ABSTRACT
Emily M Meier. EMPLOYEE NET PROMOTER SCORE: A DEEP DIVE INTO A SINGLE
QUESTION. (Under the direction of Dr. Mark Bowler) Department of Psychology, May, 2024.
The primary goal of the study was to assess Employee Net Promoter Score from a qualitative
lens. This study also aimed to assess Employee Net Promoter Score’s relationship to other work
and personality variables, namely burnout, engagement, turnover intentions, and proactive
personality. Quantitative results show a strong relationship between turnover intentions and
Employee Net Promoter Score, with turnover intentions not only correlating, but predicting
Employee Net Promoter Score in all samples tested. Engagement and burnout were consistent
predictors, but proactive personality was not. Qualitative analysis uncovered many themes
related to Employee Net Promoter Score, including benefits, people, organization, and change
management. Scoring Employee Net Promoter score also came into question, with further

research needed to better understand the implications of cutting promoters at a score of 9.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) is the sensation that is sweeping the business
nation (Reichheld, 2003). The use of eNPS is advocated by many reputable professional
publications, including Harvard Business Review (Reichheld, 2003), Forbes (Conway, J. D.,
2021; Dunivan, L., 2021; Forbes Expert Panel and Coaches Council, 2021; Forbes Expert Panel
and Human Resources Council, 2021), and more (Allen, D. G., 2008; Davies, J., 2020; Harris,
A., 2021); however, they regularly fail to have much concrete empirical evidence to support its
use. Despite rigorous empirical investigation, this one-item measure has become widely popular
for its ease of use, but does it really measure what it is intended to? A deep dive into the measure
will help define and anchor eNPS with other variables such as turnover intentions, burnout, and
proactive personality using three separate studies with participants from various occupations.
Using qualitative data, a third study helps to anchor the different responses to this measure with
meaningful words to see whether the current reasoning stands or rather if the scale should be
interpreted differently.

Employee Net Promoter Score was originally adapted from a measure of customer
satisfaction, often referred to as Net Promoter Score. According to Satmetrix Systems, where
NPS has been trademarked, it “measures customer experience and predicts business growth
(NICE Satmetrix). This proven metric transformed the business world and now provides the core
measurement for customer experience management programs the world round” (NICE
Satmetrix). This measure was adapted for employees in an attempt to measure employee
satisfaction. The question thus remains essentially the same: How likely is it that you would
recommend [brand] to a friend or colleague? Rather than asking about a brand, it asks whether a

person would recommend the company they work for to a friend or relative. As simple as it



seems, this is not the solution that is being sought by many companies.

The Employee Net Promoter Score is simple to use, which adds in its usefulness at
capturing measures of satisfaction. Asking your employees a single question may seem like the
perfect solution if a company is then able to use that information to make decisions or assess
employee commitment. However, this may not be the case. Most researchers know that a one-
item measure is risky and often multiple item measures have better psychometric properties than
their single-item counterparts (Fisher, Matthews, & Gibbons, 2015). Without thorough empirical
research, it is difficult to understand what the measure is really studying — That is why this
research is necessary. There needs to be data supporting the use of eNPS, otherwise businesses
may be making decisions from results that are not reliable or valid.

Subsequently, this study aims to utilize three separate samples alongside other variables
to assess eNPS in an in-depth manner. As there has been almost no previously published
empirical research, this will be the first empirical work on the construct. It is critical to ensure
that its use and interpretation are accurate and appropriate. By measuring eNPS in multiple
quantitative samples, along with a qualitative component, the goal is to be able to clearly begin

to identify what eNPS measures.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Employee Net Promoter Score

Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) was adapted from the original Net Promoter Score
(NPS). The original score was introduced in a Harvard Business Review Article as the “one
number you need to grow” (Reichheld, 2003). Though the article was not published in a
scientific journal, it became widely popular as a single-item measure of customer satisfaction.
Net Promoter Score has been linked to revenue growth for companies, so many businesses
wondered if they could use the measure on their employees. The NPS works by asking the
question: How likely is it that you would recommend [brand] to a friend or colleague? and is
answered on a scale from zero to ten where a zero means you are not at all likely and a ten means
you are extremely likely.

Customers who answer this question are then grouped into three separate categories.
Those who answered between nine and ten are considered promoters. These customers are
thought of as loyal and not only will they continue to buy, but they will encourage others to as
well. Customers whose scores range between seven and eight are considered passives. They are
satisfied but could be swiped up from similar, competitive brands. Finally, those who answered
between zero and six are considered detractors. They are thought to be unhappy and expected to
limit the growth of the company through negative word-of-mouth (Reichheld, 2003).

After identifying how many customers are in each of the three groups, a percentage is
calculated to find what percent of the whole are detractors, passives, and promoters (Reichheld,
2011). By subtracting the percentage of detractors from the percentage of promoters, you get a
Net Promoter Score. The benefit to a score calculated in this way is that any business, regardless

of how big or small, can use it. The calculations are simple, so it appeals to a wide audience as a



business only needs someone who can calculate a percentage. Due to its simplicity, the measure
gained traction in the business community. Net Promoter Score was then expanded to test
whether the question worked on employees. The concept is the same; instead of asking
customers what they think of the brand, employees are asked if they would recommend working
for the company.

The primary information source for NPS is a 2011 publication by Reichheld, The
Ultimate Question 2.0, in which the use of NPS is detailed along with means by which numerous
organizations have utilized it to gain insight into their customers’ ideas. For example, companies
like Nike, Macy’s, Verizon, and American Express have all participated in meetings about NPS
(Reichheld, 2011). Many of these companies have supported the measure, noting that it helped
their businesses. The success companies felt with the measure led to the question of whether it
could be used in other areas. Organizations thrive on the cutting edge, so when companies see a
measure that is easy and effective, they readily jump at the opportunity to gain insight into their
customers or employees’ ideas if it could put them ahead of their competition. Although the NPS
measure has been widely adopted, there is little research on it. Additionally, adopting the
measure to use on employees is risky as there is little empirical evidence that the original
measure is valid or reliable. It is also not generally recommended to change target populations
using the same measure unless there is good reason to believe the populations differ very little. If
modifications are made to a measure, the measure should be tested to ensure it is working as
intended (Stewart, Thrasher, Goldberg, & Shea, 2012).

Measuring something via a single item is not without problems. Generally, it is not
recommended, as more items tends to reduce bias (Wilson, 2005). However, using single-item

measures is not always bad. For example, the measures for social support, job insecurity,



bullying, and self-esteem have all been established as valid, reliable single-items (Fisher,
Matthews, & Gibbons, 2016). Single-items can be recommended when using a concrete
construct, when you have limited sample size, and desired precision is low or if the construct of
interest is a moderator or control variable (Fuchs & Diamantopoulos, 2009). For a company
surveying their employees, this may mean that using a well-established, reliable single-item
measure is fine. However, there is little to no research on the psychometric value of the eNPS
measure. It does not seem to have been validated or tested for reliability. Purportedly, eNPS can
“quantitatively measure ‘happiness’ over time” (Thomas, friday). Using eNPS over longer, more
complicated measures can be great for a company that wants to assess their organization’s
standing with its employees but may not have the time, money, or knowhow to do so. eNPS can
break down some of the barriers that would prevent them from measuring company culture.
However, without validation or sufficient testing, it is impossible to really be sure the measure
works as it is intended. Thus, the need for data-driven research arises.

More specifically, there are several empirical questions that need to be addressed. If
eNPS measures what it is suggested to measure, what other variables might it be related to?
Given that it is asserted to be an indicator of employee satisfaction and engagement, we would
expect it to be associated with turnover and burnout. Additionally, are there personality traits that
make an individual more or less likely to be a promoter? Given that eNPS is based on who will
go out of their way to recommend their workplace to others, it may be that trait levels of
proactive personality are associated with it. It is also likely that some Big 5 personality traits may
relate to ENPS as well, such as extroversion or conscientiousness. This research will test some of
those ideas. By beginning to clarify the nomological network of the eNPS, it will help

organizations better understand what their eNPS means, thus allowing for more clear



organizational goals and change based on the measure. Burnout and turnover intentions are
variables companies generally wish to avoid. They lead to negative outcomes for both
individuals and organizations and can be incredibly costly. Additionally, proactive personality
may be related to how highly a person may rate their company regardless of how much they may
like working there simply due to their proactive nature. Some people may simply score lower
due to aspects outside of the organization. Burnout, turnover intentions, engagement, and
proactive personality are also commonly studied and have valid, reliable measures associated
with them. By connecting these four variables to eNPS, it may help increase the understanding
for what eNPS is and what it relates to so businesses can have a better idea for what they are
really measuring.

As mentioned earlier, this subject has had little empirical research to determine whether it
is a good measure of employee commitment — or anything else for that matter. Upon searching
for eNPS or Employee Net Promoter Score in Psychology Journals, only one “net promoter”
article showed up and no articles appeared specifically measuring eNPS. Even upon expanding
the database to business articles, the results were incredibly slim, with essentially no articles
specifically discussing eNPS. This shows a strong need for research on this topic.

Upon expanding this search to include other journals outside of psychology, the results
were the same. Four results appeared when including all databases, none of which came from
journals. Two were from news sources and the other two were from periodicals. This further
solidifies the need for both quantitative and qualitative research on the subject. An extensive list
of companies are using a metric that has not been studied. Without empirical evidence
supporting the measure, companies are putting themselves at risk if they use it to make decisions.

Although the risk is minimal, this study should help determine whether eNPS is measuring what



it intends to, allowing businesses the ability to use it without worry.

Though the empirical literature surrounding the score is quite limited, there is an
abundance of information on the topic in general media outlets. For example, Davies (2020)
notes the use of eNPS, suggesting that

“Although eNPS can be used to measure success, it’s only really meaningful when

compared to a previous score or to another organization’s results. On its own, it can’t tell

you much. But it is a good place to start.”
Additionally, it is noted that although it does not give you a complete picture, it is simple and
easy to use, so it can be a great first question. As the score is represented numerically and
familiar to many, it’s easy to compare and use. Davies suggests using this question along with
follow-up questions such as why they feel that way (2020).

In contrast, Katina Richmond states “It provides a forum for employees to anonymously
share feedback, comments and concerns in a safe way,” Richmond says (Tyler, 2013). “It doesn’t
ask any ‘leading’ questions on a five-point rating scale as most traditional employee surveys do.”
Richmond goes on to discuss that eNPS surveys generally have a better response rate than other
surveys due to their length. Tyler discusses that many companies allow space for comments in
these surveys as well. She indicates that these comments can be even more helpful than the
scores themselves as they provide further insight into how employees are feeling. Splitting the
comments into promoters and detractors can also help a company understand where the
difference seems to come from. Simply having the numbers can be helpful, but understanding
why people are making those ratings is often better.

Forbes experts and coaches suggest using eNPS monthly to improve company culture

(Forbes Expert Panel and Coaches Council , 2021). “It’s all about how the culture is actually



lived, and one great way to know that is by conducting the monthly employee pulse using eNPS
surveys instead of waiting for the big annual or biannual surveys” says Amy Nguyen in the
article (Forbes Expert Panel and Coaches Council, 2021). She believes this helps employees
know that the company is committed to culture and that communication and plans for change are
important following these surveys. In fact, Forbes has articles on including eNPS pretty often,
with nearly 100 results for “eNPS score Forbes” appearing under Google News with articles such
as “15 Smart Steps to Help Measure an HR Department’s Success” and “Nine Practical Ways to
Gain Insight Into Employee Engagement.” There is obvious interest in the score, which makes
the lack of empirical research surprising. Ideally this study will only be one of many to try to
understand eNPS from a scientific perspective.

Many companies are using this metric, so it is imperative that the measure is thoroughly
assessed for its ability to predict what it is said to predict. These companies are blindly trusting
that the measure is valid without any empirical evidence to that point. Many companies are
outsourcing these surveys to other companies, costing them money that may not be worth it if the
answers they receive are not accurate to what they intend to measure. Thus, there are a few
guestions about the score that need answers:

RQ1: What is the relationship between common organizational variables and eNPS?

RQ2: Is the common scoring method appropriate? Should 7s and 8s be excluded from

the calculations? What is the impact of excluding those values from analyses?

RQ3: What does a “promotor” or “detractor” experience and do the scores align with

the qualitative responses?

These questions will be assessed in the studies to come. In addition, it is important to

understand what else may be related to eNPS. By assessing other well-known, reliable variables



alongside this measure, it may help provide more validity to its results. Although there has been
little research to understand what eNPS may be related to, the concept of the measure is similar
to job satisfaction in that they both are single-item measures. Ideally, the measure will tell
companies how satisfied an employee is with the organization and their job based on their
likelihood of recommending it to someone they know. If that is so, variables like burnout,
turnover intentions, and proactive personality, which are all related to job satisfaction, should be
related to eNPS as well.

Burnout and turnover intentions are highly valued organizational outcomes. Both are
studied frequently and have years of research behind them. It is important to measure outcomes
as potential associations with eNPS as this will provide value to the measure. If they are related,
organizations may be able to get more information from one measure. Proactive personality is
another highly valuable variable that differs from burnout and turnover intentions in that it is a
trait. Proactive personality has also been studied for many years and is related to a wide array of
organizational variables. These three factors are some of the most widely used at the moment
which means most organizations will understand them with little to no additional information
given. This makes them valuable to measure alongside eNPS due to its widespread use and
interest.

Proactive Personality

The first measure of proactive personality came in 1993 with Bateman and Crant’s
introduction to the construct. In the study, they described proactive personality as “one who is
relatively unconstrained by situational forces, and who effects environmental change.” They also
described people who “scan for opportunities, show initiative, take action, and persevere until

they reach closure by bringing about change.” In this study, they used a scale that has become



the basis for the vast majority of research available on proactive personality.

The outcomes associated with proactive personality can be broadly broken down into
three categories, employee attitudes, job behaviors and performance, and career-related
outcomes (Crant, Hu, & Jiang, 2013). Employee attitudes relate to satisfaction and emotional
outcomes related to proactive personality. Job satisfaction is an outcome related to proactive
personality that has the potential for many other organizational outcomes (Crant et al., 2013,
Spitzmuller, Sin, Howe, & Fatimah, 2015). Life satisfaction has also been studied in relation to
proactive personality finding that those higher in proactive personality are more likely to set self-
concordant goals and attain goals and when goals are consistent with a person’s values, interests,
and needs, proactive personality is related more to life satisfaction, in-role performance, and
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) than when goals are incongruent (Greguras &
Diefendorff, 2010).

Research also indicates that proactive personality is negatively related to burnout and its
subcomponents of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal
accomplishment (Alarcon, Escheleman, & Bowling, 2009).

Finally, proactive personality has been positively related to job commitment of varying
kinds, such as organizational commitment (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001), career commitment
(Messara & Dagher, 2010), and occupational commitment (Yousaf, Sanders, & Shipton, 2013).

Another study indicated that proactive personality was negatively related to turnover
intentions indirectly through information exchange and trust relationships such that those with
higher proactive personality were less likely to indicate a desire to leave when information
exchange and trust were high (Yang, Gong, & Huo, 2011).

A review on proactive personality showed it is a consistent predictor of proactive

10



behavior (Crant et al., 2013). Proactive employees will often take charge, have higher individual
innovation than their less proactive peers, use their voice, and seek feedback (Parker & Collins,
2010). Voice behaviors were associated with another study in which researchers examined
relationship proactive personality has with leader-member exchange as well as voice behaviors
(Wijaya, 2019). In addition to the positive relationship found with voice behaviors, proactive
personality was related to higher quality leader-member exchange.

Arguably the most important outcome related to proactive personality is job performance.
Researchers found firm performance and supervisor rated job-performance were both related to
proactive personality (Chong, Dyne, Kim, & Oh, 2020) This study showed, however, that
proactive personality predicts objective and subjective job performance indirectly through work
engagement, but only when empathy with customers is high (Chong et al., 2020). Crant (1995)
also found proactive personality to relate positively with job performance as did other studies
(Seibert et al., 2001, Spitzmuller et al., 2015). There is no doubt organizations want high
performing employees. However, this relationship on its own does not necessarily explain why
proactive people perform better. In fact, there are situations where this may not be the case.

A moderately recent study found proactive personality to be related to work-family
conflict, social support, work engagement, absorption, dedication, and vigor (Li, Zhong, Chen,
Xie, & Mao, 2014.) This study showed that those high in proactive personality were more
willing to improve performance through their own efforts. These same individuals benefit more
from an appropriate work environment with much social support and little work-family conflict,
leading to higher work engagement compared to those lower in proactive personality, who seem
to prefer the status quo (Li et al., 2014). The review of proactive personality found it was related

to career satisfaction and commitment, higher salaries and occupational prestige, more

11



advancement potential, networking intensity, internal/external marketability, overall career
success (Crant et al., 2013). Bateman and Crant also found a relationship between proactive
personality and personal achievements via an involvement of extracurricular/service activities
and constructive environmental change (1993).

Although proactive personality has been studied for nearly 30 years, there is not a lot of
research linking it to many other individual differences. The Big Five factors of personality seem
to be most commonly measured with proactive personality. General consensus is that proactive
personality is significantly positively related to extraversion and conscientiousness, and many
studies have also linked proactive personality with openness to experience and emotional
stability as well (Crant, Hu, & Jiang, 2013, Spitzmuller, Sin, Howe, & Fatimah, 2015).
Agreeableness, however, has not shown significant relationships with proactive personality
(Crant et al., 2013). The initial study introducing proactive personality to the field also showed a
relationship with need for achievement and need for dominance as well as transformational
leadership and private self-consciousness (Bateman & Crant, 1993). This suggests the idea that
factors relating to personal achievements tend to be related to proactive personality.

Several demographic variables have also been tested with proactive personality, yielding
few significant results. Proactive personality has not been shown to relate to age, gender,
education, tenure or work experience (Crant et al., 2013). This review also didn’t find many
significant results when comparing proactive personality and GMA nor did the meta-analysis
done by Spitzmuller and colleagues (2015). Regardless of how much education someone has or
how much experience they may hold, their proactive personality does not seem to be related.
This seems to support the idea that proactive personality is an innate personality trait that is

stable, does not change easily, and is not learned.

12



As proactive personality puts people into a position of controlling their own outcomes, it
is possible that people higher in proactive personality may provide eNPS scores that differ from
those with low proactive personality. Those high in proactive personality are more likely to
change the job to fit their needs, suggesting that they may get more out of a job than someone
who does not do those things. Subsequently, that may influence how likely they would be to rate
the company, especially if they have been successful in meeting their needs through their
proactive behavior. This relationship has not been studied before, so any possible relationships
are speculation at this point. However, there is good reason to believe that those with more
proactive personalities would provide higher eNPS ratings than their non-proactive colleagues.
With that in mind, the hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Proactive personality will be positively related to eNPS.

Employee Burnout

What happens when employees continue to work with little resources? Often, they
become stressed due to the overwhelming demands placed upon them and their lack of resources
to deal with those demands. According to the conservation of resources theory (COR), when the
demands of a job outweigh the resources provided to them, employees will begin to experience
strain (Hobfoll, 1989). If this strain is not addressed, it can lead to burnout. Burnout is a more
extreme form of work stress with three primary components: depersonalization, emotional
exhaustion, and a feeling of reduced personal accomplishment (Hobfoll, 1989).

One of the original definitions for burnout suggested that it is a state of physical,
emotional, and mental exhaustion that results from long-term involvement in emotionally
demanding situations (Pines & Aronson, 1988). The Maslach Burnout Inventory General Survey

(MBI-GS), one of the most frequently used measures of burnout, was created in 1996 and has
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three components: exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced professional efficacy (Maslach, Jackson, &
Leiter, 1996). Exhaustion, sometimes referred to as emotional exhaustion, refers to feelings of
overstrain, tiredness, or fatigue that results from work stressors. It is the stress reaction portion of
burnout. This component is the most obvious to those experiencing burnout and is generally the
component most people think of when they consider what burnout is. The second, cynicism,
referred to in other versions of the MBI as depersonalization, results in a lack of caring and
indifference to work. People both lose interest in their work and the meaning behind work is lost.
Finally, a lack of professional efficacy, often called reduced personal accomplishment, consists
of feelings of incompetence and a lack of accomplishments in one’s work. People who
experience burnout tend to feel less successful in their jobs, which can lead to negative
consequences to both the individual and organization.

As burnout is conceptualized mainly as a stress-response, it follows that many of its
antecedents are related to stressful work contexts. Job demands, the work environment, and
interpersonal issues all can be stressful and lead to burnout. In a survey of 7,500 full-time
workers, the top reasons provided for burnout were: unfair treatment, unmanageable workload,
lack of role clarity, lack of communication and support from managers, and unreasonable time
pressure (Wigert & Argrawal, 2018). There are also non-work and individual difference factors
that seem to be antecedents to burnout.

Though an employees’ personality and personal life are not necessarily something
organizations have control over, some of these aspects are significantly related to burnout.
Multiple studies have linked self-esteem, self-efficacy, and locus of control to burnout (Alarcon,
Eschleman, & Bowling, 2009, Shoji et al., 2016). Nearly all the Big Five personality factors are

related to burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009). Extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness,
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emotional stability, as well as positive and negative affect, optimism, proactive personality, and
hardiness all had significant relationships with each aspect of burnout, but Type A personality
was found to only relate to the personal accomplishment aspect of burnout and no relationship
was found with openness (Alarcon et al., 2009). Age has been most consistently studied in terms
of demographics and it seems younger employees tend to experience more burnout (Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001, Brewer & Shapard, 2004). A meta-analysis on burnout and gender
found that women tended to experience higher mean levels of burnout and scored higher on
emotional exhaustion and lower on depersonalization than men (Purvanova & Muros, 2010).
Finally, it seems unmarried individuals seem more prone to burnout, especially those who are
single rather than divorced (Maslach et al., 2001).

Organizational factors related to burnout are much more commonly seen than individual
factors. For example, many studies have found various aspects of the job to potentially lead to
burnout. Maslach and colleagues found employees with higher workload or work overload
experience more burnout and higher job demands, including both physical and emotional
demands, have positive relationships with burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). In a large meta-
analysis, role conflict, role ambiguity, and time pressure were positively related, and resources
and autonomy were negatively related to burnout (Alarcon, 2011). One study found control,
reward, community, fairness, and values were all related to burnout (Toppinen-Tanner, 2011).
Additionally, work-home interference, autonomy, social support, quality relationship with
supervisor, and feedback were all related to burnout. (Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005). A
study examining the job demands-resources model found that demands primarily were related to
the exhaustion component of burnout whereas the lack of resources was primarily related to

disengagement in three different occupational groups (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
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Schaufeli, 2004).

Outcomes related to burnout are generally split into organizational outcomes and
personal outcomes. To start, generally those who experience more burnout tend to have worse
health outcomes. Personal distress, physical exhaustion and insomnia, as well as the increased
use of drugs and alcohol have been associated with burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Another
study yielded similar results, showing a relationship between burnout and substance abuse,
physiological issues related to stress, and worse mental health (Maslach et al., 2001.) One review
also found support that burnout was linked with headaches, depression, anxiety, and
gastrointestinal issues (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993). This depression-burnout link has been
shown in a three-wave seven-year study as well where burnout predicted depressive symptoms
and life dissatisfaction (Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2012). There are interpersonal consequences to
burnout too. It is related to marital and family problems (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). It also is
related to a decrease in socialization and mood such that those with higher burnout are more
impatient, moody and less tolerating of others (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993).

Finally, there seem to be interpersonal antecedents of burnout. When interpersonal
conflict between colleagues, management, or clients continue unaddressed, one may start to feel
burnt out. Transformational leadership was found to relate negatively to all three areas of
burnout (Kelly & Hearld, 2020). Those who had transformational leaders had less emotional
exhaustion, lower levels of depersonalization, and felt more accomplished. Social support,
especially from supervisors, was also negatively related to burnout, suggesting a potential
buffering effect (Maslach et al., 2001). A study examining how customer-related social stressors
(CSS) can influence burnout showed that four different categories of CSS predict burnout

beyond control variables, such as gender and work-related variables (Dormann & Zapf, 2004).
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These stressors include disproportionate customer expectations, customer verbal aggression,
disliked customers, and ambiguous customer expectations.

Burnout has been shown to be associated with deterioration in the quality care provided
by staff, job turnover, absenteeism, and low morale (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Some of these
have been shown in many studies. For example, Absenteeism, intention to leave, turnover, lower
productivity and effectiveness on the job, and a spillover effect on other employees has been
related to burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Those who are burnt out also feel less satisfied by their
jobs and feel less committed to the organization (Alarcon, 2011). It is easy to see how burnout
can be detrimental to an organization.

Burnout has been associated with turnover intentions and organizational commitment, so
it follows that it would be related to eNPS as well. As people feel more stressed and the demands
at work continue to rise without sufficient resources to deal with them, people may begin to feel
tired and unhappy. That may spill into their feelings about the organization too, and perhaps they
would be less likely to recommend the company to others if they feel the organization is at fault
for their stress. This link has not been formally established, but it seems that burnout may be
negatively related to eNPS. Thus, the first hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 2a: Emotional exhaustion will be negatively related to eNPS.

Hypothesis 2b: Depersonalization will be negatively related to eNPS.

Hypothesis 2c: Personal accomplishment will be positively related to eNPS.

Hypothesis 3a: Emotional exhaustion will be negatively related to proactive personality.

Hypothesis 3b: Depersonalization will be negatively related to proactive personality.

Hypothesis 3c: Personal accomplishment will be positively related to proactive

personality.
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Work Engagement

While burnout may be a strain on employees, engagement is often thought to be the
opposite. Employee engagement is a multifaceted construct central to organizational psychology
and management literature. Originally defined by Kahn (1990) as the convergence of physical,
cognitive, and emotional aspects in work roles, engagement involves individuals investing their
hands, head, and heart into their work (Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010). Schaufeli et al. (2002)
further characterized engagement as a positive, fulfilling state marked by vigor, dedication, and
absorption. Vigor denotes high energy and mental resilience, dedication implies strong
involvement and enthusiasm, while absorption reflects intense focus and immersion in work
tasks (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Macey and Schneider (2008) emphasized that engagement
encompasses state, trait, and behavioral tendencies, representing affective energy and
discretionary effort towards work and the organization.

Theoretical models such as Kahn's (1990) psychological conditions and the Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007)
underscore the significance of engagement in organizational contexts. Kahn (1990) proposed that
psychological meaningfulness, safety, and availability drive engagement, influenced by
environmental factors and individual differences. The JD-R model posits job resources foster
engagement via motivation and health promotion, whereas job demands may lead to burnout
(Demerouti et al., 2001).

Empirical research has highlighted engagement as a mediator between various predictor
variables and outcomes. For instance, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) demonstrated engagement
mediating the relationship between job resources and turnover intentions. Rich et al. (2010)

found that antecedents like value congruence, perceived organizational support, and core self-
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evaluation predict engagement, subsequently influencing task performance and organizational
citizenship behaviors. Similarly, Christian, Garza, & Slaughter (2011) identified engagement as a
mediator between job characteristics, individual differences, and performance outcomes.

Proactive personality, adaptability, and environmental resources have been identified as
antecedents of engagement (Bandura, 2001; Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Hirschfeld &
Thomas, 2008; Hyvonen et al., 2009; Inceoglu & Warr, 2011; Karatepe, Keshavarz, & Nejati,
2010; Moliner et al., 2008). Individuals with proactive personalities tend to exhibit higher levels
of engagement (Bakker et al., 2012). Additionally, organizational support positively correlates
with engagement levels (Christian et al., 2011). Moreover, research has suggested that factors
such as job autonomy, skill variety, and task significance contribute significantly to the levels of
engagement experienced by employees (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Christian & Slaughter,
2007).

Work engagement not only impacts organizational outcomes such as customer
satisfaction, productivity, and profitability but also influences individual behavior and
performance (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Bates, 2004; Baumruk, 2004). Engaged
employees are more likely to exhibit discretionary effort, positive behaviors, and innovative
thinking, contributing to organizational effectiveness (Bates, 2004). Furthermore, engaged
employees are less prone to burnout and turnover intentions, fostering a positive organizational
culture and climate (Baumruk, 2004; Rich et al., 2010).

Hypothesis 4: Engagement will be positively related to eNPS.

Hypothesis 5: Engagement will be positively related to proactive personality.

Hypothesis 6a: Engagement will be negatively related to emotional exhaustion.

Hypothesis 6b: Engagement will be negatively related to depersonalization.
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Hypothesis 6¢: Engagement will be positively related to personal accomplishment
Turnover Intentions

It seems obvious that companies generally want to save money where they can. Reducing
burnout helps improve employees’ lives in many ways, but it also helps the business. Proactive
personality helps businesses be more productive, which saves time. Another big concern for
companies is turnover. When employees leave organizations it can be involuntary or voluntary.
Although organizations are often concerned with both, the latter is generally a bigger issue as it
is often unexpected and companies have less control over it. This is why turnover intentions are
so often studied and so much research has been done to try to determine what makes employees
leave organizations.

Turnover intent is the intention to quit the organization where a person works in the near
future and is a cognitive, deliberate, and conscious process (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). In
general, most research is focused on the antecedents of turnover intentions as that can help
organizations understand why people decide they want to quit. Once someone has left an
organization, the damage is done. It is important to mitigate these intentions due to the incredible
cost to organizations. Finding new employees and training them takes both money and time that
could be saved if employees did not leave in the first place. The cost of one person leaving the
organization is anywhere from 90-200% of his or her salary (Allen, 2008).

These intentions only matter if they are associated with action. If employees have
turnover intentions but never act on those intentions, organizations are not experiencing turnover.
The theory of planned behavior suggests that people intend to engage in behavior that they feel
positively about (Ajzen, 1991) —This is referred to as attitude. Intention is also associated with

subjective norms and perceived behavioral control. Essentially, when we feel good about
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something, others think it’s okay, and we have control over that behavior, we have intent.
Research indicates that this intent is one of the biggest antecedents to behavior (Azjen, 2011).
Research has also shown turnover intentions predict turnover (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000).
This means that once people have intent to leave a company, they often will do so. Thus, it is
important to know why employees experience turnover intentions in the first place.

Turnover intentions are often established using the measure created by Kelloway,
Gottlieb, & Barham (1999). The measure consists of four items ranging on a five-point scale.
The items ask about whether people agree or disagree with the items which question them about
their intent to leave their job. It has shown appropriate levels of reliability and validity
(Kelloway, 1999). A recent review of turnover intentions found that “Six personal antecedents
have been researched more intensely: age, sex, schooling, marital status, family or kinship
responsibility, and professional experience” (Steil, Floriani, & Bello, 2019). They go on to
discuss that older employees and women have fewer intentions to leave than those who are
younger or male. There is also an association between schooling and turnover intentions, with
those who have higher schooling showing greater intent to leave (Moynihan & Landuyt, 2008).
Though the research cited in the review was older, there is an association between marriage or
family responsibilities and turnover intentions, with married people or those with more
responsibility showing fewer intentions (Steil et al., 2019). The authors also discuss that those
who have more professional experience generally have fewer intentions to leave. These personal
antecedents seem to make sense. Younger employees who have fewer commitments and less
experience may simply have more opportunities at other positions compared to others. The first
years in the job market are often a time where someone starts to understand what they value in a

job or an organization, so it is unsurprising that many may have multiple different jobs with
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different employers until they find something they can settle into.

Some personality factors have also been associated with turnover intentions. For
example, conscientiousness, core self-evaluation, and proactive personality have all
demonstrated negative relationships with turnover intentions such that as these variables
increase, the intent to leave decreases (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012; Dudley,
Orvis, Lebiecki, & Corina, 2006; Greguras & Diefendorff, 2010). Proactive personality is
negatively related to turnover intentions such that the more proactive someone is the less likely
they are to leave the organization (Yang, Gong, & Huo, 2011). Similarly, individuals who
engage in proactive behaviors are less likely to leave (Frieder, Hochwarter, & DeOrteniis, 2015).
Research has also found a relationship between organizational support and turnover such that it
mediates the relationship between proactive personality and turnover intentions helping to
prevent more proactive people from leaving (Prabhu, 2013). This means that, although those
with higher proactive personalities are less likely to leave than those with low levels of
proactivity, having support from the organization makes these relationships stronger, reducing
the likelihood that proactive people will leave even further.

In addition to personal antecedents, there are occupational variables associated with
turnover intentions. Namely, job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Multiple studies
have shown a consistent negative relationship between job satisfaction and intention to leave
such that those who are more satisfied with their jobs are less likely to intend to leave (Choi,
Cheung, & Pang, 2013; Nancarrow, Bradbury, Pit, & Ariss, 2014). Organizational commitment
also has a strong negative relationship with turnover intentions (Mowday et al., 1982; Voigt &
Hirst, 2015). The review showed perception of support, work-family conflict, quality of life or

well-being at work, and perceptions of success and justice were related to turnover intentions as

22



well (Stiel et al., 2019). There are other organizational variables related to turnover intentions
with less positive associations. For example, engagement and burnout are related to turnover

intentions such that more burnout is associated with turnover intentions and less engagement

(Halbesleben, 2010; Swider & Zimmerman, 2010).

Employee Net Promoter Score claims to be a single item measure of how committed and
satisfied someone is with their organization, so it seems that it should be related to turnover
intentions. When people have more intent to leave, it’s likely for a reason. Many employees who
are unsatisfied with their jobs have higher turnover intentions. If that is true and it is also true
that eNPS is positively related to satisfaction, it would follow that eNPS should be negatively
related to turnover intentions. The hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 7: Turnover intentions will be negatively related to eNPS.

Hypothesis 8: Turnover intentions will be negatively related to proactive personality.

Hypothesis 9a: Turnover intentions will be positively related to emotional exhaustion.

Hypothesis 9b: Turnover intentions will be positively related to depersonalization.

Hypothesis 9c: Turnover intentions will be negatively related to personal

accomplishment.

Hypothesis 10: Turnover intentions will be negatively related to engagement.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Overview

Three separate studies were conducted to assess eNPS and its corresponding variables.
By measuring these same factors multiple times with different audiences, we could better
understand the measure across various groups. A qualitative study helps provide a wider context
and deeper meaning to the answers provided. Assessing different groups of people allows for
better understanding of how the measure works in varying contexts. The goal was to provide a
wider frame of knowledge for how the eNPS measure works and what its score may be related
to. The first two studies use archival data to allow for the widest possible sample size. As such,
some of the methods and measures may differ. However, using these samples will provide much
needed information and allow comparison across multiple samples.
Sample Methods

Sample 1

The goal of study one was to test the hypotheses related to burnout, turnover intentions,
proactive personality, and their subsequent relationships with Employee Net Promoter Score. By
using this archival data set, these hypotheses were tested as well as other potential relationships
to non-study variables, such as age, gender, and other demographics. Hypotheses were tested
using correlations. Additional relationships were established using the same method. This study
has all study variables included.

For this study, a large real estate organization was used. An online survey using Qualtrics
was sent to 4,000 real estate agents. Of these, 892 completed the survey leading to a response
rate of twenty-two percent. The majority of the participants were women (62.6%) and 21.7% of

the respondents indicated they were men. Though the vast majority of the participants were



Caucasian/White (76.6%), 2.1% were African American/Black, 1.1% were Asian, 0.7% were
American Indian or Alaska Natives, and .1% indicated they were Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander. Participants' ages ranged from 20 to 84 and the average participant was 55.5 years old.
Years of experience in the industry ranged between less than a year and 54 years with an average
of 16.3 years in the industry and 10.1 years tenure with the organization. In this sample, 11%
(102) were detractors, 25% (234) were passives, and 65% (616) were promoters.

Sample 2

The second study also uses archival data. This set, as with the first, was used to assess all
hypotheses. The data was additionally tested for other possible relationships that may be worth
noting, such as demographic relationships with test variables or other variables available to
check for significant relationships with burnout, turnover intentions, and proactive personality.
Correlational research, while not able to imply direction or causal relationships, is still helpful at
this point during the research process as there is so little information available about eNPS.
Being able to establish these correlational relationships can help provide direction for further
research. This study used a database of North Carolina Pre-K-12 teachers and staff members.
58,238 valid email addresses were found, and 5,484 individuals completed the survey, which
was conducted via Qualtrics. Of those participants, 4,908 identified as teachers. The remaining
576 non-teacher participants were removed from the analyses to have a more uniform
population. The survey respondents represented 112 school districts across the state of North
Carolina, including over 2,800 public and charter schools. Participants were mostly women
(82.7%) with 17.3% being men. Again, the majority were Caucasian/White (88.3%).
Additionally, 6.9% were African American/Black, 1.6% were American Indian or Alaskan

Natives, 0.6% were Asian, and 0.1% were Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. Participants’ age ran from

25



22 to 73, with the average teacher being 43 years old. Their tenure ranged from less than 1 year
to 44 years with an average of 9 years. In this sample 25% (1,584) were detractors, 28% (1,803)
were passives, and 47% (3,055) were promoters.

Sample 3

The final study was primarily qualitative. By adding in this aspect to the study, it allowed
for a further assessment of what scores mean to participants. When a person responds with a 7 on
the eNPS measure, it is unknown what that score means. According to Reiccheld, these people
are considered neutral. Those who score 6 or below are considered detractors. This qualitative
assessment can help determine whether that is the case or not. Using Qualtrics, an electronic
survey was sent to participants with the same measures used in the previous studies. In addition,
open-ended questions were asked to allow for more commentary by the participants. An example
of this kind of open-ended question is “Can you elaborate on why you chose that number?” or
“What went into your decision-making process?” This provides a space for respondents to
explain their score, which then helps determine whether the current thinking regarding scoring is
accurate by comparing the score a respondent provides with their additional thoughts on the
matter. This commentary is then assessed for trends to determine if there are commonalities
between people with similar scores.

In a method similar to the first two studies, the research hypotheses have been tested
using correlations. In addition, this study allows for the assessment of the research questions to
better understand eNPS as well. Those questions are assessed using the qualitative component of
the data. Themes can be established and help provide context and useful information for
researchers and organizations. The short-response answers will be compiled to help determine

how people feel about their organizations and when compared with the score they chose when
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answering the eNPS, a baseline can be established. A baseline helps indicate what the standard is
for scores. That can then be checked against the current thinking for accuracy. By the end of
these assessments, these research questions should be thoroughly answered.

Snowball sampling was used for this study. This sampling method is so called because of
the ramping effect it has on participant numbers. The study link was first provided to a small
number of people using social media sites like Facebook and LinkedIn. The post had a brief
description of what the study is designed to do, a link to the survey, and asked to repost or share
the link with others. Those who participated or those who cannot but wish to help then shared the
post with their following. In addition to being a convenient method for sampling, this allows for
a wider range of people with different audiences to take the survey than one might achieve with a
sample from a single organization.

Though random sampling of the population of interest is the best method, it can often be
cumbersome and time consuming and, in many cases, simply not a reasonable method to use.
Although snowball sampling often leads to participants being from similar geographic areas and
potentially similar backgrounds, this likely still is a wider variety than if a third sample were
taken exclusively from a large organization as the first two were. Therefore, this method was
both practical and provided a potential for a wider audience from varying disciplines than one
would achieve with a different sample.

A recent study on using snowball or convenience sampling recommended sample seed
diversity to help achieve sample diversity (Kirchherr & Charles, 2018). Because the study will be
sent through a variety of initial sources, this should provide a more diverse sample than simply
using a single organization would. Another study discussed how snowball sampling can be

difficult when the snowball “fails to roll,” essentially meaning that those who are to pass the
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study on don’t have anyone to give it to (Geddes, Parker, & Scott, 2018). In this study, this
wasn’t an issue as the initial source was quite large and was sufficient for our sample size needs
without the need for many people to pass it along to others. After cleaning, 201 responses were
used for analysis. Of these, 28% (57) were detractors, 33% (66) were passives, and 39% (78)
were promoters.

Measures

Employee Net Promoter Score. Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) was measured
using the single-item created by Reichheld (2003). The item reads, “On a scale of 0 to 10, how
likely is it that you would recommend this organization as a place to work?” Scores on this scale
can range from zero to ten with higher scores indicating a higher probability of recommendation.
The three samples in this study used the individual scores rather than combining the scores for a
single net-promoter score the way a company would. To best understand how the measure relates
to our other variables of interest, it makes the most sense to compare individual-level scores
rather than combining them.

Proactive Personality. Proactive personality was measured using the proactive
personality scale (PPS) created by Bateman and Crant (1993). The original study measured test-
retest reliability over a 3-month period and found a coefficient of .72 and provided evidence for
convergent, discriminant, and criterion validity as well (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999). The
PPS uses a summative score. Each of the items is measured on a 7-point Likert scale in which a
one indicates strong disagreement while a seven indicates strong agreement. Sample items
include, “If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen” and “I am
always looking for better ways to do things.” There is one reverse-scored item stating, “I tend to

let others take the initiative to start new projects” (Bateman & Crant, 1993).
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Burnout. Burnout was assessed using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach &
Jackson, 1981). It is the most widely used measure of burnout and consists of three subfactors:
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment. Emotional
exhaustion refers to feelings of overstrain, tiredness, or fatigue that results from work stressors.
Emotional exhaustion is the stress reaction portion of burnout. This component is the most
obvious to those experiencing burnout and is generally the component most people think of when
they consider what burnout is. Depersonalization results in a lack of caring and indifference to
work. People lose interest in their work and the meaning behind work is lost. Finally, a lack of
professional efficacy, often called reduced personal accomplishment, consists of feelings of
incompetence and a lack of accomplishments in one’s work. A review of the MBI showed the
internal consistency for emotional exhaustion was .87 on average, with depersonalization and
reduced personal accomplishment averaging .71 and .76, respectively (Wheeler, Vassar, Worley,
& Barnes, 2011). Nineteen questions are used to assess burnout in total. Seven questions assess
emotional exhaustion, five ask about depersonalization, and seven ask about a person’s feelings
of accomplishment. The MBI is not combined into one total burnout score. Rather, each
component is assessed separately. In some cases, only part of the measure is used to reduce the
total number of questions and time a participant needs to complete the survey.

Engagement. Engagement was measured using the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES), a widely used tool for assessing work engagement. It comprises three dimensions:
vigor, dedication, and absorption. Each dimension is measured using a set of items rated on a 7-
point Likert-type scale, ranging from "Never" to "Always." The UWES has demonstrated strong
reliability and validity in numerous studies (Schaufeli et al., 2009). Higher scores on each

dimension indicate greater work engagement in the corresponding area (i.e., higher vigor,
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dedication, and absorption). Work engagement is typically computed as the sum of scores across
the three dimensions, providing an overall measure of an individual's work engagement, which
was computed for this study.

Turnover Intentions. Turnover intentions was measured using Kelloway, Gottlieb, and
Barham’s (1999) measure of turnover intent. The measure consists of four items assessed on a 5-
point Likert-type scale. The scale ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Sample
items include, “I am planning to look for a new job” and “I am thinking about leaving this
organization.” This measure has demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability and validity
(Kelloway et al., 1999). A total score is achieved for this measure with higher scores indicating
greater levels of turnover intentions.

Demographics

Demographic variables were also assessed to provide further information for each of the

studies. Items relating to sex, race, ethnicity, and other job-related factors were asked and

assessed for their relatedness to the above variables.
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSES AND RESULTS
Quantitative Analytics
Sample 1

To test whether eNPS is related to proactive personality, burnout, engagement, and
turnover intentions, correlations were conducted. Descriptive statistics, correlations, and
reliabilities for this sample can be found in Table 1. Employee Net Promoter Score had
significant correlations with all variables of interest in the hypothesized directions. Significant
correlations were also found between proactive personality and all variables of interest except
turnover intentions. Emotional exhaustion was significantly correlated will all variables of
interest except engagement and turnover intentions. Moreover, depersonalization and personal
accomplishment were both correlated with all variables of interest. Engagement was correlated
significantly with all but emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions. Thus, hypotheses 1, 2a,
2b, 2c, 3a, 3b, 3c, 4, 5, 6b, 6¢, 7, 9b and 9c were supported and hypotheses 6a, 8, 9a, and 10 were
not supported.

A regression was also conducted to assess how each of the variables of interest affect a
person’s score, which can be seen in Table 4. This regression was statistically significant, R? =
42, F(6, 776) = 91.73, p = <.001 and accounted for 42% of variance. Additionally, coefficients
were further assessed to ascertain the influence of each of the factors on eNPS. The beta weights
for proactive personality, emotional exhaustion, and depersonalization were not significant. The
beta weights for personal accomplishment (b=.25, t=1.20, p=.045), engagement (b=.21, t=2.78,
p=.005), and turnover intentions (b=-1.09, t=-17.87, p<.001) were significant, however.
Turnover intentions accounted for the largest portion of variance.

Sample 2



Correlations were also run on sample 2 to assess relationships of key variables with
eNPS. Descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliabilities for this sample can be found in Table
2. Employee Net Promoter Score had significant correlations with all variables of interest in the
hypothesized directions. All other variables of interest tested were correlated with each other in
hypothesized directions as well. Thus, hypotheses 1, 2a, 3a, 4, 5, 6a, 7, 8, 9a, and 10 were all
supported. Because this sample did not include depersonalization nor personal accomplishment,
these hypotheses were unable to be tested.

A regression was also conducted to assess how each of the variables of interest affect a
person’s score. This regression was statistically significant, R? = .34, F(4, 5388) = 694.82, p <
.001 and accounted for 34% of the variance. Coefficients were also tested to determine the
individual contribution each factor has upon eNPS, with all factors coming up as significant
except for proactive personality. Emotional exhaustion (b=-.31, t=-10.16, p<.001), engagement
(b=.42, t=10.98, p<.001), and turnover intentions (b=-.73, t=-30.34, p<.001) were all significant,
with turnover intentions accounting for the largest proportion of variance. Full details can be
found in Table 5.

Sample 3

Correlations for this sample resulted in significant correlations with nearly all variables of
interest, excluding proactive personality, though it was still correlated in the hypothesized
direction. All aspects of burnout, engagement, and turnover intentions were significant in the
hypothesized directions and can be found in Table 3 along with additional descriptive statistics
and reliabilities. This supports hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c, 4, and 7. Proactive personality was only
correlated significantly with engagement and personal accomplishment. All other correlations

were significant aside from turnover intentions with personal accomplishment. Thus, hypotheses
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3¢, 5, 64, 6b, 6¢, 93, 9b, and 10 were also supported. Hypotheses 1, 3a, 3b, 8, and 9c were not
supported.

A regression was run to predict eNPS scores from the variables of interest. The
regression was significant, R? = .49, F(6, 194) = 30.55, p = <.001, accounting for 49% of
variance. See Table 6 for full details. Upon examination of the coefficients for each variable of
interest, results were significant for both emotional exhaustion (b=-.74, t=-3.40, p<.001) and
turnover intentions (b=-.79, t=-5.77, p<.001). Turnover intentions again accounted for the largest
proportion of variance in predicting eNPS.

Quantitative Results Summary

Across all samples, several hypotheses related to Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS)
received consistent support. These include the expectations that proactive personality, emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, personal accomplishment, engagement, and turnover intentions
would each have specific relationships with eNPS. Specifically, proactive personality, personal
accomplishment, engagement, and lower levels of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and
turnover intentions were consistently associated with higher eNPS scores.

These findings indicate robust connections between employee perceptions, attitudes, and
intentions regarding their workplace and their likelihood to recommend it to others. There was
variability in support between eNPS and proactive personality, however and the correlations
between eNPS and proactive personality were often quite small. Sample size could be a factor
into these results. In Sample 3, proactive personality did not show a significant correlation with
eNPS, although it was correlated in the hypothesized direction.

In addition, regression analyses unveiled distinct predictors of eNPS across samples. In

Sample 1, personal accomplishment, engagement, and turnover intentions emerged as significant
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predictors, with turnover intentions exhibiting the most substantial impact. Sample 2 indicated
emotional exhaustion, engagement, and turnover intentions as significant predictors, with
turnover intentions contributing the most to eNPS variance. Sample 3 highlighted emotional
exhaustion and turnover intentions as significant predictors, with turnover intentions playing a
pivotal role in predicting eNPS variance. All three samples found turnover intentions to play the
largest role in predicting eNPS scores, indicating a strong interplay between feeling the desire to
quit one’s job and rating that job poorly.

Key relationships also emerged between other variables of interest. Several hypotheses
had support across all samples. Specifically, engagement was positively correlated with
proactive personality in all three samples. Turnover intentions was negatively correlated with
engagement in all three samples as well. Several hypotheses were supported in at least two of the
samples tested. For instance, while there was some evidence of negative relationships between
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and turnover intentions with proactive personality, the
findings were not consistent across all samples. Similarly, the positive relationship between
personal accomplishment and proactive personality was supported in some instances but not
uniformly across all samples.

Moreover, hypotheses concerning the relationships between engagement, turnover
intentions, and proactive personality were not consistently supported across all samples. The
anticipation that engagement would be positively related to proactive personality and negatively
related to turnover intentions did not hold uniformly. Similarly, the hypothesis that turnover
intentions would be negatively associated with proactive personality and personal
accomplishment did not receive consistent support across the samples. Table 7 displays which

hypotheses were significant in each sample and Table 8 displays which predictors were
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significant for each sample regression.
Qualitative Analytics
Theme Analysis

Sample 3 contained data from 4 separate open-ended, non-leading questions. Participants
had an unlimited amount of time to answer the questions in the survey with no time limit.
Responses for each question were read individually and coded based on their similarity. This
coding was done by hand by the primary researcher to identify initial schemes. Any responses
that were incomplete or did not make sense were discarded. Codes were summarized in a short
sequence of words, and developed through an iterative process. The codes were then analyzed
for frequency and distribution to assess for broad themes and importance. From those broad
themes, further assessments were made to determine any sub-themes. Table 9 shows an overview
of these themes and subthemes as well as examples from the data for each.
Quialitative Results Summary

Overview of Themes
Analysis of open-ended responses to a question asking participants why they chose their eNPS
score revealed several key themes and subthemes that influence employee perceptions within
organizations. Internally, the meaningfulness of work emerges as pivotal, encompassing the
rewarding and impactful feelings associated with tasks and contributions. One respondent, who
provided a rating of 9, said:

“My organization exists to help people. They are currently growing and seem to be well

respected by clients.”
Another who rated their company a 10 put it simply:

“My job is awesome and very gratifying.”
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Externally, benefits play a crucial role, spanning financial rewards like pay and implicit
benefits such as flexibility and work/life balance. The theme of 'People’ encompasses
relationships within the organization, including interactions with coworkers and management,
both upper and direct. Organizational themes also emerge, namely factors such as culture and
organizational values, which all impact employee sentiment. Change management factors also
emerge as a major theme, encompassing both organizational change and development.

Delving deeper, within the main themes, specific subthemes provide additional insight
into the intricacies of employee perceptions. These include various aspects such as financial
benefits (e.g., pay), implicit benefits (e.g., flexibility, workload and stress, work/life balance),
and union-related benefits within the broader category of benefits. A satisfied employee rated
their company a 10, noting:

“Lots of opportunity to move up and around to different roles. Decent pay and benefits.

Work life balance is significantly better than my last role but there is still room for

improvement.”

Another had similar thoughts, rating their company a 9:

“I really love the people I work with. The president of the hospital is the best leader that I

have ever worked for. I am confident in the hospital's local leaders. The work we do is

meaningful. | have experienced personal and professional growth by working here. My
position pays well, and our benefits are better than most companies in our area. | also get
to work from home. I appreciate the flexibility.”

'People’ subthemes encompass the dynamics of relationships with coworkers and
management, distinguishing between interactions with upper management and direct supervisors.

Coworkers help play a role in employee satisfaction. One respondent provided a rating of
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7 and says:
“Good and consistent benefits. I have many good friends at my work and it balances out
the ones that drive me nuts. Flexibility and very kind managers.”
When it comes to direct managers, themes of support, micromanagement, and recognition
and appreciation all emerge. A satisfied employee noted:
“My employer actually tries to make the employees feel appreciated and I have never
had that at any other place of employment.”
For upper management, opportunities for advancement, role clarity or confusion, consistency,
and recognition and appreciation all emerge. A disgruntled respondent gave their organization a
0, noting:
“My boss is unkind and I feel undervalued as an employee. I don’t feel comfortable
speaking to my superiors or speaking to some of my coworkers. | am micromanaged and
watched like a hawk for work that is unimportant, despite the fact that | always complete
my work in a timely and efficient manner. There is no praise for work here; in fact, my
boss believes berating people and giving low performance scores boosts morale. He
doesn’t care about the employees or their well-being.”
Another noted feelings of being cared for by the organization, giving their company a 9:
“My workplace cares about their customers and employees. Most of our managers and
senior leadership team are great to work with.”
Within the organization, subthemes such as culture and atmosphere, alignment with
values like DEI missions and organizational direction, underscore the nuances of employee
experiences. One satisfied employee, who rated their organization an 8 explains:

“I chose this score because my company has an excellent culture that fosters growth and

37



independent thinking while also have excellent compensation and benefits.”

Change management subthemes, such as turnover, management changes, stability, and
training, further clarify the complexities of organizational dynamics and their impact on eNPS.
For example, one respondent rated their company a 6, noting:

“I feel like the hours are good for me and I love my coworkers, but I feel like the

organization as a whole doesn’t see the needs of its staff. The organization is

understaffed, and I don’t feel enough is done to rectify that problem.”

This question saw a high response rate, with only eight respondents leaving the question
blank or writing N/A. This provides a total response rate of 96% for this question.

Decision-Making

In analyzing the factors influencing respondents' decision-making regarding their eNPS
scores, a notable distinction emerges between those who primarily consider their individual job
satisfaction and others who evaluate the company as a whole. While some respondents focus
specifically on their role within the organization, many more reference their job rather than the
broader company context. One respondent noted:

“I considered how other people would view the job as opposed to my own personal

experience.”

Interestingly, there's a prevalence of mentions regarding customers or clients in this feedback
compared to the responses summarized above. Additionally, numerous respondents mention
comparing their current experience with previous jobs or how their current job used to be,
indicating a reflective approach to their assessment.

An important finding revolves around the interplay between tenure, experience, and change

management. Many respondents base their eNPS scores on their tenure with the company, with
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some expressing satisfaction due to longevity while others highlight dissatisfaction stemming
from significant organizational changes. A respondent who rated their company a 9 said:

“The work environment wasn't good a few years ago and the organization seems to be on the
rebound.”

This implies a nuanced perspective influenced by individual experiences within the evolving
organizational landscape. Furthermore, several respondents consider the opinions of others in
their decision-making process, indicating a collective aspect to eNPS evaluations. Notably, while
some respondents admit to relying on their initial gut feeling, there's a sense that many others
may do so but hesitate to acknowledge it openly, suggesting that there is more complexity to
eNPS scores than may be explicitly noted. For example, one particular respondent noted:

“I thought about all aspects of my company - at first | was thinking a higher number, but

| started thinking about recent frustrations | have had and stepped back to look at the

company overall, not just my personal experience with my team.”
In this instance, it seems the respondent likely would have rated their company higher if they’d
gone with their gut rather than taking time to consider their feelings.

Finally, there seemed to be a lack of clarity within the question itself. Many respondents
seemed to not understand the question was meant for them to describe why they provided the
score they did. Some instead explained their decision to stay with the company. This was not
extremely common but occurred at a rate higher than anticipated (n=9). These responses were
not used when considering themes around decision-making. This question was also left blank
more often than the other three, with 30 respondents leaving the question completely blank,
referencing their previous response, or writing N/A into the space. Response rate for this

question excluding those who misinterpreted the language was 84%.
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Positive vs. Negative Job Aspects

Respondents were asked which positive and negative aspects related to their job
influenced the scores they provided. Positive aspects influencing eNPS scores include autonomy
and agency in job roles, opportunities for growth and education, the presence of challenging
work and task variety, alignment with organizational values, and the feeling of being rewarded
and making a positive impact. Employees value environments where they can freely express
ideas, pursue personal development, engage in diverse tasks, align with company values, and feel
a sense of fulfillment from their contributions. One person put it simply, stating:

“I feel supported and encouraged to work with autonomy.”

These factors collectively contribute to higher job satisfaction, fostering a strong
connection between employees and their organization, ultimately influencing their likelihood of
recommending the company to others.

Negative aspects influencing eNPS scores encompass various challenges that hinder job
satisfaction and employee endorsement. A prevalent concern is the difficulty in performing tasks
efficiently, often attributed to obstacles like slow response to change, outdated technology, heavy
workload, high turnover rates, and inadequate training and support. Poor leadership and unclear
decision-making processes also contribute to dissatisfaction, along with issues of bureaucratic
red tape and communication breakdowns within the organization. Pay disparity emerges as a
significant concern, highlighting the discrepancy between job demands and compensation.
Additionally, the presence of negative coworker dynamics and procedural injustices further
exacerbates negative perceptions. Interestingly, while some employees find their roles either too
mundane or overly complex, others struggle with the pace of work. For instance, one respondent

mentions:
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“Sometimes that pace of work can be too slow in my opinion while others might enjoy

the pace though.”
Despite these challenges, it's notable that many employees who provided high eNPS ratings do
not mention any negative aspects, suggesting a diverse spectrum of experiences within the
organization. Response rate for these two questions was 100%, though many indicated they had
no negative aspects to note.

Overview of Scoring

Scoring is important within the eNPS scale, as only those with ratings of 8 through 10 are
considered to be promoters. Interestingly, those who provide a score of 7 to their employers
often have at least one negative criticism to note. In comparison, those who rate an 8 have far
fewer instances of citing a negative criticism. For example, only 12% of the sample who rated a
7 had exclusively positive notes, whereas 57% of those who gave an 8 had nothing but positive
things to say about their organization. Even still, those who rated 9’s or 10’s were even more
positive. Very few respondents had negative criticisms of their organization when rating a 9 or
10. Some even went as far as to explicitly state their promoter status, saying:

“I actively recommend working at my current company.”
This may provide some evidence into whether excluding those who provide a rating of 8 from

promoters is the right method.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
General Implications

The research conducted addresses three main research questions (RQs) aimed at
exploring critical aspects of the relationship between organizational variables and Employee Net
Promoter Score (eNPS), as well as the appropriateness of the scoring method and the alignment
between scores and qualitative responses. Research Question 1 focuses on understanding the
relationship between common organizational variables and eNPS. Through quantitative analysis,
the study identifies consistent correlations between eNPS and key organizational factors such as
proactive personality, burnout, engagement, and turnover intentions across multiple samples.
These findings highlight the interconnectedness between employee perceptions, attitudes, and
intentions toward their workplace and their likelihood to recommend it to others.

Research Question 2 delves into the appropriateness of the common scoring method for
eNPS and the impact of excluding scores of 7 and 8 from calculations. The research findings
reveal distinct scoring patterns among respondents, with those providing higher ratings
demonstrating overwhelmingly positive sentiments, while lower-rated responses often include
critical feedback. The implications of excluding scores of 7 and 8 from analyses warrant further
examination to assess the potential biases introduced and the extent to which these exclusions
align with the true sentiments of employees.

Research Question 3 aims to investigate the experiences of "promoters™ and "detractors”
and assess whether the quantitative scores align with qualitative responses. The qualitative
analysis uncovers nuanced insights into the factors influencing employees' perceptions and
decision-making processes regarding their eNPS scores. Themes such as meaningful work,

benefits, relationships with coworkers and management, and organizational culture emerge as



key determinants of employee sentiment. Understanding the alignment between quantitative
scores and qualitative responses provides valuable insights into the holistic employee experience
and the implications for organizational improvement strategies.

Overall, the research addresses critical questions surrounding the relationship between
organizational variables and eNPS, the appropriateness of scoring methods, and the alignment
between scores and qualitative feedback. These findings offer valuable implications for
organizational leaders seeking to enhance employee satisfaction, loyalty, and advocacy within
their respective workplaces. Further exploration and validation of these findings can contribute
to the development of targeted interventions aimed at fostering a positive work environment and
driving organizational success.

Employee Net Promoter Score’s Relationship to Variables of Interest

The research findings presented offer comprehensive insights into the relationship
between Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) and key organizational variables, including
proactive personality, burnout (encompassing emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and
personal accomplishment), engagement, and turnover intentions. Through rigorous quantitative
analysis across multiple samples, significant correlations between eNPS and the variables of
interest were consistently observed, highlighting the intricate interplay between employee
perceptions, attitudes, and intentions toward their workplace and their propensity to recommend
it to others.

Regression analyses further illuminate specific predictors of eNPS, with turnover
intentions emerging as a robust predictor across all samples, indicating the pivotal role of job
dissatisfaction in shaping eNPS ratings. Moreover, engagement, emotional exhaustion, and

personal accomplishment were identified as significant predictors, underscoring the multifaceted
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nature of employee experience and its impact on eNPS. Notably, while certain relationships,
such as those between eNPS and engagement or turnover intentions, exhibited consistent patterns
across samples, the relationship between eNPS and proactive personality demonstrated
variability, suggesting context-dependent influences. Within the construct of burnout, emotional
exhaustion consistently emerged as a significant predictor of eNPS, emphasizing its detrimental
effect on employee perceptions. However, the nuanced relationships between depersonalization,
personal accomplishment, and eNPS underscored the complexity within the burnout construct.
Moreover, these findings contribute valuable insights for organizational leaders aiming to foster
a positive work environment and enhance employee satisfaction, engagement, and loyalty,
thereby promoting organizational success and well-being.

What does eNPS measure?

Examination of the results from these three samples including the expansive qualitative
responses provided helps clarify what Employee Net Promoter Score is really measuring. Among
these predictors, turnover intentions emerge as a robust and consistent determinant of eNPS
across all samples, underscoring the significant impact of job dissatisfaction on employees'
likelihood to recommend their workplace to others. Additionally, engagement consistently
emerges as a significant predictor of eNPS, highlighting the pivotal role of positive
organizational experiences and workplace interactions in shaping employee perceptions and
attitudes. Emotional exhaustion, a dimension of burnout, also consistently influences eNPS
ratings, indicating the detrimental effects of emotional strain and exhaustion on employee
sentiments toward their workplace. Furthermore, personal accomplishment, another dimension of
burnout, exhibits varying relationships with eNPS across samples, suggesting nuanced dynamics

within the burnout construct that impact employee recommendations.
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Study Limitations

The research findings presented above offer valuable insights into the relationships
between Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) and various organizational factors, yet several
limitations warrant consideration. First, the study's reliance on cross-sectional data poses
limitations in establishing causal relationships between variables. While correlations and
regression analyses provide valuable insights, longitudinal studies would be instrumental in
highlighting how eNPS may change over time and directional relationships among variables of
interest, particularly regarding turnover intentions and engagement. Additionally, the variability
in support for certain hypotheses across samples highlights potential contextual influences that
remain unexplored. Further investigation into the moderating effects of organizational
characteristics, such as industry type or organizational size, may showcase the nuanced
relationships observed.

Moreover, the exclusion of respondents who rated their workplace as a 7 or 8 from the
eNPS calculation raises concerns regarding the appropriateness of the scoring method. Future
research should examine the impact of including these ratings on eNPS scores and explore
alternative scoring approaches to ensure a more comprehensive assessment of employee
sentiments. In general, creating cut points on a continuous variable can be problematic for
several reasons. Firstly, it introduces subjectivity into the analysis process, as the determination
of where to set the cut points is often arbitrary. This subjectivity can undermine the validity and
reliability of the results, as different cut points may yield divergent findings and interpretations.
In this study, those who rate their companies an 8 have very few negative criticisms to note.
Excluding their responses in calculating eNPS may result in drastic changes to their eNPS scores

compared to what they may be if included in calculations.
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Secondly, creating cut points may oversimplify the underlying complexity of the data.
Continuous variables often represent a spectrum of values, and imposing cut points may obscure
important nuances and variability within the data. By dichotomizing or categorizing a continuous
variable, such as eNPS, employers risk losing valuable information and insight into the full range
of relationships and patterns present in the data. Continuous variables inherently possess more
information than dichotomized or categorized variables, and by converting them into discrete
categories in the way eNPS does, organizations may reduce the precision and sensitivity of their
analyses. This loss of information can limit the ability to detect subtle but meaningful
associations and patterns within the data.

Moreover, creating cut points may introduce bias and misclassification errors into the
analysis. Individuals near the cut points, such as those who rate their organization an 8, or those
who rated a 6, may be misclassified into different categories, leading to inaccuracies in the
assessment of relationships and associations. Furthermore, the choice of cut points may
disproportionately impact certain subgroups within the data, potentially biasing the results and
interpretations. If those with ratings of 8 are true promoters, excluding them only diminishes an
organization’s true promoter score. In the same vein, some employees who rate their
organization a 6 may not be true detractors. By including those ratings, organizations may be
overestimating the negative outlook their employees have. Though creating cut points on eNPS
may seem appealing for simplicity and ease of interpretation, it can introduce several
methodological challenges and limitations. Organizations should carefully consider the
implications of categorizing this continuous variable and explore alternative analytical
approaches that preserve the integrity and richness of the data.

Lastly, the qualitative analysis, while insightful, may be subject to response bias and
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interpretation errors, necessitating careful consideration of respondent demographics and the
reliability of coding procedures. Overall, addressing these limitations through methodological
refinement and further exploration of contextual factors is crucial for enhancing the robustness
and generalizability of findings in future research endeavors

Future Research

Future research on Employee Net Promoter Score should address several key areas to
enhance understanding of its applications and limitations. Longitudinal studies are needed to
assess how eNPS scores may change over time and to determine any causal relationship between
eNPS and organizational variables, particularly employee turnover intentions. By tracking
changes in eNPS over time, research can help identify critical inflection points and determine the
affect of organizational interventions on employee perceptions and attitudes.

Future research should also examine the contextual factors that influence the
relationships between eNPS and organizational variables. This includes exploring the moderating
effects of organizational culture, industry type, leadership style, and employee demographics on
the predictive validity of eNPS. Understanding how these contextual factors shape employee
perceptions and likelihood to recommend their workplace can inform tailored strategies for
enhancing employee satisfaction and engagement, potentially reducing turnover intentions and
increasing tenure.

Additionally, more research is needed to assess the scoring method eNPS currently
applies. Research should explore alternative scoring methods and cutpoints for eNPS to address
concerns regarding the exclusion of respondents who rate their workplace as a 7 or 8.
Comparative studies examining the predictive validity and reliability of different scoring

approaches can help identify the most appropriate method for assessing eNPS.
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Finally, more qualitative research is needed to gain deeper insights into the underlying
drivers of eNPS ratings and the experiences of "promoters” and "detractors™ within
organizations. By conducting in-depth interviews and focus groups, new research can uncover
nuanced factors influencing employee perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors, providing valuable
context for interpreting quantitative findings. In summary, future research on eNPS should adopt
a multidimensional approach that integrates quantitative and qualitative methodologies to
explore its dynamics, contextual influences, and implications for organizational effectiveness and
employee well-being. By addressing these key areas, researchers can contribute to the continued
evolution and refinement of eNPS as a valuable tool for assessing and enhancing employee
engagement and organizational advocacy.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the findings presented in this research provide valuable insights into the
complex relationships between Employee Net Promoter Score (eNPS) and key organizational
variables, including proactive personality, dimensions of burnout (emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, personal accomplishment), engagement, and turnover intentions. Through
rigorous quantitative analyses across multiple samples, significant correlations and predictors of
eNPS were identified, shedding light on the multifaceted nature of employee perceptions and
attitudes within organizational contexts.

The consistency of turnover intentions as a robust predictor of eNPS emphasizes the
critical importance of addressing job dissatisfaction and retention strategies in fostering positive
employee sentiments and organizational advocacy. Additionally, engagement and emotional
exhaustion were identified as significant predictors, highlighting the pivotal role of positive

organizational experiences and the detrimental effects of emotional strain on employee
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perceptions.

Though proactive personality demonstrated variable relationships with eNPS across
samples, its contextual influences warrant further investigation. The nuanced dynamics within
the burnout construct underscore the need for deeper exploration into the interplay between
burnout dimensions and eNPS ratings. Furthermore, the study's qualitative analysis provided
valuable insights into the underlying drivers of eNPS ratings and the experiences of "promoters™
and "detractors” within organizations. The themes identified underscored the importance of
meaningful work, benefits, interpersonal relationships, organizational culture, and change
management in shaping employee sentiments and likelihood to recommend their workplace.

However, the research is not without limitations. Cross-sectional data lacks the ability to
truly understand how eNPS scores differ over time. Future research should address these
limitations through longitudinal studies, exploration of contextual influences, and examination of
alternative scoring methods. In summary, the findings contribute to the understanding of eNPS
as a metric of employee satisfaction, engagement, and organizational advocacy, while also
highlighting avenues for further research and methodological refinement. By addressing these
key areas, future researchers can advance the understanding of employee perceptions within
organizational contexts and inform evidence-based practices for enhancing employee experience

and organizational effectiveness.
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Tables

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliabilities for Sample 1

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1.ENPS  8.49 1.75 -
2. PPS 3.84 44 A1* .87

3. EE 2.13 74 -34** - 26%* 91

4. DP 1.89 12 -28**  -19**  53** .85

5. PA 3.91 .46 25%*  39**  -26%* -28%* e

6. ENG 5.30 .82 33**40** -34  -34*F 39%* 91

7. 11 1.99 .89 -62**  -04 .39 36**  -22% -.04 .90

8. Age 55.52  11.86 .01 -.02 <.01 .02 -.03 .04 -.07 -

Notes. N = 787; **p <.001; *p <.05; McDonald’s @ is on diagonal in bold; ENPS = Employee
Net Promoter Score; PPS = Proactive Personality; EE = Emotional Exhaustion; DP =
Depersonalization; PA = Personal Accomplishment; ENG = Engagement; Tl = Turnover
Intentions.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliabilities for Sample 2

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. ENPS 729 251 -

2. PPS 401 61 .14** 75

3.EE 403 1.12 -43** -23** 03

4. ENG 520 .95 .40** 43** -55** 092

5.TI 2.60 1.34 -54** -09** 50** -41** 94

6. Age 36.48 32.35 .02 -01 -02 .03* -02 -

7. Hours Worked 48.89 19.60 <01 -01 -01 <01 <01 -03* -

8. Gender - - -01 <01 .02 -02 .01 -10** .16** -

Notes. N = 5484; **p < .001; *p <.05; McDonald’s o is on diagonal in bold; ENPS = Employee
Net Promoter Score; PPS = Proactive Personality; EE = Emotional Exhaustion; ENG =
Engagement; TI = Turnover Intentions.



Table 3. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliabilities for Sample 3

Variable M  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. ENPS 737 249 -

2. PPS 390 48 06 .71

3.EE 257 92 -60** -09 .91

4. DP 218 .71 -48** -00 .66** .73

5. PA 3.86 .43 .20* .16* -.23** -26** .62

6. ENG 3.98 .83 .43** 39** -58** -34** 40** .90

7.T1 238 119 -61** -08 .57** .42** -08 -44** 093

8. Age 42,70 12.120 .10 .08 -16* -03 .00 .14 -15* -

9. Hours Worked 44.15 1043 -05 .31** .17* .14* .10 .23* .04 .03 -

10. Education - - -02 01 .13 -06 .16* .03 .19* -20* .03 -

11. Gender - .08 -10 -02 -15* 02 .04 -16* .02 -16* .13 -

Notes. N = 201; **p < .001, *p< .05; McDonald’s @ is on diagonal in bold; ENPS = Employee
Net Promoter Score; PPS = Proactive Personality; EE = Emotional Exhaustion; DP =
Depersonalization; PA = Personal Accomplishment; ENG = Engagement; T1 = Turnover
Intentions.

Table 4 Predicting Employee Net Promoter Score for Sample 1

b SE t p

R*= .42

Proactive Personality .02 13 .16 873
Emotional Exhaustion -.16 .08 -1.91 .055
Depersonalization .02 .08 22 .829
Personal Accomplishment .25* 12 1.20 .045
Engagement 21%* .07 2.78 .005
Turnover Intentions -1.09** .06 -17.87 <.001

Notes. *=p <.05; **=p < .01

Table 5 Predicting Employee Net Promoter Score for Sample 2

b SE t p
R?=.34
Proactive Personality .02 .05 40 .689
Emotional Exhaustion - 31** .03 -10.16 <.001
Engagement A2** .04 10.98 <.001
Turnover Intentions - 13*%* .02 -30.34 <.001

Notes. *=p <.05;**=p< .01
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Table 6 Predicting Employee Net Promoter Score for Sample 3

b )i} SE t p

R?=.49

Proactive Personality -.18 -.04 0.29 -.61 543
Emotional Exhaustion - 74 -.27 0.22 -3.40 <.001
Depersonalization -.36 -.10 0.24 -1.48 142
Personal Accomplishment 31 .05 0.33 .92 .359
Engagement .23 .08 0.22 1.09 278
Turnover Intentions - 19%* -.38 0.14 -5.77 <.001

Notes. * =p < .05, **=p<.01

Table 7. Hypothesis Summaries Across Samples
Sample H1 H2a H2b H2c H3a H3b H3c H4 H5 H6a H6b H6c H7 H8 H9a H9b H9c H10

1 v v v v v v v VvV VY v v Y v Vv
2 v v o v *r v v v r r v v VvoFoFroy
3 v v Y v v v v v Vv v o/ v

Notes. v indicates where a hypothesis is supported. *hypothesis was not tested in this sample.
Bold indicates the hypotheses testing Employee Net Promoter Score

Table 8. Predictors of Employee Net Promoter Score Summaries Across Samples

Sample PPS EE DP PA ENG Tl
1 v v v
2 v * * v v
3 v v

Notes. v indicates where a predictor was significant. * Predictor was not tested in this sample.
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Table 9. Themes, Subthemes, and Examples

Themes Detractor Passive Promoter
Internal Factors I do not mind the company | | enjoy my job and workplace. So, | My job is awesome and very
(meaningfulness, work for, but | do not feel would recommend it. gratifying.
reward, impact) fulfilled or like I am using
my full potential.
Benefits (pay, Pay is below average . . . The career is fantastic for someone Excellent stability, good
workload, work/life with a family; it provides health care benefits. . .
balance) and flexibility. It is also a moderately

relaxed environment but pays below
minimum wage and has high

turnover.
People (coworkers, ... Finally, it appears some Great place to work full of My workplace cares about
management) younger employees do not opportunities and supportive co- their customers and
value their older colleagues. workers. employees. Most of our
managers and senior
leadership team are great to
work with.

Organization There are a few good people ... my company has an excellent  Great culture and fun place to
(culture, where | work but overall the culture that fosters growth and work.
organizational climate and culture is independent thinking while also have
values, mission) extremely toxic and excellent compensation and benefits.

invalidating.
Change Management This company has takena  There is a fair amount of transition  I've had a great career and
(turnover, stability, step back as far as how they happening which makes it feel a little opportunities to grow.
training) hire and treat newer unstable. . .

employees.
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