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Abstract 

In the turbulent times of COVID-19, individuals are less satisfied with their job. However, since 

low levels of job satisfaction have negative consequences, it is relevant to explore the factors 

which might explain job satisfaction. Therefore, this study explored how Occupational Future 

Time Perspective (OFTP) and Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) affect Job Satisfaction and 

if those relationships are mediated by Motivation. To substantiate the aforementioned 

relationships, the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory was used. The study consisted of 

seven hypotheses that were examined within a sample of the workforce (N = 212). After 

performing two linear regression analyses using IBM SPSS, a path analysis was conducted. The 

relationships between OFTP and job satisfaction (H1), and OFTP and motivation (H2) turned 

out to be not significant as well as the mediating effect of motivation on the relationship 

between OFTP and job satisfaction (H4). Hence, those three hypotheses were not supported. 

The other hypotheses, explaining the relationships between motivation and job satisfaction 

(H3), PSS and job satisfaction (H5), PSS and motivation (H6), and the mediating effect of 

motivation on the relationship between PSS and job satisfaction (H7), were significant, meaning 

that the expected effects were supported. The most important implication is that motivation 

mediates the relationship between PSS and job satisfaction. In terms of limitations, it is 

interesting to explore other potential mechanisms which might explain the relationships. Other 

implications and limitations of the study are discussed. 

Keywords: Job Satisfaction, Occupational Future Time Perspective, Perceived 

Supervisor Support, Motivation, Conservation of Resources theory 
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Introduction 

November 17th, 2019 is the day the first COVID-19 case was detected and therefore a 

day for in the history books (Davidson, 2020). Consequently, the COVID-19 crisis originated 

and the worldwide workforce was hit by the consequences of this. People lost their jobs, 

organizations went bankrupt and employees started to work from home (Brynjolfsson et al., 

2020). Post COVID-19, people are quarantined when needed, and working remotely happens 

regularly. Here lies a great challenge for employers and especially HR departments since, 

according to Wolor et al. (2020), the pandemic triggers anxiety and thus stress among the 

workforce, which results in less motivation. Additionally, the majority of the workforce is more 

motivated when they work at the office (Tovmasyan and Minasyan, 2020). Correspondingly, 

job satisfaction has decreased for instance amongst nurses and women due to COVID-19 (Feng 

& Savani, 2020; Said & El-Shafei, 2021). Job satisfaction can be defined as being happy with 

one’s job (Locke, 1969), and motivation refers to the effort one wants to make (Saraswathi, 

2011). It remains important that the workforce is satisfied with and motivated for their jobs 

since both job satisfaction and motivation increase organizational performance (Lee & Raschke, 

2016; Ouedraogo, 2013; Wood et al., 2012). Additionally, low job satisfaction can, for instance, 

lead to absenteeism, turnover, and burn-out (Li et al., 2018; Thomas & Au, 2002). Therefore, 

it is, especially post COVID-19, important to ensure both job satisfaction and motivation among 

the workforce. Hence, both job satisfaction and motivation will be further examined during this 

study. 

One factor which can influence motivation and job satisfaction is the employee’s time 

perspective regarding work, better known as Occupational Future Time Perspective (OFTP). 

OFTP refers to perceptions of one’s employment future (Rudolph et al., 2018). People with a 

positive OFTP are more motivated and satisfied with their job (Rudolph et al., 2018). Moreover, 

employees who are optimistic about their future at work can focus on positive future work-
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related activities, such as a promotion. By looking positively toward the future, employees can 

get motivated to work toward certain goals. Additionally, by focusing on one’s occupational 

future, one might see various opportunities in one’s career path (Henry et al., 2017). 

Acknowledging those opportunities can improve job satisfaction since the job and the 

opportunities it brings along, are valued by employees (Henry et al., 2017). Moreover, given 

the COVID-19 crisis, it remains important to tackle anxiety and stress caused by the pandemic 

(Wolor et al., 2020) and be future-oriented. Therefore, during this research, the direct effect of 

OFTP on both job satisfaction and motivation will be further explored as well as the indirect 

effect of OFTP via motivation on job satisfaction. This indirect effect has not been studied 

before. However, it is important to study this effect since it might explain why OFTP leads to 

job satisfaction and thus provide insight into what can increase job satisfaction. Additionally, 

this potential effect would be a theoretical contribution. 

 Another factor that might influence both motivation and job satisfaction is Perceived 

Supervisor Support (PSS). PSS refers to the degree to which employees feel valued by their 

supervisors (Maertz Jr. et al., 2007). Especially during the COVID-19 crisis, it has been 

challenging for supervisors to manage and support their team members while working remotely 

(Newman & Ford, 2021). Due to the pandemic, people are feeling lonelier and more distanced 

from their job, which emphasizes the importance of employees perceiving supervisor support 

(Luchetti et al., 2020). Even though a supervisor might be trying to satisfy and motivate its team 

members, by for instance allowing flexible hours, team members might perceive this 

differently. Previous studies have shown a positive relationship between supervisor support and 

job satisfaction, thus, employees who perceive more supervisor support report higher levels of 

job satisfaction (Babin & Boles, 1996; Gagnon & Michael, 2004; Griffin et al., 2001). 

Additionally, Van Woerkom and Kroon (2020) concluded that higher levels of PSS increase 

motivation to improve performance. This research will examine the direct effect of PSS on both 
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motivation and job satisfaction as well as the indirect effect of PSS via motivation on job 

satisfaction. Previous studies did not research this indirect effect yet. However, it is interesting 

to explore this, since a potential effect can point toward more PSS practices to improve both 

motivation and job satisfaction.   

Although various relationships have been examined in previous studies, the mediating 

effect of motivation in the relationships between OFTP and job satisfaction, and between PSS 

and job satisfaction has not been studied yet. Therefore, this research will fill a gap in the 

literature by exploring whether motivation mediates those relationships. It is important to 

examine this since motivation might explain why high levels of OFTP and PSS lead to higher 

levels of job satisfaction. Moreover, this research demonstrates practical relevance. 

Organizations might strive to increase employees’ motivation and job satisfaction since both 

result in higher organizational performance (Lee & Rascke, 2016; Ouedraogo, 2013; Wood et 

al., 2012). Especially when people are feeling more anxious and stressed, it is important that 

employees stay motivated and satisfied with their job. Assuming that all the relationships are 

significant, an organization can consider stimulating OFTP and investing in increasing PSS to 

improve motivation and thus job satisfaction amongst employees.  

 The aim of this research can be captured in the following research question: 

 

“To what extent are occupational future time perspective and perceived supervisor 

support associated with job satisfaction and to what extent does motivation mediate these 

relationships?” 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Job satisfaction and OFTP  
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In this section, the variable job satisfaction will be explained as well as how OFTP can 

contribute to higher levels of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction can be defined as “the pleasurable 

emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the 

achievement of one’s job values” (Locke, 1969, p.316). 

 There is a great variety of factors that can influence job satisfaction, such as pay and 

benefits, relationships at work, the content of a job, and working conditions (Singh & Jain, 

2013). Those factors can have a positive or a negative effect on job satisfaction (Singh & Jain, 

2013). Accordingly, “The happier people are within their job, the more satisfied they are said 

to be” (Singh & Jain, 2013, p. 105). For employers, it is desirable to create and maintain happy 

employees, since higher levels of job satisfaction enhance organizational performance (Lee & 

Raschke, 2016; Ouedraogo, 2013; Wood et al., 2012). Consequently, the conservation of 

resources (COR) theory can help in achieving job satisfaction amongst employees. The COR 

theory assumes that resource loss increases stress, while gaining resources buffers this (Hobfoll, 

2001). Resources could be, for instance, the loyalty of friends, help with child care, or the ability 

to organize tasks (Hobfoll, 2001). Several studies have proven that stress leads to a decrease in 

job satisfaction (Bemana et al., 2013; Grunfeld et al., 2000; Khamisa et al., 2015). Accordingly, 

and in line with the COR theory, one should ensure high levels of resources to maintain or 

enhance job satisfaction. 

 One potential predictor of job satisfaction could be OFTP. OFTP refers to “individuals' 

perceptions of their future in the employment context” (Rudolph et al., 2018, p. 229) and can 

be divided into three dimensions namely (a) perceived remaining time, which “describes 

individuals’ perceptions of the amount of the future time they expect to spend in employment” 

(Rudolph et al., 2018, p.230), (b) focus on opportunities which “captures individuals’ 

perceptions of new work-related goals, possibilities, and opportunities that are foreseen in the 

future” (Rudolph et al., 2018, p. 230), and (c) focus on limitations which “involves individuals’ 
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perceptions of the constraints, limitations, and restrictions in the employment context” (Zacher, 

2013, p. 1142).  

Whenever positive levels of OFTP are experienced, one experiences more remaining 

time at work, sees multiple opportunities, and detects minimal limitations (Henry et al., 2017). 

In terms of seeing opportunities and achieving those, fulfilling one’s work goals suggests to 

have a positive effect on job satisfaction (Weikamp & Göritz, 2016). Whenever an employee 

has a multiple opportunities at work in the foreseen future, the employee can take those 

opportunities, succeed, fulfil work goals, and consequently feel more satisfied with one’s job. 

The relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction can further be explained through COR 

theory. According to Rudolph et al. (2018), higher levels of remaining time can be seen as a 

resource. In line with this, Hobfoll (2001) categorizes ‘Time for work’ as a resource. 

Consequently, the more remaining time one has at work, the more resources one has and, 

according to the COR theory, less stress. Correspondingly, Bakker et al. (2007) argue that job 

resources buffer levels of stress. Moreover, high levels of job resources are beneficial for, 

amongst others, achieving work goals and stimulating growth and development (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). In addition, the lack of stress, which can be caused by minimal focus on 

limitations, as well as the positive consequences of job resources, enhances job satisfaction 

(Yeh, 2015).  

In line with this reasoning, Weikamp and Göritz (2016) and Henry et al. (2017) 

discovered that the focus on the opportunities dimension is positively related to job satisfaction. 

Moreover, Rudolph et al. (2018) found that OFTP was positively related to job satisfaction.  

To summarize, the focus on opportunities and remaining time dimension as well as low 

levels of the focus on the limitations dimension of OFTP seem to increase job satisfaction 

separately. This study will combine those three dimensions into OFTP and consequently, a 

positive relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction can be expected. 
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Based on the above, the following hypothesis has been formulated: 

Hypothesis 1: OFTP is positively related to job satisfaction. 

 

OFTP and Motivation  

Motivation refers to “the willingness to exert high levels of effort, toward organizational 

goals, conditioned by the effort’s ability to satisfy some individual needs” (Saraswathi, 2011, 

p. 72) and can be distinguished into intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is 

derived from within the individual while extrinsic motivation originates in external factors 

(Putra et al., 2017).  

In order to explain the relationship between OFTP and motivation, the COR theory will 

be used (Hobfoll, 2001). Based on the COR theory, the acquisition, maintenance, and fostering 

of resources are “basic motivational goals”, implying that resources motivate people (Hobfoll, 

2001, p. 352). Moreover, COR theory proposes that individuals are motivated to acquire new 

resources while they are protecting their current ones (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Since ‘Time 

for work’ and high levels of remaining time are categorized as resources, experiencing high 

levels of OFTP means one is experiencing higher levels of resources (Hobfoll, 2001; Rudolph 

et al., 2018). Consequently, one is more motivated to protect, maintain, and foster resources, 

amongst which are the resources related to OFTP (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Thus, experiencing 

higher levels of OFTP increases individuals’ levels of motivation.  

Correspondingly, employees with positive levels of OFTP are more motivated than 

employees with a negative OFTP (Rudolph et al., 2018). Furthermore, Akkermans et al. (2016) 

concluded that the remaining time dimension and motivation for work are positively related. 

Moreover, Oettingen and Mayer (2002) argued that positive expectations toward the future 

positively correlate with motivation. Likewise, other studies reported a positive relation 
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between OFTP and motivation as well (e.g., Karniol & Ross, 1996; Schmitt et al., 2013). Thus, 

a positive relationship between OFTP and motivation is expected. These considerations led to 

the second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: OFTP is positively related to motivation.  

 

Motivation and Job satisfaction  

Additionally, since COR theory is a motivational theory, it suggests that more resources 

motivate people and make them happier and more satisfied (Hobfoll, 2001). Implying a positive 

relationship between motivation and job satisfaction. This positive relationship has been 

reported multiple times (Ayub & Rafif, 2011; Bishay, 1996; Shah et al., 2012). Furthermore, 

Putra et al. (2017) argued that employees with high intrinsic motivation perceive their job as 

interesting, meaningful, and challenging and therefore they experience, amongst others, higher 

job satisfaction. Hence, a positive relationship between motivation and job satisfaction is 

expected, resulting in the following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 3: Motivation is positively related to job satisfaction. 

 

Motivation as Mediator between OFTP and Job satisfaction  

Furthermore, to explain the relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction, a 

mechanism that might partially explain this is motivation. The COR theory argues that more 

resources motivate people as well as ensuring lower stress levels (Hobfoll, 2001). In line with 

this, more resources enhance job satisfaction (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thereupon, 

experiencing high levels of resources enhances motivation, reduces stress, and consequently 

leads to higher levels of job satisfaction. Furthermore, as argued above, whenever an individual 
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experiences positive levels of OFTP, higher levels of job satisfaction are expected. Moreover, 

it has been argued that OFTP leads to more motivation which consequently enhances job 

satisfaction. Therefore, it is expected that individuals who report a positive OFTP whilst being 

motivated experience higher levels of job satisfaction than individuals who are not motivated. 

However, it is important to consider that other mechanisms might explain the relationship 

between OFTP and job satisfaction (partially) as well. For instance, burn-out or stress might 

occur in case of a lack of resources according to COR theory (Hobfoll, 2001). Other factors 

which can influence this relationship might be personal reasons, such as the health of close ones 

or one’s marriage (Hobfoll, 2001). Hence, a partial mediating effect is expected. These findings 

are captured in hypothesis 4: 

Hypothesis 4: Motivation partially mediates the relationship between OFTP and job 

satisfaction. 

 

Job satisfaction and PSS 

 In this paragraph, the relationships between PSS and job satisfaction will be further 

explored. Perceived supervisor support (PSS) can be defined as the degree to which employees 

perceive being cared about and appreciated for their contributions by their supervisor (Maertz 

Jr. et al., 2007). 

 Previous studies have pointed out that employees value feedback and support from their 

supervisor the most, instead of feedback from co-workers who are not their supervisors (Kottke 

& Sharafinski, 1988). This implies that PSS can play a key role in enhancing job satisfaction. 

The COR theory assists in explaining this relationship. According to the COR theory, support 

from co-workers has been designated as one of the resources (Hobfoll, 2001). Consequently, 

based on the COR theory, by perceiving supervisor support, one’s level of resources will rise, 
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which helps to reduce stress and consequently increases job satisfaction (Hobfoll, 2001). 

Correspondingly, support has shown to have a lot of benefits, most importantly greater 

satisfaction (Reinhardt, 2001). In line with this, supervisors have the power to influence a 

workplace and thus team members (Janssen, 2005). Likewise, several studies concluded a 

positive relationship between PSS and job satisfaction (Dhir et al., 2020; Eschleman, 2011). 

Hence, a positive relationship between PSS and job satisfaction is expected. Accordingly, the 

following hypothesis has been shaped: 

 Hypothesis 5: PSS is positively related to job satisfaction. 

 

PSS and Motivation 

The COR theory also provides reasons to assume that PSS strengthens motivation. Since 

support has been described as a resource, and resources consequently have a motivational 

effect, higher levels of PSS will lead to higher levels of motivation, according to the COR theory 

(Hobfoll, 2001). Additionally, Barbuto and Gifford (2012) found that the main source of 

motivation comes from leaders, while another source of motivation is effective leadership 

(Humphreys & Einstein, 2004). Thus, a positive correlation between PSS and motivation is 

expected, which is captured in the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 6: PSS is positively related to motivation. 

 

Motivation as Mediator between PSS and Job satisfaction 

 Moreover, it is expected that the relationship between PSS and job satisfaction can be 

partially explained by the mechanism of motivation. According to the COR theory, an 

individual who experiences high levels of PSS is likely to be more satisfied with his or her job. 
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In addition, it has been argued that PSS stimulates motivation which in turn enhances job 

satisfaction. Henceforth, it is expected that employees who report high levels of PSS and 

motivation, experience higher levels of job satisfaction than employees who experience low 

levels of PSS or/and are not motivated. However, other factors might also (partially) explain 

this relationship. For instance, according to the COR theory, a sense of optimism or ability to 

communicate well can also act as a mechanism that enhances the relation between PSS to job 

satisfaction (Hobfoll, 2001). Therefore, the expected effect is partial. The above led to the 

following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 7: Motivation partially mediates the relationship between PSS and job 

satisfaction. 

 

The previous considerations and expectations have resulted in the following conceptual 

model including the seven hypotheses (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 

Conceptual model including hypotheses (H1 – H7) 
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Methods 

Research Design and Procedure 

 To answer the research question, the conceptual model was tested in a quantitative, 

explanatory study. The research is cross-sectional and a survey was used in which data was 

collected at one point in time. To ensure the study is ethical, a proposal was submitted to and 

approved by the Ethical Review Board of Tilburg University.  

The questionnaire was created using Qualtrics and was available in English. To ensure 

informed consent, the research, the role of the participant, and the procedure were explained on 

the cover page. Moreover, confidentiality and anonymity were emphasized as well as the option 

to withdraw at any moment during the study. Thereafter, the questions were posed, starting with 

the demographics and control variables, followed by the main variables. Organizations and 

individual participants were approached via email, phone, or LinkedIn by the researchers. 

Sample 

 This study aimed to collect data from organizations in several sectors (e.g., higher 

education, finance, banking, and insurance). The organizations were approached via 

convenience sampling. Organizations were contacted via either e-mail, telephone, or LinkedIn. 

The program G*Power 3.1 was used to conduct a power analysis and determine the required 

respondents in this study. The parameters input for the analysis were as follows: one-tailed, 

Effect size f2 = 0.05, α = 0.05, Power = 0.95 and two predictors. As a result, a sample size of N 

= 218 was calculated. 

 The survey reported N = 292. However, 80 participants were removed during the data 

cleaning process due to incomplete surveys. A response was treated as incomplete whenever 

one of the used scales was filled in for only 50% or less (Newman, 2014). This resulted in a 

final sample size of 212 respondents (N = 212), which is 72.6% of the reported respondents. 

The majority of the sample was between 18 and 27 years old (46.7%), identified as female 
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(59.0%), and was permanently employed (59.0%). The average organizational tenure was 4.64 

years and the average job tenure was 3.76 years. An overview of the sample characteristics can 

be found in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 

Sample characteristics 

Characteristic Percentage Mean Std. Deviation 

Age 

  18-27 

  28-37 

  38-47 

  48-57 

  58-67 

  68 years and older 

 

46.7 

17.0 

8.5 

17.5 

9.9 

0.5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gender 

  Male 

  Female 

  Non-binary 

  Prefer not to say 

 

39.6 

59.0 

0.5 

0.9 

  

Highest level of education 

  Secondary education 

  Vocational education 

  Bachelor’s level or 

  equivalent 

  Master’s level or equivalent 

  Doctoral level or equivalent 

Employment status 

  Permanent 

  Temporary 

 

6.6 

13.7 

49.5 

 

28.8 

1.4 

 

59.0 

41.0 

  

Organizational Tenure 

Job Tenure 

Industry 

  AV/Videoconferencing 

  Education 

  Finance, banking, and  

  insurance 

 

 

 

1.4 

17.5 

16.0 

 

4.64 

3.76 

7.64 

6.45 
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  Other 

  Semiconductor 

  Supply chain and logistics 

  Transport 

51.4 

4.7 

7.5 

1.4 

Note.  N = 212. 

 

Instruments 

 The used scales consist of existing, validated, and reliable scales. Validity is determined 

by whether the chosen items load on the same factor (Abdi & Williams, 2010). Reliability is 

determined by using Cronbach’s alpha (α), which should be .70 or higher in order to be adequate 

(Nunnally, 1994). All scales are included in the Appendix, reversed items are indicated. 

OFTP: OFTP was measured by using the adaption of the 10-item Future Time 

Perspective (FTP) scale by Carstensen and Lang (1996). To fit the scale into the work context, 

Zacher and Frese (2009) adapted this scale by adding the word ‘occupational’. A Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used as answer categories. 

Additionally, Zacher (2013) conducted a factor analysis and found that eight items have the 

highest loadings on one of the three distinct factors. Therefore, those eight items were used in 

this study. Zacher (2013) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.92, which is strong. An example 

item is: ‘Many opportunities await me in my occupational future’. In this study, a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .60 was found, which would be insufficient, but not alarming. The scale has been 

validated before and revealed good reliability in previous studies. Hence, the Cronbach’s alpha 

of .60 is accepted. In terms of validity, the reported Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure (KMO) is .84 

which is sufficient and confirms the validity of the OFTP scale.  

Job satisfaction: The Job Satisfaction Scale developed by Macdonald and MacIntyre 

(1997) was used to measure job satisfaction. The scale consists of 10 unidimensional items. 

Each item was answered by using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). An example item is: ‘I receive recognition for a job well done’. Macdonald 
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and MacIntyre (1997) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .77. The reported Cronbach’s alpha in 

this study was .80, and a KMO of .86 was reported, which means job satisfaction is a reliable 

and valid scale.  

Motivation: In order to measure motivation, the Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation 

Scale (WEIMS) was used (Tremblay et al., 2009). This scale uses six subdimensions of 

motivation (Appendix, Table D). During this study, the subscale amotivation will not be 

studied, and therefore the items regarding this subscale were not used. The other five subscales 

combined did determine motivation. Since this study considers motivation as one variable, this 

resulted in a 15-item scale. Participants were asked to indicate on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(do not correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly) if the items correspond to the reasons why 

they are currently involved in their work. An example item is: ‘Because I derive much pleasure 

from learning new things’. Tremblay et al. (2009) performed a Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) and concluded that all the subscales are valid. Moreover, The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

used subscales ranged from .67 to .83 which suggests adequate reliability (Tremblay et al., 

2009). The reported Cronbach’s alpha in this study was .85, and the reported KMO was .82. 

Both are sufficient and thus point toward a reliable and valid scale. 

PSS: The Survey of Perceived Supervisor Support (SoPSS) was used to measure PSS. 

The SoPSS has been adapted from the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS) by 

replacing the word organization for supervisor (Smit et al., 2015). The scale consists of 8 items 

which were answered on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

With the intention to make the items more personal and clearer, in all items ‘The supervisor’ 

was replaced with ‘My supervisor’. An example item is: ‘My supervisor values my contribution 

to its well-being’. Du Plessis (2010) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 which implies the 

SoPSS is highly reliable. This study reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .77, and a KMO of .90. 

These are both sufficient and thus ensure reliability and validity.  
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Control variables will be used to control for spurious relationships and to ensure 

generalizability (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016). Harrington and Lee (2015) indicated that 

demographics of employees such as age, gender, educational level, and type of contract, can 

affect the attitudes and behaviours of employees (e.g. job satisfaction and motivation). 

Therefore, the aforementioned demographics will be used as control variables. All the control 

variables were measured as categorical variables.   

Analyses 

Once the data were collected, the analyses were performed in IBM SPSS version 28. 

First, the data were cleaned and checked for outliers and missing values. Outliers can be defined 

as “an observation far away from most or all other observations” (Ghosh & Vogt, 2012, p. 

3455). In this study, no outliers were detected. However, 80 missing values were deleted 

listwise from the sample size due to incomplete responses. The listwise technique was used 

since it deletes all missing values and thus ensures a complete final data set (Kang, 2013). The 

data were checked for the assumptions of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independence 

of residuals, and multicollinearity. None of the assumptions were violated. Next, the correlation 

matrix was calculated, which gave insight into correlations between variables. Finally, in order 

to test the proposed model, a path analysis was performed. Two linear regression analyses were 

conducted with respectively motivation and job satisfaction as dependent variables. Based on 

these regression analyses, all the direct path coefficients were determined leading to the results 

for H1 – H3, H5, and H6. Thereafter, the indirect (mediation) effects were calculated (H4 and 

H7). In order to determine whether H4 and H7 were significant, Sobel tests were performed. 

Finally, the tracing rule was used to determine the total effect of the exogenous variables (OFTP 

and PSS) on the endogenous variables (Motivation and Job Satisfaction). Garson (2013) defines 

the tracing rule as follows: “An indirect path cannot enter and exit on an arrowhead. This means 

that you cannot have a direct path composed of the paths of two correlated variables” (p. 7).  
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Results 

 Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations of the variables of the 

conceptual model and the control variables. Not all the correlations were found to be significant. 

OFTP is negatively related to age (r = -.60, p < 0.01), which means that younger people 

experience more OFTP, and vice versa. Furthermore, PSS and job satisfaction are positively 

related (r = .60, p < 0.01) implying that the more PSS one experiences, the more satisfied one 

is with one’s job, and the other way around. PSS is also positively related to motivation (r =.31, 

p < 0.01) meaning that higher levels of PSS lead to an increase in motivation, and vice versa. 

Lastly, job satisfaction and motivation are positively related as well (r = .44, p < 0.01) implying 

that being motivated increases job satisfaction, and the other way around. 

 

Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. OFTP 3.55 .82 1        

2. PSS 5.16 .84 .11 1           

3. Job Satisfaction 3.79 .54 .06 .60** 1      

4. Motivation 4.52 .90 .06 .31** .44** 1      

5. Gender 

6. Age 

7. Education level 

8. Employment status 

 

 

4.05 

1.41 

 

 

.87 

.49 

.01 

-.60** 

.11 

.35** 

.01 

-.03 

.03 

.10 

-.05 

.15* 

.04 

-.12 

-.11 

.09 

.10 

-.14* 

1 

-.13 

-.05 

.13 

 

1 

-.06 

-.52** 

 

 

1 

-.06 

 

 

 

1 

Note: N = 212. 

Note: OFTP and Job Satisfaction were scored between one and five, where five implied, respectively, experiencing high 

levels of OFTP and being very satisfied with the job. 
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Note: PSS and Motivation were scored between one and seven, where seven implied, respectively, experiencing high levels 

of PSS and being very motivated for the job. 

Note: Descriptive statistics of Age and Gender can be found in Table 1. 

* p < 0.05 (two-tailed) ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

 

In order to determine the effects on job satisfaction and motivation, a path analysis was 

conducted. Gender and education did not show any significant correlation with any of the other 

variables, and therefore they have not been used in the analysis. First, two regression analyses 

were performed with age and employment status with, respectively, motivation and job 

satisfaction as dependent variables. This resulted in no significant coefficients, hence, the 

control variables do not explain any variance in motivation and job satisfaction. Second, 

regression analyses have been performed with the main variables. The results of the regression 

analysis on motivation can be found in Table 3. The results of the regression analysis on job 

satisfaction can be found in Table 4. After performing the regression analyses, the direct effects, 

also known as path coefficients, were known. In addition, the regression analyses also showed 

the explained variance of OFTP and PSS on motivation (R2 = .097), as well as the explained 

variance of OFTP, PSS, and motivation on job satisfaction (R2 = .428). The indirect, as well as 

the non-causal effects, were calculated. The indirect effects, which are the mediation effects, 

were checked for significance using the Sobel test. According to the tracing rule, the total effects 

of OFTP on job satisfaction (r = .06, p > 0.05) and the total effects of PSS on job satisfaction 

(r = .60, p < 0.001) were calculated. Specifications can be found in the data package.  

The first hypothesis tested whether OFTP and job satisfaction were positively related. 

As shown in Table 4, this relationship was found insignificant (b = -.01, SD = .04, p > .05). 

Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 
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The second hypothesis stated a positive relationship between OFTP and motivation. 

This relationship was not significant (b = .03, SD = .07, p > .05), as shown in Table 3. Hence, 

this hypothesis was not supported as well. 

The third hypothesis proposed a positive relationship between motivation and job 

satisfaction. As displayed in Table 4, a positive significant relationship has been found (b = .17, 

SD = .03, p < .001). Thus, whenever one is motivated, one is also more satisfied with one’s job. 

Consequently, the third hypothesis was supported. 

The fourth hypothesis tested whether the relationship between OFTP and job 

satisfaction is partially mediated by motivation. This indirect effect has been calculated 

resulting in r = .01. After performing a Sobel test to check for significance, this effect turned 

out to be not significant (p > .05). Accordingly, the fourth hypothesis was not supported. 

The fifth hypothesis stated a positive relationship between PSS and job satisfaction. As 

shown in Table 4, a positive significant effect has been found (b = .33, SD = .04, p < .001). 

Hence, whenever an employee experiences high levels of PSS, the employee is more satisfied 

with his or her job. Consequently, the fifth hypothesis has been supported. 

The sixth hypothesis proposed a positive relationship between PSS and motivation. 

Table 3 displays a positive and significant effect (b = .33, SD = .07, p < .001). This implies that 

whenever one experiences high levels of PSS, one feels more motivated. Hence, the sixth 

hypothesis was supported as well. 

The seventh and final hypothesis tested whether motivation partially mediates the 

relationship between PSS and job satisfaction. The indirect effect has been calculated which 

resulted in r = .09. After performing a Sobel test, this effect turned out to be significant (p < 

.001). Hence, motivation does partially mediate the relationship between PSS and job 

satisfaction. Concludingly, the seventh hypothesis has been supported.  
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Table 3 

Regression analysis of Motivation 

Variable B SE p 

Constant   <.001 

OFTP 

PSS 

 

 

F 

R2 

.03 

.30 

 

 

11.28 

.10 

.07 

.07 

 

df1 

2.00 

2.00 

.698 

<.001 

 

df2 

209.00 

209.00 

Note.  N = 212. 

 

Table 4 

Regression analysis of Job Satisfaction 

Variable B SE p 

Constant   <.001 

OFTP 

PSS 

Motivation 

 

 

F 

R2 

-.01 

.51 

.28 

 

 

51.85 

.43 

.04 

.04 

.03 

 

df1 

3.00 

3.00 

.842 

<.001 

<.001 

 

df2 

208.00 

208.00 

Note.  N = 212. 
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Figure 2 

Summary of the findings 

 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

 

Discussion 

This study has been conducted to examine whether motivation mediates the 

relationships between OFTP and job satisfaction, and PSS and job satisfaction. Those 

relationships had not been studied before and are relevant since job satisfaction, amongst other 

positive effects, enhances organizational performance (Lee & Raschke, 2016; Ouedraogo, 

2013; Wood et al., 2012). In order to examine the research question, data were collected from 

multiple organizations resulting in a sample size of N = 212. Consequently, SPSS was used to 

perform two regression analyses which provided the path coefficients whereafter a path analysis 

was performed. The results indicated that OFTP is not related to motivation and job satisfaction, 

and neither does motivation mediate the relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction. 

However, PSS and motivation, as well as PSS and job satisfaction, and motivation and job 

satisfaction are positively related. Moreover, motivation does partially mediate the relationship 
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between PSS and job satisfaction. Further interpretations, both theoretical and practical 

implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research will be discussed.  

Interpretation of the Results and Theoretical Implications 

 The first hypothesis in this study proposed a positive relationship between OFTP and 

job satisfaction. However, the effect turned out to be not significant. This finding is contrary to 

the expectations of the COR theory. The COR theory assumes that the more resources one has, 

the less stress one experiences, and accordingly, the fewer resources one has, the more stress 

one experiences (Hobfoll, 2001). However, it might be possible that the participants of this 

study did not see OFTP as a resource but rather as a demand. Even though several studies 

classify OFTP as a resource (Hobfoll, 2001; Rudolph et al., 2018), individuals might experience 

OFTP as a demand since they feel pressure to perform and use their opportunities, or they might 

be discouraged by the long time they still have to work (De Jonge et al., 1999). Another 

explanation would be that participants experience high levels of stress, and thus OFTP as a 

resource is not enough, implying that more resources are needed to enhance job satisfaction.  

 The second hypothesis proposed a positive relationship between OFTP and motivation 

and was not supported as well. This opposes COR theory, which is a motivational theory, and 

implies that people are motivated by resources (Hobfoll, 2001). A possible explanation might 

be that the participants did not have a lot of autonomy within their job. This can be contributed 

to the fact that the majority of the sample is still under the age of 27 and is thus at the start of 

their career, or that the majority of the sample fulfils a relatively simple job. According to the 

COR theory, more resourceful work contexts are found in jobs that are complex and consist of 

high levels of autonomy (Rudolph et al., 2018). When individuals do not experience a lot of 

resources, they are thus not motivated (Hobfoll, 2001). In addition, several studies described 

that the loss of resources predicted motivation to cope with disasters the best (Freedy et al., 

1994; Freedy et al., 1992). This implies that lower levels of resources might, unlike the 
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expectations, actually increase motivation. The above provides different reasons why a non-

significant result between OFTP and motivation was found. To confirm which one is the most 

accurate, more research is needed. However, in terms of theoretical implications, based on the 

outcomes of H1 and H2, it is implied that OFTP cannot function on its own as a resource within 

the COR theory. 

 The third hypothesis suggested a positive relationship between motivation and job 

satisfaction and has been supported. This is in line with the findings of several studies (Ayub 

& Rafif, 2011; Bishay, 1996; Putra et al., 2017; Shah et al., 2012), and the COR theory, which 

suggests that more resources motivate individuals and consequently make individuals happier 

and more satisfied (Hobfoll, 2001). This paper, therefore, adds to the current literature and 

strengthens previous research.  

 The fourth hypothesis combined the aforementioned relationships and suggested that 

motivation partially mediates the relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction. However, 

this hypothesis turned out to be insignificant. Since hypothesis one, proposing a positive 

relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction, as well as hypothesis two, proposing a positive 

relationship between OFTP and motivation, were not supported, this seems logical. There 

seems to be no relationship between OFTP and job satisfaction whatsoever. As argued before, 

this might be caused by OFTP being acknowledged as a demand rather than as a resource. 

Another cause could be that stress was not taken into account, since, according to the COR 

theory, high levels of stress can decrease job satisfaction (Hobfoll, 2001). However, the 

literature only provides support for positive relationships between OFTP and job satisfaction 

(Henry et al., 2017; Rudolph et al., 2018; Weikamp and Göritz, 2016). Therefore, further 

research is needed to explore this result. 
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 The fifth hypothesis proposed a positive relationship between PSS and job satisfaction, 

which has been supported. According to the COR theory, a healthy relationship between leader 

and member can be considered a resource. Consequently, more resources result in higher levels 

of job satisfaction (Hobfoll, 2001). Likewise, Dhir et al., (2020) and Eschleman (2011) 

concluded a positive relationship between PSS and job satisfaction as well. This finding 

contributes theoretically since it gained additional support for the relation between PSS and job 

satisfaction. Moreover, the COR theory can be used in this relationship, which implies PSS can 

be considered a resource. 

 The sixth hypothesis suggested a positive relationship between PSS and motivation, 

which has been supported as well. According to the COR theory, support can be described as a 

resource, which helps to increase motivation (Hobfoll, 2001). Regarding theoretical 

implications, this finding adds to the study of Barbuto and Gifford (2012) that PSS and 

motivation are positively related. In addition, the COR theory explains this relation, suggesting 

that PSS can be recognized as a resource.  

 The seventh hypothesis proposed a partial mediating effect of motivation on the 

relationship between PSS and job satisfaction. This hypothesis has been supported as well. 

Since the positive relationships between PSS and job satisfaction, PSS and motivation, and 

motivation and job satisfaction were expected, a mediating effect was expected too. All those 

positive relationships suggest a mediating effect as well, which turned out to be correct. The 

mediating effect of motivation on the relationship between PSS and job satisfaction has not 

been studied before. Thus, this finding is an important theoretical contribution, since it fills a 

research gap. Moreover, the COR theory turns out to work accurately within this relationship.  

Practical Implications 
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 In terms of practical implications, this study demonstrates that, in order to create and 

maintain motivated and satisfied employees, PSS is important. HR practitioners could use this 

finding by supporting and guiding supervisors to be supportive of their team members. 

Moreover, supervisors could be provided a workshop in which they are taught how to support 

their team members. Consequently, supervisors are more capable of being supportive toward 

their team members which will increase both employees’ motivation and job satisfaction. HR 

can fulfil the role of being available for any questions, struggles, or cases supervisors or 

employees face. By doing so, it is expected that employees will experience more resources (e.g., 

help with tasks at work, necessary tools for work), and thus, according to the COR theory, 

experience less stress and more motivation and job satisfaction (Hobfoll, 2001).  

Another suggestion might be to invite employees to participate in a workshop in which 

they learn what motivates them or encourage them to fill in an anonymous survey to discover 

employees’ motivators. When the motivators of employees are known, the employee, 

supervisor, HR practitioner, or even all three, can act upon those motivators and consequently 

increase job satisfaction. Increasing PSS will lead to an increase in both motivation and job 

satisfaction which subsequentially will increase organizational performance (Lee & Raschke, 

2016; Ouedraogo, 2013; Wood et al., 2012). 

Limitations and Future Research 

 This study has several limitations. First, while studying the mediating effect between 

OFTP and job satisfaction, and PSS and job satisfaction, only one mechanism was taken into 

account, namely motivation. However, chances are high that other mechanisms influence the 

aforementioned relationships as well. Within COR theory, Hobfoll (2001) proposed other 

resources which could help to avoid stress, such as levels of burn-out, levels of stress, personal 

reasons such as the health of closed ones, and also financial reasons. According to COR theory, 

individuals should replenish resources to avoid stress (Hobfoll, 2001). Perhaps, a certain set of 
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resources might be crucial in order to keep stress levels low. Hence, whenever an individual is 

missing out on some important resources, stress might occur followed by job dissatisfaction. 

Therefore, it is recommended for future research to look into other resources that are used as 

mechanisms to explore whether more or other mechanisms than motivation contribute to the 

relationships between OFTP and job satisfaction, and PSS and job satisfaction. One specific 

resource to look into would be feeling independent in the work context, which can be described 

as autonomy at work. Autonomy would be interesting to explore since Rudolph et al. (2018) 

concluded that autonomous jobs are more likely to experience a work context rich in resources. 

Hence, autonomy has the potential to be the mechanism that explains the relationships between 

OFTP and job satisfaction.  

 Second, the COR theory advocates that the more resources one has, the less stress and 

consequently more job satisfaction one has (Hobfoll, 2001). However, during this study, 

participants’ levels of stress were not taken into account. Even though according to the COR 

theory, stress will not be present when there are enough resources, it might be useful to control 

for stress. This might point out that some individuals are more stressed than others since they 

value certain resources less than others. Since this effect is unknown, it is recommended to add 

stress as a (control) variable in future studies which explore the relations between OFTP and 

motivation, and OFTP and job satisfaction to explore the potential effects stress might have on 

the current hypotheses.  

 Third, some methodical limitations could be improved during future research. This 

study contained a cross-sectional design, which measures variables at one point at time 

(Caruana et al., 2015). Another research design that could be used is a longitudinal study, in 

which multiple measures are conducted at different moments in time (Caruana et al., 2015). 

Due to the repeated measures, a longitudinal study is more valid to explore causal effects 

(Caruana et al., 2015; Rindfleisch et al., 2008). Consequently, this study cannot make any 
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assumptions about causal effects, merely about correlations. It might be interesting to perform 

a longitudinal study to determine the direction of the founded correlations. Moreover, the 

questionnaire was mainly distributed in the Dutch workforce, however, the questionnaire was 

only available in English. The English level of the participants is unknown, and therefore it is 

unsure whether every participant understood the questions correctly. Perhaps adding more 

language options to the questionnaire might ease the interpretation of the questions. Moreover, 

this might make it more appealing for a diverse sample to fill in the questionnaire and hence 

lead to a more diverse and larger sample.  

 Additionally, there are some other recommendations for future research. It is 

recommended to further explore the specific practices of PSS which increase motivation and 

job satisfaction. On top of that, it would be beneficial to explore specific practices to increase 

motivation as well. By examining specific interventions, HR practitioners will be guided by 

which interventions lead to which result. Additionally, HR practitioners can determine which 

interventions they would like to implement in their organization and provide the supervisors of 

their organization with specific tools. Consequently, the organization will be able to increase 

PSS and motivation and thus job satisfaction.  

 

Conclusion 

 This study aimed to answer the research question of whether OFTP and PSS affect job 

satisfaction and if motivation mediates those relationships. It was uncovered that creating and 

maintaining both motivation and job satisfaction remains important to ensure organizational 

performance. After performing a path analysis, it turned out that OFTP does not have any effect 

on both motivation and job satisfaction. However, in case of high levels of PSS, motivation, as 

well as job satisfaction, can be increased. This provides practical contributions to HR 
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practitioners to emphasize PSS within organizations by guiding and supporting both supervisors 

and employees. Moreover, motivation mediates the relationship between PSS and job 

satisfaction, which has not been studied before and is, therefore, a theoretical contribution 

filling a literature gap. For future research, it is suggested to look into potential other 

mechanisms which might explain the relationships between OFTP, motivation, and job 

satisfaction while considering individuals’ stress levels.  
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Appendix: Overview of the scales and items 

Table A 

Control variables/demographics 

Question Answer options 

What is your age? Ο 18-27  

O 28-37 

O 38-47 

O 48-57 

O 58-67 

             O 68 years or older 

What is your gender? Ο Female  

O Male  

O Non-binary 

O Transgender 

O Other 

O Prefer not to say 

What is the highest level of  

education you have completed? 

 

O Primary Education  

O Lower Vocational Education  

O General Secondary Education  

O Bachelor’s or Equivalent Level  

O Master’s or Equivalent Level  

O Doctoral or Equivalent Level  

What is the nature of your  

contract? 

O Temporary contract (including fixed-term  

contracts, contracts via a temporary work  

agency, trial contracts, internships,  

consultants/interims) 

O Permanent contract  

 

Table B 

Items per OFTP dimension (Zacher, 2013) 

Scale and item 

Perceived remaining time 

1. Most of my occupational life lies ahead of me. 

2. My occupational future seems infinite to me. 

3. There is plenty of time left in my occupational life to make new plans. 
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Focus on opportunities 

4. Many opportunities await me in my occupational future. 

5. My occupational future is filled with possibilities. 

6. I expect that I will set many new goals in my occupational future. 

Focus on limitations 

7. I have the sense that my occupational time is running out. 

8. As I get older, I begin to experience time in my occupational future as limited. 

Reversed items: 7, 8.  
 

 

Table C 

Items for Job Satisfaction (Macdonald & McIntyre, 1997) 

Scale and item 

1. I receive recognition for a job well done. 

2. I feel close to the people at work. 

3. I feel good about working at this company. 

4. I feel secure about my job. 

5. I believe management is concerned about me. 

6. On the whole, I believe work is good for my physical health. 

7. My wages are good. 

8. All my talents and skills are used at work. 

9. I get along with my supervisors. 

10. I feel good about my job. 

     

 
 

Table D 

Items per Motivation dimension (Tremblay et al., 2009) 

Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent each of the following items corresponds to the 

reasons why you are presently involved in your work. 

Scale and item 

Intrinsic motivation 

1. Because I derive much pleasure from learning new things. 

2. For the satisfaction I experience from taking on interesting challenges. 

3. For the satisfaction I experience when I am successful at doing difficult tasks. 
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Integrated regulation 

4. Because it has become a fundamental part of who I am. 

5. Because it is part of the way in which I have chosen to live my life. 

6. Because this job is a part of my life. 

Identified regulation 

7. Because this is the type of work I chose to do to attain a certain lifestyle. 

8. Because I chose this type of work to attain my career goals. 

9. Because it is the type of work I have chosen to attain certain important objectives. 

Introjected regulation 

10. Because I want to succeed at this job, if not I would be very ashamed of myself. 

11. Because I want to be very good at this work, otherwise I would be very disappointed. 

12. Because I want to be a “winner” in life. 

External regulation 

13. For the income it provides me. 

14. Because it allows me to earn money. 

15. Because this type of work provides me with security. 

 
 

 

Table E 

Items for Perceived Supervisor Support (Du Plessis, 2010) 

Scale and item 

1. My supervisor values my contribution to its well-being. 

2. My supervisor fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. 

3. My supervisor would ignore any complaint from me. 

4. My supervisor really cares about my well-being. 

5. Even if I did the best job possible, my supervisor would fail to notice. 

6. My supervisor cares about my general satisfaction at work. 

7. My supervisor shows very little concern for me. 

8. My supervisor takes pride in my accomplishments at work. 

Reversed items: 2, 3, 5, 7, 8.     
  

 

 

 


