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ABSTRACT

This paper attempts to examine the mediating rbEngployee engagement between perceived orgamiahsap-
port (POS) and Job performance of employees. Ois lndishe literature review, it is hypothesizedtteionger POS leads
to employee work engagement, which in turn traeslab better job performance. It tests the pathehbyg using data from
two Indian banking organizations and a sample @ Banking employees. The findings suggest that &ff@gts employee

work engagement positively and through engageneexisito variance in employee job performance.
KEYWORDS: POS, Work Engagement, Job Performance

INTRODUCTION

Employees’ are committed, involved and willinglyrpue the goals of an organization only when thegegiee that
the organization values their contributions andammitted to their well being. The general beligittone’s organization
values their contribution and cares about theil-yeing is referred to as perceived organizatianglport (Rhoades and
Eisenberger, 2002). Organizational support the®$T) postulates that employees develop POS in ¢odeeet needs for
approval, esteem, and affiliation, and to assess#nefits of increased work effort. According tgamnizational support
theory, the development of POS is encouraged bymmes’ tendency to assign the organization hurik@neharacteristics
(Eisenberger et al., 1986). Levinson (1965) noked &ctions taken by agents of the organizatioroftem viewed as indi-
cations of the organization’s intent rather tharlaited solely to the agents’ personal motivessTersonification of the
organization is abetted by the organization’s legmiral, and financial responsibility for the acit$oof its agents; by organi-
zational policies, norms, and culture that prowidetinuity and prescribe role behaviors; and bypiweer, the organization’s
agents exert over individual employees. On thesbakthe organization’s personification, employeisv their favorable
or unfavorable treatment as an indication thatdtganization favors or disfavors them. Therefonepider to encourage
augmented levels of affirmative behaviors like &efierformance, diminished absenteeism etc., azgdons must acquire
anthropomorphic qualities which respect employegstall beliefs regarding their intent to meetlttéer's socio-emotional

needs through appropriate support systems (Eisgabet al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
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Perceived Organizational Support and Work Engagemein

Perceived Organizational Support (POS) is a meadae employees’ perception regarding the degreéhich the
organization values the contribution and cares sbther well-being (Rhoades &Eisenberger, 2002 amount of care
and support that employees’ perceive to be proviletheir organization has a direct impact on theirole and extra-role
performance. POS creates an obligation on thegiaginployees to care about the organization’s weléand to help the
organization reach its objectives (Rhoades e8D1). POS leads to the development of assuranocegthe employees
concerning the extrinsic resources such as payramge benefits as well as ensures the organizatiendorsement, faith,
regard, and status (Fuller et al., 2006). Undeh sonditions, employees perceive secure and suppaevork environments
which allow them to explore and exploit their pdiehto the fullest without any fear of the conseqces. Consequently,
when employees believe that their organizatioroiscerned about them and cares about their wellghéiey are likely to
respond by attempting to fulfill their obligatiottsthe organization by becoming more engaged (436). Based on this

discussion, we present our first study hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1:POS is positively related to Work engagement.
Work Engagement and Job Performance

Work engagement leads to the development of peséiwotions like happiness and enthusiasm amongrthe
ployees and as a direct consequence of this pibgitmgaged employees to perform better than n@gaged employees
(Demerouti and Cropanzano, 2010). The positive emstresulting from the work engagement seem tadn employee’s
thought--action repertoires, implying that they build aiesy of personal resources (Fredrickson, 2001 uihiclg physical
resources (e.g. physical skills, health), socisbueces (e.g. friendships, social support networkigllectual resources (e.g.
knowledge, executive control), or psychologicabreses (e.g. self-efficacy, optimism). These peasmsources can be used
to cope with the job demands and to perform wetlikfger and Xanthopoulou, 2009). Research studieSdignova et al.
(2005) and Halbesleben and Wheeler (2008) reparfamksitive relationship between work engagemenjangerformance.

On the basis of this overview, we formulated owosel study hypothesis.
Hypothesis 2:Work engagement is positively related to Job perémce.

The discussion of the literature provided abovegpmses our study variables namely, POS, emplaygesgement
and job performance through the two hypotheseshwhie intend to test empirically. However, merelypbthesizing as for
the outcome of POS or as the predictor of job parémce does not preclude employee engagement adiator between
these variables. For the purpose of assessingdl@ting role of employee engagement between P@$arperformance,
we propose to test the path model presented inré&iyuFurther, we put forward Hypothesis 5 whichoeajecture as for the

representative of the entire path model.

Hypothesis 3:Employee engagement will mediate positive reladigps of POS with Job performance.
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Figure 1. Path model associating thelatent construs
METHOD

Sample and Procedure

Four hundred full-time employees belonging to t@oking organizations located in the state of JamntlKashmir
were surveyed. The employees completed the surfviyeiv own accord during their regular schedulemtkahours at their
respective work sites. To encourage employeesdoesh free and frank opinion, we assured them ohwmity through
both verbal and written means. We further guarahtbat only group data will be communicated to ¢iganizations.
Survey questionnaires were distributed and retddwethe researchers in sealed envelopes. Eigktgescent (N=346) of

the participants returned the questionnaires.

Based on the survey participants’ responses, walfthat their average age was 41.39 years. O#tesspondents,

59.10 percent were males and 40.90 percent weraldsnOn average, the employees had 6.88 yearsr&fexperience.

Measures

POS: Previous studies involving diverse occupatantsorganizations indicated high reliability amddimension-
ality of the POS Survey (Rhoades & Eisenberger220Respondents rated their POS using the eighisittomprising the
short form of the POS Survey (Eisenberger et 8B86). Respondents indicated the extent of agreewiéimeach statement
on a 5-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 5Srergéfly Agree).

Work engagement was assessed with the nine-itesiomasf the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWE&a8teli
et al., 2006). This version includes three itemrisefich engagement dimension: Vigor (e.g. At my wbf&el bursting with
energy), Dedication (e.g. My job inspires me), abdorption (e.g. | get carried away when | am woggi Items were scored

on a scale ranging from 1= never to 5= always. Gach’sa was.82 for vigor,.83 for dedication, and.88 foraipsion.
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Job performance was measured with seven items @melby Williams and Anderson (1991). A five-poguale

was used with answers ranging from 1 (Strongly @iea) to 5 (Strongly Disagree).

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation

The means, standard deviations, internal religslitand intercorrelations among the variableseperted in Table
1. All measures show high internal reliabilities, withefficient alphas ranging from 0.75 to 0.86. phaéern of correlation is
consistent with the hypothesized relationships.thd&OS has a statistically positive relationshiih the potential mediator
namely, employee engagement, and with the outcaaniable job performance. Additionally, employee aggment has

statistically significant positive relationshipstiwvjob performance.

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Alpha Reliabifies, and Intercorrelations among Variables

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3
POS 3.16 0.43 (0.75)
Employee Engagement 3.37 0.36 0.23** (0.86)
Job Performance 3.53 0.51 0.48** 0.47** (0.74)

Note: N = 346. Alpha reliabilities are reportedtba diagonal. ** p < 0.01.
Relationships of POS with Employee Engagement anaB Performance
AMOS 18 was used to assess the degree to which@lated to employee engagement and job perfarenamnd

to see whether employee engagement mediated #tenship of POS with job performance. The stanidadiregression
estimates presented in Table 2 allowed us to exathi@ direct association between the study cortstriibe level of sig-
nificance is based on the critical ratio (CR) o tiegression estimate (Biswas, Giri & Srivastav¥)&). When CR values
are greater than or equal to 2.58, it indicate8 pedcent level of significance. However, when GlRugs are greater than or
equal to 1.96 but less than 2.58, it indicates p&8ent level of significance. Accordingly, we oejpthat employee engage-
ment regress significantly and positively on PQ&r(dardizeB =0.36, C.R. = 3.70). This is consistent with Hysés 1.
The standardized regression coefficients for thatiomships are designated by R. Further job peréorce (standardized R =
0.85, CR =4.22) is significantly and positivelysasiated with employee engagement. Consequentlpaceept Hypotheses

number 2.
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Table 2: Standardized Regression Estimates

Model Unstandardized Coefficients standardized Coétients Remarks

B Standard Error B CR
POS Employee 0.18 0.05 0.36 3.70 H1 accepted
Engagement
Employee En-  1.07 0.25 0.85 4.22 H2 accepted
gagement

Job Performance

Note: N=346; The CR (Critical Ratio) is the commprécommended basis for testing the statisticaliaqnce of
SEM components with CR values beyohd.58 establishing significance at p <0.01 level.
A mediator is instrumental in accounting for théuance of the independent variable on the dependiable (Cohen,
Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003). To test the mediatidnemployee engagement, we followed the suggestioMVood,
Goodman, Beckmann, and Cook (2008) and appliedtstial modeling equation (SEM) procedures usingrtiaximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) algorithm. It has bepreviously argued that in the area of mediationyeais when variables
with multiple indicators are taken into accountc@hucci, Saldanah, & Deng, 2007), or conditionsaffirmatory analyses
are met (James & Brett, 1984), or when models paate latent variables (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolge998), SEM offers
a better alternative to traditional multiple regiies tests of mediation. However, conceptually, procedure of testing
mediation using SEM is akin to Baron and Kenny38@8) approach. We consider two competing modatsaty, model
1 and model 2, where model 1 includes the potentediator, that is, employee engagement in this,oakereas model 2

constrains the potential mediator and examine itteetdrelation between the predictor and the dotevariables.

Although, as per literature, values of GED.90 are considered to be representative of a fitilg model, we
considered the advised cut-off of 0.95 as suggdsyeldu and Bentler (1995). Furthermore, in ordecaonpare model 1
and model 2, we calculated the comparative-fit-ii@eFl), the normed-fit-index (NFI), the relativa-index (RFI), andthe
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI). According to Hair, Andens, Tatham, and Black (1998), the recommendedafites for CFl,
NFI, RFI, and TLI, are=.90. A model, which has a higher value of the prtpoate fit indices, is accepted as a better
fitting model. We also considered the parsimohynodel 1 and model 2 by calculating the respeato@ mean square
of approximation (RMSEA) values. A lower RMSEA indtes a better model with the suggested maximumgb@io6
(Biswas & Varma, 2007). Finally, we also used tHeike Information Criteria (AIC) (Akaike, 1974) fonodel selection
and buttressed our claims by using the Browne-Qu{e289) Criteria. Based on the SEM analysis, gslts of which are
presented in Table 3, we accept Hypothesis 3 witiated that employee engagement will mediate tséip® relationship

of POS with job performance.
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Table 3: Model Fit Indices

Fit Tndices
GFlI CFI NFI RFI TLI RMSEA AIC Browne
Normed
NG -Cudeck
Criteria
Model 1 1.20 0.94 0.99 0.93 0.88 0.98 0.03 386.38 07.73
Model 2 3.67 0.79 0.78 0.73 0.68 0.75 0.10 695.52 03.96

Note: GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; CFl = Comparathit Index; NFI = Normed Fit Index; RFI = Relativ
Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Me&guare Error of Approximation; AIC = Akaike Infortian Criteria

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the present study provide ample stdpr the proposed theoretical model (FigureldXhis section,
we discuss the implications of each of the hypathess well as those of the overall model vis-aheésempirical outcomes

as detailed above.

Our first hypothesis postulated a positive relagldp between POS and employee engagement. Thésrestihe
data analysis support such a postulation. Orgaaimheed to go beyond the specified contractlatioaships and provide
individuals with economic and psychological baclsiiig order to extract optimum efforts. A positiweakiation of affective
experiences expounded by a favorable organizatginate is an essential prerequisite to enhanagtagand behavioral
evaluation by an employee vis-a-vis his or heraditin at work. Thus the acceptance of our firstdifgpsis suggests that
when individuals perceive positive levels of orgational collaboration, they are intrinsically encaged towards exerting

considerably higher levels of effort.

Our second hypothesis postulated a positive reigliip between employee engagement and job perfeendie
results of the data analysis support such a pdstnlal’ he acceptance of our second hypothesis stgjgeat Work engage-
ment leads to the development of positive emotideshappiness and enthusiasm among the employebsasa direct

consequence of this positivity engaged employe@gtform better than non-engaged employees.

Finally, the acceptance of our third hypothesisgests the mediating role of employee engagementeleet POS
and job performance. Affirmative appraisal of origational approaches confirms the individual’'s &fthat their employing
organization appreciates their contribution andkbiabout their well-being. Consequently, individuaecome engaged in
their work and reciprocate to these organizatiaffdrts through superior discretionary and non-disonary job perfor-

mances.
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