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Abstract

Discrimination is known to have negative effects on different aspects of people’s lives, mentally as well
as physically. This study looks in to discrimination at work specifically, and at the effects that it has on job
satisfaction, job connectedness, and job enthusiasm. Perceived organizational support (POS) in the form
of the perceived amount of organizational attention to wellbeing is taken in to account as a moderator for
this effect. Based on the social exchange theory and previous research in this field a negative relationship
of discrimination on the three job attitudes is expected, and POS is thought to have a buffering role
regarding this effect. These hypotheses are tested using data from WERKonderzoek2019 with multiple
regression analyses and the results show a negative effect of workplace discrimination on job satisfaction,
-connectedness, and -enthusiasm as expected. The effect is strongest for job satisfaction, and least strong
for job enthusiasm. POS is found to have a positive moderating effect for all three job attitudes, meaning

a higher level of POS makes the negative effects of workplace discrimination less negative.

Key words: workplace discrimination, job satisfaction, job connectedness, job enthusiasm, job

attitudes, perceived organizational support, social exchange theory
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Introduction

As a society, we are caring more and more about how we experience our job. Work life seems
to be among one of the most important dimensions when studying subjective quality of live
(Bowling & Windsor, 2001), and job satisfaction is closely related to global measures of life
satisfaction and subjective well-being (Judge & Watanabe, 1993; Bowling et al., 2010). This
makes attitudes towards one’s job important to study, as it supposedly has a great impact on
our daily lives. In this study the focus is on three different attitudes: overall job satisfaction, job
connectedness, and job enthusiasm. Positive attitudes towards one’s job can be influenced by
many different factors, like organizational climate or skill variety (Siu, 2002; Thomas et al.
2004; Glisson & Durick, 1988). Another factor could be the way you are treated at work, for
example whether or not you have experienced discrimination at the work place.

According to the Sociaal Cultureel Planbureau (SCP), more than a quarter (27%) of the
population In The Netherlands reports that they have to deal with some sort of discrimination
in their daily life (2020). At work specifically, 16% percent of people report that they have
experienced discrimination, mostly due to age, gender, and/or ethnic background (SCP, 2020).
Hence, this number represents the experienced discrimination at the workplace, not the
discrimination on the labor market. Scholars have argued that “modern” discrimination takes a
different form than it did in the past; it is less literal and more subtle (Cortina, 2008; Deitch et
al., 2003; Dipboye & Halverson, 2004; Dovidio & Hebl, 2005). This can make it hard to
recognize, which means the 16% of people who report experienced discrimination can be an
underestimation of the real number. When people who are not entirely sure whether they have
experienced discrimination at work or not are also taken in to account, it comes down to a
quarter of the Dutch working population (SCP, 2020).

The effects of workplace discrimination have been widely researched, and studies
indicate that it has all kinds of negative consequences. For example, De Castro et al. found that
workplace discrimination is related to an increased number of health conditions under Filipino
Americans, and that this effect stayed significant after controlling for experienced every day
discrimination. Rospenda et al. found that experiencing workplace harassment was linked to
more problem drinking for men (2008). From the perspective of an employer, it is not only
important to know what workplace discrimination does to the well-being of employees, but also
how this relates to their attitude towards their job. Negative job attitudes are predictors of
absenteeism, intention to leave, and actual turn-over (Smokrovic et al., 2019; Lee & Mowday,
1987; Hom and Kinicki, 2001; Sablynski et al., 2002;). This means that if the impact of unfair




treatment of marginalized groups at the workplace negatively influences the job attitudes of
employees this in turn has negative organizational consequences. For an organization to keep
their employees they need to make sure that the attitudes towards the organization amongst
their employees are positive. Studies have shown that perceived organizational support (POS)
is one of the ways positive organizational outcomes such as less absenteeism, more retention,
and higher job satisfaction can be influenced. (Eisenberger et al., 2001; Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002; Riggle et al., 2009) ). These effects are found to be true across different cultures
(Chiaburu et al., 2015; Rockstul et al., 2020). This, in combination with the earlier mentioned
negative consequences of workplace discrimination and the idea that positive attitudes towards
one’s job seem to influence people’s personal well-being as well as organizational outcomes,

leads to the following research question that | will be trying to answer in this study:

“To what extent does experiencing discrimination at the workplace affect job
satisfaction, -connectedness, and -enthusiasm of employees in The Netherlands, and how is
this effect moderated by perceived organizational support? ”

This paper will add to the existing academic literature regarding discrimination and job
attitudes in two ways. First, in many studies job satisfaction relating to effects of workplace
discrimination, bullying, or harassment is measured by only asking employees how satisfied
they are with their job overall (e.g. Deitch et al., 2003; MaclIntosh & Doherty, 2010; Parzefall
& Salin, 2010). However, job satisfaction is more complex than that. Aspects of a job are for
example the contact with your colleagues, the organizational culture, the salary, the
management, or the actual tasks that need to be performed (Ravari et al., 2012). Asking whether
someone is generally satisfied with their job does not give insights into what part of their job is
not satisfactory. That is why in this study, instead of only looking at ‘job satisfaction’, | talk
about positive job attitudes as an umbrella term and make a distinction between overall job
satisfaction, job connectedness, and job enthusiasm to cover different sides of what a job entails
and get a better idea of the mechanism that lies behind negative workplace discrimination
effects. The three attitudes | will be studying all have a slight different approach. Overall job
satisfaction is about the satisfaction of an employee regarding job, team, and organization. This
is a broader concept and measures a combination of feelings towards the tasks, colleagues, and
organization as a whole. Job connectedness concerns the social part of a job, like feeling
appreciated and feeling like part of the ‘family’ at work. Job enthusiasm concerns the task-
related part of a job and looks at the way your actual work inspires you, and how you feel when
you are working really hard.




The second way this study contributes to the existing literature, is by looking at the
moderating effect of perceived organizational support in the context of discrimination. POS has
been looked at as a moderator for the negative effects of occupational stress at the workplace
before (Jain et al., 2013; Malik & Noreen, 2015), and it seems that POS does act as a moderator
in these instances. However, when studying the effects of workplace discrimination the effect

of POS as a moderator has not yet been studied.

The outcome of this study can help future policy makers, because looking at POS gives
a broader look in to how important the perception of support is instead of factual support. The
evaluation of specific policies that are implemented to support employees Employers can put
all kinds of policies or programs in place, but if this study finds that perceived support is an
important factor in moderating negative discrimination effects this means that when
implementing these policies the communication towards the employees should not be
overlooked. Furthermore, organizations that want to create or improve their policies with regard
to providing care for people who have experienced discrimination at work, can also benefit
from the findings of this study if differences are found in the way discrimination affects
different aspects of a job. One can argue that it is best for organizations to focus on stopping
discrimination at the source and making sure instances of unfair treatment do not occur at their
workplace, but due to implicit biases unfair treatment of marginalized groups is hard to prevent
completely. This means that knowing what aspects of the job are affected most is useful to

know when a discrimination instance does take place.

Theoretical background

Social exchange theory

To predict the effect of workplace discrimination on job satisfaction, -connectedness, and -
enthusiasm, | look in to the mechanism of the social exchange theory (SET). According to
Coyle-Shapiro & Shore (2007) and Cropanzano & Mitchell (2005) this is one of the most
influential theories when it comes to organizational behavior literature. Broadly speaking this
theory states that actors strive for, and expect, a balance between what they give and what they
will receive in a situation (e.g. Levine & White, 1961). This ‘exchange’ is not done under any
formal contract but is typically based on trust (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The expectation

of receiving is the key here. At work this translates to positive attitudes and behaviors (e.g.




performing well at work) from employees who receive a positive work environment, and
therefore negative attitudes and behaviors from employees who expect their work environment
to be pleasant but then not receive this (Ma, Samuels, & Alexander, 2003).

Relating this to the current study, I expect that workplace discrimination will negatively
influence job attitudes. An employee working at an organization initially expects a safe and
pleasant work environment, and will have attitudes accordingly. When an instance of workplace
discrimination takes place, the equilibrium of what the employee gives and receives in the
situation is disturbed and the situation does not match their expectations. The employee will
make this right by adjusting their attitude towards their job downwards.

This expectation is also supported by previous research that has been done in the
direction of discrimination and job attitudes. For example, Ensher et al. (2001) found that ethnic
or gender discrimination at the workplace, either by coworkers, supervisors, or the organization
itself, has a negative influence on job satisfaction. For all three aspects of job satisfaction that I

will take in to account in this paper | expect the following:

H1: The effect of experiencing workplace discrimination on overall job satisfaction, job

connectedness, and job enthusiasm is negative

| expect a difference in effect size for the three job attitudes based on the SET mechanism. This
is because the attitudes | test all have a different approach. Job enthusiasm is conceptualized as
the attitude towards the task-related part of your job, and job connectedness is conceptualized
as the way you feel about your relationship with your co-workers and how you are appreciated
by them. Overall job satisfaction is a mixture of the two. Discrimination is linked to the social
aspect of work. So, In a work exchange situation where someone experiences discrimination,
the expectations they had that were related to social contacts will be violated more than the
expectations they had that were task-related. That is why in turn, social-related attitudes will be
adjusted the most, and task-related attitudes will be adjusted the least. This leads to the
expectation that the negative effect of discrimination is strongest for job connectedness. The
smallest effect | expect to see from job enthusiasm.

This is also suggested by previous research. Most found effects of workplace
discrimination are related to overall job satisfaction or connection to your job. Sanchez & Brock
(1996) studied the effects of perceived workplace discrimination on work-related outcomes.
They found that perceived discrimination decreased job satisfaction and organizational

commitment. Mowday et al. (1982) found that the psychological bond someone has with their




workplace is a determinant for behavioral investments and intention to stay at the organization

they work for. Therefore, the following hypothesis is tested:

H2: The negative effect of workplace discrimination is strongest for job connectedness, and

weakest for job enthusiasm.

Perceived organizational support as moderator

Previous studies suggest that organizational support (POS) is an important factor in the
exchange relationship between the employee and their organization (Aselage & Eisenberger,
2003; Coyle-Shapiro & Shore, 2007). POS is measured in this study as the satisfaction with the
amount of attention the organization gives to the personal wellbeing of the employee. Turning
to the SET again, | expect POS to moderate the negative effect of discrimination on job
attitudes. The expected balance between giving and receiving is disturbed when a
discrimination instance takes place which results in less positive job attitudes, but is slightly
stabilized again when there is perceived attention to personal wellbeing. The organization then
‘gives’ more in the situation than it does when there is no POS, which helps the employee cope

with the negative experience.

This expectation is also supported by earlier research. There are no studies that look into
the exact same variables as | do in the current study, but there are some results regarding
bullying and negative work experiences that help predict the moderating effect of POS on the
effect of workplace discrimination on job attitudes. Research done by Parzefall & Salin (2010)
on effects of workplace bullying theorizes with POS as a moderator, and tells us that POS might
act as a coping mechanism for being bullied at work. Although the authors talk about workplace
bullying, | expect the mechanism to work the same for workplace discrimination. Leather et. al
(1998) find that POS reduces psychological strain in stressful situations at work, and induces
wellbeing and health of workers. Keashly (2001) looked in to how emotional abuse affects
employees, and found that a lack of organizational intervention correlated with lower levels of
commitment, loyalty, and effort at work. A later study from Dulac et al. (2008) suggests that
POS reduces the negative effect of psychological contract breach on negative emotional
responses at work. These studies, in combination with the ideas of the SET, lead to the following

hypothesis:

H3: The higher the satisfaction with the perceived organizational support, the less negative

the effect of workplace discrimination on positive job attitudes




Data & Methods

Data description

To find out what the effect of workplace discrimination on job satisfaction is | used data from
the WERKonderzoek2019 (CBS, 2020). This study is a co-production of the Dutch ministry of
Binnenlandse zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties (BZK) and the Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek
(CBS) and was originally put in place in 1999 by the ministry of BZK under the name POMO
to get an insight into the work experiences of employees in the Dutch public sector. One of the
main goals was to find out how connected and how enthusiastic public sector employees were
regarding their job, which fits the goals of the current study with a focus on job satisfaction.
The survey is done every two years, but the 2019 version is the first time it was done in
collaboration with the CBS. In this version of the survey extra attention has been paid to the
social security of employees in the public sector, which connects well to the mediating effect
of organizational attention to personal wellbeing.

The data collection of WERKonderzoek2019 took place in spring 2019. At first an
invitation letter was sent out to all potential participants which contained information about the
study and personal login details to the online survey. When people did not respond to the first
invitation they received a second or in some cases third letter to combat non-response.

Initially 95000 people were asked to participate in the survey. Based on policy
administration information the CBS has on all registered people in The Netherlands, CBS
conducted a sector stratified sample. Even though the goal of the study was to look into the
public sector, they selected people from non-public sectors as well (excluding the catering-,
agricultural-, and industry sector). The response rate was 41,7%, which comes down to 39640
people who eventually participated in the research.

In the current study the analyses are done with a selection of cases from the initial
sample to make sure all analyses were performed on the same population. All cases that did not
have a valid value on the items that made up the dependent variables were filtered out of the
data set first. In this step 2243 cases were excluded from the data resulting in 37397 remaining
cases. Secondly all cases that did not have a valid value on items regarding the independent
variables (including control- and moderating variables) were filtered out. This reduced the
number of valid cases with 26435, resulting in a final selection of 10310 participants. The fact
that this is almost a third of the original sample is due to the fact that not all participants filled
in the same exact survey. For some respondents the routing lead to a very long survey with a
higher change of dropping out, so it was decided to cut some of the questions for some of the

respondents (CBS, 2020). Because | want to perform my analyses on one and the same sample,




and because by keeping the selection this way the number of valid cases is still over 10.000, it

was decided to not keep any cases with missing or invalid scores in the selection.

Variables & operationalization

Dependent variables

Overall job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is measured by asking the respondents how satisfied
they were with their 1) job, 2) team, and 3) organization. All three items could be answered on
a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 stood for ‘very unsatisfied’ and 5 stood for ‘very satisfied’. After
performing a factor analysis, the three items appear to load on one factor that explains 62,97%
of the variance within the items. This, in combination with a Cronbach’s alpha of .701 as a
reliability outcome, led to the decision of combining all three items into one new overall job
satisfaction variable by taking the mean of the combined scores. A higher score means being

more satisfied with your organization.

Job connectedness. For measuring how connected the respondent feels to their
organization, 4 items were combined. The respondent was given 4 statements and was asked
whether they 1= ‘very much disagree’, 2= ‘disagree’, 3= ‘do not agree, do not disagree’, 4=
‘agree’, or = ‘very much agree’ with them. The following statements were used: 1 “I feel
appreciated within this organization”, 2) “I feel emotionally connected to this organization”,
3) “This organization means a lot to me”, and 4) “I feel like I am a part of the family within
this organization”. The items load on one factor which accounts for 69,68% of the variance
within the items, and have a Cronbach’s Alpha of .851 when performing a reliability analysis,
which is high enough to be considered reliable. The items were combined into one final
connectedness-variable where a higher score stands for a higher level of connectedness to the

organization.

Job enthusiasm. To measure the level of enthusiasm for their job the participants were
asked to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 5, how much they agreed with three statements. 1
meaning that they very much disagreed, 5 meaning that they very much agreed. The statements
were as follows: 1) “My work inspires me”, 2) “I feel happy when I am working hard” 3) “When
| wake up in the morning, | am excited to go to work”. After performing a factor analysis the
items appear to load on one factor, accounting for 69,67% of the variance within this factor. A

reliability analysis shows a Cronbach’s Alpha of .780. The items were combined into a new

10



variable where the score is the mean of the scores of the 3 items. The new variable indicates the

level of job enthusiasm; a higher score means a higher level of enthusiasm.
Independent variables

Workplace discrimination. To measure whether the respondents have been subject to
discrimination at the workplace, I look at the answers to the question: “In the past 12 months,
have you been personally discriminated against at work?”. Participants could answer this
question with the following options: 1) “Yes, because of my gender”, 2) “Yes, because of my
skin color”, 3) “Yes, because of my religion”, 4) “Yes, because of my sexual orientation” 5)
“Yes, because of my age”, 6) “Yes, because of something else”, and 7) “No”. A new,
dichotomous variable has been created to measure subjective workplace discrimination. For
this variable all respondents who chose option 1 through 6 as an answer get a score of (1), and
all respondents who answered with option 7 get a score of (0). Now | have a dichotomous
variable that indicates whether someone thinks they have been subject to workplace

discrimination in the past 12 months (1) or not (0).

Perceived organizational support. POS was measured through the question “How
satisfied are you with the attention of the organization to your personal wellbeing?”.
Participants could answer on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 stands for ‘very unsatisfied’ and 5 for

‘very satisfied’.
Control variables.

Gender. The gender of the participants was determined by directly asking what gender the
participant identified with on the date of filling in the questionnaire. There were 2 options; 1)
“Male” and 2) “Female”. For easier interpretation the values were re-coded into a dummy

variable ‘female’ where 0=male and 1=female.

Age. Age was measured by asking the respondent what their age is on the date of filling
in the questionnaire. The ages were then categorized by the CBS into 10 categories. 1) 0-24yrs,
2) 25-29yrs, 3) 30-34yrs, 4) 35-39yrs, 5) 40-44yrs; 6) 45-49yrs, 7) 50-54yrs, 8) 55-59yrs, 9)
60-64yrs, and 10) 65-125yrs. Because only these categories were included in the dataset and
not the specific age of the respondent, | decided to divide the respondents in three groups where
the first group consists of everyone with a score of 1, 2, or 3 is in one group (0-34 years old),

participants with a score of 4, 5, or 6 are in another group (35-49 years old), and lastly everyone
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with a score of 7, 8, 9, or 10 are in the last group (50+ years old). The categories were added

separately to the regression models as dummy variables.

Migration background. The CBS used their policy administration to determine whether
the respondent has 1) no migration background, 3) a non-western migration background, or a
4) western migration background. | recoded these categories to dummy-variables which were

added separately to the analysis.

Working hours. To control for how much time someone spends at their workplace the
number of contract hours per week is added to the analysis. This information was extracted
from administration data and added to the dataset by the CBS. By law the maximum hours a
person can work a week in the Netherlands is 60. | chose to filter out the 7 respondents that had
more than 60 contractual work hours per week, because those scores are likely a mistake in the
data and 7 cases is only .07% of the whole sample. The score on the eventual variable represents

the number of hours the respondent works contractually at their job per week.

Level of education. The level of education was measured through several questions.
CBS deducted the respondents highest level of education they have had and combined this in
to one variable with 9 possible answers: 1) Lbo, vso, 2) Vmbo, Iwoo, 3) Mavo, 4) Havo, 5) Vwo,
6) Mbo, 7) Hbo, 8) Wo, 9) other. Respondents with a score of 9 are regarded as missing because
‘other’ gives no information on what kind of education the respondent has had. To make the
interpretation of this control variable easier, | recoded the level of education in to three dummy
variables based on the CBS education classification (CBS, 2019). The cases with a score of 1,
2, or 3 on the initial education variable were categorized as having a ‘low level of education’,
the cases with a score of 4, 5, or 6 were categorized as having a ‘medium level of education’,
and lastly the cases with a score of 7 or 8 were categorized as having a ‘high level of education’.

These dummies were added separately to the regression model.

An overview of all used variables can be found in Table 1. To get an idea of how the
data is distributed the descriptive statistics are given separately for the group that has
experienced discrimination and the group that has not. In this table it is clear that the levels of
overall job satisfaction, job connectedness, and job enthusiasm are mainly positive in both
groups, but are lower for the respondents who have experienced discrimination. The outcome
of a more in depth descriptive analysis can be found in the results section.

The majority of respondents in the sample have not experienced discrimination at work

in the last year. The respondents have positive job attitudes overall, and are mostly 50+ years
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old. The gender distribution is almost equal for the whole sample, and most of the respondents
are highly educated. When it comes to migration background for the whole sample the share of
people with no migration background is the biggest. Though, it is clear that the group of
respondents with a non-western migration background is relatively bigger amongst the people
that have experienced discrimination than amongst those who have not. With that, the group of
respondents with no migration background is relatively bigger amongst the people that have
not experienced discrimination than amongst those who have. Lastly, the table shows that

people approximately work 32 contractual hours per week.

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics
Experienced Not experienced
discrimination discrimination

Variable Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Overall job satisfaction 3.38 .82 3.91 .67 1 5
Job connectedness 2.87 .93 3.38 .78 1 5
Job enthusiasm 3.47 .82 3.78 .65 1 5
POS 2.74 1.19 3.49 .98 1 5
Gender (ref=male) .56 a. 45 a. 0 1
Age

0-34 yrs. A7 a. 15 a. 0

35-49 yrs. 32 a. 34 a. 0 1

50-125 yrs. .50 a. 51 a. 0 1
Level of education

Low .04 a. .04 a. 0 1

Medium .23 a. .26 a. 0 1

High 73 a. .70 a. 0 1
Migration background

None .78 a. .90 . 0 1

Western .08 a. .07 a. 0 1

Non-western 14 a. .04 a. 0 1
Work hours 32.46 8.06 32.33 7.28 0 45.92
Valid N 696 9614

(Total=10310)

Strategy of analysis
First, a cross tabulation is done with the main predictor and the three dependent variables to
further elaborate on the distribution of the data and the possible effect of workplace
discrimination on job satisfaction, -connectedness, and -enthusiasm.

To test the hypotheses a multiple regression is performed. This is done in 2 models for

each of the three dependent variables. For the first model the main independent variables
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‘discrimination’ and ‘perceived organizational support’ are added, together with the control
variables. This way the direct effects of discrimination and POS on job satisfaction,
connectedness, and enthusiasm are measured.

In the second model the interaction term of POS is added. This model tests whether the
effect of experiencing discrimination at the workplace on job attitudes differs for people who
are satisfied and who are not satisfied with the attention their organization gives to their
personal wellbeing. Before the results of this model can be interpreted the result of the F-test
needs to be checked. When the output of the F-test is significant (p<.001) that means the
interaction term increases the fit of the model and the results of model 2 can be interpreted.

The results of model 2 will show the difference in the effect of experiencing
discrimination on the three job attitudes, with people who are not so satisfied with their POS as

a reference group.

Results
Descriptive analysis

A cross tabulation between discrimination and job satisfaction, connectedness, and enthusiasm
is performed to get a better idea of how the main variables are distributed. For easier
interpretation the dependent variables are made dichotomous. Originally all three attitude
variables have scores between 1 and 6, where a higher score means more satisfied, more
connected, or more enthusiastic. For this analysis all respondents with a score of 3 or lower get
the label ‘not satisfied’, ‘not connected’, and ‘not enthusiastic’. A score that is higher than 3
will now be labeled ‘satisfied’, ‘connected’, and ‘enthusiastic’. Results of these cross

tabulations are shown in table 3.

As shown in table 2, 86.1% of the respondents are satisfied with their job overall. If you
only look at the group who has not experienced discrimination at work in the last 12 months,
this division stays almost the same: 87,6% of people are satisfied with their job overall, and
12,4% is not. However, when taking a look at the group who has experienced discrimination at
work in the last 12 months, this division shifts to 64,4% of people who are satisfied, and 35,6%
who are not. This difference suggests that there might be a link between discrimination
instances and overall job satisfaction. The same thing can be said for job connectedness. 65.9%
of people feel connected to their job, and for people who have not felt discriminated against
this is 67,4% who do not feel connected. In the group of people who did feel discriminated

14



against in the past 12 months this distribution changes to 55,7% of people who do not feel
connected, and 44,3% who do. This is a shift from the majority of people who have a connection
to their job to a majority who does not. This points at an influence of discrimination at the
workplace on job connectedness. The distribution of people who are enthusiastic about their
job is 83,7% who are, and 16,3% who are not. Again, for the group of employees who have not
experienced discrimination in the past 12 months this distribution remains roughly the same;
84,7% of people who feel enthusiastic and 15,3% of people who do not. For the group that has
experienced discrimination, the portion of people with higher levels of enthusiasm almost
doubles to 30,2% and the portion of people who are not as enthusiastic about their job is 69,8%.
This suggests that discrimination has some effect on job enthusiasm as well as on job
satisfaction and connectedness.

Table 2.
Cross tabulation discrimination x overall job satisfaction, job connectedness, and job enthusiasm

Experienced
discrimination

No Yes Total

Overall job satisfaction Not satisfied (%) 12.4 35.6 13.9
satisfied (%) 87.6 64.4 86.1

Job connectedness Not connected (%) 32.6 55.7 34.1
Connected (%) 67.4 44.3 65.9

Job enthusiasm  Not enthusiastic (%) 15.3 30.2 16.3
Enthusiastic (%) 84.7 69.8 83.7

Source: WERKonderzoek2019

Testing of the hypotheses

First I will interpret the results of the regression analyses for all three job attitudes separately. |
will end this chapter with a brief overview, and in some instances a comparison, of the important

results.

Overall job satisfaction

Model 1. Table 3 shows the results of model 1 for overall job satisfaction. The model has an R?

of .293, which means it explains 29,3% of the variance in job satisfaction. When using this to

2
R =) this results in an f of .41 which according to Cohen’s guidelines

calculate Cohen’s f ( —

(1988) is a large effect of the model. The output of the regression analysis shows a negative

effect of discrimination on overall job satisfaction (B=-.269; p<.001). This indicates that when
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someone has experienced discrimination of any kind at their workplace, the less satisfied they
are with their job, which supports H1.

According to output of the analysis the direct effect of POS on job satisfaction is positive
and significant (B=.353 ; p<.001). The higher the satisfaction regarding the amount of attention
their organization has for their personal wellbeing, the higher the overall job satisfaction. No
direct effects of the control variables are found, except for the positive effect of being female
(B=.046; p<.001). This suggests that women are more likely to be more satisfied with their job.

Model 2. The second model regarding overall job satisfaction is also shown in table 3.
The model contains the interaction term for POS and has a significant value for the F-test
(F=388.79 ; p<.001), which means it increases the model fit and the results can be interpreted.
The R? of the model is still .293, which again leads to a 29,3% of explained variance and a
large effect size of 2 = .41 .

The effect of discrimination at the workplace on job satisfaction is in the second model
still negative and significant (B=-.436 ; p<.001). When inspecting POS the results show a
positive and significant direct effect (B=.347 ; p<.001), as well as a positive and significant
interaction term (B=.060 ; p<.01). These results show that experiencing discrimination at work
could lead to less overall job satisfaction (H1) and more satisfaction with the POS could make
this effect of discrimination less negative. This is in line with H3 which stated that the higher
the satisfaction with the perceived organizational support, the less negative the effect of

workplace discrimination on positive job attitudes.

Job connectedness

Model 1. Table 3 shows the results of the regression analyses for job connectedness. The model
has an R? of .286 which means it explains 28,6% of the variance within the job connectedness
variable. This comes down to a Cohen’s 2 of .40, and is a large effect according to the guidelines
of Cohen (1998). The negative and significant effect of discrimination (B=-.206 ; p<.001)
suggests that experiencing discrimination at work makes people less connected to their job.
This shows support for H1 which stated that the effect of experiencing workplace
discrimination on job connectedness is negative.

The direct effect of POS is positive and significant (B=.411 ; p<.001), which shows that
satisfaction with the amount of attention to personal wellbeing could lead to feeling more

connected to your job. No effect is found for the control variables.
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Model 2. Model 2 contains the interaction term for POS. It has a significant value for
the F-test (F=376.63 ; p<.001), which means it increases the model fit and the results can be
interpreted. The second model has a R? of .287, means it again explains 28.7% of the variance
in job connectedness. This gives the same large effect size as model 1 (f?=.40).

In the second model the effect of workplace discrimination remains significant and
negative (B=.359 ; p<.001). POS has a positive and significant direct effect (B=.406 ; p<.001),
and a positive and significant interaction term (B=.054; p<.05). These results suggest that
undergoing discrimination at work might lead to less job connectedness (H1) and a higher level
of satisfaction with the POS could make this effect of discrimination less negative. This is in
line with H3 which stated that the higher the satisfaction with the perceived organizational
support, the less negative the effect of workplace discrimination on job connectedness.

Job enthusiasm

Model 1. As shown in table 3, the effect of discrimination on job enthusiasm is negative and
significant (B=-.148; p<.001). This found effect suggests that when someone has experienced
any kind of discrimination at their workplace, the less enthusiastic they are with their job. This
is in line with H1, which stated that the effect of experiencing workplace discrimination on job
enthusiasm is negative.

According to model 1 the direct effect of POS on job enthusiasm is positive and
significant (B=.230 ; p<.001). The higher the satisfaction regarding the amount of attention
their organization has for their personal wellbeing, the higher the level of job enthusiasm. Being
female has a positive and significant effect (B=.057; P<.001), which means women are more
likely to be enthusiastic about their job. A negative, significant effect for the younger age
category is found (B=-.077; P<.001) which means that employees under the age of 35 are less
enthusiastic about their job than employees aged 35-49. Lastly there is also an effect found of
contractual work hours per week on job enthusiasm (B=.005; P<.001). This means the more
hours someone works per week, the higher their level of job enthusiasm.

The model has an R? of .135, which means it explains 13,5% of the variance in job

RZ
1-R2

satisfaction. When using this to calculate Cohen’s f2 ( ) this results in an f2 of .16 which

according to Cohen’s guidelines is a medium-sized effect (1988). The model does explain some

of the variance in the dependent variable, but the effect of the independent variables is limited.
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Model 2. The second model regarding overall job satisfaction is also shown in table 3.
The model contains the interaction term for POS and has a significant value for the F-test
(F=147.05; p<.001), which means it increases the model fit and the results can be interpreted.
The R? of the model is .137, which means it explains 13,7% of the variance in job satisfaction.
That is 0,1% more than model 1, and leads to a medium-sized effect of 2 =.16 (Cohen, 1998).

The effect of discrimination at the workplace on job satisfaction is still negative and
significant in the second model (B= -.314; p<.001). The moderator POS has a positive and
significant direct effect (B=.226 ; p<.001), as well as a positive and significant interaction term
(B=.059 ; p<.01). These results show that experiencing discrimination at work could lead to
less overall job satisfaction (H1) and more satisfaction with the POS could make this effect of
discrimination less negative. This supports H3 which stated that the higher the satisfaction with
the perceived organizational support, the less negative the effect of workplace discrimination

on positive job attitudes.

Result overview

The direct effect of discrimination was significant and negative for all three attitudes, but it was
biggest for overall satisfaction (B=-.269), second biggest for job connectedness (B=-.206), and
smallest for job enthusiasm (B=-.148). This partly supports H2 which stated that the effect
would be strongest for connectedness and least strong for enthusiasm.

The moderating effect of POS was positive and significant in all three analyses, and
only slightly differed between the different outcome variables. It was biggest for overall job
satisfaction (B=.060), slightly smaller for job enthusiasm (B.059), and smallest for job
connectedness (B.054).

The effect of being female was positive and significant in the cases of overall job
satisfaction and job enthusiasm (B=.046; B=.057), meaning that being a woman is linked to
being more satisfied and enthusiastic about/with your job. An effect of age was only found for
the younger category in the analysis regarding job enthusiasm (B=-.077). Meaning people who
are between the ages of 35 and 49 are more enthusiastic about their work than people under the
age of 35. The effect of the number of hours you contractually work for your organization was
positive for job enthusiasm (B=.005). The more time you spend on your job, the more

enthusiastic you are regarding your workplace.
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Table 3.

Regression analysis for overall job satisfaction, job connectedness, and job enthusiasm

Overall job Job Job
satisfaction connectedness enthusiasm
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 1  Model 2  Model 1 Model 2
Constant 2.594***  2.614***  1.833*** 1.804*** 2.756*** 2.772***
(.046) (.047) (.068) (.058) (.049) (.049)
Discrimination - 269%*%* - 436*** - 206*%** - 359*** - 148*** - 314***
(.024) (.060) (.027) (.069) (.025) (.064)
POS .353*** 347x** A11*** 406***  230%** 225%**
(.006) (.006) (.007) (.007) (.006) (.006)
Discrimination * 060** .054* .059**
POS (.020) (.023) (.021)
Gender .046*** .046*** 017 .018 057*** .056***
(ref=male) (.013) (.013) (.015) (.015) (.013) (.013)
Age
(ref=35-49yrs)
0-35y/o .031 .031 -.027 -.028 077 *F* L Q77F**
(.018) (.018) (.021) (.021) (.019) (.019)
50-125y/o -.009 -.009 021 .022 .040** 0.40
(.013) (.013) (.015) (.015) (.014) (.014)
Level of education
(ref=low level of educ)
Medium .021 .021 .055 .056 -.006 -.007
(.030) (.030) (.034) (.034) (.032) (.032)
High .029 .029 .045 .047 .027 .027
(.029) (.029) (.033) (.033) (.030) (.030)
Migr. Background
(ref=no migr background)
Western -.023 -.023 .016 .016 .003 .002
(.023) (.023) (.027) (.027) (.025) (.025)
Non-western -.008 -.009 .045 .045 .026 .025
(.029) (.029) (.033) (.033) (.030) (.030)
Work hours .001 .001 .002 .002 .005*** .005***
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
R? .293 .293 .286 287 135 .136
& 41 41 40 40 .16 .16
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.

Notes: Standard errors are between parentheses under the corresponding coefficients. Source:

WERKonderzoek2019
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Discussion

In this paper | tried to answer the question “To what extent does experiencing discrimination
at the workplace affect job satisfaction, -connectedness, and -enthusiasm of employees in The
Netherlands, and how is this effect moderated by perceived organizational support?”. The
answer to this question could give more insight in how the negative effects of discrimination
translate to the workplace, and how the perception of a supportive organization can help lessen
the negative effects. It also tells us more about how different job attitudes are formed, and which
aspect of a job might be influenced by experiencing discrimination more than the other. By
using the Social Exchange theory and earlier research surrounding the subject of workplace
discrimination, job attitudes, and POS, | formed hypotheses that | tested using multiple

regression analyses and data from WERKonderzoek2019.
Findings and implications

A few noteworthy results came from this study. First of all, a negative effect was found of
workplace discrimination on overall satisfaction, connectedness, and enthusiasm. This is
support for the idea that the mechanisms described by the SET are applicable in workplace
situations. When people do not get the same thing out of a situation as they expected, they adjust
their attitudes downwards. When people are discriminated against they do not receive the
treatment that they expected and in exchange they will have a lower level of satisfaction,
connectedness, and enthusiasm.

The strongest effect of discrimination was found for overall job satisfaction, followed
by job connectedness, and the effect on job enthusiasm was the least strong. The SET
mechanism can partly explain this. Discrimination is linked to the social aspect of work. In a
work exchange situation where someone experiences discrimination, the expectations they had
that were social-related will be violated more than the one they had that were task-related. That
is why in turn, task-related attitudes will be adjusted the least. The fact that the analyses show
that job enthusiasm was least affected by discrimination is therefore supporting evidence for
the SET theory at the workplace.

However, because job connectedness was conceptualized as the social aspect of work,
this mechanism did make me expect a strongest effect on job connectedness. This was not
supported in the results. The reason that the overall job satisfaction was the most affected
attitude out of the three, could be because this broader concept contains the measurement of
satisfaction with the team and the whole organization the participant works in. The satisfaction
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with the team is partly a social aspect and says something about the relations you have with
your co-workers. The satisfaction with the organization could be interpreted as satisfaction with
the organizational culture, something that can be strongly related to the way colleagues, bosses,
managers, etc. treat each other. These two elements of ‘overall job satisfaction’ make it
plausible that the exchange mechanism derived from the SET can explain why job satisfaction
is affected most by experiencing workplace discrimination.

Next to these direct effects, a moderating effect of the perceived attention to personal
wellbeing was also found. For all three of the tested job attitudes, the attention to wellbeing
made the direct effect of discrimination less negative. Even though there were differences
between these moderating effects on overall satisfaction, job connectedness, and job
enthusiasm, these differences were too small to draw any hard conclusions on the results.
However, the moderating effect that was found for all three attitudes implies that as an
organization, making sure your employees know that you are looking after them has its benefits
when it comes to them experiencing discrimination at work. Trying to not let discrimination
happen at all still is important, but when it does happen within an organization there are things
that the employer can do to lessen the negative effects; Make employees feel like they are being
looked after by their organization. The perception of support is a factor in how the negative
effects of discrimination are moderated, so when employers implement policies or programs to
help support their employees, an important note is that communicating that the support should

not be overlooked.
Limitations and further research

There are choices made while answering the research question that be done differently in future
research to further expand our knowledge surrounding work place discrimination and job

attitudes.

First of all it is important to notice that this study uses cross-sectional data. When
researching effects using cross-sectional data, there is never the certainty that the effects you
find are causal. For example, the results now show a positive effect of work hours on job
enthusiasm. The effect could arguably work the other way around; the more enthusiastic you
are about your job, the more hours you are willing to work. Cross-sectional data also does not
account for the situation the respondent is at the moment of filling in the survey. A concept like
job satisfaction for example is sensitive to circumstances (deadlines, busy work week, just had

a fun office party). By using longitudinal data you lose a lot of these discrepancies.
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There were also some choices made regarding the operationalization of concepts. For
the predictor for example, this study does not separate different kinds of discrimination (e.g.
age, gender, ethnicity). It is important to know what work place discrimination as a whole does
to the attitudes of employees, because in the end it is the feeling of not being treated fairly that
has impact based on the SET. It can be argued that it does not matter whether this treatment is
because of your gender, age, religion, or skin color, because it all comes down to the fact that
you are not treated in the way you expect. Although, it would be interesting to see whether the
effects differ between different kinds of discrimination. It is not implausible to think that age
discrimination might have a different effect than ethnic discrimination. These differences would

be good to take in to account in further research.

Lastly, the generalizability of this research should be mentioned. A few aspects of this
study limit the level of generalizability. The fact that this study used data from participants who
all work in the Netherlands make the results means | cannot conclude anything about the rest
of the world’s population. Work environments and types of discrimination differ all over the
world, so mechanisms that seem to be active in the Netherlands might work differently in other
countries. On top of that, conclusions based on the results of this study should also be drawn
with caution. The used sample mainly contains people who work in the public sector, are highly
educated, are around the age of 50. This is not a good reflection of the Dutch society, and

conclusions about the population of the Netherlands are therefore hard to draw.

This study explores the effect of discrimination on different kinds of positive job
attitudes, and finds an overall negative effect that is strongest for overall job satisfaction. There
is still a lot of research to be done to grasp the mechanisms behind employees attitudes, but
these results show that workplace discrimination is something that should not be overlooked

by organizations that strive for less absenteeism, more retention, and satisfied employees.
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