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Abstract

Purpose –This study aimed at examining the influence of two important elements of social supports, namely
supervisor support and coworker support, on work engagement among employees in the university setting.
The study also further examined the mediating potentials of meaningful work on the relationships between the
former and the latter.
Design/methodology/approach – The sample study comprised academic and managerial staff members
from a public-sector university in Malaysia. Out of the 420 distributed questionnaires, 216 were received back
fromwhich 177 were found useable and hence were taken further for final data analysis. Statistical software of
SPSS and Smart PLS 2.0 M3 were used to perform data analysis.
Findings – Supervisor support and coworker support were found to be significant predictors of work
engagement. Further, meaningful work was found mediating these relationships.
Originality/value –The findings enrich literature of social support, work engagement, andmeaningful work.
The study is one of the foremost empirical works examining the mediating potential of meaningful work on the
relationships between two social resources (supervisor support and coworker support) and work engagement.
The issue of work engagement is evident in several mainstream work sectors alongside the education sector.
Hence, the research findings are worthy to help understand work engagement issues and how to tackle it in the
education setting.
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1. Introduction
Workers are a distinguished resource incomparable to others within the dogma of resource
tangibility; first and foremost, workers are human who have concern for their well-being,
psychological need, career expectation. In fact, attention to such difference in terms of the
impact on individual well-being and optimal functioning is evident in empirical works

Meaningful
work

Informed consent: The participants were informed about the purpose of our study and that they would
be required to respond to our survey. Participants were also informed that they had a right to decline to
participate in survey. They also had a right to withdraw from our survey at any time point. The
participants were also informed that their personal data would be kept confidential hence this survey
does not pose any potential harm to their reputation professionally or personally.

Conflict of interest: The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest concerning the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald Insight at:

https://www.emerald.com/insight/1741-0401.htm

Received 21 June 2020
Revised 28 April 2021
Accepted 1 May 2021

International Journal of
Productivity and Performance

Management
© Emerald Publishing Limited

1741-0401
DOI 10.1108/IJPPM-06-2020-0321

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-06-2020-0321


trending on the focus of positive psychology (Csikszentmihalyi and Seligman, 2000), hence
psychological resourcefulness. This psychological resourcefulness is popularly known as
“work engagement” (Bakker and Bal, 2010; Salanova et al., 2005; Shimazu et al., 2012).

Work engagement is a positive psychological mindset that enables an individual to
showcase high energy, immersion and focus toward the job (Schaufeli et al., 2002). It is a
healthy work state that puts an individual to perform with zeal, zest and resilience (Maslach
and Leiter, 2008). Work engagement is crucial for organizations aiming to improve
employees’ job performance (Bakker and Bal, 2010). Such researchers as Schaufeli et al. (2010)
had highlighted the prominence of work-engaged employees for businesses in the 21st
century, as they could give their best toward achieving the organizational goals. Work-
engaged people are high in job performance (Ten, Brummelhuis and Bakker, 2012; Bakker
and Demerouti, 2008), customer satisfaction (Bellon et al., 2010), and citizenship behavior
(Rurkkhum and Bartlett, 2012; Saks, 2006). Such individuals, on an average, are 20% high in
customer ratings, satisfaction, and profitability for their respective companies. Conversely,
work disengaged employees can result in poor performance, passive behaviors, and more
customer complaints.

Several notable recent surveys provide an indication on the significance and equally
emphasize on the issue of employee work engagement for organizational performance. The
global-scale Gallup Incorporation’s engagement survey reported that, on average, 87% of the
employees globally were found not engaged at work, leaving behind only 13% who were
engaged. This survey involved 1.4 million employees from 142 countries (Crabtree, 2013;
Sorenson, 2013). Likewise, the survey pertinent to the global condition of engagement carried
out by Deloitte (2015) had revealed that as high as 87% of organizations around the globe
were indeed facing the issue of lack of work engagement among employees.

As much and as often as organizations are confronted by the fast-changing external
operating environment, workers are also pushed to a greater ceiling limit. In the fast-
changing world today, the psychological pressure and work burden workers experience are
conceivably growing, as commitment and expectations from them are stretched over ever
more demanding and evolving work conditions. As such, manifestations such as loss of
interest in continuous service and lower job commitment, and diminished job engagement are
some evidence of performance challenges confronting organizations. Thus, work
engagement has become increasingly important, as studies over time demonstrated its
prominence and that majority of employees-related issues these days were found associated
with employees’ inability in bringing that needed energy and dedication at work (Salanova
et al., 2005). This phenomenon happens in a variety of sectors, no exception to any.

The current study brings to the attention that the above situation is not far from what is
happening among the academic employees in the institutions of higher learning (IHLs). Past
studies presented evidence that lecturers in IHLs of Malaysia expressed the increasingly
stressful working environment (Basarudin et al., 2016). The phenomenon is not complex to
comprehend given the increased competition and drive of universities for higher institutional
ranking locally and internationally. Consequently, lecturers are tasked with greater
workloads and goals related to fulfilling their corresponding key performance indicators
(KPI). It is noticeable that the role of lecturers has been reportedly extended from lecturing to
a variety of other responsibilities. In fact, it was also found that the workloads are being
disproportionate with the benefit received (Basarudin et al., 2016). The prevalence of stress
among lecturers in the Malaysian universities are real. A study in Malaysia has reported the
prevalence of stress among academic staff to be 22.1% (Ismail and Noor, 2016).

As stress at work can significantly disrupt the emotional stability of the affected
individual which then induces a state of disorganization in personality and behavior
(Ofoegbu and Nwadiani, 2006), it is critical to look into this matter. When lecturers are
overloaded and stressed out, they tend to be unable to stay focus and engaged. Notably, such
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a situation does not only affect the lecturers, but its impact also goes on to affect the students.
Further, work engagement is also positively associated with employee productivity
(Hanaysha, 2016). Further, a recent study by Abdul Hamid et al. (2018) has also called for
more studies related to such work-related stress issue among IHL lecturers in Malaysia. The
researchers asserted that despite the extensive change in IHLs of Malaysia regarding
lecturers’workload and the resultant stress, there are only handful of studies that had looked
into the effect of such stress on lecturers’ well-being.

While it is, at best, hopeful that lecturers are able to carry the renewed responsibilities of
the university, it is also deeply concerned that they would not become stressful due to the
workloads. As much as stress is a psychological element, the current study is interested in
finding whether some sort of psychological fine-tuning process could mediate the impact of
the phenomenon, such that stress would not jeopardize lecturers’ work engagement and
productivity. Hence, the formation of meaningful work. The current study believes that if
lecturers feel that all those additional workloads are meaningful to them, it could be
potentially hypothetical to remove or at least reduce the stress factor.

Given the above rationalization, the current study was interested in examining work
engagement and the mediating effect of meaningful work in the context of universities in
Malaysia. In the view of enhancing work engagement among workers, the literature study
had informed two potential job resources that address workers’ psychological needs, namely
support from supervisor and support from coworker. According to researchers such as
Bakker and Bal (2010), and Crawford et al. (2010), job resources in the form of the
psychological tenet like support from supervisor and support from coworker are valuable for
constructive development of work engagement, as they were found to foster energy,
dedication and vigor within employees.

Specifically, the examination of meaningful work as the mediating variable between
psychological support (from supervisor and coworkers) and work engagement is different
from the previous line of conventional studies which mostly focuses on employee
commitment and or satisfaction (Geldenhuys et al., 2014; Kuvaas, 2008). This study calls
for scrutiny into variable which is of closer relevance to psychological appeal of workers,
namely meaningful work. Meaningful work is judgment of an individual about their work
being purposeful and important (Rosso et al., 2010). Meaningful work bridged the gap
between workers’ psychological longing for appreciation and the organization’s well-being.
Employees are likely to perceive work as meaningful when they can clearly understand their
work and see how their personal abilities could be matched to accomplish valuable
contributions for their organization and their psychological need.

Given the alluded, the current study was set out to establish empirical understandings as
to how meaningful work could mediate the relationship between psychological supports
(supervisor and coworker supports) and work engagement outcome in the context of
Malaysian HLIs.

2. Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1 Work engagement
Engagement is a psychological component, primarily intrinsic in nature as it related to the
inner self of a person (Kahn, 1990). Work engagement was first conceptualized by Kahn
(1990), as harnessing and nurturing of organizational employees’ selves so that they
contribute physically, cognitively and emotionally towards their work roles. Work
engagement is a positive psychological mindset that enables an individual to showcase
high energy, immersion, and focus towards the job (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Another prominent
conceptualization of work engagement comes from Maslach and Leiter (2008), according to
whom engagement is an energetic state of involvement with personally fulfilling activities
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that enhances one’s sense of professional efficacy. In parallel, building upon Kahn (1990)
definition of engagement, Rich et al. (2010) asserted engagement as individuals investing their
hands, head, and hearts in their performance. Likewise, Christian et al. (2011) have defined
engagement as the holistic involvement and investment of an individual self in terms of
cognitive, emotional, and physical energies.

Essentially, work engagement is a healthy work state that puts an individual to perform
with zeal, zest and resilience (Maslach and Leiter, 2008). In this view, work engaged
employees were high in resilience, energy and absorption, hence giving their best towards
the work.

2.2 Supervisor support and work engagement
Relevant to workplace and work engagement, supervisor support and coworker support are
two variables recognized as important social support factors. Studies have reported
concerning the significance of job resources that principally are psychological work features
that could make an effective contribution in fostering work outputs while reducing the
negative impact of the stressing work aspects to effectively achieve the work and task goals
(Demerouti et al., 2001). Job resources typically include social support from supervisor and
coworkers and have been empirically concluded to predict work engagement (Albrecht et al.,
2015; Swanberg et al., 2011; Saks, 2006). The coming proceeding sessions discuss supervisor
support and coworker support in-depth alongside their empirical relationship with work
engagement.

Past studies showed that support and facilitation prospects help people to find a higher
purpose in their work (Arnold et al., 2007; Sparks and Schenk, 2001). Social support has been
highlighted as featuring facilitation offering, problem resolution, recognition, and
cooperation from supervisor and coworkers, bringing about positive attitude and
behavioral changes, whereby an individual feels valued and encouraged (Staw et al., 1994).
Social support is also found related to satisfaction with job (Cummins, 1989; Ducharme and
Martin, 2000), reducing stress (Viswesvaran et al., 1999), and make-compatible to perform the
assigned tasks (Byrne and Hochwarter, 2006; Walumbwa et al., 2011).

Specifically, supervisor support “refers to the general opinion and belief that one’s
supervisor cares about their well-being and appreciates their contribution” (Rhoades and
Eisenberger, 2002). Studies in the domain of work engagement found supervisor support as
the core influencer of work well-being (Saks, 2006; Rich et al., 2010). These studies concluded
that perception about supervisory support significantly enhanced work engagement. This
indicates that employees’ perceiving positive about their immediate supervisor’s support,
and recognition feel more energetic, equipped, and engaged at work. Further, other empirical
investigations conducted in different occupational settings and work sectors had also
provided credence to support the importance of supervisor support in boosting employees’
work well-being hence, predicting work engagement (Bakker et al., 2006; Caesens et al., 2014;
James et al., 2011; Swanberg et al., 2011). These studies have agreed that regardless of the job
nature and sector, supervisor support is of critical significance for everyone. Supervisor’s
support brings balance in work and family life which helps them to work with more
engagement (Swanberg et al., 2011). In view of this, it can be asserted that the way supervisor
coach, recognize and acknowledge helps employees to boost well-being at work (Caesens
et al., 2014).

Past studies have also demonstrated evidence of supervisory support as a noteworthy
predictor of work engagement (Barkhuizen et al., 2014; Swanberg et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007; Mauno et al., 2007; Saks, 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006). For instance, Swanberg et al.’s
(2011) study on greater supervisory support reported high level of work engagement among
workers in the retail sector.
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In the sense that supervisor support is crucial for smoothening a subordinate’s work and
job roles through facilitation, problem-solving, and recognition which further facilitate them
to work with high connectivity, energy, and psychological resourcefulness, the following
hypothesis is indicated.

H1. There is a positive relationship between supervisor support and work engagement.

2.3 Coworker support and work engagement
Coworker support denotes the amount of support an employee perceives at work from
colleagues (Van Dierendonck et al., 1998). Coworker support plays a vital role in facilitating
employees in enabling them to perform well at work through boosting psychological well-
being (Cho et al., 2018). Workplaces where employees receive adequate support from their
coworkers, may encourage workers to express their energy and dedication towards their
work and perform their tasks with full immersion (Karatepe et al., 2010).

Further, support from coworkers develops a sense of belonging amongst the peers and
active support in job-related problems in a friendly manner, which significantly boosts work
well-being (Anitha, 2014). Therein, studies have also empirically asserted that support
resources, particularly during complex work situations, can significantly boost energy and
work immersion (e.g. Caesens et al., 2014; Bakker et al., 2007; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004).
These studies have generally agreed that coworkers can actively keep each other engaged at
work through supporting, acknowledging, and facilitating. This leads towards
comprehending that since coworker support is an immediate, firsthand social support
prospect, its importance and significance in the workplace is indispensable to bring the best
of people efforts at work.

In fact, studies across various sectors and geographical settings have also provided
evidence of the promising role of coworker support in nurturing work engagement (Caesens
et al., 2014; Hakanen et al., 2005; Tiapale et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009; Mauno et al.,
2007). For instance, the study of Caesens et al. (2014) examined the association between
coworker support and work engagement amongst 425 doctoral scholars and found a
significant empirical link between these two. Indeed, some of the studies also found
coworkers support as highly significant for boosting work engagement, compared to other
job resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2008). The above discussion solidifies that constructive
coworker would give rise to the psychological well-being of employees, such that the support
would enable them to perform at higher levels of immersion, energy, and absorption.
Therefore, the following hypothesis was forwarded.

H2. There is a positive relationship between coworker support and work engagement.

2.4 The mediating potential of meaningful work
Given a situation whereby employees receive considerable help and support from their
supervisors and coworkers, it is likely that the work would start making more sense and
meaning. Theoretical arguments can be traced back to those outlining different work
prospects inducing meaningful ness of work (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1980). There is
empirical evidence available specifically suggesting a strong impact of supervisory
authorities such as leaders towards developing meaningfulness of work (e.g. Arnold et al.,
2007). Accordingly, scholars have also described that meaningfulness of work is at times the
most important prospect for people and drives individuals to considerably enhance their
work engagement (Geldenhuys et al., 2014). In fact, some scholarly evidence also refers to
supervisory and coworker support as the key ingredients for meaningful work (e.g. Fairlie,
2011). This principally comes from the psychological well-being domain where authors have
indicated driving meaning as the key human objective (Britt et al., 2001).
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The term meaning brings a sense of “life meaning, purpose and coherence” (Ryff, 2000,
p. 132). According to Oldham et al. (1976), meaningful work denotes to employee perception
about the job being generally significant, valuable, and worthwhile. Meaningful work is
basically judgment of an individual about their work being purposeful and important (Rosso
et al., 2010). In the views of Shuck and Rose (2013), meaningful work is the significance of
work personally perceived by the individual. Meaningful work is when employees believe
that the work is significant and serves a vital purpose (Ahmed et al., 2019). An employee is
likely to experience work as meaningful when he/she clearly understands the work, their
personal abilities, and how efforts made by them can make a valuable contribution towards
the organization and social life.

How meaningful work can be associated with work engagement in the capacity that
engenders mediating effect can be empirically contended in several ways. First, there has
been a positive relationship found between social support and meaningful work. Scholarly
evidence indicates the prominence of support at work from supervisors and colleagues in
fostering work meaningfulness. For instance, Tummers and Knies (2013) examined the
leader-member exchange relationship where they tested how employees felt when their
immediate supervisors understood their needs and helped them solve their problems. The
study reported a positive impact, which hence highlighted the role of notable contribution
from support at work. Equally, the study by Paterson et al. (2014) landed support for the
impact of support climate at work towards what they referred to as thriving at work, making
the work vital and contributory. Thus, the significance of support prospects at work,
including supervisors and coworkers, towards boosting the sense of significance and
purposefulness of their work is empirically established. In fact, the Meaningful Work
Inventory (MWI) developed by Fairlie (2011) has reportedly included supervisor and
coworker support as one of the most important pillars to boost employee outcomes, including
work meaningfulness.

In addition to the above positive association, the qualitative values ofmeaningful work are
also suggestive. Past studies contended that perceiving work to be meaningful is very
important for people at work (Fairlie, 2011b; Jung and Yoon, 2016). Thus, employees should
ideally be more connected and immersed with the work that they find meaningful. Other
researchers had also asserted the element of meaningfulness as highly relevant to several
work outcomes such as motivation, health and happiness (Grant et al., 2007). In addition, a
recent meta-analysis also found meaningful work to be related with various work outcomes
such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, efficacy, performance and overall life
satisfaction (cf. Hu and Hirsh, 2017).

Also supporting the mediating potential of meaningful work are past scholarly works
which demonstrated significant positive association between meaningful work and work
engagement; or in other words, meaningful work was found significantly predicting work
engagement (Arnold et al., 2007; Britt et al., 2001; Fairlie, 2011a, b; Olivier and Rothmann,
2007; Steger et al., 2013). For instance, such scholars as Fairlie (2011a, b) concluded that
employees’ perceptions of work being meaningful boost psychological work well-being, thus
predicting work engagement. Similarly, Arnold et al. (2007) examined employees of a long-
term care facility in Canada. The researchers highlighted that job that brings meaning to an
employee also plays a critical role in fostering work well-being. Likewise, in the sense that,
work being meaningful provides a real purpose for doing the job, Steger et al.’s (2013) study
found meaningful work to significantly predict work engagement among employees in a
major Western research university.

In addition,meaningful workwas also found as a notablemediator in past studies pertinent
to performance and individual psychological work well-being prospects. For example, the
study by Arnold et al. (2007), investigated the healthcare sector and reported mediation of
meaningful work in the relationship between transformational leadership and psychological
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well-being. Such evidence helps establish that supportive prospects at work like
transformational leaders who are popular for their supportive traits (Kark and Shamir,
2002) can help enhance work well-being In fact, empirical evidence in past studies had also
demonstrated the theoretical possibility of the importance of incorporating a mediating
variable in enriching explanation for framework of work engagement. For instance, service
climate was found to mediate the relationship between job resources and work engagement
(Salanova et al., 2005). Similarly, self-efficacy was revealed a significant mediator for the
relationship between transformational leadership andwork engagement (Salanova et al., 2011).

Above all, the mediating effect of meaningful work on the relationship between work
support (supervisory and support) and work engagement is also in congruence with Kahn’s
(1990) understanding with regards to Conservation of Resources Theory (COR) (Hobfoll,
1989). COR theory asserts that accretion and accumulation of resources is critical for
nurturing individual behaviors. The crux of COR theory outlines that people as individuals
are driven towards acquiring, securing and fostering resources, and these resources help
them to avoid negative consequences. In line with this, it can be theoretically implied that
employees who can garner support from coworkers or supervisors would tend to persist on
positive work behaviors and avoid the related negative consequences caused by emotional
triggers and workload. Typically, the negative consequences are easily extensible to future
complexities and have ruinous implications on the psychological shaping of meaning at
works. Such implication is also specified by COR theory, in that value and capitalization of
resources are expectedly rising particularly when the stressors at work are high
(Hobfoll, 2002).

For instance, the acquisition, retaining and protection of supervisor support, coworker
support will be more positively influential when job demands like workload and emotional
demands are high. The resources may vary across jobs, personal or organizational levels. It is
also notable that the JD-R model of work engagement is also primarily based on the premise
of COR theory (Demerouti et al., 2001). Likewise, the COR theory has also been the
underpinning theory used in numerous empirical studies which examined work engagement
(Caesens et al., 2014; Llorens et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009;
Hakanen et al., 2005, 2006, 2008).

Building upon the empirical and theoretical bases discussed above, the current study
attempted to test the potential mediating role of meaningful work on the relationship between
both social supports (supervisor support and coworker support) and work engagement.
Hence, the following hypotheses were forwarded.

H3. Meaningful work mediates the relationship between supervisor support and work
engagement.

H4. Meaningful work mediates the relationship between coworker support and work
engagement.

3. Methodology
3.1 Procedures and sample
Data for the present study was gathered from among academic and managerial staffs in
Universiti UtaraMalaysia, Kedah. Using the simple random sampling approach, a total of 420
sets of questionnaires were distributed. The survey yielded 216 returned questionnaires, out
of which 177 were found useable. This number represented a response rate of 51.4%. Of the
177 respondents, 113 were female, and 44 were male workers. They were composed of 116
lecturers, 6 administrative officers, and 38 heads of management.

All hypothesized relationships were tested using Partial Least Squares structural
equation modeling. Specifically, SmartPLS 2.0 software was used for data analysis
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(Ringle et al., 2005). Bootstrapping procedures was used to assess the significance of the
formulated path coefficients. Following the recommendations for two-stage analytical
procedures (Anderson andGerbing, 1988), measurementmodel assessment was performed to
assess the reliability and validity of the constructs followed the assessment of structural
model for hypotheses testing.

3.2 Measurement
Work engagement wasmeasured using the nine-itemUtrecht university scale, also popularly
known as Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). The scale has been extensively
employed in scholarly studies of work engagement (Seppala et al., 2009; Schaufeli et al., 2002).
The reliability evidence for the UWES scale was provided by a more recent study which
reported a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.86 (Breevaart et al., 2016).

Supervisor support was gauged through an eight-item PSOS scale of Rhoades et al. (2001).
The scale has also recorded a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.87 in a more recent study (Pati and
Kumar, 2010).

Coworker Support was measured using the nine-item scale of Van Veldhoven and
Meijman (1994). The scale contains items pertaining to relations with the coworkers,
availability of help, appreciation, and conflicts (if any) with the coworkers. A Cronbach’s
alpha value of 0.81 was reported in a study by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004).

Meaningful work was captured using the 7-item scale by Ashmos and Duchon (2000). The
scale reported a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.85. The scale comprises positive worded
questions, inquiring about experience of joy, connection, meaning, and significance of
workers’ work towards their lives and broader life goals.

4. Analyses and findings
4.1 Assessment of measurement model
Prior to hypotheses testing, all the constructs were subject to examination of construct
reliability and validity (convergent validity and discriminant validity). Table 1 demonstrates
the scores of standardized loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and composite
reliability retrieved from the measurement model analysis. According to Chin (1998),
individual item loadings should be 0.5 or above. On this basis, four and one items of coworker
support andmeaningful workwere deleted, respectively. Further, composite reliability scores
of above 0.70 were also observed in all constructs understudied, ranging from 0.918 to 0.968.
These scores were consistent with the threshold recommended by of Hair et al. (2014). The
analysis also revealed evidence of convergent validity, given that AVE values of all
constructs were well above the acceptable threshold of 0.50 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). For the
purpose of discriminant validity assessment, recommendations Fornell and Larker (1981)
were employed. Accordingly, the square root values of AVE should be greater than the
correlation coefficient between the constructs of the model. As reported in Table 2, this
criterion was met.

4.2 Structural model assessment
Depicted in Figures 1 and 2 are the structural models run for two direct associations and two
mediating effects, respectively.

Figure 1 revealed statistical evidence for supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2. As was
hypothesized, supervisor support was found to have a significant strong influence on work
engagement. (β 5 0.306, t 5 3.714, p 5 0.00). Similarly, assessment of the path coefficients
(β 5 0.398) and the significance level (t-value5 5.492, p < 0.000) in Figure 1 also indicated a
rather strong significant relationship between coworker support and work engagement.

To test the mediating hypotheses, the study followed the bootstrapping procedures
recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008). As depicted in Figure 2, Hypothesis 3 which
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tested the mediating potential of meaningful work on the relationship between supervisor
support andwork engagement, was found significant. The bootstrapping procedure revealed
an indirect effect with a rather strong significance (β 5 0.171 [0.324*0.528], t-value5 5.459).
Further, the significant indirect effect was also supported by the results of the 95%
bootstrapping confidence interval [LL 5 0.110, UL 5 0.232], which did not straddle zero.

Likewise, statistical significance was also evident for Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 was put
forth to test the mediating effect of meaningful work on the association between coworker
support and work engagement. The mediated path was found significant at the t-value of

Constructs Items Standardized loadings AVE CR R-square

Work engagement 0.692 0.947 0.279
WE1 0.727
WE2 0.757
WE3 0.879
WE4 0.862
WE5 0.839
WE6 0.756
WE8 0.924
WE9 0.890

Meaningful work 0.791 0.968 0.408
MW1 0.897
MW2 0.924
MW3 0.929
MW4 0.778
MW5 0.930
MW6 0.928

Supervisor support 0.565 0.920
SS1 0.836
SS2 0.772
SS2 0.808
SS3 0.751
SS4 0.770
SS6 0.555
SS7 0.799
SS8 0.777
SS9 0.655

Coworker support 0.692 0.918
COS1 0.849
COS2 0.908
COS3 0.845
COS4 0.863
COS5 0.676

Note(s): CR denotes composite reliability

Latent correlations COS MW SS WE

Coworker support (COS) 0.832
Meaningful work (MW) 0.612 0.889
Supervisor support (SS) 0.217 0.606 0.752
Work engagement (WE) 0.627 0.533 0.625 0.832

Note(s): Scores in the diagonal refers to AVEs while the off-diagonals scores are squared correlations

Table 1.
Measurement model

Table 2.
Discriminant validity
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4.299 (β 5 0.183 [0.347*0.528]), with the 95% bootstrapping confidence interval not
straddling zero [LL 5 0.100, UL 5 0.267]. The results of all hypotheses testing are
summarized in Tables 3 and 4

Figure 1.
Structural model of the
direct relationships

Figure 2.
Structural model of
mediating effects
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5. Discussion and implications
The study was aimed at examining the influence of two important elements of social
supports, namely supervisor support and coworker support, on work engagement
(Hypothesis H1 and Hypothesis H2). The study further examined the mediating potentials
of meaningful work on these relationships (Hypotheses H3 and H4).

First and foremost, the study found significant statistical support for Hypotheses H1 and
H2, and that supervisor support and coworker support were found to assert significant
influence onwork engagement. These findings corroborated past studies of positive effects of
both, supervisor and coworker support on work engagement. Generally, the findings upheld
that support at work was indeed valuable, and that facilitation features from supervisor and
coworker were able to provide psychological booster that would move employees to deliver
their best in the assigned roles and responsibilities, and hence high engagement in their work
(Taipale et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).

Specifically, the finding of significant positive impact of supervisor support on work
engagement is in agreement with past studies which heightened the contribution of healthy
supervisor support towards fostering employees’ psychological capabilities, such that they
were able to bring energy, dedication, and immersion in their work (Bakker et al., 2006;
Caesens et al., 2014; James et al., 2011; Swanberg et al., 2011). Likewise, the significant
influence of coworker support on work engagement found in this study can also be traced
back to previous scholarly works (Demerouti et al., 2001; Hakanen et al., 2008; Taipale et al.,
2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008, 2009). Both the significant positive influences were indeed
consistent with the explanation of Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which
asserts the positive influence of resources at work on employee behaviors. According to
Conservation of Resources Theory, people tend to obtain, retain and protect resources which
they view to be vital to enhance their work behaviors and outcomes.

Further, the current study had also found significant mediation effects of meaningful
work on both the direct effects: supervisor support-work engagement association and
coworker support- work engagement, hence supporting hypotheses H3 and H4. The
significant mediation was in line with COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989). As accretion and
accumulation of resources is viewed as critical to nurture individual behaviors, individuals
therefore are driven towards acquiring, securing, and fostering resources, and that these
resources help them avoid negative consequences. In the context of workload and the

Hypothesis Relationship Beta (β) Standard error t-value Decision

H1 SS → WE 0.398 0.072 5.492 Supported
H2 COS → WE 0.306 0.082 3.714 Supported

Hypotheses/
Relationship

Path
a

Path
b

Indirect
effect SE t-values

Bootstrapped
confidence
interval

Decision
95%
LL

95%
UL

H3: SS → MW → WE 0.324 0.528 0.171 0.031 5.459 0.110 0.232 Supported
H4: COS→MW→WE 0.347 0.528 0.183 0.043 4.299 0.100 0.267 Supported

Note(s): SE denotes standard error

Table 3.
Hypotheses testing

results of direct
relationships

Table 4.
Results of mediating

effect
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consequential adverse emotions among lecturers in universities, it can be implied that,
employees who can garner supports from coworkers or supervisor would tend to avoid the
related negative consequences caused by the emotional triggers and workload, and hence are
better able to persist on positive work behaviors. This has an important implication to the
constructive formation of good psychological element like meaningfulness of work. Further,
COR theory also specified that the value and capitalization of resources are expectedly rising
particularly when the stressors at work are high (Hobfoll, 2002).

In addition, there is also empirical evidence demonstrating the theoretical potentials of
meaningful work as a significant mediator in past studies which focused on individual
performance and psychological work well-being prospects (Arnold et al., 2007; Cai et al., 2018;
Soane et al., 2013). In fact, it is also evidently suggestive in past studies about the importance
of incorporating a mediating variable in studies of work engagement.

Besides, the significant mediating effect was also partly explicable by both significant
indirect effects in this study. Statistical significances in these partial effects are also
consistent with past scholarly works. Empirical indications exist in support of the positive
relationship between social supports and meaningful work. For instance, Tummers and
Knies (2013) examined the leader-member exchange relationship where they tested how
employees felt when their immediate supervisors understood their needs and helped them
solve their problems. The study revealed a positive impact, which highlighted the role of
contribution from support at work. Likewise, significant positive association between
meaningful work and work engagement is also evident (Arnold et al., 2007; Britt et al., 2001;
Fairlie, 2011a, b; Olivier and Rothmann, 2007; Steger et al., 2012).

In implication, social support features (supervisor support and coworker support) at work
play a crucial role in improving employees’ work engagement in the university setting. In
order to promote employees’ work engagement, university’s staff upgrading, and
enhancement efforts should focus on how healthy and constructive work relationship
could be developed between employees with their supervisors and coworkers. Specifically,
the university work community should seek creative approaches which promote efficient
facilitation from supervisors to subordinates, good relations building between coworkers,
inculcation of appreciative culture and friendly gestures, and etcetera. As amatter of fact, the
significant influence of coworker support on an employee’s psychological state of
engagement in work could be comprehended rather straight forward. This is because in a
work environment, there are countless chances where an employee is required to engage with
other employees to accomplish official work tasks assigned. Along the way, employees
establish reliance on their coworkers and build friendships through sharing.

However, universitiesmust pay attention to ensureworkmeaningfulness in positions held
by their employees if they aim to ensure the continuous influence of social supports on
employees’ work engagement. Enrichment of job tasks should be monitored such that
employees would see their worthiness in the eyes of the employer and feel psychologically
valued. Meaningfulness of work, while manifesting the intrinsic value and usefulness of
oneself as an employee hired for a particular job, it also induces emotional attachment
towards the job in employees themselves, which boosts their level of immersion into their job.

Further, to sustain the positive influence of social support on employees’ work
engagement, at a more specific level, the university work community should also strive to
facilitate employees in developing their very own sense of meaningfulness with their work.
Such an initiative may take various forms of development, such as those that would help
employees see how their work can be aligned to their career goals, life plans, and general
achievement aims (Ashmos and Duchon, 2000). In short, it was also fair to establish that
employees who perceivedmeaningfulness in their work were indeed in a better psychological
stance to see how social supports from supervisors and coworkers could be capitalized to help
their working and engagement in their own job task.
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6. Contributions of the study
6.1 Theoretical implications
The theoretical contributions of the study are multifold. At first, we examined the
relationship between supervisor support, coworker support, and work engagement to further
strengthen the available empirical shreds of evidence pertaining to these relationships.
Notably, the study tested the mediation of meaningful work to unearth the potential “back-
end” it plays in giving rise to these relationships. The results have empirically signified the
encouraging role of meaningful work as an (Cai et al., 2018), to predict positive behaviors and
outcomes such as work engagement. Accordingly, the study attempted to examine these
factors in the education sector of Malaysia whereby, no significant empirical attempts could
be tracked from the prior studies. Equally, our findings have significantly contributed
towards enriching theoretical understanding of positivework-based state by highlighting the
back-end role of meaningful work towards nurturing supervisor support, coworker support
and work engagement relationship. In parallel, the findings of the present study have also
reinforced Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), explaining how resources at
work can enhance individual work behaviors and outcomes. In addition, the significant
mediation results in the study have brought to light the potential of meaningful work as a
mechanism to explain the formation of positive impacts of both supervisor support and
coworker support to predict work engagement. Notably, in some way, our findings have also
responded to Ahmed et al. (2016), stressing on examining meaningful work and work
engagement association. Thus, the study offers a new understanding and extends the
application of support factors to bring meaning to work for enhanced employee behaviors
and outcomes.

6.2 Practical implications
The positive results of the present study have re-energized the connection between
supervisor support, coworker support, and work engagement thus, underlining interesting
prospects for commercial practitioners towards understanding work engagement prediction.
The study has highlighted how meaningful work may help organizations to address the
grieving issue of work engagement. The findings outline that for businesses offering healthy
supervisor and coworker support to employees to give their utmost towards the assigned job
roles, efforts should also be made to make them view their work as meaningful.

More importantly, the significant results pertaining to meaningful work highlight new
arena that practitioners may focus on helping address the work engagement crisis.
Therein, the study encourages practitioners to outline and take responsive efforts to help
employees view their work to be significant, contributory, and worthy for themselves and
the organization at large. For this, organizational authorities may work on the design and
implementation of prospects (i.e. coaching and mentoring) that will help employees
understand and deepen the psychological association with the work by realizing the
important and contributory nature of their work. Accordingly, organizational leaders
may also consider re-thinking on the different job roles and working relationships to see
how they could be reformed to not only satisfy employees’ extrinsic desires but also the
intrinsic prospects such as meaningful work. Equally, organizations may also try to see if
they could provide additional features such as learning and career growth opportunities
to help enhance work meaningfulness (Ahmed and Ismail, 2020) to boost work
engagement.

6.2.1 Limitation and scope for future research.While there are worth-noting contributions,
there are some limitations. Firstly, the study collected cross-sectional data to test the
hypothesized relationships, limiting postulations of causal inferences. Hence, longitudinal
studies on themodel could be an avenue for future exploration. Secondly, despite the fact that
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the present model was established based on theoretical and empirical bases, there could be
other alternatives to consider. For example, testing meaningful work perception as the
moderator on the relationship between supervisor support, coworker support, and work
engagement. Accordingly, the datawas collected through single sourcewhich raises the issue
of monomethod bias. Though, this may not be a critical risk factor towards the present study
results’ validity, as there was no correlation between the variables of the study was found
(Lindell and Whitney, 2001). Accordingly, the study has responded towards the calls,
highlighting the acute significance of meaningful work. Notably, the findings have advanced
our understanding of meaningful work and how it can interplay in between provided job
resources at work for profound employee behaviors and outcomes.
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