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[bookmark: _Toc6564212]Introduction
The Hong Kong Government has initiated the public sector reform in 1989, the ideas of the reform are the bring up the concept of “business-oriented” and “consumer-oriented” to the public sector service.(Cheung, 1996)  A series of policies has been making out:  Cutting down the over-time payment; contracting out some of the work, contract base instead of permanent employment. (Efficiency Unit HKSAR,2019)  One of the goals of the public sector reform is to reduce the number of civil servants to lower down the government expenditure. To reach the pre-set goal, the Hong Kong Government to employ under the non-civil service terms or contract out to other agents.  To avoid intra-competition of staff, the non-civil servant and the salary of the staffs will follow the salary guideline of government.  The reform initiatives weaken the permanent nature and the job security for the employees work in public sector. (Wong, 2013)  In order to maintain the consistence of the organization operation, therefore the senior management level of the public sector employees will NOT be affected.  Most of the contract-based employees are lower level staffs e.g. the clerical supports or research assistants. The lack of job security and promotion pathway may cause less job satisfaction of the supporting staffs.  

Through this research, we are going to examine if it is the fact that the support staff in public sector have low job satisfaction due to the reform, and it would cause the result of low performance among the support staffs in public sector.  


[bookmark: _Toc6564213]Conceptualization of this study:
The degree of job satisfaction will affect the degree of employee’s performance of the supporting staffs in public sector.


Performance 
(Dependent Variable)
Job Satisfaction
(Independent Variable)


                                                     

[bookmark: _Toc6564214]Literature review
[bookmark: _Toc6564215]Job performance
When we refer to the term “job performance”, we might link with the term productivity.  Productivity tends to be countable, e.g. the profit or the turnover that the team has created.  While job performance tends to me more qualitative measure, e.g. how good is your supervisory ability, the participation on team activities, the quality of your communication effectiveness etc…. (Pincus, 1986)  Performance can be measured in different framework and dimensions:  task performance; counterproductive behavior and organizational citizenship behavior.(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000)

Task performance can define as the degree of expertise that individual employee can perform in the job assigned by the company. Moreover, task performance also can refer to the professional input on professional know-how on the production or operation process directly and indirectly. With reference to Murphy (1989), task performance involves the achievement of the responsibility and target stated on the job request assigned by the company.(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000)  
The term ‘counterproductive behavior” reflecting it is interrupting the efficiency of the organization, therefore overall productivity will be declined. (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000)  We can figure out four dimensions of counterproductive behavior, they are boastfulness, misuse of team resources, interpersonal aggression and parasitism. Parasitism is a free-rider behavior, relying on others effort to complete the assigned job. If individual employee has this kind of behavior, obviously will have poor job performance.  The interpersonal aggression, the typical interpersonal aggression is isolation, it will create an unpleasant working environment and stress for employee, and it definitely will affect the induvial performance. The third dimension is the misuse of team resources, mishandling on the team resources or equipment will create waste, for example, short shelf life of electronics equipment due to the improper usage, spending time to do private matter during the office hours etc….this behavior will directly affect the output of the team and the performance of the whole team will decline.  The last dimension is the boastfulness, it is a similar idea of organization culture, if the majority of the employees are less motivated and do not eager to take up more responsibility, it will become an organizational culture and the majority of employees will become less productive. Hence, the overall performance of the organization will become low.(Aubé & Rousseau, 2014)  Individual output is one of the indicators of performance and the team performance is based on the team members personal output. 

[bookmark: _Toc6564216]Job Satisfaction
According the Locke, job satisfaction is an emotional reaction, the degree of pleasure or displeasure on the particular job will create different job attitude.  The individual job achievement or enhancing the job accomplishment create the recognize the contribution or value at his/ her work will create job satisfaction, via versa it will become job dissatisfaction. To measure with the degree of job satisfaction, we can pay attention to three aspect during individual appraisal.  First is the awareness of characteristic of assigned job. Second, the individual value standard implicitly and explicitly.  Last is the critical thinking mindset and judgement between individual perceptions and value.(Locke, 1969)

[bookmark: _Toc6564217]Relation between job satisfaction and performance
There are few scholars discussing the factors affecting the job satisfaction like the Herzberg’s Motivation – Hygienic theory and Adam’s Equity Theory.  The Equity Theory are taken from exchange dissonance and social comparison theory, it is a theory to estimate how a person interact the relationships with others. The individual appraises the relationship with the company by evaluating and compare the proportion of outcome and input compare with other teammates.  If the proportion of input and outcome of other teammates apparent to be unequal, then inequality occurs. The more inequity that an individual experienced, the more suffering that individual will be experienced. If the condition of inequity does not improve and maintain a certain period of time, the individual will be lost intension to do something to renovate the situation and will decided to leave the workplace. (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987)  The pay scale for the employees in public sectors are clearly defined, it will be based on the individual academic background; professional qualification and working experience in specific area.  The promotional scheme will be based on certain period of working experience on that particular position.  The design on the salary package and promotional system is to avoid inequity in the bureaucratic system. Therefore, it is not really suitable to apply for Adam’s Equity theory in this survey as our target is supporting staffs in public sector.

Herzberg’s idea that the contrary of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction, it is “no satisfaction” indeed.  For example, the office will provide the cold and hot distilled water, some of the employees may looking for some more choices of drinks like coffee; tea or hot chocolate etc. This situation, the employees are not feeling satisfy but we cannot say they are dissatisfying.  One day, if the administer announce that the company no longer supply the distilled water, employees needs to purchase himself/ herself, such policy will cause employees dissatisfy. (Tietjen & Myers, 1998)  Herzberg suggested that satisfiers are linked with the work nature and rewarding system.   The most powerful satisfiers to the adoption of individual’s need for self-actualization and self-realization on his/ her work. (House & Wigdor, 1967)  Herzberg two-factors theory has two factors, one is the motivators and the other is hygiene factors. Motivators (intrinsic factors) include recognition; achievement; prospect; advancement; responsibility and work context.  Hygiene (extrinsic factors) include: Pay, supervision; coworkers, working condition; job security and status. (Tietjen & Myers, 1998)

With reference to Herzberg, the hygiene factors will only cause interruption in the external work context while the motivators will have an impact on individual thinking.  As per Herzberg, if employers promote individual without increasing his/ her salary, employer realize his/ her good work and the contribution to the company.  Planned to assign more challenging job to him/ her,
This kind of action improve the individual motivators, however, if the employers do not put any effort on improving the hygiene factor, e.g no salary increment and the supervision relationship is bad, the individual employees will not satisfy with his/ her current job.  There is no trade-off effect between two factors, each will directly affect the individual emotional feeling of job satisfaction.(Smerek & Peterson, 2007)  As it included two factors (motivators and hygiene factor, it also call Two-factor Theory).  Based on the comparison on the Equity theory and the Two- factors theory, the Two- factors theory will better explain the relationship between job satisfaction and job performance, therefore, in this survey, we will apply the Herzberg’s Two- factors theory as our theoretical framework.

Based on Herzberg Two-factor Theory, we have designed our instrument to cover both motivators and hygiene factors.  It will be based on the area of job context, supervision, coworkers, pay and advancement to determine the degree of employee’s satisfaction. Since the employees of public section in Hong Kong has an open pay scale.  Employee salary will be based on his/ her rank, education background and working experience, all employee share the same standard and year of service therefore, the instrument related to pay will be proportionally less than other area.   







[bookmark: _Toc6564218]Hypotheses 
Hypotheses 1
H0:	There is no significant relation between Job content and Performance for supporting staff in public sector
Ha:	There is significant relation between Job content and Performance for supporting staff in public sector

Hypotheses 2
H0:	There is no significant relation between Pay and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector
Ha:	There is significant relation between Pay and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector

Hypotheses 3
H0: There is no significant relation between Advancement and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.
Ha:	There is significant relation between Advancement and Performance of for supporting staff in public sector.

Hypotheses 4
H0:  There is no significant relation between Supervision and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.
Ha:	There is significant relation between Supervision and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.

Hypotheses 5
H0:  There is no significant relation between Co-worker and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.
Ha:	There is significant relation between Co-worker and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.
** From the captioned Hypotheses to draw the conclusion if there are any correlation between Job Satisfaction (the subscale of job satisfaction) and Performance.**

Hypotheses 6
H0: There is no significate influence of Gender on Job satisfaction and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector.
Ha:	There is significate influence of Gender on Job satisfaction and Performance for the supporting staff in public sector

Hypotheses 7
H0: There is no significate influence between the Terms of employment on Job satisfaction and performance. ​
Ha:	There is significate influence between the Terms of employment on Job satisfaction and performance
​


[bookmark: _Toc6564219]Methodology
This is an exploratory study aiming to study if there are any correlation between job satisfaction and performance for the supporting staffs working in public sector.  In addition, we also would like to study in the nature of employment (contract base vs permeant) will negatively influence the performance of the supporting staffs in public sector.  With reference to the framework of Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Minnesota university, .2019), a structured-undisguised questionnaire is designed for data collection.  The scale of the instrument is based on JSS (Job satisfaction scale) and divided into five categories related to:  Job content; Pay; Advancement; Supervision and Co-workers.  

The instrument is divided into two parts:  descriptive statistical part (the gender, education level….) and inferential statistic part by using the Likert scales (1-5 to present the degree of satisfaction).

The preliminary instrument was reviewed by two professionals: Expert on quantitative research method and the functional manager of CUHK Jockey Club Institute of Ageing.  The element on the performance and pay is strengthen after the professional review.  Besides, the presentation of the scaling has suggested to improve.  Two research assistants of CUHK Jockey Club Institute of Ageing were invited to comment on the instrument as peer review to ensure the presentation of the instrument are clear without any misleading and confusing information.  Two questions regarding the supervision were commented confusing and they were deleted before the pilot test.  In addition, respecting to the personal information security, it is not necessary to leave the personal information like name; contact number and e-mail address except the participants are voluntary to participate the face-to-face interview in the main survey. The sub categories will not clearly state and randomly allocated in the instrument.
[bookmark: _Toc6564220]Pilot test
[bookmark: _Toc6564221]Sampling:
With reference to Johanson, 30 respondents are good enough to proceed the pilot test and scale development. (Johanson & Brooks, 2010)  The target lot size for the pilot test will be 30.  Samples of the pilot test has been drawn by non-probability convenience sampling method. 35 support staffs (mainly at the rank of research assistants and executive assistants) of CUHK has been invited to participate the pilot test survey.  

[bookmark: _Toc6564222]Procedure 
[bookmark: _Hlk5704518]We have distributed the Google form via internal mailing systems and requested the respondents to feedback within five working days.  The data collected via Google form and analyzed by SPSS Statistical Package.  Descriptive statistic; reliability testing and the preliminary correlation test is carried out.  The descriptive statistic and the reliability testing are used to check the internal consistency, if value of the Cronbach alpha is below 0.7, it is reflecting low internal consistency, we may need to re-phrase the particular question in the instrument, or we consider to delete the question in the instrument.

[bookmark: _Toc6564223]Main Survey
[bookmark: _Toc6564224]Sampling:
Samples of the main survey will be collected by non-probability samples: convenience sampling and snowball sampling.  The instrument will distribute to different NGO (e.g. the community partners of CUHK like teaching hospitals, secondary schools) and chain referral by the respondents.  
[bookmark: _Toc6564225]Procedure:
The instrument will be in Google form and paper form.  The instruments supposed to be collected two weeks after the distribution to the respondents.  The target number of respondents is 300, from the experience of the pilot test, we have around 85% responding rate, therefore, in the first round of data collection, we will first distribute 350 instruments, if the responding rate is lower than expected, and we will deliver the second round instrument distribution until the number of target respondents are reached.

The data collected will be analyzed by SPSS Statistical Package.  Descriptive statistics will be proceeded to have the summary on the demographic distribution of the respondents.  The reliability test will be proceeded to test for the internal consistency.  The T-tests will be proceeded to compare the population means.  ANOVA test will be proceeded to compare the variables in different categories. The Pearson’s correlation analysis will be applied to figure the correlation and the degree of correlation between job satisfaction and job performance. 


[bookmark: _Toc6564226]Findings:
[bookmark: _Toc6564227]Pilot Test
[image: ]
From the demographic result of the pilot test, the ratio between permeant base and contract base do not have a clear dichotomy difference.  It may due to the small sample size in pilot test and cannot reflect the real situation.  The supporting staff in this pilot test majority are female (66.7%). 70% of the respondents with a bachelor’s degree or above (40% bachelor degree and 30% postgraduate).  Most of the respondents with 1-3 years’ experience (43.3%) in current organization.  The tenure of the contract mostly is 2 years (40%).
[image: ]
The pilot test with the population = 30, the overall reliability from SPSS is 0.957.  The reliability four subscale (Job Content; Advancement; Pay and Supervision) are over 0.7, that means they are internal consistent. Only one sub-scale – Coworkers are under 0.7.  This show that the internal consistence is relatively low, we may consider revising the questioning in the main survey or we consider deleting the items will a low Cronbach alpha.   We can refer to the table 3 as follows:

[image: ]
From the captioned table, we can consider deleting the item “I am satisfy with the chance to develop close friendship with my coworkers”, or re-phase it to increase the internal reliability. As we only decided three questions for coworkers, suggested to re-phrasing and add one or two question to increase the reliability of this sub-scale.






We also proceeded the correlation test to see if the null hypotheses can be rejected or not, please refer to table 4 for the pilot test result:
[image: ]

As show in the table 4, the P value is smaller than 0.05, therefore there is a significant correlation between the dependent variable “Performance” and the independent variables: “Pay”; “Job Content”; “Advancement”; “Supervision” and “Coworker”.  The Pearson correlation showing us the Pay, Job Content and Advancement has a substantial association with Performance as the Pearson Correlation in the range of 0.5-0.69.  Among those factors Job Content has the closest correlation with Performance.  However, it is a pilot test for reference only, it may have variance in the main survey as the sample lot size is larger.


[bookmark: _Toc6564228]Conclusion of the pilot run
We only proceed the pilot test run at this moment, based on the result is positively reflecting we are in the correct track and some modification is needed.  The internal reliability for each subscale in the pilot test result show us a relatively high internal consistency of our instrument only one question of coworker need considers revising the wordings in the main survey instrument.  

According to the Equity Theory, the initial design of the instrument is less focus on pay as all the employees in public sector are under the same salary assessment benchmark, based on the education level, year of services, salary will be same at the same rank will be same.(Ivancevich, Matteson, & Konopaske, 1990)  The mean of the subscale “Pay” showing us, it tends to be dissatisfy with the pay (mean value below 3), it might be a critical factors affect the employee performance.  We should not ignore the factors for the sub-scale “Pay” can be compare with the similar job nature in private sector market, the salary and the total salary package.  Employees may consider it is inequity when he/ she compare with the similar job nature in private market.  In the main survey, it is suggested to strengthen the area of the sub-scale “Pay” in order to get a more significant reflection.

By applying Herzberg’s Two-factor theory, the result of the pilot test, it reflected that both motivator and hygiene factors are significantly related to performance.  The correlation test result show there is significate correlation relationship except the sub-scale: “Coworkers” as the Pearson correlation coefficient of the factor “Coworkers” is below 0.5 (value is 0.341).  However, we cannot conclude at this stage the factor “Coworkers” do not have correlation with the performance as the Cronbach alpha is below 0.7, it is a relatively low internal consistency.  It might have a different result if we improve the internal consistency by revising the wording of the instrument and add 1 to 2 more questions related to the coworkers.  In the pilot test, the factor “Job Content” has the highest Pearson correlation coefficient (value 0.651).  From the result of our pilot run, it is positive that all the null hypotheses can be rejected.  We can further proof it in our main survey.

From the result of our pilot test, the characteristic of the respondent’s majority as follows:
· Female
· Highly educated - with a bachelor degree or above
· A relative short year of service in current organization (1-3 years)
· A short tenure of contract (2 years)

We are going to see if our main survey showing the same characteristic, we can suggest some proper solution to improve the motivation for this group of support staffs. For example, if the majority of the supporting staffs are highly educated, training for them may be not as motivate as the employees with lower education level, job rotation to let them try different challenge or devote more authority or flexibility on their job would be helpful to increase their motivation.  Instead of increasing the job satisfaction, we also can spot out if there are anything we can improve the situation of “job dissatisfaction”, it might also helpful for improve the performance.

For future study, we can make a further study on the factors (e.g. policy; job exposure or simplified the job procedures) will enhance the motivation this group of people in public sector. 


[bookmark: _Toc6564229]Limitation
According to Locke, job satisfaction is a result of interaction between the individual and his/ her working environment.(Locke, 1969) Therefore, it is not a static situation, indeed it is dynamic, the result of the instrument will highly influence by the emotion status of the respondents. For example, if he/ she just blame by his/ her supervisor, the result on supervision normally will be lower than average.  The emotion of the respondents will become a subjective influence of the survey result.  The “Performance” of the instrument is self-report by the respondent that may not reflecting the real situation and the expected performance that organization is expected. The supporting staffs in public sector is a very board spectrum with different demand on skills like the supporting staffs for emergency call center will request different professional skill with those who working in a research institute.  This survey is not able to serve as a generic application of job performance improving reference for all the supporting staffs working in public sectors.
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Frequency  Percent

Male

10 33.3%

Female

20 66.7%

CE Level 4 13.3%

A-Level/ DSE Level 1 3.3%

Diploma Level/ Associate degree 4 13.3%

Bachelor Degree 12 40.0%

Postgraduate 9 30.0%

Below 1 year 5 16.7%

1 - 3 Years 13 43.3%

3.1 - 5 Years 3 10.0%

5.1 - 7 Years 2 6.7%

7.1 - 10 Years 1 3.3%

10 Years above 6 20.0%

Permeant 12 40.0%

Contract Base 17 56.7%

Temporary 1 3.3%

Less than 1 Year 1 3.3%

1 Year 3 10.0%

2 Years 12 40.0%

3 Years 1 3.3%

5 Years 4 13.3%

Nature of Employment

Length of the contract

(N=30)

Table 1:  Pilot Survey respondents demographic characteristics

Gender

Education Level

Years of service in current organisation
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Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's α

Job Content  3.533               0.756               0.908              

1.  I am satisfy with the chance to try out some of my own ideas

3.000                   1.051                  

2.  I am satisfy that I am able to do the job without feeling it is

morally wrong

3.900                   0.885                  

3.  I am satisfy with the chance to work by myself

3.567                   1.006                  

4.  I am satisfy with the chance to have other workers look to

me for direction

3.600                   0.894                  

5.  I am satisfy with the chance to do the kind of work that I do

the best

3.633                   0.964                  

6.  I am satisfy with the working conditions (Lighting,

ventilation etc)

3.333                   0.959                  

7.  I am satisfy with the chance to do new and original things on

my own

3.533                   1.074                  

8.  I am satisfy with the stability of my job

3.500                   1.137                  

9.  I am satisfy that I am able to do things that don't go against

my conscience.

3.733                   0.980                  

Advancement 3.311               0.857               0.936              

10.  I am satisfy the way I am noticed when I do a good job

3.367                   0.964                  

11.  I am satisfy that I am able to see the results of the work I

do

3.633                   1.033                  

12.  I am satisfy with the feeling of accomplishment I get from

the job

3.367                   0.890                  

13.  I am satisfy with the chance to make use of my ability and

skills

3.500                   1.106                  

14.  I am satisfy with the promotional pathway

2.867                   0.937                  

15.  I am satisfy with the year of service in same organization is

the primary requirement of promotion

3.133                   0.973                  

Supervision 3.358               0.736               0.821              

16.  I am satisfy with the technical "know-how" of my

supervisor

3.467                   0.937                  

17.  I am satisfy with the way my boss handles his/ her

employees

3.200                   0.925                  

18.  I am satisfy with the competence of my supervisor in

making decisions

3.367                   0.928                  

19.  I am satisfy with the personal relationship between my boss

and his/ her employees.

3.400                   0.855                  

Coworkers 3.578               0.580               0.635              

20.  I am satisfy with the spirit of cooperation among my co-

workers

3.367                   0.928                  

21.  I am satisfy with the chance to develop close friendship

with my co-workers

3.600                   0.675                  

22.  I am satisfy with the way my co-workers get a long with

each other

3.767                   0.679                  

Pay 2.750               0.988               0.876              

23.  I am satisfy with the pay is competitive with the same job

nature in private organization

3.100                   1.094                  

24.  I am satisfy with my pay based on my current workload

2.400                   1.003                  

Table 2:  Descriptive statistic and the realibity test for each scale

(N=30)

** 5 points Likert scale is applied for item 1-24, 1 = very dissatisfy, 5 = very satisfy**
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Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected Item-Total

Correlation

Squared

Multiple

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if

Item Deleted

I am satisfy with the spirit

of cooperation among my

co-workers

7.367 1.275 0.427 0.345 0.563

I am satisfy with the chance

to develop close friendship

with my co-workers

7.133 2.051 0.271 0.167 0.711

I am satisfy with the way

my co-workers get a long

with each other

6.967 1.482 0.658 0.436 0.223

Table 3: Item-Total Statistics - Coworker
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Performance Pay Job Content Advancement Supervision CoWorker

Performance

Pearson Correlation 1.515** .651** .619** .509** 0.341

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0 0 0.004 0.065

Sum of Squares and

Cross-products

15.367 10.75 10.378 11.211 7.908 4.178

Covariance 0.53 0.371 0.358 0.387 0.273 0.144

N 30 30 30 30 30 30

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 4:  Correlation
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