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influences company perceived performance. Some theoretical and empirical 
implications are discussed. 

 

Keywords: employee engagement; job satisfaction; company performance; 
Portugal; structural equations model; line managers. 

 

Reference to this paper should be made as follows: Ferreira, P.  and  
Rodrigues, P. (2018) ‘Engagement as an antecedent of the satisfaction-
performance relation: a study with line managers’, Int. J. Human Resources 
Development and Management, Vol. 18, Nos. 1/2, pp.32–50. 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

1 Introduction 

 
The managing of performance has long been a relevant concern for academics and 

practitioners. And this is not surprising, since one of the most relevant (if not the most 

relevant) goals of organisations is to deliver outputs to both internal and external 

stakeholders, making performance one of the most important processes for managing 

successfully any organisation. When looking at performance in an organisational setting, 

several issues have been the focus of research. One of the most important topics is related 

with what drives performance. All disciplines that study performance in organisational 

context have been concentrated in examining how performance can be enhanced, shaped 

and sustained (Bititci et al., 2012). 

The job satisfaction-job performance relation is one of the most investigated in 

organisational research, but by no means more clarified. Judge et al. (2001) conducted 

one of the most cited and exhaustive reviews on the subject, identifying seven different 

models supporting research on the relation of job satisfaction and job performance. This 

confirms the lack of agreement among scholars not only about the direction and type of 

relation between those two concepts, but also on the concepts that may be considered to 

mediate this relation. 

Despite the variety and richness of perspectives about the relation between job 

satisfaction and job performance, there are some gaps that need to be addressed. First, the 

effort placed on understanding the job satisfaction-job performance relation seems to 

disregard the factors that might instigate job satisfaction. Although some previous 

research has tried to explore factors influencing job satisfaction (Tomaževič et al., 2014), 

employee engagement has not been associated with the satisfaction-performance. 

Irrespective of the approach taken to clarify the satisfaction-performance relation, 

examining the factors that influence satisfaction would offer an understanding of the path 

to performance and not just a confirmation of a probable association. Second, and despite 

the large variety of perspectives and approaches, all the models pinpointed by Judge et al. 

(2001) present one common aspect, that is, a focus on the individual. Past research has 

focused mainly on the relation between job satisfaction and individual job performance, 

with only some few exceptions  considering  the  overall company performance  (Harter 

et al., 2002). 



 

 

The variety of approaches also extends to how performance is measured. There are 

numerous forms to measure performance that can vary according the perspective. For 

example, performance can be measured at the individual (Chung and Angeline, 2010; 

Gorgievski et al., 2014; van den Bosch and Taris, 2014; Alessandri et al., 2015) and 

organisational levels (Delaney, 1996; Camps and Arocas, 2009; Fabling and Grimes, 

2010; Ferreira and Oliveira, 2012; Aristovnik et al., 2016), or can be measured using 

objective (Karatepe et al., 2006; Chi and Gursoy, 2009; Hamann et al., 2013; Tews et al., 

2013) or subjective indicators (Camps and Arocas, 2009; Fabling and Grimes, 2010; 

Ferreira and Oliveira, 2012; Gorgievski et al., 2014; Shimazu et al., 2014). Despite the 

differences between objective and subjective measures, researchers have commonly used 

the latter, mainly due to reasons of data collection and comparability across countries, 

sectors and companies (Singh et al., 2016). 

The main research question to be addressed in this research is how is employee 

satisfaction generated and how is it related with company performance? Thus, the main 

goal of this paper is to examine how employee engagement is related to job satisfaction, 

and how this relation may influence company performance. In this context, employee 

engagement is understood as an antecedent of employee satisfaction, which is 

conceptualised as an individual outcome. On the other hand, performance is understood 

as an outcome of the interplay between engagement and satisfaction, and is 

conceptualised at the organisational level and as a perceived, thus subjective, measure. 

The paper is structured as follows. First, the literature review will start by untangle 

the concepts of engagement and satisfaction, moving on to the description of the main 

arguments that support the employee engagement-satisfaction and the satisfaction- 

performance relation. Second, methods will be presented, with a special emphasis on the 

justification of the measures used. The results are presented followed by a discussion of 

the main findings. Finally, conclusions are drawn and future directions are pinpointed. 

 
 

2 Literature review 
 

2.1 Employee engagement and job satisfaction 

The concept of employee engagement is relatively recent. The Gallup group first coined  

it in the late 1990s, as a result of several empirical works based on interviewing and 

surveying managers and employees from around the world. In the academic literature, the 

initial and most relevant development of the concept is attributed to Kahn (1990, p.700), 

that considered engagement as combination of self and task, allowing “people who are 

personally engaged [to] keep their selves within the role, without sacrificing one for the 

other”. This natural combination of self and role promotes a physical, cognitive and 

emotional personal presence, stronger connections with ones work and with others. 

Bakker and Schaufeli, (2008) use the expression work engagement to define the 

positive, fulfilling, affective-motivational state of work-related well-being. In fact, 

engagement has emanated from the positive psychology that stresses the need to 

investigate and find effective applications of positive traits, states and behaviours of 

employees within organisations. As such, engagement can be considered the antipode of 

burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Schaufeli et al. (2002b, p.74) define engagement as “a 

positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterised by vigour, dedication, 

and absorption”. Vigour refers to the levels of energy, mental resilience and persistence. 



 

 

Dedication is about the mental and emotional state that reflects on experience a sense of 

significance, enthusiasm, inspiration and pride. Finally, absorption means being 

completely concentrated in ones work. 

Saks (2006) distinguishes job engagement and organisation engagement. Drawing 

from Kahn (1990) research, engagement is conceptualised as role related, reflecting the 

extent to which an individual is psychologically present in a particular organisational 

role. Thus, the two most dominant roles for most organisational members are their work 

role and their role as a member of an organisation. In his research, he found that job and 

organisation engagement are different, not only because the scores were different, but 

also their relationship with antecedents and consequences were distinct. Although job and 

organisation engagement had impact in job satisfaction, organisational commitment, 

intention to quit, and organisational citizenship behaviour, organisation engagement was 

a much stronger predictor of all of the outcomes than job engagement. Finally, job 

characteristics predicted job engagement and procedural justice predicted organisation 

engagement. 

Engagement is considered to have influence on several human resources outcomes 

such as psychological/physical health, proactive organisational behaviour (Shimazu et al., 

2008), job involvement, intention to quit and organisational citizenship behaviour (Saks, 

2006; Ram and Prabhakar, 2011; Alfes et al., 2013) among others. 

Although some research presents job satisfaction as one of the outcomes that result 

from higher levels of engagement (Saks, 2006; Shimazu et al., 2008; Ram and Prabhakar, 

2011), the literature is not clear regarding this relation. While some research questions  

the validity of employee engagement as a unique construct (e.g., Shirom, 2003; 

Rothmann, 2008; Wefald and Downey, 2009; de Bruin and Henn, 2013), others have 

presented empirical evidence supporting the distinction of the two concepts (Rich et al., 

2010; Christian et al., 2011). Recently, Nimon et al. (2016) tried to unlock this discussion 

arguing that the problem might be, not on the concepts, but how they are measured. To  

do so, they examined the semantic similarity between three measures of employee 

engagement and a commonly used measure of job satisfaction. The findings, with high 

correlations between some items of employee engagement and job satisfaction, suggest 

that some semantic equivalence may be at play. 

Job satisfaction reflects the pleasure experienced based on the intrinsic and extrinsic 

nature of the job (Rothmann, 2008), and that’s why it should be considered a work 

attitude (Shuck et al., 2013). As such, job satisfaction represents a stationary state and a 

measure of fullness or satiation (Christian et al., 2011). On the other hand, engagement is 

an active psychological state (Shuck et al., 2013) based on vitality, enthusiasm and 

absorption of individuals in their work (Rothmann, 2008). The nature of employee 

engagement, namely being a psychological state rather than a sentiment or behaviour, 

allows assuming that it precedes job attitudes, such as job satisfaction. 

Nevertheless, some research has demonstrated the relation between work engagement 

and job satisfaction. Diedericks and Rothmann (2013) in a study about flourishing of 

information technology professionals found a significant relation between work 

engagement and job satisfaction. Aiming to examine role stress (role ambiguity and role 

conflict) and work engagement as antecedents of job satisfaction, a study conducted in 

Portugal confirmed the relation engagement-satisfaction (Moura et al., 2014). A similar 

study conducted in Spain reached the same conclusion (Orgambídez-Ramos et al., 2014). 



 

 

2.2 Job satisfaction and performance 

Job satisfaction is probably one of the most investigated concepts in organisation 

research. Since the Hawthorne studies back in the 1930s that satisfaction is examined in 

several contexts, disciplines and using several approaches. 

Despite the extensive scientific production on the subject, many disputes remain 

unsolved and relatively unclear. Among them, the relation of job satisfaction and 

performance is one of the most studied and still controversial, which can be illustrated by 

the diversity of approaches and interpretations of the satisfaction-performance relation. 

Judge et al. (2001) conducted two thorough meta-analyses of the satisfaction- 

performance relation. Their findings show that the literature comprises at least seven 

models that have guided research on the topic, including the expected casual effect 

models (job satisfaction as predictor of job performance and vice-versa), the reciprocal 

models and models with other variables mediating the relationship, and even a model that 

tries to reduce or eliminate the relation by including other variables, thus diminishing the 

strength of the satisfaction-performance relation – known as the spurious model. 

The second important dispute is about the real relation between satisfaction and 

performance. Common sense tells us that more satisfied workers produce more, thus 

presenting higher performance indicators. An extensive body of research, under the topic 

of the so-called ‘happy-productive worker hypotheses’ also confirms this assumption 

(Fisher, 2003). An important contribution to this assumption was made by the already 

mentioned study by Judge et al. (2001) that found an association (r = 0.30) between 

satisfaction and performance in their meta-analytic study; they also excluded the zero 

correlation hypotheses, which reinforces their results. 

The satisfaction-performance relation has also been confirmed in macro approaches. 

Jones et al. (2008) using data from the British workplace employee relations survey, with 

2,300 workplaces and 22,500 employees, found that job satisfaction is statistically 

associated of the several measures of performance, namely absenteeism rate, quit rate, 

and three subjective measures on the part of managers, financial performance, labour 

productivity, and product quality. 

Job satisfaction as also been successfully used as a mediator between several 

variables and performance. At the individual level, Sun (2016) demonstrated that job 

satisfaction can act as mediator between psychological empowerment and job 

performance (namely task performance and contextual performance). In a study in the 

Chinese insurance sector, Fu and Deshpande (2014) also found that job satisfaction can 

act as a mediator of the caring climate-job performance relationship. Bouckenooghe       

et al. (2013) also found that job satisfaction mediates the relation between affectivity and 

job performance and turnover. Finally, Vermeeren et al. (2014) demonstrated the relation 

between HRM practices and performance at the organisational level through job 

satisfaction. 

Other studies confirmed the relation between satisfaction and performance by means 

of mediators. Arguing that researchers tend to adopt an over simplistic approach to the 

concept of satisfaction, Schleicher et al. (2004) examined the mediation effect of 

affective-cognitive consistency by conducting two separate studies. They found affective- 

cognitive consistency to be a significant moderator of the relation satisfaction- 

performance, which was confirmed by the second study. Chi and Gursoy (2009) also 

found an indirect effect of employee satisfaction on financial performance, mediated by 

customer satisfaction. Notably, they found that employee satisfaction has no direct 



 

 

significant impact on financial performance. A study conducted in the customer services 

sector in the US also confirmed the relation of job satisfaction and job performance when 

mediated by psychological wellbeing (Wright et al., 2007). 

But common sense has also been disconfirmed by research. In fact, there are several 

studies that support the assumption that satisfaction is unrelated with performance. 

Crossman and Abou-Zaki (2003) in a study in the Lebanese banking sector found no 

significant relation between satisfaction and performance. However, the most compelling 

argument for the absence of relation between satisfaction and performance was put 

forward by Bowling (2007). In a meta-analytic study using 107 previous studies, the 

researcher explored the so-called ‘spurious relation’, that is, the variables do not share a 

casual relation, but instead they share similar causes. The causes elected were general and 

domain-specific personality factors. The results revealed that when the relation 

satisfaction-performance was controlled by those factors, the relation was very weak. 

More recently Bowling and colleagues also demonstrated that some mediating variables 

can weaken the satisfaction-performance relationship. Using a meta-analytical approach 

they found that situational strength (conceptualised as “a situation [that] contains cues 

that make it obvious how one is expected to behave, the degree to which the situation 

limits one’s choice of behaviour, and the degree to which the situation includes incentives 

that are relevant to these behaviours”, p.90) can attenuate the relationship between job 

satisfaction and job performance (Bowling et al., 2015). 

 

3 Methods 

 
The goal of this paper is to examine the relation between employee engagement, job 

satisfaction and company performance. In order to accomplish this goal, the following 

model will be tested (Figure 1). Considering the argument of a multidimensional 

construct (Shirom, 2003; Rothmann, 2008; Wefald and Downey, 2009; de Bruin and 

Henn, 2013), employee engagement is conceptualised following the suggestion of 

Schaufeli et al. (2002a, 2002b). Also, following the conclusions of Nimon et al. (2016), 

the multi-dimensional approach to engagement may reveal possible overlaps between 

engagement and job satisfaction. Company performance assumes the form of a subjective 

measure. According to the work of Singh et al. (2016), subjective measures are a reliable 

form of measuring companies performance, even more when issues of comparability are 

at stake. 

 
Figure 1 Conceptual model 

 

Notes: EEVI = employee engagement vigour; EEDE = employee engagement dedication; 
EEAB = employee engagement absorption; JS = job satisfaction; CP = company 
performance. 



 

 

Taking into account the characteristics of the conceptual model, this research is based on 

a quantitative approach. Following the identification of the main concepts, tested and 

validated scales were adopted, a sample of workers were surveyed and statistical 

techniques were used to test the hypotheses. 

The following hypotheses are raised: 

H1 Employee engagement relates positively with job satisfaction. 

H1a The dimension vigour of employee engagement relates positively with job 

satisfaction. 

H1b The dimension dedication of employee engagement relates positively with job 

satisfaction. 

H1c The dimension absorption of employee engagement relates positively with job 

satisfaction. 

H2 Job satisfaction relates positively with company performance. 

 
3.1 Measures 

The measurement of employee engagement is bone of contention among scholars. 

Viljevac et al. (2012) investigated the validity of two measures of engagement – the 

Utrecht work engagement scale (UWES) and the psychological engagement scale (May 

et al., 2004) – that have emerged in the academic literature. They found some evidence 

for convergent, discriminant and predictive validity for both scales, although neither 

showed discriminant validity with regard to job satisfaction. They contend that important 

differences in measuring engagement raises questions on how to measure the construct 

and the results will be specific to the measures used, limiting generalisation. 

Employee engagement was measured using the UWES (Schaufeli et al., 2006), using 

a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not probable; 7 = most probable). A few studies report the use 

of the UWES scale in Portugal. Schaufeli et al. (2002a) used the scale to research 

students’ burnout and engagement, adapting the UWES scale to the goal and population 

of the study. The scale was translated to Portuguese from the Spanish version, not from 

the original. Salanova et al. (2011) used only two of the three dimensions, meaning they 

did not use the full version of the scale. Moreover, there is no mention to translation 

procedures or to the use of Schaufeli’s previous translation. 

Since neither of previous studies fitted the purpose of this research, we developed our 

own translation procedures. First, the items were translated to Portuguese and then were 

subjected to back translation procedures. The results were very good, meaning that the 

Portuguese translation kept intact the meaning of the original items. Then, we pre-tested 

the scale to detect possible misunderstandings. 

Job satisfaction was measured using a 3-item scale suggested by Saks (2006), 

including statements such as “All in all, I am satisfied with my job”, measured with a 7- 

point Likert scale. Company performance was measured using the 7-item scale suggested 

by Delaney (1996), asking respondents to rate their company performance in several 

topics (such as ‘quality of products, services or programs’, ‘growth in sales’, 

‘profitability’ or ‘ability to retain essential employees’) when compared with their 

competitors in a 4-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = much worse than competitors to 



 

 

4 = much better than competitors). This scale is a subjective measure of performance. 

According to the literature (Singh et al., 2016), objective measures may be more robust 

and accurate. However, the use of subjective measures is sometimes an option, mainly 

when data is not available (Camps and Arocas, 2009; Singh et al., 2016) and when 

companies are not required to disclose their financial data. Finally, the sample of this 

study was based in line managers that are assumed to have some reliable information of 

their companies’ performance, thus diminishing the risk of bias (Camps and Arocas, 

2009). 

 
3.2 Sample and data collection 

The population of this study is line managers from several Portuguese major companies. 

From the initial 30 companies that agreed to participate, only 17 fully complied with all 

of the requirements. Most of them are publicly traded companies with more than 250 

employees, from services (technologies, insurances, banking, retail and others) and 

industry (furniture, food and beverages, automotive parts and others). Line managers 

were drawn from participant companies. 

The researchers contacted the human resources department of each company that 

distributed the questionnaire among all line managers, using both offline and online 

media. The average rate of response was 78%. Total sample comprises 344 line 

managers. 

Table 1 Sample demographics 
 

 % x 

Gender   

Male 76.4%  

Female 23.6%  

Age   

  34.22 years 

Level of education   

High school/GED 8.3%  

Associate’s degree 2.8%  

Bachelor’s degree 27.8%  

Master’s degree 48.6%  

MBA 4.2%  

Doctorate 2.8%  

N/A 5.6%  

Professional experience   

Early career-level: 0–2 years of experience 24.7% 

Mid-level: 3–7 years of experience 42.5% 

Senior-level: 8–14 years of experience 27.4% 

Executive-level: 15 + years of experience 5.5% 



 

 

3.3 Statistical procedures 

Data analyses included several statistical techniques. Descriptive analyses were used to 

describe data namely sample demographics and items from main variables. Correlation 

analyses allowed a first approach to the relation between main variables. In order to test 

the model a confirmatory factor analyses was conducted to the scales used to measure the 

constructs. Following Bollen (1989), the evaluation of the psychometric properties of the 

scales ensured that the scales were reliable, had validity and were one-dimensional. 

Finally, the hypotheses were tested using structural equation modelling (SEM). 

 

4 Findings 

 
The following table presents mean, standard deviation and correlations for main 

variables; all correlations are significant. Among employee engagement dimensions, 

vigour (EEVI) and dedication (EEDE) have the highest correlations with job satisfaction 

(r = 0.588; r = 0.584, respectively) and absorption (EEAB) has the lowest correlation      

(r = 0.438). Correlations of employee engagement dimensions (vigour, dedication and 

absorption) with company perceived performance are inferior to those of job satisfaction 

(r = 0.364; r = 0.371; r = 0.274, respectively). Finally, job satisfaction and company 

perceived performance present a moderate correlation (r = 0.445). 

Table 2 Correlations of employee engagement, job satisfaction and company perceived 
performance 

 

 M S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Vigour (EEVI) 5.8273 0.87824 1     

2 Dedication 
(EEDE) 

6.0837 0.79702 0.749** 1    

3 Absorption 
(EEAB) 

6.0000 0.80480 0.668** 0.653** 1   

4 Job satisfaction 
(JS) 

6.0432 0.96456 0.588** 0.584** 0.438** 1  

5 Company 
perceived 
performance (CPP) 

2.8583 0.56459 0.364** 0.371** 0.274** 0.445** 1 

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Company perceived performance uses a 5-item scale. 

Job satisfaction and employee engagement uses a 7-item scale. 

Before carrying out the estimation of the structural equation model, an analyses of 

reliability and validity of the scales was conducted. To do so, an exploratory factor 

analyses on all items for each concept was performed, using principal components with 

varimax rotation. In order to get the necessary confidence measure, items with factor 

loadings less than 0.5 were removed from the analyses and each construct should be with 

a single factor, with an acceptable reliability coefficient. The proposed scales present a 

good reliability value, since the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is always above 0.7 

(Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). 



 

 

The next step was to test the theoretical model. CFA was used to validate the 

measurement models consisting of five constructs measured. The only use of the χ2 index 

provides little guidance in influencing the extent to which the model lacks fit. Thus, the 

decision was to use other indices of fit. The measurement model shows a good fit when 

RMSEA is below 0.10 and the CFI are above 0.90 (Hair et al., 2006). The construct 

validities of the latent constructs are evaluated by convergent validity. All composite 

reliabilities are greater than the minimum criteria of 0.70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). 

The average variance extracted (AVE) provides evidence of overall convergent validity 

of each construct as it indicates the amount of variance explained by the construct relative 

to the amount of variance that may be attributed to measurement error, and should exceed 

0.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Showing the constructs are related as expected 

theoretically and all path weights are significant (p < 0.001), demonstrating high 

convergent validity. 

Reliability was tested by examining the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and exceeded 

Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) threshold value. Following the procedures suggested by 

Fornell and Larcker (1981), convergent and discriminant validity were tested using 

confirmatory factor analyses. A comparison of the AVE by each construct to share 

variance between the construct and all other variables was used to test for discriminant 

validity. For each comparison, the explained variance exceeded all combinations of 

shared variance. As result, the scales showed acceptable discriminant validity. Verifying 

the significance of the t values associated with the parameter estimates assessed 

convergent validity. All t values were positive and significant. Then, the scales showed 

acceptable convergent validity. The final results show a good measurement model fit 

(Table 3). 

 
Figure 2 Structural conceptual model estimated 

 

 

The model was estimated using the covariance matrix. The estimation is performed by  

the method of maximum likelihood (ML), since the objective is to develop and test the 

model of engagement as an antecedent of the satisfaction-performance relation. The 

indicators chosen to analyse the goodness of fit are those suggested by Hair et al. (2006) 

as the best indicators (Table 4). 



 

 

Table 3 Psychometric properties of the scales – confirmatory factor analyses 

 

 
Construct Items 

 

Convergent 
validity 

 

Reliability 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

performance CPP4: Relations between 
management and other 
employees 

0.800* 

CPP5: Growth in sales 0.594* 

CPP6: Profitability 0.617* 

 

 
 

Goodness-of-fit indexes 
 

 RMSEA CFI TLI IFI 

χ2 standardised = 2.240* 0.071 0.945 0.928 0.946 

Notes: CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; *p < 0.001. 

The model fit was very good: χ2 (83) = 181.459, p < 0.000, IFI = 0.947, TLI = 0.932,  

CFI = 0.946, PCFI = 0.748 and RMSEA = 0.069. Regarding employee engagement, 

vigour is positively related to job satisfaction (γ1 = 0.741, p < 0.000) (H1a), and 

dedication is also positively related with job satisfaction (γ2 = 0.578, p < 0.000) (H1b). 

Contrary to expected, the third dimension of employee engagement, absorption, does not 

explain job satisfaction (γ3 = –0.380, p < 0.083) (H1c). Finally, job satisfaction is 

 Factor 
loading 

 α CR AVE 

EEVI employee EEVI1: At my work, I feel 
engagement bursting with energy 

0.760*  0.838 0.912 0.777 

vigour EEVI2: At my job, I feel 

strong and vigorous 

0.849*     

EEVI3: When I get up in 
the morning, I feel like 
going to work 

0.823*     

EEDE employee EEDE3: My job inspires 
engagement me 

0.828*  0.853 0.914 0.779 

dedication EEDE4: I am proud of the 

work that I do 

0.802*     

EEDE5: To me, my job is 
challenging 

0.810*     

EEAB employee EEAB2: When I am 
engagement working, I forget 

absorption everything else around me 

0.597*  0.700 0.800 0.671 

EEAB4: I am immersed in 
my work 

0.731*     

EEAB5: I get carried away 
when I am working 

0.669*     

Job satisfaction JS1: All in all, I am 

satisfied with my job 

0.888*  0.857 0.918 0.851 

JS3: In general, I like 
working here 

0.846*     

Company CPP3: Ability to retain 
perceived essential employees 

0.708*  0.801 0.852 0.701 



 

 

positively related with company perceived performance (1 = 0.354, p < 0.000) (H2), as 

shown in Figure 2. 

Table 4 Structural model estimated 
 

Hypotheses Causal relationship Estimate T-value Conclusions 

H1 EEVI → JS 0.741 3.245* Accepted 

H2 EEDE → JS 0.578 2.525* Accepted 

H3 EEAB → JS –0.380 –1.735** Rejected 

H4 JS → CP 0.354 8.064* Accepted 

χ2/df = 2.18; RMSEA = 0.069; CFI = 0.946; PCFI = 0.748; TLI = 0.932; 

IFI = 0.947 

Notes: *p < 0.001; **p < 0.1. 

 

 

5 Discussion 

 
The goal of this paper was to investigate the relation between satisfaction and company 

perceived performance when employee engagement functions as an antecedent of job 

satisfaction. Thus, it was assumed that engagement influences job satisfaction (H1) and, 

in turn, job satisfaction would influence company perceived performance (H2). This set 

of hypotheses was framed by the satisfaction-performance theoretical discussion. 

However, it was also added an antecedent – employee engagement – to job satisfaction. 

The hypotheses stated in the conceptual model were tested based on structural 

equations model analyses. The robustness of fit indices show that the model is a good 

predictor of perceived company performance, confirming the general theoretical model. 

The general Hypotheses 1 was partially confirmed. Vigour and dedication have a 

significant positive influence in job satisfaction, while the relation of absorption and job 

satisfaction was not confirmed. 

The general confirmation of H1, i.e., that employee engagement is related with job 

satisfaction, is according the main body of literature (Harter et al., 2002; Saks, 2006; 

Avery et al., 2007; Shimazu et al., 2008; Ram and Prabhakar, 2011), showing that 

employee engagement and job satisfaction are related. In fact, employee engagement 

makes a strong contribution to explain job satisfaction, meaning that engaged employees 

will be more satisfied. Moura et al. (2014) reached the same conclusion for a sample of 

Portuguese workers from public and private organisations while investigating the relation 

of role stress and work engagement with job satisfaction. 

Notwithstanding the general confirmation of H1, employee engagement dimensions 

presented different results. Contrary to expectations, absorption is not significantly 

related with job satisfaction. Vigour is about high levels of energy and mental resilience 

(high activation) and dedication is characterised by feelings of enthusiasm, inspiration, 

pride and sense of significance (high identification), while absorption means being fully 

concentrated and showing a positive difficulty of detaching from work (Schaufeli et al., 

2002b). Thus, while vigour and dedication are related with positive feelings, absorption is 

a state of mind (concentration). Thus one might suggest that positive feelings that 

generate engagement may be more important when it comes to enhance job satisfaction, 

than the state of mind embedded in engagement. 



 

 

The results also confirmed the second hypotheses, which stated the relation of job 

satisfaction with company perceived performance. The positive satisfaction-performance 

relation is supported by previous research (Judge et al., 2001; Schleicher et al., 2004). It 

should be noted that most of this support comes from research that conceptualises 

performance at the individual level (Wright et al., 2007; Riketta, 2008) and as a 

dimensional measure (Edwards et al., 2008) that is, specific forms of individual 

performance, such as focal, contextual or task performance. Nevertheless, the few studies 

that conceptualise performance at the organisational level (Harter et al., 2002; Kim, 2005; 

Netemeyer et al., 2010; Whitman et al., 2010) also found a relation between satisfaction 

and performance, thus confirming the findings of the present study. 

Finally, some general ideas can be drawn from this study. The relation of engagement 

and job satisfaction is multi-dimensional. While vigour and dedication are relevant for 

job satisfaction, absorption is not. This demonstrates that engagement should not be taken 

as a one-dimensional construct, corroborating the arguments of (Shirom, 2003; 

Rothmann, 2008; Wefald and Downey, 2009; de Bruin and Henn, 2013). Company 

performance can also be considered a complex concept and, as such, should include 

several indicators besides the traditional financial indicators. This study revealed that 

besides the expected components of performance, such as profitability and growth in 

sales, aspects related with HR should also be considered. 

This study also contributes to the case of line managers as sources of reliable 

information, since they are in a good position to assess their company’s performance. 

Although this was not the aim of this research, and as such there is no clear evidence of 

this, the confirmation of the engagement-satisfaction-performance relationship allows 

with some degree of confidence to assume that line managers can be a trustful source and 

should be considered when it comes to use subjective measures of company performance. 

 
 

6 Conclusions 

 
The goal of this paper was to understand the relation between employee engagement, job 

satisfaction and company perceived performance. To achieve this goal a quantitative 

study was conducted with line managers of some of the major companies in Portugal 

from several sectors. 

The results show that the relation of employee engagement with job satisfaction is 

relevant. More engaged employees will be more satisfied with their job. When looking at 

employee engagement dimensions, vigour and dedication prove to be related with job 

satisfaction. Also, job satisfaction is related with companies’ performance, meaning that 

more satisfied employees perceive their company’s performance more positively. 

The main theoretical contribution is the inclusion of antecedents to the satisfaction- 

performance relation. In fact, as already mentioned, Judge et al. (2001) identified seven 

different theoretical models to interpret that relation, but none of them considered the 

antecedents of job satisfaction. The results presented in this paper show that, when 

explaining the satisfaction-performance relation, antecedents should be considered. 

The empirical contribution is mainly related with the results of how employee 

engagement influences job satisfaction. When considering the individual influence of 

employee engagement’s dimensions, it was demonstrated that vigour and dedication are 

important for enhancing job satisfaction while absorption is not significant. This finding 

makes two specific contributions. First, it shows the importance of considering 



 

 

engagement as a multifaceted phenomenon, as already Kahn (1990) has postulated, 

namely the physical, cognitive and emotional personal presence. Acknowledging the 

multifaceted character of employee engagement, researchers and managers will be in 

better position to understand its effects and to manage its characteristics. 

The limitations of this research can be found in theoretical and methodological 

options. Theoretically, assuming that to better understand the satisfaction-performance 

relation it should be considered the antecedents of job satisfaction, raises the issue of not 

considering mediators between satisfaction and performance. Some research (Crossman 

and Abou-Zaki, 2003) has proven that some mediators can enhance the relation between 

satisfaction and performance. On the other hand, considering employee engagement as 

the antecedent of job satisfaction leaves out other concepts that could be considered 

theoretically relevant, including environmental and personal antecedents. Future research 

should consider other antecedents and weigh possible mediators between satisfaction and 

performance. 

Methodological limitations are mainly related with constructs used to measure main 

concepts and the sample used. First, engagement was measured using Utrecht Work 

Engagement Scale, when in fact there are other measures (e.g., Saks, 2006; Soane et al., 

2012) that could highlight others aspects of the relation of engagement with job 

satisfaction. Also, companies’ performance was measured using a scale of perception that 

may not reflect the real and objective performance of companies. Second, this research is 

based on Portuguese middle managers. The cultural environment is known to have 

influence on management practices and on employees’ behaviours. In order to explore 

this influence, a cross-cultural approach should be undertaken in order to understand 

potential differences regarding employee engagement and job satisfaction. Finally, this 

research was based on middle managers, which might reduce the diversity of perspectives 

regarding employee engagement and job satisfaction. Comparative studies with 

employees from different hierarchical levels should also be encouraged. 
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Appendix 

 

Utrecht work engagement scale 

1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy. (VI1) 

2 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose. (DE1) 

3 Time flies when I am working. (AB1) 

4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. (VI2) 

5 I am enthusiastic about my job. (DE2) 

6 When I am working, I forget everything else around me. (AB2) 

7 My job inspires me. (DE3) 

8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work. (VI3) 

9 I feel happy when I am working intensely. (AB3) 

10 I am proud of the work that I do. (DE4) 

11 I am immersed in my work. (AB4) 



 

 

12 I can continue working for very long periods at a time. (VI4) 

13 To me, my job is challenging. (DE5) 

14 I get carried away when I am working. (AB5) 

15 At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. (VI5) 

16 It is difficult to detach myself from my job. (AB6) 

17 At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well. (VI6) 

 
Job satisfaction scale 

1 All in all, I am satisfied with my job 

2 In general, I do not like my job (R) 

3 In general, I like working here 

 
Company perceived performance scale 

1 Quality of products, services or programs 

2 Development of new products, services or programs 

3 Ability to retain essential employees 

4 Relations between management and other employees 

5 Growth in sales 

6 Profitability 

7 Market share 

Note: Items in italic were withdrawn from the analyses. 


