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Abstract

:

The main objective of this study is to analyze the effects of work engagement, identification with an organization and perceived organizational support on job satisfaction and how these issues vary with gender. Data were collected in a public higher education institution with a questionnaire applied to professors and support staff. The data collected from the 171 employees allowed the development of a structural equation model. The results suggest that work engagement constructs have a greater effect on job satisfaction for female employees, whereas the impact of perceived organizational support on job satisfaction is stronger for male workers. The analysis also revealed that identification with the organization does not influence job satisfaction differently in terms of gender. The findings of this study contribute to the body of empirical knowledge on how the influence of factors on job satisfaction, such as engagement at work, perceived organizational support and identification with the organization, varies by gender.
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1. Introduction


In recent years, organizations have faced several challenges arising from rapid technological or social changes. Considering these rapid changes, employees turn out to be decisive in the success, efficiency and productivity of any organization. Organizations that want to be competitive need highly motivated, committed, satisfied and innovative human capital.



Employees’ experiences in an organization largely determine their attitudes and behaviors. These experiences can lead to positive outcomes such as perceived organizational support, work engagement and/or job satisfaction (Eder and Eisenberger 2008; Koçak and Kerse 2022), as well as negative outcomes such as cynicism (James 2005) and/or stress at work (Bemana et al. 2013). For Zhang et al. (2021), employee job satisfaction is crucial to determine employee performance. This concept was defined by Locke (1969, p. 10) as ‘the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values’. Weiss et al. (1967), in turn, see job satisfaction as employees’ general assessment of their work environment. One question that studies have sought to answer is what factors influence this state of mind or evaluation by workers. According to the literature, organizational support (AlHashmi et al. 2019), identification with the organization (Dulebohn et al. 2012; Gerstner and Day 1997; Riketta and Van Dick 2005) and work engagement (Harter et al. 2002) affect job satisfaction.



More specifically, the principle of organizational support (Eisenberger et al. 1986; Kurtessis et al. 2017) argues that employees develop more work satisfaction when their organization is willing to meet their socio-emotional needs and reward work-related efforts (Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). Eisenberger et al. (1986) understand organizational support as workers’ perceptions of how well their organization treats them in return for their hard work, which has a positive impact on organizational commitment and job satisfaction, thereby affecting employee retention and performance (Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). According to Mael and Ashforth (1992, p. 104), identification with an organization is ‘the perception of the unicity or belonging to an organization, in which the individual is defined in terms of [the] organization’. Studies of employee–employer relationships have shown that employees’ identification with an organization is positively related to outcomes such as long-term commitment, public praise and organizational support (De Roeck et al. 2016). Harter et al. (2002) report that employee engagement is, in turn, a good predictor of organizational success and financial performance.



As a state of mind, job satisfaction is not experienced in the same way by men and women. According to Clark (1997) and Sloane and Williams (2000), women are more satisfied with the work they perform even when they are subjected to poor job conditions. This finding of an enigmatic relationship between gender and higher work satisfaction cannot, however, be generalized to all countries. According to Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza (2000a), women are more satisfied at work than men are in English-speaking countries (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), but, in Portugal, for example, women’s job satisfaction is lower than that of men.



Previous studies have related job satisfaction to several variables, such as organizational commitment (Marique and Stinglhamber 2011; DeConinck 2011), in-role behavior (Haslam and Ellemers 2005; Van Knippenberg 2000), extra-role behavior (Riketta 2005; Lee et al. 2015), employment stability (Hossen et al. 2020) and job autonomy (Mustafa et al. 2020), among others. However, there is no known study relating job satisfaction with regard to perceived organizational support, identification with the organization and work engagement. Furthermore, the existing literature does not specifically discuss the effects of gender inequality on women and men’s identification with the companies in which these individuals work or on their work engagement and perceptions of organizational support.



The present study thus seeks to determine whether the effects of work engagement, identification with an organization and perceived organizational support (POS) on job satisfaction differ according to gender. This research was designed to contribute to a fuller understanding of these constructs in terms of gender, thus enabling organizations to manage their resources better, either through the support provided to employees or by changing the rules and behaviors that may in some way impair these organizations’ proper functioning.



This paper is structured as follows. First, we define the research problem, theoretical framework, objective and hypotheses. Next, we describe the method, sample and measurement instrument. We then present and discuss the results and, finally, offer conclusions, theoretical and practical contributions, limitations and suggestions for future research.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Job Satisfaction


Job satisfaction refers to employees’ perceptions of how fulfilling their work is or how it allows their personal values to be expressed in their job-related tasks (Locke 1976; Sokro et al. 2021). According to Evans (2001), job satisfaction is a positive emotional state that arises out of work experiences. Given this subject’s importance for organizations, work satisfaction surveys have sought to identify what employees’ values are in relation to work and how these individuals perceive the way their organization fulfils those values. Walton (1973), as well as some other authors ex post, as, for instance, Sabonete et al. (2021), identified eight factors that organizations should pay attention to in order to promote job satisfaction: a fair reward system, job security (i.e., working conditions), the use of human skills, growth potential, interpersonal relationships at work, equity, the social relevance of the work and a balance between professional and personal life. Job satisfaction can be considered as an important variable in the organizational context. Understanding its antecedents and outcomes may contribute to understanding other phenomena within the organization, such as productivity, if we consider that satisfaction is associated with better productivity rates of employees (Elrehail et al. 2019). Job satisfaction is also related to gender (Tabvuma et al. 2015). Women and men may differ in the factors that influence their job satisfaction for several reasons, including workplace ethics, attachment to the labor market and work–life conflict (Tabvuma et al. 2015). Over the past two decades, researchers have found significant gender differences in terms of job satisfaction, with women reporting greater satisfaction than men in some countries (Bender et al. 2005; Hauret and Williams 2017; Mannheim 1993; Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000a).




2.2. Perceived Organizational Support


Employees’ awareness of organizational support is based on the frequency, intensity and sincerity of organizational manifestations of approval, praise and material and social rewards in exchange for these workers’ best efforts. A favorable perception of organizational support, seen from this perspective, would strengthen employees’ expectations and affective engagement with their organization, motivating them to strive to achieve organizational goals (Eisenberger et al. 1986; Garg and Dhar 2014; Joo 2010; Haar et al. 2016; Wen et al. 2019). High levels of perceived organizational support lead workers to a more positive orientation toward the organization and enhance the organizational environment, job satisfaction and results (Appelbaum et al. 2019). Based on the principle of reciprocity, workers who feel supported in the workplace not only help co-workers but also increase their own job satisfaction and organizational commitment, thereby reducing waivers and absenteeism and encouraging better employee performance (Bohle et al. 2018; Chiang and Hsieh 2012; Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002).



Regarding the difference in POS according to gender, this should be indicative of the dynamics between employees’ individual characteristics (i.e., gender), perceived work environment (i.e., POS) and emotional labor process (Giao et al. 2020; Nixon et al. 2011). Overall, women need to perceive higher levels of support in their personal and professional environments and value emotional support more than men do (Aycan and Eskin 2005; Hammer and Avgar 2005; Kurtessis et al. 2017). However, Ling and Nasurdin’s (2016) study evidenced that male workers are more engaged at work when they have a strong perception of “organizational support,” which can be explained by the fact that men place greater importance on their placement and importance in the organization, as well as being competitive and achievement-oriented. Thus, the first two hypotheses to be tested in the present study were formulated as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The effects of POS on job satisfaction differ by gender.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

The effects of POS on work engagement differ by gender.








2.3. Identification with Organization


Social identity theory suggests that organizations’ actions have a direct effect on their employees’ organizational identification. For example, workers prefer to identify with organizations that have a prestigious image, which enhances employees’ self-worth and meets their need for self-enhancement (Ashforth and Mael 1989; Shen et al. 2018). This theory holds that people tend to classify themselves and others as belonging to different social categories, which can be an organization, a religious group, a gender or an age group (Graham et al. 2020). According to Mael and Ashforth (1992), identification with an organization is ‘the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, … [in which] the individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization in which he or she is a member’ (p. 104). Therefore, identification with an organization is an important concept in research concerning employees’ affective and behavioral outcomes (Mael and Ashforth 1992; Van Dick 2004).



Despite the importance of this construct regarding the way in which different genders identify with their work organization, only a few studies have addressed this question (Fieseler et al. 2014; Monzani et al. 2015). Given the results of the present literature review, we defined the following research hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3 (H3).

The effects of identification with organization on work satisfaction differ by gender.





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

The effects of identification with organization on work engagement differ by gender.








2.4. Work Engagement


Kanungo (1979) argues that work engagement stresses employees’ cognitive and psychological identification with their job, including the idea that work satisfies needs and expectations. Thus, employees’ engagement can be strengthened by work environments in which employees recognize that (a) they have the power to make decisions, (b) information is shared throughout the organization, (c) they are provided with the necessary training to do their job and (d) they will be rewarded for participating in decision making (Lawler 1995). Information sharing and training can thus positively influence organizational outcomes (Riordan et al. 2005).



Various researchers have argued that employee engagement with work is a good predictor of employee outcomes, organizational success and financial performance (Bates 2004; Richman 2006; Al-Hamdan and Bani Issa 2021). Engaged workers are satisfied with their jobs (Lu and Gursoy 2016; Paek et al. 2015; Schaufeli et al. 2002) and are highly productive (Demerouti and Bakker 2006). However, scholars have reported that employee engagement is currently declining, with workers showing a profound lack of engagement (Bates 2004; Saks 2006). Overall, work engagement consists of a mental state whereby the professional is immersed and enthusiastic in his or her work activities. It is characterized as a desirable condition that favors the individual and collective performance of teams in their work routines. In principle, it involves three dimensions: vigor, dedication and absorption (Yan and Donaldson 2022).



Regarding gender, some studies have shown that women are more concerned than men are with the emotional aspects of their job and thus put more emphasis on intrinsic motivators, including interpersonal relationships, tasks and, consequently, work engagement (Lefkowitz 1994; González-Romá et al. 2006; Konrad et al. 2000; Rosenblatt et al. 1999; Salas-Vallina and Alegre 2017). Another study, in turn, concluded that the engagement level of male employees was higher than that of female employees (Topchyan and Woehler 2021). Considering the above findings, the following hypothesis was proposed for the present study:

Hypothesis 5 (H5).

The effects of work engagement on job satisfaction differ by gender.








2.5. Conceptual Model


Based on the above review of the relevant literature and the research hypotheses formulated, we were able to develop the conceptual model presented in Figure 1. This model includes the factors that influence employees’ satisfaction with their jobs at a public higher education institution.





3. Methodology


Quite a large number of studies have focused on differences in job satisfaction between men and women (Clark 1997; Zou 2015). However, as mentioned earlier, few researchers have determined which organizational factors underlie gender-based differences in satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000b). Thus, in the present study, we sought to cover as many constructs as possible that would allow us to perceive the subject under study clearly without making the research model overly fastidious or complex.



3.1. Data Collection and Sample Profile


To study how organizational support, identification with an organization and work engagement influence job satisfaction among male and female employees of a public higher education institution, the quantitative methodology included distributing a questionnaire. According to Cooper and Schindler (2016), questionnaires can reach a large number of people, cover an extensive geographic area, guarantee anonymity and avoid limiting the respondents’ response time or influencing their answers.



The higher education institution under study had 1,003 teaching and support staff. Table 1 below breaks down the sample by gender and professional category. Data for this research were collected during February 2022, and the questionnaire was provided on paper. In line with standard research ethics, participation was voluntary and anonymous. The completed questionnaires were collected in sealed envelopes to minimize the risk of identification.



According to Table 1, the sample of this study is composed of 171 individuals, which represents a response rate of 18%. The average age of the sample under study is around 48.6 years, with approximately 58% of respondents being female.




3.2. Measurement of Variables


The questionnaire comprised scales adapted and translated from Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) work on organizational identification, Bacharach’s (1983) research on job satisfaction, Eisenberger et al.’s (1986) assessment of POS and Schaufeli et al. (2003) study of work engagement. Items collecting data on sociodemographic control variables were also introduced. The questionnaire was thus divided into two sections. The first dealt with personal data and sociodemographic variables. The second part contained items assessing the factors under study. To construct quantitative measures of organizational identification, work engagement, POS and job satisfaction, a 7-point Likert-type scale was used to ensure responses were given as a numeric value ranging from 1 to 7. The sum of these scores was used as an ‘index’ for each subsection of the questionnaire’s second section.




3.3. Data Processing


Smart PLS 3.3.3 software was used to process the data and estimate the proposed structural model (Ringle et al. 2005). This software was selected for its low requirements regarding data distribution and sample size compared with structural equation modelling (SEM) based on a covariance matrix (i.e., CB-SEM), which is more restrictive, especially regarding data type requirements (Haas et al. 2009). The present study thus carefully determined the optimal sample size for the selected methodology. The psychometric properties of the four constructs of the proposed model—Work Engagement (17 items), Job Satisfaction (5 items), Identification with Organization (6 items) and POS—were tested using confirmatory factor analysis.



As the results are practically the same, the next section presents the psychometric evaluation of the model’s constructs together with the analysis of the measurement model to avoid redundancy in and duplication of information. The analysis of the measurement model began by defining some of its properties and definitions adopted. Thus, the path weighting scheme was adopted in the partial least squares (PLS) algorithm. The initial value given to the relationships in the measurement model was 1. The data were standardized with a mean of 0 and a variance of 1, a maximum number of 300 iterations and the abortion criterion of a p-value of less than 1.0 × 10−5. The evaluation of PLS-SEM-based models relies on bootstrapping—a type of resampling procedure. Regarding the bootstrapping configuration, the number of cases was equal to the sample (i.e., 171), with 5000 replications and no changes at the individual level.





4. Analysis Results


4.1. Measurement Model (Outer Model)


The measurement model was initially assessed by following Hair et al. (2012, 2013) and Gefen et al.’s (2011) recommendations. The model’s convergent validity (Bagozzi and Yi 1988) and discriminant validity were measured using the criterion suggested by Fornell (1998). The indicators’ reliability (Hulland 1999), factorial validity and internal consistency reliability (Fornell and Larcker 1981) were also evaluated.



A preliminary analysis showed that, of the POS scale’s eight items, the four that had been inverted had factorial weights inferior to 0.45. They were thus removed, leaving the POS scale with four items. According to Hair et al. (2009), an instrument’s reliability depends on the consistency and reproducibility of the measures. Table 2 presents two reliability measures—composite reliability (i.e., FC) and Cronbach’s alpha (α)—with α values ranging from 0.884 to 0.966. The hazard ratio values ranged from 0.919 and 0.969 (>0.70), confirming construct reliability and/or internal consistency (Fornell and Larcker 1981).



Validity is the measurement instrument’s properties that show whether it measures and operationalizes the construct that the instrument is intended to evaluate. The proposed model’s latent variables were thus checked for factorial validity, convergent validity and discriminant validity. Factorial validity occurs when the items of a given construct are correctly specified (i.e., the items measure the construct to be measured), and this validity is generally evaluated using standardized factorial weights. Researchers usually assume in PLS-SEM that, if the standardized factor values of all items are greater than or equal to 0.7, the construct has factorial validity (Hair et al. 2011). With the exception of two items from the work engagement scale that presented slightly lower factorial weights, all items of the various constructs had weights greater than 0.7, so factorial validity was verified.



Convergent validity occurs when items that accurately reflect a construct load strongly on this factor. That is, these items’ behavior is essentially explained by the construct in question (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The cited authors suggest evaluating convergent validity via average variance extracted (AVE). AVE values greater than 0.5 are indicative of adequate convergent validity. As shown in Table 2 above, the AVE values ranged from 0.653 to 0.834 (>0.50), so convergent validity was confirmed (Bagozzi and Yi 1988).



Discriminant validity evaluates whether the items reflecting a construct are not correlated with other constructs, namely, that the constructs defined by each set of items are distinct (Hair et al. 2009). Discriminant validity can be demonstrated by checking for various conditions. However, Fornell and Larcker (1981) report that the most stringent test consists of comparing the AVE values of any two constructs with the square of the correlation between these constructs, which is the same as comparing the square root of AVE of any two constructs with the value of the correlation between these constructs. Each construct’s square root of AVE should be higher than the values of the correlation between the constructs, which was found to be true for the constructs of the proposed model (see Table 3).



We thus concluded that all the constructs of the model under study have good psychometric characteristics. These include reliability and factorial, convergent and discriminant validity.




4.2. Structural Model (Inner Model)


PLS-SEM does not report the values of any type of index, such as the comparative fit index or root mean square error of approximation, used in CB-SEM. The evaluation of a PLS model is instead based on nonparametric predictive regression (Wynne 1998). Structural models are evaluated mainly by calculating the coefficient of determination (R2) of the endogenous latent variables (Wynne 1998), as well as by finding the size of the effect size (f2) (Cohen 1988). For the presently proposed model, the R2 value ranges from 29.6% for Work Engagement to 50.0% for Job Satisfaction, so all values were substantially higher than the acceptable cut-off point of 10% (Falk and Miller 1992). The f2 complements the R2 and considers the relative impact of a particular exogenous variable on an endogenous variable through changes in R2 (Cohen 1988). Cohen (1996) suggests f2 values of 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 for small, medium and large effects of predictive variables (see Table 4).



Figure 2 reflects the Smart PLS output that represents the R2 values within the latent endogenous variables. The figure also includes the regression coefficients of the inner model and the factorial weights of each item belonging to the model’s constructs (i.e., outer model).



As can be seen from the final evaluation of the structural model (see Table 5), identification with an organization does not influence job satisfaction. However, all other constructs have significant trajectories.




4.3. Comparison of Proposed Gender Model


To compare the proposed model in terms of the effect of masculine and feminine genders, we used the R2 and exogenous constructs’ effects on endogenous constructs for the two groups of respondents. The results imply that differences exist between male and female employees in some existing trajectories, especially with regard to the impacts of some constructs (see Table 6). Thus, the data on female employees show a large effect (0.350) of identification with the organization on work engagement, which had only an average effect (0.193) on male workers. Regarding the POS trajectory for job satisfaction, the inverse behavior appeared for males for whom POS has an average effect (0.176), whereas, for females, POS has only a small effect (0.083) on work satisfaction.





5. Discussion


The results described above largely corroborate the theoretical model tested in the study. Given that the model demonstrated satisfactory fit indices and factorial validity, the corresponding structural model was built to test the hypotheses. The results shown in Table 5 above suggest that a relationship exists between gender and the factors studied.



Since POS refers to the degree to which employees perceive how concerned their employers are about the staff’s wellbeing and how much the organization values their contributions (Eisenberger et al. 1986), the results validate Hypothesis 1. In fact, employees who perceive a high level of organizational support probably feel greater satisfaction in what they do and, alongside, an obligation to reward the organization with greater commitment (Culver et al. 2020; Crucke et al. 2021). Both genders’ job satisfaction is influenced by POS, although job satisfaction in men is more strongly influenced by the way they perceive organizational support (Oshagbemi 2000; Webber and Rogers 2018). As previously stated by Saks (2006), one way for employees to repay their organization is to commit more fully to their work roles and devote a greater amount of their own cognitive, emotional and physical resources to their efforts at work, but the present results show that men pay more attention to organizational support—or a lack of it.



Hypothesis 2 was also validated, with results that are consistent with previous studies. POS is defined as ‘the global beliefs developed by the employee … [about] the extent to which the organization values … [his or her] contributions and takes care of [his or her] welfare’ (Eisenberger et al. 1986; Blatný et al. 2018). There are several studies showing the predictors of work engagement, and POS is one of these positive predictors (Gupta et al. 2016; Jia et al. 2018) Thus, the results obtained show that, although the f2 for both genders is not significant, women’s work engagement is affected by organizational support more than men’s work engagement is (Khodakarami and Dirani 2020).



Regarding Hypothesis 3, which was not validated, our research suggests that no differences exist between genders in terms of identification with an organization and job satisfaction. The present study used the definition of identification with the organization developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992), namely, ‘the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, where the individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization in which he or she is a member’ (p. 104). The results confirm that the degree to which individuals feel a part of—or identify with—the values and goals of the organization for which they work is important for both genders (Miao et al. 2019; Schwarz 2017).



Hypothesis 4 was validated, as this study verified that identification with an organization has a greater influence on women’s work engagement than it does for men. Identifying with an organization relates to the affective–cognitive association between individuals and the company for which they work. One of the key drivers of employee engagement includes organizational identification (Albrecht et al. 2015). When workers identify with their firm, this means their personal identity is connected to the organization’s identity (Ashforth and Mael 1989; Dutton et al. 1994). The present study’s results for this hypothesis suggest that women need to feel more closely identified with their organization to be more engaged in their work.



Schaufeli et al. (2002, p. 74) define work engagement as a positive affective–motivational state of fulfilment characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption. Engaged workers have high levels of energy and enthusiasm about their jobs, thereby becoming more productive (Macey and Schneider 2008; May et al. 2004). Consequently, these employees work more effectively and productively, which leads to more job satisfaction. In the present study, Hypothesis 5 was validated, since women are more engaged with their work, and their work engagement more strongly influences their job satisfaction.




6. Conclusions


According to Friedberg (1988), two aspects need to be considered when analyzing individuals’ behaviors within an organization. The first is individual characteristics, and the second is organizational constraints. Thus, workers’ behavior varies according to their psychic and intellectual capacities, education, social background, age and gender, among other factors related to their personal experiences.



The current study sought to understand how constructs such as POS, work engagement and identification with an organization can influence job satisfaction from a gender-based perspective, using data on a sample made up of the staff of a public higher education institution. This research’s results reveal that women pay, in general, more attention to the constructs under study—except for organizational support. In the latter case, men’s job satisfaction is more influenced by the way they perceive organizational support.



During the development of this study, some limitations were identified that should be taken into account when interpreting the results as in future investigations. The first limitation is related to the fact that the questionnaire was applied after the restrictions caused by COVID19 were lifted. Another limitation is related to the research focused exclusively on a single institution, so, although our findings contribute fresh insights into the literature on job satisfaction issues, this major limitation means the results need to be interpreted with caution. We believe that conducting similar studies in other institutions could contribute to expanding theoretical knowledge about how job satisfaction is related to gender and provide important guidelines for higher education institutions. More specifically, further studies should be carried out in institutions with different dimensions and financial capacities, in different geographical and cultural contexts. This research may provide a better understanding of contingency factors that can moderate the influence of the proposed model’s constructs on work outcomes and attitudes according to gender. Given the significant differences between private and public institutions, comparatives studies of these may also provide fruitful insights.



In addition, our study focused on three specific variables and their impact on job satisfaction, namely, organizational identification, work engagement and POS. These variables are only a few of the relevant work outcomes and attitudes, which indicates that more opportunities exist for researchers to conduct different studies focusing on multiple issues including, among others, employees’ organizational commitment, engagement, individual performance or organizational citizenship behavior. These future studies could thus more fully explore the potential relationships between workers’ outcomes and attitudes.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of hypotheses to be tested. 
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Figure 2. Smart PLS output for structural model. 
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Table 1. Study sample.
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Gender

	
Number

	
Sample

	
Answer Rate

	
Average Age

	
Employees




	
Teachers

	
Support Staff






	
Female

	
469

	
99

	
21%

	
48.7

	
42

	
57




	
Male

	
484

	
72

	
15%

	
48.5

	
43

	
29




	
Total

	
953

	
171

	
18%

	
48.6

	
85

	
86
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Table 2. Reliability and convergent validity of proposed model’s constructs.






Table 2. Reliability and convergent validity of proposed model’s constructs.





	Construct
	FC
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	AVE





	Work Engagement
	0.969
	0.966
	0.653



	Organizational Identification
	0.938
	0.920
	0.715



	POS
	0.919
	0.884
	0.740



	Job Satisfaction
	0.962
	0.950
	0.834
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Table 3. Correlations and descriptive validity of model constructs.
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	1
	2
	3
	4





	1. Work Engagement
	0.808
	
	
	



	2. Organizational Identification
	0.475
	0.846
	
	



	3. POS
	0.474
	0.522
	0.860
	



	4. Job Satisfaction
	0.630
	0.466
	0.573
	0.913
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Table 4. R2 and f 2 results for proposed model’s constructs.
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	Hypotheses
	R2inc
	R2exc
	f2
	f2 Effect





	H1: POS → Job Satisfaction
	0.500
	0.434
	0.132
	small



	H2: POS → Work Engagement
	0.500
	0.495
	0.012
	–



	H3: Identification with organization→ Job Satisfaction
	0.296
	0.225
	0.100
	small



	H4: Identification with organization→ Work Engagement
	0.500
	0.366
	0.268
	medium



	H5: Work Engagement → Job Satisfaction
	0.296
	0.226
	0.099
	small
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Table 5. Results of proposed hypotheses.
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	Hypotheses
	Β
	p
	Hypothesis Supported?





	H1: POS → Job Satisfaction
	0.319
	<0.001
	Yes



	H2: POS → Work Engagement
	0.311
	<0.001
	Yes



	H3: Identification with organization→ Job Satisfaction
	0.093
	0.235
	No



	H4: Identification with organization→ Work Engagement
	0.313
	<0.001
	Yes



	H5: Work Engagement → Job Satisfaction
	0.435
	<0.001
	Yes
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Table 6. R2 and f2 of proposed model’s constructs in relation to gender.
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Path

	
Women

	
Men




	
R2inc

	
R2exc

	
f2

	
f2 Effect

	
R2inc

	
R2exc

	
f2

	
f2 Effect






	
H1: POS → Job Satisfaction

	
0.519

	
0.479

	
0.083

	
Small

	
0.511

	
0.425

	
0.176

	
Medium




	
H2: POS → Work Engagement

	
0.519

	
0.510

	
0.019

	
–

	
0.511

	
0.508

	
0.006

	
–




	
H3: Identification with organization→ Job Satisfaction

	
0.328

	
0.242

	
0.129

	
Small

	
0.279

	
0.215

	
0.088

	
Medium




	
H4: Identification with organization→ Work Engagement

	
0.519

	
0.351

	
0.350

	
Large

	
0.511

	
0.417

	
0.193

	
Medium




	
H5: Work Engagement → Job Satisfaction

	
0.328

	
0.230

	
0.146

	
Small

	
0.279

	
0.241

	
0.052

	
Small
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