being claimed. | could even come up with theoretical arguments
why the directionality should be reversed. Consider self-perception theory: When | see
myself putting effort into my work, working late etc., | might think in turn that | must be
satisfied with what | do.
Thank you for this comment. There is not a unified agreement on whether job
satisfaction is an antecedent or outcome of the work engagement in the academic
literature. Our perception is that satisfaction with various job satisfaction facets are
the antecedents of work engagement. Drawing on SET, we argue that if employees
are satisfied with various aspects of their jobs then they are more likely to be
energetic, dedicated and absorbed (i.e. engaged) in their work. We now added
additional explanation about why we think that job satisfaction is the antecedent of

work engagement on Pages 4-5.

5. P.4, lines 46: The article relies upon the SET for making predictions. | would like to
see at least a short introduction and explanation of the theory. The authors have included

three sentences on the SET, on which they base their predictions. In addition, no reference

11
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is made to the origin of the various SET models. | would recommend to clarify which SET the

authors chose to base their predictions on, and to introduce the theory.

Thank you. We now included more discussion on SET on Pages 2; 5; 9-10; and 17.

6. P. 5, lines 22: From the review of the facets of job satisfaction, it remains unclear to
the reader whether overall job satisfaction is a higher-order construct or an independent
concept. There is a fundamental theoretical and empirical difference between the two. For
instance, in the organizational justice literature, this has been tested (see Nicklin et al.,

2014). This could be clarified in this literature review.

Thank you for this comment. In our study, we do not measure or create a higher-
order job satisfaction construct. Our study focuses on each job satisfaction facet separately.
In some studies, each facet is measured separately and used to create a higher-order overall
job satisfaction construct. However, we did not do this in our study following the
suggestions by Skalli et al. (2008) and Spagnoli et al. (2012), which argue that each facet has

unique contributions to the meaning of job satisfaction.

7. P. 5, line 44 and Table 1: This is a point that created much confusion to me. The
authors review the facets that Spector proposed and then show something very different to
that in Table 1. It is unclear where the groupings come from. And also, perceived
organizational support appears in the table. It very unclear why the authors did not stick to
the Spector categorization. | see two options. One is to stick to the categorization of
Spector. This would mean abandoning job autonomy and perceived organizational support.
The other options is include all facets as in the current version of the manuscript. This would
mean that the authors cannot claim their facets are in line with Spector. This would also
mean that the authors have to provide much more information and arguments for their
groupings and for their deviance from any other categorization of job satisfaction facets that
exists, and to give much more details on the inclusion of job autonomy and perceived

organizational support.
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Thank you for this comment. We now revised our model and analyses following your
suggestion. The model discussed and tested in the revised manuscript only focuses
on the Job Satisfaction Facets defined by Spector (1997). This meant that we had to
drop three variables: job autonomy, POS and performance recognition from the
revised model. The details and scale items for the job satisfaction facets are

summarised in Table 1.

While reading the theoretical part that leads to the predictions, | was wondering

about the difference between the perception/availability of specific job characteristics (or

job resources, depending on how the authors decide on my point 3), and the satisfaction

with these job characteristics. In the theoretical part (page 5 to 12), the authors use studies

made on the availability or perception of job characteristics as evidence for the satisfaction

with these. For me there is a difference. This confusion of things is also mirrored in the

items. The items by Spector reflect job satisfaction. Yet, for the predictions, the authors use

evidence from studies on availability/perception of job characteristics. | would like the

authors to make a difference between the two, or to make a stronger case that there is, in

fact, no difference between perception/availability and satisfaction.

9.

Thank you for this comment. The job satisfaction facets as suggested by Spector
(1997) measured the satisfaction perceptions of employees with various aspects of
their job. Thus, our study and results reflects perceptions, not the availability of each
job satisfaction facets i.e. work, operation conditions, pay, benefits, rewards,

promotion, co-workers, supervisors and communication.

P. 7-8: For the rewards part, the authors did not make use of the SET. | was puzzled

by that. Is there a reason for not using SET for Hypothesis 2?

Thank you for this comment. This was an oversight on our part and now corrected.
The SET is the theoretical model that is used and helps us to explain the link between

each job satisfaction facet and work engagement.

Methodology:

13
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10. | would like to see more details about the measure from Spector (1997) on the facets
of job satisfaction. There are several version of the JSS that | think is being used. On his

homepage (see: http://shell.cas.usf.edu/~pspector/scales/jsspag.html), Spector put up the

version he suggests to use. Is this the version that is being used in this article?

Thank you. That is the scale we had measured in our survey to collect our data. To

avoid any further confusion, we provided the details pf JSS in Table 1.

11. Putting many similar, similar because they all measure satisfaction, concepts in one
analysis is risky. Instead of in Table 2, | would like to see whether there is any collinearity in

the regression analyses.

Thank you. The multi-collinearity measures are now provided in Table 4. The

explanation is also provided in the manuscript page 16.

12. The authors note that they have done CFAs for unidimensionality of the concepts. |
would like to see the results of a CFA with all the satisfaction concepts. This would test
whether all items load on their respective satisfaction factor, and whether all these factors
are independent of one another. The authors could also test whether grouping the concepts
(as proclaimed in Table 1) would provide a better fit. And the authors could test whether

there is an overall job satisfaction factor emerging.

Thank you. As we do not group facets, we are not providing CFA results. If you still

would like to see them, please let us know and we will provide them (we were not

sure if they were still needed).

13. It is unclear what the response scale for the items was.

Thank you, this is now provided in the manuscript under the measured section. We

have used: a 7-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree).

14
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14. P. 14/15. Please indicate in the example items which items are reverse-coded. Also,

for instance for ‘satisfaction with workload’, it is unclear what a high score means.

Thank you. As we follow JSS, this is now clearly indicated in Table 1.

15. Measure of job autonomy: It is unclear why job autonomy is measured as the

availability of job autonomy and not as satisfaction.

Thank you. Job autonomy is not part of our revised model.

Analysis and results:

16. Please state whether H1 was supported.

Thank you, this is now provided on page 15.

17. | would like to see a small review and results section of the non-supported

hypotheses (H3 and H5).

Thank you, this is now provided on pages 15-16 and 18-19. Please note that the
hypotheses numbers are changed in the revised manuscript.
Discussion:
18. P17, lines 35: “.., none of the previous studies provided a systematic and complete
reflection of job characteristics and discussed their impact on work engagement”. In my
opinion, the authors do not do that either. To me, this is evidence for the confusion
between job characteristics/job resources availability/perception versus satisfaction. If that
was the goal, the authors could have taken social support, feedback, recognition, pay,
growth, job autonomy, etc as job resources and then also job demands. But that is not what

the authors have done, and therefore this should not be claimed.

Thank you. That previous discussion is now removed. Our revised discussion only

focuses on job satisfaction facets and work engagement drawing from the SET.

15
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19. The authors do not discuss the non-supported and negative findings — there were
significant negative relationships where the prediction was a positive one. In my view, the

authors should also try to discuss even the non-significant findings.

Thank you. We now discuss the non-significant results in the analyses as well as

discussion/conclusion sections.

20. Practical implications and future research paragraphs could be extended.

Thank you. That is now done on pages 18-19.

Options for improvement:

21. | was thinking about how the authors could make a more compelling case. One
option could be to combine the individual satisfaction scales to their groupings based on
theory. This would have the advantage of potentially finding better results. Also,
methodologically, this would be a better approach. Option two is to then also make
differential predictions for the three different work engagement concepts. This could be
done by having groupings of satisfaction scales (other people, reward, communication etc).
This would have the advantage of making use of the three different work engagement
components, making use of the groupings, and providing a more theoretical contribution to

the literature.

Thank you for this comment. As we originally measured JSS, we wanted to follow this
scale and how it was measured. As you mentioned in across your comments,
grouping or categorising these facets as job resources creates additional confusion.

Therefore, we wanted test the impact of each facet separately.

Throughout the manuscript:
22. | found numerous English mistakes in the manuscript. | would encourage to involve a

proof-reading service for any future submissions.

Thank you. This is now done hopefully to your satisfaction.

16
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23. At various points throughout the manuscript, the authors use very strong language,
either to convey that causality is established, or that evidence is strong beyond any doubt.

As is known, strong evidence is rare, and causality claims cannot be made from survey data.

Thank you. This is corrected. We never meant to make causal inferences as it cannot

be done.

24, The authors claim they have a longitudinal dataset. | disagree. Time 1 includes the
independent variables, Time 2 includes the dependent variables. As a minimum for a
longitudinal study, Time 1 dependent variables should be controlled for (Zapf et al, 1996).

Therefore, the authors should not claim that they have a longitudinal study.

Thank you. Instead of longitudinal, we now explain our data as cross-lagged.
Smaller issues:
25. P.2, lines 41: “It the organizations would like to have engaged employees, then the
employees first must be content that their needs related to their job and work environment
are fulfilled”. | would question the “must” in that sentence. There many engaged employees
whose needs are not fulfilled at all by their organization. For instance, nurses have typically
bad working conditions, yet they are very engaged.

Thank you. This previous statement is now removed.

26. P. 3, line 38: “employee engagement, ... which is a continuous problem in todays’

organizations”. | suppose the authors mean that lack of engagement posits a problem.

Thank you. Yes, we meant creating an engaged workforce is problematic.

27. P. 16, line 22: | suppose the authors mean “their relationship with job satisfaction

and work engagement” instead of “POS”?

17



©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Evidence-based HRM: a global forum for empirical scholarship

Thank you. This is now removed.

28. P.19, line 30: What is meant with “pat satisfaction”?

Thank you. This is now corrected as “pay”.

29. Tables have not always the same font (see Table 2, Table 3)

Thank you. That is still the case for Table 2 as otherwise we could not fit the table to

a single page.

References:
Nicklin, J., et al. (2014). The role of overall organizational justice perceptions within the four-

dimensional framework. Social Justice Research 27(2), 243-270.

Zapf, D., et al. (1996). Longitudinal studies in organizational stress research: A review of the
literature with reference to methodological issues. Journal of Occupational Health

Psychology 1(2), 145-169.

Additional Questions:
<b>1. Originality: </b> Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to
justify publication?: Contributions are not specifically mentioned. There should be a

stronger reliance on theory.

Thank you. The contributions are now reiterated in the introduction section on Page

2 and in the discussion/conclusion section pages 16-17.

<b>2. Relationship to Literature: </b> Does the paper demonstrate an adequate
understanding of the relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of
literature sources? Is any significant work ignored?: The studies and works that are cited

should be written about in more detail.
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Thank you. We now expanded our discussion on SET, job satisfaction and work

engagement, and the related studies.

<b>3. Methodology: </b>ls the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory,
concepts, or other ideas? Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the
paper is based been well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate?: More
information regarding measurement should be given. Data were assessed at two time

points, but there is no control for baseline level of the dependent variables.

Thank you. More details about the scales and how they are measured are provided

in the methodology section and Table 1. The data is defined as cross-lagged.

<b>4. Results: </b> Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the
conclusions adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: | make several
suggestions for analysing the data. Some results, for the not-supported hypotheses, are

missing from the results section.

Thank you. This is now corrected.

<b>5. Practicality and/or Research implications: </b>Does the paper identify clearly any
implications for practice and/or further research? Are these implications consistent with
the findings and conclusions of the paper?: Practical implications and future research

paragraphs could be extended.

Thank you. This is now corrected.

<b>6. Quality of Communication: </b> Does the paper clearly express its case, measured
against the technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's
readership? Has attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as
sentence structure, jargon use, acronyms, etc.: The manuscript is clear to understand. There

are, though, quite a few English mistakes that undermine readability.

Thank you. The final version is proof-read.
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