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Abstract

The construct of Employee Engagement (EE) is multidimensional,
and has been elaborated from various perspectives. Its dynamics have
been explored in the context of change in the contemporary era in the
psychological contract between the employer and the employee. However,
scales developed so far to measure EE have not reflected its multi-
dimensional nature, and the different perspectives through which it has
been viewed, and have failed to address the antecedents of EE. Thus, the
purpose of this study is to develop a measurement scale with a multi-
dimensional perspective, assimilating models that have been developed
so far, and to propose a more holistic model for clarifying engagement
dynamics. This study also aims to empirically validate the scale with a
comparatively large sample selected from several industries, to overcome
issues with sample limitations in previous studies. SPSS and AMOS
measurement models were used to analyse data from a total sample of
2,952 respondents (142 respondents in the pilot, 1391 in the exploratory
survey from the garment industry and 1419 in the confirmatory survey)
selected from the IT/BPO/KPO industry. With a series of stepwise
refinement procedures in scale development, the study proposed a six-
dimensional measurement scale for Employee Engagement, including:
(1) Self-confidence at work (2) Supportive leadership (3) Synergy with
the organization (4) Shared value and (5) Significance of work. It is
argued that with the ever growing impacts of employee engagement
on organizational performance, the validated measurement scale will
contribute to the advancement of research in this nascent consumer area
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Introduction

Employee Engagement (EE) is one of the main research areas that has been continuously
evolving with the criticisms and comments of scholars and practitioners over a
few decades. Several studies have conceptualized and empirically tested employee
engagement across many industries. Employee engagement has pragmatic value as
practising managers seek various ways to improve the productivity of their staff as well
as to reduce the attrition of employees. In particular, employee engagement captures
individuals’ engagement with their job’ and with the ‘organization’ (Saks, 2006). An
engaged employee is intellectually and emotionally bound with the organization, and
hence, the resulting performance (Anitha, 2013), reduces turnover intention (Maslach,
& Leiter, 1997; Saks, 2006). Employee engagement is also perceived as a psychological
foundation which enables human resources development (Shuck & Reio 2011;
Shuck & Wollard 2010). However, Employee Engagement has not been adequately
conceptualized, and hence, has not been defined comprehensively (Marcey & Schneider,
2008; Markos & Sridevi, 2010; Cowardin-Lee & Soyalp, 2011).

Several scales have been developed for employee engagement, ranging from the scale
developed by Kahn (1990) to that of Soane, et al. (2012). Kahn (1990) used motivational
theories to oversee the concept, and conceptualized and defined employee engagement
as “the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement,
people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during
role performances” (p. 694). Soane, et al. (2012) applied the Affect Theory to employee
engagement, a theory which describes employees’ engagement across physiological,
social, interpersonal, and internalized manifestations. In comparison, theoretical
arguments developed by previous studies depend on more reflective models.
However, factors derived by previous scale development studies have similarities
and dissimilarities. The scales developed between those of Kahn (1990) and Soane,
et al. (2012) employ both cognitive and behavioural elements in measuring employee
engagement. Schaufeli, et al. (2002) defined engagement as a ‘positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption, which
explains the cognitive elements. The definitions employed by some other studies (e.g:
Harter, et al., 2002; Shuck & Wollard, 2010) comprise a wide array of explanations of
the construct. Thus, employee engagement came to be viewed as a multi-dimensional
construct which connects an employee’s head, heart and soul (Fleming and Asplund,
2007, p. 2). However, present literature on engagement has identified EE as a more

persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive state that is not focused on any particular
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object, event, individual, or behaviour. Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) further extended
the definition of the concept as the ‘psychological state that accompanies the
behavioural investment of personal energy’ (p.22). Integrating these ideas, employee
engagement can be described as individuals’ positive state of mind leading to positive
behavioural outcomes. Thus, according to the Affective Event Theory, psychological,
cognitive and emotional elements craft an individual's behaviours, and hence, a scale
measuring employee engagement should reflect the impacts of all these elements. Even
though Gallup (2013) identified three types of people: engaged employees, not engaged
employees, and actively disengaged employees, it is doubtful to what extent the division
is valid when engagement itself has not been solidly established. Given the fact that
the definition of Employee Engagement is still not precise, conceptualizations of the
construct cannot be expected to capture a great deal of its variation. Specifically, there is
a lack of studies that have identified EE as a multidimensional construct, and that have

studied it in relation to its antecedents.

The construct of EE, then, is multidimensional, and has been elaborated from various
perspectives. Its dynamics have been explored in the contemporary era in the context of
the change in the psychological contract between the employer and the employee (Ahuja
& Modi, 2015). However, scales developed to measure EE have not reflected its multi-
dimensional nature, and have failed to address the antecedents of EE such as perceived
supervisor support, job characteristics and individual perceptions about distributive
and procedural justice. Thus, the purpose of this study was to develop a measurement
scale with a multi-dimensional perspective, assimilating models known so far, and
to propose a more holistic model for clarifying engagement dynamics This study also
aims to empirically validate the scale with a comparatively large sample drawn from
several different industries to overcome issues with sample limitations seen in previous
studies.

Literature review

Employee engagement

Engagement first entered the academic lexicon in the social psychological work of Kahn
(1990, p. 702), who proposed that personal engagement occurs when ‘people bring in
or leave out their personal selves during work-role performances’. These behaviours are
defined by the extent to which people employ physical, cognitive and emotional degrees
of themselves during work - role performance. As such, engaged employees express
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their authentic selves through physical involvement, cognitive awareness and emotional
connections. Kahn used the term ‘personal engagement’ in his writings, and argued
that the authentic expression of self that occurs during experienced engagement is
psychologically beneficial for the individual (Truss, et al., 2013). Conversely, disengaged
employees ‘uncouple’ themselves from their roles, suppressing personal involvement
in physical, cognitive and emotional aspects of work. Shuck (2011) identifies the
‘multidimensional’ approach to engagement, which is associated with the work of Saks
(2006), who suggested that engagement can have multiple foci, similar to commitment,
and differentiated between job engagement and organizational engagement. Another
approach is the burnout-antithesis view on engagement developed by Maslach and
Leiter (1997), who propose that engagement and burnout are opposite ends of a
continuum. The satisfaction - engagement approach, was developed by the survey
firm Gallup, and taken to mean ‘an individual’s involvement and satisfaction as well as
enthusiasm for, work’ (Harter, et al., 2002, p. 269).

Shuck’s (2011) typology provides an insight into how engagement has been
conceptualised to date. There appears to be agreement that engagement is a positive
state of mind, and studies have shown that engagement levels are susceptible to
influence from contextual and interpersonal factors (Kahn & Heaphy, 2013; Schaufeli,
2013) Employee engagement has been defined in various ways, but evidence has
accumulated on the basis of quantitative studies to suggest that high levels of
engagement are associated with high levels of performance, citizenship behaviour and
individual wellbeing (Christian, et al., 2011; Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2012; Soane 2013).

Engagement is characterized by energy, involvement and efficacy, which are considered
the direct opposites of three burnout dimensions; exhaustion, cynicism and lack of
accomplishment (Maslach & Leiter;1997; Myers, 2000. Albrecht & Marty 2020 ), and
engaged employees were noted to be more satisfied and more productive (Luthans &
Perterson, 2001; Carter et al. 2018). Employee engagement has also been argued to be
a work-related state of mind characterized by feelings of vigour, fulfillment, enthusiasm,
absorption and dedication (Eldor, etal,, 2017). Engagement was empirically determined
by Gallup as a strong predictor of desirable organizational outcomes such as customer
satisfaction, customer retention, and productivity and profitability (Luthans & Perterson,
2001). The Corporate Leadership Council and the Gallup Management Journal have also
expressed that engaged employees confer competitive advantages to their companies
(Rich,et al.,2010) as they provide their fullest contribution to organizational success

and development.

-43-



Sri Lankan Journal of Management
Vol. 26, No. 1, January - June, 2021

Employee engagement has also been identified as an indicator that predicts job
performance (Rich, et al., 2010; Dharmasairi, 2010). Furthermore, those who identify
most strongly with their jobs focus on, and identify situations they encounter as
opportunities to perform work-related activities (Rich, et al, 2010). Though Kahn
(1990) did not explicitly establish a relationship between employee engagement and
productivity, efficiency and quality, there is strong theoretical support to believe that
such links exist. They support the notion that employee engagement has a better
capacity to explain job performance than certain other individual characteristics of
employees. Employee engagement influences performance as a way to fulfill the need
to feel competent and maintain autonomy and control over courses of action, which
facilitate self-motivation and effective regulatory functioning through internalization of

organizationally valued goals (Baard, et al., 2004; Rich, et al., 2010).

Some scholars (eg: Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995; Kahn, 1990) have argued that
engagement is employees simultaneously maintaining focused involvement in the job
role physically, whether alone or with the participation of others, being emotionally
connected to their work and to others who work with them, and cognitively being
vigilant, focused and attentive in a connected rather than a fragmented manner (Rich,
et al,, 2010). Luthans and Peterson (2001) claimed that psychological engagement in
organizational behaviour is created by emotional and cognitive engagement. It can be
considered that engagement occurs in two ways, psychological and physical. Therefore,
engaged individuals are psychologically present in the job, completely and attentively,
feeling connected, integrated and focused in their performance (Rich, et al,, 2010).
Rich and others further support the argument of Kahn (1990), that employees can be
engaged in one dimension but not in the other. However, the more engaged an employee
is in each dimension, the higher the overall personal engagement will be (Luthans &
Peterson, 2001).

A different view of engagement is about allocation of personal resources to role
performance, and how intensely and persistently those resources are applied for job
performance, most importantly, physical persistency in the task (Rich, et al,, 2010; ).
Ashforth & Humphrey (1995), also note that engagement involves investing the hands,
head, and heart. In other words, it is about organizational members harnessing their
individual selves in work performance by focusing personal energy into physical,
cognitive, and emotional labour. Engaged employees will be open to themselves and
to others, connected to their work and to others, and bring their complete selves to
their performance. Engagement was noted as being noticeably prominent since
people’s work roles are defined largely by behavioural expectations of others in
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their organization. Investment of cognitive energy into work roles contributes to
organizational goals because it promotes behaviour that is more vigilant, attentive, and
focused. Engagement is sometimes given the label “needfulness” (Weick and Roberts,
1993). Those who are cognitively engaged are acutely aware of their mission and role in
their work environment. Those who invest emotional energy in their work roles enhance
performance through the promotion of increased connection among coworkers in
pursuit of organizational goals (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995). Investments of emotional
energies also help individuals meet the emotional demands of their roles in a way that
results in more complete and authentic performance (Kahn, 1990, 1992). In other words,
engaged employees are those who know what is expected from them, who form strong
relationships with co-workers and managers, who, in other ways, experience meaning
in their work (Luthans & Peterson, 2001; Harter et al.,, 2002). Employees experience
engagement in daily task performance, and engagement was noted as occurring when

an employee is cognitively vigilant and/or emotionally concerned about others.

Antecedents of employee engagement

Theliterature showsthatthe antecedents ofemployee engagementinfluence engagement
and have a significant impact on the level of engagement among employees. Rana et al.
(2014) proposed a theoretical model of employee engagement that identified job design
and characteristics, supervisor and co-worker relationships, workplace environment,
and HRD practices as the major antecedents of employee engagement. AbuKhalifeh and
Mat Som (2013) found that employee development is the highest contributing factor to
employee engagement.

Some studies have claimed that employee engagement is different to employee role
constructs like job involvement (Lawler & Hall, 1970), commitment to organizations
(Mowday,et al.,1982), and intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975). They further explain
the concept of engagement, drawing support from Kahn (1990), as an employee’s
psychological experience of work and work contexts that shape the process of attending
and absenting themselves during task performance. Furthermore, they contrast
engagement with disengagement. While subscribing to Hochschild (1983), they explain
that incomplete performance is displayed by disengaged employees, and that the task
behaviour of these employees becomes effortless, automatic, and robotic. Disengaged
employees tend to uncouple themselves from work and show cognitive and emotional
withdrawal (Lepine & Crawford, 2010). Reasons for such disengagement were noted as

occurring in instances where employees were not getting the desired social attention
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at work, or when they were given little autonomy in work roles, and among those
who felt that their jobs were unimportant (Lepine & Crawford, 2010). In addition,
these researchers pointed out that employees who demonstrate engagement tend to
receive higher supervisor ratings on task performance and organizational citizenship
behaviour (Lepine & Crawford, 2010). Rich, et al. (2010), in their theory building,
have established that engagement plays a mediating role between value congruence
and perceived organizational support and self-evaluations and job performance. Self-
evaluations, perceived organizational support, and perceived value congruence are

positively related to engagement and the resulting task performance.

Rich et al. (2010) establish through empirical testing that self-efficacy mediates
employee engagement. Self-efficacy is the ability of an individual to mobilize cognitive
resources and courses of action needed to successfully execute a specific task within a
given context (Carter et al.,, 2018). This may change over time as individuals become
more exposed to new information and experiences and learn new things. The concept
of self-efficacy is adaptable to HR development and management for performance
improvement, and thus, HR development may create engagement through a different
perspective.

Methodology

This study applied both qualitative and quantitative approaches to explore and validate
an employee engagement scale. A systematic rigorous procedure was applied to develop
the scale, as was used by Kang and Park-Poaps (2011) and Quazi et al. (2015), and this
is depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Stages of scale development procedure

Item Generation Employee
1. Literature Review | Refinement Engagement
2. Qualitative Inquiry | 3. Face and Validation Scale
¢ Focus Group Content
e Expert Group Validity 7. Confirmatory
e Researchers’ 4, Pilot Study Factor Analysis
experience and 5. Finalizing e Convergent
observations Scale Validity
e (Generation 6. Exploratory ¢ Discriminant
of initial Factor Validity
inventory of items Analysis * Reliability

Source: Kang and Park-Poaps (2011) cited by Quazi et al. (2015)
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Stage 1: Literature review

We conducted a literature review on the concept of employee engagement. Similarities
and dissimilarities were observed among the different definitions of associated concepts
such as employee/job involvement (Kanungo,1982; Brown, 1996), personal engagement
(Kahn, 1990; Simpson, 2009), work engagement (Schaufeli, et al.,, 2002; Bakker, et al.,
2011), executive engagement and so on. For the most part, motivational, emotional,
behavioural and psychological theories have been applied to oversee employee
engagement. However, a multi-dimensional construct for employee engagement has
been developed by Soane, et al. (2012) which includes three facets: intellectual, social
and affective engagement. This scale qualified to capture the different meanings of the
same concepts mentioned above. Following the argument of Law, Chi-Sum, and Mobley
(1998), cited in Soane, et al. (2012), this study identified employee engagement as a
latent variable which has theoretically meaningful associations between the constituent
facets and the higher-order constructs and parsimony. Over 45 items which have
been suggested by previous studies have been subjected to discussions by the group
of researchers who undertook this study. The first round of subjective refinement
was done individually and then, every individual assessment was cross checked with
each member of the group. Thereafter, commonly identified overlapping items were
removed from the list, and only 32 items remained. Next, a focus group discussion with
employees was carried out to understand and identify these employees’ perceived

meaning of the term ‘engagement’.

Stage 2: Focus group discussion

A focus group discussion utilizing a judgmental sample was used to explore new factors,
assuming that there may be new or contextual meanings of the concept. The focus
group discussions were held with employees from two organizations. One organization
was drawn from the Knowledge Process Outsourcing/Business process outsourcing
(KPO/BPO) sector and another from the Apparel sector. At this stage, a minimum of
ten (10) individuals were chosen from each organization, and altogether 24 employees
participated in the focus group discussion. The outcome of the focus group discussion
was scrutinized, and about seven (07) new items were identified. The items generated
through the focus group and the literature survey were combined, and a total of 39
items were collected. A preliminary questionnaire was prepared and then forwarded
to two academic experts in the field of human resource development to assess the
face validity of the initial scale. Altogether, 3 items were found to overlap, and hence,
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compressing them resulted in only 36 items. The new scale comprising 36 items, with
each item measured on a 5 point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1= Strongly Disagree
to 5= Strongly Agree, was then forwarded for the pilot test.

Stage 2: The pilot study

The pilot study was conducted with 142 usable responses provided by employees from
the Apparel and KPO/BPO industries in Sri Lanka. Among the respondents, most were
female (64%), and the majority represented the age category 20 to 30 years (56%) while

62 percent of respondents had more than 10 years’ work experience in the current job.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to refine the scale using the pilot test
data (Mahalekamge & Galahitiyawe, 2019). The pilot test confirmed sample adequacy
with a KMO value of (.831) and a Bartlett’s test value of (.000). EFA proposed six factors
with Eigen values greater than 1, which explained 66 percent of the total variance of the
constructs. Stepwise deletion was used to exclude items which did not sufficiently load
onto each factor (A<0.045 was considered as the cut-off point in the initial refinement).
Then, internal consistency was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha reliability. A few items
were dropped due to low ‘item to total correlation’ to increase internal consistency
(Mahalekamge & Galahitiyawe, 2019). Finally, the whole process excluded fifteen items
(15), and hence, the number of scale items decreased to twenty one (21) items from
36, with a Cronbach’s alpha above 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). Item to total correlation values
ranged from 0.31 to 0.57 (Cristobal,et al., 2007) with standardized factor loadings >
0.45.Careful attention was paid by the research group to naming each factor in order to
reflect empirical discrimination. Table 3 provides the labels given to each factor loaded

and the summary of the results.
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Table 1: Pilot study outcomes of the employee engagement scale

Construct Initial Number of Number % ofTotal Eigen Cronbach
number discarded ofitems variance value alpha
of items items finally explained
(x=36) (x=15) retained

(z=21)

Significance of work 66.664 28910  0.893
Safety 63.833 8.130 0.904
Availability 60.640 6.154 0.895

56.964 5.378 0.854
53.039 4.467 0.898
48.581 3.925 0.834

Psychological Contract

Affective commitment

© o0 N »1 A Ul
[ NS U= S SN V)
o NN R W N

Self-identification with
the leader

Source: Survey Data

Stage 3: Instrument validation

The purpose of this stage was to test unidimensionality, validity and reliability of the
developed scale, and study 1 and 2 were conducted with two fresh samples of data. The
first sample was collected from the Apparel industry for Study 1 and Study 2 used data
from the BPO/KPO/IT sector.

Study 1: Unidimensionality

The researchers selected a sample of data from the Apparel industry to conduct the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) in order to test for unidimensionality. The sample
size was 1391. This number was considered to be a reliable sample for this operation
by the researchers. Table 1 reports the EFA output. Though the pilot study reported six
factors from EFA, a larger sample from the Apparel industry reported only 5 factors.
The factor structure, communalities and factor loadings of the output were evaluated.
As shown in Table 2, among the factor loading and communality values, only item V05
reported a value below the threshold level (>0.5). However, the researchers decided to

retain V05 as the round up value was close to 0.5.
Common and representative labels were given to the factors identified, namely; 1)

Self- confidence at work, 2) Supportive leadership, 3) Synergy with the organization, 4)

Shared value and 5) Significance of work.
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Table 2: Exploratory factor analysis, study 1

Code Items Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Com-
1 2 3 4 5 munal-
ity

V03  I'm not afraid to be myself at work. 0.554 0.593

V04  I'm not afraid to express my opinions at 0.626 0.584
work.

V05  There is no threatening environment at 0.469 0.413
work.

V06 I am confident in my physical ability to  0.802 0.699
handle competing demands at work.

V07 1 am confident in my ability to think 0.824 0.724
clearly at work.

V08 Iam confident in my ability to display the 0.515 0.421
appropriate emotions at work.

V09 I am confident that I can handle the 0.660 0.571
physical demands at work.

V18 My leader would use his/her power to 0.698 0.675
help me solve problems in my work,
regardless of how much formal authority
he/she has in his/her position

V19 My leader would ‘bail me out’ at his or 0.800 0.696
her expense regardless of the amount of
formal authority my leader has

V20 I have enough confidence in my leader 0.765 0.684
that I would defend and justify his/her
decision if he/she were not present to do
so

V21 My working relationship with my leader is 0.663 0.651
extremely effective

V10  To me, working for this organization is like 0.753 0.694
being a member of a family

V11 Iam motivated to contribute 100% to this 0.707 0.639
company in return for future employment
benefits

V12 1 feel a strong sense of belonging to my 0.769 0.740
organization

V13 1 feel personally attached to my work 0.606 0.619
organization

V14 I see/identify myself in my leader who 0.617 0.672
projects my values and beliefs

V15 I know where I stand with my leader on 0.733 0.742
how satisfied my leader is with what I do

V16 My leader understands my problems and 0.691 0.713
needs very well

V01  TheworkIdo on thisjob isvery important 0.763 0.674
to me

V02  Myjobactivities are personally meaningful 0.749 0.693

to me.

Total Variance explained, 76 percent
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

Rotation: Varimax methods with Kaiser Normalization

Source: Survey Data
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Study 2: Validity and reliability

Study 2 collected 1419 data points from the IT/BPO/KPO industry and confirmatory
factor analysis using AMOS was performed to confirm the factor structure of the
proposed scale for employee engagement. The respondent group comprised 55 percent
male and 45 percent female employees. The majority of respondents (i.e. 78%) were
aged below 30 years, and 88 percent of respondents had below five years of work
experience in the current job. A first order measurement model was performed to

assess the validity and reliability of the scale developed in Study 01.

Stepwise refinement with covariate errors to enhance the model fit was applied. Only
V17 was excluded from the measurement model due to insufficient factor loading (A =
0.427). The statistics of the refined model are reported in Table 3. Correlation values

were significant and lay between 0.321 and 0.834.

Table 3: Validity and reliability of factors

Factor/Variable Mean (SD) Number Factor Composite AVE Cronbach
of Items Loading* Reliability Alpha
x=20) (Min-Max)

Self-confidence at 3.685 (1.258) 07 0.469 - 0.824 0.923 0.635 0.920

work (SC)

Supportive 4.674 (0.997) 04 0.663-0.800 0.942 0.802 0.938

Leadership (SL)

Synergy with 4.491 (1.462) 04 0.606-0.769 0.877 0.641 0.880

Organization

(50)

Shared Value (SV) 3.984 (0.887) 03 0.617-0.733 0.862 0.676 0.856

Significance of work 4.103 (0.996) 02 0.749-0.763 0.859 0.755 0.848

(SW)

Source: Survey Data

*significant factor loadings

Convergent validity of the significant (P<0.01) items reported values above the 0.45
level (Hair et al. 2013). Average Variance Extracted (AVE)> 0.5, Composite reliability
>0.7, and Cronbach’s alpha> 0.7ensured the appropriate levels of convergent validity
and reliability. The discriminant validity of the scale is reported in Table 4 with Squared
Multiple Correlations (SMC) versus AVE that reveals that the factors extracted have
appropriate correlations with other associated factors but are not over-correlated with
other latent variables.
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Table 4: Discriminant validity

Factor/Variable (SMC Vs AVE)

SC SL SO SV SwW
Self-confidence at work (SC) 0.635
Supportive Leadership (SL) 0.612 0.802
Synergy with Organization (SO) 0.614 0.545 0.641
Shared Value (SV) 0.395 0.517 0.549 0.676
Significance of work (SW) 0.578 0.406 0.469 0.426 0.755

Note: Bold values in the diagonal are AVE

Source: Survey Data

The goodness of fit indices also reveal a high level of model fit with CIMN/DF = 2.376,
RMR=0.020, GFI =0.982, RMSEA=0.031, IF1=0.989, TLI=0.978, NFI=0.977, CFI=0.989
and PRATIO=0.524. Thus, a new scale for Employee Engagement with twenty items
loaded on five dimensions has been finalized (annexe 01).

Figure 2: Five dimensional scale for employee engagement

Self-confidence
at work

Supportive
leadership

Synergy with the
organization

Employee
Engagement

Shared
value

Significance of
work
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Figure 2 depicts the finalized second order measurement model for the employee
engagement construct. This study defines employee engagement as areflective construct
with five dimensions. Figure 2 clearly shows that the highest variance from the main
construct is reported by ‘Supportive leadership’ (A =0.74) followed by ‘Synergy with
the organization’ (A =0.62). The lowest variance from the main construct is reported
by Significance of work (A =0.36). The Affective Event Theory and the Social Exchange
Theory combine in explaining the model. The theoretical link is further explained in the
following section. Annexure 01 summarized the finalized items for each latent variable

of the construct.

Discussion

Self-confidence at work

The first factor explored by this study can be explained through the Affective Event
Theory. The Affective Event Theory explains that the affective work behaviour of
employees is explained by their moods and emotions. Social psychologists define
confidence as expectations about others’ behaviours in the course of action and work.
Confidence is described as the expectation of behaving ethically, and the tendency
to rely on a trusted other based on the expectation that the trusted one will behave
ethically (Yavuz, Aksoy, & Yayla, 2014). The trust between employees provides more
efficient work styles, and saves time in group work in organizations (Yavuz et al, 2014).
Confidence is also perceived as a positive expectation that there would not be any abuse
from the opposite side, even if any benefits are not seen (Rousseau & Sitkin, 1998).
For these two definitions, the concepts of “safety” and “security” are used. “Safety
“often refers to the absence of objective danger, while “security” has a more subjective
meaning (Yavuz et al, 2014). Kahn (1990) pointed out that people felt safe in situations
where they trust that they would not suffer for their personal engagement. The concept
of trust in organizations is preparing the ground to establish relationships between
members of the organization without contract. Such relationships have a flexibility that
allow people to try and perhaps to fail without fearing the consequences (Kahn,1990).

Accordingly, the indicators of ‘Confidence at work’ dimension of the scale include

)«

employees’ “ability to be themselves at work, the ability to express opinions freely,
availability of a safe environment, to be physically able to perform the job, ability to

think clearly at work and the ability to express appropriate emotions at work”. Thus,
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a worker’s self-confidence at work becomes a reflection of employee engagement at

work.

Supportive leadership

The Social Exchange Theory posits self-interest and interdependence in a bilateral
relationship. Leaders in business organizations who recognize the need for employee
engagement (self- interest) will act as the guiding force behind interpersonal
relationships for the advancement of both parties’ self-interest (Roloff, 1981). Thus,
when a leader shows supportive leadership characteristics by maintaining a good
relationship with an employee, s/he will reciprocate or be obliged to respond to fulfil
organizational expectations. However, the indicators loaded on this subscale show a
mix of emotions and behaviours characteristic of a formal exchange in an economic
organization. This formal exchange is better illustrated in the concept of Contractual
Governance in Social Exchange Theory (Cook & Rice, 2003; Wu & Pan, 2012). Thus, the

researchers defined the second factor as ‘Supportive leadership’.

Accordingly, this study found that Employee Engagement (EE) is a reflection of
supportive leadership shown to subordinates that is concerned about the latter’s well-
being and personal needs. The indicators capture the extent to which a leader is being
friendly and approachable, and includes attending to the well-being of employees,
which is a social need of subordinates. Supportive leaders create conducive working
environments that foster respect, trust, cooperation, and emotional support. Thus,

supportive leadership is a critical facet of EE.

Synergy with the organization

As explained in the Affective Event Theory, employees’ emotions and their reactions
to incidents affect their performance (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The affective and
cognitive bond between the organization and the individual, where the individual’s
identity includes membership in the organization, leads to a range of desirable attitudes
and behaviours at work. A strong psychological bond with a specific organization can
also reinforce employees’ willingness to perform better, and to engage with the work
itself (Murray et al, 2015). Tyler and Blader (2001) and Murray et al. (2015) stated
that an employee’s psychological bond (or lack of it) with her/his organization can

potentially enhance or undermine her/his engagement with work.
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It can, therefore, be expected that individuals who have a strong psychological bond
with their organization are likely to internalize their organization’s aims and goals and,
hence, be more involved in achieving these goals by engaging with their work (Murray et
al, 2015). Murray et al. (2015) further stated that the effect of vigour and dedication on
job satisfaction is transmitted through work engagement. Accordingly, the third factor
of the scale explains indicators with attributes of ‘Synergy with the organization’ such
as; an employee’s sense of being a member of the firm/belongingness, self-motivation,
and personal attachment to the firm, all of which lead to her/him being engaged in her/

his work.

Shared value

The fourth factor/dimension of the developed scale demonstrates employee engagement
behaviour constructed through relational exchange with leaders. As the Social Exchange
Theory suggests, followers are likely to reciprocate favorable treatment they receive
from their supervisor with an increased emotional synergy with the organization.
This is because employees regard a supervisor’s coaching and helping behaviours as
fulfilling responsibilities assigned by the organization, and attribute a supervisor’s
favourable treatment to the organization itself (Levinson, 1965; Shanock& Eisenberger,
2006). This is known as relational governance in the Social Exchange Theory (Cook
and Rice, 2003). Relational governance has been applied to describe mechanisms that
utilize non-contractual endorsements that result in improved effectiveness (Heidi et al.,
2010; Galahitiyawe, 2013).

However, ‘Shared Value’ as a latent variable has only two items and both items are about
the ‘worker’s engagement’ which becomes a reflection of the ‘goodness of the leader’s

relationship with the employee’.

Significance of work

Significance of work entails making employees happier, more content and fulfilled
about the jobs they do. Significance of work has been recognized by researchers (e.g:
Hackman & Oldham, 1980; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004) as an important psychological
state or condition at work. As Kahn (1990) has pointed out, psychological significance
of work can be seen as a feeling that one is receiving a return on investment of one’s

self in a currency of physical, cognitive or emotional energy. According to Kahn (1990),
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people experience significance of work when they feel worthwhile, useful, and valuable
- as though they have made a difference.

Thus, perceived ‘Significance of work’ is important to ensure that employees feel
that they are enabled, encouraged and supported to achieve an integrated wholeness
of themselves. This will ensure that they give their maximum output at work. This
construct covers whether the work a particular employee does isimportant and whether
that work/job is personally meaningful to the self. Research on engagement has, in
fact, focused on factors that are important for ‘Significance of work’ (for example: job
control, task variety, feedback, etc.). Therefore, it is suggested that ‘Significance of work’
is particularly important for task engagement and work engagement of individuals.

Novelty of the study

This study attempted primarily to re-conceptualize the employee engagement construct
using a rigorous validation process supported by empirical evidence drawn from a wide
range of industries. The researchers believe that the scattered nature currently existing
in relation to the employee engagement construct has now been streamlined. This
research triggers the need for empiricism related to scale development using cross-
industrial data which has been qualitatively evaluated and quantitatively verified. The
empirical journey of the Human Resource Development sphere has also been enriched

by the scale developed in this study.

Implications for practice

The findings of this research have several implications. First, the scale developed by
this study provides a guideline to practising managers that can be used to conceptualize
employee engagement from a different angle. The study has paid a great deal of attention
to how human behaviour (employee engagement as a human behaviour) is formed.
It does not merely depend on the cognitive spheres and the emotions of employees
but also on their experiences which they reveal in bi-lateral exchanges in the working
environment. Secondly, this research emphasizes the social needs of employees in the
working environment, the fulfilment of which leads them to reciprocate by engaging
in their work assignments. It is further revealed that apart from obligations to work
norms, attachment towards the organization also creates an engaged worker. Thus,

strategies that help enhance employee synergy with the organization are required.
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Third, practising managers can apply the proposed scale to measure employee
engagement (in performance evaluations) quantitatively and thereby, improve weaker
areas to enhance individual employees’ engagement. Therefore, the study recommends
that managers pay special attention to incorporating appropriate leadership styles,
strategies that enhance relationships and to strengthening employees’ attachment to

the organization which will ultimately result in employee engagement.

Limitations and directions for further research

The scale needs to be tested further in different countries and across some other
industries. This will reveal to future researchers some cultural influences on these
scales. Future researchers can also investigate the impact of socio-demographic factors

on the proposed scales.

In general, scale development studies use areflective approach (Bearden and Netemeyer,
1999; Bruneret al, 2001; Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma, 2003; Spector, 1992).
Therefore, only a few studies have attempted to test these scales under both reflective
and formative approaches to uncover the best model. Bollen (1989) and Hair et al.,
(2013) point out that in the assessment of latent constructs, two kinds of measurement
models might be applied, which differ in the underlying assumption of a causal
relationship between the latent variable and/or its manifest indicators. However, the
theoretical explanation provided by this model shows evidence for it being a formative

as well as a reflective model.

Conclusion

The primary aim of this study was to examine and develop a measurement scale for
employee engagement under a broader perspective addressing Self-confidence at work,
Supportive Leadership, Synergy with the organization, Shared Value and Significance
of work. Prior to testing our model, we further developed and validated measurement
items for these five dimensions based on a two-step study. These measurement
scales can, therefore, be used with confidence by both academics and practitioners.
Future work should test the instrument we have developed using different sample
sizes across several industries to ascertain the generalizability of the findings across
organizations in multiple industries The paper contributes to the literature in two main

ways. First, it does so by creating, testing and validating a scale of engagement under a
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much broader perspective of employee engagement than has hitherto been used, and
secondly, it addresses the limitations inherent in current scales. Finally, EE is perceived
as a reflective behavioural outcome of what employees receive through leadership and
organizational support.
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Annexe 01: Employee Engagement as a reflective Construct with Five Dimensions

1. Self-confidence of work engagement
(5-point Likert Scale; 1- Strongly Disagree, 5-Strongly Agree)
SC1 I'm not afraid to be myself at work.
SC2 I'm not afraid to express my opinions at work.
SC3  There is no threatening environment at work.
SC4 Iam confident in my physical ability to handle competing demands at work.
SC5 Iam confident in my ability to think clearly at work.
SC6 Iam confident in my ability to display the appropriate emotions at work.

SC7 Iam confident that I can handle the physical demands at work.
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2. Supportive leadership (5-point Likert Scale; 1-Strongly Disagree, 5-Stronlgly

Agree)

SL1 My leader would use his/her power to help me solve problems in my work
regardless of how much formal authority he/she has into his/her position

SL2 My leader would ‘bail me out’ at his or her expense regardless of the amount
of formal authority my leader has

SL3  Thave enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her
decision if he/she were not present to do so

SL4 My working relationship with my leader is extremely effective

3. Synergy with Organization (5-point Likert Scale; 1-Strongly Disagree,

5-Stronlgly Agree)

SO1 To me working for this organization is like being a member of a family

SO2 I am motivated to contribute 100% to this company in return for future
employment benefits

S03 Ifeel a strong sense of belonging to my organization

S04 I feel personally attached to my work organization

4. Shared Value (5-point Likert Scale; 1-Strongly Disagree, 5-Stronlgly Agree)

Svi
Sv2

SV3

I see/identify myself in my leader who projects my values and believes

[ know where I stand with my leader on how satisfied my leader is with what
[ do

My leader understands my problems and needs very well

5. Significance of work (5-point Likert Scale; 1-Strongly Disagree, 5-StronlglyAgree)

SW1 The work I do on this job is very important to me.

SW2 My job activities are personally meaningful to me.
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