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Abstract

This thesis examined the nature of work engagement, utilising a two-wave study, with two
core questions. The first concerned the extent to which there are two distinct constructs
known as attitudinal work engagement (AWE) and behavioural work engagement (BWE),
respectively. The second concerned the extent to which an integrated model of
engagement (IME), which incorporates research from each of the two respective
approaches, is empirically supported using cross-sectional and temporal data. Further to

the first question, the IME also considers the extent to which AWE predicts BWE.

The study adopted a quantitative methodology and data were obtained from 304
respondents who completed online survey questionnaires at Time 1 (T'1) and four weeks
later, at Time 2 (T2). The first question in the thesis was addressed using factor analyses,
and tests of intercorrelation. Results supported the case for discriminant validity, or
empirical distinctiveness, between AWE and BWE suggesting that two engagement
constructs are indeed better than one. The second question was addressed using
regressions with cross-sectional and temporal data, respectively. Cross-sectional results
empirically supported the (IME) at T1 and at T2 with a number of constructs emerging as
core predictors of AWE and BWE, respectively. However, a number of results were not

entirely stable from one time period to the next.

Subsequently, a more stringent temporal test of the IME was completed using T'1 and T2
data together to examine the extent to which antecedents/mediators measured at T1
would predict attitudinal and behavioural engagement, respectively, at T2. Results
provided strong empirical support for the temporal IME with a number of different
constructs emerging as core predictors of AWE and BWE, respectively. Crucially, cross-
sectional and temporal results further supported the case for discriminant validity between
the two engagement constructs as AWE did not predict BWE. In addition to the core
IME constructs, a number of demographic variables, including age and gender,
demonstrated significant effects on engagement. Key findings, as well as contributions,

from the study and directions for future research are discussed.
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1.1 Introduction

The focus of this thesis is the nature of work engagement and its relationships with
antecedent constructs in its nomological network. Although it is a relatively novel concept,
work engagement has gained popularity in the last decade especially in light of associations
between improved work engagement levels and personal and organisational outcomes such
as employee wellbeing and performance (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010; Leiter and Bakker,
2010). As Peccei (2013) notes, increasing academic interest in engagement is evidenced via
the relatively prolific publication of two comprehensive edited books on engagement
(Albrecht, 2010; Bakker and Leiter, 2010), three special issues on engagement (European
Journal of Work and Organisational Psychology, 1, 2011; Industrial and Organisational
Psychology, 1, 2008; Work and Stress, 3, 2008), and meta-analyses examining
relationships between engagement and its correlates (e.g. Newman, and Harrison, 2008;
Christian, Garza, and Slaughter, 2011; Cole, Walter, Bedeian, and O’Boyle, 2011;
Halbesleben, 2010; and Crawford, LePine, and Rich, 2010).

However, for all the interest in the topic, several open questions remain in the literature.
Most notable of these is a lack of consensus about the definition and measurement of
engagement. Debates also exist about the relationship between engagement and constructs
in its nomological network, as well as the extent to which engagement is empirically
distinct from existing constructs (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Furthermore, open
questions remain about the consequences of engagement for key employee and
organisational outcomes such as job satisfaction and commitment (Peccei, 2013). As such,
work engagement represents a burgeoning area of research that is ripe for further study
(Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013). Through a number of steps summarised in the
subsequent sections of this chapter, this thesis responds to several calls for more research in
the area. Specifically, it focuses on two key issues. The first is the extent to which there
are two types of engagement namely attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement.
Second, the thesis will present and empirically test an integrated model of engagement that

incorporates both attitudinal and behavioural constructs.
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1.2 Chapter 2 - Literature Review

Having identified the focal area for the thesis, that is, engagement, this chapter discussed
the key open questions in a focused review of the literature on work engagement.
Consistent with debates about the nature and apposite conceptualisation of engagement,
the first key question that was identified concerns the extent to which engagement is an
attitude or a behaviour. Peccei (2013) highlights two key approaches to conceptualising
engagement namely the attitudinal approach and the behavioural approach. The attitudinal
approach is associated with the work of Schaufeli, Bakker, and colleagues who define
attitudinal work engagement, or AWE, as a positive fulfilling work-related state of mind
typified by vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and
Bakker, 2002). On the other hand, the behavioural approach is associated with the work of
Kahn (1990, 1992) who presented a psychological presence and personal behavioural work
engagement, or BWE, construct. Psychological presence is an experiential state typified
by integration, focus, and connectedness, which is presumed to precede BWE. BWE
describes the deployment of employees’ “genuine/ideal” selves in work roles and is typified
by the observable employment of physical, cognitive, and emotional energies to

performing work tasks (Kahn, 1990).

The chapter subsequently reviews antecedents and models associated with the respective
attitudinal and behavioural approaches. First, Kahn (1990) presents three psychological
conditions namely meaningfulness, safety, and availability, as antecedents of BWE.
Furthermore, each of these conditions is affected by a combination of social,
organisational, and individual factors (Kahn, 1990). As discussed in the chapter, empirical
research supports relationships between these distal and core antecedents of BWE as well
as relationships between BWE and organisational outcomes. However, empirical research
on BWE is limited and open questions persist in a number of areas such as the
measurement of BWE. On the other hand, antecedents of AWE are summarily organised
within a Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) framework or model. The JD-R proposes a
negative relationship between job demands and engagement as well as a stronger positive
relationship between resources and engagement. Crawford, LePine, and Rich (2010)

elucidate the relationship between engagement and demands by delineating challenge
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demands from hindrance demands finding from their meta-analysis that engagement is

positively related to the former but negatively related to the latter.

The chapter also considers areas of similarity and divergence between research on AWE
and BWE, respectively. For example, it is possible to identify similarities between the
underlying theoretical frameworks and explanatory mechanisms that are purported to
undergird relationships between each engagement construct, and related constructs
including antecedents. However, a fundamental difference in focus on attitudes vs.
behaviours between the two approaches appears irreconcilable. This raises the first key
question for the thesis, that is, to what extent are AWE and BWE empirically distinct? By
answering this question, the thesis will make a significant contribution to clarifying the
nature of engagement. On a second and related note, the thesis responds to calls for cross-
fertilisation, by proposing an integrated model of engagement, which constitutes the

theoretical framework for the thesis.
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1.3 Chapter 3 - Theoretical Framework

This chapter presents an integrated model of engagement (IME) which constitutes the
theoretical framework for the thesis. Against the backdrop of seminal research on the
nature and structure of attitudes, the chapter begins by considering the extent to which
work engagement can be considered an attitude. Subsequently, the chapter proposes a
relationship between attitudinal and behavioural engagement using an attitude-behaviour

link/framework.

This relationship is encapsulated within the IME which incorporates research from the
attitudinal and behavioural approaches and includes four key stages. In the first stage, the
IME proposes that a number of antecedents typically associated with AWE, or BWE, or
both, will have significant positive or negative relationships with three mediators in Stage
2. The mediators in Stage 2 are drawn from the BWE literature (Kahn, 1990) and are
hypothesised to have positive relationships with Attitudinal Engagement, which
constitutes Stage 3 of the IME. Finally, the IME proposes that AWE may predict
Behavioural Engagement in the fourth and final stage. To elucidate hypotheses within the
IME, a number of possible links within and across constructs are presented as examples. As
discussed within the chapter, it is possible to fashion the IME after the planned behaviour
model and theory to the extent that certain antecedents/mediators may inform a
behavioural intention to engage with work tasks i.e. AWE, which in turn, gives rise to the
observable behaviour engagement behaviours i.e. BWE. Throughout the chapter, the IME
is refined and summarised to include only the constructs that have been shown to have the
strongest relationships with engagement to facilitate subsequent empirical testing which is

the subject of the next chapter.
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1.4 Chapter 4 - Methodology

This chapter discusses the methodological approach and study design adopted for the
thesis preparatory to answering the questions identified in the preceding chapters.

The thesis adopts a fundamentally quantitative methodology and a two-wave study design
using online survey questionnaires. As discussed in the chapter, quantitative methods are
apposite for the purposes of the thesis i.e. model testing and examining discriminant
validity. To begin data collection after ethical approval was granted for the study, a
number of organisations were contacted through various media including email, telephone,
and face-to-face meetings over a number of months. The study was approved at two
research sites, specifically, a UK university and a Protestant Church and pilot study
interviews were conducted with a sample of potential respondents at these sites to ensure
that the survey questionnaires were appropriate. Data collection began but yielded
insufficient responses over an 8-month period. Thus, as detailed in the chapter, the main
sample for the study was sourced through a reputable sampling agency. The data utilised
for subsequent analyses comes from this sample of 304 respondents (see Chapter 4 for full
details) who completed the study at Time 1 and 4 weeks later at T2. This chapter also
details procedures that were followed to ensure the scales that were utilised for core
analyses in the subsequent chapters were psychometrically robust. Although most
questionnaire items were drawn from existing validated scales, tests of reliability were
completed and inferred using Cronbach’s Alpha whilst scale homogeneity was assessed
using factor analyses. The final scales demonstrated good reliability as they met or
exceeded recommended estimates and good homogeneity as items loaded strongly on

target constructs.
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1.5 Chapter 5 — Are Two Engagement Constructs Better Than

One?

In answer to the first core question for the thesis, the focus of this chapter was to examine
the extent to which attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically
distinct constructs that demonstrate discriminant validity and a number of analyses were

completed in this respect.

First, the 9-item AWE scale was submitted to exploratory factor analyses, or EFA, to
examine the extent to which the 3 conceptual subscales for vigour, dedication, and
absorption are empirically distinct. The 9-item BWE scale was also submitted to EFA to
decipher whether 3 distinct scales for physical energy, cognitive energy, and emotional
energy (Rich, Crawford, and LePine, 2010; Kahn, 1990) are empirically supported. Tests
of intercorrelation were also completed to examine the extent to which the subscales
demonstrated discriminant validity. Although peripheral to the core questions for the thesis
identified above results from these analyses make important contributions to the area of

measuring engagement.

Second, in direct answer to the question identified above, the 9-item scale AWE and 9-
item BWE scale, respectively, were submitted to joint exploratory factor analyses using
data from Time 1 (T1) to examine whether two target constructs would be extracted and,
whether each of the 9 items from each scale would correctly load onto each target
construct. Furthermore, the same 18 items were subjected to confirmatory factor analyses,
or CFA, to observe whether a 2-factor model would demonstrate better fit with Time 2

(T?2) data than a 1-factor model.

Third and finally, tests of intercorrelation were completed to examine the extent to which
each engagement construct would demonstrate significantly different relationships with
each of the other constructs in the IME. The underlying premise is that if AWE and BWE
are empirically distinct, each engagement construct should demonstrate a significantly
different relationship with each antecedent, mediator, or correlate in the IME. These

relationships could differ significantly in a number of ways. First, an antecedent may have a
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significant positive relationship with AWE and a significant negative relationship with
BWE or vice versa. Second, a mediator may demonstrate a significant relationship with
BWE but not with AWE, or vice versa. Third, a correlate may demonstrate significant
positive relationships of varying strengths with AWE and BWE. In this case, the extent to
which the two positive relationships are significantly different will be estimated using
Steiger’s (1980) Z test. These tests of intercorrelation are tested using T1 and T2 data,
respectively, as well as longitudinally with IME constructs at T1 and the two engagement

constructs at T2.

Having completed the necessary analyses to answer the first core question for the thesis,

the subsequent chapters proceed to answer the second question for the thesis.
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1.6 Chapter 6 - Testing the Integrated Model of Engagement Cross-
Sectionally

This chapter proceeds to answer the second core question for the thesis, that is, the extent
to which the integrated model of engagement presented in Chapter 3 is empirically
supported. As detailed in the chapter, the IME is tested cross-sectionally using hierarchical

regression equations with T'1 and T2 data, respectively.

The chapter begins by presenting a revised IME which shows the final measurement scales
retained from the preceding analyses as well as the expected pattern of relationships
between constructs in the IME. Subsequently, a number of regression equations are tested
using T'1 data. In the first few equations, each of the three main mediators in the model i.e.
meaningtulness, safety, and availability, in turn, is regressed on antecedent, and control
variables included in the analysis. In the subsequent equations, each of the engagement
constructs, in turn, is regressed on controls, antecedents, and mediators, in the IME. On
one hand, results elucidate the extent to which control variables are significant predictors
of mediator variables and engagement. Importantly, the results also show the extent to
which each of the antecedent and mediator variables included in the IME is a significant
predictor of engagement and the extent to which the expected relationship patterns from
the IME are empirically supported. The same equations are tested with T2 data providing
a basis for discussion about results observed 4 weeks later and crucially, the extent to

which the IME is stable over time.
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1.7 Chapter 7 — Testing the Integrated Model of Engagement Temporally

A unique advantage conferred by the two-wave study design utilised in this thesis is the
opportunity to test the IME temporally. This chapter details the results of testing
relationships between antecedents at T1 and engagement at T2 which provides a more
stringent test of the IME. By introducing a temporal order, we are able to examine the
extent to which antecedent and mediator variables, measured at an earlier time point,
significantly predict AWE and BWE, respectively, at a later time point. Furthermore, the
two-wave study design reduces the incidence of common method variance which can be
associated with collecting data at a single point in time. The Temporal IME is tested using
similar regression equations to those utilised for the cross-sectional IME with the key

difference being that T'1 and T2 data are included simultaneously rather than separately.

Thus, as in the cross-sectional IME, the first set of regression equations test relationships
between controls, antecedents, and mediators at T1. Subsequently, AWE at T2 and BWE
at T2, in turn, are regressed on controls, antecedents, and mediators at 'T'1. Results in this
chapter elucidate the extent to which controls, antecedents, and mediators remain
significant predictors of engagement over time and provide a useful basis for comparative
discussion with cross-sectional results. As in the previous chapter, this chapter also
compares relationships between IME constructs and each engagement construct thus
enhancing our knowledge about the discriminant validity between AWE and BWE. To a
greater extent than the previous chapter, this chapter also discusses results in light of
existing research precursory to the final chapter where key findings are summarised and

implications are further discussed.
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1.8 Chapter 8 - Conclusion

Having completed the core analyses in answer to the two key questions for the thesis, this
chapter draws out key findings from the results and implications for theory, methods, and

practice.

The chapter begins by discussing results that answered the first question for the thesis i.e.
the extent to which attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically
distinct. Subsequently, the chapter discusses the results of analyses that were completed to
answer the second question for the thesis i.e. the extent to which the integrated model of
engagement is empirically supported. On this note, the chapter summarises key findings
from cross-sectional and temporal results and how these compare with and extend existing

research.

Turning to theoretical contributions, the chapter discusses a number of ways in which
findings from the present study extend existing research on engagement and related
literature in organisational behaviour and human resource management. The chapter also
considers how the present findings contribute to our knowledge about measuring and
studying engagement. Implications for practitioners are also discussed with a focus on
potential changes that could be made to organisational policy and practice to enhance
engagement. The chapter also acknowledges possible limitations to the present study and

identifies avenues for further research on work engagement.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review
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2.1 Introduction

The previous introductory chapter set the scene for the thesis by highlighting the scope of
issues to be discussed in the subsequent chapters. This chapter progresses the thesis with a
comprehensive review of the relevant literature on engagement at work. The first section
discusses the key advancements in defining engagement noting the existence of two broad
approaches in this area namely the respective attitudinal and behavioural approaches
(Peccei, 2013). The attitudinal approach esteems psychological states that are thought to
underlie the affective-motivational state of work engagement (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter,
and Taris, 2008) whilst the behavioural approach esteems the integrated observable
deployment of individual energies to task performance (Kahn, 1990, 1992). In the
subsequent section, antecedents associated with each school of thought, as well as
empirical support for proposed relationships between antecedents and engagement, are

also discussed.
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2.2 Defining Work Engagement

Since its emergence within academia nearly two decades ago, research has continued, with
varying and contested levels of success, to define engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker,
2010). Several authors such as Peccei (2013), Macey and Schneider (2008), and Cole,
Walter, Bedeian, and O’Boyle (2011) provide insightful summaries into some of the key
issues surrounding the conceptualisation of engagement and understanding the construct’s
nomological network. For example, echoing an established impetus to examine non-work
activities in concert with work outcomes (Pleck, 1977), there is a recent call to consider the
impact of activities outside the workplace on work engagement and vice versa (Peccei,
2013). From the limited research in the area, Rothbard (2001) notably purports that
demands at home can enhance or deplete work engagement depending on individuals’

affective response to such demands.

Sonnentag (2003) also examines the role of recovery i.e. recuperative activities outside
work, in enhancing work engagement the following day. Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, Bakker
and Moreno-Jimenez (2011) extend this research by noting that non-work recovery is more
important for employees who face difficulties detaching from work. Using longitudinal and
meta-analytical data, Hakanen, Peeters, and Perhonimei (2008) as well as Halbesleben,
(2010) also report relationships between family demands and work engagement although
results are inconsistent. Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter (2011) identify several other issues
and avenues for further engagement research including: the dark side of engagement, the
possibility of an engagement climate, the concept of an engagement contagion, and the

role of leadership in enhancing engagement.

Amongst these open questions, this thesis focuses on an issue that is at the heart of the
majority of reviews of the literature on engagement, that is, the need to correctly
conceptualise engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010; Macey and Schneider, 2008;
Bakker et al., 2011). Tidball (2010) states: “While definitions might constrain the
accessibility of a construct to an itemisation of prescribed items against which subsequent
or novel ideas are assessed, they provide a requisite foundational reference upon which

subsequent discussions and future research may be built.”
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Echoing Shadish, Cook, and Campbell (2002), as well as Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and
Taris (2008), the quotation above highlights the necessity of apposite conceptualisation as
a foundation for further progress/research on any topic within any field of study. However,
despite growing interest in work engagement over the past two decades, there is still little
agreement as to the meaning and definition of engagement (Peccei, 2013; Leiter and
Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010) and this represents a fundamental gap in the
academic literature. Nonetheless, before discussing measures for addressing this gap, it is
important to review existing seminal research on conceptualising engagement and its

relationship with constructs in its nomological network.

Peccei (2013) identifies two key definitions and schools of thought when it comes to
defining engagement. Kahn (1990, 1992) is widely credited for producing the first academic
conceptualisation of psychological presence and personal engagement at work.
Fundamentally, Kahn suggested that employees who are integrated, connected, and
focused are better able to deploy their personal cognitive, emotional, and physical energies,
i.e. personal engagement, to work tasks. Central to this concept of personal engagement is
the notion that employees are engaged when they are genuinely and holistically present at
work and a number of conditions, discussed subsequently, are important for engendering

such engagement.

The second key conceptualisation of engagement that is currently dominant amongst
practitioners and researchers was proposed by Schaufeli, Bakker, and colleagues who
present work engagement as an affective motivational state that is typified by high levels of
vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003; Schaufeli, Bakker and
Salanova, 2006; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker, 2002). The conditions
and factors that encourage engagement, discussed later, are parsimoniously encapsulated
within various iterations of the widely cited Job-Demands and Resources Model of

engagement (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008).

These two conceptualisations constitute two main categories or traditions of
conceptualising engagement, namely: the behavioural approach and the attitudinal

approach (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013). Kahn’s (1990, 1992) pioneering
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research forms the basis for the behavioural approach, which emphasizes manifest
demonstrations of engagement behaviours at work. Alternatively, Schaufeli et al.’s work is
central to the attitudinal approach, which focuses on psychological states (or attitudes) that
are assumed to underlie or typify engagement. As Peccei (2013) notes, perhaps due to its
prevalence in contemporary discourse, the majority of existing research on work

engagement falls within the attitudinal rather than behavioural approach.

As such attitudinal work engagement, or AWE, is central to many open questions in
engagement research. For example, research on AWE is informed by existing literature on
burnout, fuelling questions about the empirical distinction and incremental validity of
AWE over existing constructs such as burnout (Macey and Schneider, 2008). There is also
debate about the stability of AWE over time as some schools of thought conceptualise
AWE as a relatively stable psychological trait that endures over time whilst others present
AWE as a transient state that may vary weekly, hourly, or even daily (Sonnentag, 2003;
Sonnentag, Dormannm and Demerouti, 2010; Sonnentag, Mojza, Binnewies, and Scholl,
2008). By contrast, key open questions in the BWE literature surround the appropriate
measurement of the construct and its relationships with antecedent constructs (e.g. May,
Gilson, and Harter, 2004; Rich, LePine, and Crawford, 2010) to a greater extent than its

incremental validity over existing constructs.
The next section further discusses these two key traditions of conceptualising engagement

and relationships with constructs in the nomological network. I begin with Kahn’s (1990,

1992) research on behavioural work engagement, or BWE.
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2.3 Kahn’s Psychological Presence and Personal Engagement

Kahn (1990) defined personal engagement as the harnessing of employees’ preferred/ideal
selves to work roles to the effect that they express themselves physically, emotionally, and
cognitively whilst performing work role tasks. Subsequently, Kahn (1992) extended this
empirical research in a theoretical paper within which he presented psychological presence
at work as a precursor of personal engagement behaviours by drawing on related
organisational behaviour theories. According to Kahn (1992), psychological presence is
characterised by individuals feeling and being “attentive, connected, integrated and
focused” during work role performances. Employees who experience and demonstrate
these four dimensions beneficially avail increasing proportions of their personal

selves/energies to task performances.

As such, the “personal self” is presented as a valuable, esoteric amalgamation of unique
resources that each employee brings to work and that is vastly beneficial to organisational
success due to associated links with openness and creativity, for example (Kahn, 1990,
1992). Kahn (1992) contended that psychological presence undergirds displays of
psychologically engaged behaviours which are manifested when individuals visibly direct
most or all of their personal energies towards tasks that require their physical, emotional
and cognitive resources. Consistent with Gestalt principles, personally engaged individuals
perform tasks with a holistic deployment of high energy, mental acuity, and empathy.
They also express their feelings, values, and beliefs whilst connecting with others.
Importantly, such behaviours spur organisational success by encouraging employees to be
open and creative and to consequently evaluate and modify existing organisational norms,
policies, and systems (Kahn, 1990, 1992).

Kahn’s (1990, 1992) work on personal engagement represented a valuable extension to
existing research. The organisational behaviour literature is replete with studies on
emotional, physical, and cognitive work-related attitudes and behaviours as exemplified
within concepts such as job involvement and job satisfaction. However, such literature has
predominantly focused on specific elements of employees’ selves (Rich, LePine, and
Crawford, 2010). For example, research on job involvement focuses on employees’

cognitive resources and job involvement is presumed to predict high job performance
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because employees who identify most strongly with work may esteem and willingly invest
themselves in work tasks (cf. Kreiner, Hollensbe, and Sheep, 2006). Similarly, research on
job satisfaction focuses on emotional resources and fundamentally suggests that employees
who appraise organisational resources positively are likely to experience pleasant feelings
and to, in turn, be more likely to willingly perform tasks that promote organisational

success (cf. Judge, Bono, Thoresen, and Patton, 2001).

However, Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research on personal engagement is unique in that it focuses
on the holistic self at work and proposes that employees may invest their physical,
emotional, and cognitive resources in a synchronised rather than fragmented manner
(Kahn, 1990, 1992; Rich et al., 2010). This is consistent with the longstanding recognition
that individuals experience and conduct their lives at work in an integrated rather than
dichotomised manner that incorporates activities and factors at and outside work (cf.
Pleck, 1977). As such, a holistic approach to workplace behaviours may allow organisations
to better appreciate a multiplicity of resources that employees can simultaneously deploy at
work and the factors that support such holistic work engagement. Fundamentally,
organisations are more likely to see gains in total productivity by paying attention to
factors that support employees in deploying various, rather than discrete, aspects of their
personal energies/resources simultaneously at work. As discussed below, Kahn’s (1990,
1992) research proposes a range of factors as antecedents of psychological presence and

personal engagement respectively.

2.3.1 Psychological Presence

According to Kahn (1992), the experiential dimensions of psychological presence include:
connection, focus, integration, and attentiveness while the necessary conditions or
antecedents of psychological presence include: personal accessibility, transience, and
physical presence. As shown in Table 2.1 (below), it is possible to conceptually extend
Kahn’s (1992) work by proposing links between specific antecedents and dimensions of

psychological presence.
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Table 2.1 — Antecedents and Dimensions of Psychological Presence

Experiential Dimension of Psychological | Proposed Related Antecedent (s)
Presence
1 | Connection Personal accessibility
2 | Focus Transience
3 | Attentiveness Physical presence
4 | Integration Physical  presence, personal accessibility,
transience.

The first experiential dimension of psychological presence is Connection. Connection is
typified by two psychological states namely, empathy, and flow (Kahn, 1992). Empathy
describes the ability to put oneself in another’s position and it engenders psychological
presence by fostering stronger relationships between work colleagues. On the other hand,
flow undergirds psychological presence as it describes a connection with work that is
typified by immersion and deep integration with task performance (Csikszentmihalyi,
1982). As shown in Table 2.1 (above), personal accessibility might be a particularly
important antecedent of the Connection dimension. Personal accessibility refers to
individuals’ experience of their internal selves and external situations (Hochschild, 1983).
This may be central to Connection because the two concepts emphasize openness to self,
and others, with a view to establishing and sustaining relationships at work.
Fundamentally, individuals who are open to theirs and others’ experiences may also
experience higher levels of connection at work because such individuals are more likely to
fully immerse themselves in their work tasks, and also, to readily put themselves in their

colleagues’ positions i.e. empathy.

The second experiential dimension of psychological presence is titled Focus and describes
the extent to which employees perform their tasks authentically within the boundaries
prescribed by a work role, context, and association (Hirschhorn, 1988). As shown in Table
2.1 (above), one could present Transience as a particularly relevant antecedent of Focus.
According to Kahn (1992), transience describes the concept that during task performance,
individuals do not cognitively attend to memories from the past or thoughts about the
future unless doing so is helpful to the current task. As such, transience may enhance
Focus based on the shared premise of directing attention and cognitive resources solely to
work tasks. Fundamentally, employees who direct their cognitive resources to present

circumstances are also more likely to be focused during work role performances.
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The third experiential dimension of psychological presence is titled Attentiveness and is
characterised by openness, rather than inaccessibility, to oneself and others’ experiences
without undue concern or fear about negative judgment or consequences (Kahn, 1992).
Physical presence may be a particularly important antecedent of Attentiveness. This is
because physical presence is required for employees to be physically, emotionally, and
cognitively attentive whilst performing work tasks. Fundamentally, individuals must be
physically present to apply their resources to task performance. Indeed, on this basis, one
could argue that physical presence is an important antecedent of all experiential dimensions

of psychological presence.

The fourth dimension of psychological presence is Integration and is achieved by
consistently utilising an optimal balance of cognitive, emotional, and physical resources to
engage effectively with task performance (Kahn, 1992). In contrast, psychologically absent
individuals might selectively repress and activate their resources. For example, ‘absent’
employees might engage cognitively but remain emotionally detached from task
performance. As such, Integration could be described as a culmination of the previously
discussed dimensions of psychological presence and each antecedent mentioned so far may
have an important impact on integration (see Table 2.1). For example, personal
accessibility may be closely related with integration because both concepts esteem unity
within the self and with others. Furthermore, physical presence and transience may be
important antecedents of integration because physically present individuals who are
focused on present work tasks may be better able to maintain and deploy the requisite

balance of resources for effective task performance.

It is worth noting that these proposed associations between antecedents and experiential
dimensions of psychological presence represent a conceptual extension of Kahn’s (1990,
1992) research and require empirical testing. Whilst this is beyond the scope of the present
review and thesis, it may represent an avenue for future research. Presently, having
discussed the nature of psychological presence, the discussion turns to the outcome of

integration, attentiveness, and focus, that is, personal engagement at work.
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2.3.2 Personal Behavioural Engagement

This section discusses Kahn’s (1990) personal behavioural engagement concept including
its three core antecedents and each of their respective related distal antecedents. Personal
engagement is the demonstrable culmination of the experience or attitudinal state of
psychological presence and is typified by the observable expenditure of physical,
emotional, and cognitive energy during work role performances (Kahn, 1990). In contrast,
personal disengagement is described as the separation or “uncoupling” of self from work
(Kahn, 1990). In a conceptual refinement, Kahn (1990) presents personal engagement as
the holistic involvement and presentation of an individual’s “preferred self” in task
performance in 2 manner that engenders connections to tasks and others at work, personal

presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional) and active, full role performances.

The latter nuanced definition highlights the potential placement of engagement within a
human needs theoretical framework, as discussed later. Fundamentally, Kahn’s (1990)
focus on the preferred self, in defining engagement, stands out because it suggests
employees have a need and/or preference to express a particular self-image at work and are
likely to deploy their energies to tasks and work roles that promote this self-image. There
are three psychological conditions or antecedents that are considered central to personal
engagement and these are: psychological meaningfulness, psychological safety, and
psychological availability. As discussed below, Kahn (1990) suggests that the extent to
which employees decide to engage with a task will depend on their perception of the

extent to which it is: (1) Meaningful, (2) Safe, and (3) Feasible to do so.

2.3.3 Antecedents of Behavioural Work Engagement and Empirical Evidence

Kahn (1990) empirically investigated the aforementioned propositional relationships
between engagement and the three psychological conditions using longitudinal studies at a
summer camp and an architecture firm. These occupations were chosen to highlight the
contrasting specificities inherent in personally engaging within a temporary and physically
demanding context (the summer camp), compared with a more permanent and cognitively
tasking organisational context (i.e. the architecture firm). Kahn’s (1990) findings provided
empirical support for the notion that employees tend to be more personally engaged when
they experience higher levels of meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Furthermore,
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these psychological conditions, which may be described as first order antecedents of
personal engagement, are each affected by a range of second order antecedents, as shown

in Table 2.2 (below) and subsequently discussed.

Table 2.2 - First and Second Order Antecedents of Engagement

First Order Antecedents | Category: Elements of Second Order Antecedents

1 | Psychological Work Elements: task characteristics, role characteristics and work
Meaningfulness interactions
2 | Psychological Safety Social Systems: interpersonal relationships, group/intergroup

dynamics and organisational norms

3 | Psychological Individual Distractions: physical energy, emotional energy,

Availability insecurity, outside lives

2.3.3.1 Psychological Meaningfulness

In their 1976 Job Characteristics Model, Hackman and Oldham describe experienced
meaningfulness as the extent to which an employee perceives that a job has value.
Concurrently, Kahn (1990) describes psychological meaningfulness as the extent to which
a person derives value from deploying their physical, cognitive, or emotional energies at
work (Kahn, 1990). Consistent with the premise that individuals invest themselves in roles
that meet their personal and existential needs for significance; individuals experience
meaningfulness when they feel recognised rather than neglected (Maslow, 1954; May,
Angel, and Ellenberger, 1958; Hackman and Oldham, 1980). In turn, such employees

ascribe greater value to their work roles.

Conversely, employees are less likely to experience meaningfulness when they feel that an
organisation has low expectations of them and provides limited opportunities for them to
reciprocally contribute to its success. From his empirical study, Kahn (1990) reported that
psychological meaningfulness is more strongly associated with personal engagement than
personal disengagement (mean = 7.8; S.D. = 0.84 vs. mean = 3.24; S.D. = 1.75). As shown
in Table 2.3 (below), meaningfulness is affected by various second order antecedents
categorised as task characteristics, role characteristics, and work interactions.

Fundamentally, employees are more likely to experience psychological meaningfulness,
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and ultimately, personal engagement, when they have opportunities to perform novel and
routine tasks, within roles that reflect who they truly are, and within environments that

promote rich and dynamic professional relationships.

Table 2.3 - Second Order Antecedents of Meaningfulness

Second Order Antecedent of | Brief Description/Characteristics
Meaningfulness
Task characteristics Clearly defined, dynamic, and autonomous requiring both
familiar and novel skills
Role characteristics That: Confer identity and status
Highly congruent with ideal/real self
Opportunities to demonstrate influence and attain repute
Work interactions That: Foster connectivity with colleagues and clients
Traverse work and other life domains

2.3.3.2 Psychological Safety

The second core antecedent of personal engagement is psychological safety and this
describes the extent to which employees feel that they can legitimately deploy/display
their genuine selves without fear of adverse consequences or losses to reputation (Kahn,
1990). Psychological safety is typically engendered within environments that offer clear
boundaries between acceptable and unacceptable behaviour and, as such, are predictable
and devoid of threats (Kahn, 1990). By contrast, situations that are fraught with ambiguity
or volatility are generally deemed unsafe and tend to inhibit personal engagement (Kahn,
1990). Kahn (1990) also reported a stronger positive relationship between psychological
safety and personal engagement than personal disengagement (Mean = 7.7 vs. Mean = 3.8).
Furthermore, the second order antecedents of psychological safety are categorised into:
interpersonal relationships, group dynamics, management style, and organisational norms
(see Table 2.4 below). Fundamentally, employees are more likely to experience
psychological safety in contexts where they have open and trusting interpersonal
relationships and perform roles within (in)formal work groups that reflect their identities.
Safety is also enhanced where managers are supportive and foster clear boundaries for

acceptable behavio
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Table 2.4 - Second Order antecedents of Safety

Second Order Antecedents of | Brief Description/Characteristics

Safety
1 | Interpersonal relationships Characterised by openness and trust
Malleable enough to legitimise self presentation thus fostering
openness and empathy
2 | Group and intergroup | Influenced by subconscious or unconscious elements
dynamics Typecast employees into specific roles based on personal

identity and organisational hierarchy

3 | Management style and process | Most effective when typified by:

Support, dedication, consistency, clarity, autonomy

4 | Organisational norms Provided role boundaries for safe employee performance

2.3.3.3 Psychological Availability

The third core antecedent of personal engagement is psychological availability. Availability
describes the extent to which employees feel that they possess the physical, emotional,
and/or cognitive resources to readily engage with tasks at any given time despite the
possible existence of distracting demands that are competing for the same resources (Kahn,
1990). Hence, availability is hinged on employees’ ability to cope with demands at and
outside work (Kahn, 1990). Kahn (1990) reported a stronger relationship between
psychological availability and personal engagement than personal disengagement (Mean =
7.5 vs. Mean = 3.3). The antecedents of availability are categorised as: diminution of

physical energy, diminution of emotional energy, personal insecurity, and extraneous lives

as shown in Table 2.5 (below).

Fundamentally, Kahn (1990) suggests that psychological availability is more pronounced
amongst employees who possess higher levels of physical energy, and emotional energy as
well as employees who are confident, rather than insecure, and able to draw energy from,

rather than be distracted by, events outside work.
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Table 2.5 - Second Order antecedents of Availability

Second Order | Brief Description/Characteristics
Antecedents of
Availability
1 | Physical energy Physical personal engagement requires higher virility than

disengagement

2 | Emotional energy Emotional personal engagement requires higher levels of emotional

expression than disengagement

3 | Insecurity Individuals who feel confident about their selves are more likely to

present such selves at work

4 | Outside lives Events outside work may either distract employees from

organisational contexts or spur them on with feelings of energy

Summary of Kahn’s Research

In summary, Kahn’s (1990) research suggests that individuals are highly engaged when
they feel that their jobs have value and also feel capable of effectively responding to task
demands in an atmosphere that is free from threat. Overall, it is possible to identify an
overarching human needs theoretical framework (cf. Maslow, 1954; Alderfer 1969, 1972;
May, Angel, and Ellenberger, 1958) undergirding Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research on
psychological presence and personal engagement. Fundamentally, the suggestion that
individuals seek opportunities to fully display their genuine selves at work through
interactions and existentially relevant tasks echoes human needs theories on growth,
relatedness, and self-actualization. Kahn (1992) also draws on, and extends Goffman’s
(1961) work by exploring momentary human role performances in organisational settings.

A number of points stand out in this respect.

First, applying Goffman’s (1961) work to organisations, Kahn notes that employees’
experiences at work can be likened to role performances that they “put on” and “take off”
at various points in time. Concurrently, personal engagement describes the extent to which
people “bring in” or “leave out” their personal selves from work role performances. In this
way, Kahn (1990, 1992) rejects the notion that employees’ attitudes and behaviours are

static and he posits that employees are differentially engaged over time. Thus, Kahn (1990,

36




1992) highlights the importance of studying engagement, and other psychological
constructs, from this time-sensitive paradigm. Second, Kahn hinges personal engagement
on a human need for self-expression and self-involvement. Fundamentally, personal
engagement, Kahn posits, assists with fulfilling human needs to fully express one’s ideal
self, to relate with others, and to grow (cf. Alderfer, 1969, 1972). Concurrently, engaged
employees are able and likely to willingly immerse themselves in tasks, as well as,
relationships with colleagues that promote their personal and professional growth. In an
extension of existing theories on motivation, Kahn further suggests that contemporary
organisations need employees who are not only motivated but are also psychologically
present and engaged because such employees offer a superior level of genuineness,
innovativeness, and creativity that spurs organisational growth and sustains competitive

advantage.

Kahn (1990) also makes useful contributions in terms of the conditions that facilitate
engagement further drawing on Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) job characteristics theory
and model. First, in discussing meaningfulness (and its distal antecedents) as an antecedent
of personal engagement Kahn (1990) suggests that employees are likely to derive value
from, and ascribe greater value to, tasks that involve a high level of variety, reflect their
genuine/preferred self-images, and offer existentially enriching relationships (cf. Hackman
and Oldham, 1976). Consistent with a human needs theoretical framework, task variety
enhances employees’ sense of meaningfulness because such work roles offer opportunities
to meet human needs for growth and development through mastery of existing skills and

acquisition of novel proficiencies (cf. Alderfer, 1969).

These experiences are intrinsically self-reinforcing and reciprocally increase employees’
appetite to willingly deploy their energies to tasks in the future as they continually derive
value from their jobs and the associated opportunities to achieve their highest potential (cf.
Maslow, 1954). Furthermore, employees are more likely to engage with tasks that allow
them to “perform” their true or preferred identities rather than those which require them to
assume a false persona (cf. Goffman, 1961; Hochschild, 1983). Finally, employees’
relatedness needs (cf. Alderfer, 1969) are met within meaningful interpersonal relationships

at work as the inherent interactions allow employees to feel that they are sharing parts of
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their existential journey with others (cf. May, Angel, and Ellenberger, 1958). In turn, such

employees are more likely to deploy their personal energies at work.

Second, an overarching human needs framework is also identifiable within Kahn'’s
presentation of safety as an antecedent of personal engagement. Albeit in other contexts,
Maslow (1954) and Alderfer (1969) cite safety as a fundamental human need. Consistently,
Kahn (1990, 1992) suggests that employees are more likely to deploy their personal
energies in organisational contexts that they deem safe or free from threat. Such conditions
are facilitated through interpersonal relationships that also meet relatedness needs (cf.
Alderfer, 1969) by offering open avenues for self-expression and constructive criticism,
which may also meet employees’ growth and development needs (cf. Alderfer, 1969).
Similarly, employees feel safer and are more likely to be personally engaged within work
groups that offer opportunities to allay their fears and are non-discriminatory thus allowing
employees to express their “selves” without threat (cf. May et al., 1958). Another link to
Hackman and Oldham’s (1976, 1980) job characteristics theory is identifiable in Kahn’s
(1990) finding that employees feel safer and are more personally engaged within

autonomous jobs that are framed by clearly defined organisational norms and expectations.

Third, Kahn (1990) frames his discussions about availability as an antecedent of personal
engagement within Goffman’s (1961) research on role performances. Kahn (1990) notes
that engagement, like effective role performances outside work, requires superior levels of
physical energy as Goffman (1961) observed from traffic wardens who employed their
entire bodies in directing traffic. Furthermore, like actors on a stage, employees are less
likely to be engaged if and when they are overly concerned about others’ evaluation of
their work role performances (cf. Kahn, 1990). Instead, they are more likely to self-express
and willingly relate with others in contexts that they perceive to be free from threat, as
discussed above. On another note, although not explicitly stated, Kahn (1990) extends
previous research by noting that human needs for relatedness, growth, and development
can be met outside work and this can affect employees’ propensity to engage at work.
Fundamentally, a notable point in this regard is that Kahn’s personal engagement concept
transcends the work domain as his 1990 and 1992 research crucially recognises that

individuals’ psychological presence and personal engagement levels do not operate in a
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work-bound vacuum but are influenced by individual and situational factors outside the

workplace such as personality, adult development, social systems, and internal models

(Kahn, 1992).

On another note, a tempered critique of traditional motivational theory is also noticeable in
Kahn'’s research. Crucially, Kahn (1990) presents employees as intentional directors of their
personal selves/resources rather than scientifically manageable individuals whose energy
reserves are pliable through an optimal combination of motivational organisational policies
and practices. However, the personal engagement concept is bounded within
organisational behaviour literature through a proposed modified interrelation between
psychological presence and work motivation. Specifically, Kahn (1990) suggests that
employees who incrementally invest their personal resources in work tasks are likely to
derive a greater sense of value i.e. meaningfulness, and in turn, such employees are also
more likely to be motivated to, and deploy their energies towards performing such work
tasks. As such, employees are presented as agentic actors who intentionally deploy their
personal selves towards the tasks that they find most fulfilling and valuable in a

collaborative, rather than unidirectional, process with work and non-work factors.

It is also possible to identify a potential attitude-behaviour link within Kahn’s research.
Although Kahn'’s (1990, 1992) research is typically associated with the behavioural tradition
of conceptualising engagement (Peccei, 2013), one can identify both attitudinal and
behavioural elements within his conceptualisations of psychological presence and personal
engagement. As discussed previously, psychological presence is premised on individuals’
experience of unobservable and arguably attitudinal states including attentiveness, focus,
and integration. Subsequently, these “attitudes” engender the observable phenomenon of
personal behavioural work engagement which is typified by the demonstrable deployment
of physical, emotional, and cognitive energies to task performance. Thus, one could
purport that psychologically (attitudinally) present employees are, in turn, more
behaviourally engaged. As such, Kahn’s research may have implicitly paved the way for a
more comprehensive and integrated engagement concept that the contemporary literature

calls for.
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Nonetheless, in addition to its key contributions, a number of questions, beyond those
identified in his papers, remain unanswered from Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research. For
example, although cognitive energy is included in his definition of personal engagement, it
is not entirely clear whether it is a distal antecedent of availability as Kahn does not include
it in his 1990 paper. Furthermore, it is also not clear how researchers may be able to
empirically investigate relationships between engagement and some non-work antecedents
such as employees’ outside lives and adult development included in Kahn’s (1992) research.
Third, it is also not entirely clear how each psychological condition, i.e. meaningfulness,
safety, and availability, may affect varying elements of personal engagement i.e. physical,
cognitive, and emotional, and whether each antecedent is as important as the other. As
discussed subsequently, May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) investigated this issue with
interesting findings. Fourth, it is also unclear exactly how engagement affects
organisational performance. Concurrently, also discussed below, Rich, LePine, and
Crawford (2010) extended Kahn’s (1990) work by re-operationalising the three core
antecedents of engagement, i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability and examining the
extent to which engagement predicts organisational performance outcomes such as

organisational citizenship behaviour.

2.3.4 Contemporary Empirical Evidence for Kahn’s Behavioural Engagement

In an extension of Kahn’s (1990) paper, May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) examined the
extent to which meaningfulness, safety, and availability mediate the relationships between
their respective distal antecedents and BWE using a quantitative survey methodology with
a sample of insurance workers. Echoing the human growth needs theoretical framework
discussed above, the authors noted that meaningful work tasks tend to promote employee
motivation as well as personal growth and development (cf. Spreitzer, Kizilos, and Nason,
1997). Furthermore, although there is limited empirical research in this area that is directly
linked to Kahn’s (1990, 1992) BWE concept, Britt, Adler, and Bartone (2001) noted that
soldiers who were more resilient and optimistic were more likely to believe that their job
roles were important, or had value, and to derive meaningfulness from their work. In turn,
such soldiers were more engaged at, and reported greater benefits from, their jobs. One

could integrate these findings with the overall human needs framework in that soldiers who
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felt that their jobs were important and met their existential needs for

appreciation/relevance (May et al., 1958) were also more likely to be engaged in their jobs.

In their 2004 paper, May, Gilson, and Harter developed Kahn’s (1990) work on
antecedents of engagement in a number of ways. First, consistent with a human growth
needs theoretical framework identified above, the researchers acknowledge the argument
that humans are fundamentally motivated to seek meaning in their work (Frankl, 1992).
Concurrently, May et al. (2004) posit that meaningfulness is enhanced by job enrichment,
work role fit, and interpersonal relations. Crucially, the authors suggest that employees
esteem jobs that communicate the organisation’s confidence in their abilities, allow them to

express their values and beliefs, and fulfil their needs for relatedness (cf. Alderfer, 1969).

Second, drawing on Edmondson’s (1999) research on safety as a driver of learning
behaviour within teams, May et al. (2004) also propose that, safety as a key antecedent of
engagement, is affected by: supervisor relations, co-worker relations, and co-worker
norms. Fundamentally, psychological safety tends to be higher in supportive organisational
environments where there is congruence between supervisors and employees who, in turn,
are not afraid to fail in their quest to meet their needs for growth and self-determination
whilst being creative at their jobs (Deci and Ryan, 1987). Similarly, positive co-worker
relations provide a safe avenue for employees to share their concerns within flexibly
defined boundaries. Third, May et al. (2004) echo Kahn’s (1990) recognition of the need
for physical, cognitive, and emotional energy for engagement and note that availability
tends to be higher where individuals are not distracted by an undue focus on appraisal by

others and/or activities outside work.

May et al. (2004) hypothesised that meaningfulness, safety, and availability would mediate
relationships between engagement and the distal antecedents identified above. Thus, the
authors developed scales to assess the 3 dimensions of engagement i.e. cognitive, physical,
and emotional, respectively. However, following the lack of support for 3 distinct
constructs in their preliminary analyses, the authors used a composite scale of BWE. May
et al. (2004) reported a number of interesting results. First, although job enrichment and

work role fit were significant predictors of meaningfulness, as predicted, work role fit had a
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stronger positive effect. This suggests that employees are more likely to invest their
personal energies in tasks that they see as extensions of their personal selves (cf. Shamir,
1991). In contrast, and contrary to Kahn (1990), co-worker relations did not significantly
affect meaningfulness suggesting either that respondents in May et al.’s (2004) sample
either did not have or perceive co-worker interactions as valuable opportunities to meet

their relatedness needs (cf. Alderfer, 1969).

Second, May et al. (2004) found that supervisory support had the greatest positive impact
on psychological safety whilst co-worker relations also had a positive impact, and co-
worker norms had a negative effect as hypothesised. The results suggest that support from
managers, and the organisation in general, spurs employee safety, creativity, and
performance (cf. Deci, Connell, and Ryan, 1989; Edmondson, 1999). Furthermore, the
negative relationship between co-worker norms and safety suggests that employees who
feel that they must conform to the boundaries of prescribed norms are less likely to express
their true selves at work (cf. Barker, 1993). In a valuable extension of Kahn’s (1990) work,
May et al. (2004) also found that safety is lower amongst individuals who are overly self-
conscious. Third, as Kahn (1990) suggested, May et al. (2004) found that psychological
availability was affected by individuals’ physical, emotional, and cognitive resources in a
positive relationship whilst availability was lower amongst employees who attentively
participated in outside activities as Kahn (1990) suggested. However, May et al. (2004)
also note that participation in non-work activities can be beneficial for work engagement
especially amongst women (Rothbard, 2001) and, as such, further research is needed in this

arca.

Turning to relationships between engagement and its three core antecedents, May et al.
(2004) found that meaningfulness was the most significant predictor of engagement whilst
safety also demonstrated a significant effect. In contrast, psychological availability only
exhibited a hypothesised relationship with engagement when the direct effect of resources
on engagement had been accounted for. The authors suggest that resources acted as a
suppressor variable necessitating the interpretation that if resources remain at the same
level, psychologically available individuals are also more likely to be engaged whilst, if

availability is held constant, individuals who are engaged are also more likely to have lower
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resources levels as these would have been depleted throughout the day (May et al. 2004).
As May et al. (2004) note, the absence of a direct effect of availability on engagement in
the authors’ original model is not consistent with Kahn (1990) and further research is also

required here.

Overall, May et al.’s (2004) study represents an important extension to Kahn’s (1990)
research in a number of ways. First, the study provides empirical support for Kahn’s (1990)
study using a quantitative rather than qualitative methodology with a sample of employees
working in a different occupation. As such, it is beneficial to note that Kahn’s (1990)
propositions are largely supported in a different context from the original study. Second,
results from May et al.’s (2004) assist with answering two key questions. One concerns the
extent to which each distal antecedent is an important predictor of meaningfulness, safety,
and availability and the second concerns the extent to which each of the three
psychological conditions are equally important predictors of engagement. In order of
importance, May et al.’s (2004) results suggest that work role fit is the most important
predictor of meaningfulness, which is in turn, the most important predictor of engagement.
Furthermore, supervisor support/relations have the greatest impact on safety, which has
the second greatest impact on engagement. Finally, resources are the strongest predictor of
availability. However, the relationship between availability and engagement is less robust
and only tends to become significant once the direct effect of resources on engagement is

accounted for.

May et al. (2004) also extend Kahn’s (1990) research by highlighting a number of novel
pathways/relationships. The first is a positive relationship between co-worker relations and
safety, rather than meaningfulness. The second is a negative relationship between self-
consciousness and safety. Third, self-consciousness has a positive direct effect on
engagement and fourth, resources also have a direct positive effect on engagement. With
these extensions also come a number of areas for further research on BWE. For example, it
may be worthwhile to consider why self-consciousness positively affects engagement and
how best to conceptualise a relationship, assuming that one exists, between availability,

personal resources, and engagement.
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A broader and pertinent question, that remains unanswered in May et al.’s (2004) study,
and to which the review turns, concerns the relationship between engagement and
organisational outcomes. In answer, Rich, LePine, and Crawford (2010) examined the
extent to which BWE mediates a relationship between the three core antecedents
discussed above and organisational performance outcomes such as organisational
citizenship behaviour. To begin with, Rich et al. (2010) integrated Kahn’s (1990, 1992)
research on meaningfulness, safety, and availability with related literature to present value
congruence, perceived organisational support, or POS, and core self-evaluations, or CSE

as antecedents of job engagement, as discussed below.

First, Rich et al. (2010) reconceptualised meaningfulness as value congruence. Elucidating
the relationship between value congruence and job engagement, the authors suggest that
employees are more likely to invest their personal selves in contexts where organisational
values, as communicated through expectations and rewards, are aligned with their
ideal/preferred self-images and personal values (cf. Chatman, 1989; Kahn, 1990, 1992;
Kristof, 1996). Second, Rich et al. (2010) integrate Kahn's (1990) psychological satety
concept with research on perceived organisational support, or POS, and suggest that
employees tend to be more engaged in contexts where managers are empathetic, and the
organisation shows concern for their wellbeing as well as appreciation for their personal
goals and contributions (cf. Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa, 1986). Third,
Kahn’s (1990) availability concept is reframed as CSE and Rich et al. (2010) suggest that
individuals who feel valuable, effective, and capable at work are more likely to display
positive and self-efficacious behaviours that facilitate effective problem-solving strategies

(cf. Judge and Hurst, 2007), which, in turn, enhance engagement.

Using data from a sample of fire fighters, Rich et al. (2010) found that all three antecedents
were more positively and significantly related to behavioural work engagement than they
were to potentially related constructs such as job satisfaction, job involvement, and
intrinsic motivation. As such, Rich et al.’s (2010) study provides some empirical support for
discriminant validity between BWE and the stated constructs. Consistent with Kahn’s
(1990) research on meaningfulness, and its second order antecedents, Rich et al. (2010)

reported that employees are more likely to be engaged at work where organisational values
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and expectations mirror their preferred self images i.e. value congruence. Furthermore,
akin to Kahn’s (1990) proposed relationship between safety and engagement, Rich et al.
(2010) also found that behavioural work engagement levels are higher where employees
feel that the organisation truly cares about their wellbeing and appreciates their
contributions its success i.e. POS (cf. Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa,
1986). Finally, in support of Kahn’s (1990) research on availability, Rich et al. (2010) found
that employees who feel confident about their effectiveness and capabilities, i.e. CSE, are
likely to demonstrate higher BWE levels (cf. Judge, Locke, and Durham, 1997; Judge,
Erez, Bono, and Thoresen, 2003).

Crucially, job engagement, or BWE, also engendered positive organisational outcomes
such as organisational citizenship behaviour. Rich et al. (2010) found that behaviourally
engaged employees are also more likely to perform behaviours that go beyond the scope of
their formal work requirements and contribute to organisational success. Thus, Rich et al.
(2010) lend empirical support to Kahn’s (1990, 1992) proposition that engaged employees

contribute tangibly to organisational success.

Overall, the two contemporary studies provide further empirical support for Kahn’s (1990,
1992) research on the relationships between the respective distal and core antecedents of
engagement as well as relationships between BWE and its three core antecedents.
Furthermore, as Kahn (1990, 1992) proposed, BWE is also positively related to behavioural
organisational outcomes such as organisational citizenship behaviour (Rich et al., 2010).
Nonetheless, a key issue that emerges from both studies concerns the lack of consensus on
apposite measurements of BWE. Each of the two studies utilises a different measure of
BWE. As such, a fundamental inherent question concerning the best way to assess BWE
represents an important area for further research in the area. Perhaps such research on
measuring BWE can emulate principles from the attitudinal approach to which the review

turns.

45



2.4 Attitudinal Engagement

The second key approach towards conceptualising engagement, namely the attitudinal
approach, is most closely associated with research by Schaufeli, Bakker and colleagues.
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002) define work engagement as “a
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterised by three key dimensions
known as vigour, dedication, and absorption.” Similarly, Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter and
Taris, (2008) define work engagement as a positive, fulfilling, affective motivational state
of work-related wellbeing that is antipodal to burnout. The authors also suggest that
engaged employees feel vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed towards their work tasks.
Despite a number of definitions of attitudinal work engagement, or AWE, within the

literature, a number of points are fundamental to the AWE concept.

First, the researchers’ conceptualisations of AWE maintain a unique focus on employees’
relationship with their work tasks rather than their relationship with, and attitudes towards,
their broad organisational entity as is the focus of many definitions of ‘employee
engagement adopted by industry practitioners (cf. Bakker and Leiter, 2010). As such, one
could contend that these conceptualisations contribute to establishing the incremental
validity of work engagement by delineating it from existing attitudinal concepts such as job
satisfaction and commitment which focus more broadly on employees’ dispositions towards
their employers/organisations (cf. Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001). Second, the
researchers focus on employees’ attitudinal states of mind rather than observable
deployment of energies, which are central to Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research on BWE. As

such, AWE is conceptualised as an unobservable attitude.
As mentioned earlier, the attitudinal approach to engagement evolved from existing

research that presents burnout as the culmination of chronic disengagement. These

resulting key schools of thought on AWE are discussed below.
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2.4.1 The Evolution of Engagement from Burnout

Within organisational psychology, much is known about the concept of burnout which
Hobfoll and Shirom (2000) describe as job trauma resulting from composite work stress.
Consistent with the contemporary trend towards positive psychology (Seligman and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), Bakker and colleagues present attitudinal work engagement as
the pleasant, more desirable alternative to burnout. In contrast to those beset by burnout,
engaged employees feel a vigorous and meaningful identification with their work, which

they view as stimulating, and inspiring, rather than nerve-racking, and arduous.

It is possible to identify two strands within the attitudinal approach to engagement. The
first strand proposes that burnout occurs when engagement levels are depleted (Maslach
and Leiter, 1997). As such, engagement is characterised by dimensions that are antithetical
to those that typify burnout. Furthermore, engagement is measured and established using
low scores on ‘exhaustion’ and ‘cynicism’ and high scores on ‘professional efficacy’ within
the MBI (Maslach Burnout Inventory; Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter, 1996). Accordingly,

Table 2.6 (below) shows the antithetical dimensions of burnout and engagement,

respectively.
Table 2.6 - Burnout and Engagement Dimensions
Burnout dimension Engagement dimension
1 | Exhaustion Energy
2 | Cynicism Involvement
3 | Ineffectiveness Efficacy

The second strand elucidates the first strand by presenting engagement as a construct that
is separate from, but negatively related to, burnout. Contrary to the feelings of emptiness
typically associated with burnout, pleasant feelings of fulfilment are associated with the
enduring, affective-cognitive state of work engagement. Thus, Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002) define work engagement as a “positive, fulfilling,
work-related state of mind characterised by three key dimensions known as vigour,
dedication and absorption”. As reflected within the subsequent sections of the present

review, the majority of research on AWE is conducted using this definition and AWE is
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usually measured using the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES, Schaufeli and
Bakker, 2003) which includes items designed to assess the three key dimensions identified

above and described further herewith.

First, vigour describes employees’ willingness to invest effort in their work without being
exhausted, despite possible challenges, and is typified by high energy levels and mental
resilience (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010). Second, dedication refers to feelings of pride and
enthusiasm about work and is assessed by the level of significance that employees derive
from work (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010). Third, absorption refers to, and assesses, the
extent to which employees feel happily immersed and engrossed in work. Absorbed
employees typically find it difficult to detach from work and feel that time passes quickly

when they are working.

The second strand within AWE research, like the first, links AWE to burnout albeit via a
negative relationship in this case. Fundamentally, as shown in Table 2.7 (below), burnout
and engagement are proposed as diametrical opposites on the same continuum (Schaufeli
and Taris, 2005; Gonzalez-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker, and Lloret, 2006). However, as
Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) note, in terms of measurement, the absorption dimension of
engagement was added following in-depth interviews and as such is not associated with a
specific burnout dimension. Furthermore, as Peccei (2013) notes, items designed to assess
absorption are increasingly phased out of contemporary research on AWE, which also

raises further questions about the measurability of this dimension.

Table 2.7 - Continuum Spanning Engagement and Burnout

Continuum Title Engagement Dimension Opposite Burnout Dimension
1 | Energy Vigour Exhaustion
2 | Identification Dedication Cynicism
3 | N/A Absorption N/A

Overall, the predication of AWE on the burnout literature confers the benefit of a rich
literature and existing measures from which researchers within this approach can draw.

However, questions surrounding the extent to which engagement and burnout are

48




empirically distinct are inherently persistent (Macey and Schneider, 2008). This draws
further attention to the key gap in the literature surrounding the establishment of a
sufficiently comprehensive and widely accepted definition of engagement that

demonstrates incremental validity over existing concepts and is clearly measurable.

As was discussed for BWE, the review turns to antecedents of AWE encapsulated within

the Job-Demands and Resources Model of Engagement.

2.4.2 Antecedents of Attitudinal Work Engagement

The Job-Demands Resources Model (JD-R; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and
Schaufeli, 2001) parsimoniously organises key research on the antecedents of AWE. It is
worth noting that the JD-R model was conceptualised as an explanatory model for burnout
again highlighting the aforementioned questions about its applicability to engagement as an
independent construct (cf. Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013). However, it
remains well cited within the literature as an explanatory model for relationships between

engagement and constructs in its nomological network (cf. Crawford, LePine, and Rich,

2010).

The JD-R is undergirded by theories about interactions between an individual’s work
environment and resource capability. Although occupation specific factors may affect
motivation and job stress levels in a number of cases, the categories of job resources and job
demands within the JD-R are assumed to broadly apply to several occupational contexts
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Bakker, Demerouti, de Boer and Schaufeli, 2003; Bakker,

Demerouti, and Euwema, 2005; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli, 2001).

Job resources are purported to enhance engagement levels by impacting employees’
cognitive, emotional, and physical energies. The model fundamentally suggests that job
resources meet basic human needs for autonomy, relatedness, and proficiency by
facilitating successful work performance whilst also engendering growth and development
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2008; Peccei, 2013). Job resources increase employees’
voluntary dedication of resources to work tasks thus activating a motivational process that

fosters work engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).
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Conversely, continued effort and costs that are associated with meeting job demands are
assumed to constitute an energy drain and depletion process that hinders engagement and
leads to burnout (Maslach and Leiter, 1997, 2008; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and
Demerouti, 2007).

It is possible to identify parallels between the theoretical bases of the JD-R model of AWE
and Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research on BWE. Crucially, AWE and BWE, and respective
relationships with related constructs, are premised on the notion that engagement meets
personal/human needs for relatedness, autonomy, mastery and, ultimately, personal and
professional development. Furthermore, burnout in the AWE literature is comparable to
Kahn’s personal disengagement in that both constructs describe a condition where
employees are no longer willing or able to invest themselves in task performance.
Nonetheless, in addition to a clear distinction between a focus on attitudes or behaviours,
one could argue that AWE is more explicitly founded upon a motivational process/theory
whilst Kahn (1990) strenuously presents engagement as a distinct extension of existing

theories on motivation.

To further understand the nature and premises of the JD-R within the AWE literature, the

nature of job demands and resources, respectively is further discussed below.

2.4.2.1 Job Demands

Drawing on the stress literature (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984), job demands are defined as
physical, social, or organisational elements of a job that necessitate continued exertion of
physical or mental resources and confer physiological and psychological costs such as
exhaustion, which is considered to be akin to burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001). Consistent
with Hockey’s (1993) control model of demand management, situational stressors or
demands such as time and workload constraints are thought to elicit ‘performance-
protection’ strategies which employees utilise in an attempt to conserve their resources
whilst maintaining a requisite level of work performance. However, continued usage of
such strategies may foster psychological weariness, which is manifested indirectly at work
through reduced cognitive effort, and eventual exhaustion or breakdown, which is also
comparable to burnout. Alluding to Karasek’s (1979) job-control model, research on the

JD-R also suggests that contexts typified by high job demands and low resources may
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foster job stress (Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli, 2006). On the other hand, an optimal
balance between demands and resources is likely to reduce job stress and promote

engagement (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).

Drawing on these models, the AWE literature proposes a positive and stronger relationship
between job resources and engagement and a weaker, negative, relationship between job
demands and engagement (Hakanen and Roodt, 2010; Halbesleben, 2010). However,
empirical research reveals contradictory and confounding findings on relationships between
demands and engagement (e.g. Bakker, van Emmerik, and Euwema, 2006) and Schaufeli
and Bakker (2004) suggest that demands may not significantly predict engagement.
However, contemporary research suggests that original conceptualisations of the JD-R
may not sufficiently account for important distinctions between various types of demands
and how such demands are understood by employees (LLazarus and Folkman, 1984;
Crawford, LePine, and Rich, 2010). Drawing on relevant research (e.g. LePine, Podsakoff,
and LePine, 2005; Podsakoff, LePine, and LePine, 2007), Crawford, LePine, and Rich
(2010) note that relationships between job demands and engagement may become clearer
when job demands are delineated into challenge and hindrance demands. As discussed
subsequently, challenge demands tend to be positively related to engagement whilst

hindrance demands tend to be negatively related to engagement.

2.4.2.1.1 Delineating Job Demands

As highlighted above, Crawford et al. (2010) posit that relationships between job demands
and engagement become clearer when challenge demands are delineated from hindrance
demands. Transactional stress theory posits that individuals assess stressful contexts, such
as those occasioned by job demands, in terms of their potential to be challenging or
threatening (Lazarus, and Folkman, 1984). Concurrently, Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling,
and Boudreau (2000) propose that stressors can be categorised into challenge stressors and
hindrance stressors. Individuals perceive challenge stressors as demands that may enhance
proficiency, growth, or provide future benefits. Examples include high workload, time
pressure, and high job responsibility. Conversely, hindrance stressors are often perceived

as stressful demands that may undermine growth and goal completion and examples
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include role conflict or ambiguity, politics, and bureaucracy. LePine et al. (2005) note that
employees’ appraisals of job demands or stressors will usually remain stable across various
occupations because certain features, such as economic exchange and transactional
relationships, are common to and embedded within most organisations (Lazarus and
Folkman, 1984). Integrating these propositions with Alderfer’s (1969) growth needs theory
and model, a fundamental proposition is that individuals are more likely to avail themselves
to tasks and demands, i.e. engagement, if, and when, they feel that such tasks confer

opportunities for reward, personal growth, and development.

LePine et al. (2005) also present the relationship between demands and employee attitudes
and behaviours within an affective framework. Drawing on Lazarus and Folkman (1984),
LePine et al. (2005) note that an individual’s appraisal of a demand as a challenge or
hindrance is likely to affect his/her emotional and cognitive response to it. Specifically,
challenge demands usually trigger pleasant emotions such as eagerness and, in turn,
employees are often more willing to engage with such tasks due to the perceived incentive
of personal development or reward that is associated with such tasks. Empirical research
also suggests that employees are more likely to experience positive emotions when they
perceive a task as a challenge and, in turn, they are likely to be more motivated to
complete such tasks at work (Erez and Isen, 2002). On the other hand, hindrance demands
are liable to trigger negative emotions such as fear or anger because employees appraise
such tasks as potentially harmful or obtrusive to their growth and development. Hence,
employees are less likely to engage with such demands (Crawford et al., 2010).
Consistently, in a refinement of the JD-R, Crawford et al. (2010) report that challenge

demands may spur engagement whilst hindrance demands may inhibit engagement.

2.4.2.2 Job Resources

We now turn to job resources which are defined as physical, psychological, social, or
organisational job features that may: a) facilitate task completion; b) reduce job demands
and the costs associated with completing such demands; and c) foster personal growth and
development (Demerouti et al., 2001). Job resources can be broadly categorised into
external resources and internal resources. External resources are typically located within
organisational and social systems. Examples of external job resources from social systems

include support from supervisors, colleagues, family/friends while organisational resources
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include autonomy, learning and development opportunities, collaboration, and task variety
(Demerouti et al., 2001). On the other hand, internal resources are typically located within
individuals and may include cognitive characteristics and activation patterns or habits that

enable employees to cope with work demands (Demerouti et al., 2001).

To elucidate the role of job resources in enhancing engagement, Demerouti et al. (2001)
draw on the broader health promotion and maintenance literature, which proposes that
resources assist with sustaining individuals’ health despite an onslaught of work-based
challenges (Antonovsky, 1987). Consistently, employees are less able to cope with and
respond to strenuous job demands in environments that are deficient in resources. In such
contexts, employees are also more likely to experience burnout and may withdraw from

work tasks as a protective mechanism from demand-related stress (Demerouti et al., 2001).

Also drawing on the conservation of resources theory, job resources are proposed to have a
direct positive relationship with engagement and a direct negative relationship with
burnout (e.g. Bakker, Demerouti, Euwema, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli,
2003; Schaufeli, and Bakker, 2004). Since stress and burnout occur when resources are lost
or threatened (Hobfoll and Freedy, 1993), employees with larger resource reservoirs are
assumed to be better equipped to handle demands and forestall the stress that can result
from resource depletion (LLee and Ashforth, 1996). In turn, such employees can remain
engaged at work for longer periods of time. On the other hand, employees who have lower
resource reservoirs are more susceptible to demand-related strains which, over time, result

in burnout.

Thus, two processes are presented to explain the relationship between demands, resources,
and engagement, as well as burnout, within the JD-R model. The first is the health
impairment process (Hockey, 1997), which suggests that burnout occurs when job
demands are unrelenting and result in chronic fatigue and, secondly, when an absence of
resources hinders successful task performance thus fostering withdrawal behaviour and job
disengagement over time. The second is the motivational process through which high job

resources and high or low job demands may facilitate high motivation and engagement

(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).
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Opverall, a number of key points stand out from the JD-R model of AWE. First, the model
proposes that job resources play an important role in intrinsically enhancing AWE due to
their role in meeting fundamental human needs for independence, relatedness, and
proficiency. For example, job variety encourages learning and improves proficiency thus
fulfilling human needs for growth and development, whilst social support meets human
needs for belongingness. As mentioned earlier, one could draw parallels between this and
the human growth needs theoretical framework that is identifiable within Kahn’s (1990,
1992) research. Second, the JD-R also proposes that job resources can be extrinsically
motivating in the sense that employees are more likely to engage with work tasks in
environments that are adequately resourced because they expect to succeed in such
contexts (cf. Meijman and Mulder, 1998; Vroom, 1964). On the other hand, job demands
are assumed to have a negative and weaker or non-significant relationship with
engagement. However, in their refinement of the JD-R, Crawford et al. (2010) purport that
stronger relationships between demands and engagement are observed when challenge
demands are delineated from hindrance demands. Specifically, challenge demands are
presumed to have a positive relationship with engagement because employees believe that
such demands offer opportunities to meet personal needs for growth and development. On
the other hand, hindrance demands are assumed to have a negative relationship with
engagement on the grounds that employees see such demands as distractions from more

fulfilling and rewarding pursuits.

Overall, the JD-R parsimoniously encapsulates relationships between AWE and
antecedent constructs in the nomological network and continues to extend the work
engagement literature through various iterations. Consistently, the model has been tested
in various studies, and a number of key findings, in addition to those mentioned above, are

discussed below.
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2.4.3 Empirical Evidence for Job Demands and Resources as Antecedents of

Engagement

As Peccei (2013) notes, meta analyses of engagement research spanning various countries
and occupations (e.g. Christian et al., 2011; Crawford et al., 2010; Halbesleben, 2010)
broadly affirm the aforementioned positive relationships between engagement and various
job resources (r=0.38) as well as the positive link between engagement and challenge
demands (r=0.20). Furthermore, empirical research supports the proposed stronger
relationship between engagement and job resources, rather than engagement and job
demands, even when these are challenge demands. In order of importance, the strongest
predictive correlations reported from these core meta-analyses, were between engagement
and resources including job wvariety (r=0.53), work-role identity (r=0.52), task
meaningfulness (r=0.51), and development opportunities (r=0.47) (Peccei, 2013). From the
AWE literature in particular, Halbesleben’s (2010) meta-analysis reported the strongest
relationships between engagement and demands such as work-family conflict (r=-0.36) and
family-work conflict (r=-0.21), and resources such as self-efficacy (r=0.50), optimism

(r=0.37), and social support (r=0.32).

These analyses provide useful empirical support for the broad categorisation of the
antecedents of engagement into demands and resources framework as well as relationships
between engagement and specific demands and resources, respectively. However, it is
important to note that some of the meta-analyses incorporate studies that specify a focus
AWE and/or BWE as well as studies that utilise broader engagement constructs. Indeed,
in many cases, researchers do not explicitly identify a focus on either AWE or BWE. As
such, it is difficult to clearly associate findings with either AWE or BWE and this
necessitates caution when interpreting the average correlations reported. Nonetheless, the
present review further considers a number of key studies within the AWE literature,

discussed below that provide important empirical support for the JD-R.

In a longitudinal study with Finnish dentists, Hakanen, Schaufeli, and Ahola (2008)
reported that job resources such as expertise (opportunities to engage kinetically with
work), professional contact (interactions with colleagues), and observing the results of

work (e.g. immediate or deferred healing in medical spheres), influenced work
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engagement, which in turn, predicted organisational commitment. In another longitudinal
study with management and executive staff at a Dutch telecommunications organisation,
Schaufeli, Bakker, and van Rhenen (2009) also found that job resources such as social
support, independence, and avenues for learning positively predicted higher work
engagement levels amongst employees for over a year after baseline measurement. By
utilising longitudinal designs, these studies provide important empirical support for the JD-
R. As Peccei (2013) notes, the majority of research on engagement utilises cross-sectional
data and whilst findings from these studies are useful, the field would be further advanced
by a greater range of studies that consider the nature of engagement as well as its
relationships with antecedents over time using longitudinal study designs. As such, the two
studies, and findings outlined above represent key contributions to the AWE literature in
terms of providing empirical support for proposed relationships between AWE and its

antecedents within the JD-R over time.

A more recent proposition within the JD-R is that job resources realise their motivational
capacity when employees face substantial job demands or “active job” conditions (Karasek,
1979). Akin to Crawford et al.’s (2010) challenge demands, these conditions are thought to
encourage proactive learning and development (Hakanen and Roodt, 2010). Thus, in
addition to the discrete relationships discussed previously, the present proposition is that
job demands and resources can also have joint effects on engagement (Hakanen and
Roodt, 2010). Concurrently, Hakanen, Bakker, and Demerouti (2005) reported that job
resources such as task variety particularly enhanced work engagement in the presence of
job demands such as legally induced changes at work amongst a sample of Finnish dentists.
Similarly, Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti and Xanthopoulou (2007) found that job resources
such as supervisory support, job control, and appreciation particularly enhanced work
engagement in the presence of substantial job demands, such as student misconduct,

amongst a sample of 805 Finnish teachers.

Drawing on earlier motivational theories such as Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) job
characteristics theory and model, the JD-R also proposes a relationship, mediated by
AWE, between job resources and outcomes. As such, contemporary research considers

the extent to which AWE enhances organisational outcomes and positive work-related
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attitudes such as satisfaction and commitment. Empirical support was reported by
Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2006) who found that job resources enhance
engagement, which, in turn, enhances organisational commitment. Using data from a
sample of employees from hotel and restaurant staff, Salanova, Agut, and Peiro (2005) also
found that engagement mediated the impact of job resources on the creation of a service
climate and this, in turn, affected customer loyalty. In a semi-longitudinal study, Hakanen
(2009) also found that job resources at Time 1 enhanced engagement at T'1 which, in turn,
predicted in-role and extra-role performance at Time 2, three years later. Other empirical
studies using the JD-R framework broadly link work engagement with various
organisational outcomes including commitment (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004), extra-role
behaviour (Bakker, Demerouti, and Verbeke, 2004) and performance (Xanthopoulou,
Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli, 2009).

Overall, the findings discussed provide empirical support for a fundamentally positive,
albeit unidirectional, effect of job resources on work engagement as proposed within the
JD-R. However, Peccei (2013) notes a more recent alternative perspective which suggests
that resources and engagement may mutually reinforce each other with time. Drawing on
the Conservation of Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1998; 2002) and associated evidence for
gain spirals, it is possible to propose a reciprocal relationship between resources,
engagement, and performance. Concurrently, from a review of ten studies, Mauno,
Kinnunen, Makikangas, and Feldt (2010) reported a reciprocally positive link between job
resources and engagement over time. Similarly, Salanova, Schaufeli, Xanthopoulou, and
Bakker (2010) propose a flexible relationship between job resources and engagement.
Specifically, job resources may foster engagement which may in turn engender high
performance. Over time, successful performance may also enhance resource accumulation
(Salanova et al., 2010). Overall, whilst job resources clearly play a role in influencing
engagement, there may be multiple explanations for these relationships and further

research is needed in this area.

We now turn to the empirical evidence associating job demands with work engagement.
Crawford et al.’s (2010) meta-analysis provides an empirical test of the propositionally

different relationships between challenge and hindrance demands with engagement. The
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authors found that the variance in outcomes explained by engagement was increased by
nearly half when challenge and hindrance demands were delineated. Undifferentiated
demands demonstrated a negative relationship with engagement. However, as
hypothesised, when differentiated, demands demonstrated opposing relationships with
engagement. Specifically, as expected, challenge demands were positively related with

engagement while hindrance demands were negatively related with engagement.

Furthermore, Crawford et al. (2010) noted that these findings were supported across
various specific demands within the general categories of challenge and hindrance. Thus,
the authors suggest that various demands within the challenge category all demonstrate a
positive relationship with work engagement. Similarly, different hindrance demands
reportedly demonstrate similar, rather than differential, negative relationships with work
engagement. Thus, Crawford et al.’s (2010) meta-analysis enhances the literature by
providing empirical support for a refined relationship between challenge and hindrance

demands and work engagement.

Crawford et al.’s (2010) study also provides empirical support for the distinctiveness of
engagement from burnout. As the authors note, if engagement and burnout are diametrical
opposites on the same continuum, (e.g. Maslach and Leiter, 1997) each construct should
demonstrate contrasting relationships with demands. However, Crawford et al. (2010)
reported positive relationships between burnout and demands, whether hindrance or
challenge. On the other hand, rather than an invariably negative relationship between
demands and engagement, the authors reported positive relationships between challenge
demands and work engagement whilst hindrance demands were negatively related to work
engagement. Hence, consistent with Gonzalez-Roma et al. (2006), Crawford et al.’s (2010)
study suggests that engagement and burnout are negatively related and empirically distinct

but not empirical opposites.

Overall, research on the JD-R has provided useful and robust theoretical and empirical
support for relationships between engagement and various organisational demands and
resources. However, a number of open questions remain. First, many of the job resources

discussed so far appear to assume a predominantly cognitive conceptualisation of
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engagement by focusing on employees’ cognitions/perceptions of support, autonomy, etc.
In a move towards integration between the respective attitudinal and behavioural
approaches, perhaps the JD-R model could be extended in future research to include a
wider range of resources that focus more clearly on emotional or physical aspects of
engagement and as such arguably reflect the more holistic engagement construct that Kahn

(1990, 1992) presented.

Nonetheless, it is possible to identify existing areas of overlap or integration within the
respective AWE and BWE literatures. In his research, Kahn (1990, 1992) acknowledged
the importance of non-work factors such as individual personalities and adult development
on work engagement. Concurrently, within contemporary research on AWE, there is a
recognised need to broaden the scope of the JD-R to include factors outside the
working/organisational environment (cf. Hakanen and Roodt, 2010). As such, recent
iterations of the JD-R, discussed below, have incorporated a range of employees’ personal
characteristics that, in concert with organisational features, constitute resources, which
buffer against job related strain and engender work engagement. One could argue that
these, and the areas of commonality discussed previously, represent steps towards the
much-advocated cross-fertilisation between the respective AWE and BWE literatures
(Peccei, 2013). However, it is still important to note that, in many cases, researchers within
each approach do not explicitly identify an intention to integrate their research and any
“evidence” of integration may be implicit at best and open to interpretation. Crucially, the
inclusion of personal resources in the JD-R, as discussed below, represents an important
step towards integration within the respective AWE and BWE literatures in engagement

research.
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2.4.4 Outside “Work” and Inside the Individual - Personal Resources

Contemporary research suggests that engagement may be predicted by personal as well as
organisational antecedents (Hakanen and Roodt, 2010). For example, engagement has
been positively associated with personal characteristics such as ambitiousness (Hallberg,
Johansson, and Schaufeli, 2007), high extraversion/low neuroticism (Langelaan, Bakker,
van Doornen, and Schaufeli, 2006), and responsive perfectionism (Zhang, Gan, and Cham,
2007). Concurrently, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli’s (2007) recent
iteration of the JD-R includes personal characteristics as antecedents of engagement.
These personal resources, also known as “Psychological Capital (PsyCap)”, describe states
that are developable and manageable for work performance and may predict work
engagement (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010). They include self-efficacy, optimism, hope,
and resilience (Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio, 2007) and have been associated with work
engagement through a number of theorised relationships, and a range of empirical

evidence.

First, efficacy is defined as an employee’s belief in his or her capability to perform a task
successfully within specific organisational boundaries (Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998).
Consistent with Bandura’s (1997) social learning theory, efficacy is central to PsyCap due
to the inherent characteristics of task mastery, vicarious learning, social persuasion and
emotional or physical arousal. These characteristics are assumed to foster the vigour and
absorption dimensions of engagement on the basis that efficacious employees may be
highly energetic and capable of remaining immersed in work tasks (cf. Luthans et al., 2007;

Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Second, optimists, unlike pessimists, are described as people who generally expect pleasant
experiences (Carver and Scheier, 2002). Hence, drawing on an expectancy framework,
optimists tend to approach and face difficulties, such as work demands, with expectations
of success (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010). However, despite conceptual similarities,
optimism is considered distinct from efficacy on a number of grounds. First, optimists tend
to believe in their personal abilities rather than the ability of a team or organisation (Avey,
Wernsing, and Luthans, 2008). Second, optimists may need to be encouraged to account

for their abilities rather than to inevitably expect success (Avey et al., 2008; Seligman and
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Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Third, optimists tend to expect success despite previous negative
experiences. As such, optimism may act as a buffer against the strain inducing potential of
demands and allow employees to consistently avail themselves to task performance (cf.
Kahn 1990, 1992). In turn, such employees may remain dedicated and absorbed with work

tasks for longer periods of time (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Third, Hope describes a positive motivational state that is undergirded by a cyclically
derived perception of successful goal-directed energy, or agency, and active planning to
meet goals (Synder, Irving, and Anderson, 1991). Highly hopeful individuals remain
intrinsically motivated by forging several adaptable plans for achieving their goals even
when they are faced with challenges (Avey, Wernsing and Luthans, 2008). This willpower
and “waypower” present within hopeful individuals can foster an upward spiral of resources
including efficacy, optimism, and resilience (Luthans et al., 2007). Sweetman and Luthans
(2010) thus contend that, particularly when faced with challenges, hope and the associated
resources that are accumulated may foster the mental resilience and enthusiasm necessary

for employees to remain vigorous about, and dedicated to, their work tasks.

Fourth, resilience is defined as a positive ability to recover from adverse conditions, failure,
change, and progress (Luthans, 2002). As Sweetman and Luthans (2010) note, whether
conceptualised as an ability to “persevere” or as an ability to “bounce back”, the
fundamental proposition is that resilience equips individuals to better survive and excel in
changing and adverse circumstances (Avolio and Luthans, 2006). Concurrently, Bakker,
Demerouti, and Euwema (2005) found, in their empirical study, that, notwithstanding the
existence of job demands that could induce burnout, work engagement levels were higher
amongst employees with resiliency resources. However, empirical research also suggests
that individuals’ resiliency levels may fluctuate over time and as such resiience is likely to
demonstrate a stronger relationship with work engagement when individuals have had
opportunities to recuperate from the previous day’s work and ‘recharge’ their resiliency

buffers (Sonnentag, 2003; Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Avey et al. (2008) also highlight the role of positive affect (positivity), in concert with

PsyCap, for sustaining work engagement. Consistent with cognitive mediation theory,
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employees’ psychological beliefs, typified by the constituents of PsyCap, may elicit
positivity and, in turn, engender positive affective attitudes such as work engagement
(Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996; Sweetman and Luthans, 2010). Positive affect may also
reduce disengagement by reversing the effects of negative emotions associated with
burnout (Fredrickson, 2003). Consistently, Avey et al. (2008) found that positive emotions

mediated a relationship between PsyCap and work engagement.

A number of additional studies also confer empirical support to the import of personal
resources for work engagement. For example, high work engagement levels were reported
amongst a sample of highly proficient and self-efficacious Dutch employees who believed
in their personal capability to meet demands in various contexts (Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, and Schaufeli, 2007). Such employees expected positive outcomes in life
(optimism) and believed their needs could be met through involvement in organisational
roles (organisational based self-esteem). The results were replicated and extended in a
follow up study 1.5 vyears later further highlighting the role of self-efficacy and
organisational-based self-esteem in predicting work engagement over time (Xanthopoulou,
Bakker, Demerouti and Schaufeli, 2009). Salanova, Agut, and Peiro (2005) also found that
high positivity spurred AWE levels.

Opverall, in an extension of the original and predominantly organisationally bound JD-R,
the proposed relationships between PsyCap and engagement in the revised JD-R focus on
employees’ individual tendencies and internal frameworks which are akin to a number of
antecedents of BWE in Kahn'’s (1992) research, such as, adult development models of selt-
in-role. Fundamentally, drawing on a range of theories including broaden and build theory
as well as cognitive mediation theory, within a positive psychology framework, the
proposition within the extended JD-R is that employees who interpret events positively
and persevere in the face of hardships, such as job demands, are more likely to remain
engaged. However, a number of key points and open questions are worth noting in this

regard.

First, despite demonstrating some discriminant validity, the four elements of PsyCap are

considerably interrelated (Luthans and Youssef, 2007) and as such, there may be
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difficulties examining and establishing some of the theorised relationships between specific
factors and engagement. Indeed, many of the studies reported above and elsewhere (see
Sweetman and Luthans, 2010 for a comprehensive review) tend to examine relationships
between work engagement and a composite PsyCap construct making it difficult to
effectively investigate some of the specific proposed links e.g. between hope and vigour or
between resilience and dedication. It would appear that further research and possibly a re-
conceptualisation of constructs and relationships between engagement and personal

resources may be beneficial.

Second, despite the proposed positive relationships between PsyCap and work
engagement, underlying mechanisms for these interrelations are relatively limited. Existing
research primarily suggests that personal resources facilitate work engagement by meeting
basic human needs. However, one could question the extent to which PsyCap is an
antecedent, rather than a consequence, of work engagement. For example, high self-
efficacy, as described above, may actually follow engagement i.e. the vigorous, dedicated,
and absorbing performance of work tasks. Put differently, employees may feel more self-
efficacious after engaging with and successfully completing work tasks rather than before
attempting such work tasks. Although there is a generally recognised difficulty with
establishing causality with social psychology research, perhaps the link between personal
resources and engagement should be more explicitly conceptualised within a reciprocal

framework.

The previous point may also reflect a broader lack of clarity surrounding the link between
positive affect and engagement (Peccei, 2013). Whilst a number of studies present positive
affect as an antecedent of engagement (e.g. Binneweis and Fetzer, 2010; Bledow, Schmitt,
Frese, and Kuhnel, 2011; Schaufeli, Bakker, and Van Rhenen, 2009), alternative paradigms
present positive affect as a consequence of engagement (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and
Taris, 2008; Sonnentag, Mojza, Binneweis, and Scholl, 2008). As such, it may also be
advantageous to consider positive affect as both an antecedent and consequence of state
work engagement (Peccei, 2013). This would be consistent with the case for a mutually
reinforcing relationship between work engagement and resources (Mauno et al., 2010;

Peccei, 2013) and the call for more dynamic models that present intricate reciprocal
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relationships between positive affect and work engagement (Sonnentag et al., 2008;
Bledow et al., 2011). For example, in a reversal of the ubiquitously proposed link where
positive affect spurs work engagement, it may be feasible that sustained dedlication, vigour,

and absorption towards work tasks actually foster positive affect towards a job/role.

A limited range of contemporary literature does acknowledge the merit of a more robust
engagement concept. For example, although beyond the scope of the present review, a
number of contemporary studies have examined relationships between engagement in
work and non-work domains predominantly the home/family (see Rothbard, 2001;
Sonnentag, 2003; Hakanen, Schaufeli, and, Ahola, 2008; Sonnentag, Binneweis, and
Mojza, 2010; Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, Bakker and Moreno-Jimenez, 2011; Kossek and

Ozeki, 1999). However, more research is needed in the area.

Presently, it is important to summarise the key points from the foregoing review.
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2.5 Summary

Overall, the following key issues emerge from the preceding focused review of the
literature. First, it is possible to identify two primary approaches to conceptualising
engagement, i.e. the behavioural approach and the attitudinal approach. The behavioural
approach is spearheaded by Kahn and focuses on the observable deployment of physical,
cognitive, and, emotional energies towards task performance. According to Kahn (1990),
the three core antecedents of BWE are meaningfulness, safety, and availability, and these
antecedents are affected by a range of distal individual, social, and organisational factors. A
human needs theoretical framework is identifiable within Kahn’s research. Fundamentally,
Kahn (1990, 1992) suggests that employees are more likely to deploy their energies to work
tasks that promote personal growth and development (cf. Maslow, 1954; May et al., 1958;
Alderfer, 1969, 1972) by allowing them to utilise a range of skills whilst developing trusting
relationships with colleagues and managers that welcome and appreciate them for who

they truly are.

Concurrently, May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) provided further empirical support for
Kahn’s (1990) research using a quantitative study design. Crucially, the researchers found
that work role fit was the most significant predictor of meaningfulness, which in turn, was
the strongest predictor of BWE. Using a different measure of BWE as well as a re-
conceptualisation of core antecedents, Rich et al. (2010) also found that BWE mediated a
positive relationship between antecedents namely value congruence, core self-evaluations,
and perceived organisational support, and organisational outcomes such as organisational
citizenship behaviour. Nonetheless, amongst other issues discussed within the review, open
questions remain about the measurability of BWE and the extent to which each of the
antecedents proposed by Kahn (1990) i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability, is an

equally important predictor of BWE.

Second, the attitudinal approach is spearheaded by Schaufeli, Bakker, and colleagues who
focus on psychological states and present attitudinal work engagement as a positive,
fulfilling affective motivational state of work-related wellbeing that is typified by vigour,

dedication and absorption. AWE is predominantly assessed using the UWES and enjoys a
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greater breadth of empirical support than BWE. Antecedents of AWE are parsimoniously
organised within a Job-Demands and Resources model/framework which has been refined
and extended over the years. The central proposition of the JD-R is that demands
demonstrate negative relationships with engagement whilst resources are positively related
to engagement. However, Crawford et al. (2010) proposed a refinement to this proposition

by delineating challenge demands from hindrance demands.

Challenge demands are assessed favourably by employees due to the associated
opportunities for growth and development. As such, they are positively related with
engagement. Conversely, hindrance demands are seen as obstacles to growth and goal
completion and, as such, are negatively related to engagement. Nonetheless, job resources
are found to have a stronger positive impact on engagement than the negative impact of
demands of engagement. On another note, recent iterations of the JD-R recognise the role
of non-work or personal resources such as hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy, also
known as Psychological Capital (PsycCap) in enhancing engagement. PsyCap is thought
to enhance engagement by encouraging employees to interpret events through a positive
affective framework and buffering against the strain associated with job demands.
However, open questions remain about the extent to which each constituent of PsyCap
demonstrates a unique relationship with AWE as theorised. Furthermore, it is not entirely
clear whether positive affect is an antecedent or consequence of AWE or the extent to

which the relationship is reciprocal.

As discussed previously, it is possible to identify a number of areas of overlap between
research on AWE and BWE. First, akin to Kahn’s BWE construct, relationships between
AWE and antecedent constructs in the nomological network seem to be undergirded by a
human needs theoretical framework. The fundamental proposition is that resources
enhance work engagement because they meet human/existential needs for relatedness,
growth, and development (cf. May et al., 158; Maslow, 1954; Alderfer, 1969, 1972). For
example, organisational and social support meets human needs for recognition as well as
relatedness whilst job complexity, autonomy, and variety enhance engagement due to
inherent opportunities to meet growth and development needs. Second, the recent

inclusion of personal resources in the JD-R echoes Kahn’s (1990, 1992) emphasis on the

66



importance of employees’ internal models, personalities, stages of adult development, and

other individual factors as precursors of psychological presence and personal engagement.

Third, one could argue for attitudinal and behavioural components to Kahn’s BWE
concept. Fundamentally, psychological presence, which is presented as a precursor of
personal engagement, appears to be an attitudinal construct as it is fundamentally
unobservable and describes the extent to which employees feel attentive, integrated,
connected, and focused during work tasks. On the other hand, personal engagement
focuses on the observable deployment of physical, cognitive, and emotional energies
towards performing work tasks. Furthermore, the core antecedents of BWE i.e.
psychological meaningtulness, safety, and availability appear to tap employees’ attitudes at
work that are precursory to their engagement behaviours. As such, there may be a valid
case for more cross-fertilisation across the two approaches to engagement as researchers
have called for (Peccei, 2013). On the other hand, the two approaches do espouse different
foci in terms of conceptualising and measuring engagement. Consistent with a focus on
unobservable attitudinal constructs, AWE is usually assessed with the UWES which
enjoys relatively good empirical support with international samples. On the other hand,

there is less consensus on the observable measurement of BWE.

BWE is unlike a number of existing behavioural outcomes, including job performance and
extra-role behaviour, in that it describes the manner in which a task is being performed or
completed and, as such, is perhaps more challenging to measure especially using
quantitative methods. For example, Kahn (1990) noted that job involvement could be
assessed behaviourally through observing instances of employee absence (Blau and Boal,
1987) whilst Goffman (1961) behaviourally assessed attachment in role performances
through face-to-face encounters and observations. On the other hand, it is less clear how
physical, cognitive, and emotional energy, respectively, as part of behavioural work
engagement, can be effectively assessed using self-report survey questionnaires as are often
employed within organisational studies. As such, more research is needed in this area (cf.
Peccei, 2013). These and a number of open questions highlighted throughout the review
present interesting avenues for further research. However, the next section identifies the

core areas, within engagement research, to which this thesis intends to contribute.
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2.6 My Contributions

Are Two Engagement Constructs Better Than One?

The first core area for contribution concerns the extent to which the conceptual distinction
between AWE and BWE is empirically supported. As discussed, engagement research
tends to follow either an attitudinal or behavioural approach. However, in light of the
conceptual differences and similarities discussed within the preceding review, the present
study will empirically test the extent to which AWE and BWE demonstrate discriminant
validity in answer to the question of whether two engagement constructs are truly better

than one.

To What Extent is an Integrated Model of Engagement Supported?

As stated previously, there have been a number of recent calls for a more integrated and
comprehensive engagement construct within the literature. This thesis responds to such
calls by proposing an integrated model of engagement (IME) that incorporates key
antecedents, constructs, and premises traditionally associated with AWE and BWE,
respectively. Drawing on seminal research on attitudes and behaviours, the model
fundamentally proposes that attitudinal engagement may predict behavioural engagement.
The IME, which encapsulates the theoretical framework for the thesis, is the subject of the

next chapter.
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Chapter 3 — Theoretical Framework

69



3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter reviewed relevant literature on the conceptualisation of engagement
and constructs within its nomological network thereby highlighting the two key gaps to be
addressed in the thesis. This chapter moves towards addressing those gaps by proposing

and discussing a theoretical framework for the key issues investigated in the thesis.

The overarching aim of this chapter is to draw on relevant research to create an integrated
model of engagement (IME) that extends the literature by incorporating findings from
both the attitudinal and behavioural approaches. Drawing on attitude-behaviour research
such as the seminal Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), the IME
concept and model is premised on the proposition that attitudes which underlie
engagement will precede personal engagement behaviours. Through several iterations, the
comprehensive IME is narrowed down to a succinct IME that includes constructs that
have been shown to have the strongest relationships with engagement, and lends itself to

subsequent empirical testing.
The first section begins by discussing relevant literature about attitudes in general, and

how this research may apply to engagement in particular. This is followed by a discussion

of the attitude-behaviour link as it may relate to engagement.
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3.2 Engagement as an Attitude

First, it is useful to understand what is generally meant by the term “attitude” and the
extent to which engagement may accurately be conceptualised as an attitude. Although
the Latin root word for attitude “aptus” (meaning “fit and ready for purpose”) originally
referred to observable behaviour, contemporary conceptualisations present attitudes as
phenomena that are unobservable in their own right (Hogg and Vaughn, 2008).
Nonetheless, social psychologists have come to view attitudes as important precursors or
guidelines of observable behaviour and decisions at and outside work (cf. Allport, 1935). As
such, the conceptualisation of work engagement as an attitude is consistent with this
tradition. Preparatory to further discussion, Table 3.1 (below) compares Allport’s (1935)
pioneering definition of attitudes with Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) definition of attitudinal work

engagement (AWE).

Table 3.1 — Definitions of Attitudes

Attitudes Attitudinal Work Engagement

A cognitive and neural state of preparedness | “A positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind
informed through experience that directively | that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and
or variably influences an individual’s response | absorption”. Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-
to all objects and contexts that he/she may | Roma, and Bakker (2002)

encounter

Allport (1935)

Key features of Allport’s (1935) definition include: a focus on cognitions and, a presumably
state-like, pre-existent quality of attitudes. On this note, focusing on the phrase “state of
mind’, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) attitudinal conceptualisation of engagement appears to
share two key similarities with Allport’s (1935) definition of attitudes. First, Schaufeli et al.,
like Allport, present engagement as a state and secondly, one that is cognitive i.e. birthed
and held in the mind. A third point to consider is the extent to which Allport’s (1935)
proposition that “attitudes guide all behaviour” applies to AWE. According to Schaufeli et
al. (2002), AWE does guide employees’ experience of work as a pleasant and energetic
pursuit to which they are willing to dedicate time. Furthermore, attitudinal engagement is

positioned as a guiding positive paradigm through which employees perceive most or all of
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work-related experiences as challenging and fulfilling rather than strenuous and draining
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010). Hence, Schaufeli et al.’s AWE definition seems quite similar
to Allport’s definition in that AWE is proposed as a concept that guides behaviour at work.

However, unlike Allport, Schaufeli et al. do not suggest that AWE guides all behaviour.

In addition to this slight difference in focus on all behaviour (Allport) vs. work-related
behaviour (Schaufeli et al.), another difference is the fact that, unlike Allport, Schaufeli et
al. do not refer extensively to neural bases and this may reflect advancements in research
on attitudes since Allport’s (1935) work. Fundamentally, growing consensus on the role of
neural bases in the social science literature may have rendered the issue less relevant in
contemporary research. Crucially, so far, the similarities between Allport’s and Schaufeli et
al.’s conceptualisation discussed confer some credence to the notion of work engagement

as an attitude.

A second and more contemporary and widely cited definition of attitudes was provided by
Eagly and Chaiken (1993, 1998) who defined an attitude as “a psychological tendency that
is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favour or disfavour”
(1993, p. 1). For Eagly and Chaiken (1993), three features are central to attitudes. These

are explained in Table 3.2 (below) and subsequently compared to features of AWE.

Table 3.2 — Features of Attitudes

Feature Characteristics/explanation

1 | Evaluation e Subsumes all responsive assessments in affective, cognitive, or, behavioural
forms, and, observable or unobservable manners.

e Is usually directed at a phenomenon labelled an attitude object.

2 | Attitude e Distinguishable, mentally graspable and open to evaluation
objects e Abstract e.g. Work or

e Tangible e.g. The Home Office

e Individualised e.g. A Manager

e  (Collective e.g. Bankers

3 | Tendency * |“To evaluate an attitude object with some degree of favour or disfavour.”

*The choice of the word ‘tendency” rather than state or disposition as a descriptive term of attitude reflects

the authors’ desire to avoid temporal restrictions on the concept.
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There may be similarities between AWE and the first feature of attitudes i.e. “evaluation”
in terms of cognitive, affective, or behavioural assessment (see Table 3.2 above). First,
AWE is described as an “affective-cognitive” state. Second, the vigour, dedication, and
absorption dimensions of AWE operationalized in the UWES (Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale; Schaufeli, and Bakker, 2003) assess employees’ cognitive, affective, and behavioural
responses to work, which could be described as an attitude object (Feature 2 in Eagly and
Chaiken’s 1993 definition of attitudes; Table 3.2). However, Eagly and Chaiken’s (1993)
third feature of attitudes i.e. tendency is not entirely consistent with Schaufeli et al.’s
(2002) conceptualisation of AWE as a relatively stable trait neither is it consistent with
supporting longitudinal research which reported stable AWE levels over a period of 1.5
years (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli, 2009). Conversely, Sonnentag
(2003) reported that AWE levels fluctuate daily within and between people suggesting
that the concept may be insufficiently stable to be considered a trait. As such, there may
be a case for characterising AWE as a state but more research may be needed in this area.
On the other hand, the “tendency” feature of Eagly and Chaiken’s (1993) attitude concept
is akin to Kahn’s (1990, 1992) behavioural engagement concept, which is typified by

fleeting moments of psychological presence.

Overall, the discussion so far suggests that Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) AWE concept is
largely, albeit not entirely, consistent with both Allport’s (1935) and Eagly and Chaiken’s

(1993) definitions of attitudes.

The veracity of AWE as an attitude could also be discussed in terms of attitude models.
The prevalent tripartite ABC model of attitudes includes: affect, cognition, and behaviour
as three enduring elements of attitudes (e.g. Katz and Stotland, 1959; Krech and
Crutchfield, 1948; Rosenberg and Hovland, 1960). In other words, attitudes may be
defined as: “specific regularities of a person’s feelings, thoughts and tendencies to act
toward some aspect of his environment” (Secord and Backman, 1969). Table 3.3 (below)
explicates the links between components of this definition, elements of the ABC model,

and examples of evidence for each component.
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Table 3.3 — Elements of the ABC Model of Attitudes

Component of definition | Element of ABC Model | Evidence of component

1 | Feelings Affective Physiological reactions e.g. blood pressure

Statements about feelings towards attitude object

2 | Thoughts Cognitive Perception of attitude object
Statements about beliefs about the attitude

object

3 | Tendencies Behavioural Observable behaviour towards attitude object

Statements on behaviour towards attitude object

The extent to which there are three separate components of an attitude, as suggested
above, is debatable (Cacioppo, Petty, and Geen, 1989; Eagly and Chaiken, 2007). For
example, Ostrom’s (1969) study about attitudes towards the Church found high inter-
correlations and low discriminant validity between each of the various response types or
model elements (i.e. affective, cognitive, and behavioural). The study also found low
predictive validity between attitudes towards Church and behaviours towards Church.
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) thus suggest that the three model elements may constitute
alternative rather than additive forms of attitude assessment. However, Breckler (1984)
contends that the consistency demonstrated between the three elements of the ABC
model may be insufficient to equate them. Specifically, a person may hold two apparently
contrasting elements of an attitude simultaneously e.g. feeling positive about the

government (affective) whilst believing (cognitive) there is room for improvement.

The implications of such propositions for engagement research are not entirely clear. On
one hand, consistent with Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), Sonnentag (2003) failed to find
empirical evidence for the 3 distinct subcomponents in the UWES i.e. vigour, dedication,
and absorption which could correspond to elements of the ABC model. However,
consistent with Breckler (1984), even though the UWES attempts to assess an overall
AWE concept, it is possible for an employee to feel enthusiastic (vigorous) about work but
not necessarily have difficulty detaching from work (absorption). Indeed, meta-analyses of
studies on engagement that have utilised the UWES measures reveal significantly different

scores on vigour, dedication, and absorption (Halbesleben, 2010).
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To elucidate our knowledge in this area, more recent research suggests that, whether or
not individuals hold contrasting thoughts and feelings as above, the element of an attitude
which is expressed is affected by the extent to which the individual is focusing on their
feelings versus beliefs at a given time. Concurrently, Eagly and Chaiken (1993, 1998, 2007)
proposed a modified ABC model, which suggests that attitudes are learnt based on
cognitive, behavioural, and affective influences. As discussed below, this model is

comparable with AWE.

First, the cognitive component of the ABC model refers to links that individuals establish
between attitude objects and the characteristics that are ascribed to such objects (Fishbein
and Ajzen, 1975). Concurrently, the vigour dimension of AWE may refer to links that
employees make between their work and characteristics of such work including the level of
variety inherent in their work tasks and the extent to which managers are deemed
supportive towards staff. Indeed, like the cognitive component of the ABC model, vigour,
as part of the UWES, is assessed in terms of cognitive determination and mental resilience
on the job. Second, the affective component of Eagly and Chaiken’s (1993, 1998, 2007)
ABC model refers to feelings and emotions as well as the partially understood
psychological experiences that may accompany such feelings/emotions (Schimmack and
Cirites, 2005). Similarly, the dedication dimension of AWE refers to feelings such as
enthusiasm, and pride towards work (an attitude object) and is assessed by words such as
“inspiration” on the UWES. Third, the behavioural component of Eagly and Chaiken’s
ABC model describes intentions and overt actions demonstrated towards the attitude
object. This may be similar to the absorption dimension of AWE, which assesses the
extent to which employees are happily engrossed in, and feel, or are, unable to detach from
work (an attitude object). Table 3.4 (below) summaries these similarities between AWE

and ABC dimensions, respectively.

Table 3.4 — Engagement Dimensions and ABC Components

UWES Dimension ABC component
1 | Dedication Affect
2 | Absorption Behaviour
3 | Vigour Cognition
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Hence, one could contend that the tripartite dimensions of AWE, as assessed on the
UWES, conceptually conform to the ABC model of attitudes and confer some credibility
to the proposition of work engagement as an attitude. However, a number of conceptual
challenges may preclude one from fully mapping AWE to this ABC model. First, although
AWE is overtly assessed by three dimensions, it is fundamentally presented as an affective
concept. Thus, UWES items designed to assess vigour, absorption, and dedication all
appear to tap differentially into affective elements with little or no delineated focus on
cognitive and behavioural elements of AWE which are included in the ABC model. On
another note, an attitudinal conceptualisation of engagement without a related observable
behaviour may be incomplete. Fundamentally, AWE may predict an employee’s
likelihood to become engaged but fail to sufficiently assess the actual occurrence of
engagement behaviours at work. On this note, as discussed subsequently, Eagly and
Chaiken’s revised ABC model represents a step in the direction of extending attitudinal
models to include behaviour and provides a basis for proposing potential links between

attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement, respectively.
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3.3 Attitude-Behaviour Link

The tradition of investigating relationships between attitudes and behaviours spans several
decades and central to research in this area is Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) Theory of
Reasoned Action. The theory and supporting models within the literature acknowledge
the tendency to measure attitudes through inferential observation of a single verbal
response or observable action since attitudes are themselves unobservable predispositions.
Thence is birthed the premise that some awareness of an individual’s attitude legitimises a
level of behavioural predictability. However, despite this intention within social
psychology to explain and understand observable human behaviour by measuring
unobservable attitudes, attitudes have been found to be either minimally related or
unrelated to behaviour and more related to actions (Wicker, 1969; Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975). Although a distinction between actions and behaviour is not explicated within the

literature, there are a number of key propositions on this note.

First, existing research seems to suggest that individuals are more likely to report attitudes
that are consistent with actions that they have already performed rather than actions to be
performed in the future (e.g. Bellin and Kreisberg, 1967). As such, attitude-behaviour
consistency tends to be higher when individuals have performed specific behaviours prior
to an attitude measurement (Wicker, 1969). For example, Fendrich (1967) reported a
stronger relationship between attitudes and behaviour when respondents had committed to
interpersonal behaviours prior to attitude measurement compared with when they

completed attitude measurements first.

Second, greater consistency between attitudes and behaviour may be enhanced by high
situational similarity between the contexts where attitudinal and overt behavioural
responses are measured. Such similarity is likely to account for factors that could influence
respondents’ choices such as the effects of others’ presence, normative prescriptions of
behaviour, alternative behaviours available, and specificity of attitude objects (Wicker,
1969). Third, attitude-behaviour consistency is also greater when an attitude object and
overt behaviour are both very specific rather than when one is general and the other

specific. For example, attitude-behaviour consistency may be greater when one measures
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attitudes towards “engaging with customers as an employee at a bank” and behaviour in
this particular context rather than assessing attitudes towards “general customer service”

and specific behaviour with customers.

It is against this backdrop of continued debate about attitudes and behaviour that Eagly
and Chaiken extended their ABC model of attitudes to include behaviour, drawing on
Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) research. The fundamental sequence discernible from Eagly
and Chaiken’s (1993; 1998; 2007) more recently revised model is: Affect — Beliefs —
Conations — Behaviour. Affect refers to a person’s feeling about an object; Beliefs refer to
the information a person has about an object; Conations describe a person’s intention to
perform a behaviour while Behaviour refers to demonstrable acts that are measured in their

own right.

Within this literature, beliefs are seen as the cornerstone of information that precede
attitudes, intentions, and behaviours (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). This means that a
person’s behavioural intention is premised on his/her beliefs about the consequences of the
behaviour (i.e. his/her attitude towards the behaviour) and the expectations of others in
his/her environment (i.e. his/her subjective norms). Put differently, the birth of an
intention depends on the pre-existence of a specific attitude towards the behaviour in
question as well as a person’s beliefs about others’ expectations about the behaviour
(Fishbein, 1967; Dulany, 1968). For example, the intention to demonstrate engagement
behaviour would be premised on an existing attitude about engagement, possibly captured
by AWE, as well as an employee’s beliefs about others’ expectations. As discussed
previously, it is possible to compare elements of AWE, measured by the UWES, with the
previous ABC model that does not include behaviours. However, the final element of the
more recently revised ABC model i.e. behaviour is not captured by AWE and is perhaps

better reflected by Kahn’s (1990) behavioural engagement concept.

Behavioural work engagement (BWE) is best conceptualised as the observable deployment
of physical, emotional, and cognitive energies to task performance (Kahn, 1990). The key
difference between attitudinal and behavioural engagement is that the latter focuses on

observable demonstrations of engagement that are assumed to typify internal states of
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mind related to engagement. Thus, behavioural engagement could be described as an
observable fulfilment of attitudinal engagement. Fundamentally, individuals who have
positive attitudes towards engagement should also demonstrate engagement behaviours
that typify such attitudes. Further discussion about the extent to which engagement is
tenable as a behaviour is limited by the paucity of literature on behaviour structures and on
BWE. This highlights key gaps in the literature on conceptualising engagement and sets
the stage for proposing an integrated model of engagement (IME) to explore the case for

linking AWE to BWE.
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3.4 Integrated Model of Engagement

In this section, I propose a novel comprehensive model of engagement that takes into
account research, particularly on the relationship between engagement and its antecedents,
from the respective attitudinal and behavioural approaches. I begin by proposing the
following integrated definition of engagement: “Work engagement may simply be
described as feeling energised at work and showing it. Fundamentally, engaged employees
are those who experience the feelings of vigour, dedication, and absorption and
demonstrate this by beneficially deploying their physical, emotional, and cognitive energies
to task performance in a genuine and holistic manner that is consistent with their true
and/or ideal selves.”

Crucially, the Integrated Model of Engagement, or IME, and the definition stated above,
represent a direct response to calls for a more comprehensive conceptualisation of
engagement and for cross-fertilisation between the two approaches (Peccei, 2013). In light
of debate surrounding the relationship between attitudes and behaviours, it is worth
highlighting that, at this stage, the IME presented subsequently is a theoretical model that

remains subject to empirical investigation which is the subject of subsequent chapters.

We begin by reviewing existing models that show relationships between engagement, that
is AWE and BWE, and respective antecedents which were discussed in Chapter 2. This is
followed by a presentation and subsequent discussion of the IME that shows relationships
between selected antecedents and the two engagement constructs. First, reflecting
contemporary revisions to the original model, Bakker and Demerouti’s (2008) JD-R model
of AWE is shown in Figure 3.1 (below). Second, Kahn’s (1992) behavioural model of
psychological presence and personal engagement is shown in Figure 3.2 (below). Third, the

comprehensive IME that I propose in this thesis is shown in Figure 3.3 (below).
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Figure 3.1 - The Job Demands Resources Model
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Figure 3.2 - Kahn’s Recursive Model of Psychological Presence and Personal Engagement
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Figure 3.3 - Comprehensive Integrated Model of Engagement
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This section summarises and discusses proposed relationships within the IME, (Figure 3.3
above). Beginning with the fourth and last stage, the integrated model of engagement
fundamentally proposes that behavioural engagement is influenced by, and interrelates
with, a series of antecedents in the first stage of the model. The three psychological
conditions from Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research, in the second stage of the IME, are
proposed as mediators of relationships between antecedents in the first stage and AWE in
the third stage. The third stage reflects the previously discussed notion that AWE may
precede BWE because individuals will presumably feel inclined to engage with work

before enacting engagement behaviours at work.

The first stage of the IME includes antecedents drawn from the attitudinal and behavioural
approaches, respectively, in keeping with the integrative approach of the model.
Specifically, the job demands, job resources, and personal resources are primarily
associated with the attitudinal approach and Schaufeli and colleagues’ research. However,
antecedents such as value congruence, CSE and POS, also within this stage of the IME,
are primarily associated with the behavioural approach and Kahn’s research. The second
stage of the IME proposes three factors, drawn from Kahn’s (1990) BWE research, as
explanatory constructs, or mediators, that may link antecedents in Stage 1 with AWE in

Stage 3.

The third stage of the IME consists of AWE dimensions, and in turn precedes the final
stage of the IME, that is, BWE. Although a number of iterations of the existing JD-R
models include job demands as moderator variables (see Figure 3.1), the IME tests more
novel mediation hypotheses between a range of attitudinal and behavioural antecedents,
and AWE, mediated by constructs from the BWE literature. Overall, the constructs
included in each stage of the IME, are derived from the attitudinal and behavioural

approaches as follows:

Stage 1: Attitudinal and Behavioural — Stage 2: Behavioural — Stage 3: Attitudinal —
Stage 4: Behavioural. As a reminder, each IME section is also described in Table 3.5
(below).
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Table 3.5 — Description of Constructs in the IME

Section Description Subsections and/or constructs
First Stage of the IME
Job Demands | Physical, social, or organisational elements of a | Challenge demands - Demands perceived to
job that necessitate continued exertion of | enhance proficiency, or growth, or provide future
physical or mental resources and as such confer | benefits and, as such, to engender positive emotional
physiological and psychological costs such as | responses (cf. Lazarus and Folkman, 1984; LePine,
exhaustion. Job demands are thought to relate | Podsakoff, and LePine, 2005). Challenge demands
negatively with  engagement (Demerouti, | are positively related with engagement (Crawford,
Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli, 2001). LePine, and Rich, 2010),
Hindrance demands - Demands perceived to
undermine growth, and goal completion, and as
such, are associated with negative emotional
responses (cf. (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984; LePine,
Podsakoff, and LePine, 2005). Hindrance demands
are negatively related with engagement (Crawford
et al., 2010)
Job Physical, psychological, social or organisational | Examples include:
Resources job components that may: a) facilitate task | Social support
completion; b) reduce job demands and | Autonomy
associated costs; and c) foster personal growth | Feedback
and development. Job resources are thought to | (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008)
relate positively with engagement (Demerouti,
Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli, 2001)
Personal States that are developable and manageable for | Hope - A positive motivational state undergirded by
Resources work performance and may predict work | a cyclically derived perception of successful goal-

engagement. Sometimes known as
“psychological capital’ (PsyCap; Sweetman and

Luthans, 2010).

directed energy (agency) and active planning to

meet goals (pathways) (Synder, Irving, and

Anderson, 1991). Hopefulness is positively related to

engagement (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Efficacy - An employee’s belief in his or her
capability to perform a task successfully within
specific organisational boundaries (Stajkovic and
Luthans, 1998). Efficacy is positively related to

engagement (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Resilience - A positive ability to recover from
adverse conditions, failure, change, and progress
(Luthans, 2002). Resilience is positively related to

engagement (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

Optimism - A general expectation of pleasant

experiences (Carver and Scheier, 2002). Optimism is
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positively related to engagement (Sweetman and

Luthans, 2010)

Kahn
Related

Factors

Constructs proposed as distal antecedents of
engagement. Each of these three factors should
positive  relationship  with

engagement (Kahn, 1990, 1992; Crawford et al.,
2010).

demonstrate  a

Value Congruence - The extent to which company
values, as communicated through expectations and
rewards, align with employees’ ideal self-images and
personal values. Value Congruence is positively

related to engagement (Rich et al., 2010).

(POS) -

interpersonal

Perceived  organisational  support

Empathetic = management  and

relationships, within which employees perceive
organisational trust, concern for their wellbeing, and
contributions. POS is

appreciation for their

positively related to engagement (Rich et al., 2010).

Core self evaluations (CSE) - The extent to which
individuals feel valuable, effective, and efficacious.
CSE'is positively related to engagement (Rich et al.,
2010).

Second Stage of the IME

Mediators

Proximal antecedents of behavioural
engagement according to Kahn (1990) who
purported that the decision to engage is
premised on three questions: 1) How meaningful
is it do so? 2) How safe is it do so? 3) How

capable am I of doing so?

Meaningfulness: Individuals invest themselves in
roles that meet personal and existential needs for
significance. Thus, they experience meaningfulness
when they attach value to their work (Hackman and
Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990).

Meaningfulness is

positively related to engagement (Kahn, 1990).

Safety: The perception of legitimacy to personally
engage with no fear of adverse reactions. “Safe”
environments are typically predictable and devoid of
threats thus engendering clear boundaries between
acceptable and unacceptable behaviour and allowing
employees to flourish fearlessly (Kahn, 1990). Safety

is positively related to engagement (Kahn, 1990).

Awvailability: Describes the perception of possessing
physical, emotional, or psychological resources to
personally engage at a specific time despite possible
distractions competing for those resources.
Availability is positively related to engagement

(Kahn, 1990).

Third Stage of

the IME

Attitudinal

Engagement

“A positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and
absorption”  (Schaufeli,

Roma, and Bakker, 2002)

Salanova, Gonzalez-

Vigouris typified by:
High energy levels
Cognitive strength

Tenacious desire to complete tasks despite
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challenges (UWES; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003)

Dedication is typified by:
Intense involvement with work
Work related relevance, exhilaration, and, challenge

(UWES; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003)

Absorption is typified by:
Complete and pleasurable immersion in work

(UWES; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003)

Fourth Stage of the IME

Behavioural | The observable deployment of physical, | Physical energy

Engagement | emotional, and cognitive energies to task | Cognitive energy

performance (Kahn, 1990). Emotional energy

There are various possible relationships within and across the constructs that constitute the
four stages of the IME and a few of these relationships are discussed herewith by way of

llustration.

The ensuing discussion begins by discussing potential relationships between stages 1 and 2
i.e. antecedents and mediators (meaningtulness, safety, and availability). First, from stage
one, challenge demands such as job responsibility and workload, in concert with job
resources such as autonomy and opportunities for development, may affect the level of
meaningfulness experienced by an employee (Stage 2). Consistent with Kahn (1990),
perceptions of high job responsibility and workload may communicate a message of
recognition and significance to employees thus meeting their existential and growth needs,
and in turn, enhancing the extent to which they feel that their job has value i.e.
meaningfulness (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Similarly, job autonomy, and access to
development opportunities may foster meaningfulness by meeting employees’
developmental needs for recognition, rather than neglect, from the organisation (cf.
Hackman and Oldham, 1980). Conversely, hindrance demands such as role conflict may
interrelate negatively with meaningfulness, which is enhanced by clearly delineated role
tasks, because such demands deter opportunities for personal growth and development at

work. In turn, employees are less likely to esteem such roles (cf. Hackman and Oldham,

1976; Crawford et al., 2010).
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On a second note, job resources such as social support and autonomy, respectively, also
within the first stage of the IME, may relate strongly with safety within the second stage.
Trust is a central tenet of safety and is engendered by supportive and dedicated
management as well as empathetic and trusting interpersonal relationships with colleagues
and managers which may constitute sources of social support. Employees typically feel
safer about deploying their true selves, i.e., engagement where senior management and
colleagues offer social support in terms of empathy, and openness as such factors may meet
their needs for safety and relatedness (cf. Alderfer, 1969). Similarly, autonomy may
encourage employees to feel that they are trusted by management and thus are encouraged
to engage without fear of negative appraisal. In such scenarios, employees are likely to
confidently tackle unfamiliar tasks through which they may gain mastery at a novel skill
and meet their growth and developmental needs whilst spurring organisational success.
Conversely, hindrance demands such as emotional conflict may negatively affect safety by

inhibiting trust, and the opportunity to meet relatedness needs.

Turning now to personal resources, hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism, respectively,
may demonstrate positive relationships with availability on the grounds that individuals
who have more personal resources may be more likely to perceive a greater range of
demands/events at work as opportunities to meet their developmental needs, and as such,
may more readily avail themselves to work tasks. For example, like efficacy, availability
describes the extent to which an employee feels capable to engage or successfully perform
a task within specified boundaries. Furthermore, high efficacy may alleviate employees’
personal insecurities and foster availability. On another note, Availability is also enhanced
when employees balance demands from outside lives using their limited resources. Thus,
resilience may be positively related to availability because highly resilient individuals may
effectively withstand and engage with multiple demands in and outside work more

effectively.

Within the fourth section of Stage 1, that is, the Kahn Related Factors, value congruence
may be positively related to meaningfulness in Stage 2. Value congruence describes the
extent to which an employee perceives alignment between their personal and

organisational values as communicated by organisational norms about acceptable behaviour
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(Rich, LePine, and Crawford, 2010). Thus, employees who are permitted to express their
personal values are likely to experience greater meaningfulness and be more willing to
engage at work because such organisational contexts meet their needs for self-expression
and encourage them to ascribe greater value to their work roles (cf. Hackman and Oldham,
1976; Kahn, 1990). Core self-evaluations on the other hand describe personal assessments
of ability and may be particularly linked with availability because perceptions of
proficiency to engage with tasks may depend on personal assessments of ability and
efficaciousness. Fundamentally, employees who deem themselves proficient may more
readily perceive and utilise opportunities that are inherent within task demands to meet
their developmental needs at work. Finally, POS is enhanced by supportive management
styles and trust centred interpersonal relationships and may be positively related with
safety because employees who receive POS, and the inherent opportunities to meet

relatedness needs, may feel legitimised to engage fearlessly at work.

I now turn to possible relationships between Stage 3 and Stages 1 and 2 of the IME. The
IME proposes that various antecedents including, but not limited to, job demands and
resources from the JD-R affect AWE through a set of (mediating) variables proposed by
Kahn (1990) i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Thus, in discussing Stage 3, one
could propose two types of relationships. The first type concerns relationships between
mediators in Stage 2 and AWE in Stage 3. The second concerns relationships between

Stage 1 (antecedents) and Stage 3 (AWE), mediated by factors in Stage 2.

To illustrate the first type of relationship, meaningfulness may relate strongly with the
dedication component of AWE on the grounds that dedication is assessed by the extent to
which an employee derives significance and inspiration from work (cf. Hackman and
Oldham, 1976). Furthermore, dedication, like meaningfulness, is contingent on the extent
to which employees derive significance and status from work tasks and role characteristics.
Second, safety may be a key antecedent of absorption on the grounds that employees are
more likely to feel difficulties detaching from work in contexts where they feel safe to
personally engage without fear of negative consequences. Third, availability may be linked
with vigour because the two constructs capture the extent to which employees feel capable

to continuously deploy mental, physical, and emotional resources to task performance.
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The second category refers to relationships between AWE in Stage 3 and antecedents in
Stage 1 of the IME, mediated by factors within Stage 2 i.e. meaningfulness, safety and
availability. For example, meaningfulness may mediate a relationship between the
dedication component of AWE and a challenge job demand, such as, job responsibility.
Dedication refers to the extent to which individuals find their work challenging (cf.
Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003). As such, incremental job responsibility, especially where
perceived as meaningful, may enhance employees’ perceptions of challenge at work and

thus foster attitudinal engagement, especially in terms of dedication.

On another note, safety may mediate interrelations between the absorption dimension of
AWE and job resources such as autonomy and optimism. Fundamentally, an employee
who expects positive outcomes (cf. Vroom, 1964) and is afforded considerable sovereignty
to achieve those outcomes may experience happiness when working and difficulties
detaching from work. Safety may also mediate a relationship between the absorption
dimension of AWE and a personal resource such as resilience. Resilient employees are less
likely to perceive threats to their safety and as such are more likely to remain especially
engaged (absorbed) with task performance. On another note, safety may mediate a
negative relationship between hindrance demands and the absorption dimension of AWE.
For example, organisational contexts fraught with role conflict may inhibit safety and, in
turn, deter immersion in work tasks. Further to the examples discussed above, Table 3.6
(below) summarises several other potential links between the dimensions of AWE (Stage

3) and antecedents (Stage 1) mediated by psychological conditions (Stage 2).

We now turn to the fourth and final stage of the IME, that is, behavioural engagement,
which is described as the observable deployment of physical, emotional, and, cognitive
energies to task performance (Kahn, 1990). The IME proposes that dimensions comprising
AWE in Stage 3 may affect BWE most directly. Fundamentally, the extent to which an
individual feels vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed towards work tasks is likely to affect
his/her willingness to actually perform work tasks. One could also propose possible links
between antecedents in Stage 1 and BWE in Stage 4 of the IME. For example, drawing on
Rich et al.’s (2010) study, each of the 3 Kahn Related Factors in Stage 1 may demonstrate

direct positive relationships with BWE. Furthermore, consistent with May et al.’s (2004)
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study, work role fit in Stage 1 may demonstrate a positive relationship with BWE in Stage

4, which may be mediated by meaningfulness in Stage 3.

At this point is appropriate to consider the nature of behavioural engagement and how it
may be operationalized. Based on its definition, it may be reasonable to suggest that BWE
actually describes the manner in which work tasks are performed rather than any specific
measurable behaviour. Thus, BWE as the final stage of the IME may not be a measurable
outcome in the same way as, organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB), for example,
would be but more of an overarching concept that describes how various work related
behaviours are performed. For example, one may think of an employee demonstrating
organisational citizenship behaviour, such as helping a colleague, in an “engaged” manner
rather than performing “(an) engagement behaviour”. Consequently, in addition to
elucidating relationships between engagement and constructs in its nomological network,
the IME may also be a useful explanatory model for a range of work-related behavioural
outcomes. (cf. Rich, LePine, and Crawford, 2010). Nonetheless, it is worth reiterating that
the relationships between antecedents and engagement discussed above and summarised in
Table 3.6 (below) remain propositional and subject to empirical testing which is the focus
of subsequent chapters. In this vein, it is now pragmatic to select the most salient factors,
drawn from meta-analyses, to constitute a summarised IME more suitable for subsequent

empirical testing.
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Table 3.6 — Relationships between AWE Dimensions and Mediators

Antecedent Mediator Attitudinal Engagement
Challenge demands

Job responsibility Meaningfulness Dedication
Time urgency Meaningfulness Dedication
Workload Meaningfulness Dedication
Hindrance demands

Administrative hassles Safety Absorption
Emotional conflict Safety; Availability Absorption
Organisational politics Safety Absorption
Resource inadequacies Availability Absorption
Role conflict Safety Absorption
Role overload Auvailability; Safety

Job Resources

Autonomy Meaningfulness Dedication
Performance Feedback Meaningfulness Dedication
Social Support Safety Absorption
Supervisory Coaching Meaningfulness Dedication
Opportunities for development Meaningfulness Dedication
Job variety Meaningfulness Dedication
Rewards and recognition Meaningfulness Dedication
Work role fit Meaningfulness Dedication
Personal Resources

Psychological Capital Auvailability Vigour
Hope Auvailability Vigour
Self-efficacy Auvailability Vigour
Optimism Auvailability Availability, Absorption
Resilience

Kahn Related Factors Meaningfulness Dedication
Value Congruence Auvailability Vigour
Core self-evaluations Safety Absorption

Perceived organisational support
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3.5 Summarised Integrated Model of Engagement

Table 3.7 (below) and the summarised IME in Figure 3.4 (below) show a selection of

antecedents that have demonstrated the strongest correlations with engagement based on

meta-analytical data (Crawford, Lepine, and Rich, 2010; Christian, Garza, and Slaughter,
2011; Halbesleben, 2010; Peccei, 2013).

Table 3.7 — Correlations between Antecedents and Engagement

Antecedent

Corrected Correlation

Source

Challenge Demands
Problem solving

Job Complexity
Hindrance Demands
Organisational politics
Role conflict

Job Resources

Job variety

Work role fit
Personal Resources
Self-efficacy
Optimism
Kahn-Related Factors
Value Congruence
Perceived organisational support

Core self-evaluations

0.28
0.24

-0.25
-0.24

0.53
0.52

0.59
0.44

0.35
0.37
0.36

Christian, Garza, and Slaughter, 2011;
Christian, Garza, and Slaughter, (2011)

Crawford, Lepine, and Rich, 2010
Crawford, Lepine, and Rich, 2010

Christian, Garza, and Slaughter, 2011;
Crawford, Lepine, and Rich (2010)

Halbesleben (2010)
Halbesleben (2010)

Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
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Summarised Integrated Model of Engagement

Figure 3.4 (below) shows the summarised or abridged (IME). Stage 1 now includes only

the most salient antecedents of engagement, stated in Table 3.7 (above), whilst Stages 2 to

4 are unchanged.

Figure 3.4 — Summarised Integrated Model of Engagement
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3.6 The Theory of Planned Engagement

The previous sections explored attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement in
light of existing theories on attitudes and behaviours culminating in a summarised IME.
The expected pattern of relationships from the IME was also discussed in light of research
about engagement and constructs in its nomological network. This section continues by
considering the proposed IME in light of existing attitude and behaviour models. Of
particular relevance is The Model of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980;
Madden, Ellen, and Ajzen, 1992) represented diagrammatically in Figure 3.5 (below) and

further discussed subsequently.

Figure 3.5 — The Model of Planned Behaviour

1. Beliefs Stage

Subjective norm
Based on:

Normative beliefs . Intentions Stage 3. Action Stagc

Behavioural intention:

Effectiveness depends on:
Corresponding specificity
Stability over time Behaviour

Based on: | interval >

Degree of volitional

Attitude towards behaviour

Behavioural beliefs
control

Perceived behavioural
control

Based on:
Beliefs about resources

Beliefs about opportunities
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Figure 3.5 (above) demonstrates an amalgamation of the theory of reasoned action (TRA)
and theory of planned behaviour (TPB) which is an extension of the TRA. The TRA
suggests that human behaviour is logical and subject to individual conscious control to
varying extents. Ajzen (1989) extends the TRA by proposing the TPB, which esteems the
role of volition by proposing the term “perceived behavioural control”. The TPB, and
Model of Planned Behaviour (MPB), consists of three broad stages. The first is known as
beliefs, and consists of three constructs, known as, subjective norms, attitudes towards the
behaviour, and perceived behavioural control. These are presented as antecedents of
behavioural intentions in the second stage. In turn, behavioural intentions are assumed to

predict behaviourin the third stage.

Beginning with the first section of Beliefs Stage, the TPB suggests that subjective norms
are informed by an individual’s perception of what others believe is acceptable behaviour.
Hence, significant others such as colleagues and management staff at work serve as a guide
for an individual’s actions and behaviours. The second section of the same stage is attitude
towards the behaviour and describes an individual’s evaluation of and belief about the
behaviour in question rather than the object. For example, in this thesis, this second
section would describe an employee’s attitude towards engaging at work rather than
his/her attitude towards work (the attitude object). In the third section, perceived
behavioural control (PBC) describes the extent to which an individual considers a task
difficult or easy to perform and may be informed by past experiences and real or imagined
obstacles in present circumstances. PBC’ may affect either the behavioural intention or
actual behaviour. Thus, as Ajzen (1989) notes, high PBC might enhance the predictive
validity of attitudinal measures for behaviours. The next stage of the TPB is behavioural
mtention and describes an internal declaration to act whilst the third and final stage is

behaviour, which describes the action performed.

It is worth considering, in further detail, potential links between sections of the TPB and
categories in the IME. To begin with, one could consider potential similarities between the
three dimensions of Stage 1 in the MPB and the three mediators in Stage 2 of the IME, i.e.
meaningfulness, safety, and availability. First, subjective norms (Belief stage of TPB) may

be comparable with Safety (Stage 2; IME) because both concepts esteem the role of
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significant others, and organisational norms, in establishing boundaries of acceptable

behaviour.

Second, Meaningfulness (Stage 2; IME) may share conceptual similarities with the notion
of attitude towards the behaviour (Belief Stage of TPB). This is because each concept
captures an evaluative component of individual’s attitudes towards behaviour i.e.
engagement in this study. Fundamentally, akin to attitude towards the behaviour,
meaningtulness is informed by employees’ appraisal of personal value ascribed to and
derived from engaging with work tasks (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Third, perceived
behavioural control (Belief stage of TPB) may be akin to avaiability (Stage 2; IME)
because both concepts describe the extent to which an individual feels capable of

performing a behaviour e.g. engaging with task demands.

Turning to Stage 2 of the MPB, behavioural intention may be comparable with the three
dimensions, and related measurement items, of attitudinal engagement in Stage 3 of the
IME. Vigour, dedication, and absorption of AWE arguably describe an individual’s
internally declared intention to engage rather than an explicit demonstration of
engagement. For example, vigour is assessed in terms of anticipation about going to work
in the morning amongst other questions. Furthermore, the UWES, like other AWE scales,
appears to measure an average rather than current specific state of engagement. Thus,
one could suggest that such questions are likely to assess a behavioural intention towards
engagement i.e. how an individual typically intends to engage with demands rather than
their currently observable work engagement levels. The third and final stage of the MPB,
titled behaviour, describes the action performed and may be comparable with the final
stage of the IME i.e. BWE which is similarly typified by the observable deployment of

physical, cognitive, and emotional resources to task performance.

Overall, the similarities between the TPB and IME discussed so far may lend credence to
the conceptual feasibility of integrating attitudinal engagement and behavioural
engagement as captured by the IME. However, it is worth noting potential structural
differences between the models. First, each mediator in Stage 2 of the IME i.e.

meaningtulness, safety and availability, may not map directly or exclusively onto each
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section within the Beliefs Stage of the MPB i.e. subjective norms, attitude towards
behaviour and perceived behavioural control. For example, there may be stronger or
additional links between meaningfulness, rather than safety alone, as previously suggested
(Stage 2 of IME), and subjective norms (Stage 1 of TPB) because employees’ subjective
norms may be informed by their personal values rather than, or as well as, other’s
expectations/beliefs alone. As previously stated, empirical verification will provide more
clarity about the nature of relationships in the IME. The final IME is presented in a

modified TPB format in Figure 3.6 and discussed in the next section.
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3.7 Final Integrated Model of Engagement

Figure 3.6 (below) shows a final version of the IME following an MPB format. Consistent
with the research discussed previously, the thesis proposes two additional antecedents that
might affect employees’ beliefs (Stage 1; MPB) towards engagement. These are
organisational climate of engagement and technical skills. Table 3.8 (below) shows the
appropriate section for each of the two additional antecedents (italicised) within the IME
precursory to a discussion of potential relationships between each of the two antecedents

and engagement in line with previously discussed MPB principles.

Table 3.8 — Correlations Antecedents and Engagement Updated

Antecedent Corrected Correlation Source

Challenge Demands

Problem solving 0.28 Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011)
Job Complexity 0.24 Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011)
Hindrance Demands

Organisational politics -0.25 Crawford, Lepine, and Rich (2010)
Role conflict -0.24 Crawford, Lepine, and Rich (2010)
Job Resources

Job variety 0.53 Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011)
‘Work role fit 0.52 Crawford, Lepine, and Rich (2010)
Climate of engagement N/A N/A

Personal Resources

Self-efficacy 0.59 Halbesleben (2010)

Optimism 0.44 Halbesleben (2010)

Technical skills N/A N/A

Kahn-Related Factors

Value Congruence 0.35 Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
Perceived organisational support 0.37 Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
Core self-evaluations 0.36 Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010)
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Figure 3.6 — Integrated Model of Engagement in MPB Format

Antecedents

Job Demands

Challenge demands
Problem solving
Job complexity

Hindrance demands

Organisational
politics
Role conflict

Job Resources
Job variety
Work role fit
Organisational
climate of
engagement

Personal Resources
Psychological
Capital
Self-efficacy;
Optimism;
Technical skills

Kahn Related
Factors

Value Congruence
Core self-
evaluations
Perceived
organisational
support

Belief

Subjective norm:

Safety

Attitude towards
behaviour:

Meaningfulness

Perceived
engagement control:

Availability

Intention

Behavioural
intention:

Vigour
Dedication

Absorption

Action

Behavioural

Engagement

100



First, the IME proposes that a climate of engagement may inform an employee’s beliefs
about subjective norms or acceptable behaviour in terms of engagement. An organisational
climate generally refers to employees’ commonly held beliefs about formal/informal
structures, policies, and, practices that signal expected, acceptable, and rewarded
behaviours in their organisation (Reichers and Schneider, 1990). It is considered essential
to a range of attitudinal, behavioural, and performance related outcomes. Existing debate
surrounds the extent to which climate is a broad, generalizable construct i.e. a general
organisational climate or a focused construct e.g. specific climates for service, or innovation

(Schneider, 2000). By proposing a climate of engagement, this thesis favours the latter.

A climate of engagement, in this case, describes the extent to which employees feel that
engagement is esteemed within their organisation focusing on two key sources i.e. an
employee’s colleagues, and organisational leadership. First, an employee’s attitude towards
engagement and engagement behaviours may be affected by his/her perceptions about
colleagues’ actions towards engagement. Specifically, employees may demonstrate higher
engagement levels where they feel that their colleagues esteem and support engagement
behaviours. Second, leadership emphasis on engagement may affect subjective norms and
employees’ attitude towards (engagement) behaviour. A climate of engagement may be
informed by an employee’s perceptions of general leadership and direct supervisory
emphasis on engagement, as well as reward (or punishment) for engagement behaviour.
Employees are likely to display higher engagement levels where managers and supervisors
esteem employee work engagement through modelling behaviour as well as explicitly
stated policies and positive reinforcements e.g. praise and public recognition for employee
work engagement. In terms of relationships with other constructs, it is likely that a climate
of engagement may enhance employees’ perceptions of safety (Stage 2 of the IME), which
will, in turn, enhance attitudinal engagement. Fundamentally, employees who feel that
engagement is encouraged at work are likely to feel more comfortable about deploying
their real selves towards task performance without fear i.e. safety. This is likely to

engender a behavioural intention to engage (AWE) and subsequent engagement behaviour

(BWE).
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The second antecedent added to the IME is technical skills. Consistent with the broad
definition of job resources as factors that aid work performance (Demerouti et al., 2001),
the IME proposes technical skills as a resource that is particularly relevant for percerved
behavioural control (Stage 1; TPB). Since perceived behavioural control is contingent on
individuals’ beliefs about the resources and opportunities available to them for task
completion, it may be plausible that perceived and actual possession of requisite technical
skills to perform work tasks will affect employees’ intention to behaviourally engage with
task demands. In terms of relationships with other constructs in the IME, technical skills
might be a particularly relevant predictor of availability (Stage 2 of IME) on the grounds
that employees who are qualified to perform certain tasks are more likely to feel capable of
performing such tasks. Availability, in turn, is also likely to foster an intention to engage
(Stage 3; TPB) and demonstrable engagement (Stage 4 of IME). It is worth noting that
technical skills may be differentially important in specific occupations and industries. For
example, technical skills are likely to considerably affect a neurosurgeon’s perceived
control over and intention to engage with performing an operation on a patient. On the
other hand, technical skills may be less relevant within routine work tasks such as

switching machinery on/off.

Overall, discussing the IME in light of the TPB has engendered the opportunity to include
a wider range of relevant antecedents and may increase the IME’s applicability to further
research on engagement as a mediator of relationships between a variety of antecedents
and work-related outcomes. Nonetheless, it is important to note that although the IME is
presented in a modified MPB format in Figure 3.6 (above), the subsequent empirical tests
discussed in the thesis maintain a focus on relationships between engagement and
constructs in the IME without an MPB format. In other words, the subheadings from the
MPB in Figure 3.6 (above) were included to illustrate links between the present IME and
existing attitude-behaviour models. For clarity, the IME to be tested is presented in Figure

3.7 (below).
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3.8 Conclusion

This chapter presented and discussed the theoretical framework for the thesis preparatory
to data collection and empirical testing which constitute the foci of the subsequent
chapters. The chapter began by considering the extent to which engagement could be
considered an attitude in light of existing conceptualisations and research on attitudes.
From the discussion, it emerged that engagement could be considered an attitude to a
significant extent when compared with pioneering definitions of attitudes by Allport (1935)
and Eagly and Chaiken (1993; 1998; 2007). Second, the chapter discussed existing
evidence on the relationship between attitudes, behaviours, and related models such as the
ABC model of attitudes. Again, AWE bore some similarities with various elements of the
ABC models. However, more recent revisions of the ABC model by Eagly and Chaiken
acknowledge the importance of behaviours, which are better, or possibly exclusively,

captured by behavioural work engagement rather than AWE.

Having established the necessity for both attitudes and behaviours when studying
psychological phenomena, such as work engagement, the chapter proposed an integrated
engagement concept and model, which incorporated constructs from the attitudinal and
behavioural approaches respectively. The IME proposes that antecedents, drawn from the
attitudinal and behavioural approaches, will predict three mediators drawn from the
behavioural approach. These mediators, in turn, will predict attitudinal engagement which
will, in turn, predict behavioural engagement. Potential relationships between constructs in

various sections in the IME were also discussed and exemplified.

Next, for the purposes of subsequent empirical testing, the chapter presented a summarised
version of the IME that included constructs reported to have the strongest relationships
with engagement from meta-analyses. This summarised IME was discussed in light of the
theory and model of planned behaviour and comparisons between various sections of each
model were discussed. This facilitated a slight expansion of the IME into a final version,
which included two additional antecedents namely: climate of engagement, and technical
skills. 'The two antecedents are expected to relate positively with engagement. Having
discussed the theoretical framework and model for the thesis, the subsequent chapter

discusses the research design and measures with which the final IME is tested.
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Chapter 4 — Methodology
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4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the theoretical framework for this thesis and presented an
integrated model of engagement (IME) that serves as a basis for exploring the two key
questions in the thesis. As a reminder, the first question concerns the extent to which
AWE and BWE are empirically distinct. The second question concerns the extent to
which the IME, which incorporates antecedents that are traditionally associated with
AWE and BWE respectively, is empirically supported. Accordingly, this chapter discusses
the methodological approach, procedures for data collection and scale development for

constructs in the IME.

Fundamentally, in order to answer the two key questions stated above, the thesis took a
quantitative methodological approach using a two-wave study design. Further to discussing
procedures for data collection, the chapter presents key features of the respondent sample.
The chapter also discusses the process of item selection for measurement scales including
results of reliability tests and exploratory factor analyses that were conducted to enhance
scale reliability and homogeneity. Finally, noting the attrition rate between the first and
second wave of data collection, the chapter considered the extent to which respondents
that only completed the first wave significantly differed from those who completed the two
waves as a precursor to subsequent analyses in the next chapter. I begin by discussing the
methodological approach chosen for the thesis with due consideration of existing research

on engagement.
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4.2 Methodological Approach

This section describes the quantitative methodological approach adopted for the thesis
beginning with a brief presentation of the two main approaches to studying engagement,

and associated methodological approaches.

Discussion of Methods utilised in AWE and BWE Research

As discussed in previous chapters, it is possible to identify two broad approaches to
conceptualising engagement (Peccei, 2013). In his research on BWE, Kahn (1990) sought
to comprehensively explore the notion of individuals presenting, and absenting themselves
from work. As such, his research took a deeply qualitative approach and he collected
longitudinal data on the rich emotional and psychological complexity embedded in
organisational contexts. Using a grounded theoretical lens (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), Kahn
(1990) took an exploratory approach by collecting and reviewing data in iteration with

theories and observations.

A range of qualitative methods, including unstructured observations, in-depth interviews,
document analysis, and self-reflection, were utilised in his research, which saw Kahn (1990)
taking on various roles such as participant observer at one research site, and interviewer at
the other. These methods, and Kahn’s (1990) data analyses, demonstrate his fundamental
assumption that personal engagement is a rich psychological phenomenon that necessitates
in-depth qualitative study. Consistently, the methods utilised allowed participants in
Kahn’s research to self-express extensively, whilst inviting he and his researcher colleagues
to immerse themselves into research settings in order to capture as much of the contextual

behavioural landscape as possible (cf. Hsieh and Shannon, 2005).

In contrast to the quantitative epistemological paradigm, Kahn’s (1990) research did not
demonstrate an assumption that psychological phenomena, such as engagement, readily
exist in an accessible form that can be assessed using measurement scales within a
standardised research instrument such as a questionnaire (cf. DeVellis, 2012). Rather,
whilst such phenomena may exist in individuals’ minds, consistent with the qualitative

epistemological paradigm, Kahn’s (1990) research starts by inviting the individual to take

107



centre stage as the authentic narrator of his/her experience of engagement. From this
position, in concert with the researcher’s reflection, a theoretical basis for understanding
and subsequently studying the phenomenon of interest may be conceptualised. In essence,
one could suggest that, in adopting a qualitative paradigm, researchers such as Kahn (1990)
and his research colleagues involve participants, to a greater extent, throughout the
research process. On the other hand, researchers that adopt quantitative paradigms usually
begin by creating measurement scales and subsequently assessing psychological constructs

of interest with a sample of participants.

Hence, one could suggest that in the quantitative tradition, researchers usually make the
important decisions about the nature and parameters of a study or research project whilst
such decisions are usually arguably more consultatively made between participants, and
researchers who adopt qualitative paradigms (cf. Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell, and
Alexander, 1992). Nonetheless, the depth of immersion offered by qualitative paradigms
can also lead to a blurring of lines between researchers” interests and actual findings.
Although Bavelas (1995) contends that a quantitative vs. qualitative methodological
paradigm represents a false dichotomy, it is possible to identify differences between
quantitative methods/principles that are associated with researchers in the attitudinal
approach towards engagement and the methods/principles adopted by Kahn (1990) in his

qualitative research on engagement.

Kahn’s (1990) data analyses involved inductive processes of identifying, from interviews,
moments of personal engagement and disengagement amongst participants in light of
contextual factors observed at the two research sites. This informed categorisations and
index cards with behaviours that described personal engagement and disengagement,
respectively, which were used for data analyses (cf. Miles and Huberman, 1994). This
stands in contrast to the predominant use of existing measurement scales within
quantitative studies. Furthermore, Kahn’s (1990) resulting model of engagement was not
apposite for quantitative testing for a number of reasons. First, analytical methods such as
factor analyses may have required a larger sample size (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995;
DeVellis, 2012). Second, in contrast to the exploratory approach that he adopted, Kahn

(1990) may have needed to formulate hypothesised relationship patterns that he expected
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to observe from the data (cf. DeVellis, 2012). Instead, consistent with a qualitative
epistemological paradigm, Kahn (1990) and an independent researcher tested his model by
rating the extent to which the psychological conditions titled meaningfulness, safety, and
availability (MS&A), were “extremely absent” or “extremely present” within 186

observations using the rating cards and categories created.

"Third, studies that utilise quantitative methods are usually undergirded by an assumption
that psychological phenomena are unchanging elements of human behaviour. In contrast,
Kahn (1990) focused on momentary psychological conditions and circumstances assumed
to influence personal engagement behaviour (Kahn, 1990). From his results, he suggested
that personal engagement is influenced by psychological conditions (MS&A), which
consistently interact with work characteristics, co-worker relations, and individual
distractions (Kahn, 1990). Taking this highly qualitative approach, with a grounded
theoretical framework, a central theme of Kahn’s (1990) research is a focus on the
“personal self’, a concept on which each employee/respondent is held as an authority.
Although results may possess limited generalizability and replicability, Kahn’s (1990)
findings furnish the field with a detailed understanding of changing psychological
conditions that may affect transient levels of personal engagement and disengagement at

work.

Kahn’s (1992) theoretical paper extended his 1990 research by defining psychological
presence as the experiential state of mind that underlies personal engagement behaviours
(cf. Kahn, 1992). He also proposed a more comprehensive theoretical recursive model of
psychological presence incorporating psychological, personal, and relational factors as
antecedents in the nomological network of personal engagement. Kahn (1992) concluded
his paper with a call for more qualitative research to capture the depth of individuals within
their social systems (cf. Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Such data, he contended, could then
constitute the basis of theories to be explored using quantitative methods. Consistent with

Bavelas’ (1995), this complementary approach remains desirable in the field of engagement

(e.g. see Peccei, 2013).
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The second main body of research on engagement focuses on attitudinal work engagement
(AWE) and is closely associated with the work of Bakker, Schaufeli, and colleagues. Much
of this work has taken a quantitative approach and data are often collected through survey
questionnaires. With a background in the burnout literature, a substantial proportion of
research into AWE has focused on delineating engagement from burnout, and other
attitudinal constructs, such as, job satisfaction, and commitment (Macey and Schneider,
2008). Consistently, in many studies, hypotheses and/or models are tested using

quantitative methods such as factor analyses, regressions, and structural equation modelling

(see Cole, Walter, Bedeian, and O’Boyle, 2011).

It is possible to identify a number of contrasts between this and Kahn’s research on BWE.
First, Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research demonstrated less concern with delineating
psychological presence or personal engagement from existing constructs. Instead, Kahn
(1990) comprehensively discussed, but did not “statistically test”, the incremental validity
of concepts such as personal engagement over existing constructs such as motivation. On
the other hand, consistent with the premises of a quantitative epistemological paradigm,
many papers published by Bakker and colleagues (see Bakker and Leiter, 2010) have
focused on statistically testing relationships between AWE and existing constructs such as
burnout (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013). Similarly, a number of researchers in
the AWE literature have created models to test relationships between AWE and cognate
constructs including antecedents, mediators, moderators and outcomes. Typifying a
positivist paradigm, such research often attempts to specify relationships between variables
in the natural world (Bryman, 1989). For example, a body of engagement research tests
relationships that are assumed to exist between engagement and antecedent constructs
within a job demands and resources framework/model (Bakker, and Demerouti, 2008;

Crawford, LePine, and Rich, 2010) as discussed in Chapter 2.

As highlighted earlier, consistent with a qualitative approach, one could argue that Kahn,
in his research on BWE, approached the research process with a predominantly “blank
canvas’ allowing the co-creation of a story by participants, the research context, and
researcher, in iteration with theoretical assumptions. Alternatively, one could argue that by

becoming immersed in the research process, Kahn’s views, and those of his research
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colleagues, may have contaminated or overshadowed those of his participants particularly
in light of the extent of interpretation involved. On the other hand, consistent with a
quantitative approach, many researchers in the AWE literature often approach the
research process with specific relationships that are presumed or expected to exist between
constructs based on comprehensively articulated theoretical propositions that are drawn
from existing literature and research. Such hypothesised relationships may constitute
models or hypotheses to be empirically tested, and subsequently rejected or supported,
based on statistical analyses with specific procedures for operation, and parameters for

interpretation.

Nonetheless, despite potential differences in approach and associated methods, researchers
usually share a greater desire to advance knowledge in the field. Furthermore, in light of
Bavelas’ (1995) aforementioned contention that a quantitative vs. qualitative dichotomy is
debatable or false, it is potentially beneficial to utilise principles/methods from both
approaches thereby also compensating for the weaknesses associated with either approach
(cf. Smith, 1975; Weber, 1990). As Myers (2009) notes, qualitative data collection may
provide a good basis for theory generation, and subsequent data testing using quantitative
methods in research. Accordingly, the existence of two key approaches to studying
engagement may preclude the establishment of one “superior” method for engagement
research but highlights the benefit of integration and cross-fertilisation (Peccei, 2013)

particularly as it pertains to methodological approaches.

On this note, one exemplar research paper that extended Kahn’s (1990, 1992) qualitative
research on BWE using quantitative methodology was conducted by Rich, LePine, and
Crawford (2010). Using data collected from survey questionnaires, Rich et al. (2010)
extended existing research by presenting a model that showed how Kahn’s BWE
construct mediates relationships between antecedents, and performance-related outcomes.
Second, May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) tested relationships between engagement and the
core and distal antecedents proposed within Kahn’s (1990) qualitative study with survey
data. Using quantitative statistical methods such as structural equation modelling, the
researchers extended Kahn’s (1990) research by finding that meaningfulness was the

strongest predictor of BWE and a number of distal antecedents such as resources also had
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direct (unmediated) effects on BWE. Such studies represent a step towards integration
between the mainly separate traditions, and methodological approaches, towards studying
engagement. Furthermore, findings from the studies suggest that BWE, like AWE, is

testable using quantitative methods, as utilised in the present study.

My Approach to the Present Study

As discussed herewith, the quantitative approach adopted is apposite for the present study
on engagement and confers a number of potential strengths and weaknesses. First,
consistent with a quantitative epistemological approach, a comprehensive integrated model
of engagement was created drawing on apposite literature (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995; see
Chapters 2 and 3 in this thesis). Second, also consistent with a quantitative epistemological
paradigm, the IME specifies hypothesised links between variables that are assumed to exist
in the natural world and are assumed to be accessible using measurement scales. Although
possibly in contrast to an exploratory approach which may be associated with a qualitative
paradigm, these decisions facilitated invaluable clarity when making decisions about
questionnaire design, target sample size, and, in turn, fostered a comprehensive yet focused

study with clear contributions to engagement research.

On the other hand, somewhat consistent with a qualitative epistemological paradigm, a
number of interviews were conducted during a pilot study at potential research sites.
These interviews provided insights into a number of important factors including: the nature
of work tasks performed by potential respondents, and characteristics of the organisational
context. Although data were not eventually collected at these prospective research sites,
the interviews generated useful feedback and informed decisions regarding questionnaire

design.

Quantitative methods, with data collection over two waves confer many advantages for
the present study. First, considering the timeframe for completing the thesis, online survey
questionnaires provided a pragmatic solution for collecting data from a relatively large
sample. Second, the survey questionnaires, with a majority of validated measurement
scales, offer greater replicability for future studies on work engagement. One could suggest

that qualitative methods such as interviews may have yielded further insights about

112



relationships between engagement and antecedents/mediators in the IME in light of
specific individual and organisational characteristics or contingencies (cf. Bryman, 1989).
However, the focused structured data collected were appropriate for the aims of the
research and facilitated appropriate statistical testing to answer the questions that are

central to the thesis.

Beginning with the first question, the relevant statistical methods for testing discriminant
validity between constructs, such as AWE and BWE, are well rooted in quantitative
methods. For example, the thesis will utilise exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
(EFA and CFA) and tests of intercorrelation with data collected at T1 and at T2. Turning
to the second question for the thesis, the IME is empirically tested using another
quantitative statistical method namely; hierarchical regressions and results will elucidate

the nature of relationships between engagement and related antecedents and mediators in

the IME.

Another important advantage of the methodological approach for this thesis is the
collection of longitudinal data over two waves with the same sample of respondents.
Conducting analyses with data from the same sample of respondents is beneficial because it
reduces the incidence of common method variance. Fundamentally, with the inclusion of a
second wave, it is less likely that one will observe spurious results, which may occur when
respondents complete several questionnaire items in one continuous time sequence. Data
collection over two waves also reduces the likelihood that results can be attributed to
chance or to idiosyncratic characteristics of heterogeneous respondent samples.
Importantly, moreover, as Bryman (1988) notes, it is difficult to suggest or establish
causality using cross-sectional data i.e. data collected at one point in time only. The two-
wave study design utilised in this thesis provided an opportunity to test relationships with a

temporal order and, therefore, to make a stronger case for causality.

On an important related note, a temporal test of the IME will elucidate the nature of
engagement and its relationship(s) with antecedents, mediators, and correlates over time.
Engagement has been studied on a daily basis (Sonnentag, 2003) and over a longer period

of one to two years (Schaufeli, Bakker, and Van Rhenen, 2009). However, the 4-week
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interval between T1 and T2 in this study provides a good opportunity to explore the
nature of engagement within a relatively medial timeframe that is longer than a daily study
but shorter than a yearly study. Furthermore, the findings may significantly enhance our
knowledge about the extent to which engagement, and its relationships with antecedent

constructs, is stable over time (Macey and Schneider, 2008).

Opverall, the previous discussion considered the two major methodological approaches to
studying engagement and the rationale for adopting a fundamentally quantitative
methodological approach for the present study. As discussed, although this approach may
pose limitations, these are not likely to compromise findings and it is clear that the chosen
approach is best suited to the aims of the thesis, and, crucially, producing findings that
contribute to, and advance research on engagement. Having discussed the methodological
approach for the thesis, the subsequent sections detail procedures for data collection and

results of preliminary analyses.
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4.3 Sample Recruitment for Survey Questionnaires

Following the previous discussion about the methodological approach adopted for this
thesis, this section describes how potential participants were approached and recruited for
the study. Consistent with Kahn (1990, 1992), it was important to carefully consider the
organisations and individuals recruited for a study on engagement because the nature and
antecedents of work engagement may vary across job roles, organisations, and industries.
For example, organisational support may be less important as a job resource for a sole
trader than for an employee who works within a team. Research in the AWE literature
similarly reflects varying engagement levels across participants from various professions
ranging from teaching to nursing and various nationalities including Dutch and Finnish (see
Bakker and Leiter, 2010). In this vein, the study aimed to recruit participants from a
variety of organisations and the initial inclusion criteria were anyone aged 18 or over and
working full time. Consistent with Guadagnoli and Velicer’'s (1988) recommended
minimum of 150 participants for EFA and Hoelter’s (1983) recommended minimum of 200
for CFA, the target sample size for the study was 300 participants to be surveyed on two

occasions.

Various organisations in industries such as Education, Banking and Finance, Oil and Gas,
Transportation, Charity, and Performing Arts, amongst others, were contacted between
November 2012 and August 2013. For example, following a meeting with Westminster
Council, a research proposal was sent to gatekeepers at the organisation as requested.
However, the Council ultimately declined to participate. Similarly, email correspondence
with a Director at Transport for London culminated in advice to pursue other avenues for
the research. In all, up to 20 organisations including Breast Cancer Care and The CallPrint
Group were approached to participate in the study through office visits, electronic research
proposals, and telephone calls. By June 2013, King’s College, London (KCL) granted full
ethical approval for two organisations that agreed to participate. Thus, the two initial
research contexts for this study were a UK university and a Protestant Church
organisation. As described below, each organisation had characteristics of potential interest

for the study.
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4.3.1 Research Contexts One and Two

With 1,454 staff across various departments, the university was an apposite context for
considering potentially heterogeneous employee work engagement levels across clerical,
academic, and administrative staff groups. Furthermore, the sample population seemed
suitably large for the study. On the other hand, the sample population of about 500
volunteer workers at the Protestant Church included individuals who volunteered weekly,
often in addition to holding full time roles within, or outside, the Church. As such, data
from this sample of respondents would present an opportunity to explore differences in

engagement patterns within voluntary work and paid work.

Furthermore, such findings may have contributed to on-going debates surrounding the
extent to which engagement is a stable trait or variable, context dependent state. For
example, if the same individual demonstrates similar engagement patterns at their
respective volunteer role and paid roles, this may contribute to the perspective that
engagement is a stable trait. Alternatively, if individuals demonstrate significantly different
engagement levels at Church and at work, this may support the notion that engagement is
a variable or context-dependent state. Further details about both organisations are in the
appendices (see Appendix 1.3). However, although potential respondents at these two sites
were repeatedly invited via email to complete the online surveys, response rates over
several months at both sites did not yield sufficient participant numbers (99 responses at
T1). Although, I had continued to contact several other organisations, including KCL,
during the period, extensive correspondence yielded few or no additional responses. Thus,

a third potential avenue was considered.

4.3.2 Research ‘Context’ Three

With ethical approval from KCL, snowball sampling was adopted by inviting participants
to participate in the study through international social and professional networks.
Accordingly, the survey questionnaire was modified to reflect the fact that these
respondents would not belong to a singular organisation. For example, questions were
included to capture additional demographic details such as industry, and organisation of
employment (see Appendix 1.5). 45 additional participants were recruited through this

avenue/ ‘context’ bringing the total to 144 responses at T1 by September 2013. As this
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remained short of the target sample size, a sampling agency, described below, was the

fourth and final avenue for data collection.

4.3.3 Research Context Four

With ethical approval from KCL, respondents for the study were sourced through a global
sampling agency, named SSI Sampling, or SSI, for short. The agency is described as “the
world’s largest and most trusted sample source” with panels in 78 countries, including 62
online panels in 34 countries. The company completed 29 million surveys in 78 countries
during the previous year and is trusted for high quality research by over 3,000 companies”

(http://www.surveysampling.co.uk/en/our-company). For this thesis, the agency was

asked to recruit a respondent sample of at least 300 United Kingdom (UK) nationals, aged

18 years or over, and working full-time to complete the two-wave study.

4.4 Survey Design and Sample

The survey questionnaire was scripted on SurveyMonkey and included items to assess all
constructs in the IME as well as demographic variables, such as tenure and organisation
size. Respondents were invited via email by SSI to complete the online surveys. Due to a
significant possibility of attrition between T1 and T2, the agency recruited a higher
number of respondents at T'1. The surveys also included scripting commands to capture
unique identification numbers from each respondent so that those who completed at T1

could be re-invited to complete the surveys at T2.

Sample

The survey was initially launched with 30-50 respondents, i.e.10-20% of the 300 target
sample size, in order to test elements of the survey and ensure that it ran smoothly. At this
pre-launch stage, 68 people accessed the survey and 50 completed it. There were no
problems with the survey, and, as such, it was fully launched. Subsequently, 575
respondents accessed the survey and 428 completed at T1. This response rate was well
above the target sample size of 300. As such, responses from this respondent sample
constitute the primary data for the thesis and, unless otherwise stated, the basis of
subsequent discussions and analyses. Key sample demographics are fully displayed in

Appendix 1.2 and are described below.
117


http://www.surveysampling.co.uk/en/our-company

4.4.1 Key Sample Demographics

55% (N=235) of respondents were male and 45% (N=193) were female. Of those who
clearly indicated a geographical location, the majority were from LLondon, Manchester,
Nottingham, Birmingham, and Surrey. Respondents were aged between 18 to 74 years
with the majority (78%; N=334) aged between 21 to 50 years. The majority of respondents
were White with 84% (N=358) identifying as White British. Most (35%; N=149) were
educated to a Bachelor’s degree level, 66% (N=284) were married and 55% (N=235) had no

dependent children.

All respondents worked full time with the majority (94%; N=402) holding a permanent
role. Most respondents worked in organisations that employed 50-100 (19%) or 10000+
employees (19%). A majority (56%; N=241) had worked at their organisation for 5 years or
more and most respondents (57%; N=242) had spent less than 5 years in their current role.
Respondents worked in various industries including Construction and Materials and
Health Care and Equipment. Respondents also indicated their job titles using open-ended
responses and the most frequently cited job titles were re-coded, as accurately as possible,
using the Standard Occupational Classification from the Office for National Statistics
(ONS). As such, respondents were represented in most major ONS’ categories with a
majority in Major Group 1 (Managers, directors, and senior officials). Other groups
represented included Major Group 4 (Administrative and secretarial occupations), Major
Group 3 (Associate professional and technical occupations), Major Group 2 (Professional

occupations), and Major Group 6 (Caring, leisure, and other service occupations).
Presently, the next section discusses essential steps taken to developing good measurement

scales that assess constructs within the IME with a focus on scale reliability and

homogeneity.
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4.5 Scale Construction Part 1 - Questionnaire Design

Consistent with the principle of parsimony (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955), questionnaire
items for the study were sourced from validated scales where possible (see Table 4.1
below) and these items were modified as appropriate. As Clark and Watson (1995) note,
the use of validated measurement scales helps to minimise the likelihood of including
questionnaire items that assess broader constructs than those that are of interest for a
particular study. Where necessary, a number of measurement scales were created for the
study (see Appendix 1.1). Consistent with Clark and Watson’s (1995) guidelines for writing
good items, the items within these scales were created using straightforward, accessible
words and short sentences. Based on feedback from potential respondents at the UK
University and Church, minor changes were made to the questionnaire. Additionally,
Likert scales were standardised across various sections of the questionnaire to aid ease of
completion for respondents. Accordingly, the next section discusses steps taken to follow

recommended principles for scale reliability and unidimensionality.

Table 4.1 — Sources of Survey Questionnaire Items

Section in IME Sub section in | Variable Name in | Full Source
IME IME
1 Antecedents Job Demands Problem solving Adapted from Wall, Jackson, and Mullarkey (1995). Further evidence on

some new measures of job control, cognitive demand and production

responsibility. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 431- 455.

Job complexity Morgeson, P. F., and Humphrey, S.E. (2006). The Work Design
Questionnaire (WDQ): Developing and Validating a Comprehensive
Measure for Assessing Job Design and the Nature of Work. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 91, 6. 1321 — 1339.

Organisational Kacmar, M. K. and Carlson, D. S., (1997). Further Validation of the

politics Perceptions of Politics Scale (Pops): A Multiple Sample Investigation.
Journal of Management, Vol. 23, No. 5, 627 — 658.

Role conflict Rizzo, J.R., House, R.J., and Lirtzman, S.I. (1970). Role conflict and

ambiguity in complex organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly,

15(2): 150-163.

Job Resources Job variety Morgeson, P. F., and Humphrey, S.E. (2006). The Work Design
Questionnaire (WDQ): Developing and Validating a Comprehensive
Measure for Assessing Job Design and the Nature of Work. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 91, 6. 1321 - 1339.

Work role fit May, D.R., Gilson, R.L., and Harter, L.M. (2004). The psychological
conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement
of the human spirit at work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational

Psychology, 77, 11-37.

Organisational Created for study (see Appendix 1.1 below).
climate for

engagement
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Personal Self-efficacy Schwarzer, R., and Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized Self-Efficacy scale.
Resources In J. Weinman, S.Wright, & M. Johnston, Measures in health
psychology: A user’s portfolio. Causal and control beliefs (pp. 35-
37). Windsor, UK: NFER-NELSON.
Optimism Revised Life Orientation Test (LOT-R). Scheier, M.F., Carver, C.S., and
Bridges, M.W. (1994). Distinguishing optimism from neuroticism (and trait
anxiety, self-mastery, and self-esteem): A re-evaluation of the Life
Orientation Test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 1063 —
1078.
Technical skills Adapted from a measure of Job Related Self Efficacy from: Spreitzer,
G.M., (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions,
measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 1442—
1465.
Value congruence | O'Reilly, C. and Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational Commitment and
Psychological Attachment: The Effects of Compliance, Identification, and
Internalization on Prosocial Behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71,
3,492 - 499.
Core-self Judge, T., Erez, A., Bono, E.J., Thoresen, C.J. (2003). The Core Self-
evaluations Evaluations Scale (CSES): Development of a measure. Personnel
Psychology, 56, 303-331.
Perceived Eisenberger, R., Armeli, A., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, D.P., Rhoades, L.
organisational (2001). Reciprocation of Perceived Organizational Support. Journal of
support Applied Psychology, Vol. 86, 1, 42 — 51.
Behaviour Mediators Meaningfulness All from: May, D.R., Gilson, R.L. & Harter, L.M. (2004). The
Safety psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability and the
Auvailability engagement of the human spirit at work. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 77, 11-37.
Intention Behavioural Attitudinal Schaufeli, W., and Bakker, A. (2003). UWES (Utrecht Work
Intention Engagement Engagement Scale, Preliminary Manual). Occupational Health Psychology
Unit; Utrecht University.
Action Behavioural Behavioural Rich, L. B., LePine, J.A., and Crawford, R.E. (2010). Job Engagement:
Engagement Engagement Antecedents and Effects on Job Performance. Academy of Management

Journal 2010, Vol. 53, No. 3, 617-635.

Outcomes/Correlates

Satisfaction

Commitment

Extra Role

Behaviour

Affect

All created for the study (full list of questions in Appendix 1.1 below).

Watson, D., Clark, L.A., and Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and
validation of positive and negative affect. The: The PANAS scales.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54 (6), 1063 — 1070.
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4.5 Scale Construction Part 2 — Scale Reliability and Homogeneity

As Clark and Watson (1995) note, a familiar although increasingly criticised practice in
scale development is the assumption that good scales depend on evidence that constituent
measurement items demonstrate high internal consistency reliability using a coefficient
alpha index (Cronbach, 1951). However, this assumption is confounded by varying
standards of acceptable reliability. For example, subsequent to Nunally’s (1978)
recommendation of 0.70 as a minimum index for scale reliability, recent research
recommends minimums of 0.60 to 0.70 (Holden, Fekken, and Cotton, 1991). Furthermore,
whilst coefficient alphas may capture internal consistency, Cortina (1993) questions the

extent to which these and other reliability indices indicate scale homogeneity or validity.

Internal consistency refers to the extent to which items within a scale are inter-correlated
whilst homogeneity refers to the extent to which scale items represent a singular latent
construct (Clark and Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993). Accordingly, as discussed later, the
internal consistency, or reliability of scales utilised in this study, is assessed using SPSS and
inferred using Cronbach’s Alpha indices. However, Clark and Watson (1995) note that
although it is necessary for measurement items to be interrelated (or internally consistent)
to demonstrate homogeneity, scales with intercorrelated items might not demonstrate
homogeneity. Hence, item homogeneity, as well as consistency, is essential for good scale

development.

Scale validity, or homogeneity, can be tested by examining intercorrelation matrices.
However, the large pool of over 100 questionnaire items utilised in this study would have
yielded a myriad of over 1600 intercorrelation matrices (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995).
Hence, as Cortina (1993) recommends, the thesis examines scale homogeneity using factor
analyses in SPSS. Factor analyses examine the extent to which items homogenously assess
a target construct(s) by revealing the number of latent constructs that underlie
measurement items and the respondent sample size in this study is appropriate for such
analyses (cf. Comrey, 1988). Using factor analyses, the thesis follows a number of steps,

detailed below, to improve scale homogeneity (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995).
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First, measurement items from each scale are subjected to a principal components analysis
from which the first few factors are extracted (cf. Cortina, 1993). Second, item loadings on
the first unrotated component/factor are identified as these are likely to reflect the latent
construct(s) assessed by the item set. An item loading below 0.40 suggests that the item(s)
may be weakly differentiated from others in the item pool and may be a candidate for
removal. Similarly, items with high loadings on a second factor that is different from the
first factor extracted may be candidates for removal. However, items with strong loadings
on the first factor that is extracted and weak loadings on any other factor are candidates for

retention (Clark and Watson, 1995).
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4.6 Scale Reliability and Homogeneity at Time 1

Following the principles discussed above, the ensuing discussion presents results of
reliability tests and factor analyses for each construct within the IME. As detailed below,
whilst most scales yielded coefficient alphas above 0.7, scales of Organisational Politics, Job
Variety, Optimism, and Safety yielded low coefficients. These 4 scales included reverse
scored items, which may have been confusing to participants (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995)
and have been associated with errors on scales (Jackson, Wall, Martin and Davids, 1993).
Accordingly, the scales yielded coefficients above 0.7 after reverse scored items were
removed. As recommended by Clark and Watson (1995), scale development in the thesis
was iterative. Specifically, results of reliability and exploratory factor analyses were taken
together when making decisions about items to retain or delete. The ensuing sections
present coefficient alphas and factor analyses for each scale in the IME, starting with

measurement scales for the antecedent variables.

Antecedents

Measurement items for antecedent constructs were mostly drawn from validated scales and
are expected to demonstrate good psychometric properties. As shown in Table 4.2
(below), most scales demonstrated good reliability with Cronbach’s Alphas of 0.8 and
above, which exceeds Nunnally’s (1978) recommendation. Results of exploratory factor
analyses (Table 4.2) also show that a single factor was extracted from each scale with high
item loadings of 0.7 or above. Consistent with Clark and Watson (1995), results at T1

suggest that each scale homogenously assesses a singular antecedent, as expected.

As stated above, scale reliability and homogeneity was improved by removing reverse
scored items (cf. Jackson et al., 1993). For example, the 4-item scale of Organisational
Politics initially demonstrated moderate reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.7) but improved
(0.8) after removing the following reverse scored item: “Employees are encouraged to
speak out frankly even when they are critical of well-established ideas”. Similarly, the
original 3-item scale of Job Variety yielded a low coefficient alpha (0.5), which improved
(0.9) after the following reverse scored item was removed: “ The job is quite simple and
repetitive’. The 4-item scale of Optimism also yielded a coefficient alpha of 0.6 but

improved (0.8) after the following reverse scored item was removed: “1 hardly ever expect
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things to go my way’ . Crucially, the two scales of Organisational Climate of Engagement
and 7Technical Skills that were created for the study demonstrated high internal
consistency with coefficient alphas of 0.9 and 0.8, respectively, both of which exceeded

Nunnally’s (1978) recommended estimate for good scale reliability.

On another note, the 5-item POS scale demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha =
0.8). However, a reverse scored item ( 7he organisation shows little concern for me) loaded
relatively weakly (0.5) on the factor extracted from principal components analysis in SPSS.
Whilst this exceeds Clark and Watson’s (1995) recommended acceptable minimum of 0.4,
the item was considered for removal. Accordingly, it was subjected to joint EFA with the
two measurement scales designed to assess the other two Kahn related factors in the IME
i.e. value congruence, and core self-evaluations. 'The results of joint EFA supported the
decision to remove the item at this stage as it loaded weakly on POS (0.3). The new 4-
item POS scale demonstrated better reliability (Cronbach’s = 0.9) and homogeneity with

one factor extracted from EFA and item loadings above 0.8 (see Table 4.2 below).

Mediators

Measurement items for the 3 mediators were also drawn from validated scales and as such
demonstrated good internal consistency, as expected, with coefficient alphas above 0.7. In
terms of EFA, a single mediator construct was extracted from each scale with item
loadings of 0.8 and above (see Table 4.2 below). As with antecedents, psychometric
properties were improved after modifications as required. For example, the 3-item scale of
Safety demonstrated moderate reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.6) but improved (0.7)

after removing the following reverse scored item: “/ am not afraid to be myself at work” .

Attitudinal Engagement and Behavioural Engagement
The thesis utilised a 9-item scale of AWE created by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) and a 9—

item scale of BWE created by Rich, LePine, and Crawford (2010). Both scales have been
utilised in studies of engagement and, as such, are expected to demonstrate good
psychometric properties. As shown in Table 4.2 (below), each of the two respective scales

demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.9). Each scale also
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demonstrated good homogeneity as a single factor was extracted from EFA in each case

with item loadings of 0.8 and above.

Correlates

In addition to the core constructs presented in the IME, the survey questionnaires also
assessed correlate constructs that have been associated with engagement in the literature
(e.g. Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013). Measurement items chosen to assess
these correlates were drawn from existing scales and also demonstrated good psychometric
properties, as expected. As shown in Table 4.2 (below), the 12-item scale of Affect
demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.8). However, the 12 items
did not demonstrate homogeneity. Specifically, two factors were extracted with 6 items
loading strongly on each. Hence, 2 scales, with 6 items each, were constructed and labelled
“Negative Affect’ and “Positive Affect’, respectively. These two scales demonstrated
higher internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.9 in each case) and homogeneity. The
3-item scale of Satisfaction demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha =
approx. 0.9). Furthermore, the scale demonstrated good homogeneity as one factor was
extracted on which all items loaded strongly at 0.9 or above. The 4-item scale of
Commitment also demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.8).
However, scale homogeneity was improved by removing the following reverse scored item
“I do not feel emotionally attached to this organisation” and the 3-item scale demonstrated
higher internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.9). Finally, the scale of extra role

behaviour consisted of one item thus was not appropriate for these analyses.
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Summa

Opverall, the previous sections described the process of testing measurement scales for all
constructs within the IME. In all cases, the items that were retained demonstrated good
internal consistency with coefficient alphas that met or exceeded Nunnally’s (1978)
recommended minimum estimate of 0.7. The scales also demonstrated good homogeneity
as the items also loaded strongly on the single target constructs that they were designed to
assess. As described, some scales were modified by removing reverse-scored items to
improve psychometric properties. Results support the notion that homogeneity, as well as
reliability, is important for good scale development (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995). For
example, some scales demonstrated good reliability i.e. high internal consistency but poor
homogeneity based on weak loadings in factor analyses, necessitating a few modifications
to ensure that the scales were psychometrically robust. Table 4.2 (below) shows results of
reliability tests and independent EFA for each scale used to measure constructs in the IME
at T1. Nonetheless, as stated previously, the process of scale development remains
iterative. Thus the scales at this stage are subject to changes based on results of subsequent

analyses such as joint EFA.

Table 4.2 — Results of Reliability Tests and Exploratory Factor Analyses at Time 1

Constructs Cronbach’s | % of | Eigenvalue | Measurement Items Factor
Alpha Variance | s loadings
(approx.)
Antecedents Problem Solving | 0.8 59.60 2.38 My job requires unique ideas or solutions to | .833
problems
My job requires me to be creative .831
My job involves solving problems that have no | .728

obvious correct answer
My job often involves dealing with problems that I | .686

have not met before

Job Complexity 0.9 71.09 2.84 My job involves relatively uncomplicated tasks .898
The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated 874
My job involves relatively simple tasks .868

My job requires that I only do one task or activity 720

at a time
Organisational 0.8 66.9 2.00 Agreeing with powerful others is the best | .852
Politics alternative in this organisation

People in this organisation attempt to build | .814

themselves up by tearing others down

It is best not to rock the boat in this organisation 788
Role Conflict 0.8 55.89 2.795 I have to do things on my job that I don’t always | .788
agree with
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I do things on the job that are likely to be accepted | .778
by one person and not accepted by others
I often receive conflicting requests from two or | .755
more people at work
I often receive an assignment without the resources | .730
to complete it
I often have to go against a rule or policy in order | .683
to carry out an assignment or task
Job Variety 0.7 78.87 1.58 My job involves doing a number of different tasks .888
On my job, I have a chance to do a number of | .888
different tasks, using a wide variety of different
skills and talents
‘Work Role Fit 0.9 77.12 2.31 The work I do on this job helps me fulfil who I am 904
My job ‘fits’ how I see myself .875
I like the identity my job gives me .855
Organisational 0.9 62.50 3.75 Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to | .840
Climate of their job
Engagement Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to | .827
their job
In this organisation, employees are expected to | .785
devote a lot of energy to their job
In this organisation, employees are expected to be | .783
enthusiastic in their job
In this organisation, employees are expected to | .783
devote a lot of attention to their job
Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job | .720
Self Efficacy 0.9 74.28 2.97 I am confident that I could deal efficiently with | .878
unexpected events
I can usually handle whatever comes my way .873
I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I | .868
try hard enough
If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution .828
Optimism 0.8 69.20 2.08 Opverall, I expect more good things to happen to | .864
me than bad
I am always optimistic about my future .862
I don’t get upset too easily 766
Technical Skills 0.8 68.75 2.06 I am confident in my ability to do my job 871
I am confident in my ability to deal with most | .854
problems in my job
I have mastered the skills necessary to do my job 757
Value 0.9 78.38 3.14 ‘What this organisation stands for is important to | .902
Congruence me
My attachment to this organisation is primarily | .893
based on the similarity of my values to those
represented by the organisation
The reason I prefer this organisation to others is | .885
because of what it stands for, that is, its values
Since joining this organisation, my personal values | .861

and those of the organisation have become more

similar
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Core Self | 0.8 65.87 2.64 I am capable of coping with most of my problems .856
Evaluations ‘When I try, I generally succeed .823
Opverall, I am satisfied with myself .809
I determine what will happen in my life 755
Perceived 0.9 76.65 3.07 The organisation really cares about my well-being .892
Organisational The organisation strongly considers my goals and | .888
Support (POS) values
The organisation values my contribution to its | .886
well-being
The organisation is willing to help me when I need | .835
a special favour
Mediators Safety 0.7 79.05 1.58 I am afraid to express my opinions at work .889
There is a threatening environment at work .889
Meaningfulness 0.9 76.58 3.06 The work I do on this job is meaningful to me .896
I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable .885
The work I do on this job is very important to me .868
The work I do on this job is worthwhile .851
Availability 0.9 77.54 2.33 I am confident in my ability to think clearly at | .882
work
I am confident in my ability to handle competing | .881
demands at work
I am confident in my ability to deal with problems | .878
that come up at work
Behavioural Attitudinal 0.9 71.22 6.41 I am enthusiastic about my job .906
Intention Engagement I am immersed in my job .891
(Attitudinal My job inspires me .883
Engagement) I am proud of the work that I do ,847
and At my job, I feel strong and vigorous .843
Behavioural ‘When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to | .834
Engagement work
At my work, I feel bursting with energy .817
I get carried away when I am working .802
I feel happy when I am working intensely 763
Behavioural 0.9 65.69 5.91 I exert my full effort to my job .856
Engagement I am enthusiastic in my job .837
At work, my mind is focused on my job .829
I devote a lot of energy to my job .817
I try my hardest to perform well on my job 811
At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job .804
At work, I am absorbed by my job 781
I feel energetic at my job 780
I feel positive about my job 775
Correlates Negative Affect | 0.9 37.071 4.45 Miserable 7192
Depressed 781
Gloomy 781
Anxious 731
Worried 710
Tense .636
Positive Affect 0.9 34.15 4.10 Excited N
Enthusiastic .691
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Contended .664

Cheerful .654
Relaxed .642
Calm .588
Satisfaction 0.9 77.13 2.31 I find real enjoyment in my job 910
I am hardly ever bored in my job .863
I am satisfied with my job .861
Commitment 0.9 79.78 2.39 I feel a strong sense of belonging to this | .905

organisation
This organisation has a great deal of personal | .890
meaning for me

I am proud to tell people who I work for .885

Extra Role | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Behaviour

4.6.1 Sample Characteristics

The previous section discussed scale development using T'1 data focusing on reliability and
homogeneity. To elucidate the nature of the sample, this section presents respondents’
average scores for each IME construct at T1. As a reminder, most items were assessed
using a S5-point Likert scale and were all appropriately recoded so that in all cases
1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree. Table 4.3 (below) shows respondents’ average or
mean scores, with standard deviations, on all constructs that were assessed in the survey

questionnaires.

As can be seen from the table, respondents scored themselves highly on all variables
including meaningtulness (4), availability (4) and safety (3) with the lowest score observed
for Negative Affect (2). Of particular interest for this thesis, respondents scored an average
of 3.5 on AWE and 4 on BWE, with the latter being one of the highest average scores.
This may suggest that employees readily identify with Kahn’s (1990, 1992) BWE concept
more than AWE. Furthermore, the difference between scores on the two engagement
constructs may provide some preliminary support for discriminant validity between the
two engagement constructs. Whilst this is a topic for a subsequent chapter, the current

chapter presently considers results at T2 using the same format as above beginning with

tests of reliability and EFA.
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Table 4.3 — Respondents’ Average Scores on all Constructs at Time 1

Variable Mean (SD)
1. | Problem Solving 3.67(0.77)
2. | Job Complexity 3.21(1.00)
3. | Organisational Politics 3.14 (0.91)
4. | Role Conflict 3.24 (0.83)
5. | Job Variety 4.00 (0.78)
6. | Work Role Fit 3.61 (0.85)
7. | Organisational climate of engagement 4.00 (0.73)
8. | Self Efficacy 4.00 (0.69)
9. | Optimism 3.66 (0.80)
10.| Technical Skills 4.00 (0.70)
11. | Value Congruence 3.41 (0.92)
12.| Core sclf evaluations 4.00 (0.70)
13.] POS 3.50 (0.90)
14.| Meaningfulness 4.00 (0.84)
15.| Safety 3.41 (1.18)
16.| Availability 4.13 (0.71)
17.| Attitudinal Engagement 3.47 (0.87)
18.| Behavioural Engagement 4.04 (0.73)
19.] Affect 2.80 (0.61)
20.| Positive Affect 3.23 (0.83)
21.| Negative Affect 2.40 (1.00)
22.| Commitment 3.70 (1.00)
23.| Satisfaction 3.65 (0.92)
24.| Extra role behaviour 3.94 (0.87)

SD = Standard Deviation
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4.7 Scale Reliability and Homogeneity at Time 2

This section describes results from the second wave, completed four weeks after T1, by
304 of the 428 respondents who completed T1. As at 'T'1, the response rate at T2 exceeded
the target of 300. The subsequent sections discuss scale reliability and homogeneity for
each IME construct observed at T2. This is followed by a consideration of sample
characteristics at T2, and a T-test comparing the 128 respondents who completed the
survey at T'1 only and the 304 who completed at T1 and T2 as a precursor to subsequent
analyses. As at T1, the objective here is to construct reliable and homogenous
measurement scales. Hence, as before, reliability, in terms of internal consistency, was
assessed using reliability tests in SPSS and inferred using coefficient alphas, whilst

homogeneity was assessed using EFA.

Results are shown in Table 4.4 (below). At T2, like T1, most scales exceeded Nunnally’s
(1978) recommended minimum estimate for good reliability (see Table 4.5 below).
However, as at T1, the scales for Organisational Politics, Job Variety, Optimism, and
Safety demonstrated good reliability with the removal of the same reverse scored items
that were removed at T1. In terms of scale homogeneity, results of EFA at T2 also
revealed similar structures as observed at T1 and the same items were retained. For
example, as at T1, the 12-item Affect scale revealed a 2-factor structure with 6 items
loading strongly on each. Accordingly, as at T1, two 6-item scales were constructed and
labelled Negative Affect and Positive Affect, respectively. As a noteworthy exception,
EFA on the Organisational Climate of Engagement revealed a 2-factor structure with 3
items loading on each factor at T2 rather than the 1-factor structure observed at T1.

However, pending further analyses, the singular 6-item scale was retained at this stage.

In addition to the key issues of scale reliability and validity discussed (Clark and Watson,
1995), Hinkin (1995) notes the importance of considering the stability of measurement
scales over time. Accordingly, detailed issues concerning the reliability, stability, and
consistency of measurement scales over time are discussed in subsequent chapters.
Nonetheless, at present, the similarity between results of reliability and homogeneity tests

at T1 and T2 suggests that the measurement scales are relatively stable. First, as shown in
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Table 4.5 (below), the scales demonstrated similar reliability levels, in terms of coefficient

alphas, at T1 and at 'T2. Second, at T1 and T2, the same reverse scored items weakened

internal consistency. Beyond any similarities that may be attributable to sample

characteristics, these results suggest that the measurement scales are reliable over time and

that results are not particularly attributable to chance (cf. DeVellis, 2012). Consistently,

the results at this stage suggest that the scales can be used in future research with

reasonably similar results.

Table 4.4 Results of Reliability Tests and Exploratory Factor Analyses at Time 2

Cronbach’s | % of | Eigenvalues | Measurement Items Factor
Alpha Variance loadings
(approx.)
Antecedents Problem 0.8 60.42 2.42 My job requires unique ideas or solutions to | .839
Solving problems
My job requires me to be creative 779
My job involves solving problems that have no | .762
obvious correct answer
My job often involves dealing with problems that I | .725
have not met before
Job Complexity | 0.9 70.83 2.83 The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated | .899
My job involves relatively uncomplicated tasks .883
My job involves relatively simple tasks 877
My job requires that I only do one task or activity .691
at a time
Organisational 0.7 64.80 1.94 Agreeing  with powerful others is the best | .831
Politics alternative in this organisation
It is best not to rock the boat in this organisation 796
People in this organisation attempt to build | .787
themselves up by tearing others down
Role Conflict 0.8 55.10 2.76 1 have to do things on my job that I don’t always | .776
agree with
I do things on the job that are likely to be accepted | .753
by one person and not accepted by others
I often receive conflicting requests from two or | .747
more people at work
I often have to go against a rule or policy in order | .720
to carry out an assignment or task
I often receive an assignment without the | .714
resources to complete it
Job Variety 0.7 79.43 1.59 My job involves doing a number of different tasks .891
On my job, I have a chance to do a number of | .891
different tasks, using a wide variety of different
skills and talents
Work Role Fit 0.9 78.32 2.31 My job ‘fits’ how I see myself .896
I like the identity my job gives me .881
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The work I do on this job helps me fulfil who I am .878
‘Worker 0.9 38.44 2.31 Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job | .887
Climate of Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to | .826
Engagement their job
Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to | .819
their job
Organisational 0.8 37.04 2.22 In this organisation, employees are expected to | .851
Climate of devote a lot of energy to their job
Engagement In this organisation, employees are expected to | .822
devote a lot of attention to their job
In this organisation, employees are expected to be | .747
enthusiastic in their job
Self Efficacy 0.9 69.78 2.79 I am confident that I could deal efficiently with | .848
unexpected events
If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution .833
I can usually handle whatever comes my way .831
I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I | .829
try hard enough
Optimism 0.8 67.65 2.03 Opverall, I expect more good things to happen to | .882
me than bad
I am always optimistic about my future .826
1 don’t get upset too easily 754
Technical Skills | 0.8 70.38 2.1 I am confident in my ability to do my job .869
I have mastered the skills necessary to do my job .840
I am confident in my ability to deal with most | .807
problems in my job
Value 0.9 78.61 3.15 What this organisation stands for is important to | .898
Congruence me
The reason I prefer this organisation to others is | .896
because of what it stands for, that is, its values
My attachment to this organisation is primarily | .882
based on the similarity of my values to those
represented by the organisation
Since joining this organisation, my personal values | .869
and those of the organisation have become more
similar
Core Self | 0.8 62.83 2.51 T am capable of coping with most of my problems .831
Evaluations Overall, T am satisfied with myself .800
When I try, I generally succeed 780
I determine what will happen in my life 758
Perceived 0.9 75.50 3.02 The organisation really cares about my well-being 912
Organisational The organisation values my contribution to its | .880
Support (POS) well-being
The organisation strongly considers my goals and | .877
values
The organisation is willing to help me when I need | .803
a special favour
Mediators Safety 0.7 77.56 1.55 I am afraid to express my opinions at work .881
There is a threatening environment at work .881
Meaningfulness 0.9 75.82 3.03 The work I do on this job is meaningful to me .885
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I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable .878
The work I do on this job is very important to me .865
The work I do on this job is worthwhile .854
Availability 0.8 74.48 2.23 I am confident in my ability to deal with problems | .873
that come up at work
I am confident in my ability to handle competing | .862
demands at work
I am confident in my ability to think clearly at | .853
work
Behavioural Attitudinal 0.9 69.15 6.22 I am enthusiastic about my job 905
Intention Engagement My job inspires me .878
(Attitudinal At my job, I feel strong and vigorous .863
Engagement) I am immersed in my job .858
and I am proud of the work that I do .815
Behavioural When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to | .806
Engagement work
At my work, I feel bursting with energy .804
I get carried away when I am working 778
I feel happy when I am working intensely 765
Behavioural 0.9 65.38 5.88 At work, my mind is focused on my job .845
Engagement At work, I am absorbed by my job .834
I exert my full effort to my job .819
At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job .815
I am enthusiastic in my job .808
I devote a lot of energy to my job 7197
I try my hardest to perform well on my job 792
I feel energetic at my job 791
I feel positive about my job 774
Correlates Negative Affect | 0.9 36.97 4.44 Anxious .887
Depressed .858
Worried .854
Gloomy .852
Tense .827
Miserable 793
Positive Affect 0.9 34.98 4.20 Contended .867
Enthusiastic .848
Cheerful .838
Excited .817
Relaxed .806
Calm 767
Satisfaction 0.8 75.03 2.25 I find real enjoyment in my job 923
I am satisfied with my job .841
I am hardly ever bored in my job .832
Commitment 0.9 79.61 2.39 I feel a strong sense of belonging to this | .903
organisation
This organisation has a great deal of personal | .901
meaning for me
I am proud to tell people who I work for 872
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Table 4.5 — Scale Reliability at Time 1 and Time 2

As can be seen below, similar coefficient alphas at T1 and T2 provide some support for the

robustness of measurement scales over time.

Variable Coefficient alpha at Time 1 Coefficient alpha at Time 2
1. Problem Solving 0.773 0.780
2. Job Complexity 0.861 0.858
3. Organisational Politics 0.748 0.721
4. | Role Conflict 0.801 0.795
5. Job Variety 0.728 0.733
6. | Work Role Fit 0.852 0.861
7. Organisational Climate of Engagement 0.877 0.853
8. Self Efficacy 0.884 0.855
9. | Optimism 0.774 0.748
10. | Technical Skill 0.772 0.788
11. | Value Congruence 0.908 0.909
12. | Core Self Evaluations 0.821 0.799
13. | POS 0.897 0.891
14. | Safety 0.735 0.708
15. | Meaningfulness 0.897 0.893
16. | Auvailability 0.855 0.828
17. | Attitudinal Engagement 0.949 0.943
18. | Behavioural Engagement 0.933 0.933
19. | Negative Affect 0.927 0.925
20. | Positive Affect 0.903 0.909
21. | Satisfaction 0.851 0.832
22. | Commitment 0.873 0.871
23. | Extra Role Behaviour N/A N/A
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4.7.1 Sample Characteristics and Independent Samples T-test

As at T1, having discussed the reliability of measurement scales, this section describes
respondents’ scores on IME constructs at T2. Table 4.6 (below) shows sample
characteristics at T1 and T2 allowing comparisons between results at the two time points.
As can be seen from the table, the sample demonstrated high levels of engagement at T2
with an average of 3.4 for AWE and 4 for BWE. As at T1, the higher score on BWE
potentially supports a case for discriminant validity between the two engagement
constructs. As at T1, the lowest score was observed for Negative Affect (2). Furthermore,
at T2, as at T1, respondents also demonstrated high levels of meaningfulness (4), safety (3),

and availability (4).

Overall, similar results of reliability tests and sample characteristics at T1 and T2 provide
support for the reliability and consistency of measurement scales. On the two occasions, all
scales yielded coefficient alphas of 0.8 and above, which is consistent with Nunnally’s
(1978) recommendations for good scale reliability. Furthermore, in terms of homogeneity,
measurement items from all scales demonstrated similar patterns at T1 and T2. EFA of
most scales revealed a 1-factor structure with strong item loadings of 0.7 and above, which
exceed Clark and Watson’s (1995) recommended minimum of 0.4 suggesting that the
items homogenously assess a single target construct at T1 and T2 (Clark and Watson,

1995).

On another note, as Table 4.6 (below) shows, respondents’ average scores at T1 and T2
were also considerably similar. This suggests that the attrition of 124 respondents from T1
to T2 did not significantly change the results observed. A potential implication inherent is
that analyses conducted using only the data from the 304 respondents who completed the
survey at T1 and T2 would yield reliable results. Put differently, results might not be
significantly affected by the inclusion or removal of the additional 124 respondents who
only completed at T'1. Hence, it may be reasonable to conduct subsequent analyses such as
EFA, CFA, correlations, and regressions, using data from these 304 respondents alone.
"This would provide an identical sample at T1 and T2 thus reducing the likelihood of results

being attributable to unique characteristics of the 124 respondents from T1 only. Prior to
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making this decision, it is important to test the differences between both samples using an

independent samples T-test as discussed below.

Independent Samples T-test

The T-test is used with data sets that include “an independent variable that specifies which
of two groups people belong to” (Dewberry, 2004). In this case, the independent variable
is: completion at T'1 alone, or at T'1 and T2. Specifically, the test examined the extent to
which there are significant differences between mean scores on target constructs achieved
by respondents who completed T'1 alone and those who completed at T1 and T2. If these
differences are significant at the 0.05 level or below, this suggests that there are significant
differences between the 124 respondents who completed T'1 only and the 304 respondents
who completed at T'1 and T2. Thus, analyses may be affected by the removal or inclusion
of these 124 respondents. However, if the 2-tailed significance of differences between
means is above 0.05, this suggests that removal or retention of the additional 124
respondents will not affect results and analyses can be conducted using only the 304

respondents from T1 and T2.

Results of the t-test are displayed in Table 4.6 (below). As the highlighted column shows,
all differences between mean scores of the 124 respondents from T1 alone and the 304
respondents who completed at T1 and T2 are not significant at the 0.05 level. This
supports the notion that there are no significant differences between the two respondent
groups and the retention or removal of the 124 respondents is unlikely to affect results of
further analyses. Based on these results, unless otherwise stated, subsequent analyses will

be conducted using only data from the 304 respondents who completed at T'1 and T2.
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Table 4.6 — Independent Samples T-test

Variable Mean (SD) at T1 | Mean (SD) at T2 | Mean Difference | Sig. (2
* tailed) *
1 Problem Solving 3.67 (0.77) 3.64 (0.74) .00899 913
2 Job Complexity 3.21 (1.00) 3.13 (0.97) 15400 151
3 Organisational Politics 3.13 (0.91) 3.16 (0.83) -.07835 419
4 Role Conflict 3.24 (0.83) 3.27 (0.80) -.04648 .601
5 Job Variety 4.00 (0.78) 4.00 (0.70) -.04764 .567
6 Work Role Fit 3.61 (0.85) 3.62 (0.84) -.13738 132
7 Organisational climate for | 4.00 (0.73) 3.80 (0.65) .09929 204
engagement
8 Self Efficacy 4.00 (0.70) 4.00 (0.62) -.00663 929
9 Optimism 3.66 (0.80) 3.61 (0.75) -.04032 .633
10 Technical Skills 4.00 (0.70) 4.06 (0.64) -.00768 916
11 Value Congruence 3.41 (0.92) 3.33 (0.93) -.09640 325
12 Core self evaluations 4.00 (0.70) 4.00 (0.62) -.03207 .658
13 POS 3.40 (0.83) 3.40 (0.91) -.12588 .187
14 Meaningfulness 4.00 (0.84) 3.84 (0.80) -.03125 726
15 Safety 3.41 (1.18) 3.40 (1.08) .04388 727
16 Availability 4.13 (0.71) 4.08 (0.65) -.01988 .793
17 Attitudinal Engagement 3.47 (0.87) 3.40 (0.86) -.03788 .686
18 Behavioural Engagement 4.04 (0.73) 4.00 (0.71) .03376 822
19 | Negative Affect 2.40 (1.00) 2.35 (0.93) -.00615 952
20 Positive Affect 3.23 (0.83) 3.17 (0.82) -.01970 .824
21 | Commitment 3.50 (0.82) 3.40 (0.82) -.14704 140
22 Satisfaction 3.65 (0.92) 3.60 (0.91) .02692 .785
23 Extra Role Behaviour 3.94 (0.87) 3.95(0.75) .02218 812

SD = Standard Deviation; *Equal variances assumed
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4.8 Conclusion

This chapter discussed the methodological approach adopted for the thesis, sample
recruitment, sample demographics, scale development, and sample characteristics.
Consistent with the aims of the study, the thesis took a quantitative methodological
approach. For sample recruitment, several prospective organisations were contacted
through various media including email, telephone, and meetings. After several months of
correspondence to no avail, the final sample for the study was sourced from a reputable

sampling agency.

The chapter also detailed steps taken to develop good measurement scales. Specifically,
tests of reliability and EFA were completed and, following modifications where necessary,
all scales demonstrated good reliability and homogeneity. Importantly, analyses of scale
reliability and homogeneity yielded similar results at T1 and T2 suggesting that the scales
demonstrated consistency over time and that results observed are not particularly
attributable to chance. The chapter also presented respondents average scores on all IME
constructs noting that respondents exhibited similar levels of the IME constructs measured
over the 4-week period. Results of a T-test further suggested that there were no significant
differences between 124 respondents who completed at T1 alone and the 304 who
completed at T1 and T2. As such, only data from the latter 304 respondents will be utilised

in subsequent analyses.

As stated earlier, a key concern for this thesis is the extent to which AWE and BWE are
empirically distinct. From this chapter, we observed that respondents scored themselves
more highly on BWE at T1 and T2 and noted that this may provide preliminary support

for discriminant validity. This issue is further explored in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5 — Are Two Engagement

Constructs Better Than One?
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5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the methodological approach taken for the thesis, as well
as procedures taken for sample recruitment, data collection, scale development, and

characteristics of the respondent sample.

This chapter examines a central question for the thesis: the extent to which attitudinal
work engagement (AWE) and behavioural work engagement (BWE) are empirically
distinguishable and, as such, the extent to which two engagement constructs are better
than one. As discussed previously, research on engagement has traditionally followed
either an attitudinal or behavioural approach (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Peccei, 2013).
The behavioural tradition is associated with Kahn’s (1990, 1992) pioneering research within
which he defined engagement as the demonstrable harnessing of individuals’ personal
selves, in terms of their physical, emotional, and cognitive energies, to completing work
tasks. Concurrently, the 9-item BWE scale, developed by Rich et al. (2010), and utilised in
this study includes 3 subscales to measure physical, emotional, and cognitive energy,
respectively. On the other hand, the attitudinal approach is associated with Schaufeli,
Bakker, and colleagues who present work engagement as a motivational construct that
encompasses the extent to which employees fee/ dedicated, vigorous, and absorbed
towards their work tasks. Similarly, the 9-item UWES, developed by Schaufeli and
Bakker (2003), and utilised to measure AWE in this study includes 3 subscales to assess

vigour, dedication, and absorption.

Thus, although the two approaches share a focus on employees’ engagement with work
tasks, rather than organisations, they differ in terms of esteeming observable actions, or
behaviours (BWE) vs. psychological dispositions, or attitudes (AWE). Echoing Shadish,
Cook, and Campbell (2002), researchers such as Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris
(2008), note the need for consensus on the meaning and measurement of work
engagement. Macey and Schneider (2008) also question the extent to which work
engagement goes beyond “putting old wine in new wineskins”. Overall, despite over two
decades of laudable research, disagreement persists about the nature and distinctiveness of

work engagement as well as apposite measures of the construct (Schaufeli and Bakker,

2010).
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Accordingly, the thesis directly contributes to furnishing the literature with further clarity
about the nature of work engagement by completing a number of important analyses. First,
each of the respective 9-item AWE and BWE scales are subjected to independent EFA
and tests of intercorrelation to decipher the extent to which the 3 conceptual subscales
included in each scale are empirically supported. Second, the chapter directly tests the
hypothesis that AWE and BWE are two empirically distinct constructs that are
measurable using separate scales. Using T1 data, the respective 9-item AWE and BWE
scales are subjected to joint EFA in SPSS to observe whether 1 or 2 factors are extracted
and the extent to which items load strongly on the target constructs. Third, the respective
9-item AWE and BWE scales are subjected to joint CFA in Mplus with T2 data to
decipher the extent to which a 2-factor structure of engagement is superior to a 1-factor

structure of engagement.

As the fourth and final step, the chapter reports results of tests of intercorrelation between
IME constructs and the two engagement constructs using T1 and T2 data separately as
well as together. The underlying premise is that if AWE and BWE are empirically distinct,
each antecedent/mediator/correlate from the IME should demonstrate a significantly
different relationship with each engagement construct. For example, an antecedent
construct may be positively related to AWE but negatively related to BWE or
positively/negatively related to both with a significant difference in the strength of
relationship. By completing these tests of intercorrelation cross-sectionally as well as
temporally, one is also able to observe the extent to which the results observed are stable
over time. I begin by discussing results of submitting the respective 9-item AWE and

BWE scales to independent EFA.
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5.2 Factor Analyses of Engagement

Factor analyses can assist with deciphering the nature of engagement by providing an
indication about the structure of the construct (cf. DeVellis, 2012). The three 3-item
subscales designed to measure vigour, dedication, and absorption as part of AWE are
shown in Table 5.1 (below). The table also shows the three 3-item subscales designed to

measure emotional energy, cognitive energy, and physical energy as part of BWE.

Table 5.1 — Measurement Items from the Respective 9-item AWE and BWE Scales

Measurement Scale Subscale Measurement items
9-item AWE Scale Vigour 1. At my work, I feel bursting with energy (VI-1)
(Schaufeli and  Bakker, 2. At my job, I feel strong and vigorous (VI-2)
2003) 3. ‘When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work (VI-3)
Dedication 1. I am enthusiastic about my job (DE-1)
2. My job inspires me (DE-2)
3. I am proud of the work that I do (DE-3)
Absorption 1. I feel happy when I am working intensely (AB-1)
2. I am immersed in my job (AB-2)
3. I get carried away when I am working (AB-3)
9-item BWE Scale Physical Engagement 1. I exert my full effort to my job (PE-1)
(Rich, LePine, and 2. I devote a lot of energy to my job (PE-2)
Crawford, 2010) 3. I try my hardest to perform well on my job (PE-3)
Emotional 1. I am enthusiastic in my job (EE-1)
Engagement 2. I feel energetic at my job (EE-2)
3. I feel positive about my job (EE-3)
Cognitive 1. At work, my mind is focused on my job (CE-1)
Engagement 2. At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job (CE-2)
3. At work, I am absorbed by my job (CE-3)

There are two key areas of interest for factor analyses. First, consistent with Clark and
Watson (1995), if AWE comprises 3 distinct constructs namely: vigour, dedication, and
absorption, results of EFA should reveal a 3-factor structure. Furthermore, the 3 items from
each subscale should load at 0.4 or above on each target construct and below 0.4 on the
other constructs. For example, the 3 items on the vigour subscale should load at 0.40 or
above on vigour and below 0.4 on the other two factors extracted i.e. dedication and
absorption. The same should be true for BWE if the 3 subscales of physical energy,
cognitive energy, and emotional energy within the 9-item BWE scale are empirically

distinct.
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To further examine the extent to which the 3 distinct subscales per respective engagement
scale are empirically supported, the chapter examines correlations within the items on each
subscale as well as correlations between each 3-item subscale of the respective AWE and
BWE scales. Although the 3 subscales are designed to assess more specific dimensions of
AWE and BWE, Clark and Watson (1995) note that such empirical distinction is best
achieved if the items within each subscale demonstrate higher intercorrelations than items
between subscales. For example, let us assume that the average item intercorrelations
within two subscales of the 9-item AWE scale are as follows: vigour (0.5) and absorption
(0.4). In this case, a correlation of 0.3 between the vigour subscale and absorption subscale
would be acceptable for supporting empirical distinction as it is above O but less than the
highest average intercorrelation within subscales which is 0.5 in our example. As it is close
to 0, such a correlation between subscales would suggest that two separate full scales
should be constructed to measure vigour and absorption as distinct constructs. However,
an intercorrelation between scales that is higher than the average intercorrelation within
each subscale, e.g. 0.7, would suggest that the subscales are closely related and should

simply be combined into a broader undifferentiated scale (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995).

The second key area of interest in this chapter is the case for empirical distinction between
AWE and BWE. If the two constructs are distinct, 2 factors should be extracted from joint
factor analyses of the respective 9-item AWE and BWE scales and items should load
strongly on each target construct. For example, the 9 items from the UWES should load
on AWE at 0.40 and above and below 0.40 on BWE. The same should be true in the
reverse for the 9-item BWE scale. The subsequent sections discuss results of independent
EFA with the respective 9-item AWE and BWE scales in response to the first area of

interest in this section discussed above.
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5.2.1 Factor Analyses on Attitudinal Work Engagement

Prior to discussing results of EFA in the present study, it is useful to review relevant
existing knowledge about the 9-item AWE scale. The 9-item scale is a validated shortened
version of a 17-item scale originally created by Schaufeli and Bakker, (2003) and developed
by Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006). As such, the items have previously been
subjected to EFA and CFA within the literature to test the hypothesized 3-factor structure
of AWE with varying results. Results of CFA from a number of studies with international
samples suggest that a 3-factor model is better than a 1-factor undifferentiated model of
engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Salanova, Agut, and Peiro, 2005; Hallberg and
Schaufeli, 2006). However, correlations between observed factors reportedly exceed 0.65,
and rise to 0.90 for latent factors (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010). Consistently, using EFA,
Sonnentag (2003) did not find support for a 3-factor structure of AWE. Indeed, Schaufeli
et al. (2006) who developed the scale also suggest that researchers should use a composite
score on the UWES as an indicator of AWE. Overall, the 3-factor structure of AWE does
not enjoy consistently strong empirical support and is potentially compromised by strong

intercorrelations between factors. Hence, it is apposite to test it further (cf. Clark and

Watson (1995), as discussed below.

Table 5.2 (below) shows results of EFA on the 9-item UWES at T1 and T2 within SPSS.
Contrary to the hypothesised 3-factor structure of AWE, only 1 factor was extracted with
strong item loadings of 0.7 and above. The 9-item UWES was further subjected to CFA to
examine the extent to which a 3-factor structure fits T1 and T2 data better than a 1-factor

structure. Results are reported in Table 5.3 (below) which shows a number of fit indices.

In terms of interpreting results, the indices that indicate ‘fit’ for CFA are: RMSEA (Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation), CFI (Comparative Fit Indicator), GFI (Goodness
of Fit Indicator), TLI (Tucker-Lewis Indicator), and SRMR (Standardised Root Mean
Square Residual). The RMSEA is a good index for larger samples and a figure below .08
indicates good fit. The CFI provides accurate information for small samples with
decreasing accuracy for more complex models and, a figure above 0.95 is recommended for
good fit. Similarly, 0.95 and above on the GFI represents good fit although the index is

highly sensitive to sample size and model complexity. On the TLI, which can serve as an
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alternative to the CFI, a number above 0.90 is acceptable. For the SRMR, a figure below

0.05 usually represents a good fit but 0.08 is acceptable (cf. Bagozzi and Yi 1988; Joreskog
and Sorbom 1989; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hoelter 1983).

As can be seen in Table 5.3 (below), results of CFA suggest that the 1-factor
structure/model of AWE and the 3-factor structure of AWE both fit the T1 and T2 data
equally well. However, the 1-factor model is more parsimonious than the 3-factor model
and is, therefore, to be preferred to the less parsimonious 3-factor model. Overall, results

support quite a lot of previous research which suggests that a single score on the 9-item
UWES should be taken as a measure of AWE (Sonnentag, 2003; Schaufeli et al., 2006;
Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010).

Independent Factor Analyses

Table 5.2 — Results of EFA on 9-item AWE Scale at Time 1 and Time 2

Time 1 Component Time 2 Component
1 1
1. Il am enthusiastic about my job (DE-1) .905 I am enthusiastic about my job .905
2. I am immersed in my job (AB-2) .888 My job inspires me .878
3. My job inspires me (DE-2) .886  |At my job, I feel strong and vigorous .863
4. IAt my job, I feel strong and vigorous (VI-2) .852 [ am immersed in my job .858
5. [ am proud of the work that I do (DE-3) .852 [ am proud of the work that I do .815
6. [When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work] .819 [When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to| .806
(VI-3) work
7. IAt my work, I feel bursting with energy (VI-1) 793 IAt my work, I feel bursting with energy .804
8. I get carried away when I am working (AB-3) 788  |I get carried away when I am working 778
9. [ feel happy when I am working intensely (AB-1) 731 [ feel happy when I am working intensely 765
Extraction Method: Principal Component
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
\Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted. a. 1 components extracted.
Eigenvalues = 6.3 (approx.); Total % of Variance = 70 (approx.) Eigenvalues = 6.2; Total % of Variance = 69%

Table 5.3 — Results of CFA on 9-item AWE Scale at Time 1 and Time 2

X (df) RMSEA CFI TLI RMR

Time 1 1-Factor 50.46 (27) 0.053 0.989 0.986 0.019
3-Factor 45.96 (24) 0.055 0.990 0.985 0.018

Time 2 1-Factor 91.39 (27) 0.089 0.970 0.960 0.024
3-Factor 87.89 (24) 0.094 0.970 0.956 0.024
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5.2.1.2 Tests of Intercorrelation on Attitudinal Work Engagement

On another note, Tables 5.4a - d (below) show results of intercorrelations on the 9-item
AWE scale at T1 and T2. As can be seen in Table 5.4a (below), results at T'1 show that
average item intercorrelations within each subscale were: vigour (0.649), absorption
(0.591), and dedication (0.756). To support a 3-factor structure, the average
intercorrelation between the 3 subscales at T1 should be lower than the highest
intercorrelation observed within subscale items, i.e., 0.756 (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995).
However, as can be seen in Table 5.4b (below), the average intercorrelation between
subscales at T'1 was 0.846. Taken with the results of EFA discussed above, these results
further support a 1-factor rather than a 3-factor structure of AWE. Table 5.4¢ (below)
shows results of intercorrelations with T2 data. As can be seen from the table, average item
intercorrelations within each subscale of the 9-item AWE scale were: vigour (0.655),
absorption (0.596), and dedication (0.727). However, as shown in Table 5.4d (below), the
average intercorrelation between the 3 subscales is 0.837 which exceeds 0.727. As such,

results at T2 also further support a 1-factor structure of AWE.

Tests of Intercorrelation at Time 1

Table 5.4a — Correlations of items within 9-item AWE Subscales at Time 1

Correlations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
\Vigour 1 |At my work, I feel bursting with energy - .633 659 707 .633 .584 .523 .642 .603
2 |At my job, I feel strong and vigorous .633 - 655 751 737 672 623 709  .619
3 [When I get up in the morning, I feel like going .659 .655 - 710 687  .674 502  .695 571
to work
IDedication | 4 |[ am enthusiastic about my job 707 751 .710 - 772760 641 782 .656
5 [My job inspires me .633 737 687 772 - 738 .603  .804  .662
6 |[ am proud of the work that I do .584 672 674 760 738 - 560 747 .647
|Absorption | 7 [ feel happy when I am working intensely 523 .623 502 .641 .603  .560 - .594 .506
8 [[ am immersed in my job .642 .709 695 782 .804 .747 594 - .674
9 [l get carried away when I am working .603 .619 571 656 .662 .647 506  .674

Table 5.4b — Correlations between 3 subscales in 9-item AWE Scale at Time 1

Correlations
Vigour Absorption Dedication
1 Vigour - 817 .853
2 Absorption .817 - .870
3 Dedication .853 .870
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Tests of Intercorrelation at Time 2

Table 5.4c — Correlations of items within AWE subscales at T'ime 2

Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Vigour |1 |At my work, I feel bursting with energy - 698  .627 737  .650 .553 .569 .600 .583
2 |At my job, I feel strong and vigorous .698 - 639 735 789 .614 621 713 .628
3|When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to| .627  .639 - 709  .657 .641 555 .652 .553

work

Dedication| 4 [ am enthusiastic about my job 737 735 709 - 774 720 696 742 .635
5 My job inspires me 650 789  .657 .774 - .688 .581 .746 .652
6 |l am proud of the work that I do 553 614 641 720 .688 - 613 .668 .602
|Absorption| 7 |[ feel happy when I am working intensely 569 621 555 696  .581 .613 - .602  .510
8 |l am immersed in my job 600 713 652 7142 746 .668 .602 - 677

9 I get carried away when I am working 583  .628 553 .635 .652 .602 .510 .677 -

Table 5.4d — Correlations between 3 subscales in 9-item AWE Scale at Time 2

Correlations
Vigour Dedication Absorption
1 Vigour - .851 .809
2 Dedication .851 - .852
3 Absorption .809 .852 -
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5.2.2 Factor Analyses on Behavioural Work Engagement

Having discussed results of EFA on the 9-item AWE scale at T1 and T2, the discussion
turns to the 9-item BWE scale. Table 5.5 (below) shows results of EFA on the 9-item
BWE scale. As stated, if BWE consists of 3 distinct subscales, EFA should reveal a 3-

factor structure with strong item loadings on each target construct.

As can be seen from the table, 1 factor was extracted with high item loadings of
approximately .60 and above at T1 and T2. As such, results support a 1-factor, rather than
a 3-factor, structure of BWE. As was done with AWE above, the 9-item BWE scale was
also subjected to CFA at T1 and T2 and results are displayed in Table 5.6 (below). As can
be seen from table, both the 1-factor and 3-factor models of BWE fit the T1 and T2 data
reasonably well, except in terms of RMSEA. However, contrary to EFA, results of CFA
suggest that a 3-factor structure of BWE fits the T1 data better than a 1-factor structure
(RMSEA = 0.154 vs. 0.116; CFI = 0.956 vs. 0.912; TLI = 0.933 vs. 0.883; SRMR = 0.034
vs. 0.045). Similarly, the 3-factor model appears to fit the T2 data better than a 1-factcor
model (RMSEA = 0.164 vs. 0.118; CFI = 0.949 vs. 0.889; TLI = 0.923 vs. 0.851; SRMR =
0.038 vs. 0.055). Although these indices may provide support for a 3-factor structure, other
results overwhelmingly support a more parsimonious 1-factor structure of BWE, as

discussed below.
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5.2.2.1 — Tests of Intercorrelation on Behavioural Work Engagement

On another note, it is also important to consider results of tests of intercorrelations
between the 3 subscales of the 9-item BWE scale (Clark and Watson, 1993). Tables 5.7a —
d (below) show the results of intercorrelations within each subscale and between subscales.
As can be seen in Table 5.7a (below), average intercorrelations within each subscale at T1
were as follows: Emotional Energy (0.696), Physical Energy (0.753), and Cognitive Energy
(0.683). However, as shown in Table 5.7b (below), an intercorrelation of 0.779 between
each of the 3 subscales at T1 exceeds 0.753 and does not support a 3-factor structure of
BWE. As can be seen from Table 5.7c (below), average intercorrelations within subscales
at T2 were as follows: Emotional Energy (0.676), Physical Energy (0.692), and Cognitive
Energy (0.659). However, Table 5.7d (below) shows that an intercorrelation of 0.750
between each of the three subscales at T2 exceeds 0.692 and does not support a 3-factor
structure of BWE. Taken with results discussed above, these results suggest that, as with
AWE, a singular score from the 9-item BWE scale should be taken as a measure of

behavioural work engagement.

Overall, results at T'1 and T2 so far provide useful insights into the first area of interest for
this chapter i.e. the extent to which the 3 distinct subscales within each of the respective 9-
item scales of AWE and BWE are empirically supported. Results of factor analyses and
tests of intercorrelation support a 1-factor rather than 3-factor structure of AWE and BWE
and suggest that a composite score from each scale should be taken as a score of attitudinal
and behavioural engagement, respectively. As stated earlier, the second main concern to

which the discussion turns is the extent to which AWE and BWE are empirically distinct.
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Independent Factor Analyses

Table 5.5 — EFA of 9-item BWE Scale

Component Matrix*
Component Component
Time 1 1 Time 2 1
1 [[ exert my full effort to my job (PE) .868 IAt work, my mind is focused on my job 714
2 [[ devote a lot of energy to my job (PE) .856 IAt work, I am absorbed by my job .695
3 [[ am enthusiastic in my job (EE) .855 [ exert my full effort to my job .670
4 |At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job (CE) .834 IAt work, I pay a lot of attention to my job .664
5 |At work, I am absorbed by my job (CE) .833 [ am enthusiastic in my job .653
6 |At work, my mind is focused on my job (CE) .825 [ devote a lot of energy to my job .634
7 [l try my hardest to perform well on my job (PE) 817 [ try my hardest to perform well on my job .628
8 [I feel energetic at my job (PE) .801 [ feel energetic at my job .626
9 [l feel positive about my job (EE) 781 [ feel positive about my job .599
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. \Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
1 components extracted. [ components extracted.
Total Eigenvalues = 6.2; % Total Variance Explained = 69 Total  Eijgenvalues=6(approx.);%  Total — Variance
\Explained= 65%
Where CE = Cognitive Energy, PE = Physical Energy; and EE = Emotional Energy
Table 5.6 — CFA of BWE at Time 1 and Time 2
X (df) RMSEA CFI TLI RMR
Time 1 1-Factor 221.71(27) 0.154 0.912 0.883 0.045
3-Factor 122.32 (24) 0.116 0.956 0.933 0.034
Time 2 1-Factor 247.62 (27) 0.164 0.889 0.851 0.055
3-Factor 125.12 (24) 0.118 0.949 0.923 0.038
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Tests of Intercorrelation at Time 1

Table 5.7a — Correlations of items within 9-item BWE Subscales at Time 1

Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 [[ devote a lot of energy to my job (PE-1) 1 .700 754 .685 .568 .619 725 .667 .663
2 [ try my hardest to perform well on my job (PE-2) | .700 1 .805 .601 546 544 724 .594 .582
3 [[ exert my full effort to my job (PE-3) 754 .805 1 .678 .633 .619 .710 .625 .648
4 [ am enthusiastic in my job (EE-1) .685 .601 678 1 7117 .681 .665 .664 .696
5 |l feel positive about my job (EE-2) .568 546 .633 717 1 .691 546 .563 .597
6 [ feel energetic at my job (EE-3) .619 544 .619 .681 .691 1 546 .623 .684
7 |At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job (CE-1) | .725 724 .710 .665 546 .546 1 .691 .618
8 |At work, my mind is focused on my job (CE-2) 667 .594 .625 .664 .563 .623 .691 1 734
9 |At work, I am absorbed by my job (CE-3) .663 .582 .648 .696 .597 .684 .618 734 1

Where CE = Cognitive Engagement; PE = Physical Engagement; and EE = Emotional

Table 5.7b — Correlations between 3 subscales in 9-item BWE Scale at Time 1

Engagement

Correlations

Emotional Energy

Physical Energy

Cognitive Energy

1 Emotional Energy
2 Physical Energy
3 Cognitive Energy

747
782

747

.810

782
.810
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Tests of Intercorrelation at Time 2

Table 5.7c — Correlations of items within 9-item BWE Subscales at Time 2

Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 [[ devote a lot of energy to my job - 699 657 599 481 492 686 .599 .586
2 I try my hardest to perform well on my job .699 - 719 568 488 447 703 593 552
3 [[ exert my full effort to my job 657 719 - 531 574 547 650  .657 618
4 [ am enthusiastic in my job 599 568 531 - 668 686 .588 .600 .645
5 [[ feel positive about my job 481 488 574  .668 - 675 529  .643 501
6 [[ feel energetic at my job 492 447 547 686  .675 - 536 692 .689
7 |At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job 686 703 .650 .588 529  .536 - .607  .628
8 |At work, my mind is focused on my job 599 593 657 600 .643  .692  .607 - 742
9 |At work, I am absorbed by my job 586 552 618  .645 591 689 .628 .742 -

Table 5.7d — Correlations between 3 subscales in 9-item BWE Scale at Time 2

Correlations

Physical Energy

Cognitive Energy

Emotional Energy

1 Physical Energy
2 Cognitive Energy
3 Emotional Energy

.796
.665

.796

789

.665
.789
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5.3 Joint Exploratory Factor Analyses on Engagement at Time 1

Using joint EFA and CFA, this section examines the extent to which AWE and BWE are
empirically distinct constructs. If they are, results of EFA should reveal 2 latent factors
with strong item loadings on each respective target construct. Furthermore, a 2-factor

structure of engagement from CFA should also fit the data better than a 1-factor structure.

To begin with, Table 5.8 (below) displays the results of joint EFA with 18 items from each
respective 9-item scale of AWE and BWE. As can be seen from the table, results at T1
support a 2-factor structure of engagement on a number of counts. First, two factors were
extracted from the 18 items. Second, all items from the 9-item UWES loaded strongly at
approximately 0.7 and above on the first construct (AWE), and weakly, at approximately
0.4 and below, on the second construct (BWE). However, only 5 items from the BWE
scale loaded strongly at of 0.7 and above on the target construct (BWE). The other 4 items
double loaded, at approximately 0.5 or above, on AWE as well as BWE (see Table 5.8).
Of these 4 items, 3 are from the emotional energy subscale and 1 is from the cognitive
energy subscale. Hence, the results suggest that the 4 items do not assess BWE sufficiently
clearly and may be candidates for removal from the scale (cf. Clark and Watson, 1993;

DeVellis, 2012).

Overall, results at T1 suggest that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct. The results
also suggest that the emotional and cognitive energy subscales of BWE are not particularly
robust. As such, the 9-item BWE scale may require further research. To further examine
the issue of empirical distinction between AWE and BWE, the next section discusses

results of joint CFA.
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Table 5.8 — Results of Joint EFA with AWE and BWE Scales at Time 1

Rotated Component Matrix
Time 1 Component
1(AWE) | 2 (BWE)

[Factor 1 - AWE
1 My job inspires me (DE-2) .830 312
2 [When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work (VI-3) .807 .204
3 [[ am enthusiastic about my job (DE-1) .806 406
4 |At my work, I feel bursting with energy (VI-1) 793 185
5 [[ am immersed in my job (AB-2) 792 .403
6 |At my job, I feel strong and vigorous (VI-2) 775 .337
7 [l am proud of the work that I do (DE-3) .750 .381
8 |[[ get carried away when I am working (AB-3) 748 251
9 [l feel happy when I am working intensely (AB-1) .653 279

[Factor 2 - BWE
1 [[ exert my full effort to my job (PE-3) .263 .855
2 | try my hardest to perform well on my job (PE-2) .184 .850
3 |At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job (CE-1) 246 834
4 [ devote a lot of energy to my job (PE-1) .308 .817
5 |At work, my mind is focused on my job (CE-2) 353 739
6 [[ am enthusiastic in my job (EE-1)* .537* .666*
7 |At work, I am absorbed by my job (CE-3)* .513* .657*
8 [I feel energetic at my job (EE-3)* .561* .580*
9 [l feel positive about my job (EE-2)* .554* .563*

Eigenvalue 6.95 578

% Variance explained 38.62 32.16

Where DE=Dedication subscale of AWE; VI=Vigour subscale of AWE; AB=Absorption subscale of AWE; EE —

Emotional engagement subscale of BWE; PE — Physical engagement subscale of BWE; and CE=Cognitive engagement

subscale of BWE. * = items that double load or load incorrectly
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5.4 Joint Confirmatory Factor Analyses on Engagement at Time 2

The previous section discussed results of joint EFA using the respective 9-item AWE and
BWE scales with T1 data in SPSS. In this section, results of CFA in Mplus using the same
scales with T2 data are discussed. CFA allows the researcher to define a latent structure
that is expected to underlie relationships between variables. In turn, the software indicates:
the latent factors within the data, item loadings, and the extent to which the data matches

the pre-defined model.

Results of submitting the respective 9-item AWE and BWE scales to joint CFA in Mplus
with T2 data are displayed in Table 5.9 (below). As was seen in Table 5.8 (above), results
of EFA showed that 4 items from the BWE scale loaded weakly on the BWE construct.
Accordingly, the following 4 models were tested:

Model 1 = 1-factor structure with 18 items loaded on engagement

Model 2 = 2-factor structure of engagement with 9 items on each factor (AWE and BWE)
Model 3 = 1-factor structure of engagement with 14 items (9-item AWE scale and 5-item
BWE scale).

Model 4 = 2-factor structure of engagement with 14 items (9-item AWE and 5-item
BWE).

Using the same fit indices that were discussed previously, results in Table 5.9 (below) show
the extent to which a 2-factor model, where items load on the respective AWE and BWE

constructs, fits the T2 data better than a 1-factor model where all items load on a single

construct.
Table 5.9 — CFA in Mplus at Time 2
X%(df) RMSEA CFI TLI RMR
Model1 | 1-Factor | 18items | 1002.16 (135) 0.145 0.812 0.786 0.081
Model 2 | 2-Factor 628.74 (134) 0.110 0.893 0.877 0.064
Model 3 | 1Factor | l4items | 659.50 (77) 0.158 0.827 0.795 0.084
Model 4 | 2-Factor 321.64 (76) 0.103 0.927 0.913 0.055
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As displayed in Table 5.9 (above), results of CFA with T2 data support results of EFA
with T1 data. Model 4 i.e. a 2-factor structure with 14 items i.e. 9 items from the AWE
scale and 5 items from the BWE scale demonstrated the best fit to T2 data (RMSEA =
0.10; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.91; RMR = 0.06). Model 2, a 2-factor structure with 18 items
demonstrated the second best fit to T2 data (RMSEA = 0.11; CFI = 0.89; TLI = 0.87;
RMR = 0.06). Model 4, a 1-factor structure with 18 items, demonstrated poor fit to T2
data (RMSEA = 0.16; CFI = 0.83; TLI = 0.79; RMR = 0.08). Finally, Model 3, a 1-factor
structure with 14 items, demonstrated the poorest fit to the data (RMSEA = 0.16; CFI =
0.82; TLI = 0.79; RMR = 0.08). Overall, the fit indices from CFA shown in Table 5.9
(above) suggest that a 2-factor model with the 9-item AWE scale and 5-item BWE scale fit
the T2 data best. To further elucidate these results, Table 5.10 (below) shows factor
loadings from the 9-item AWE scale and the 5-item BWE scale without the 4 items that
loaded weakly at T1. As can be seen from the table, all the items loaded strongly on each

target construct.

Table 5.10 — Standardised Estimates/Item Loadings on AWE and BWE at T2 in Mplus

Factor 1 (AWE) Loading Factor 2 (BWE) Loading
1 | At my work, I feel bursting with energy 0.773 At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job 0.796
2 | Atmy job, I feel strong and vigorous 0.846 At work, my mind is focused on my job 0.816
3 | When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 0.774 I devote a lot of energy to my job 0.825
4 | I am enthusiastic about my job 0.898 I try my hardest to perform well on my job 0.782
5 | My job inspires me 0.865 I exert my full effort to my job 0.768
6 | Iam proud of the work that I do 0.791
7 | Ifeel happy when I am working intensely 0.735
8 | I am immersed in my job 0.845
9 | Iget carried away when I am working 0.740

As mentioned earlier, 3 of the 4 items that loaded weakly from the 9-item BWE scale are
from the ‘Emotional Energy (EE) subscale’ and 1 item is from the ‘Cognitive Energy (CE)
subscale’ and it is interesting to consider a number of potential reasons for these results.
First, although items in the EE subscale are designed to measure BWE, it is possible that
the wording of these items tap a more attitudinal than behavioural construct. BWE refers
to the manifest deployment of employees’ holistic selves to performing work tasks (cf.

Kahn, 1990, 1992). However, consistent with the title of the subscale, words such as
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“enthusiastic” and phrases such as: “I feel energetic”, and “I feel positive”, within the scale,
are likely to evoke employees’ thoughts about their feelings towards, or at, work rather
than their manifest actions at work. As research (e.g. Macey and Schneider, 2008)
suggests, such statements are associated with attitudes towards work, rather than

behaviours at work. Hence, it may be unsurprising that these 3 items double loaded on

AWE.

Second, and similarly, the item from the CE subscale that double loads on AWE is “A¢
work, I am absorbed by my job”. One could suggest that this item is worded quite similarly
to the following item from the absorption subscale of AWE: [ am immersed in my job
(ABZ2). Crucially, one could argue that being absorbed by or immersed in a job reflects a
state of mind towards work, rather than manifest behaviour at work as absorption in/at
work is difficult to observe in itself. As such, it is perhaps unsurprising that this item from
the CE subscale loads more strongly on the AWE scale than on the BWE scale. In
contrast, one could contend that the 5 items from the physical and cognitive energy
subscales that loaded strongly at 0.7 and above on the BWE construct are worded to more
accurately describe demonstrable work behaviour through phrases such as “exert my full
effort’ and “devote a lot of energy” to my job. Thus, the items are more likely to tap
respondents’ thoughts about what they do, and how they behave at work, rather than their

states of mind towards or at work.

Perhaps the 2 dimensions, EE and CFE, are better assessed using dedicated scales of
cognition and emotions at work. For example, to measure the observable use of Cognitive
Energy (CE), one could assess the time it takes an employee to complete a reading task.
Nonetheless, it may be challenging to capture the observable deployment of emotional
energy or cognitive energy as one could argue that such energies only become evident in a
physical performance of a work task. In this case, cognitive energy is only inferred using an
assessment of a physical activity. However, it is perhaps difficult to assess emotional
‘behaviour’ in itself without considering a preceding attitude that gave rise to such
behaviour. For example, to effectively conceptualise and measure crying or smiling as
observable emotional behaviour, one may need to consider the unobservable states of mind

that elicited such behaviour. Additionally, the extent to which any actions, including the
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examples stated above can be described as emotional behaviour may remain debatable.
Another issue with the EF subscale is the inclusion of positive emotions alone. Whilst it
might be impractical to include a much wider range of items to assess emotional energy in a
BWE scale, it is unclear whether enthusiasm, positivity, and absorption accurately capture

a comprehensive spectrum of emotional energy when performing work tasks.

Overall, results up to this point suggest that all 9 items from the AWE scale should be
retained while only the 5 items in Table 5.10 (above) should be retained from the BWE
scale (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995; DeVellis 2012). It could be argued that, by removing
the respective emotional and cognitive energy subscales, essential dimensions of
behavioural work engagement are lost. However, it is not entirely clear whether, or to
what extent, the subscales belong in a BWE scale. On a related note, one could also
question the nature as well as the number of dimensions and subscales that should be
included in a holistic BWE concept as proposed by Kahn (1990, 1992). Using his 1990
concept and 1992 theoretical model (see Chapters 2 and 3) as a guiding framework, the
range of subscales necessary to fully measure BWE, and concepts in its nomological
network, would be vast and include broad concepts such as interpersonal relationships and
individual adult development. As such, it is possible that the 3 subscales developed by Rich
et al. (2010) represent a balance in creating a comprehensive yet pragmatic scale that
focuses on the key dimensions of BWE i.e. physical energy, cognitive energy, and
emotional energy. Nonetheless, the foregoing results suggest that an even more focused 5-
item BWE scale may be more robust. Overall, more research is needed in this area to

create a measure that accurately assesses BWE.

159



5.5 Tests of Relationship between Attitudinal Engagement and

Behavioural Engagement

This section continues the investigation into the extent to which AWE and BWE are
empirically distinct by first discussing correlations between the two engagement
constructs. This is followed by a consideration of correlations between each engagement
construct and other constructs in the IME. Beyond any effects attributable to
measurement bias or sample characteristics (cf. DeVellis, 2012), a relatively low correlation
coefficient between the respective AWE and BWE scales would support the notion that
AWE and BWE are empirically distinguishable (cf. Le et al., 2010). Alternatively, a high
correlation would suggest that the constructs share more similarities than differences.
However, in view of the conceptual foundations shared by the two constructs, one would

not expect AWE and BWE to be weakly correlated.

Table 5.11 (below) shows correlation coefficients between the 9-item AWE scale and the
9- item BWE scale as well as between the 9-item AWE scale and the 5-item BWE scale.
Consistent with results of EFA and CFA, the relationship between the two engagement
constructs is less distinct when the 9-item AWE is compared with the full 9-item BWE
scale (coefficients = .756 at T1 and .763 at T2). The lowest correlations were observed
when comparing the 9-item AWE scale with the 5-item BWE scale. Specifically, as can be
seen from the table, coefficients of .643 and .619, at T'1 and T2 respectively, suggest that
AWE and BWE are empirically distinct but may share some conceptual similarities. This
may be unsurprising since, albeit with different emphases, the two constructs are designed
to measure work engagement. The results also support the retention of the 5-item BWE

scale, as the additional 4 items are less differentiated from AWE (cf. Le et al, 2010:113).

Table 5.11 — Correlations between AWE and BWE at T1 and T2

Correlations
Time 1 Time 2
BWE9 BWES BWE9 BWES
AWE9 756 .643 763 .619

Where AWE9 = 9-item AWE Scale; BWE9 = 9-item BWE Scale; BWES = 5-item BWE Scale
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5.6 Relationships between Engagement and IME Constructs at Time 1

The second step for examining the extent to which AWE and BWE are empirically
distinct, or possess discriminant validity, is to observe the extent to which each of the two
engagement constructs demonstrates similar relationships with the other constructs in the
IME (Le et al., 2010). If AWE and BWE are empirically distinct, they should exhibit
different relationships with the IME constructs. However, if they are empirically indistinct,

they are likely to demonstrate similar relationships with antecedents/mediators/correlates

in the IME (cf. Cole et al., 2011).

As highlighted in the previous chapter, prior to these core tests of relationship, or
correlations, it was important to submit measurement scales from each section of the IME

to joint EFA. Beginning with antecedents from the Challenge Demands section in Stage 1

of the IME, the respective problem solving and job complexity scales were submitted to
joint EFA. The same was done for the respective organisational politics and role conflict

scales from the Hindrance demands section. Third, from the Job Resources section, the

respective scales of job variety, work role fit, and organisational climate of engagement

were subjected to joint EFA. Fourth, from the Personal Resources section, the respective

scales of self-efficacy, optimism, and technical skills were submitted to joint EFA. Finally

from the Kahn Related Factors section, the respective perceived organisational support

(POS), core self-evaluations, and value congruence scales were subjected to joint EFA.
From the second stage of the IME, the respective scales of meaningtulness, safety, and
availability were also subjected to joint EFA. Results are displayed in Appendices 1.6 and
1.7

Overall, the purpose of these joint EFA using T1 and T2 data was to assess the extent to
which measurement items demonstrated good homogeneity by correctly assessing separate
latent factors in each section of the IME with high item loadings on the appropriate target
constructs (cf. Clark and Watson, 1995). Based on results of these EFA (see Appendices
1.6 and 1.7), most measurement scales in each section of the IME were retained. However,

there were a few exceptions and the appropriate decisions taken are described below.
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Job Resources: 2 factors, rather than 1, were extracted from the 6-item organisational

climate of engagement scale. As such, 2 scales were called organisational climate and
worker climate.

Personal Resources: 1 factor, rather than 3, was extracted from the personal resources

section in the IME. Hence, 1 composite scale, called personal resources was created using
the most reliable items from the respective technical skills, self-efficacy, and optimism
scales. Hence, subsequent analyses, presented and discussed, were conducted using these

scales.

We now return to the aforementioned core issue for this section i.e. discriminant validity
between AWE and BWE. The relationships between the two engagement constructs and
constructs in the IME network could take a number of forms which would support or
weaken the case for empirical distinction or discriminant validity (DV). First, each IME
construct may demonstrate a positive relationship with AWE and a negative relationship
with BWE. This would support the case for empirical distinction between AWE and
BWE. However, it is important to note that, in practice, one would not expect AWE and
BWE, respectively, to demonstrate opposing relations with IME constructs since the two
engagement constructs share conceptual foundations. Second, each construct in the IME
may demonstrate an insignificant relationship with one engagement construct and a
moderate to strong significant relationship (either positive or negative) with the other. This
would also support the case for DV. Third, each IME construct may demonstrate an
insignificant relationship with each of the two engagement constructs and this would

potentially weaken the case for DV.

Fourth, and finally, each construct in the IME may demonstrate differentially strong
relationships, either in a positive or negative direction, with each of the two engagement
constructs. In this case, it is important to test the significance of the difference between the
relationship strengths. Steiger’s (1980) Z test is used to test such differences and a Z score
of 1.96, or above, indicates a significant difference. The tests for DV between AWE and
BWE described above were conducted using correlation coefficients of the following 3 sets
of relationships between: (1) the IME construct (e.g. antecedent/mediator/correlate) and

the 9-item AWE scale; (2) the IME construct and the 9-item BWE scale; and (3) the IME
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construct and the 5-item BWE scale. However, in no case was the result of Z-scores

different when the 9-item AWE scale and the 9-item BWE scale were utilised. Hence,

Table 5.12 (below) only shows correlations between the respective 9-item AWE and 5-

item BWE scales, and each IME construct at T'1, as well as relevant Z_scores.

Table 5.12 — Correlations between Engagement and All Constructs at Time 1

Constructs AWE9 BWES5S Z scores
Challenge Demands

1. [Problem Solving ST .619*%%* -1.29

2. [Job Complexity -.065 .025 -1.85
Hindrance Demands

3. |Organisational Politics -.041 -.021 -0.41

4. Role Conflict 1297 .093 0.74
Job Resources

5. [Job Variety .530%** .625%** -2.51%*

6. [Work Role Fit T46% 677 2.24*

7. |Organisational Climate of Engagement A428%** .595%** -4.14%**

8. |Worker Climate of Engagement S521F** 491%** 0.74
Personal Resources

9. [Personal Resources 532% .659%** -3.43%**
Kahn Related Factors

10. [Value Congruence .655%** 4515 5.29%**

11. |Perceived Organisational Support (POS) 671 466" 5.4%%*

12. |Core Self Evaluations A1 .538%** -3.05***
\Medliators

13. [Meaningfulness 769%* .816%** -1.9

14. |Safety .013 161%* -3.06"*

15. |Availability A421%F* 591%#* -4, 2%
Correlates

16. |(Commitment .604%** 5457 1.55

17. |Satisfaction .815%** WK 3.79***

18. |[Extra role behaviour (1-item) .329%** A416%** -1.96*

19. [Negative Affect -.149%** -.210%** 1.28

20. [Positive Affect J76%* 4747 8.7%**
Where AWE9 = 9-item AWE Scale; BWES = 5-item BWE Scale. In terms of significance * p<0.05, **p<0.0],

***p<0.001
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5.6.1 Engagement and Antecedents in the IME
As discussed in previous chapters, the respective attitudinal and behavioural approaches
both associate work engagement with antecedents that are broadly categorised as job

demands, job resources, and personal resources (cf. Kahn, 1990, 1992; Bakker and

Demerouti, 2008; Crawford, LePine, and Rich, 2010).

Kahn’s (1992) model places antecedents of BWE into 3 key categories. These are: work
elements including tasks/roles; social systems including group dynamics; and individual
distractions including outside lives. Crucially, each antecedent may enhance or hinder
engagement. For example, good workplace group dynamics may enhance engagement
whilst too many individual distractions may hinder engagement. On the other hand, the
Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) Model classifies antecedents of AWE into job
demands and resources. Crawford et al. (2010) distinguished between challenge demands
that are presumed to enhance engagement and hindrance demands that are presumed to
diminish engagement. On the other hand, job resources are shown to relate positively with

engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004, Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2008).

As discussed, the IME in this thesis incorporates antecedents from the respective
attitudinal and behavioural approaches to engagement. Accordingly, existing literature
from these traditions inform the expected relationships between the two engagement
constructs and the IME constructs. First, from Kahn’s (1990, 1992) model, BWE is
expected to demonstrate different relationships with the IME constructs. From the JD-R,
challenge job demands and job resources, respectively, are expected to demonstrate
positive relationships with engagement whilst hindrance demands are expected to
demonstrate negative relationships with engagement. Due to conceptual similarities, one
could also suggest that IME constructs drawn from the attitudinal tradition should
demonstrate stronger relationships with AWE and those drawn from the behavioural
tradition should demonstrate stronger relationships with BWE. Beginning with
antecedents, the primary concern of the ensuing discussion is the extent to which IME
constructs demonstrate significantly different relationships with AWE and BWE

respectively.
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Job Demands and Resources

Table 5.12 (above) details relationships between the two engagement constructs and each
respective challenge and hindrance job demand in the IME. As can be seen from the table,
the relationship patterns were different and some conformed to expectations to a greater
extent than others. For example, as a challenge demand, job complexity is expected to
demonstrate a positive relationship with engagement. However, it was negatively related
to AWE and positively related to BWE suggesting that the incidence of complex tasks at
work enhances employees’ deployment of personal energies to completing such tasks but
may inhibit their motivational disposition towards performing such work tasks. Crucially,
all 4 job demands, that is: problem solving, job complexity, organisational politics, and role
contlict did not demonstrate significantly different relationships with AWE and BWE,
respectively, at T1 (see Table 5.12 above). As such, these results at T1 did not support the
case for DV between AWE and BWE.

Table 5.12 (above) also shows that, at T'1, job resources in the IME demonstrated positive
relationships with AWE and BWE and this is consistent with theoretical assumptions that
job resources enhance engagement. Crucially, relationships between 3 of the 4 job
resources in the IME and the two engagement constructs were significantly different and
supported the case for discriminant validity. The exception was worker climate of

engagement, which demonstrated similar positive relationships with AWE and BWE.

Personal Resources

Table 5.12 (above) also shows relationships between personal resources and the two
engagement constructs. As can be seen from the table, personal resources demonstrated
positive relationships with AWE and BWE as expected. This conforms to propositions
from the AWE literature, and the JD-R model in particular, that associates higher levels of
personal resources such as self-efficacy, hope, and, optimism with higher engagement
levels (Sweetman and Luthans, 2010; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). However, contrary to
expectations, personal resources demonstrated a stronger relationship with BWE (r=.659)
than AWE (r=.532). This may be because, similar to Kahn’s (1990; 1992) holistic
conceptualisation of engagement as a concept that spans work and non-work ‘boundaries’,

the measurement items designed to assess the 3 constructs also referred to a ‘holistic’
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concept of self. For example, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they
had positive expectations about their life in general, rather than specific parts of their lives
such as work. Fundamentally, results suggest that personal resources elicit a more
demonstrable deployment of energies towards task performance. Crucially, with a Zyj of -
3.43, the relationship between personal resources and the two engagement constructs was
significantly different and supported the case for discriminant validity (see Table 5.12).
Thus, taking job resources and personal resources together, at T1, 4 of 5 relationships with

engagement supported the case for DV.

Kahn Related Factors

As highlighted in Chapter 2, value congruence, POS, and CSE, were developed from
Kahn’s (1990, 1992) research, by Rich et al. for their 2010 study on the relationship
between BWE and job performance. Hence, these antecedents are expected to
demonstrate stronger relationships with BWE. However, as shown in Table 5.12 (above),
at T1, 2 of the 3 Kahn Related Factors, with the exception of core self-evaluations,
demonstrated stronger relationships with AWE. As previously observed with items from
the respective emotional and cognitive energy subscales, it is possible that the respective
value congruence and POS scales tap respondents’ attitudes more than they tap
respondents’ behaviours. Crucially, each of the three Kahn Related Factors demonstrated
significantly different relationships with the two engagement constructs and supported the
case for DV between AWE and BWE (see Table 5.12 above). This brings the total to 7 of
12 relationships between the two engagement constructs and antecedents at T1 that

support the case for DV between AWE and BWE.

With these encouraging results in mind, it is important to further consider the issue of DV
between AWE and BWE focusing on relationships between mediators, as well as

correlates, and the two engagement constructs (cf. DeVellis, 2012).
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5.6.2 Engagement and Mediators in the IME

As discussed in Chapter 3, the three psychological conditions identified by Kahn (1990)
namely, meaningfulness, safety, and availability, are proposed as mediators between
engagement and its antecedents. Consistent with Kahn (1990), each of the mediators
demonstrated a positive relationship with the two engagement constructs at T1 and a
stronger relationship with BWE as expected (see Table 5.12). Crucially, 2 of these
relationships supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE.

5.6.3 Engagement and Correlates

The preceding sections discussed relationships between AWE and BWE and antecedents
and mediators. If one takes engagement as the outcome within the IME, these
relationships could be sufficient for the core concern of this chapter. Specifically, at this
point, 9 of 15 relationships between IME constructs and the two engagement constructs at
T'1 are significantly different and suggest that AWE and BWE are not identical constructs.
However, to investigate further, the thesis considers relationships between engagement
and correlates that were not included in the IME but were measured in the survey
questionnaires namely: satisfaction, commitment, extra role behaviour, negative affect, and
positive affect. Results of these analyses (Table 5.12) may contribute to continued debate

about the extent to which engagement constitutes a repackaging of such constructs

(Macey and Schneider, 2008).

As can be seen in the table, correlates demonstrated positive and negative relationships
with the two engagement constructs and a number of these relationships conformed to
expectations based on the engagement literature to a greater extent than others. As
expected, satisfaction, being an attitudinal construct, demonstrated a stronger relationship
with AWE whilst extra role behaviour BWE was more strongly related to BWE.
Furthermore, these relationships were in the positive direction as expected suggesting that
satisfaction and commitment are more pronounced amongst employees who are highly
engaged at work. Similarly, Negative Affect demonstrated negative relationships with
AWE and BWE as expected. However, contrary to expectations, the relationship was
stronger for BWE. Crucially, 3 of 5 relationships between correlates and engagement

supported the case for DV.
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Overall, at T1, 12 of 20 relationships between IME constructs and the two engagement
constructs supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE. Taken together with the
previously discussed results of EFA and CFA at T1 and T2 the results suggest that
attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically distinct. Furthermore,
as observed from results of the preceding analyses, the case for DV between AWE and
BWE was stronger in every case when comparing the 5-item BWE scale, rather than the
9-item BWE scale, with the 9-item AWE scale. Accordingly, the next section discusses

results with T2 data.
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5.7 Second Wave

As discussed previously, there are several benefits associated with the longitudinal or two-
wave data, utilised in this study, when compared with cross-sectional data. First, collecting
data on more than one occasion reduces the likelihood of common method variance.
Second, the opportunity to complete analyses on multiple instances of data reduces the
extent to which results may be attributed to chance. Third, collecting data with an
identical respondent sample reduces the extent to which results are attributable to
differences in sample characteristics. Accordingly, this section discusses the extent to

which AWE and BWE are empirically distinct using T2 data.

5.8 Relationships between Engagement and IME constructs at Time 2

Table 5.13 (below) shows correlations between IME constructs and the two engagement
constructs as well as Zy/Z-scores to indicate the extent to which these relationships differ
significantly at T2. As at T'1, in no case was a Z-score different on account of the 9-item
BWE scale. Hence, only the correlations, and Z-scores for the 9-item AWE scale and 5-

item BWE scale are shown.
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Table 5.13 — Correlations between Engagement and All Constructs at Time 2

Correlations
Constructs AWE9 BWES5S Z Score
|Antecedents
Challenge Demands
1 [Problem Solving 613%** .638%** 0.68
2 [Job Complexity -.067 117 -3.677%*
Hindrance Demands
3 |Organisational Politics -.037 .062 -1.97*
4 Role Conflict .149** 187+ -0.77
Job Resources
5 Job Variety 527 .688*** -4.31%**
6 [Work Role Fit T2 .621%** 2.96**
7 |Organisational Climate of Engagement A438%** .639*** -4.98%**
8 [Worker Climate of Engagement S57F* 438 2.82%*
\Personal Resources
9 |Personal Resources .593%** 6727 -2.17*
\Kahn Related Factors
10 [Value Congruence 657 .385%** 6.67***
11 |Perceived Organisational Support .693*** 448*** 6.31***
12 |Core Self Evaluations .536 .578 -1.05*
\Medliators
13 Meaningfulness 749 777 -1.01
14 |Safety .062 .073 -0.2
15 |Availability 492 .649 -4.01***
Correlates
16 (Commitment .699 484 5.66%**
17 |Satisfaction .804 .678 4.31%%*
18 [Extra Role Behaviour 416 483 -1.53
19 Negative Affect -.206 -.156 -1.01
20 |Positive Affect 761 445 8.59%**

Where AWE9 = 9-item AWE Scale; BWES = 5-item BWE Scale. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

170




5.8.1 Engagement and Antecedents in the IME

Job Demands

Table 5.13 (above) shows results of correlations between the two engagement constructs
and job demands in the IME at T2. Challenge and hindrance job demands demonstrated
various relationships with the two engagement constructs and a number of these
relationships conformed to expectations and the literature more than others. For example,
contrary to the literature but consistent with results at T'1, job complexity demonstrated a
negative relationship with AWE but a stronger positive relationship with BWE at T2.
Second, contrary to results at T1 and Crawford et al.’s (2010) categorisation of politics as a
hindrance demand, organisational politics demonstrated a positive relationship with BWE
(see Table 5.13 above). Crucially, representing an improvement from T1 when no
relationships between engagement and job demands in the IME supported the case for

DV, 2 of these 4 relationships supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE at T2.

Job Resources

Consistent with the literature and results observed at T'1, the 4 job resources in the IME
demonstrated positive relationships with the two engagement constructs at T2 (see Table
5.13 above). However, contrary to expectations, but consistent with results at T1, job
variety and organisational climate of engagement, respectively, demonstrated stronger
positive relationships with BWE although the two antecedents may be considered
attitudinal constructs. 3 of 4 relationships between the two engagement constructs and job
resources in the IME at T1 supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE.
However, all 4 job resources in the IME, now including worker climate of engagement,

demonstrated significantly different relationships with the two engagement constructs and

supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE at T2 (see Table 5.13 above).

Personal Resources

Consistent with results at T'1, personal resources were positively related with engagement
as expected. As shown in Table 5.13 (above), results support Sweetman and Luthans’
(2010) suggestion that high levels of optimism, technical skills, and self-efficacy encourage

engagement. However, although the constructs are usually associated with research in the
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AWE literature, personal resources demonstrated a stronger relationship with BWE than
AWE at T2 (see Table 5.13), as was observed at T1. It is possible that self-efficacy,
optimism, and technical skills elicit a more demonstrable investment of personal energies to
work tasks i.e. BWE than a motivational propensity to engage with work tasks i.e. AWE.
Crucially, as shown in Table 5.13, a Z-score of -2.53 supports the notion that AWE and

BWE are empirically distinct.

Kahn Related Factors

As stated in previous chapters, antecedents in this section of the IME were drawn from the
BWE tradition and can be expected to demonstrate positive, stronger relationships with
BWE (cf. Rich et al., 2010). Consistent with Kahn (1990) and results at T'1, each of the 3
factors demonstrated positive relationships with the two engagement constructs (see Table
5.13). However, contrary to expectations, albeit consistent with results at T1, 2 of the 3
factors, with the exception CSE, were more strongly related with AWE than BWE. In an
improvement from T1, 9 of 12 relationships between antecedents in the IME and the two

engagement constructs at T2 supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE.

5.8.2 Engagement and Mediators in the IME

As shown in Table 5.13 (above) and consistent with results at T1, each of the 3 mediators
in the IME demonstrated positive relationships with the two engagement constructs and
stronger relationships with BWE at T2, as expected. However, compared with 2 of 3
relationships between engagement and mediators in the IME which supported DV at T1,
only 1 of 3 relationships supported DV at T2. This brings the total to 10 of 15 significantly
different relationships between antecedents and mediators in the IME and the two
engagement constructs that support the notion that AWE and BWE are empirically

distinct.
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5.8.3 Engagement and Correlates

As previously explained, correlates measured in the survey questionnaires have been
closely linked with engagement. As at T1, commitment and satisfaction, were positively
related to engagement at T2, especially AWE, as expected (see Table 5.13 above).
Similarly, as at T1, extra role behaviour demonstrated a positive relationship with the two
engagement constructs and, a stronger relationship with BWE at T2, as expected.
Although negative affect was also negatively related with the two engagement constructs
and more strongly with BWE at T1, a stronger relationship was now observed with AWE

at T2, as expected.

Opverall, in a slight improvement from T1, 13 of 20 relationships between engagement and
IME constructs supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE at 'T2. Furthermore,
results at T1 and T2 supported the decision to retain a shorter 5-item BWE scale as it

demonstrated greater discriminant validity from AWE than the 9-item BWE scale.

With the promising cross-sectional results previously discussed in mind, the chapter
discusses results of temporal analyses using T1 and T2 data together. Although a
subsequent chapter is dedicated to further temporal analyses, the current chapter focuses

on relationships between constructs in the IME at T1 and the two engagement constructs

at T2.
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5.9 Temporal Relationships between Engagement and IME Constructs

Using correlation coefficients, as in the previous sections, this section discusses
relationships between IME constructs at 'T1 and AWE and BWE at T2. The results are
shown in Table 5.14 (below). Perhaps unsurprisingly, these temporal relationships were
generally weaker than the relationships observed cross-sectionally. Furthermore, consistent
with previous results, DV between AWE and BWE was strongest using the 5-item BWE
scale. Hence, as before, only the results for the 9-item AWE scale and 5-item BWE scale

are shown.

Antecedents - Job Demands

As can be seen from Table 5.14 (below), job demands and job resources in the IME
demonstrated various relationships with the two engagement constructs. Contrary to the
literature and expectations, problem solving at T1 demonstrated a slightly stronger
relationship with BWE at T2 than AWE at T2. This relationship was in the positive
direction suggesting that problem solving elicits a greater demonstrable investment of
employees’ personal energies than dispositional motivation towards work tasks. Similarly,
job complexity at 'T'1 only demonstrated a positive relationship with BWE at T2 although
the former could be described as an attitudinal construct. Indeed, further unexpectedly,
job complexity at 'T1 was negatively related to AWE at T2 suggesting that attitudinal
engagement is lower amongst employees who perform complex tasks. Overall, as shown in
Table 5.14 (below), 1 of 4 temporal relationships between job demands in the IME and

each engagement construct supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE.

Resources

On another note, job resources at T1 demonstrated positive relationships with AWE and
BWE at T2, as expected. Although organisational climate of engagement and job variety
at T1 could be described as attitudinal constructs, the two IME resources demonstrated
stronger relationships with BWE at T2 (see Table 5.14) suggesting that engagement tends
to be more pronounced amongst employees who perform tasks that require a wide range of
skills and amongst individuals who work in organisations where employees are expected to
be engaged. Similarly, personal resources at 'T1 demonstrated a stronger relationship with

BWE at T2. As shown in Table 5.14 (below) 3 of 5 temporal relationships between
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resources and engagement were significantly different and supported the case for DV

between AWE and BWE.

Table 5.14 — Temporal Relationships between All Constructs at T'1 and Engagement at T2

Correlations
Constructs at T1 AWE9T2 BWEST?2 Z Scores
Challenge Demands
1 [Problem Solving A37F 4427 -0.11
2 [Job Complexity -.050 .082 -2.63**
Hindrance Demands
3 |Organisational Politics -.038 .014 -1.03
4 [Role Conflict .038 .029 0.18
Job Resources
5 [Job Variety A1 AT72%** -1.38
6 |Work Role Fit .618*** 489%** 3.23%**
7 |Organisational Climate of Engagement .288%** 445 -3.41%**
8 [Worker Climate of Engagement .388*** 374%** 0.31
Personal Resources
9 |Personal Resources 373 A478%** -2.36"
Kahn Related Factors
10 [Value Congruence .505%** 317 4.2%**
11 [Perceived Organisational Support 527 333%** 4.39%**
12 |Core Self Evaluations .256%** .380*** -2.63**
\Medliators
13 Meaningfulness .613%** .593%** 0.53
14 Safety .022 .094 -1.43
15 |Availability 2977 460%** -3.57%**
Correlates
16 |Commitment S 4227 2.06*
17 |Satisfaction .667%** S 4.07***
18 [Extra Role Behaviour 267 .3798%** -2.38*
19 [Negative Affect -.128* -.147** 0.38
20 [Positive Affect 666" ** 406%** 6.46***

Where AWE9TZ = 9-item AWE Scale at Time 2, BWESTZ2 = 5-item BWE at Time 2, *= Z-Score is significant and supports DV
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Kahn Related Factors

On another note, although the 3 Kahn Related Factors in the IME were drawn from the
BWE tradition, 2 of these factors at T1, with the exception of core self-evaluations
demonstrated stronger relationships with AWE than with BWE at T2. However, as
shown in Table 5.14 (above), all of these relationships were in the positive direction, as
expected. Crucially, each of temporal relationships between engagement at T2 and the 3
Kahn Related Factors at T1 were significantly different and supported the case for DV
between AWE and BWE. Overall, 8 of 12 temporal relationships between antecedents in
the IME at T1 and engagement at T2 supported the case for DV between AWE and
BWE.

Mediators and Correlates

The three mediators in the IME were drawn from the BWE literature. Consistently, 2 of
these mediators at T1, with the exception of availability, demonstrated stronger
relationships with BWE at T2, as expected. Crucially, 1 of the 3 temporal relationships
between engagement at T2 and mediators at T'1 supported the case for DV.

Turning to relationships between correlates at T'1 and the two engagement constructs at
T2, 4 correlates at T1 demonstrated stronger relationships with AWE than BWE at T2, as
expected (see Table 5.14 above). Also as expected, extra role behaviour at T1
demonstrated a stronger positive relationship with BWE than AWE at T2. Crucially, 4 of
5 temporal relationships between correlates at T1 and the two engagement constructs at

T2 support the case for DV for AWE and BWE.

Overall, a total of 12 of 20 temporal relationships between IME constructs at T1 and

engagement at T2 supported the case for discriminant validity between AWE and BWE.

176



5.10 Conclusion

This chapter discussed results of a number of analyses in answer to a central question for
this thesis i.e. the extent to which attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are
empirically distinct. To begin, the chapter examined the extent to which the conceptual 3-
factor structures of the respective 9-item AWE and 9-item BWE scales are empirically
supported using factor analyses and tests of intercorrelation. Results at T1 and T2
supported a 1-factor rather than 3-factor structure for the respective 9-item AWE and
BWE scales. Consistent with research on scale development (e.g. Clark and Watson,
1995) and existing engagement research (see Bakker and Leiter, 2010), the present results

suggest that a singular score on each respective 9-item scale should be taken as an

assessment of AWE and BWE.

The 18 items from the respective AWE and BWE scales were subsequently subjected to
joint EFA and a number of points are noteworthy in this regard. First, results of EFA in
SPSS supported a 2-factor structure of engagement. Second, however, only 5 items from
the 9-item BWE scale loaded strongly on the second construct, i.e. BWE, at T1 and T2.
The 4 items that loaded weakly on BWE or double loaded on AWE and on BWE were
considered potential candidates for removal. Of these, 3 were from the Emotional Energy
subscale while one was from the Cognitive Energy subscale. As discussed, it is possible
that these subscales tap a more attitudinal than behavioural engagement concept given that
such items ask respondents to assess their feelings at work rather than their manifest work
task performance.

The 18 items from each respective 9-item AWE and BWE scale were also subjected to
joint CFA in Mplus using T2 data. Again, results supported a 2-factor structure of
engagement. Specifically, a 1-factor structure with 14 items, i.e. the full 9-item AWE scale
and the shorter 5-item BWE scale demonstrated the best fit with T2 data. Overall, results
supported the case for discriminant validity between AWE and BWE particularly when
the 5-item BWE scale was utilised. These findings highlight the need for more research

into measuring BWE.

To further consider the extent to which AWE and BWE are empirically distinct, the

chapter discussed relationships between the two engagement constructs and other IME
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constructs including antecedents, mediators, and correlates. As discussed, most of these
relationships conformed to expectations. For example, as expected, attitudinal constructs
such as satisfaction and commitment demonstrated stronger relationships with AWE whilst
extra role behaviour was more strongly related to BWE at T1 and T2. Crucially, 11 of 20
relationships between IME constructs and the two engagement constructs were
significantly different and supported the case for DV between AWE and BWE at T1. At
T2, this number increased to 13 of 20 relationships providing further support for DV
between AWE and BWE. Finally, 12 of 20 temporal relationships between IME
constructs at T'1 and engagement at T2 supported the case for DV between AWE and
BWE. In each case, DV between AWE and BWE was stronger when comparing the 5-
item BWE scale with the 9-item AWE scale.

Opverall, the chapter provides a comprehensive answer to a core question for this thesis.
Results suggest that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct constructs and that two
engagement constructs are indeed better than one. The next chapter presents and
discusses the results of regression analyses that were completed in answer to the second
core question for the thesis i.e. the extent to which the IME, presented in Chapter 3, is

empirically supported.
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Chapter 6 — Testing the IME Cross-

Sectionally
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6.1 Introduction

The previous chapter examined the first core question in this thesis and results strongly
supported the hypothesis that attitudinal work engagement AWE and behavioural work

engagement BWE are empirically distinct constructs.

In answer to the second core question for the thesis, this chapter tests the IME cross-
sectionally using Time 1 and Time 2 data separately. First, the chapter re-introduces the
IME and prescribes the proposed or hypothesised relationships to be tested. After a brief
reminder of the key sample demographics and measures utilised in the study, the
procedures for testing the IME are discussed. The chapter subsequently presents results of
testing the IME cross-sectionally using regression equations. In these equations, each of
the 3 mediators is regressed on control and antecedent variables and subsequently, each of
the engagement constructs, in turn, is regressed on controls, antecedents, and mediators.
These results are followed by a discussion of results and concluding comments precursory

to the next chapter where the IME is tested temporally.
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6.1.1 Revised IME
As discussed in Chapter 3, drawing on Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1975) research on the

attitude-behaviour link, the IME (Figure 6.1 below) fundamentally proposes that
antecedents (such as job demands and resources) affect employees’ attitudinal work
engagement, and AWE may, in turn, predict behavioural engagement. Furthermore, the
IME proposes that the relationship between antecedents and engagement, i.e. AWE and
BWE, may be explained by 3 mediators namely meaningfulness, safety, and availability.
There are four sections in the IME: the first includes distal antecedents of engagement, the
second includes mediators, the third is AWE, whilst the fourth and final section is BWE.
In this context, it is important to note that, following more detailed EFA presented in
Chapters 4 and 5 (and appendices 1.6 and 1.7), a number of the variables were revised and
combined. As such, the following variables from the revised IME are included in the
subsequent analyses:

e Independent Variables (IVs)

o Antecedents: Problem Solving, Job Complexity, Organisational Politics,
Role Conflict, Job Variety, Work Role Fit, Organisational Climate of
Engagement, Worker Climate of Engagement, Personal Resources, Value
Congruence, Perceived Organisational Support (POS), Core Self
Evaluations (CSE)
e Mediator Variables: Meaningfulness, Safety, Availability, and AWE

e Dependent Variables: Attitudinal Engagement (9-item AWE scale), Behavioural

Engagement (9-item BWE scale), Behavioural Engagement (5-item BWE scale)

In addition, as further explained later, the following controls were included in the analysis:

Age, Gender, Ethnicity, Tenure, Organisational Size, Educational Qualification,
Dependent Children, Relationship Status. These final variables from the revised IME
included in the present analysis are shown in Figure 6.1. Also shown in Figure 6.1 is the
expected pattern of relationships between the variables in the IME. Specifically, as can be
seen, except for organisational politics and role conflict which are predicted to be
negatively related to each of the three mediators (meaningfulness, satety, and availability),
all the other antecedents are hypothesized to have a positive effect on the three mediators

(Link 1 in the IME in Figure 6.1). In turn, all three mediators are expected to be positively
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related to attitudinal engagement (AWE9; Link 2), which, in turn, is expected to have a

positive effect on behavioural engagement (BWES5/BWE9Y; Link 3 in the model). In

addition to these mediated effects, the antecedent variables may also have an additional

non-mediated direct effect on both AWE and BWE. These direct effects are captured by

Links (4) and (5) respectively in the IME. Similarly, the three mediators may also have an

additional direct effect on BWE that does not go through AWE; this is captured by Link 6
in the IME in Figure 6.1 (below).

Figure 6.1 — Revised Integrated Model of Engagement

Antecedents

Job Demands
Challenge demands
Problem solving (+)
Job complexity (+)

Hindrance demands
Organisational politics (-)
Role conflict (-)

Job Resources
Job variety (+)

Work role fit (+)
Organisational climate of
engagement (+)

Worker Climate of
Engagement (+)

Personal Resources (+)

Kahn Related Factors
Value Congruence (+)
Core self-evaluations (+)
Perceived organisational
support (+)

Link (1)

Mediators

Meaningfulness (+)

Safety (+)

Auvailability (+)

Link (2)

Link (4)

Link (5)
Attitudinal Behavioural
Engagement Engagement
Link (3)
AWE9 (+) > BWE9
Link (6)
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6.2 Methods

Data Sample and Methods

Using sample data from 304 respondents who completed survey questionnaires at T'1 and
T2 (see Chapter 4), 6 regression models were tested to elucidate relationships between
engagement, controls, antecedents, and mediators. As a reminder, 55% (N=235) of
respondents were male and 45% (N=193) were female. The majority (78%; N=334) were
aged between 21-50 years. Most respondents were from LLondon and identified as White
British (84%; N=358). All respondents worked full time and many were educated to a
Bachelor’s degree level (35%; N=149) while 66% (N=284) were married and most (55%;
N=235) had no dependent children.

6.2.1 Measures

The theoretical framework and measures utilised in the study, including questionnaire
items and sources of scales were discussed in Chapters 3 and 4. Respondents indicated
their agreement with all questionnaire items using a 5-point Likert scale where 1=strongly
disagree and 5= strongly agree, OR 1=never and 5=all the time. The scales are summarised

below.

Dependent Variables - AWE and BWE
As noted, AWE was measured using the 9-item UWES (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003)

designed to measure employees’ self-reported levels of vigour, dedication, and absorption
towards performing work tasks. BWE was measured using the 9-item scale created by
Rich, LePine, and Crawford (2010) to assess employees’ self-reported physical, cognitive,
and emotional energy deployed towards performing work tasks. However, in view of
EFA/CFA results previously discussed (see Chapters 4 and 5), this chapter focuses on the
BWES scale.
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Independent Variables - Antecedents

Most antecedents in the IME were also measured using existing validated scales. At T1
and T2, EFA supported a 1-factor structure for most scales with item loadings of 0.7 and
above. However, the 6-item scale of organisational climate of engagement was split into 2
scales titled ‘organisational climate of engagement’ and ‘worker climate of engagement
whilst 1 composite scale was created for ‘personal resources’ . All scales that were designed
to measure the antecedents included in the present analysis demonstrated high reliability
(Cronbach’s Alpha=0.7 and above) at T1 and T2. Respondents rated themselves highly

(mean score = 4) on most scales at T'1 and T2.

Independent Variables - Mediators

Mediators were assessed using scales developed by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) to
assess Kahn’s (1990) meaningtulness, satety, and availability constructs. A sample item for
meaningtulness was: “The work I do on this job is meaningful to me”. For safety: “There
is a threatening environment at work” (reverse scored) and for availability: “1 am confident
in my ability to think clearly at work”. Each scale demonstrated good internal consistency
at T1 and T2 (Cronbach’s Alpha for Meaningfulness (0.9), for Safety (0.7), and, for
Availability (0.9).

Independent Variables - Controls

A number of control variables were included in the analyses to assess the extent to which
demographic factors might affect engagement and other IVs in the regression equations.
The chosen control measures were as follows, and included dummy variables as
appropriate: age, gender, ethnicity (1 = White British; O = other ethnicities), tenure,
organisational size, educational qualifications (1 = Bachelors and above; 0 = all else),
dependent children (1 = 1+ children; O = no children), and relationship status (1 =
married/living with a partner; O = all else). As engagement is a relatively novel construct,
little is known about its relationship with demographic variables and there is little or no
consensus within the literature that is available. For example, Schaufeli, Bakker, and
Salanova (2006) like Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) reported weak albeit statistically
significant correlations between engagement and age suggesting that, unlike burnout

(Schaufeli and Enzmann, 1998), AWE increases marginally with age. Contemporary
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studies also present a reciprocal relationship between job resources and engagement over
time (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, 2008; Salanova, Schaufeli,
Xanthopoulou, and Bakker, 2010). Thus, it is possible that, particularly with optimal job

resources, engagement increases with tenure (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008).

On the other hand, Schaufeli et al. (2006) reported inconsistent relationships between
engagement and gender from studies with international samples. For example, although
Belgian, Finnish, German, and Norwegian men demonstrated higher attitudinal
engagement levels than women, no gender differences were observed in Australian,
Canadian, and French samples. Focusing on BWE, Banihani, Lewis, and Syed (2013) also
propose a theoretical model of engagement and gender suggesting that contemporary
organisational dynamics make it easier for men to demonstrate engagement than women.
For example, the researchers contend that women are less likely to experience Kahn's
(1990) meaningfulness, satety, and availability as, compared to men, their contributions are
deemed less valuable; they fear negative consequences for expressing themselves; and they
are not consistently able to deploy their resources to work performances due to family
responsibilities. Amongst others (see Halbesleben, 2010), Rothbard (2001), also considers
the potentially enriching or depleting impact of non-work demands, such as relationship

and family responsibilities, on BWE.
Overall, whilst some studies have considered this issue, it is interesting and worthwhile to

examine potential relationships between engagement and the demographic/control

variables included in this thesis as there is a paucity of research in the area.
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6.2.2 Analytic Strategy

The extent to which engagement can be predicted from the independent variables (IVs)
included in the IME was tested using multiple hierarchical regression models in SPSS.
These models enable one to examine the extent to which each IV uniquely predicts AWE
and BWE after accounting for the effect of other IVs and control variables (Dewberry,
2004). In terms of interpreting results, the R-Square represents how much of the variance
in the Dependent Variable (DV) is accounted for by the IVs collectively. The ANOVA
(Analysis of Variance) table shows results of testing the null hypothesis i.e. that the IVs do
not predict engagement in this case. If the statistical significance of the ANOVA is less
than 0.05, this null hypothesis is rejected. The Beta coefficient values indicate how
uniquely important each predictor variable is in accounting for variance in the DV i.e.
engagement (AWE/BWE) in this case. A larger coefficient indicates a higher predictive
ability and a p-value below .05 indicates that the relationship between the IV and DV is
significant. By highlighting changes in R-square, Adjusted R-square, and F wvalues,
hierarchical regression results also highlight the unique predictive contribution conferred
by particular IV groups such as antecedents, and mediators, respectively, at the point of

inclusion in the model (cf. Dewberry, 2004).

In addition to testing the extent to which DVs were predicted by controls and
antecedents, the chapter also considered the extent to which the relationships between IVs
and D.V.s were explained by the 3 mediators in the IME. On this note, there are two main
approaches to testing mediation associated with Baron and Kenny (1986) and with
MacKinnon, Fairchild, and Fritz (2007) respectively. Within the first approach, consistent
with Judd and Kenny (1981), one would test for mediation in the IME by estimating the
following 3 regression models:

1. Regressing each mediator i.e. meaningfulness, safety, availability on the IVs

(controls and antecedents)
2. Regressing each DV, i.e. AWE/BWE, on the IVs (controls and antecedents)
3. Regressing each DV, i.e. AWE/BWE, on the IVs and mediators

A mediational hypothesis is supported when the following 4 conditions are met: 1) IVs

must affect, or predict the mediators in Model 1 over and above the control variables, 2)

IVs must predict the DVs (AWE and BWE) in Model 2 over and above control variables,
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3) mediators must predict the DVs (AWE/BWE) in Model 3 over and above the IVs. 4)
Furthermore, the effect of the IVs on the DVs must be lower in Model 3 than in Model 2
(Baron and Kenny, 1986). Perfect mediation would occur if the IVs do not significantly
predict AWE/BWE in the absence of the mediators. Thus, Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
research suggests that even if Models 1 and 3 are statistically significant, mediation does
not occur without Model 2 being upheld. However, as discussed below, recent research

questions this proposition.

In the second main approach to mediation, MacKinnon et al. (2007) note that requiring a
relationship between IVs and DVs (Model 2) might reduce the likelihood of correctly
identifying perfect mediation. Fundamentally, it is possible that the relationship between
an IV and DV is fully contingent on the Mediator(s) and there is no direct effect of IV on
DV (Model 2). Furthermore, two opposing meditational relationships might occur in the
absence of a direct link between IVs and DVs (see Paulhus, Robins, Trzesniewski, and
Tracy, 2004; Sheets and Braver, 1999). Hence, MacKinnon et al. (2007) propose an
additional test of mediation that does not presuppose the existence of an initial significant
direct relationship between IVs and DVs as in Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach.
Following MacKinnon et al.’s (2007) approach, the additive and mediation IME models
were tested with the following regressions.
1) Each mediator (meaningtulness, safety, availability) was regressed on IVs and
controls.
2) AWE and BWE, respectively, was regressed on controls, antecedents, and
mediators;

2a) BWE was regressed on the controls, antecedents, and mediators including

AWE.

If all equations are statistically significant, a meditational hypothesis is supported.
Furthermore, a full mediation model is supported if the IVs (controls/antecedents) do not
significantly predict DVs (AWE/BWE) when the mediators are included in the regression
equation. Take for instance two relationships where: 1) job complexity is significantly
related to meaningfulness and 2) meaningfulness significantly predicts AWE. Full

mediation is supported if job complexity does not demonstrate a direct effect on AWE in
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the overall model where AWE is regressed on meaningfulness as well as on job
complexity. On the other hand, partial mediation is supported if a significant direct
relationship between job complexity and AWE is still found in this overall model (cf.
MacKinnon et al., 2007).

Consistent with the foregoing discussion on mediation, this chapter considered the extent
to which antecedents have indirect effects on AWE and BWE through each mediator.
Indirect effects were estimated by multiplying two statistically significant relationships
between A and B, where A = beta correlation between an IV (e.g. problem solving) and
mediator (e.g. meaningfulness) and B = beta correlation between the mediator (e.g.
meaningfulness) and DV (AWE/BWE). The significance of indirect effects was estimated
with Sobel’s (1982) test. Finally, the total effect of each IV on each DV was estimated by
adding its direct effect on the DV to its total indirect effect through each of the three

mediators on the DV.

Results of testing the regression equations at T'1 and subsequently of direct/indirect effects

are presented in Tables 6.1 — 6.1C (below) and discussed subsequently.
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Table 6.1 — Results of Regression Models Tested at Time 1

1 2 3 4 5 6
Standardised Beta Coefficients
Meaningfulness Safety Availability AWE9 BWES BWE9
Controls
1 | Age .088* .073 -.009 .077* .054 .026
2 | Gender -.003 .082* .015 .053 -.043 -.006
3 | Ethnicity -.015 .004 -.045 .025 -.023 -.046
4 | Tenure -.024 -.004 -.017 -.092** .032 .045
5 Organisational Size .024 .049 -.012 -.015 .035 .049*
6 | Educational qualification -.005 .037 .025 -.077* -.002 -.018
7 | Dependent Children .025 -.082 -.018 .049 -.033 .004
8 | Relationship Status .027 -.027 -.019 .026 .016 -.003
9
Antecedents
11 | Problem Solving 136" -.046 -.057 -.015 125* 113%*
12 | Job Complexity .040 .189*** .074* .097* -.048 -.025
13 | Organisational Politics .017 =337 .017 .036 .07 .031
14 | Role Conflict -.113** -.204*** .001 .019 -.040 -.012
15 | Job Variety 165%** .029 .084* .012 .026 -.023
16 | Work Role Fit 516"+ 112 -.064 .147* -.015 135%*
17 | Organisational Climate of Engagement .041 -.070 .093* -.083 175%** 129***
18 | Worker Climate of Engagement .022 -.073 .015 .040 -.056 -.038
19 | Personal Resources .203** .231* .648*** 121 143 .129*
20 | Value Congruence 121* =271 -.108* .043 -.142** -.126*
21 | POS -.046 214 .020 .334%** .096 135
22 | Core Self Evaluations -.127* .043 .245%** -.106 -.072 -.096
Mediators
23 | Meaningfulness - - - 367 578 484>
24 | Safety - - - -.139** .067 .034
25 | Availability - - - 132 .090 .109*
26 | AWE9 - - - - .026 115
A in R Square (Controls) .104*** .075** .055* 1147 106™** 110%**
Ain F (Controls) 4.276*** 2.988** 2.160* 4.729*** 4.370*** 4.575***
A in R Square (Antecedents) 675 725 745%** 572%** .568%** .669***
Ain F (Antecedents) 71.818"** 24.531*** 87.787*** 42.875***  41.036***  71.379***
A in R square (Mediators) - - - 043"+ .086*** .070***
A in F (Mediators) 14.872***  33.221***  43.180***
A in R square (AWE) - - - - .000 .004**
Ain F (AWE) .218 6.729**
Total R Square 778*** S4T7F .800*** 729%** 760*** .853***
Total F 49.729*** 17.058***  56.586***  32.699***  36.721"**  67.191***
Adjusted R Square 763 515%** 786™** 706*** 739%** .840***
(N) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304)

Where AWE9=9-item AWE scale; BWE9=9-item BWE scale; BWES5=5-item BWE scale.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
NB - results for BWE9 in regression 6 are included for purposes of comparison only.
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Table 6.1A — Total Effects of Antecedents on AWE through Mediators at Time 1

Antecedents Meaningfulness  Safety  Awailability Total Direct  Total
Indirect Effect  Effect
Effect on on
AWE AWE
1 Problem Solving .050** - - .050 -.015 .035
2 | Job Complexity - -.026* - -.026 .097* .071
3 Organisational Politics - .047** - .047 .036 .083
4 | Role Conflict -.042** .028* - -.014 .019 -.005
5 | Job Variety .061** - - .061 .012 .073
6 | Work Role Fit 189%** - - 189 147¢ .336
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement - - - - -.083 -.083
8 Worker Climate of Engagement - - - - .040 .040
9 | Personal Resources .075* -.032 - .043 121 164
10 | Value Congruence .044* .038* - .082 .043 125
11 | POS - -.030 - -.030 334%* 304
12 | Core Self Evaluations -.047 - - -.047 -.106 -.153

Table 6.1B — Total Effects of Antecedents on BWES through Mediators (including AWE)

at Time 1

Antecedents Meaningfulness  Safety  Availability AWE Total Direct  Total

Indirect  Effect  Effect
Effect on on

BWES BWES
1 | Problem Solving .080* - - - .080 .125% .205
2 | Job Complexity - - - - - -.048 -.048
3 | Organisational Politics - - - - - .071 .071
4 | Role Conflict -.065** - - - -.065 -.040 -.105
5 | Job Variety .095%** - - - .095 .026 121
6 | Work Role Fit .298*** - - - .298 -.015 .283
7 | Organisational Climate of Engagement - - - - - 175%%* 175
8 | Worker Climate of Engagement - - - - - -.056 -.056
9 | Personal Resources q17* - - - 117 143 .260
10 | Value Congruence .070* - - - .070 -.142** -.072
1 | POS - - - - - .096 .096
12 | Core Self Evaluations -.073 - - - -.073 -.072 -.145

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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6.3 Results at Time 1

Table 6.1 (above) shows results of 6 regression equations at T'1. In the first 3 models, each
mediator, i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability, in turn, was regressed on controls
and antecedents. In the next 3, each engagement construct i.e. AWE, BWES5, and BWED9,
in turn, was regressed on controls, antecedents, mediators, and AWE. With a focus on

statistically significant relationships, results are discussed herewith.

6.3.1. Predictors of Mediators at Time 1

We start by looking at the results for the mediator variables (i.e. meaningfulness, safety
and availability) shown in the first three regressions in Table 6.1. T'wo main points stand
out. First, as can be seen from the table, the antecedents were strong predictors of the
three mediators. With the exception of worker climate of engagement, 11 of the 12
antecedents were significantly related to at least one of the mediators and, taken together,
they accounted for a substantial proportion of the variance in each of the mediators, over
and above the effect of the control variables. Thus, the change in R* associated with the
set of antecedents in the first three regressions in Table 6.1 ranged from .472 (p < .001) for
safety, to .745 (p < .001) for availability. In contrast, the controls had a limited effect on the
mediators, with only age (beta = .088, p <.05) and gender (beta = .082. p <.05) emerging as

significant positive predictors of meaningfulness and safety respectively.

Second, although some of the antecedent-mediator relationships were not statistically
significant, all but one of the significant relationships involved were in the predicted
direction. The one exception was value congruence, which was found to be negatively

rather than positively related to both safety and availability.
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6.3.2. Predictors of Attitudinal Engagement at Time 1

Direct (Non-Mediated) Effects

Turning to the predictors of attitudinal engagement, the results of regression 4 in Table 6.1
show the combined direct effects of the set of controls, antecedents, and mediators on
AWED9, or AWE. As can be seen, the model as a whole has considerable predictive power,
helping to account for 73% of the total variance in attitudinal engagement (total R* = .729,
p <.001). The following key points are worth highlighting in relation to each of the main

groups of predictors (i.e. controls, antecedents and mediators) in the model.

First, as can be seen, the controls accounted for about 11% of the variance in AWE, with
three out of the eight controls examined emerging as significant predictors of attitudinal
engagement. These included age, tenure and education. Age was positively related to
AWE (beta = .077, p < .05) suggesting a tendency for older respondents to be more
strongly attitudinally engaged than younger individuals. In contrast, tenure and education
were negatively related to AWED9, indicating a tendency for attitudinal engagement to be

more pronounced amongst newer and less highly educated employees.

Second, the antecedents, as a group, accounted for a substantial additional proportion
(57%) of the variance in AWE, above the effect of the control variables (R* change = .572,
p < .001). Only three of the antecedents, however, had a significant direct (unmediated)
effect on AWE9. In order of importance, these were POS (beta = .334, p < .001), work
role fit (beta = .147, p < .05), and job complexity (beta = .097, p < .05). As hypothesised, all

three of these variables were positively related to attitudinal engagement.

Third, the mediator variables also emerged as important predictors of attitudinal
engagement, adding a further 4% to the explained variance in AWE9 in regression 4 (R?
change = .04, p < .001). By far the strongest predictor here was meaningfulness which, as
expected, was positively related to AWE9 (beta = .367, p < .001). Safety was also
significantly related to AWE although, contrary to expectations, this relationship was
negative rather than positive (beta = -.139, p < .05), suggesting that feelings of

psychological safety were associated with lower, rather than higher, attitudinal
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engagement. In contrast, no significant relationship was found between availability and

attitudinal engagement (beta = .132, p > .05).

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects summarised above, the antecedent variables also affected
AWE9 through their impact on the mediators in the model. The indirect (mediated)
effects of the antecedents on AWE were calculated by combining the results from
regression 4 with those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 6.1 (above), using the methods
outlined earlier in the chapter. The details of this analysis for AWE as the dependent
variable are reported in Table 6.1A (above), showing the indirect effect of each of the
antecedent variables on AWE via their effect on each of the three mediators. In addition,

the table shows the direct effect as well as the total effect (i.e. the sum of the indirect and

direct effects) of each antecedent in the IME on AWE.

Opverall, the results largely supported the case for mediation. Three points stand out in this
respect. First, of the 12 antecedent variables included in the analysis, all but organisational
climate for engagement and worker climate for engagement were found to be significantly
related to AWE9. Consistent with MacKinnon et al. (2007), for 7 of the 10 significant
antecedent-AWE relationships, the relationship was fully mediated by one or more of the
mediator variables, while for the remaining three antecedents i.e. job complexity, work

role fit, and POS, there was partial mediation involved (see Table 6.1A).

Second, as Table 6.1A also shows, meaningfulness was by far the most important mediator
in the model, mediating the effect of seven of the antecedents on AWE. In contrast,
availability did not significantly mediate the effect of any of the antecedents on AWE
while safety, like meaningfulness, also mediated the effect of a number of the antecedents
(see Table 6.1A). Because of the unexpectedly negative relationship between safety and

AWE, however, its mediating effect was often negative rather than positive.

Finally, it is worth noting that, taking into account both direct and indirect effects, the
total effects reported in Table 6.1A show that the three most important predictors of
attitudinal engagement were work role fit (total effect = .336), POS (total effect = .304),

and personal resources (total effect = .164). As expected, the effect of all three variables on
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AWE was positive suggesting that, as hypothesised by the IME, work role fit, POS and

personal resources all contribute to enhance attitudinal engagement.
6.3.3 Predictors of Behavioural Engagement at Time 1

Direct (Non-mediated) Effects

Turning now to the predictors of behavioural engagement (BWES), the results of
regression 5 in Table 6.1 show the combined direct effects of the set of controls,
antecedents, and mediators included in the IME on BWE at T1. As shown in regression 5,
the model has significant predictive power accounting for 76% of the total variance in
behavioural engagement (total R* = .760, p<.001) which is marginally higher than the 73%
observed for AWE in regression 4 with AWE as the DV. This suggests that IVs in the
IME are marginally stronger drivers of behavioural than attitudinal engagement. A number
of points are worth noting in terms of relationships between BWES, or BWE, and the main

predictor groups (i.e. controls, antecedents, mediators, and AWE) in the IME.

First, as shown in Table 6.1 (above), controls accounted for nearly 11% of variance in the
model (R? change = .106, p<.001) which is about the same as was observed for AWE (R?
change = .110, p<.001). However, where age and gender predicted AWE, none of the

demographic variables (controls) in the model emerged as significant drivers of BWE.

Second, the antecedents collectively accounted for a considerable proportion of the
variance in BWES (57%) over and above the effect of controls (R* change = .568, p<.001).
Although the percentage variance accounted for is nearly identical to that which was
observed for AWE (R* change = .572, p<.001), the three antecedents that had a significant
direct (unmediated) effect on BWES were different. Where POS, work role fit, and job
complexity predicted AWE, the three key predictors of BWES in descending order were:
organisational climate of engagement (beta =.175, p<.001); value congruence (beta =-.142,
p<.001) and problem solving (beta = .125, p<.001). With the exception of value
congruence, which had a negative rather than positive relationship with BWES, these

relationships were in the predicted direction.
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Third, the three main mediators were significant predictors of behavioural engagement
adding about 9% to the explained variance in BWES, over and above controls and
antecedents, in regression 5. Thus, although the mediator variables were stronger
predictors of BWES (R?=.086, p<.000) than AWE (R%=.043, p<.000), meaningfulness was
again the strongest and, in this case, the singular significant predictor of BWES. As
hypothesised by the IME, this relationship was positive (beta = .578, p<.000).
Unexpectedly, however, no significant relationships were observed between safety
(R*=.067, p>.05) and availability (R*=.090, p>.05) on one hand and BWES5 on the other
suggesting that, contrary to Kahn (1990), employees’ feelings of psychological security and
confidence at work are not particularly strong drivers of behavioural engagement. Finally,
contrary to expectations attitudinal engagement did not emerge as a significant predictor of
behavioural engagement, suggesting that employees’ dispositional motivation towards

work tasks (AWE) does not necessarily result in demonstrable engagement behaviours

(BWES).

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects presented above, the antecedent variables also affected
BWES through their impact on mediators in the IME. The mediated (indirect) effects of
the antecedents on BWES were calculated by combining results from regression 5 with
those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 6.1 (above) using the methods described earlier in the
chapter. Results of this analysis for BWES as the DV are reported in Table 6.1B showing
the indirect effect of each antecedent variable on BWES via their effect on each of the
three main mediators and AWE9. Furthermore, the table shows the direct effect of each
antecedent on BWES as well as the total effect (sum of the indirect and direct effects) of

each antecedent on BWES.

Results largely supported the case for mediation and a few points are noteworthy in this
regard. First, 8 of the 12 antecedent variables included in the analysis were significantly
related to BWES. This represents a slight drop from the 10 significant relationships
observed for AWE. The antecedents that were not significantly related to BWES were job
complexity, organisational politics, worker climate of engagement, and POS. Consistent
with MacKinnon et al. (2007), 4 of the 8 significant relationships between antecedents and

BWES were fully mediated by meaningfulness. Relationships between BWES and 3
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antecedents i.e. problem solving, work role fit, and value congruence were partially
mediated by meaningfulness while organisational climate of engagement demonstrated
only a direct effect on BWES. Although most of these relationships were in the predicted
direction, value congruence demonstrated an unexpected negative direct effect on BWES
despite a positive indirect effect via meaningfulness (see Table 6.1B).

Second, as can be seen in Table 6.1B, meaningfulness was the only significant mediator in
the model and explained the effect of seven of the antecedents on BWES. Contrary to
expectations, safety, availability, and AWED9, respectively, did not mediate the effect of
any antecedents. Third, taking indirect and direct effects together, the total effects
reported in Table 6.1B show that the three most important predictors of BWES5 were:
work role fit (total effect = .283), personal resources (total effect = .260), and problem
solving (total effect = .205). All these antecedents were positively related to BWES
suggesting that, as the IME hypothesized by the IME, problem solving, work role fit, and
personal resources contribute to enhancing BWE. As shown in Table 6.1A, work role fit
and personal resources also contribute to enhancing AWE. In fact, focusing on indirect
effects, as shown in Tables 6.1A and 6.1B the two engagement constructs, i.e. AWE and
BWE, share a number of common predictors namely: problem solving, role conflict, job
variety, work role fit, personal resources, and value congruence. With the exception of role
conflict which also had an indirect and unexpectedly positive effect on AWE via safety,
these relationships were all mediated by meaningfulness and were in the positive direction

as expected.

Overall, results at T'1 provided robust support for the IME with the following key points.
First, controls collectively predicted mediators, and antecedents predicted each of the
mediators over and above the controls. Second, whilst controls predicted AWE,
antecedents and mediators, respectively, added to the explained variance in AWE. Third,
although controls as a group explained a significant percentage of variance in BWES, no
significant relationship between any specific control variable and BWES emerged in
regression 5 (see Table 6.1 above). However, antecedents explained a greater percentage
of variance over and above controls whilst mediators also added to the percentage variance
explained in BWES over and above antecedents. Fourth, most relationships were in the

predicted direction with a few exceptions such as value congruence and safety which
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demonstrated negative rather than positive relationships with BWE5 and AWE
respectively. On another note, meaningfulness was the strongest mediator of relationships
between antecedents and the two engagement constructs. While safety also demonstrated
an unexpectedly negative relationship with AWE, availability, did not significantly predict
engagement i.e. either AWE or BWES. Finally, contrary to expectations, AWE did not
predict BWES. With these results in mind, the next section considers the same

relationships with T2 data.
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Table 6.2 — Results of Regression Models Tested at Time 2

Meaningfulness Safety Auvailability AWE9 BWES5S BWE9
Controls
1 | Age .109** .109* .049 .067 .018 .005
2 | Gender -.021 .073 .008 .085** -.020 -.003
3 | Ethnicity .006 .042 -.012 -.015 -.022 -.022
4 | Tenure -.028 .022 -.032 -.069 .023 .014
5 Organisational Size .012 -.040 .030 .003 .033 .032
6 Educational qualification .037 .014 .015 -.079* .008 -.017
7 Dependent Children .005 -.043 .031 .069* .038 .044
8 | Relationship Status -.001 .029 .009 -.015 -.021 -.029
Antecedents
9 | Problem Solving .081 .016 .023 102 .142%* .120**
10 | Job Complexity .079* 187%** .005 .071 .040 .021
11 | Organisational Politics .020 2277 -.041 -.024 .016 .019
12 | Role Contflict -.031 -.349%** -.018 -.018 -.033 -.028
13 | Job Variety .065 -.036 .076 -.073 .108* .106**
14 | Work Role Fit 5127 .089 .023 .258*** -.046 .081
15 | Organisational Climate of 119** .034 155%** -.063 .193*** .095**
Engagement
16 | Worker Climate of Engagement -.022 -.115 -.068 .078 -.040 .013
17 | Personal Resources .096 -.116 5797 .091 .260"** .198***
18 | Value Congruence .206*** -.025 -.120* .026 -.296*** - 181+
19 | POS -.075 .089 -.021 2247 147" 151%*
20 | Core Self Evaluations .033 .269** 243 .103 -111 .103*
Mediators
21 | Meaningfulness - - - 279%** 514+ A7
22 | Safety - - - -.064 -.002 .027
23 | Auvailability - - - -.034 .018 .017
24 | AWE9 - - - - .061 .158***
A in R Square (Controls) 118*** .077** .093*** 126*** 113 119***
A in F (Controls) 4.957*** 3.057** 3.763*** 5.320*** 4.677°** 4.986***
A in R Square (Antecedents) .616%** .394%** .681%** .582%** ST .658***
A in F (Antecedents) 54.861*** 17.556*** 71.019*** 47.074*** 42.536"**  69.459***
A in R square (Mediators) - - - .023*** .075%** .057%**
A in F (Mediators) - - - 7.900*** 29.163*** 31.694***
A in R square (AWE) - - - - .001 .007***
Ain F (AWE) - - - 1.179 11.665***
Total R Square 735> AT1F 7747 731 760*** .840***
Total F 39.243*** 12.580%** 48.404*** 33.095%** 36.780***  61.037***
Adjusted R Square 716%** 433%** 758%** 709*** 739%** .826™**
(N) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304)

‘Where AWE9=9-item AWE scale; BWE9=9-item BWE scale; BWES5=5-item BWE scale.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. NB — results for BWE9 in regression 6 are included for purposes of comparison only.
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Table 6.2A — Total Effects of Antecedents on AWE through Mediators at Time 2

Antecedents Meaningfulness Safety Availability Total Indirect Direct Effect Total
Effect Effect
1 Problem Solving - - - - 102 .102
2 Job Complexity .022* - - .022 .071 .093
3 Organisational Politics - - - - -.024 -.024
4 Role Conflict - - - - -.018 -.018
5 Job Variety - - - - -.073 -.073
6 Work Role Fit 143> - - 143 .258*** 401
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement .033* - - .033 -.063 -.030
8 Worker Climate of Engagement - - - - .078 .078
9 Personal Resources - - - - .091 .091
10 | Value Congruence .057** - - .057 .026 .083
1 | POS - - - - 224 224
12 | Core Self Evaluations - - - - .103 .103

Table 6.2B — Total Effects of Antecedents on BWE through Mediators (including) AWE
at Time 2

Antecedents Meaningfulness Safety Availability AW Total Indirect Direct Total

E Effect Effect Effect

1 Problem Solving - - - - - .142%* 142
2 Job Complexity .041* - - - .041 .040 .081
3 Organisational Politics - - - - - .016 .016
4 Role Contflict - - - - - -.033 -.033
5 Job Variety - - - - - .108* 108
6 Work Role Fit 263 - - - .263 -.046 217
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement .061* - - - .061 .193*** 254
8 Worker Climate of Engagement - - - - - -.040 -.040
9 Personal Resources - - - - - .260%** .260
10 Value Congruence 106 ** - - - .106 -.296*** -.190
1 POS - - - - - 147¢ 147
12 | Core Self Evaluations - - - - - -111 -111
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6.4 Results at Time 2

Table 6.2 (above) shows results of the 6 regression equations that were tested at T'1 with
T2 data. As at T1, in the first 3 models, each mediator, i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and
availability, was regressed on controls and antecedents. In the next 3, each engagement
construct i.e. AWE, BWES5, and BWED9 in turn was regressed on controls, antecedents,
mediators, and AWE. Overall, fewer significant relationships across the model were
observed at T2. With a focus on relationships that were significant, results are further

discussed herewith with comparisons to T1 results.

6.4.1. Predictors of Mediators at Time 2
I begin by looking at the results for the mediator variables (i.e. meaningfulness, safety and
availability) shown in the first three regressions in Table 6.2 (above). Two key points are

noteworthy.

As shown in the table, antecedents were strong predictors of the mediators at T2.
Specifically, 8 of the 12 antecedents were significantly related to at least one of the three
mediators representing a slight drop from 11 significant antecedent-mediator relationships
observed at T1. Taken together, antecedents accounted for a substantial proportion of
variance in each mediator over and above the effect of control variables. Specifically, the
change in R? associated with the antecedents in the first three regressions in Table 6.2
ranged from .394 (p<.001) for safety to .681 (p<.001) for availability. Whilst these figures
are lower than those observed at T1 (.472, p<.001 to .745, p<.001), antecedents collectively
accounted for the greatest percentage variance in availability as observed at T1.
Nonetheless, although some of the antecedent-mediator relationships were not statistically
significant, all except one of the significant relationships observed were in the predicted
direction. This exception was value congruence which, as at T1, was found to be
negatively related to avairlability. On the other hand, controls had a limited effect on the
mediators. The relationship between gender and safety observed at T1 was not replicated
at T2. Instead, age was the only significant positive predictor and demonstrated an
identical effect on meaningfulness (beta = .109) and safety (beta =.109) at T2 as that which

was observed at T1.
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6.4.2 Predictors of Attitudinal Engagement at Time 2

Direct (Non-mediated) Effects

In terms of the predictors of attitudinal engagement, the results of regression 4 in Table 6.2
(above) show the combined direct effects of the set of controls, antecedents, and mediators
on AWE9, or AWE. As shown, the model as a whole demonstrates substantial predictive
power accounting for 73% of the total variance in attitudinal engagement (total R* = .731,
p<.001) which is nearly identical to results that were observed at T1 (total R* = .729,
p<.001: regression 4 in Table 6.1). A number of key points are worth highlighting in
relation to each of the main groups of predictors (i.e. controls, antecedents, and mediators)

in the IME at T2.

First, controls accounted for about 13% of the variance in AWE which is slightly higher
when compared to 11% observed at T1. As at T'1, three of the eight controls that were
included emerged as significant predictors of attitudinal engagement. However, at T2,
these were gender, education, and dependent children rather than age, tenure, and
education at T1. AWE was positively predicted by gender (beta = .085, p<.01) and
dependent children (beta = .069, p<.05) suggesting that men as well as employees with
dependent children are likely to be more attitudinally engaged. As at T1, a negative
relationship between education and AWE suggests that attitudinal engagement is more

pronounced amongst less educated employees.

Second, as at T1, antecedents collectively accounted for a substantial proportion (58%) of
variance in AWEY, over and above the effect of the control variables (R* change = .582,
p<.001) which is similar to the proportion observed at T1 (R? change =.572, p<.001). Two
of the three antecedents observed at T'1 again had a significant direct (unmediated) effects
on AWE. These two antecedents, in order of importance, were work role fit (beta = .258,
p<.001) and POS (beta = .224, p<.001) whilst the exception that was not replicated at T2
was job complexity. As hypothesised, and, consistent with T1 results, these variables were
positively related to AWE suggesting that attitudinal engagement levels are higher when
employees feel supported by their organisation and perform roles that reflect their

true/preferred selves.
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Third, as at T1, the mediator variables also emerged as important predictors of attitudinal
engagement adding a further 2% to the explained variance in AWE in regression 4 (R”
change = .02, p<.001). The significant negative relationship between safety and AWE
observed at 'T'1 was not replicated leaving meaningfulness as the only predictor of AWE at
T2 (beta = .279, p<.001). This suggests that, as expected, feelings of psychological
meaningfulness are associated with higher AWE levels. Unexpectedly but consistent with
T1, no significant relationship was observed between availability and AWE (beta = -.064,
p>.05).

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects summarised above, the antecedent variables also affected
AWE through their impact on the mediators in the IME. As at T1, the mediated (indirect)
effects of the antecedents on AWE9 were calculated by combining results from regression
4 with those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 6.2 using the methods outlined earlier. Results
of this analysis are in Table 6.2A (above) which shows the indirect effect of each of the
antecedent variables on AWE via their effect on the three mediators. Additionally, the
table shows the direct effect of each antecedent on AWE and the total effect (i.e. the sum

of the indirect and direct effects) of each of the antecedents on AWE.

On the whole, as at T1, results supported the case for mediation although fewer significant
relationships were observed at T2. Three points stand out in this respect. First, 5 rather
than 10 of the 12 antecedents (as observed at T1) were significantly related to AWE.
Second, consistent with MacKinnon et al. (2007), three of the five relationships i.e. job
complexity, organisational climate of engagement, and value congruence were fully
mediated whilst work role fit was partially mediated by meaningfulness. Whilst POShad a
direct effect on AWE, as observed at T1, the indirect effects of problem solving,
organisational politics, role conflict, job variety, and personal resources that were observed
at 'T1 were not replicated. Instead, organisational climate of engagement had an indirect
effect on AWE that was not seen at T'1. Third, taking direct and indirect effects together,
the results in Table 6.2A show that the three most important predictors of AWE at T2, in
order of importance, were: work role fit (beta = .401), POS (beta = .224), and job

complexity (beta = .093). These relationships were in the positive direction as expected
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and suggest that, as hypothesised, congruence between personal and organisational values,
support from the organisation, and the opportunity to tackle novel/challenging work tasks,
all contribute to enhancing attitudinal work engagement. Furthermore, two of these
antecedents, i.e. work role fit and POS, predicted AWE at T'1 suggesting that these are
particularly strong drivers of AWE. In contrast, personal resources were no longer

significant predictors of AWE at T2 and in their stead was job complexity.
6.5 Predictors of Behavioural Engagement at Time 2

Direct (Non-mediated) Effects

Focusing now on the predictors of behavioural engagement, the results of regression 5 in
Table 6.2 show the combined effects of the set of controls, antecedents, and mediators on
BWES. As shown in Table 6.2, the model has substantial predictive power, helping to
account for 76% of the variance in behavioural engagement at T2 (total R* = .760, p<.001)
which is identical to results at T1. A number of points are noteworthy in relation to each of

the main groups of predictors (i.e. controls, antecedents, and mediators) in the IME at T2.

First, as presented in Table 6.2, controls accounted for about 11% of the variance in BWES
(R? change =.113, p<.001) which is identical to the proportion observed at T1. Similarly, as
at 'T'1, although three of the controls predicted AWE9, none of the controls demonstrated
significant relationships with BWES suggesting that the demographic variables included in

the analyses are stronger predictors of attitudinal than behavioural engagement.

Second, antecedents collectively accounted for a considerable proportion (57%) of the
variance over and above the effect of the control variables (R change = .571, p <.001) to a
similar extent as observed at T1 (R* change = .568, p <.001). Interestingly, a greater
number of direct effects were observed at T2 with six antecedents having a direct effect on
BWES compared with three at T1. In order of importance, these six were: value
congruence, personal resources, organisational climate of engagement, problem solving,
POS, and job variety. Three of these direct effects on BWES i.e. POS, job variety, and
personal resources, emerged newly at T'2. Nearly all relationships were in the hypothesised
positive direction with the exception of value congruence which, as at T1, had an

unexpected negative direct effect on BWES.
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Third, the three main mediators, collectively, also emerged as important predictors of
behavioural engagement adding around 8% to the explained variance in BWES (R? change
= .075, p <.001). As at T1, mediators accounted for a greater percentage of variance in
BWES than AWE (R* change = .023, p<.001). Furthermore, meaningfulness again
emerged as the only significant predictor and, as expected, was positively related to BWES
(beta = .514, p<.001). Contrary to expectations, but consistent with results at T1, no
significant relationships were observed between either safety (beta = -.002, p<.05),
availability (beta = .018, p<.05), on one hand, and BWES on the other. Furthermore, as at
T1, AWE did not add a significant percentage to the explained variance in BWES and no
significant relationship was observed between the two engagement constructs (beta = .061,
p>.05). As at T'1 and again contrary to predictions, this suggests that psychological safety,

psychological availability, and crucially AWE do not significantly predict BWES.

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects summarised above, the antecedents also affected BWES
through their impact on the mediators in the IME. As before, indirect (mediated) effects of
the antecedents on BWES were estimated by multiplying the results from regression 5 with
those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 6.2. Results of this analysis for BWES as the DV are
reported in Table 6.2B (above), showing the indirect effect of each of the antecedents on
BWES via their effect on the three main mediators, and AWE. Furthermore, the table
shows the direct effect of each antecedent on BWES and the total effect (i.e. sum of the

indirect and direct effect) of each of the antecedents on BWES.

Overall, results largely supported the case for mediation and a number of points are
noteworthy in this regard. First, as at T1, 8 of the 12 antecedent variables included in the
analysis were significantly related to BWES. The exceptions were: organisational politics,
role conflict, worker climate of engagement, and core self-evaluations. Previously observed
indirect effects of role conflict and job variety on BWES were not replicated. In their
stead, job complexity and POShad a new indirect effect and direct effect, respectively, on
BWES at 'T2.

204



Second, as shown in Table 6.2B, indirect effects of four of the eight antecedents on BWES
were mediated by meaningfulness, which again emerged as the only significant mediator.
The effects of job complexity and work role fit were fully mediated whilst partial
mediation was involved for organisational climate of engagement and value congruence.
Contrary to expectations but consistent with results at T'1, safety, availability, and AWE,
respectively, also did not significantly mediate the effect of any of the antecedents on
BWES at T2. However, as at T'1, value congruence demonstrated a positive direct and

negative indirect effect on BWES.

Third, taking direct and indirect effects together, the total effects displayed in Table 6.2B
show that the three most important predictors of behavioural engagement were: personal
resources (beta = .260, p<.001), organisational climate of engagement (beta = .254, p<.001),
and work role fit (beta = .217, p<.001). With the exception of problem solving which was
replaced by personal resources, the other two antecedents were also the strongest
predictors of BWES at 'T'1. As hypothesised by the IME, all three variables had a positive
effect on BWES suggesting that problem solving, personal resources, and organisational
climate of engagement contribute to enhancing behavioural engagement. Finally, as at T1,
AWE and BWE, respectively were mediated by a number of the same antecedents at T2
namely: job complexity, work role fit, organisational climate of engagement, value

congruence, and POS.
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6.6 Discussion

This chapter tested the IME cross-sectionally focusing on proposed relationships between
antecedents, mediators, and the two engagement constructs in the revised IME (Figure
6.1). Overall, results provide empirical support for the IME which incorporated constructs
from the attitudinal and behavioural approaches to engagement. Although the IME will be
tested longitudinally, the main noteworthy points from cross-sectional results are discussed

below.

Opverall, consistent with existing research, and as predicted by the IME, most antecedents
were significantly related with mediators in the expected direction, either positive or
negative (Link 1 in Figure 6.1) at T1 and at T2. Of the three mediators drawn from Kahn’s
(1990) research, only meaningfulness consistently demonstrated significant positive
relationships with the two engagement constructs at T1 and T2. Unexpectedly, safety was
negatively related to AWE at T1 only whilst availability was not significantly related to
either behavioural or attitudinal engagement (Link 2) at either T1 or at T2. Contrary to
expectations, AWE also did not predict BWE at T1 or T2 (Link 3). As proposed by the
IME, a number of antecedents demonstrated non-mediated (direct effects) on engagement
at T1 and T2 (Links 4 and 5). Finally, unexpectedly, meaningfulness was the only
mediator to demonstrate a direct effect on BWE at T1 and T2 (Link 6). Specific beta
coefficient correlations were presented in Tables 6.1 — 6.2B and discussed previously. In
the subsequent sections, I consider the extent to which relationships observed conformed

to predictions from the IME and remained stable from T1 to T2.
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Table 6.3 Effect of Mediators on AWE9 and BWES at Time 1 and Time 2

Direct Effect on AWE Direct Effect on BWES5
Effect at Effect as Effect Stable Effect at Effect as Effect Stable
T1/T2 Hypothesised between T1 T1/T2 Hypothesised between T1&
and T2 T2
Meaningfulness AR [ Yes Yes AFEE [ Yes Yes
Safety -**/Ns No No Ns/Ns No Yes
Availability Ns/Ns No Yes Ns/Ns No Yes
AWE9 - - - Ns/Ns No Yes
Table 6.4 — Effect of Antecedents on AWEDO at Time 1 and Time 2
Indirect Effect on AWE9 Direct (non-mediated) Effect Total Effect
Antecedent Indirect Effect as Effect Direct Effect as Effect Total Effect as Effect
Effectat  hypothesised Stable Effectat  hypothesised Stable Effect hypothesised Stable
T1/T2 between T1/T2 between  atT1/T2 between
T1/T2 T1T2 (F,P,D) T1/T2
1 Problem solving +**/ns Yes No +(F)/ns Yes No
2 Job complexity SEf+* No/Yes No +*/ns Yes No +(P)/+(F) Yes No
3 Organisation +**/ns No No + (F)/ns No No
politics
4 | Role conflict -*/ns Yes No - (F)/ns Yes No
5 Job variety +*/ns Yes No +(F)/ns Yes No
6 Work role fit E S Yes Yes 4R )RR Yes Yes +(P)/+(P) Yes Yes
7 | Organisational ns/+* Yes No ns/+ (F) Yes No
climate
8 | Worker climate ns/ns No Yes
9 Personal resources +*/ns Yes No +(F)/ns Yes No
10 | Value congruence X[ Yes No + (F)/+(F) Yes No
1 | POS AR [ Yes Yes +(D)/+(D) Yes Yes
12 | CSE ns/ No No ns/ns No No ns/ns No Yes
Table 6.5 Effect of Antecedents on BWES at Time 1 and Time 2
Indirect Effect on AWE9 Direct (non-mediated) Effect Total Effect
Antecedent Indirect Effect as Effect Direct Effect as Effect Total Effect as Effect
Effect at hypothesised Stable Effect at hypothesised Stable Effect hypothesised Stable
T1/T2 between T1/T2 between  at T1/T2 between
T1/T2 T1/T2 (F,P,D) T1/T2
1 Problem solving +*/ns Yes No +EEE Yes Yes +(P)/+(D) Yes No
2 | Job complexity ns/+* Yes No ns/+(F) Yes No
3 Organisation politics - No Yes ns/ns No Yes
4 | Role conflict -**/ns Yes No -(F)/ns Yes No
5 | Job variety +***/ns Yes No ns/+* Yes No +(F)/+(D) Yes No
6 Work role fit EY A Yes Yes +(F)/+(F) Yes Yes
7 Organisation climate ns/+* Yes No AR [ Yes Yes +D)/+(P) Yes No
8 | Worker climate ns/ns No Yes
9 Personal resources +*/ns Yes No ns/+*** Yes No +(F)/+(D) Yes No
10 | Value congruence A Yes Yes S No Yes -(P)/-(P) No Yes
11 | POS ns/+* Yes No ns/+(D) Yes No
12 | Core self evaluations ns/ No No ns/ns No Yes ns/ns No Yes




Table 6.6 Comparison between AWE9 and BWES

Total Effects at T1: AWE9 vs. BWES Total Effects at T2: AWE9 vs. BWES
Effects at T'1 for Similar Effect Effects at T2 for Similar Effect
AWE9/BWE5 for AWE9 & BWES5 AWE9/BWE5 for AWE9 &
BWES5
Antecedents
1 Problem solving + (F)/+(D) Similar ns/+(D) Different
2 Job complexity +(P)/ns Different +(F)/+(F) Similar
3 Organisational politics +(F)/ns Different Ns/ns Similar (ns)
4 Role conflict -(F)/-(F) Similar Ns/ns Similar (ns)
5 Job variety +(F)/+(F) Similar Ns/+(D) Different
6 Work role fit +(P)/+(F) Different +(P)/+(F) Different
7 Organisational climate ns/+(D) Similar +(F)/+(P) Different
8 Worker climate ns/ns Similar Ns/ns Similar (ns)
9 Personal resources +(F)/+(F) Similar Ns/+(D) Different
10 Value Congruence +(F)/-(P) Different +(F)/-(P) Different
11 POS +(D)/ns different +(D)/+D) Similar
12 Core self evaluations ns/ns Similar Ns/ns Similar (ns)
Mediators
1 Meaningfulness +/+ Similar +/+ Similar
2 Safety -/ns Different ns/ns Similar (ns)
3 Availability ns/ns Similar (ns) ns/ns Similar (ns)
Where: + = positive relationship and — = negative relationship, ns= non significant relationship, F = Full mediation,

P=partial mediation, D=direct effect; T1=Time, T2=Time 2

Tables 6.3 — 6.5 (above) provide, at a glance, a summary of relationships observed from
testing the IME cross-sectionally and indicate the extent to which such relationships
conformed to hypotheses from the IME. On this note, there are 5 key issues to be

discussed.

The first concerns the extent to which the three main mediators i.e. meaningfulness,
safety, and availability predict engagement i.e. AWE and BWE (see Table 6.3). Here it is
also important to consider whether AWE predicts BWE as hypothesised. The second
issue concerns whether antecedents from the IME have direct effects, indirect effects, or
both direct and indirect effects on AWE. Further relevant is the extent to which these
effects are as hypothesised/expected and thus provide support for the IME or otherwise,
and, the extent to which these results are stable from T'1 to T2. The third issue is similar to
the second but focuses on the extent to which antecedents have a direct/indirect effect or

both on BWES. I also consider the extent to which results are similar or different from
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those observed for AWE and the extent to which results are stable from T1 to T2. The
fourth and related issue is the extent to which attitudinal and behavioural engagement,
respectively, are predicted by the same antecedents. Finally, taking all results into
consideration, it is important to review the extent to which the IME is a strong predictive

model and is stable over time.

Issue 1: Mediator-Engagement Relationships

Beginning with relationships between mediators and the two engagement constructs, four
points stand out. First, as shown in Table 6.3 (above), meaningfulness emerged as the
strongest predictor of engagement i.e. AWE and BWE. Furthermore, this relationship was
positive as predicted by the IME and stable from T1 to T2. Consistent with Kahn (1990),
this suggests that employees are more likely to be engaged, both attitudinally and
behaviourally, when they derive a sense of personal value from their work tasks. Second,
whilst safety predicted AWE at T1, this relationship was negative, contrary to
expectations, and was not replicated at T2. Further unexpectedly, safety did not predict
BWES either at T1 or at 'T2. Third, availability did not have the hypothesised significant
positive relationship with either of the two engagement constructs at T'1 or T2. This
suggests that, contrary to Kahn (1990), feelings of psychological safety or psychological

availability might not be particularly important drivers of employee work engagement.

A fourth and particularly noteworthy point was that, contrary to expectations, AWE did
not predict BWE either at T1 or T2. As shown in Tables 6.1 and 6.2, attitudinal
engagement was neither significantly directly correlated with behavioural engagement nor
did it add a significant percentage to the explained variance in BWES (regression 5 in
Tables 6.1 and 6.2). This further supports the case for discriminant validity between the
two engagement constructs but raises wider questions about the relationship between

attitudes and behaviours.

Issue 2: Antecedent-Attitudinal Engagement Relationships

Turning to the second issue i.e. relationships between antecedents and AWE, Table 6.4
(above) shows that antecedents included the IME were significant predictors of AWE and

most relationships were in the hypothesised direction (either positive or negative). Ten out
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of twelve antecedents demonstrated either a significant direct/indirect effect, or both, on
AWE at T1 and/or T2. Specifically, three antecedents i.e. work role fit, POS, and job
complexity predicted AWE through direct effects and, with the exception of job
complexity, these effects were stable from T1 to T2. 9 antecedents had an indirect effect
on AWE through their impact on the mediators and 7 of these were fully mediated by
either meaningfulness and/or safety whilst there was partial mediation involved for work

role fit and job complexity (T1 only).

All but one of the relationships between antecedents and AWE were in the expected
direction e.g. positive for problem solving and negative for role conflict. The exception was
job complexity which had a negative indirect effect on AWE at T1 and a positive indirect
effect at T2 rather than a positive effect at both times. However, 8 of these significant
relationships were not stable over time. In 5 cases, i.e. problem solving, organisational
politics, role conflict, job variety, and personal resources, significant relationships observed

at T'1 were not seen at T2 while a number of other relationships emerged at T2 only.

On the whole, results provide support for the IME to the extent that antecedents
significantly predicted AWE and these relationships were explained by mediator variables.
Specifically, results elucidate relationship processes in the IME noting that many
antecedents drive engagement by first enhancing the extent to which employees feel that
their jobs hold value for them i.e. meaningfulness (Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn,
1990). On another note, results in Table 6.3 show that many of the effects of these
antecedents on AWE are not stable over time. However, as shown in Table 6.4, work role
fit and POS are particularly strong and stable predictors of attitudinal engagement.
Consistent with research, this suggests that employees are more attitudinally engaged
where they feel supported by their organisation and matched to work roles that reflect
their true selves. Furthermore, demonstrating both direct and indirect effects, via
meaningtulness, on BWES, work role fit was the stronger predictor. This suggests that
where employees feel that their job roles reflect who they truly are, they also increasingly
esteem their work roles, and are, in turn, more attitudinally engaged at work (cf. May et al.

2004). On the other hand, the remaining direct effect observed suggests that
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consistency/alignment between employees’ true selves and their job roles, in itself,

enhances AWE.

Issue 3: Antecedent-Behavioural Engagement Relationships

The third issue concerns relationships between antecedents and BWES5. As shown in
Table 6.5 (above), the antecedents were also important predictors of behavioural
engagement. Compared with 10 antecedents that predicted AWE, 9 of 12 antecedents had
either a direct/indirect or both a direct and indirect effect on BWES. 8 of the indirect
effects were either fully or partially mediated by meaningfulness only. Full mediation was
observed for work role fit and job complexity. However, there were more instances of
partial mediation for BWE than AWE (6 compared with 2) and these emerged for:
problem solving, job variety, organisational climate of engagement, personal resources, and
value congruence. As observed for AWE, POShad only a direct effect on BWES but this
relationship occurred only at T2 rather than at T'1 and at T2 as was observed for AWE. It
is worth noting that where partial mediation was involved, direct effects tended to be more
stable than indirect effects suggesting that antecedents have a more consistent effect on
BWE than on the mediators included in the IME. As shown in Table 6.5, this was the case
for problem solving and organisational climate of engagement. On the whole, the majority
of relationships were in the hypothesised direction with the exception of value congruence
which had a predicted positive indirect effect but unexpectedly negative direct effect on

BWES at T1 and at T2.

As was the case for AWE, most relationships between BWE and antecedents were not
stable over time. Furthermore, as observed for AWE, indirect effects of problem solving,
role conflict, and personal resources on BWES at T1 became non-significant at T2. This
suggests that the extent to which employees’ assessment of task novelty, ambiguity, and
capability to perform tasks affects their work engagement levels, is subject to significant
change. On the other hand, in two cases, i.e. job complexity and organisational climate of
engagement, non-significant direct effects at T1 became significant at T2. Similarly, this
suggests that the impact of task challenge and organisational expectations on work

engagement levels varies over time.
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Looking at total effects of antecedents on BWES, results supported the IME. First, most
antecedents emerged as significant predictors of behavioural engagement either at T1, T2
or both. Second, many of these relationships were explained by meaningfulness. However,
the hypothesised roles of the other two main mediators in the IME i.e. safety and
availability, were not supported. Also noteworthy is that, contrary to expectations, AWE
did not predict BWES at T1 or at T2. Third, although some relationships were not
statistically significant, all but one of the significant relationships, were in the hypothesised
positive direction. The exception was value congruence which had a negative rather than

positive total effect.

Fourth, although direct effects of antecedents were marginally more stable for BWE than
AWE, results were largely similar. 7 of 9 total effects for BWE, compared with 8 of 10 for
AWE, were not stable from T1 to T2 suggesting that the effects of the antecedents
included in the IME on work engagement fluctuates considerably over time. Importantly,
the strongest and most stable predictors of BWES were work role fit and value congruence
although only the former had a predicted positive total effect. In light of previous results
which also show work role fit as a strong predictor of AWE, this suggests that employees
who feel their work role tasks reflect their true selves are also more likely to deem their job

roles valuable i.e. meaningfulness and to, in turn, demonstrably deploy their personal selves

to performing work tasks (BWE; cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990).

Issue 4: Are AWE and BWE Predicted by the Same Antecedents?

We now turn to the fourth important issue, which is the extent to which attitudinal
engagement and behavioural engagement, respectively, are predicted by the same
antecedents and mediators. As shown in Table 6.6 (above), 7 of 12 antecedents had a
similar effect on AWE and BWE although the specific 7 were different from T1 to T2. As
hypothesised by the IME, most of these relationships were positive. However, only role
contlict and work role fit demonstrated similar relationships with AWE and BWE at T1
and T2 in the predicted negative and positive direction respectively. Indeed, 2 of the IME
antecedents i.e. worker climate of engagement and core self-evaluations did not

significantly affect AWE or BWE.
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A number of antecedents were stronger predictors of one engagement construct than the
other. For example, job complexity, work role fit, and POS were more important
predictors of AWE than BWE. This suggests that employees are more likely to be
attitudinally engaged when they feel that they have opportunities to perform challenging
tasks in organisational contexts where they feel supported and appropriately matched to
roles that reflect their true personal selves. Interestingly, although the two antecedents
emerged as predictors of AWE, work role fit and POS are associated with the BWE
literature (May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 2010). On the other hand, problem solving, job
variety, personal resources, and organisational climate of engagement were stronger
predictors of BWES than AWE although these antecedents could be described as
‘attitudinal’ constructs. Regarding the mediators, only meaningfulness demonstrated the
hypothesised positive relationship with AWE and BWE, respectively, at 'T1 and T2 as
shown in Table 6.6 (above). Availability had a similar non-significant effect on the two
engagement constructs. On the other hand, although drawn from the BWE literature
(Kahn, 199), safety predicted AWE rather than BWE. However, this relationship was
unexpectedly negative rather than positive and was observed at T1 alone. These results
may raise questions about the relationship between attitudinal and behavioural constructs
as one might expect stronger relationships between attitudinal/attitudinal and

behavioural/behavioural constructs.

Issue 5: To what Extent is the IME Stable over Time?

Finally taking the results together, it is important to consider the extent to which the IME
is a strong predictive model that is stable over time. 6 points are noteworthy in this regard.
First, the IME was supported to the extent that antecedents predicted engagement and
these relationships were fully or partially explained by the mediator variables included in
the IME. Second, most significant relationships were in the predicted positive direction
meaning that antecedents were significant drivers of engagement. Notable exceptions were
core self-evaluations and worker climate, which did not significantly predict engagement.
Furthermore, value congruence was negatively rather than positively related to BWE.
Third, as shown in Table 6.6 (above), attitudinal engagement and behavioural
engagement, respectively, were predicted by different antecedents and a greater number

of antecedents were stronger drivers of BWE than AWE. Fourth, contrary to
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expectations, but further supporting the case for discriminant validity, AWE did not
predict BWES. Fifth, as shown in Tables 6.3 to 6.6 (above), relationships observed in the
IME were not particularly stable over time. Finally, the strongest and most stable
antecedent of engagement was work role fit and meaningfulness was the strongest
mediator of this and other antecedent-engagement relationships in the IME. However, the
relationship between work role fit and engagement was different for AWE and BWE.
Results suggest that, where employees feel their job roles reflect who they truly are, they
feel that their work tasks hold more value (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976) and, in turn,
demonstrate higher BWE. However, results suggest that consistency between job roles
and employees’ personalities i.e. work role fit enhances AWE whether this is because they
feel that their jobs have value (meaningfulness) or not. In light of existing research, these
cross-sectional results are interesting and highlight a number of issues with several potential
implications for our understanding of engagement. However, these issues are fully

addressed in the next chapter, which is a temporal and more stringent test of the IME.
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6.7 Conclusion

This chapter tested the IME cross-sectionally focusing on the extent to which
engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, was predicted by antecedents and whether these
relationships in the IME were explained (mediated) by meaningfulness, safety, and
availability, respectively. As shown in Tables 6.1 — 6.2C, at T1 and T2, antecedents
accounted for a significant percentage of variance over and above controls, in AWE and
BWE respectively. Mediators i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability also accounted
for a significant percentage of variance in engagement over and above controls and
antecedents at T1 and T2. However, AWE did not significantly predict BWE over and
above controls, antecedents, and the 3 mediators. On closer examination of direct and
indirect effects, work role fit was the most significant antecedent of engagement whilst
meaningtulness was the most significant mediator of relationships between antecedents and

engagement.

An important implication from these cross-sectional results is that employees invest more
mental and physical energy to completing tasks that they find valuable or personally
significant. As discussed, this is consistent with existing research on meaningfulness
(Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990) and echoes Vroom’s (1964) proposition that the
effort invested into performing a task partly depends on valence (the value placed on the
expected outcome). In terms of practical implications, the extent to which organisations
can effectively enhance meaningfulness may be questionable as the concept may vary
considerably between and even within employees. However, based on these results, it may
be possible and beneficial to: a) deliberately recruit individuals who value the role being
offered and b) examine and enhance the elements of a role that existing employees find
most valuable. Results at 'T'1 and T2 also provided strong support for discriminant validity
between AWE and BWE. In addition to the wvaried relationships observed with
antecedents/mediators and the two engagement constructs, the fact that AWE does not
account for a significant percentage of variance in BWE suggests the concepts are
empirically different despite conceptual similarities. This is very useful as it suggests that
organisations that are aiming to enhance engagement should perhaps identify AWE or

BWE as their focus and implement tailored organisaional initiatives as appropriate.
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Cross sectional results discussed in this chapter revealed interesting insights about the
feasibility of the IME and the nature of engagement at two discrete time points. As
highlighted, most relationship patterns were in the predicted direction whilst a few were
not. Some relationships also changed over the 4-week period between T1 and T2. A
crucial implication is that if this study was carried out with the same individuals at either T1
or T2, one might reach considerably different conclusions about the nature and
antecedents of engagement. As such, the need for longitudinal engagement research
(Peccei, 2013) is again apparent. Accordingly, the next chapter presents a more stringent

temporal test of the IME.
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Chapter 7 — Testing the IME
Temporally
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7.1 Introduction

The previous chapter tested the IME (Integrated Model of Engagement) cross-sectionally
using T1 and T2 data separately. Results provided empirical support for the IME that
incorporates constructs from the respective attitudinal and behavioural approaches.

With the interesting and useful findings from the cross sectional model testing in mind, this
chapter focuses on testing the revised IME with T1 and T2 data together. Using
hierarchical regressions, the model is tested temporally to elucidate the effects of
antecedents at one time point (T1) on engagement at a subsequent point in time (T2). By
testing the IME temporally, it is expected that some of the relationships observed in the
cross sectional model may be weaker. However, this is a more stringent test of the IME
because antecedents are measured at an earlier time point and an important temporal order

is established.

As discussed in Chapter 4, an important advantage conferred by the two-wave data used
within this study is that limitations associated with common method variance are greatly
reduced. Fundamentally, the likelihood that participants provided artificially related
responses because they completed several questions during one continuous time period is
considerably lower because constructs are measured at a second time point. Additionally,
the 4-week interval between T1 and T2 in this study represents a novel timeframe for
multi-wave research on engagement as studies have typically been conducted over 1-2
years on the one hand or 1-2 weeks on the other. Furthermore, the 4-week period reduces
the likelihood that employees will replicate their responses, on one hand, whilst also
preventing methodological issues, such as high dropout rates, that are associated with more

longitudinal studies.
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7.2 Methods

Data Sample and Methods

As in the previous chapter, the data used in the present analysis was from 304 adults
working full time and aged between 21 — 50 years who completed online survey
questionnaires at T1 and 4 weeks later at T2 (see Chapter 4 for full demographic

characteristics).

7.2.1. Measures

Measures used for the present analyses remain as before (see Chapters 4 and 6).
Fundamentally, questionnaire items were mostly drawn from existing scales and modified
as appropriate. As discussed in Chapter 6, a number of control variables, including dummy

variables, were also included in the analysis.
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7.3 Analytic Strategy

The temporal IME in this chapter was tested using hierarchical regressions for the same
reasons discussed in Chapter 6. However, for this chapter in particular, regressions confer
the additional benefit of highlighting the extent to which each independent variable, or IV,
at 'T'1 uniquely predicts the DVs i.e. AWE and BWE, respectively, at T2 after accounting
for other I'Vs at T'1 (cf. Dewberry, 2004). As before, mediation in the present chapter was
also tested using MacKinnon et al.’s (2007) approach. Slight amendments to the mediation
models tested in this chapter are presented and described below.

1) Each mediator at T1 (meaningfulness, safety, availability) was regressed on IVs at

T1 and controls at T1.

2) AWE and BWE, respectively, at T2 was regressed on controls, antecedents, and

mediators at T'1;

2a) BWE at T2 was regressed on controls, antecedents, and mediators, including

AWE, at T1.
The key difference in terms of mediation here is that since a temporal IME was tested in
this chapter, Model 2 was tested using T1 and T2 data simultaneously rather than
separately. As before, a case for mediation is supported if the two models are significant. A
full mediation model is supported if an IV at T1 predicts engagement (AWE/BWE) at T2
through an indirect effect only. However, partial mediation is supported if an IV at T1
predicts AWE or BWE at T2 through direct and indirect effects. As explained in Chapter

6, the significance of indirect effects was tested using Sobel’s (1982) procedure.

The expected pattern of relationships from regressions for AWE and BWE, in that order,
are summarised in Figures 7.1 and 7.2 and outlined below. The pattern is similar to those in
Chapter 6 with a few notable differences. Starting with the model for AWE at T2 (Figure
7.1, below), Link 1 i.e. antecedent-mediator relationships at T1 were tested and discussed
in Chapter 6 and as such are not repeated here. However, as demonstrated by Link 2 in
Figure 7.1, the three main mediators at T1 are expected to be positively related to AWE at
T2. Furthermore, antecedents at T'1 may have direct (unmediated) effects on AWE at T2
(Link 3).
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Turning to the model for BWE/BWES at T2, the expected pattern of relationships is
represented in Figure 7.2 (below). Links 1 to 3 represent relationships at T1. Specifically,
antecedents are expected to predict mediators (1); mediators are expected to predict AWE
(2); and antecedents may have direct (unmediated) effects on AWE (3). These results
were discussed in Chapter 6 and are not discussed in this chapter. Instead, Links 4 to 6
represent expected relationships in the temporal IME. Specifically, mediators at T1 are
expected to predict BWES at T2 (4); antecedents at T1 may have direct (unmediated)
effects on BWES at T2 (5) and; AWE at T1 is expected to predict BWES at T2 (6).

Thus, consistent with a temporal order, relationships in the temporal IME are tested from
T1 to T2 such that IVs (antecedents/mediators) at T'1 are expected to predict engagement
at T2. Whilst the focus of this chapter is a temporal analysis where the impact of
antecedents at T'1 on the two engagement constructs at T2 is examined, an additional set
of analyses could be done where engagement at a previous time point is controlled for.
This would allow us to examine the extent to which antecedents at T1 explain changes in
engagement over time. Although this is not the focus of the thesis, these analyses have
been run for completeness and results reflect the expectation that engagement at one time

point will predict engagement at a later time point (see Appendix 1.8).
The next section begins testing the temporal IME in terms of the expected pattern of

relationships (Figures 7.1 and 7.2 below) using 6 regression equations. Results are presented

in Table 7.1 (below) and discussed subsequently.
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Figure 7.1 — Expected Pattern of Relationships in Temporal IME for AWET?2

AntecedentsT1 -------- »  MediatorsT1 T AWET?2

Figure 7.2 — Expected Pattern of Relationships in Temporal IME for BWES5T?2

------------------- K
1 ;
AntecedentsT1 ----+ MediatorsT1 ----- > AWETI ——  BWE5T2
| |
5
------------- > = Links already examined in cross-sectional analyses presented in
Chapter 6.
> = New links tested in temporal analyses in this chapter.
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Table 7.1 - Results of Testing the IME Temporally

1 2 3 4 5 6
MeaningfulnessT1 ~ Safety T1  Availability = AWE9 BWEST2 BWE9T2
T1 T2
Controls
1 | AgeTl .088* .073 -.009 .079 .129* .087
2 | Gender T1 -.003 .082* .015 .109* -.055 -.005
3 | Ethnicity T1 -.015 .004 -.045 -.007 -.014 -.025
4 | Tenure T1 -.024 -.004 -.017 -.022 .017 .028
5 | Organisational Size T1 .024 .049 -.012 -.068 -.026 -.043
6 | Educational qualification T1 -.005 .037 .025 -.084 .010 -.012
7 | Dependent Children T1 .025 -.082 -.018 .138** .093 JA217
8 | Relationship Status T'1 .027 -.027 -.019 .037 .000 -.011
Antecedents
9 | Problem Solving T'1 .136** -.046 -.057 .000 .080 .011
10 | Job Complexity T1 .040 .189*** .074* .073 .072 .091
11 | Organisational Politics T'1 .017 =337 .017 .088 171 142*
12 | Role Conflict T1 - 113 -.204*** .001 -.113 -.138* -.123*
13 | Job Variety T1 165%** .029 .084* .048 .064 .055
14 | Work Role Fit T1 516%** 112 -.064 .286** .012 .169
15 | Organisational Climate of .041 -.070 .093* -.136* .080 -.013
Engagement T1
16 | Worker Climate of Engagement T1 .022 -.073 .015 .050 .016 .053
17 | Personal Resources T1 .203** .231* .648%** .026 -.027 -.048
18 | Value Congruence T1 121* S271F -.108* .002 -.086 -.066
19 | POST1 -.046 214** .020 231 .072 104
20 | Core Self Evaluations T1 -127 .043 2457 -.192% -.077 -.067
Mediators and Engagement
21 | Meaningfulness - - - .215% 279** .232F
22 | Safety T1 - - - -.118 -.007 -.023
23 | Availability T1 - - - 211* .219* 212
24 | AWE9T1 - - - - 129 212%
A in R Square (Controls) .1047** .075** .055* 126%** 13 119%**
A in F (Controls) 4.276*** 2.988** 2.160* 5.320%** 4.677** 4.986***
A in R Square (Antecedents) 675%** 472K 7457 .358%** .299*** 384%**
A in F (Antecedents) 71.818*** 24.531%** 87.787*** 16.383*** 11.996***  18.219***
A in R square (Mediators) - - - .027%* .040*** .038**
A in F (Mediators) - - - 5.057** 6.892*** 7.798***
A in R square (AWE T1) - - - - .005 .012**
Ain F (AWET1) - - - - 2.320 7.610%*
Total R Square 7357 A7 747 S1rre .563*** .554**
Total F 39.243*** 12.580***  48.404*** 12.713*** 14.334*** 14,4137
Adjusted R Square 7116*** 433%* 758*** A7 .524%** .515%*
(N) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304)

‘Where AWE9=9-item AWE scale; BWE9=9-item BWE scale; BWE5=5-item BWE scale.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. NB - results for BWEY in regression 6 are included for purposes of comparison only.
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Table 7.1A - Indirect Effects of Antecedents on Attitudinal Engagement

Antecedents Meaningfulness Safety Availability Total Indirect Direct Effect Total
T1 T1 T1 Effect on on AWET2 Effect on
AWET2 AWET2
1 Problem Solving at T1 .030*** .030 .000 .030
2 Job Complexity T1 .073 .073
3 Organisational Politics T1 .088 .088
4 Role Conflict T1 -.024** -.024 -113 -.137
5 | Job Variety T1 .035%** .018* .053 .048 .101
6 Work Role Fit T1 B0 R A1 .286** 397
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement T1 .020*** .020 -.136* -.116
8 Worker Climate of Engagement T'1 .050 .050
9 Personal Resources T'1 .044*** 137 181 .026 .207
10 | Value Congruence T1 -.023%** -.023 .002 -.021
1 POST1 231%* 231
12 | Core Self Evaluations T'1 -.027%** .052%** .025 -.192* -.167
Table 7.1B - Indirect Effects of Antecedents on Behavioural Engagement
Antecedents Meaningfulness Safety Auvailability AWE9 Total Direct Total
T1 T1 T1 T1 Indirect Effecton  Effecton
Effect BWEsST2 BWEST2
1 Problem Solving T'1 .038*** .038 .080 118
2 Job Complexity T1 .072 .072
3 Organisational Politics T1 1717 171
4 Role Conflict T1 -.032%** -.032 -.138* -.170
5 Job Variety T1 .046*** .018* .064 .064 128
6 ‘Work Role Fit T1 144+ 144 .012 156
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement T1 .020*** .020 .080 100
8 ‘Worker Climate of Engagement T1 .016 .016
9 Personal Resources T1 .057%** 1427 199 -.027 172
10 | Value Congruence T1 -.024%** -.024 -.086 -.110
1 | POST1 .072 .072
12 Core Self Evaluations T1 -.035"** .054%** .019 -.077 -.058

'p<0.05, *"p<0.01, **"p<0.001.
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7.4 Results from the Temporal IME

Table 7.1 (above) shows the results of testing the temporal IME using 6 regression
equations. In the first 3 equations, each of the three mediators at T1 i.e. meaningfulness,
safety, and availability at 'T'1 was regressed on controls and antecedents at T'1. These cross-
sectional relationships between controls, antecedents, and mediators at 'T'1 were discussed
in Chapter 6 and are not repeated here. In the following 3 equations, AWE, BWES, and
BWEDY, respectively, at T2, was regressed on controls, antecedents, mediators, and AWE
at T1. With a focus on significant results, these temporal relationships between
antecedents, mediators, and engagement (in equations 4 — 6) are discussed below with a
consideration of differences and similarities between the previous cross-sectional IME and

the present temporal IME.
7.4.1 Predictors of Attitudinal Engagement

Direct (Non-Mediated) Effects

Beginning with attitudinal engagement, results of regression 4 in Table 7.1 (above) show
the cumulative direct effects of the set of controls, antecedents, and mediators at T'1 on
AWE, or AWE9, at T2. As can be seen from the table, the model demonstrates
reasonable predictive power accounting for 51% of the total variance in attitudinal
engagement at T2 (Total R* = .511, p<.001). This represents a considerable drop in power
from cross sectional results where IVs collectively accounted for an average of 73% of
variance in AWE at 'T1 and 'T2. A number of key points with respect to each of the main
predictor/IV groups, i.e. controls, antecedents, and mediators at T1, in the temporal IME

are discussed below.

First, controls at 'T'1 accounted for about 13% of the variance in AWE at T2 (R? change =
126, p<.001) which is similar to the percentages observed cross-sectionally at T1 (11%) and
T2 (13%). Representing a slight drop from cross-sectional results at T2, two of eight
controls at T1 significantly predicted AWE9 at T2. Specifically, as at T2 (but not T1) in
the cross-sectional IME, AWE at T2 was predicted by gender at T1 (beta =.109, p<.05)
and dependent children at T1 (beta = .138, p<.01) in the temporal IME and these
relationships were positive. The beta correlations observed in this temporal IME are

stronger than those from the cross-sectional IME suggesting that, over time, attitudinal
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engagement levels tend to be higher amongst male employees and employees who have
dependent children. Contrary to cross-sectional results, education, age, and tenure at T1

did not predict AWE at T2 suggesting that these relationships are less robust over time.

Second, antecedents at T1 accounted for an additional 36% in the proportion of the
variance in AWE at T2 over and above control variables at T1 (R? change = .358, p<.001).
As expected, this also represents a considerable drop from an average of 58% observed
cross-sectionally. Four antecedents out of 12 at T1 significantly predicted AWE at T2
through direct effects in the temporal IME (regression 4 in Table 7.1). In order of
importance, these were: work role fit (beta = .286, p<.01), POS (beta = .231, p<.01), core
self evaluations (beta = -.192, p<.05), and organisational climate of engagement (beta = -
136, p<.05). The first two relationships were in the positive direction, as expected, and are
consistent with cross-sectional results. Fundamentally, the results suggest that alignment
between employees’ work roles and their genuine selves, as well as support from their
organisation, contribute to enhancing attitudinal engagement in the near future. However,
the other two relationships are unexpectedly negative, rather than positive, and suggest
that attitudinal engagement is lower where employees believe in their abilities to perform
work tasks and, also, where employees feel that their employer expects them to be highly

engaged.

Third, consistent with cross-sectional results, the three main mediators at T1, collectively,
demonstrated significant predictive validity for AWE at T2 contributing about 3% to the
variance explained (R? change = .027, p<.001). Consistent with expectations, but contrary
to some of the cross-sectional results, AWE at T2 was positively predicted by both
meaningtulness at T1 (beta = .215, p<.001) and availability at 'T1 (beta = .211, p<.001). This
suggests that, over time, attitudinal engagement levels are higher amongst employees who
ascribe value to their roles because they feel that “they are receiving returns on their
investments of self in an energy of physical, cognitive, or emotional currency’ i.e.
meaningtulness (Kahn, 1990) and amongst employees who feel “that they have the
physical, emotional, or psychological resources to personally engage in a particular
moment” i.e. availability (Kahn, 1990). Unexpectedly, the extent to which employees feel

“able to show and employ their personal selves without negative consequences to self-
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image, career, or status’ i.e. safety (Kahn, 1990) at T'1 did not significantly predict AWE at
T2 (beta = -.118, p>.05). However, the negative relationship observed is similar to cross-

sectional results at T1.

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects highlighted above, antecedents at T'1 also predicted AWE
at T2 through their impact on mediators at T1 in the temporal IME. The indirect effects of
antecedents at T1 on AWE at T2 were calculated by multiplying the results from
regression 4 with those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 7.1 using methods described in
Chapter 6. Table 7.1A shows the indirect effect of each of the antecedents at T1 on AWE
at T2 through their effect on the three main mediators at T1. The table also shows direct

effects and total effects of antecedents at T1 on AWE at T2.

On the whole, results from testing the temporal IME supported the case for mediation.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, since mediators at T1 predicted AWE at T2, a considerable
number of antecedents (10) at T1 had indirect effects on AWE at T2 and these results
compared favourably with those observed cross-sectionally. Specifically, in the temporal
IME, nine of 12 antecedents at T1 were significant predictors of AWE at T2 either
through meaningfulness at 'T1, or availability at 'T1, or both, and a number of points are
important in this regard. First, the indirect effects of problem solving and role conflict at 'T'1
on AWE at T2 were fully mediated (cf. MacKinnon et al., 2007) by meaningfulness at T1
only. Second, availability at 'T1 mediated the effects of organisational climate and value
congruence at 'T1 on AWE at T2. Third, the indirect effects of job variety, personal
resources, and core self-evaluations at 'T1 on AWE at T2 were mediated by both
meaningfulness and availability at 'T1. Fourth, as shown in Table7.1A, there was partial
mediation (MacKinnon et al., 2007) also via meaningtulness for work role fit at 'T1 on
AWE at T2. Finally, the tenth antecedent, POS at T1 had a significant direct effect on
attitudinal engagement at T2. Most relationships were in the positive direction as
expected. However, organisational climate, value congruence, and core self-evaluations at
T1 had unexpectedly negative, rather than positive, total effects on AWE at T2. A
number of points stand out when comparing these results with those observed cross-

sectionally. First, work role fit at 'T1 predicted AWE at T2 through a direct and indirect
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effect via meaningfulness in an identical pattern to cross-sectional results. This further
suggests that alignment between employees’ true selves and work roles has a considerably
stable positive effect on attitudinal engagement and this is partly because such alignment

encourages employees to deem their work roles more valuable (cf. Hackman and Oldham,

1976).

Second, as observed at T'1, but not T2, in the cross-sectional IME, problem solving at 'T'1
predicted AWE at T2 via meaningfulness at 'T'1 in the temporal IME suggesting that the
employees are more attitudinally engaged when they feel they have the opportunity to
complete novel tasks because such employees deem their job roles valuable. Third,
consistent with cross-sectional results at 'T'1 but not T2, role conflict at 'T1 had a negative
indirect effect on AWE at T2 via meaningfulness in the temporal IME. As expected, this
suggests that attitudinal engagement levels are lower amongst employees who receive
conflicting requests at work because such ambiguity detracts from the value they place on
their roles. Fourth, job variety at T1 had an indirect effect on AWE at T2. However,
where meaningfulness tully mediated this relationship cross-sectionally at T'1, the indirect
effect was mediated by meaningfulness and availability in the temporal IME. The present
results suggest that employees who have opportunities to utilise a range of skills on the job
derive a high sense of value from their jobs and feel poised to complete work tasks. In turn,
such employees are more likely to have a positive motivational disposition towards work

(AWE) in the future.

Fifth, consistent with cross-sectional results at T2, but not T'1, organisational climate at 'T'1
had an indirect effect on AWE at T2 in the temporal IME. However, in this case, the
relationship was mediated by availability rather than meaningfulness at 'T1. This suggests
that where organisations expect employees to be engaged, employees experience more
readiness to deploy their energies towards work tasks and, in turn, are more attitudinally
engaged. Consistent with the cross-sectional results at T'1, but not T2, personal resources
at T1 predicted AWE at T1 but this relationship was mediated by meaningfulness and
availability rather than meaningfulness alone. These results suggest that, over time,
attitudinal engagement is higher amongst employees who are optimistic and amongst those

who feel confident in their abilities because such employees are likely to feel that they are
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able and ready to complete tasks at work and also because such employees attach

considerable significance to their work roles.

Contrary to cross-sectional results, core self-evaluations or, CSE, at T1 predicted AWE at
T2 through an unexpected negative effect on meaningfulness and an expected positive
effect on availability. These results suggest that employees who deem themselves able to
cope with work demands are less likely to feel that their job has value (cf. Hackman and
Oldham, 1980; Kahn, 1990) but more likely to feel poised and ready to perform work tasks.
Additionally, CSE at T1 had a negative direct effect on AWE at T2 further suggesting
that attitudinal engagement levels are generally lower amongst employees who perceive
themselves capable of dealing with work demands notwithstanding impacts on

meaningfulness or availability.

Turning to mediator-engagement relationships, contrary to cross-sectional results,
meaningfulness and availability at T1, rather than meaningfulness alone, significantly
explained the effects of a number of antecedents on AWE at T2. In contrast, safety at T1
did not significantly mediate the effects of any of the antecedents at T'1 on AWE at T2.
Consistent with cross-sectional results (T2), this suggests that employees’ feelings of
psychological security, i.e. safety, at one point in time, and over time, may have a weaker
impact on attitudinal engagement in the near future when compared with the extent to
which employees ascribe value to their jobs i.e. meaningfulness (Hackman and Oldham,

1976) as well as employees’ sense of readiness to perform work tasks i.e. avaiability (Kahn,

1990).

Taking direct and indirect effects together, the total effects in Table 7.1A show the three
most important predictors at T1 of AWE9 at T2 to be: work role fit (total effect = .397),
POS (total effect = .231) and personal resources (total effect = .207) and these relationships
were in the positive direction as expected. Thus, antecedent-attitudinal engagement
relationships in the temporal IME were quite similar to results observed at 'T'1, but not T2,
in the cross-sectional IME. The present results suggest that antecedents at an earlier time
point have a significant impact on attitudinal engagement at a later time point. Specifically,

attitudinal engagement in the near future is likely to be higher where: organisations show
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support to employees and communicate an expectation that employees will be engaged;
and employees have opportunities to perform novel tasks that allow them to utilise a range
of skills and proficiencies within clearly delineated work roles that reflect their genuine
selves. Furthermore, in a number of cases, this is because such working conditions
encourage employees to ascribe value to and derive value from their work as well as to feel

ready and able to complete work tasks.

7.4.2 Predictors of Behavioural Engagement (BWES)

Direct (Non-Mediated) Effects

Turning now to the predictors of behavioural engagement at T2, results of regression 5 in
Table 7.1 show the combined effects of the controls, antecedents, and mediators at T1 on
BWE, or BWES, at T2. As shown, the model demonstrates substantial predictive power
helping to account for about 56% of the variance in behavioural engagement at T2 (total
R?=.561, p<.001). As with AWE, this represents a drop from results observed from testing
the IME cross-sectionally where the model accounted for 76% of the variance in BWES at
T1 and at T2. The ensuing points are noteworthy in terms of the main predictor groups
(i.e. controls, antecedents, and mediators) at T'1 in the temporal IME for BWES at T2 as
the DV (dependent variable).

First, as shown in Table 7.1, controls at T1 accounted for about 11% of the variance in
BWES at T2, which is nearly identical to cross-sectional results. However, where none of
the control variables significantly predicted BWES in the cross-sectional IME, age at T1
demonstrated a positive significant relationship with BWES at T2 in the temporal IME
suggesting that, over time, behavioural engagement levels are higher amongst older

employees.

Second, the antecedents at T1 that were included in the temporal IME collectively
accounted for a reasonable proportion of variance in BWES5 at T2 (R* change = .299,
p<.001). As expected, this also represents a drop of about 27% from cross-sectional results
where antecedents accounted for an average of 57% of the variance in BWES. Where

BWES was directly predicted by 3 antecedents at T1 and 6 antecedents at T2, only 2
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antecedents at T'1 had a direct (unmediated) effect on BWES at T2. Furthermore, neither
of these 2 relationships in the temporal IME was observed in cross-sectional results. The
first i.e. role conflict was in the predicted (negative) direction suggesting that ambiguity
about work roles hinders behavioural work engagement in the near future. Unexpectedly,
organisational politics, or politics, at 'T'1 demonstrated a significant positive relationship
with BWES at T2 suggesting that, over time, behavioural engagement is higher where

employees perceive the existence of or participate in workplace politics.

Third, the mediators at T1 played an important role in predicting behavioural engagement
adding 4% to the explained variance in BWES at T2 (R? change = 0.40, p<.001). This is
slightly lower than the average of 8% observed in the cross-sectional IME suggesting that

mediators play a less significant role in predicting behavioural engagement over time.

Specifically, BWES at T2 was significantly predicted by meaningfulness at T1 (beta = .279,
p<.01) and availability at T1 (beta = .219, p<.05) and these relationships were in the positive
direction as expected. In terms of expectations from the IME, the present results represent
an improvement from cross-sectional results where BWES was only predicted by
meaningtulness. These temporal results suggest that employees who feel that their work
roles are valuable and employees who feel capable of performing work tasks are more likely
to be behaviourally engaged in future. On the other hand, contrary to expectations, but
consistent with cross-sectional results, safety at T1 did not significantly predict behavioural
engagement at T2 (beta = -.007, p>.05) suggesting that feelings of psychological security at
one point may not have a significant impact on BWES in the near future. Crucially, also
consistent with cross-sectional results, AWE at T1 did not predict BWES at T2 (beta =
129, p<.05) also suggesting that a behavioural intention (attitude) to engage with work
tasks might not be a reliably significant predictor of actual engagement behaviour in the

near future.

Indirect (Mediated) and Total Effects

In addition to the direct effects discussed above, the antecedents at 'T'1 that were included
in the temporal IME also predicted BWES at T2 through their effects on the mediators at
T1. The indirect effects of the antecedents at T1 on BWES at T2 were calculated by
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combining results from regression 5 with those from regressions 1 — 3 in Table 7.1 (above)
using the methods described in Chapter 6. Table 7.1B (above) shows the indirect effect of
each antecedent at T1 on BWES at T2 via their effect on each of the three main mediators
at T1, and AWE at T1. The table also shows the direct (unmediated) and the total effect

(sum of indirect and direct effects) of each antecedent at T1 on BWES at T2.

On the whole, results supported the case for mediation. As observed for AWE, the
significant effects of meaningfulness and availability at 'T1 on BWES at T2 meant that the
present temporal results compared favourably with cross-sectional results. Specifically, 8 of
12 antecedents at T1 that were included in the temporal IME were found to be
significantly related to BWES at T2, which is identical to the number of relationships
observed cross-sectionally. A number of key points are noteworthy in this regard. First,
consistent with MacKinnon et al. (2007), the indirect effects of 3 antecedents at T1 i.e.,
problem solving, role conflict, and work role fit, on BWES at T2 were fully mediated by
meaningfulness at 'T1. Second, availability at T1 fully mediated the indirect effects of
organisational climate and value congruence at T1 on BWES at T2. Third, job variety,
personal resources, and core self-evaluations at T1 had indirect effects on BWE at T2
through both meaningfulness and availability at T1. On the other hand, there was partial
mediation, via meaningfulness at 'T'1, involved for role conflict, while organisational politics

at T1 had only a direct effect on BWES at T2.

There are a number of similarities between these temporal results and those observed
cross-sectionally for BWES. First, problem solving remained a significant driver of
behavioural engagement, albeit the relationship has continually changed from: partial
mediation (cross-sectional IME at T1), to direct effect (cross-sectional IME at T?2), and to
full mediation (temporal IME). Second, job variety remained a significant predictor of
BWE in the temporal IME. However, the nature of the relationship is not particularly
robust and has changed from: full mediation via meaningfulness (cross-sectional IME at
T1), to direct effect (cross-sectional IME at T2) and, to full mediation via meaningfulness
and availability (temporal IME). The present results suggest that, over time, employees are
more likely to invest their personal selves in work tasks that allow them to utilise various

skills and, in some cases, this is because such opportunities encourage employees to ascribe
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value to their work roles (i.e. meaningfulness; Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Third,
somewhat consistent with cross-sectional results at T'1, but not T2, role conflict had an
expected negative effect on BWES via meaningfulness. However, a new direct effect in
the temporal IME further suggests that ambiguity about work roles detracts from the
extent to which employees deploy their energies towards work tasks in the near future and
this is partly because they ascribe less value to such work tasks and roles (i.e.

meaningfulness; Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990).

Fourth, consistent with cross-sectional results, work role fit at 'T1 predicted behavioural
engagement by first enhancing employees’ psychological meaningfulness. This suggests
that employees who perform work tasks that reflect their genuine selves are more likely to
esteem their work roles, and in turn, are more likely to deploy personal energies to such
work roles in the near future (cf. Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004). Fifth, somewhat consistent
with cross-sectional results at T2 only, organisational climate predicted BWE at T2 via
availability in the temporal IME. The present results suggest that employees deem
themselves ready and able to complete work tasks in organisations where they are
expected to be highly engaged, and this, in turn, enhances the extent to which such
employees invest their personal energies at work in the near future. Sixth, the present
results also suggest that employees who are optimistic and confident in their abilities, i.e.
personal resources, are more likely to value their work roles, i.e. meaningfulness, and to
feel more capable of deploying their resources to tasks, i.e. availability, and this, in turn,

enhances behavioural engagement in the near future.

Seventh, somewhat contrary to cross-sectional results, value congruence had an
unexpected negative effect on BWE at T2 via availability. This suggests that employees
who perceive considerable similarity between their personal and organisational values are
less likely to feel ready to perform work tasks, and in turn, are less likely to deploy their
personal energies at work i.e. BWE. Finally, although somewhat consistent with cross-
sectional results, core self-evaluations had a negative total effect on BWE through a

negative effect meaningfulness and a positive effect on availability. Contrary to
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expectations, these results suggest that behavioural engagement levels are lower amongst
employees who are confident in their abilities to complete work tasks because although
such employees may feel ready and able to perform work tasks, such employees may also

be less likely to feel that work tasks and roles have value (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976).

Turning to relationships between mediators at T1 and behavioural engagement at T2,
meaningfulness was again the most important mediator of behavioural engagement in the
temporal IME. However, contrary to cross-sectional results, availability at T1 also
mediated the effects of 5 antecedents at T1 on BWE at T2. Consistent with cross-sectional
results, safety at T1 did not significantly mediate the effect of any antecedents at T1 on
BWES at T2. Notably, AWE at T1 did not significantly explain BWES at T2 in the
temporal IME. Whilst this is consistent with cross-sectional results, it remains contrary to
expectations and suggests that attitudinal engagement does not predict behavioural
engagement either at a single time point or over time. Taking direct and indirect effects
together, the total effects reported in Table 7.1B (above) show that the three most
important predictors at T1 of BWES at T2 were: personal resources (total effect = .172),
politics (total effect = .171) and role conflict (total effect = -.170). With the exception of

politics, these relationships were in the predicted direction.

Overall, relationships between antecedents/mediators and BWE in the temporal IME
were less consistent with those observed cross-sectionally. However, taken together, the
present results suggest that, over time, behavioural engagement is higher where:
organisations communicate expectations that all employees will be engaged; employees
have opportunities to complete novel tasks that allow them to utilise a range of skills;
employees perform clearly delineated work roles reflect their true selves or personal
characteristics; employees perceive, acknowledge and/or partake in workplace politics;
and employees are generally optimistic and confident about their abilities. Furthermore, in
some cases, this is because, in such conditions, employees feel more capable of performing

tasks and esteem their work roles.
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7.4.3 Summary of Results from the Temporal IME

Overall, a number of points stand out from results observed in the temporal IME. First, the
models (see Table 7.1) demonstrated reasonable power accounting for a significant
percentage of variance in engagement at 12 (51% for AWE and 56% for BWES).
However, as expected, the temporal models were about 21% weaker than the cross-
sectional models which demonstrated an average of 75% predictive power for engagement.
Second, each predictor group i.e. controls, antecedents, mediators at T1, respectively,
significantly added to the explained variance in the two engagement constructs albeit also
often at weaker levels than those observed cross-sectionally. Third, however relationships
between antecedents at T1 and engagement at T2 compared favourably with cross-
sectional results especially at T1. Indeed, overall, a greater number of significant
relationships were observed in the temporal IME than in the cross-sectional IME at T2 (18
vs. 13). Fourth, most relationships in the temporal IME were in the expected direction
although there were exceptions. For example, core self evaluations at 'T1, and
organisational climate of engagement at 'T'1 had unexpected negative, rather than positive,
total effects on AWE at T2. Similarly, politics at T1 demonstrated a positive rather than
negative direct effect on BWES at T2. In contrast, work role fit demonstrated a stable
positive relationship with engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, in the cross-sectional and
temporal IME. Fifth, meaningfulness at T1 and availability at 'T'1 significantly predicted
engagement at T2 with marginally stronger effects observed on BWE at T2. Sixth, and
finally, AWE at T1 did not predict BWES at T2. On the whole, the temporal IME was

empirically supported and results are further discussed below.
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7.5 Discussion

In this chapter, the IME was tested temporally with T1 and T2 data together using 6
regression equations. Specifically, the focus of the present chapter was to consider the
extent to which the two engagement constructs at 12 were predicted by IVs i.e. controls,
antecedents, and mediators at T1. As stated, these regressions provide a more stringent
test of the IME and further contribute to our knowledge of the extent to which
antecedents predict engagement at a subsequent point in time. Results are further

discussed herewith.

I begin by considering relationships between the control variables at T1 and the two
engagement constructs at T2. First, as shown in Table 7.1, gender at T'1 significantly
predicted AWE at T2 suggesting that attitudinal engagement is more pronounced amongst
men. This is consistent with existing related theory and research, particularly on the topic
of gender and leadership, which suggests that contemporary organisations frame and
reward positive workplace performance, such as engagement, in terms of masculine
behaviours and undermine or fail to recognise the effectiveness of “feminine” leadership
(see Heilman, 2001; Fletcher, 2003; Eagly and Carli, 2007; McGinley, 2009; Banihani et
al., 2013).

Second, as shown in Table 7.1, age at T1 was a significant predictor of BWES but not
AWE at T2. As expected, this relationship was positive and, consistent with Kahn (1990),
suggests that with adult development over time, individuals may gain and develop the
necessary repository of experiences to deploy their genuine selves at work i.e. BWE and
there may be a number of reasons for this. On one hand, it is possible that with age,
employees are better placed to evaluate and intentionally deploy their energies towards
work tasks and job roles that they deem valuable and significant. Second, with age and
experience, employees may gain skills and qualifications that make them more attractive to
employers who may, in turn, offer work roles that such employees will find enriching (cf.
Hackman and Oldham, 1976, 1980). Finally, over time, employees might find evidence of
value, or significance, and “returns on their efforts” from a broader range of avenues, such
as good feedback from superiors and interpersonal relationships with colleagues, rather

than from formal channels such as performance appraisals or promotions alone (cf. Kahn,
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1990). On the other hand, the positive relationship between age and AWE, observed only
at T1 in the cross-sectional IME, was not replicated in the temporal IME suggesting that,
as Schaufeli et al. (2006) found, whilst age might affect AWE, the relationship may not be

particularly strong or robust.

'Third, having dependent children significantly predicted the two engagement constructs.
This relationship was in the positive direction suggesting that employees who have
children are more likely to be attitudinally engaged and behaviourally engaged. These
results are somewhat consistent with existing research on reciprocal positive relationships
between engagement and family responsibilities (Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian, 1996;
May, Gilson, and Harter, 2004; Mauno, Kinnunen, and Ruokolainen 2007; Peeters,
Wattez, Demerouti, and de Regt, 2009). As Rothbard (2001) notes in her research on the
enriching potential of home demands for BWE, it is possible that employees who have
dependent children demonstrate higher engagement levels at work simply because they
have a greater range of demands/tasks to attend to at work and outside work that require
more of their personal selves and, as such, are more accustomed to deploying their personal
energies to meet demands. On the other hand, the present results are less consistent with
other research in the AWE literature that has found either inconsistent evidence or no
evidence at all for a significant relationship between engagement and work-family conflict
(Montgomery, Peteers, Schaufeli, and Den Ouden, 2003; Simbula, 2010; Halbesleben,
Harvey, and Bolino, 2009). Overall, the findings highlight the need for further research
that explicitly considers the relationship between engagement and a range of demographic

factors (Crawford, Rich, Buckman, and Bergernon, 2014).

I now turn to the core of the temporal IME, namely to the relationships between
antecedents and mediators at T1 and engagement at 'T2. The key findings are summarised
in Tables 7.2 — 7.5 (below) showing the relationships between antecedents/mediators at
T1, and the two engagement constructs at T2, as well as the extent to which these
conformed to expectations from the temporal IME. Similarly, Table 7.5 further details and
compares the different relationship patterns observed for AWE and BWES, respectively,
at T2. The ensuing sections identify and subsequently discuss a number of key issues/areas

in this regard.
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Table 7.2 Mediator Time 1-EngagementTime 2 Relationships

Mediators at T1 Effect on AWE at Effect as Effect on BWES at Effect as
T2 Hypothesised T2 Hypothesised
1 Meaningfulness +* Yes +E Yes
2 Safety No No
3 Availability +* Yes +* Yes
4 AWE9 at T1 No No
Table 7.3 — Antecedent Time 1-Attitudinal Engagement Time 2 Relationships
Antecedents at T1 Indirect Effect as Direct Effect as Total Effect Effect as
Effect on AWE hypothesised Effect on AWE hypothesised on AWE at T2 hypothesised
atT2 atT2 (F,P,D)
1 Problem Solving Ea Yes No +F Yes
2 | Job Complexity No No No
3 Org. politics No No No
4 Role conflict S Yes No (-)F Yes
5 | Job variety HIRE 4% Yes No +F Yes
6 ‘Work role fit +EEE Yes +** Yes +P Yes
7 Org. climate E Yes (-)* No (-)P No
8 Worker climate No No No
9 | Pers. resources HHIE [ Yes No +F Yes
10 | Value congruence (-)*** No No (-)F No
1 | POS No ¥ Yes +D Yes
12 | Core self eval. [ No (-)* No (-)P No
Table 7.4 —Antecedent Time 1-Behavioural Engagement Time 2 Relationships
Antecedents Indirect Effect as Direct Effect as Total Effect Effect as
Effect on BWES at hypothesised Effect on BWES hypothesised  Effect on BWES at T2 (F, hypothesised
T2 at'T2 P,D)
1 Problem Solving L Yes No +F Yes
2 | Job Complexity No No No
3 Org. politics No +** No +D No
4 Role conflict (-)*** Yes (-)* Yes (-)P Yes
5 | Job variety HEEE % Yes No +F Yes
6 | Work role fit O Yes No +F Yes
7 Org. climate +EEE Yes No +F No
8 | Worker climate No No No
9 | Pers. resources AT [ Yes No +F Yes
10 | Value congruence (-)*** No No -)F No
1 | POS No No Yes
12 | Core self eval. ()F*r e No No (-)F No

Where two entries are present for indirect effects e.g. -+, this reflects mediation via more than 1
mediator.
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Table 7.5 Comparison between Attitudinal Engagement and Behavioural Engagement

Total Effects for Similarity of Effect
AWE9/BWES5 for AWE9 & BWES5
Antecedents
1 Problem solving +F/+F Similar
2 Job complexity Similar (ns)
3 Organisational politics Ns/+D Different
4 Role conflict (-)F/(-)P Different
5 Job variety +F/+F Similar
6 Work role fit +P/+F Different
7 Organisational climate (-)P/+F Different
8 Worker climate Similar (ns)
9 Personal resources +F/+F Similar
10 Value Congruence (-)F/(-)F Similar
1 POS +D/Ns Different
12 Core self evaluations (-)P/(-)F Different
Mediators
1 Meaningfulness +/+ Similar
2 Safety Similar (ns)
3 Availability +/+ Similar
4 AWE9 at T1
5 BWES at T1

Where: + = positive relationship and (=) = negative relationship, (blank space) or — or ns= no relationship or
non-significant relationship, F = Full mediation, P=partial mediation, D=direct effect; T1=Time; T2=Time 2

The key issues to be considered in the ensuing discussion are as follows.

Issue 1: To what extent did mediators at T1 predict engagement (AWE and BWES) at T2
and were the relationships in the predicted direction?

Issue 2: To what extent did antecedents at T1 demonstrate direct/indirect, or both effects
on AWE at T2 and were such relationships as expected?

Issue 3: To what extent did antecedents at T1 demonstrate direct/indirect, or both effects
on BWES at T2 and were such relationships as expected?

Issue 4: What are the similarities and differences between relationship patterns observed
for AWE at T2 and BWES at T2?

Issue 5: Finally, taking all results into consideration, to what extent is the temporal IME a
strong predictive model and what effect do antecedents at T1, through mediators at T1,
have on engagement in the near future (T2)? Each of these issues is considered in turn

herewith.
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Issue 1: Link between Mediators at Time 1 and AWE and BWE at Time 2

I begin by considering mediator-engagement relationships displayed in Table 7.2 (above).
First, as shown in the table, meaningfulness and availability at 'T'1 were clear predictors of
AWE at T2 and BWES at T2. As expected, the relationships were positive and marginally
stronger for BWES at T2. Consistent with Kahn’s (1990) research, the present results
suggest that employees who feel that their jobs have value and employees who feel
confident in their abilities to readily perform work tasks are more likely to be highly
engaged in the near future (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). The marginally stronger
relationships with BWES at T2 are also unsurprising since the mediators are drawn from
the BWE literature. In contrast, safety at T1 did not significantly predict engagement
(AWE or BWES) at T2. Although contrary to expectations, this is somewhat consistent
with cross-sectional results for BWES (T1 and T2) and AWE (T2) and suggests that
feelings of psychological security at work may not have a particularly strong impact on

engagement at a single time point or over time.

Second, consistent with cross-sectional results but not with hypothesis from the IME,
AWE at T1 did not predict BWES at T2. This again supports the notion that the two
engagement constructs are empirically distinct and suggests that employees’ dispositional
motivation towards work, i.e. AWE, at one point in time is not a reliable predictor of the
extent to which such employees will deploy their energies to work tasks, i.e. BWE, in the

near future.

Issue 2: Link between Antecedents at Time 1 and AWE at Time 2

Turning now to the antecedent-engagement relationships, Table 7.3 (above) shows the
extent to which each of the antecedents at T1 included in the temporal IME demonstrated
direct/indirect effects, or both, on AWE at T2 and whether these results were as
expected. As shown in the table, 10 of 12 antecedents at T'1 predicted AWE at T2 either
through direct or indirect effects, or a combination of both. This compares favourably with
cross-sectional results where AWE was predicted by 10 antecedents at T1 and 5

antecedents at T2.

240



Specifically, job variety, problem solving, role conflict, personal resources, and value
congruence, at 'T'1 had indirect effects on AWE at 'T2. POShad a direct effect whilst work
role fit, organisational climate, and core self-evaluations had both direct and indirect effects
on AWE at T2. Apart from exceptions discussed below, most relationships were in the
predicted direction and a number of points are noteworthy in this regard. First, the present
results support Christian, Garza, and Slaughter’s (2011) meta-analysis which found task
variety to be the strongest antecedent of work engagement (r=.53) amongst the studies
reviewed. The present results suggest that employees who feel they have the opportunity
to utilise a range of skills and capabilities in performing their work tasks are more likely to
find their work more rewarding and, thus, to be more attitudinally engaged. Similarly,
present results support Christian et al.’s (2011) finding that employees tend to be more
engaged, when given opportunities to perform challenging tasks i.e. problem solving
because, in such circumstances, they derive greater value from, and ascribe greater value

to, their job roles (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990).

On the other hand, the present findings extend Crawford, LePine, and Rich’s (2010) meta-
analysis by highlighting the role of meaningfulness in explaining the negative impact of role
contlict at 'T1 on AWE at T2. Hence, the present findings suggest that ambiguity about
role requirements tends to detract from the extent to which employees esteem their jobs,
and this in turn, inhibits attitudinal engagement in the near future. On another note, the
present findings also provide empirical support for Sweetman and Luthans’ (2010),
proposition within the AWE literature that employees who are generally optimistic and
confident in their abilities, i.e. personal resources, also tend to be more attitudinally

engaged in the near future.

The direct relationship between POS at T1 and AWE at T2 is also consistent with cross-
sectional results and provides further empirical support for the notion that employees who
feel supported, appreciated, and cared for by their employers are more likely to be engaged
in the near future (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa, 1986; Rhoades,
Eisenberger, and Ameli, 2001; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Saks, 2006). Third, as
observed cross-sectionally, work role fit at 'T1 was an important predictor of AWE at T2

having a direct and indirect effect, through meaningfulness at T'1, on attitudinal
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engagement. Taken together, the present results support previous research that presents
work role fit as a strong driver of engagement (cf. Britt, 2003; Crawford et al., 2014).
Consistent with May, Gilson, and Harter (2004), amongst others, the present findings
suggest that employees who feel that their work roles reflect their genuine identities are
more likely to ascribe value to their work tasks and job roles (meaningfulness), and this, in

turn, enhances engagement.

On the other hand, a number of antecedents had unexpectedly negative effects on AWE
at T2. These were: organisational climate, value congruence, and core self-evaluations.
'This is inconsistent with existing research on a number of counts. First, Bakker, Albrecht,
and Leiter (2011) hypothesised that a climate for engagement may spur employee work
engagement levels. However, the present results suggested that, on the one hand,
employees tend to feel more able and ready to deploy their energies to work tasks where
organisations expect their employees to be engaged. On the other hand, a negative direct
effect on AWE at T2 observed in the temporal IME might reflect the fact that
questionnaire items used in this study referred to the extent to which employees felt that
their organisation expected them to be engaged and as such organisational climate may be
perceived as a demand rather than a resource (see Chapter 4). Fundamentally, it is possible
that employees who feel coerced to “act” engaged experience dissonance from, and are less
likely to be vigorous, dedicated, or absorbed by work tasks, i.e. AWE, in the near future
(cf. Hochschild, 1983; Goffman, 1961).

Second, Rich et al. (2010) found that value congruence and core self-evaluations positively
predicted BWE. However, the present results suggest that alignment between personal
and organisational values i.e. value congruence, can detract from the extent to which
employees feel capable of completing work tasks and, in turn, hinder attitudinal
engagement. Also unexpectedly, core self-evaluations at 'T'1 had a negative total effect on
AWE at T2 despite a positive indirect effect on availability. The present results might
reflect the principle of diminishing returns. Essentially, employees who feel capable about
and confident in their abilities to perform work tasks, as well as those who feel particularly
integrated into the organisational culture, might feel it is unnecessary and unbeneficial to

invest more efforts into tasks, i.e. engagement, as the results required at work can be
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achieved without doing so. Alternatively, it is possible that the present results are
undergirded by some form of suppressor effects, as discussed in the subsequent and

concluding chapter of the thesis.

Issue 3: Link between antecedents at Time 1 and BWES at Time 2

I now turn to the pattern of relationships observed between antecedents and behavioural
engagement as shown in Table 7.4 (above). In total, nine antecedents out of 12 at T1 had

significant direct, indirect, or both effects on BWES at T2.

First, as was observed for AWE, job variety at T1 demonstrated an indirect effect on
BWES at T2 which was fully mediated by meaningfulness. This lends further empirical
support to Christian et al.’s (2011) meta-analysis, which identified task variety as a strong
positive predictor of engagement. Furthermore, the present results extend the previous
research in that, although job variety could be described as an attitudinal construct, job
variety at 'T1 was a stronger predictor of BWE than AWE at T2 (see Tables 7.1A and
7.1B). It is possible that variety and/or changes on the job require a more demonstrable
investment of self (personal energies) in applying a range of novel skills to work tasks, i.e.
BWE, than a high motivational disposition towards performing work tasks i.e. AWE.
Consistent with cross-sectional results, work role fit at 'T1 also had an indirect effect on
BWE at T2, via meaningfulness at 'T'1. This suggests that employees ascribe more value to
roles that allow them to demonstrate their genuine or preferred ‘self-images’ (cf. Hackman
and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990). In turn, such employees deploy more of their personal

energies, i.e. BWE, towards their work tasks.

As shown in Table 7.4, problem solving at 'T'1 had an indirect effect on BWES at T2 via
meaningtulness. 'This suggests that employees who regularly tackle novel challenges at
work are more likely to remain behaviourally engaged over time because they
incrementally ascribe value to their job roles. These results are also consistent with
Christian et al.’s (2011) meta-analysis which presents problem solving as the strongest
driver, in the job demands category, of engagement. Fundamentally, as Crawford et al.
(2014) note, employees tend to be more engaged when they feel that the organisation has

high expectations of them. On another note, consistent with theory and research, albeit in
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the AWE literature, personal resources (i.e. optimism, self-efficacy, and technical efficacy)
also had an indirect effect, via meaningfulness and availability, at T1 on BWES at T2. The
relationships were in the positive direction as expected and suggest that employees who
generally have a positive outlook on life, as well as those who have confidence in their own
skills, are more likely to feel capable to perform work tasks and, to esteem their work roles.
In turn, such employees are likely to be more behaviourally engaged over time (cf. Kahn,

1990; Sweetman and Luthans, 2010).

On another note, role conflict at 'T1 had a direct effect on BWES at T2 and this
relationship was in the negative direction as expected. This echoes Kahn’s (1990),
proposition that ambiguity about work tasks detracts from behavioural engagement.
Although Kahn (1990) suggested that role conflict inhibits BWE because it detracts from
employees’ feelings of safety, the present results highlight the negative impact of role
conflict on the extent to which employees esteem their roles (i.e. meaningfulness), which
in turn, negatively affects behavioural engagement. In contrast, value congruence at T1
had a negative total effect BWES at T2, which was partially mediated via availability,
rather than meaningfulness, or, ‘value congruence’, as Rich et al. (2010) found. Also
contrary to Rich et al. (2010), the present results suggest that similarity between personal
and organisational values, i.e. value congruence, can detract from behavioural engagement
levels in the near future because this similarity has a negative impact on the extent to
which employees feel ready and able to perform work tasks i.e. availability. Similarly, core
self-evaluations at 'T'1 had a negative total effect on BWE at T2 via negative and positive
effects on meaningfulness and availability, respectively. Also contrary to Kahn (1990) and
Rich et al. (2010), the present results suggest that employees who are confident in their
abilities to perform well at work, i.e. CSE, are more likely to feel able and ready to
complete tasks, i.e. availability, but also less likely to attribute value to their work roles, i.e.
meaningtulness, and, in turn, such employees tend to be less behaviourally engaged over
time. Although these results are unexpected, it is possible that such employees feel that
their skills are underutilised in their job roles and as such, incremental investments of

personal energies, i.e. BWE, are not necessary or worthwhile.
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Finally, politics at T1 had an unexpectedly positive direct effect on BWES at T2. This
suggests that employees are more likely to demonstrate high behavioural engagement
levels in the near future where they perceive the existence of informal power struggles and
tactical behaviour i.e. workplace politics. 1t is possible that employees feel obligated to
respond to situations and underhand tactics that might threaten their job security by
deliberately appearing very engaged at work and, as such, appearing to be valuable
members of the workforce. Alternatively, politics might elicit high behavioural engagement
from employees for whom it has the allure of either a challenge to be conquered, an

exciting distraction from other work tasks, or a combination of both.

Issue 4: Are AWE and BWE at T2 predicted by the same antecedents and mediators at
T1?

Having discussed the relationships between antecedents and each engagement construct
separately, it is important to consider what stands out when relationship patterns across the
two engagement constructs are compared as summarised in Table 7.5 (above). Beginning
with antecedent-engagement relationships, AWE at T2 was predicted by 10 antecedents
at T1 and BWE at T2 was predicted by 9 antecedents at T1 (see Tables 7.1 — 7.1B and 7.3
—7.5). As discussed herewith, there were a number of similarities and differences across the
specific relationship patterns. First, in terms of challenge demands that were included in
the IME, problem solving at 'T'1 predicted engagement, i.e. both AWE and BWE at T2,
via meaningfulness albeit the relationship was stronger for BWE. This extends Christian et
al.’s (2011) meta-analysis and suggests that novel demands at work tend to elicit a more
demonstrable investment of personal energies into performing work tasks than an
improved disposition towards work i.e. AWE. This may be unsurprising as non-routine
work tasks are more likely to require employees to marshal more of their energies to

resolve the unprecedented challenges inherent.

In contrast, job complexity at T1 did not predict either AWE or BWE at T2 suggesting
that, contrary to Christian et al.’s (2011) meta-analysis and Crawford, LePine, and Rich
(2010) who present job complexity as a challenge demand, employees who have
opportunities to perform complex work tasks may not be more engaged in the near future.

On one hand, it is possible that employees’ perceptions of job complexity, and consequent
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impacts on engagement, are subject to changes over time. Alternatively, it is also possible
that employees deem complexity on the job either detrimental or irrelevant to their work

engagement levels.

Turning to hindrance demands, results from the temporal IME were less consistent with
expectations. Role conflict at 'T1 had indirect effects on AWE and BWE, respectively, via
meaningfulness although an additional direct effect resulted in a stronger total effect on
BWE. These relationships were in the negative direction, as expected, and suggest that
ambiguity about work tasks detract from employees’ motivational disposition toward work
tasks and from their propensity to deploy energies towards work tasks and this is
sometimes because in such contexts employees may ascribe less value to their work. The
present results also extend Crawford et al.’s (2010) findings by suggesting that ambiguity
about work roles has a stronger negative impact on the extent to which employees are
willing to deploy their personal selves towards performing work tasks i.e. BWE (cf. Kahn,

1990) rather than AWE.

On the other hand, organisational politics at 'T1 had different effects on the two
engagement constructs at T2. Drawing on Kahn’s (1990) research, which highlights the
potentially negative impact of political behaviour to employees’ sense of security, one
might expect safety to mediate a negative relationship between politics at 'T'1 and BWE at
T2. However, the relationship was direct and positive as shown in Table 7.4 (above).
Fundamentally, the present results suggest that politics have a greater impact on what
employees do (BWE) rather than their disposition towards their work tasks (AWE). This
may be unsurprising on the grounds that political behaviour at work presupposes
observable actions/responses rather than a particular disposition towards work.
Furthermore, questionnaire items used to measure politics in this study focused on the
extent to which employees “spoke out against certain ideas” and such items arguably

describe behaviours more than they describe attitudes.

Crucially, contrary to research which presents workplace politics as a hindrance demand
(see Crawford, LePine, and Rich, 2010 for example), the present results suggest that

employees’ perception of informal power plays and tactical behaviour at work can actually
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enhance the extent to which employees invest their energies into work tasks. As discussed,
it is possible that employees invest efforts into workplace politics to give the impression
that they are highly involved in key organisational activities and, as such, are more

indispensible, or, valuable to their employer.

Overall, the present findings empirically support Podsakoff, LePine, and LePine’s (2007)
theoretical proposition that positive workplace behaviours may be enhanced through a
balance of challenge and hindrance demands especially when the former outweigh the
latter. Furthermore, results in this study suggest that engagement, in particular, is best
sustained by an optimal balance, not only of resources and demands, but also a variety of

both challenge and hindrance demands such as problem solving and politics respectively.

Turning to resources in the temporal IME, job variety at 'T1 demonstrated a similar
relationship with the two engagement constructs in that it significantly predicted AWE
and BWES at T2, respectively, through indirect effects via meaningfulness and availability.
These results represent an important extension to the empirical evidence (for the
proposition that variety on the job strongly drives engagement (see Hakanen, Bakker, and
Demerouti, 2005; Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008). Specifically, the present results suggest
that job variety enhances engagement because it encourages employees to deem their
work valuable i.e. meaningfulness and also to be more prepared and able to deploy energies
to complete tasks i.e. avarlability (Kahn, 1990). Taken with Crawford et al.’s (2010) and
Christian et al.’s (2011) meta-analyses, results here lend further support to Crawford et al.’s
(2014) assertion that enhancing job variety is an effective way to enhance engagement

whether AWE or BWE.

Second, and contrary to expectations, but consistent with cross-sectional results, worker
climate of engagement at 'T'1 did not significantly predict engagement i.e. either AWE or
BWES at T2. This suggests that, contrary to Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter’s (2011)
theoretical proposition of an engagement contagion effect (cf. Barsade, 2002) employees’
engagement levels are not particularly affected by their colleagues’ engagement patterns.
Instead, the employer’s expectations, measured by the organisational climate scale in this

study, appear to hold more importance in terms of influencing employee work engagement
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levels. However, as shown in Table 7.5 (above) and observed in cross-sectional results
(Tables 6.1 — 6.2A; Chapter 6), this relationship is also not entirely robust nor is it similar
for AWE and BWE.

Specifically, organisational climate at T1 had an unexpectedly negative total effect on
AWE but a positive indirect effect on BWES via availability. Akin to Hochschild’s (1983)
research on emotional labour, it is possible that employees internally rebel against
perceived pressure from their employers to act engaged at all times, especially when it is
against their will to do so. However, employees may still respond to such organisational
expectations with demonstrable actions that give the impression that they are engaged in
order to secure/retain their jobs or work roles. Taken together, the present results suggest
that employees’ engagement levels are more strongly affected by their employer’s
expectations, i.e. organisational climate, than their colleagues’ engagement behaviours or
expectations and this is particularly true for behavioural engagement. However, the

relationship is not entirely stable and requires further research.

As shown in Table 7.5, work role fit at T1 demonstrated a clear positive relationship with
AWE and BWES at T2 through direct and indirect effects (via meaningfulness) which is
considerably consistent with cross-sectional results (see Tables 6.1 — 6.2C in Chapter 6).
This lends empirical support to existing research that recognises optimal alignment
between employees’ work roles and their personal characteristics as a strong driver of
engagement (see Crawford et al., 2014). On one hand, the present results empirically
support Kahn’s (1990) proposition and May et al.’s (2004) findings that work role fit
enhances the extent to which employees feel that their jobs hold personal value for them
i.e. meaningfulness, which in turn, engenders behavioural engagement. The stronger
relationship between work role fit and AWE is consistent with cross sectional results and
may be unsurprising seeing as the two constructs can be described attitudinal. These
results fundamentally suggest that the level of consistency between organisational roles and
personal characteristics is a stronger driver of employees’ motivation towards work tasks
(AWE) than their actual behaviour towards such tasks in the near future (BWE). The
present results also provide some support for Kahn’s (1990) proposition that relationships

between BWE and its antecedents are constantly in flux or subject to changes over time as
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well as the general, albeit tenuous, consensus that AWE is a more stable engagement

construct (cf. Peccei, 2013).

On a related note, personal resources at T1 demonstrated a similar significant relationship
with the two engagement constructs at T2 via meaningfulness and availability at 'T1. As
expected, being drawn from the AWE literature, personal resources had a stronger positive
impact on AWE at T2 suggesting that employees who are optimistic and efficacious are
more vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed at work. The present results lend empirical
support to Sweetman and Luthans’ (2010) proposition that such employees respond
positively to challenges at work and this enables them to sustain a high positive
motivational disposition towards work i.e. AWE. Consistent with Kahn (1990), the
mediating role of meaningfulness and availability also suggests that engagement levels are
likely to be higher amongst employees with high personal resources because such
employees are more likely to derive value from work, i.e. meaningfulness, and such

employees are more likely to feel ready to work, i.e. availability.

Turning now to the Kahn Related Factors in the temporal IME, relationships were largely
in the predicted direction albeit not stable (see Tables 7.3 — 7.5) First, contrary to
expectations, value congruence at 'T'1 had similar negative total effects on the two
engagement at constructs T2 via availability. As expected, the relationship was stronger
for BWE. However, contrary to Kahn (1990) and Rich et al. (2010), the present results
suggest that similarity between organisational and personal values hinders employee work
engagement because such employees are less likely to feel ready and poised to complete
work. As discussed, it is possible that such employees feel complacent and deem it less

necessary to invest more efforts at work.

On the other hand, POS at 'T'1 had different effects on the two engagement constructs i.e.
a positive direct effect on AWE alone despite being drawn from Rich et al.’s (2010) study
on BWE. This suggests that employees have a more positive disposition towards their
work tasks where they feel that their employer cares about their well-being and appreciates
their contributions to organisational success. On the other hand, the lack of evidence for a

significant relationship between POS at 'T1 and BWES at T2 is unexpected and suggests
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that employees’ perception of organisational support does not necessarily secure further
investment of their personal energies at work (BWE). Third, core self-evaluations at T1
had an unexpectedly negative total effect on engagement, i.e. AWE and BWES, at T2
through indirect effects on meaningfulness (negative) and availability (positive). As
discussed, contrary to Rich et al. (2010), the present results suggest that employees who
are particularly confident in their abilities to perform work tasks are less likely to engage

with work tasks in terms of their dispositions or behaviours.

The present findings further extend research by noting that although employees’
confidence about work tasks enhances their readiness to complete work tasks, such
confidence may have a negative impact on the extent to which employees derive value
from their jobs (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). It is possible that employees with high
core self-evaluations over-estimate their abilities and, as such, consistently feel that they
deserve more appreciation from their employers. Overall, two of the 3 factors i.e. CSE and
POS, drawn by Rich et al. (2010) from Kahn’s (1990) research on BWE had stronger
effects on AWE. As such, relationships between these, and other factors, and the two

engagement constructs may require further research.

Overall, comparing the effects of antecedents on AWE and BWE, 5 antecedent-
engagement relationships were similar whilst 5 were different a few points stand out in this
respect beginning with similar relationships. First, problem solving at 'T'1 had indirect
positive effects via meaningfulness on AWE and BWES, respectively, at T2. Second and
third, job variety and personal resources at T1 had indirect positive effects on each of the
two engagement constructs at T2 via meaningfulness and availability at 'T1. Fourth, value
congruence at 'T1 had a negative indirect effect on AWE and BWES, respectively, at T2
via meaningfulness at 'T1. Finally, core self-evaluations at T'1 indirectly predicted the two
engagement constructs at T2 via a positive effect on availability but a negative effect on

meaningfulness at T1.

Turning to relationships that were different, role conflict at 'T1 had a negative impact on
AWE via meaningfulness at 'T'1 but a stronger negative effect on BWE at T2 through an

additional direct effect. In contrast, politics had a significant positive direct impact on
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BWE but no significant effect on AWE. Third, work role fit was a stronger predictor of
AWE at T2 through a direct effect and indirect effect via meaningfulness compared with a
fully mediated effect for BWES also via meaningfulness at T1. Third, organisational
climate had both direct and indirect effects on AWE but only an indirect positive effect on
BWES at T2. In each case, indirect effects were mediated via availability at T1. Fifth,
POS at T1 had only a direct effect on AWE but had no significant effect on BWES at T2.

We now consider mediator-engagement relationships. First, as shown in Table 7.5,
meaningfulness at T1 was a significant driver of engagement i.e. AWE and BWES,
respectively at T2. This lends further empirical support to existing research that suggests
that employees are better predisposed towards, and more likely to invest their energies in,
work tasks that they find personally fulfilling and valuable (see Hackman and Oldham,
1976; Kahn, 1990; May, Gilson, and Harter, 2004). Second, availability at T1 predicted
AWE and BWES at T2 albeit the relationship was stronger for BWES5. As purported by
Kahn (1990), employees’ assessment of their capability to perform work tasks appears to be
a proximal driver of how much energy they are likely to invest in such work tasks in the
near future (BWE) to a greater extent than of their disposition towards work (AWE).
Interestingly, availability did not predict engagement in cross-sectional results possibly
suggesting that, contrary to Kahn (1990), employees’ readiness to marshal personal
resources is a more accurate predictor of the extent to which they will invest themselves in
work tasks in the near future, rather than at the moment. In contrast, safety at 'T1 did not
significantly affect either AWE or BWES at T2 suggesting, contrary to Kahn (1990), that
the extent to which employees feel unthreatened and comfortable to be themselves at

work is not a particularly strong predictor of engagement.

Issue 5: Stability of the Temporal IME over Time

Turning to the final main consideration for this chapter, results supported the temporal
IME in that antecedents and mediators at T1 generally predicted the two engagement
constructs at 'T2. A number of points are worth highlighting in this regard. First, 12 out of
15 antecedent/mediator constructs at 'T'1 had a significant effect on AWE at T2 whilst 11
of these constructs predicted BWES at T2. Although there were some differences in

specific relationships, as discussed above, the results suggest that the antecedents and
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mediators that were included in the temporal IME were strong predictors of engagement in

the near future.

Second, a number of ‘attitudinal’ constructs demonstrated stronger effects on BWES at T2
in a number of cases and vice versa for AWE at T2. Third, a number of antecedents
demonstrated similar relationships with AWE and BWE but a number of relationships
were different. On a related note, consistent with cross-sectional results but not predictions
from the IME, AWE at T1 did not predict BWES at 'T2. This extends the findings from
the previous chapters by further suggesting that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct at

a single time point as well as over time.
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7.6 Conclusion

This chapter tested IME temporally using data from T1 and T2 to examine the extent to
which antecedents and mediators at T'1 predicted the two engagement constructs at T2.
The chapter began with a brief presentation of measures, which were the same as those
used in previous chapters. This was followed by a discussion of the analytical strategy and
hypothesised pattern of relationships expected from the temporal IME. Subsequently, 6
regression equations were tested with a focus on equations, which showed the relationships
between controls, antecedents, and mediators at T'1 on the one hand, and, AWE and

BWES at T2, respectively, on the other hand.

Opverall, results largely supported hypotheses from the temporal IME. First, antecedents at
T1 demonstrated direct effects on the two engagement constructs respectively although
specific relationships with each engagement construct were different (see Tables 7.1 — 7.5).
Most relationships were in the predicted direction, either positive or negative, with some
exceptions. For example, politics at 'T'1 was an unexpectedly positive predictor of BWES
at 'T'2, whilst organisational climate at 'T'1 was negatively, rather than positively, related to
AWE at T2. Second, in terms of mediators, meaningfulness and availability, but not
safety, at T1 predicted the two engagement constructs at 12 and the two relationships
were in the positive direction as expected. However, contrary to expectations, safety did

not predict engagement, nor did AWE at T1 predict BWES at T2.

Results from the temporal IME were further discussed in light of results from the cross-
sectional IME, and existing research on engagement. Notably, relationships in the
temporal IME were more similar to cross-sectional results for AWE than they were for
BWE suggesting that relationships between attitudinal engagement and its antecedents are
more stable over time whilst the effects of antecedents on behavioural engagement are less
stable. As shown in Tables 7.3 — 7.5, there were a number of similarities and differences
between relationship patterns observed for AWE and BWE respectively in the temporal
IME. These results have a number of implications for theory and practice, some of which
have been highlighted and discussed previously. However, theoretical and practical
implications of results from the cross-sectional and, especially the temporal IME, are more

comprehensively discussed in the next chapter, which concludes the thesis.
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Chapter 8 — Conclusion
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8.1 Introduction

This thesis set out to answer two key questions. The first concerned the extent to which
attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically distinct constructs.
Within the engagement literature, researchers have strenuously emphasized the need for
further research and greater consensus on the definition of engagement and its incremental
validity from existing constructs (Macey and Schneider, 2008; Leiter and Bakker, 2010).
Nonetheless, as discussed in Chapter 2, research on engagement has typically progressed,
largely separately, within two respective approaches namely the attitudinal approach and
the behavioural approach with little cross-fertilisation across the two approaches (Peccei,
2013). The attitudinal approach is associated with the work of Schaufeli, Bakker, and
colleagues who define work engagement as a positive motivational work-related state of
mind that is typified by high levels of absorption, vigour, and dedication towards work
tasks (Schaufeli, Bakker, and Gonzalez-Roma, 2002). On the other hand, the behavioural
approach is associated with Kahn’s (1990, 1992) seminal work within which he described
personal engagement as the extent to which employees deploy their physical, cognitive,
and emotional energies towards performing work tasks. Within each approach, there are a
variety of models that specify relationships between engagement and its
antecedents/correlates with supporting empirical studies. However, this thesis set out to
systemically examine a fundamental issue in the literature i.e. the extent to which two
distinct engagement constructs i.e. attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement,

respectively, are supported empirically.

The second question is related to the first and concerned the extent to which an integrated
model of engagement is empirically supported. As Peccei (2013) notes, there has been little
or no deliberate cross-fertilisation between research in the respective attitudinal and
behavioural approaches to engagement. By proposing and testing an integrated model of
engagement (see Chapters 3, 6, and 7), this thesis responds to a number of recent calls
within the literature for a more comprehensive integrated engagement construct that
incorporates research from the two approaches. In Chapter 3, the thesis discussed the
extent to which engagement could be considered an attitude in light of seminal research on
the nature and structure of attitudes. Subsequently, against the backdrop of research on

the attitude-behaviour link, such as Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1975) theory of reasoned action
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and theories/models of planned behaviour, the thesis presented a comprehensive
integrated model of engagement (IME) which incorporated antecedents and mediators
from the attitudinal and behavioural approach, respectively. Through a number of
iterations, the initial comprehensive IME was narrowed down to an abridged IME which
included antecedent constructs that have been shown to have the strongest relationships

with engagement based on core meta-analyses.

In order to answer the two key questions stated above, the study adopted a quantitative
methodology and a two-wave study design with online survey questionnaires (see Chapter
4). Most of the questionnaire items were sourced from existing validated scales with good
psychometric properties whilst two scales were created for the study. Following an 8-
month period of unsuccessful attempts to gain access to a sufficiently large organisational
sample with which to complete the surveys the sample for the study was sourced through a
reputable sampling agency. In total, 304 respondents completed the survey at T1 and T2
constituting the main sample for the core analyses in the thesis. The sample was comprised
of a slightly male majority (55%) and most respondents were aged between 21 — 50 years.
All respondents were UK nationals who were working full time (see Chapter 4 for details).
It is important to note that since the sample recruited through an agency was not
representative of the UK workforce, results may not be generalisable to employees in the
wider population. For example, the majority of respondents held managerial or white-collar

roles and, as such, findings may be less applicable to a sample of blue-collar workers.

Nonetheless, it is also important to note that considerable efforts were made to recruit
participants from a wide range of organisations for nearly a year prior to using an agency.
Furthermore, the sample recruited by the agency is of high quality and may confer
additional benefits for the thesis. The agency boasts 68 panels in 33 countries with millions
of respondents. As such, study participants are drawn from a wide sample, which the
agency describes as representative, and their responses are subjected to a number of quality
control measures including questions to identify and prevent inattention

(www.ssisampling.co.uk/delivering-value/modes?headerBodyScroll To=online).

Respondents who completed the study came from a range of industries in the private and

public sectors including healthcare, education, and transport whilst a number were self-
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employed. As such, although not necessarily representative of the general population, the

sample was quite diverse.

As detailed in Chapter 4, a number of procedures were also completed to ensure that the
measurement scales utilised for subsequent analyses demonstrated good psychometric
properties. Specifically, consistent with Clark and Watson (1995) and DeVellis (2012),
each scale was tested for reliability, indicated using Cronbach’s Alpha, and homogeneity
using factor analyses. In a number of cases, scale reliability was improved by removing
reverse scored items, which can be confusing to respondents and confounding for results
(Jackson, Wall, Martin, and Davids, 1993). All final scales used for the study demonstrated
good reliability with Cronbach’s Alpha meeting Nunnally’s (1978) recommended estimate
of 0.70 or above. Each scale also generally demonstrated good homogeneity to the effect
that the expected number of target constructs was extracted and constituent items loaded
strongly on the target construct(s) in each case. The final scales used for analyses in the
thesis were detailed in Chapter 4. Respondents scored themselves quite highly on most

scales (mean = 3.6 out of 5), with the lowest average score recorded for negative affect.

As detailed in Chapter 5, core analyses were subsequently conducted with T1 and T2
data, respectively, to directly answer the first key question in the thesis i.e. the extent to
which attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically distinct. Key

findings in this regard are discussed herewith.
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8.2 Question 1: Are Two Engagement Constructs Better Than

One?

As articulated in its title, the thesis sought to ascertain whether two engagement constructs
are better than one. Concurrently, the extent to which attitudinal work engagement
(AWE) and behavioural work engagement (BWE) are empirically different was tested,
with T1 and T2 data, using a range of quantitative analytical methods including
exploratory factor analyses (EFA), confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) and, tests of
intercorrelation. As detailed in Chapter 5, results at T'1 and T2 supported the case for
discriminant validity, or empirical distinction between AWE and BWE, and a number of

points stand out in this regard.

First, although peripheral to the central foci identified above, the thesis examined the
extent to which AWE and BWE, respectively, are comprised of 3 distinct subcomponents
by submitting the respective 9-item AWE and 9-item BWE scales, to factor analyses and
tests of intercorrelation. As detailed in Chapter 2, Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2003) 9-item
UWES includes 3 conceptual subscales designed to assess the three dimensions of AWE
namely: vigour, dedication, and absorption. However, results at T1 and at T2 did not
support the case for empirical distinction between the 3 subscales as 1 factor, rather than 3,
was extracted from EFA and the subscales were highly intercorrelated. On a similar note,
the 9-item BWE scale drawn from Rich, LePine, and Crawford (2010) consists of 3
conceptual subscales to assess: physical energy, cognitive energy, and emotional energy
(cf. Kahn, 1990). However, results at T'1 and T2 also did not support the case for 3 distinct
subscales as 1 factor was extracted from EFA and intercorrelations across the subscale
items were quite high. These results make an important empirical contribution to the
literature in terms of measuring engagement. On one hand, the results provide further
empirical support for Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2010) recommendation that AWE should be
assessed using a composite score from the UWES. Furthermore, the results also suggest

that BWE should be assessed using a composite score.

Second, in direct answer to the core question identified above, the thesis examined the

extent to which attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically

258



distinct using factor analyses, and tests of intercorrelation. All results supported the case for
empirical distinction with a number of noteworthy points. First, EFA at T1 and T2
revealed the extraction of 2 distinct factors as expected. Second, results of CFA at T2
confirmed that a 2-factor model was superior to a 1-factor model of engagement. On a third
and final note, results from tests of intercorrelation showed that 12-13 out of 20
relationships between the two engagement constructs, respectively, and other constructs in
the IME, were significantly different. As detailed in Chapter 5, in all cases, discriminant
validity was strongest when comparing the 9-item AWE scale with a shorter 5-item BWE
scale that did not include 3 items from the emotional energy subscale and 1 from the

cognitive energy subscale.
Overall, these results directly answer a key question for the thesis in the affirmative

suggesting that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct, and two engagement constructs,

i.e. attitudinal and behavioural, are indeed better than one.
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8.3 Question 2: Is an Integrated Model of Engagement Empirically
Supported?

Having established the case for discriminant validity between AWE and BWE, the thesis
examined the extent to which the integrated model of engagement presented in Chapter 3
was empirically supported cross-sectionally and temporally. These analyses were
completed using hierarchical regressions and results were fully discussed in Chapters 6 and
7. Following a presentation of the revised IME that reflected changes to measurement
scales within the study, Chapter 6 detailed and discussed the results of testing the IME
cross-sectionally using 6 regression equations with T1 and T2 data separately.
Subsequently, Chapter 7 discussed the results of testing the IME temporally with 6
regression equations using T'1 and T2 data together. Prior to discussing the key points that
stand out from cross-sectional and temporal results, Figure 8.1 (below) serves as a useful

reminder of the original IME prior to revisions.

Figure 8.1 Integrated Model of Engagement
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As discussed in Chapter 3, the IME fundamentally proposes that antecedents at Stage 1

predict the three mediators at Stage 2, which in turn, predict attitudinal engagement at

Stage 3, and that attitudinal engagement, in turn, predicts behavioural engagement at the

4™ and final Stage. Following preliminary analyses detailed in Chapters 4 and 5, the IME

was revised to reflect the modified scales for the core analyses. The revised IME is

displayed in Figure 8.2 (below), which also shows the hypothesised relationships between

constructs.

Figure 8.2 — Revised IME
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As can be seen from Figures 8.1 and 8.2 (above), the revised IME differs from the original
abridged IME (Figure 8.1, above) in two key respects (see Chapters 4 and 5 for full
details). First, the organisational climate of engagement scale was split into two scales titled
“organisational climate” and “worker climate”. Second, the most reliable items from the
scales of optimism, technical skills, and self-efficacy were combined into a composite scale
titled “personal resources’. As also indicated in Figure 8.2 (above), most of the
relationships in the revised IME were expected to be in a positive direction with the
exception of the two hindrance demands i.e. role conflict and organisational politics which
were expected to be negatively related to mediators and engagement. A number of control
variables such as age, gender, and education were also included in the analyses (see
Chapter 6). Key findings from the results of testing the IME cross-sectionally are

summarised below.

Results at Time 1

Opverall, results at T1 supported the IME and a number of points are noteworthy in this
regard. First, Link 1 (see Figure 8.2 above) was supported as antecedents predicted
mediators. Link 2 was also supported as mediators collectively predicted attitudinal
engagement. In support of Links 4 and 5, a number of antecedents had direct effects on
attitudinal and behavioural engagement, respectively. In contrast, Link 3 was not
supported as AWE did not predict BWES. Nonetheless, Link 6 was supported as
mediators collectively had a direct effect on BWES that was not mediated by AWE.
Figure 8.3 (below) summarises results from T1 showing the nature and strength of

significant relationships observed from the regressions (see Chapter 6 for full details).

Results at Time 2

The revised IME shown in Figure 8.2 (above) was also tested using T2 data. The expected
pattern of relationships was the same and the same 6 regression equations were tested.
Overall, results also supported the cross-sectional IME at T2 although fewer significant
relationships were observed. Specifically, Link 1 was supported as antecedents significantly
predicted the three main mediators i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Link 2 was
also supported as these 3 mediators collectively predicted AWE. As at T1, Link 3 was not

supported as AWE did not predict BWE. However, Links 4 and 5 were supported as a
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number of antecedents had direct effects on AWE and BWE, respectively. Link 6 was
also supported as mediators collectively predicted BWE without going through AWE. As
discussed in Chapter 6, results at T2 differed significantly from those observed at T1 and,
as such, the cross-sectional IME was not particularly stable from one time point to the
next. Figure 8.4 (below) shows the significant relationships observed at T2 allowing a
direct comparison with results observed at T'1 shown in Figure 8.3 (below). The key points

that stand out from comparing the cross-sectional results are also subsequently discussed.
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Figure 8.3 — Cross-Sectional Results at Time 1
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Figure 8.4 — Cross-Sectional Results at Time 2
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8.4 Summary of Findings from Cross-Sectional Results

This section discusses the key findings observed from testing the IME cross-sectionally, as

shown in Figures 8.3 and 8.4 (above).

8.4.1 Antecedent-Mediator Relationships and Mediator-Engagement Relationships
We begin by considering relationships between antecedents and mediators. On the whole,
results were relatively stable and provided empirical support for the IME. A number of
points stand out in this regard. First, at T1 and at T2, personal resources were the strongest
predictor of availability whilst work role fit was the strongest predictor of meaningfulness.
However, from T1 to T2, the strongest driver of safety changed from politics to role
conflict and these relationships were negative, as expected. Second, mediators significantly
predicted engagement. Meaningfulness was the strongest predictor of engagement i.e.
AWE and BWE at T1 and T2. In contrast, safety predicted only AWE in an
unexpectedly negative relationship at T1 only whilst avaiability did not predict either
AWE or BWE at T1 or T2.

The present results extend May et al.’s (2004) findings on BWE by highlighting the
importance of work role fit as a predictor of meaningfulness, which in turn emerges as a
significant predictor of BWE as well as AWE. Consistent with Hackman and Oldham
(1976) and Kahn (1990), this suggests that employees ascribe greater value to organisational
tasks/roles that allow them to employ their preferred self-images and meet their needs for
self-expression. In turn, such employees are better disposed and more likely to invest their
personal energies at work. On another note, AWE did not predict BWE, which further

supports the case for discriminant validity between the two engagement constructs (see

Chapters 5 and 6 for full details).

266



8.4.2 Antecedent — Engagement Relationships

Turning to antecedent-engagement relationships, work role fit and POS were the
strongest predictors of AWE in the cross-sectional IME. On the other hand, the strongest
predictors of BWE were work role fit and personal resources. A number of key points

stand out here.

First, work role fit emerges as a particularly strong predictor of engagement. This suggests
that engagement levels are higher amongst employees’ who feel that their work roles are
well aligned with their true/preferred self-images. Furthermore, the relationship is stronger
for AWE suggesting that alignment between employees’ true/preferred selves and their
work role roles has a greater positive impact on employees’ positive motivational

disposition than their observable deployment of energies towards work tasks.

Second, meaningfulness is a particularly important underlying construct when it comes to
antecedent-engagement relationships as it mediated a total of 20 of these relationships in
the cross-sectional IME. This suggests that in many cases, antecedents first enhance the
extent to which employees derive value from their work roles (Hackman and Oldham,
1976) thus seeing their work as avenues to meet their needs for recognition and self-
expression (cf. Alderfer, 1969; Kahn, 1990). In turn, such employees tend to be more

engaged at work.

Third, on the whole, AWE and BWE were predicted by different antecedents in the
cross-sectional IME and did not predict each other, which further supports the case for
discriminant validity between the two constructs. Finally, the cross-sectional IME was not
particularly stable (see Figures 8.3 and 8.4, above). As such, findings must be interpreted
with caution. Temporal results, which provide a more stringent test of the IME, are
discussed below and provide a good basis from which theoretical, methodological, and

practical implications are subsequently drawn.
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8.5 Findings from the Temporal IME

As discussed in Chapter 7, the revised IME was tested temporally using T'1 and T2 data
together. This provided a more stringent test of the IME by facilitating a temporal order
wherein antecedents were measured at one time point that preceded engagement, which
was measured at a later time point. Furthermore, as discussed in Chapters 4 and 7, the
temporal order confers the benefit of reducing common method variance that can be
associated with collecting data at a single point in time. The results of testing 6 regression
equations for the temporal IME are displayed in Figure 8.5 (below). As can be seen, on the
whole, results provided good empirical support for the temporal IME and compared
favourably with those observed cross-sectionally. Key points from the temporal results are

discussed below.

8.5.1 Relationships between Demographic Factors and Engagement

Beginning with relationships between engagement and the control/demographic variables
included in the temporal IME (see Chapter 7), a number of points stand out. First, age at
T'1 significantly predicted BWE at T2 and the relationship was positive suggesting that
older employees tend to be more behaviourally engaged. Second, gender at T1 also
demonstrated a positive relationship with AWE at T2 suggesting that attitudinal
engagement is more pronounced amongst male employees. Third, the significant positive
relationship between children and AWE suggests that employees who have dependent
children tend to be more attitudinally engaged over time. Overall, results from the

temporal IME also suggest that demographic factors have a slightly stronger impact on
AWE than BWE (see Chapter 7).

268



Figure 8.5 — Results from the Temporal IME
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8.5.2 Mediator-Engagement Relationships

Turning to relationships between mediators and AWE and BWE, results from the
temporal IME showed that mediators at T1 predicted engagement at T2 as expected (see
Links 2 and 6 in Figure 8.2 above). Specifically, as shown in Figure 8.5 (above),
meaningfulness at T1 and availability at 'T'1 emerged as significant predictors of both AWE
and BWES at T2. The relationships were in the positive direction, as expected, suggesting
that engagement levels are higher amongst employees who ascribe greater value to their
roles (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1978) as well as amongst employees who feel capable of
marshalling their energies to perform work tasks. This represents a change from cross-
sectional results where meaningfulness and safety predicted AWE and only
meaningfulness predicted BWE. The present results thus suggest that meaningfulness
remains a significant predictor of engagement at a single point in time or over time, whilst
availability realises its predictive potential for engagement when a temporal order is

introduced; possible reasons for this are discussed later.

Second, the two mediators were stronger predictors of BWE than AWE and this was true
to a greater degree for meaningfulness. This is consistent with research in the BWE
literature, specifically Kahn’s (1990) study, from which the three main mediators were
drawn. The results fundamentally suggest that the extent to which employees feel that
their jobs are valuable as well as the extent to which they deem themselves capable to
marshal their energies towards work tasks are stronger predictors of the extent to which
such employees deploy their energies towards performing work tasks i.e. BWE, than their

motivational disposition towards work tasks i.e. AWE.

Third, contrary to expectations and existing research (Kahn, 1990; May et al. 2004), safety
at T1 did not predict engagement, i.e. either AWE or BWE, at T2 suggesting that, once
the impact of meaningfulness and availability is taken into account, the extent to which
employees feel unthreatened at work might not have a particularly significant impact on
engagement i.e. either AWE or BWE. It is also possible that respondents in this study who
predominantly occupied managerial and white-collar jobs are less likely to experience

feelings of threat at work.
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8.5.2.1 AWE and BWE

Consistent with cross-sectional results, Link 3 (see Figure 8.2) was not supported in the
temporal IME as AWE at T1 did not predict BWE at T2. This again suggests that
attitudinal engagement at one point is not a significant predictor of behavioural
engagement in the near future. In other words, the extent to which employees experience
a positive motivational disposition towards work does not predict the extent to which they
will deploy their physical, cognitive, and emotional energies towards completing such work
tasks. Again, the results in the temporal IME further support the case for discriminant

validity between AWE and BWE and potential implications are further discussed later.

8.5.3 Relationships between Antecedents and Engagement

On the whole, antecedents demonstrated good predictive validity for engagement in the
temporal IME and results compared favourably with those observed cross-sectionally.
Beginning with attitudinal engagement, 10 out of 12 antecedents at T'1 predicted AWE at
T2 providing good empirical support for the temporal IME. Results were similar for
behavioural engagement as 9 antecedents at T1 predicted BWES at T2 (see Chapter 7).
Second, as predicted, antecedents at T1 demonstrated both direct and indirect effects on
AWE and BWE with full or partial mediation via meaningfulness and availability. Third,
taking total effects into account, the three most important antecedents at T1 of AWE at
T2, in order of importance, were: work role fit, personal resources, and POS. On the other
hand, the three strongest predictors of BWE at T2 were: personal resources, politics, and

role conflict. The key points in this regard are discussed herewith.

First, the differential antecedent-engagement relationships in the temporal IME further
support the case for discriminant validity between AWE and BWE. Second, most
relationships in the temporal IME were in the expected direction. For example, POS was
positively related to AWE, suggesting that attitudinal engagement is more pronounced
amongst employees who feel that their employer appreciates their contribution to its
success and cares about their wellbeing. Similarly, role conflict was negatively related to
BWE at T2 suggesting that behavioural engagement levels are lower amongst employees
who feel that their work roles are unclear e.g. due to receiving conflicting requests from
supervisors (cf. Kahn, 1990). However, a number of relationships were not in the expected

direction.
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Specifically, core self-evaluations at T1 had a negative effect on AWE and BWE,
respectively, through a positive indirect effect via availability but a negative indirect effect
via meaningfulness in each case. This suggests that employees who feel confident in their
abilities are more likely to feel ready to deploy their energies to work tasks but less likely to
ascribe value to their roles. Furthermore, such employees are less likely to feel favourably
disposed towards work and also less likely to invest their energies in performing tasks.

Similarly, value congruence had a negative effect on AWE and BWE, respectively,
through a negative indirect effect via availability in each case. In a similar vein to results
discussed above, these results suggest that employees who perceive considerable alignment
between their personal and organisational values are less likely to feel readily able to
deploy their energies to work tasks. Taken together, these results suggest that where
employees feel that their employer’s values reflect their personal values, they are less likely
to feel ready to perform work tasks or to engage. On the other hand, employees who feel
capable to perform work tasks are less likely to feel that their organisational values are

aligned with their personal values.

On the other hand, in two cases, antecedents had an expected effect on one engagement
construct but not on the other. Specifically, organisational climate at 'T1 had a positive
effect on BWE at T2, as expected, but an unexpected negative effect on AWE at T2
despite a positive indirect effect via availability. This suggests that, although employees
may feel readily able to do so, they are less favourably disposed to engaging with work
tasks when the organisation expects or mandates them to be engaged. However, the
present results also suggest that employees are more likely to demonstrably deploy their
personal energies to completing tasks in such cases. On a second note, politics at T1 was
positively, rather than negatively related to BWE at T2 but did not predict AWE. This
suggests that behavioural engagement levels are higher where employees perceive or
participate in informal power plays and tactical behaviour. Potential reasons for these
unexpected effects are discussed later. However, these differential antecedent-engagement

relationships further support the case for discriminant validity between AWE and BWE.

Overall, the temporal IME was empirically supported and provides a good basis from

which theoretical, methodological, and practical implications are drawn below.
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8.6 Theoretical Contributions

The thesis proposed a theoretical framework encapsulated in the integrated model of
engagement (see Figures 8.1 and 8.2 above), which drew on existing research on
engagement and its relationships with antecedent constructs in its nomological network.
Drawing on meta-analytical data (Cole et al., 2011; Crawford, Rich, and LePine, 2010;
Halbesleben, 2010), the IME incorporated constructs that have been shown to be strong
predictors of AWE within the Job-Demands and Resources Model (Bakker and
Demerouti, 2008), and antecedents that are strongly related to behavioural engagement
from Kahn's Recursive Model of Psychological Presence and Personal Engagement (Kahn,
1992) as well as a range of empirical studies. Furthermore, a proposed predictive
relationship between AWE and BWE was premised on research about relationships
between attitudes and behaviours as exemplified in the theory and model of planned
behaviour (see Chapter 3). Inherent in these bodies of research are a number of
assumptions, which were supported or rejected to various extents by results from this
study. Overall, findings from this thesis have a number of important implications for various

aspects of engagement research as discussed herewith.

Defining Engagement

Beginning with the first core question for the thesis, the present findings make a vital
contribution to research on the definition and conceptualisation of engagement. As
discussed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7, findings from this study suggest that there are indeed
two empirically distinct forms of engagement namely attitudinal engagement and
behavioural engagement. First, factor analyses revealed two latent constructs at T1 and
T2. Second, AWE and BWE demonstrated significantly different relationships with other
constructs in the nomological network. Third, AWE and BWE were strongly predicted by
different antecedents. Fourth and perhaps most importantly, AWE did not predict BWE

either cross-sectionally or temporally (see Chapters 6 and 7).

It is possible that once one takes into account the predictive validity of other constructs,
such as antecedents and mediators, that are common to AWE and BWE, the relationship
and shared variance between the two engagement constructs is considerably weakened. In

other words, perhaps AWE and BWE share similar relationships with a number of
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antecedents that were included in the IME and once these are controlled for, the
relationship between the two constructs becomes less significant or insignificant.
Importantly, by providing support for the existence of two distinct engagement constructs,
the findings from this study contribute to the much needed advancement in clarifying the
nature of the engagement construct as called for by many researchers including Peccei
(2013), Macey and Schneider (2008), Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, and Taris (2008), and
Cole, Walter, Bedeian, and O’Boyle (2011) and highlight the need for further research in
the area. Reasons and implications of this difference between engagement constructs are

also further discussed below.

Relationships between Attitudes and Behaviours

On a second note, findings from this study also have important implications for our
understanding of the broader relationships between attitudes and behaviours. As discussed
in Chapter 3, there is a general, albeit contentious assumption in the literature that
attitudes, or behavioural intentions, will often predict behaviour (cf. Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975; Eagly and Chaiken, 1993; Kraus, 1995). For example, if someone intends to vote for a
political party, the assumption is that, all other things being equal, they will vote for that
political party. However, consistent with the proposition that attitudes are not particularly
strong predictors of future behaviour (Fendrich, 1967; Wicker, 1969), findings from the
present study showed that AWE did not predict BWE either at a single point in time or in
the near future. For engagement research, this suggests that employees’ positive
motivational disposition towards work may not necessarily result in their deployment of
personal energies to the completion of work tasks. As such, it may be important to more
clearly focus on studying each distinct engagement construct and its relationships with
associated antecedents and correlates, knowing that there may be some overlap but results
are unlikely to be identical. Furthermore, more research is needed in terms of
understanding the nature of the relationship between attitudinal engagement and
behavioural engagement, respectively. On a broader note, the findings also highlight a
need for further research to strengthen our understanding of the relationship between

attitudes and behaviours.
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Is an Integrated Model of Engagement (IME) Empirically Supported?

Third, on the whole, the findings from this study provided empirical support for an
integrated model of engagement that combines research from the AWE and BWE
literatures. However, further to the discriminant validity between the two constructs, a
number of constructs within the nomological network were differentially related to AWE
and BWE. This further suggests that one composite engagement construct is not
conceptually desirable or empirically appropriate. The findings also provide useful
information about various constructs that are particularly strong drivers of each

engagement construct as discussed later.

Is Engagement Predicted by Demographic Variables?

The present study contributes to the particularly limited research that examines
relationships between engagement and demographic variables. In particular, results from
the temporal IME showed that AWE was predicted by gender and children whilst BWE
was predicted by age only. These results suggest that attitudinal engagement is more
pronounced amongst men and employees who have dependent children whilst older
employees tend to be more behaviourally engaged at work. Some of these results, such as
the ones related to children, may usefully be seen within the context of the work-family
literature within which relationships between family responsibilities and workplace
behaviour are inconsistent (Halbesleben, 2010). Contrary to research which suggests that
family/home demands can negatively impact workplace behaviour (e.g. Netemeyer,
Maxham and Pullig, 2005), the present findings suggest that having children can actually
enhance engagement. Consistent with Rothbard (2001), it 1is possible that
employees/respondents in the present study derive pleasure from relationships with their
children and the associated positive affect spills over into the workplace thus engendering a

positive motivational disposition towards work tasks i.e. AWE.

On another note, the present findings may extend Sonnentag’s (2003) research on
recovery by suggesting that time spent with children might provide employees with much
needed opportunities to recuperate from the demands of the previous working day which,
in turn, allows them to be more engaged the following day and in the near future. In the

context of a human needs framework, it is possible that time spent with children may meet
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employees’ needs for relatedness, love, and growth (cf. Alderfer, 1969; Maslow, 1954). In
turn, such employees are more likely to be favourably disposed throughout various aspects

of their lives including work.

On another note, the positive relationship between gender and engagement could also be
integrated with existing research on gender and leadership which suggests that, in a
process of “homosocial reproduction” (cf. Pye 2001, 2005), contemporary organisations
favour male leaders because they have traditionally occupied leadership positions over the
years and workplace success has predominantly been defined by the activities of “great
men” leaving women undervalued and underrepresented in leadership positions (cf. Schein
and Davidson, 1993; Heilman, 1983, 1995, 2001; Sealy, Vinnicombe, and Doldor, 2009,
Northouse, 2013). Furthermore, men may find it easier than women to meet their
developmental needs in contemporary organisations as they may have a greater range of
challenging tasks and enjoy more opportunities for promotion (cf. Eagly and Carli, 2007).
Men may also have more opportunities to meet their relatedness needs by developing
trusting relationships with other male colleagues during informal workplace activities such
as weekends away with no provisions for childcare that women might require (cf.
Kakabadse, Kakabadse, and Barratt, 2006). In contrast, particularly within upper echelons
of management (Catalyst, 2008), women may be seen as “tokens” (Kanter, 1977) and are
reportedly more likely to experience discrimination, which Kahn (1990) noted as a
deterrent of engagement. Overall, men may find it easier and more fulfilling to
demonstrate their preferred “selves” at work. In turn, they may ascribe more value to, and
derive more value from, their roles, thus remaining more motivated and favourably

disposed towards work i.e. AWE.

The positive relationship between age and BWE may reflect a tendency for older
employees to have accumulated a wider repository of experiences over time through which
they have met their growth and developmental needs and are in turn, more proficient and
capable to engage with work tasks (cf. Alderfer, 1969). Consistent with Kahn (1990), such
employees may have developed a greater capacity to be more open to others and to
themselves, thus, enabling them to meet their relatedness needs through their professional

networks (cf. Alderfer, 1969; Kahn, 1990). Such employees may also possess greater self-

276



reflective capacities and be more adept at deciphering and availing themselves to
challenging tasks that will meet their growth and developmental needs. In turn, such
employees are more likely to find their work valuable and, in turn, to willingly invest their
personal resources in such tasks over time i.e. BWE.

Crucially, the present findings highlight the need for further research on the impact of key

demographic factors on engagement.

Which Demands and Resources are most important in Predicting Engagement?

The majority of research on relationships between engagement and its antecedents has
been framed in terms of a job demands and resources framework within which demands
are broadly assumed to hinder engagement and resources are assumed to promote
engagement (cf. Crawford, Rich, and LePine, 2010). More recent research suggests that
challenge demands enhance engagement whilst hindrance demands inhibit engagement
(Crawford et al., 2010). Consistently, since most of the antecedents included in the cross-
sectional and temporal IME were drawn from core meta-analyses of engagement research,
results suggested that most of these antecedents were important predictors of engagement,
as expected. Furthermore, most of these relationships were relatively stable over time.
However, a few were not in the predicted direction. Here, a number of points are

noteworthy in terms of results observed for antecedents in each section of the IME.

First, the challenge demands that were included in the IME, i.e. problem solving and job
complexity, had slightly different effects on the two engagement constructs but a stronger
total effect on BWE. Specifically, problem solving predicted engagement i.e. AWE and
BWE temporally and this relationship was mediated by meaningfulness, in each case.
However, the relationship was more consistent cross-sectionally for BWE than AWE. On
the other hand, job complexity did not predict AWE or BWE temporally although it
predicted AWE cross-sectionally. Consistent with Christian, Garza, and Slaughter’s (2011)
meta-analysis, the present findings suggest that the existence of novel tasks at work has a
greater impact on BWE than AWE. As suggested in Chapters 2 and 3, perhaps novel
demands meet employees needs for growth and development due to the inherent

opportunities to expand proficiencies and mastery at work. In turn, employees are more
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likely to engage with such tasks because they feel that their jobs are valuable (cf. Hackman
and Oldham, 1976).

On another note, the present findings stand in contrast to Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2004)
proposition that demands do not predict engagement but support Crawford et al.’s (2010)
finding that antecedent-engagement relationships are better understood when challenge
and hindrance demands are delineated. In an extension of Crawford et al.’s (2010) study,
the present findings also suggest that the positive impact of challenge demands on
engagement is stronger for BWE than AWE. This may be because, beyond a favourable
disposition towards work, unfamiliar tasks require employees to utilise more of their

personal energies in implementing different strategies towards task completion.

On a second note, the hindrance demands that were included in the IME, i.e. politics and
role conflict, emerged as strong predictors of work engagement. However, relationships
were neither particularly stable nor entirely similar for AWE and BWE. Specifically, in the
temporal IME, role conflict had a similar negative effect on AWE and BWE, respectively,
via meaningfulness in each case. However, politics had an unexpected positive effect on
BWE but no significant effect on AWE. These results have a number of implications for

our knowledge of the relationship between demands and engagement.

First, relationships between hindrance demands and engagement seem to become more
significant when a temporal order is introduced. In other words, results suggest that the
impact of workplace politics and ambiguity about work roles on employee work
engagement levels becomes clearer over time. Second, the negative impact of role conflict
on engagement via meaningfulness observed in the temporal IME is consistent with Kahn
(1990). Fundamentally, the results suggest that employees who perform poorly delineated
or ambiguous work roles are less likely to derive value from, and ascribe value to, their
roles (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). This may be because such work tasks/roles are less
likely to consistently meet employees’ growth and developmental needs if such employees
are utilising their cognitive and emotional energies to untangle/decipher and complete

conflicting requests at work. The present results also extend existing research (Kahn, 1990)
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and meta-analyses (e.g. Crawford et al., 2010) in the sense that role conflict is found to

detract not only from BWE but AWE as well.

Third, contrary to Crawford et al.’s (2010) meta-analysis, the present findings also suggest
that politics can have a positive effect on engagement, particularly BWE. As such, the
authors’ advice to interpret relationships between politics and engagement with caution,
due to limited research in the area, is justified. Also contrary to Crawford et al. (2010), the
present findings suggest that specific hindrance demands can indeed have different
relationships with engagement i.e. some positive as observed for politics and some negative

as observed for role conflict.

The positive relationship between politics and engagement can be integrated with existing
research in the wider organisational behaviour (OB) literature which presents politics as an
essential part of contemporary organisational dynamics and a strong predictor of
managerial success (Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick, and Mayes, 1980; Mintzberg, 1983;
Hall, Blass, Ferris, and Massengale, 2004; Semadar, Robins, and Ferris, 2006; Buchanan,
2008; Doldor, Anderson, and Vinnicombe, 2013). Concurrently, Buchanan and Badham
(2008) note that managerial staff, who are highly represented in the present study sample,
view involvement in politics as necessary for personal and professional progress. In addition
to developmental needs met through career progression, workplace politics may also
provide opportunities to meet employees’ relatedness needs through informal networks at
work, which in turn may build social capital and engender favourable performance
appraisals in future (cf. Ibarra, 1993). Furthermore, the positive relationship between
politics and BWE might be undergirded by a specific political tactic known as ‘impression
management . Fundamentally, it is possible that employees at all levels in an organisation
demonstrably invest their energies and resources in tactical activities such as building
networks as well as being involved in key projects and decisions to give the impression that

they are indispensible members of the workforce.

On another note, the positive relationship between politics on BWE observed in this study
may be especially pronounced amongst employees who wield either formal or informal

power, or both, and are in control of rather than at the mercy of workplace politics. If one
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integrates this proposition with the previously discussed research on gender and leadership,
men may be more likely to successfully navigate workplace politics (Doldor et al., 2013).
Crucially, male employees may be more readily encouraged to demonstrate their ‘genuine
and/or preferred selves” at work whilst building strong professional networks and enjoying
career progression. In turn, such employees are more likely to be motivated to invest their
personal energies at work i.e. BWE (cf. Kahn, 1990). There may be other plausible
explanations for these and other relationships in the IME. However, the present findings
open up the possibility of reconceptualising politics as a challenge demand, or even as a
resource that enhances work engagement, especially BWE, rather than as a hindrance

demand that inhibits engagement.

Resources included in the IME were strong predictors of engagement and a number of
points stand out in this regard. First, consistent with Christian et al.’s (2011) meta-analysis
within which task variety emerged as the strongest driver of engagement, job variety
emerged as a strong predictor of AWE and BWE, respectively, in the temporal IME and
this relationship was mediated by meaningfulness and availability in each case. Whilst
existing research dating as far back as Hackman and Oldham (1980) acknowledges the
importance of job variety for work performance, the present study contributes to our
knowledge about the impact of job variety on engagement. In particular, the results
suggest that beyond feeling more favourably disposed towards work, employees are also
more likely to demonstrably deploy their personal energies towards performing work tasks
when they feel that they have the opportunity to utilise a range of skills in completing such
work tasks. Furthermore, results suggest that employees tend to find their jobs more
valuable when they have opportunities to complete various tasks possibly because such
variety meets their needs for professional development, in terms of gaining mastery in new
skill areas (cf. Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Additionally, variety on the job tends to keep
employees feeling readily able to perform work tasks and this is possibly because they are
aware that they may regularly need to utilise a wide range of skill sets to complete varied

and unfamiliar tasks at work.

Second, work role fit emerged as a consistently strong, and often the strongest, predictor

of engagement, cross-sectionally and temporally, and this was particularly true for AWE.
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Furthermore, the effect of work role fit on engagement was mediated by meaningfulness in
several instances temporally as well as cross-sectionally. This is consistent with May et al.’s
(2004) study and Crawford et al.’s (2010) meta-analysis, which found that alignment
between employees’ true selves and their work roles, is a strong predictor of engagement.
Fundamentally, employees are more likely to find their jobs valuable if and when they are
allowed and encouraged to show their real/ideal ‘selves’ at work (cf. Kahn, 1990).
Crucially, it is possible that such roles meet employees’ existential needs for recognition
and self-expression (cf. Alderfer, 1969, 1972; May, Angel, and Ellenberger, 1958).
Unsurprisingly, employees who value their roles are also more likely to have a favourable
disposition towards work tasks, i.e. AWE, and to invest their personal resources into
completing such tasks over time i.e. BWE. Overall, the present findings highlight the
import of work role fit as a core driver of engagement and significantly enrich the limited

literature on the antecedents of BWE in particular.

Third, the present findings also provide an answer to Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter’s (2011)
theoretical question about the importance of a climate of engagement by showing that
organisational climate emerged as a strong predictor of engagement cross-sectionally but
this relationship was dissimilar for AWE and BWE in the temporal IME (see Chapters 6
and 7). Specifically, organisational climate had an unexpected negative effect on AWE but
a positive effect on BWE, as expected. Similar to May et al. (2004) who reported a
negative relationship between co-worker norms and BWE, it is possible that employees
who feel compelled to remain engaged at work, may necessarily demonstrate a readiness to
engage with work tasks, but such employees are also likely to feel less favourably disposed
towards work over time. Indeed, such employees may come to resent such ‘employer-

induced’ engagement at work as a form of ‘emotional labour’ (cf. Hochschild, 1983).

On the other hand, although May et al. (2004) found that co-worker norms/expectations
negatively affected engagement, employees’ engagement levels were not significantly
affected by their colleagues’ expectations or engagement levels, i.e. worker climate, in the
present study. Thus, in answer to Bakker et al.’s (2010) theoretical proposition which drew
on Barsade’s (2002) research on a contagion effect, findings from this study do not support

the notion that individual employee work engagement levels are influenced by co-worker
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engagement levels. Overall, findings from this study provide empirical support for the
notion that an employer’s expectations about workplace attitudes and behaviour,
engagement, in this case, is a particularly important predictor of the extent to which
employees deploy personal energies at work i.e. BWE (cf. Reichers and Schneider, 1990).
As such, it may be useful to include organisational climate as an antecedent construct in
the nomological network of BWE but further research is required concerning the

relationship between organisational climate and AWE.

Fourth, the findings from this study also contribute to the limited literature on the
relationships between engagement and personal or non-job resources i.e. optimism, self-
efficacy, and technical skills, in this case (cf. Salanova, Schaufeli, Xanthopoulou, and
Bakker, 2010). Specifically, results showed that personal resources were strong predictors
of engagement, especially AWE, and the relationships were positive as expected. This
lends empirical support to theoretical propositions in the AWE literature (Sweetman and
Luthans, 2010) as the present results suggest that the extent to which employees feel
capable of succeeding in general and at work in particular as well as the extent to which
they feel expectant of positive outcomes are important predictors of the extent to which
they feel favourably disposed towards and invest their energies into completing work tasks.
The present findings also lend empirical credence to Hakanen and Roodt’s (2010)
proposition that engagement is predicted by factors outside work as well as Bakker and
Demerouti’s (2008) extension of the JD-R which included personal characteristics such as
efficacy and optimism as antecedents of work engagement. Additionally, the findings
extend existing research by highlighting the import of personal resources as an antecedent
of BWE and call for more inclusive models of engagement that acknowledge the
importance of factors outside work, including employees’ personal characteristics, in

predicting employee work engagement i.e. AWE and BWE.

The final section of antecedents in the IME included three factors, developed by Rich,
LePine, and Crawford (2010) who drew on Kahn’s (1990) research on BWE. As such, the
expectation was that these factors would significantly predict BWE. However, the present
findings suggest that the relationships between value congruence, POS, and core self-

evaluations, or CSE, and engagement do not particularly conform to expectations and are
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stronger for AWE in a number of instances. First, value congruence had a negative effect
on AWE and BWE, via availability, in each case. From Kahn’s (1990) research, one might
expect a positive relationship between value congruence and AWE, via meaningfulness on
the grounds that employees should ascribe more value to, and be more engaged, within
work roles where their personal and organisational values are well aligned. However, the
negative relationship between value congruence and availability observed in the present
study may be explained on the grounds that employees who feel that they embody
organisational values may feel complacent or less willing to deploy their energies to work
tasks because they may also feel that their work tasks are unchallenging and do not offer
opportunities to meet their developmental needs. Alternatively, in some instances,
employees may pretend that their personal values match organisational values, in order to
retain their jobs, whilst inwardly remaining unfavourably disposed towards their roles and
unwilling to invest their energies into completing work tasks. On another note, these
unexpected relationships may be undergirded by some form of suppressor effects and, as

such, more research is needed in this area.

On the other hand, somewhat contrary to Rich et al. (2010) who found that POS predicted
BWE in a positive relationship, POS did not predict BWE but had a direct positive effect
on AWE. This suggests that employees who feel that their organisation/employer cares
about their wellbeing, and appreciates their contribution(s) to its success are also more
favourably disposed to their work tasks. On one hand, this may be because supportive
relationships with management and supervisors may meet employees’ relatedness needs
(cf. Alderfer, 1969; Kahn, 1990). Alternatively, the present findings could also be
integrated with research on the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) and placed within a
broader social exchange theoretical framework (cf. Blau, 1964 cited in Coyle-Shapiro, and
Kessler, 2002) to the extent that, over time, employees who receive help/support from
their organisation may also feel more favourably disposed towards contributing to the
organisation’s success by engaging with their work tasks. However, since POS did not
predict BWE, the present results suggest that such a ‘felt’ need to ‘repay’ an organisation
for their support may not necessarily have a discernible effect on employees’ observable

work behaviour i.e. BWE and further research is required in this area.
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On the other hand, CSE had an unexpectedly negative effect on AWE and BWE in the
temporal IME (see Chapter 7). The present results suggest that individuals who feel
confident in their abilities may also feel readily able to complete work tasks as Rich et al.
(2010) found but are conversely less likely to ascribe value to their work roles. This may be
because such employees feel that their proficiencies and contributions at work are
underutilised and, as such, are less likely to meet their growth and developmental needs.
As highlighted earlier, it is possible that some of these unexpected results were observed
due to suppressor effects in the models. However, results did not highlight multi-
collinearity in the IME. As such, more research in this area, especially using longitudinal
studies, would contribute to greater clarity in understanding the relationship between

engagement and the Kahn-Related Factors that were included in the IME.

The relationships observed between CSE and engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, in the
present study also highlight the importance, in understanding relationships between
engagement and its antecedents, that is afforded by delineating two engagement
constructs. Whilst the present findings do not entirely support the relationship between
Kahn-Related Factors and behavioural engagement reported by Rich et al. (2010), the

results indicate that POS'is an important antecedent in the nomological network for AWE.

Are Mediators Important for Understanding Engagement?

The present findings suggest that mediators play an important role in understanding
relationships between antecedents and engagement as they accounted for at least 40
relationships in the IME. Looking at the results in closer detail, a number of points stand

out.

First, from the cross-sectional IME, meaningfulness emerged as the strongest mediator
explaining 18 of 24 relationships between antecedents and engagement. However, in the
temporal IME, availability also emerged as a strong mediator explaining 10 relationships
which compares favourably with 12 relationships that were mediated by meaningfulness.
This suggests that at a single point in time, as well as over time, employee work
engagement is affected by the extent to which employees ascribe value to their roles (cf.

Hackman and Oldham, 1976). On the other hand, availability seems to realise its predictive
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potential for engagement over time. In other words, employees who feel readily able to
complete work tasks are more likely to be engaged in the near future. Whilst this may
seem reasonable, it appears to contradict Kahn’s (1990) proposition of availability as the
extent to which employees feel capable of deploying their energies to completing work
tasks at a particular point in time. In an extension of May et al.’s (2004) study within which
the authors reported that availability did not consistently predict BWE, the present
findings suggest that avarlability more clearly demonstrates the expected positive
relationship with engagement, i.e. AWE as well as BWE, when a temporal order is

introduced.

The results may reflect the fact that questionnaire items on the availability scale in this
study referred to the extent to which employees felt confident in their abilities at work
without specifying a particular time (see May et al., 2004). One could integrate this with
Fendrich’s (1967) study to the extent that availability, if conceptualised as an attitude (or
behavioural intention), may demonstrate greater predictive ability for engagement if both
constructs are assessed at the same or similar levels of specificity. In other words, to better
capture the ‘instantaneous’ relationship between availability and engagement proposed by
Kahn (1990), perhaps questionnaire items should have been worded to assess employees’
perceptions about their readiness to complete work tasks as well as their engagement levels

at a particular/specified present moment.

Overall the findings highlight the importance of and support Kahn’s (1990) research on the
importance of the three psychological conditions as proximal predictors of engagement.
The findings also extend Kahn’s (1990) work by showing that the three main mediators are
instrumental to a better understanding of the relationships between engagement, i.e. AWE
and BWE, and a range of antecedents beyond those proposed by Kahn (1990) and drawn
from both the AWE and BWE literatures. Nonetheless, more research is required to better
understand the relationships between the two engagement constructs and the three

mediators especially using longitudinal study designs.
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Is Engagement Stable Over Time?

Although this was not a central focus of the thesis, findings from this study contribute to
burgeoning research on the extent to which engagement is akin to a transient state that
fluctuates over time or an enduring trait that is stable over time (see Macey and Schneider,
2008). Results observed when controlling for engagement at T'1 in additional analyses (see
Appendix 1.8) showed that AWE at T1 accounted for a more significant percentage of
variance in AWE at T2 than BWE at T1 did for BWE at T2. With the relatively novel
timeframe of 4 weeks utilised in this study, the present findings suggest that attitudinal
engagement at one time point significantly predicts AWE in the near future, and support
the notion that AWE is more akin to a trait that endures over time (cf. Sonnentag,
Dormann, and Demerouti 2010; Peccei, 2013). On the other hand, results also support
Kahn’s (1990) proposition that behavioural engagement is more akin to a state that is
susceptible to change. As is increasingly done in the AWE literature, the present findings
suggest that it may be useful to study changes in BWE levels within individuals using a
range of longitudinal study designs such as daily or weekly diary studies. Finally, the
present findings also show that the antecedents included in the IME were significant
predictors of engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, at one time point as well as over time
providing empirical support for a breadth of engagement research whilst opening up other

avenues for further research as discussed later.

Summary of Theoretical Contributions

On the whole, the present findings contribute to engagement research in a number of
ways. First, AWE is shown to be empirically distinct from BWE and to my knowledge,
this is the first study to examine this issue (especially using a two-wave study design with a
4-week interval). As stated earlier, this furnishes us with much-needed clarity about the

nature and conceptualisation of engagement.

Second, most antecedents included in the IME are shown to predict engagement to some
extent with the exception of worker climate. Furthermore, many of these relationships are
quite stable although a number do not conform to expectations. Overall, the antecedents
included in the IME are slightly stronger predictors of AWE than BWE. Furthermore, a

number of antecedents tend to demonstrate similar relationships with engagement.
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However, looking more closely at challenge and hindrance demands, different effects are
observed for AWE and BWE. Specifically, challenge demands have a greater positive
impact on behavioural engagement whilst hindrance demands were stronger predictors of
AWE in a negative relationship, as expected. Drawing on Miller’s (1959) negativity bias
concept, the present findings suggest that negative events at work have a stronger impact
on employees’ AWE levels than do positive events, or challenge demands, at work.
Furthermore, hindrance demands appear to have a stronger impact on employees’
disposition i.e. attitudinal engagement than on their demonstrable investments of personal

energies/resources i.e. behavioural engagement.

On a fourth note, job resources were marginally stronger predictors of behavioural
engagement than attitudinal engagement in the cross-sectional IME but had a stronger
impact on AWE than BWE in the temporal IME. Similarly, personal resources were
stronger predictors of AWE in the temporal IME. Furthermore, consistent with Hakanen
and Roodt’s (2010) research, particularly in the AWE literature, the present findings
suggest that the positive impact of resources on engagement outweighs the negative impact
of demands and this is particularly true for attitudinal engagement. As expected, Kahn
Related Factors drawn from the BWE literature demonstrated stronger positive
relationships with BWE than AWE. However, the total effect observed was positive for
AWE and negative for BWE suggesting that these factors, especially POS may have an
important place in the nomological network of attitudinal engagement. However, further

research is required in this area.

Fifth, findings from this study also support the case for an integrated model of engagement
although different relationships, which were relatively stable over time, were observed
between the two engagement constructs and antecedent constructs. As such, the present
findings highlight the merit of more research on integrated models of engagement
especially using longitudinal designs. This and other methodological contributions from the

thesis are further discussed in the next section.

287



8.7 Methodological Contributions

The majority of studies included in core meta-analyses of engagement research have been
completed using cross-sectional data. However, findings from the present study highlight
the importance of studying engagement over time or using longitudinal/temporal data as
Peccei (2013) suggests. Fundamentally, a researcher who completed this study at either T'1
or T2 only, with the same sample, would have reached different conclusions (see Chapter
6). For example, work role fit was the strongest driver of BWE at T1 while personal
resources had the strongest relationship with BWE at T2. By establishing a temporal order,
a clearer picture of relationships between antecedents and engagement emerged (see
Chapter 7). For example, availability, for the first time, had a significant positive effect on
engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, respectively, as expected. Overall, findings here
highlight the merit of studying engagement over time and the relatively novel 4-week
timeframe between waves in this study further enhances our knowledge about the nature

of engagement and its relationships with antecedent constructs.

A second important contribution is made in an area which has lacked sufficient clarity in
the extant literature, that is, measuring engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2010; Peccei,
2013). Specifically, the present findings provide empirical support for the 9-item UWES
utilised to assess AWE (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003) but highlight the need for further
research on measuring BWE (Rich, LePine, and Crawford, 2010). In his 1990 study, Kahn
noted that behavioural assessments of workplace behaviour such as job involvement were
often measured using observable indices such as employee absence (cf. Blau and Boal,
1987). Similarly, Goffman (1961) assessed a range of performance behaviours in non-work
contexts through face-to-face encounters and observations of individuals’ physical
movements. In a similar vein, Peccei (2013) questioned the extent to which emotional
energy can be demonstrably assessed empirically as part of a behavioural engagement

construct.

In answer, the present results suggest that emotional energy, and some aspects of cognitive
energy, that are included in the BWE scale, may be more akin to an attitudinal than
behavioural construct. Specifically, present findings suggest that asking employees about

their feelings towards and/or mental energy at work is more likely to tap into their
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attitudinal perceptions, or behavioural intentions, rather than their actual behaviour at
work as is intended by assessing BWE. An important question is raised about the extent to
which emotional or cognitive energy can be assessed behaviourally. Fundamentally, it is
difficult to conceptualise an observable measure of employees’ emotions except perhaps by
watching employees laugh or cry. At best this offers limited and potentially unreliable
information regarding employees” BWE. Furthermore, behavioural cognitive energy may
be better assessed using tests of individuals’ reaction times, rather than questionnaire items,
and these are likely to pose pragmatic challenges such as cost constraints and access from
an organisation that would be willing to set up the necessary conditions to facilitate such

studies.

Perhaps physical energy is a more measurable component of BWE as one may be able to
make more reliable inferences about how much energy is being exerted towards
performing work tasks. However, where physical energy levels are assessed using self-
report measures, as is the case in most studies, issues of validity might persist as individuals
may (un)intentionally report inaccurate investments of their energy at work. Thus,
supervisors and managers may be well placed to assess their employees’ BWE in terms of
the number of tasks completed within a given time frame. Nonetheless, physical energy
may be a more useful index of engagement in occupations that require considerable
observable exertion. Furthermore, as highlighted in Chapter 3, it is important to note that
BWE describes the manner in which tasks are being completed rather than a specific
behavioural outcome. As such, the measurement of behavioural work engagement as an
observable construct may need to be integrated with measures of other demonstrable
workplace outcomes that BWE is presumed to affect or relate with. Concurrently,
Sparrow (2014) notes that it is not sufficient to ask employees to be more engaged, we
must also consider what we are asking them to engage with. Overall, the findings highlight

the need for further research on the apposite operationalisation and measurability of BWE.

On a third and related note, the present findings did not empirically support three distinct
conceptual subscales or dimensions of the AWE and BWE scales, respectively. This
suggests that employees are more likely to perceive/understand attitudinal or behavioural

engagement in composite terms rather than in discrete categories such as vigour,
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dedication, and absorption or physical/cognitive/emotional energy. On this note, although
the 9-item UWES demonstrated good psychometric properties, it is possible that a shorter
and perhaps less discrete AWE scale might perform even better as was observed for BWE.
For example, Peccei (2013) notes that items designed to measure the absorption dimension
of AWE in the UWES are increasingly excluded within contemporary engagement
research in favour of items designed to measure vigour and dedication, which according to
Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter (2011) constitute the two key dimensions of AWE (also see
Schaufeli and Salanova, 2011).

However, reasons for excluding absorption are not clearly articulated in the literature. This
raises issues in terms of establishing the discriminant validity of AWE from burnout
because vigour and dedication may be highly intercorrelated, in a negative relationship,
with the two key dimensions of burnout i.e. exhaustion and cynicism (Cole, Walter,
Bedeian, and Boyle, 2011; Maslach, 2011; Peccei, 2013). Nonetheless, although absorption
may confer incremental validity over burnout to AWE, perhaps there are difficulties with
operationalising this dimension of AWE especially since, unlike vigour and dedication, it
cannot be linked with measures on an existing scale such as the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter, 1996). Consistent with Kahn’s (1990) argument
for a holistic engagement construct, perhaps it is time to develop more composite scales of
AWE and BWE that do not delineate conceptual subscales. On the other hand, this may
stunt the progress made in terms of establishing engagement as a distinct construct from
broader or higher-order constructs in the Organisational Behaviour literature such as job

satisfaction, and commitment.

Overall, two points are clear from the present findings. First, the 3 conceptual subscales
within AWE and BWE scales, respectively, are not empirically supported. Second, a
shorter 5-item BWE scale performs better, and demonstrates greater discriminant validity
from AWE than the 9-item BWE scale. The open questions in the area highlighted above

constitute avenues for further research.

As a final and perhaps controversial contribution, findings from this study highlight the

possible feasibility of using sampling agencies within academic research. Thus far, there has
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been a preference to complete research with organisational samples perhaps with a view to
ensuring a high likelihood of gaining representative data. However, as observed when
completing this study, organisations can be reticent to participate in research even when
the benefits inherent are clearly articulated. Such hesitance is often tied to cost and time
constraints as well as the existence of internal organisational measures and survey
questionnaires. As such, sampling agencies may represent a genuine alternative avenue for
researchers who wish to gain access to a range of specialist or non-specialist respondent
groups within pragmatic timeframes whilst, in some cases, still meeting the much sought
after criterion of representative data which some agencies provide. Particularly for
exploratory and experimental studies where researchers wish to manipulate specific
parameters and conditions, sampling agencies may also offer a superior level of control over

such parameters.

One could raise objections on the grounds that the wvalidity of responses may be
compromised if respondents are incentivised to complete surveys and cannot be monitored
by researchers, as may especially be the case with online survey questionnaires. However,
researchers who utilise online surveys with organisational samples can also neither fully
guarantee that respondents are not incentivised by internal gatekeepers, such as
supervisors/managers, nor that the responses reflect participants’ true opinions. In either
case, there is a level of faith required that respondents will provide honest responses whilst
researchers may also design survey questionnaires to deter inaccurate responses. Indeed,
sampling agencies can perhaps offer a firmer guarantee of access to a high quality sample of
desired respondents within a more specific timeframe that allows researchers to meet their
targets whilst also including quality control checks to encourage study participants to
provide honest and valid responses. Several commercial organisations are known to
conduct research using sampling agencies and, perhaps over time, academic researchers

can consider such agencies as a viable alternative avenue for data collection.
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8.8 Practical Contributions

As has been repeatedly noted, engagement is of increasing interest to practitioners not
least of all due to associations with improved performance, employee well-being, and
reduced turnover (cf. Leiter and Bakker, 2010; Peccei, 2013; Halbesleben, 2010; Macey
and Schneider, 2008). As such, it is fitting to examine key implications for policy and

practice that can be drawn from the present findings.

Re-Defining Engagement

First, the finding that there are two empirically distinct engagement constructs suggests
that, in designing initiatives and interventions to enhance engagement, organisations must
identify a focus on either attitudinal engagement, behavioural engagement, or both. This
decision will inform important choices about apposite measures and indices of engagement.
For example, practitioners may need to exercise caution when measuring behavioural
engagement especially noting the potential difficulties inherent in observably measuring
the extent of emotional and cognitive energy that employees are investing into completing
tasks. Practitioners should also remember that behavioural work engagement is not an
outcome in itself but simply describes the manner in which a task is being completed. As
such, it is important to specify the contexts in which they would like to observe higher

levels of employee behavioural work engagement.

Practitioners also need to note that one form of engagement does not predict the other. In
other words, employees who are highly attitudinally engaged may not necessarily display
high behavioural work engagement levels. Put differently, individuals who have a positive
motivational disposition towards work may not necessarily invest their personal energies or
“selves” into performing work tasks. As such, different measures and interventions may
need to be designed and/or combined to facilitate changes in each engagement construct
and overall work engagement levels. However, a number of antecedents/drivers of
engagement tend to have similar effects on AWE and BWE. As such, organisations that
design initiatives to enhance drivers of one form of engagement are also likely to see
benefits in the other. Further to this point, the next section further discusses particularly

important drivers of engagement.
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Enhancing Engagement

With the increasing interest in engagement has come a quest to understand what can be
done to enhance employee work engagement levels and this thesis makes a number of

contributions in this area.

Demographics

Despite a paucity of research in the area, the present findings highlight a number of
important practical implications when considering the impact of demographic variables on

engagement.

First, attitudinal engagement tends to be more pronounced amongst male employees. This
is consistent with research on obstacles to women’s leadership which suggests that women
are faced with a double bind because contemporary organisations esteem
masculine/agentic, rather than feminine/communal behaviours, but female employees are
penalised when they act “masculine” (Eagly and Carli, 2007). As such, to promote
engagement, organisations could place greater emphases on a number of areas. First, define
diverse engagement indices that are gender neutral. Second, train and reward women who
are highly engaged at work and third, appoint, either formally or informally, female role

models who can coach other women on becoming and remaining engaged at work.

Second, older employees tend to be more behaviourally engaged. As such, organisations
could expect that, over time, investments in staff retention, such as training and other
incentives, will provide engagement “returns’ to the effect that employees will deploy
more of their personal energies or “selves” into performing work tasks. It is reasonable to
assume that with age generally comes more experience and proficiency at performing work
tasks and, as such, older employees may be more confident and proficient, and, in turn,
more engaged at work. On this note, recruiters are also advised to consider and appreciate
the value that older candidates may offer particularly in terms of high BWE. Furthermore,
such employees may represent valuable assets in terms of in-house engagement training for
younger employees who may be less adept at becoming and/or remaining engaged at

work.
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Third and finally, engagement, attitudinal and behavioural, tends to be higher amongst
employees who have dependent children. As such, organisational investments in childcare
and other measures to support employees with children may have beneficial impacts on
employees’ positive motivational disposition towards work (AWE) as well as their
investment of personal energies into work tasks (BWE). This can be integrated with the
previous point about supporting women to become more engaged at work, and
organisations can make a number of changes in this respect. First, be willing to hire
employees who may have childcare responsibilities now and/or in the future. Second,
support employees who have children through flexible working initiatives and other child-
friendly policies. Although such points may have been raised in existing literature, the

present findings highlight the benefits of such initiatives for work engagement in particular.

Demands

On the whole, job demands are strong predictors of engagement and should be considered
by practitioners. However, as the two engagement constructs are empirically distinct,
AWE and BWE are also more strongly driven by a number of core antecedents and as
such organisations should look into modifying different elements of job design depending
on which engagement construct is of interest. For example, although challenge demands
are strong drivers of engagement, these factors have a stronger effect for behavioural
engagement than attitudinal engagement. Furthermore, within this category, problem
solving is a more stable driver of engagement than job complexity. As such, practitioners
seeking to improve BWE should design jobs that provide employees with opportunities to
solve novel challenges at work because employees tend to ascribe greater value to such
roles, and, in turn, to demonstrate higher BWE levels. Such changes are also likely to

enhance employees’ positive motivational disposition towards work tasks, that is, AWE.

On the other hand, hindrance demands, i.e. role conflict and organisational politics, have a
stronger negative impact on attitudinal engagement than behavioural engagement. Hence,
to ensure that employees maintain a positive disposition towards work tasks and continue
to invest their personal energies into completing such tasks, practitioners should clearly
delineate employees’ work tasks/roles and ensure that informal power plays and tactical

behaviour at work are kept to a minimum.
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Nonetheless, it is important to note that specific challenge and hindrance demands can
have different effects on engagement. For example, although role conflict had a negative
impact on BWE, as expected, the findings suggest that politics actually enhances
behavioural engagement and there may be a number of reasons for this. Workplace politics
may be seen a necessary part of contemporary organisational life and one that is essential
for managerial capacity (Buchanan, 2008). Fundamentally, one can identify some form of
politics in most contexts where conflicting interests must co-exist, such as organisations. As
such, if performed ethically and effectively, politics can represent a useful tool for
advancing up the corporate ladder (cf. Schein, 1977; Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1992). To
this effect, organisations can train employees to recognise workplace politics in operation
and become more adept at doing politics ethically, e.g. by building networks and
negotiating effectively (cf. Doldor et al., 2013), with a view to improving work

engagement.

However, organisations should also realise that employees may participate in workplace
politics as a form of impression management. Fundamentally, some employees might
identify influential superiors or colleagues to whom they intentionally appear keenly
invested in their work tasks with a view to protecting their jobs, or gaining support for a
specific idea/agenda. Hence, such politically driven “engagement” may or may not be
germane to organisational success. In fact, over time, such “engagement” may foster
undesirable outcomes such as increased stress levels amongst employees and poor
organisational performance due to excessive attention to, and anxiety, about the peripheral
power plays at work, rather than, or at the expense of, a focus on pertinent work tasks. As
such, organisations are advised to acknowledge and manage workplace politics e.g.
through training to assist employees with identifying evidence of helpful vs. unhelpful

“politics” as well as avenues for reporting misconduct in this area.

Overall, from the present findings, organisations should be aware that not all challenge
demands are inevitably important drivers of engagement nor do all hindrance demands
inevitably inhibit engagement. As such, it may be important to engender working

conditions where employees can enjoy an optimal balance of various types of demands.
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Resources
Another important implication for industry is that practitioners can enhance engagement
by improving job and personal resources and a number of general and specific points stand

out in this regard.

Beginning with the general points, resources have a greater impact on engagement than
demands. As such, organisations could invest more efforts into providing employees with
resources, to a greater extent than demands, with a view to enhancing work engagement.
Second, resources have a stronger impact on AWE than BWE. Third, however, a number
of different antecedents are particularly important for AWE and BWE, respectively, with

one exception discussed herewith.

Turning to specific points, the present findings suggest that if organisations are able to
invest in only one driver of work engagement, whether AWE or BWE, it should be work
role fit. As discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, at one time point, and over time, employees are
more likely to engage with work tasks and roles that they feel reflect who they truly are
and allow them to demonstrate their true/preferred self images (cf. Kahn, 1990). This is
because such tasks/roles allow employees to more easily feel that they are making
contributions to a work role that holds value for, or is of personal significance to, them
(Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Thus, when recruiting, organisations should try to decipher
the extent to which there is alignment between potential candidates’ true/preferred selves
and the role(s) offered. Existing employees should also be matched to “fitting” roles where

possible, e.g. during internal promotions, or job rotation.

In light of the present economic conditions i.e. recovery from a number of financial crises,
it might be pragmatically and financially challenging to accurately access individuals’ true
selves. Fundamentally, candidates who are eager to gain employment might
(un)intentionally present any personal characteristics that they deem essential or appealing
to potential recruiters. Similarly, organisations might struggle to justify the potential costs
of deeply probing the nature of potential/existing employees’ genuine or preferred self-
images and, subsequently matching them to tailored roles. However, the present evidence

strongly suggests that, for organisations that regard work engagement as a priority,
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investments in optimal work role fit are indispensable (see Crawford, Rich, Buckman, and

Bergeron, 2014).

On a related note, the present findings also suggest that it is crucial for organisations to
ensure that employees derive value from and ascribe value to their work roles (cf.
Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Kahn, 1990). The present findings suggest that several
antecedents enhance engagement through positive impacts on meaningfulness. As such,
organisations should take great care to ensure that employees find their work valuable and
enriching. Employees are much more likely to engage with work roles that allow them to
meet their developmental needs for personal and professional growth, as well as
relatedness, with a view to achieving their highest potential (cf. Alderfer, 1969; Maslow,
1954). To encourage meaningfulness, employers can provide high (but achievable)
expectations to employees, and avenues/tasks that allow employees to express and
develop their preferred self images (cf. Kahn, 1990) whilst also receiving recognition and
appreciation within fulfilling professional relationships. In turn, employees ascribe greater
value to and willingly invest their energies/“selves” within such work roles. Job variety is
another key driver of engagement i.e. AWE and BWE. Thus, organisations should design
jobs that allow employees to utilise a wide range of skills and proficiencies because this in
turn encourages them to ascribe more value to their work as they are able to develop

mastery in a range of skill areas.

Turning now to specific relationships between resources and engagement, a number of
points stand out. First, attitudinal engagement levels are higher amongst employees who
feel supported by their organisation. As such, organisations can demonstrate support for
employees in a number of ways. First, demonstrably care for employee wellbeing. Second,
recognise employees’ personal goals/values and appreciate their contributions to
organisational wellbeing and success. Third, organisations should be willing to help/assist
employees in their time of need. Overall, employers should enhance employees’ perceived
organisational support (POS) by developing a culture of support through policies and

through day-to-day activities across all levels of the organisation.
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On another note, non-work or personal resources are also important drivers of
engagement. Specifically, employees who are optimistic and confident in their abilities, at
and outside work, are more likely to deem themselves capable of completing work tasks. In
turn, such employees are more likely to be favourably disposed towards work and to invest
their energies into completing work tasks. Work engagement levels may be less susceptible
to fluctuations amongst such employees because they maintain a confident and positive
outlook which fosters a belief in their ability to succeed even when faced with challenges at
work. As such, organisations that hold work engagement as a priority should deliberately
recruit employees who demonstrate high levels of personal resources i.e. optimism and
efficacy. More importantly, organisations should train employees to develop their
confidence and proficiency for solution-focused thinking as such employees are more likely
to remain favourably disposed towards work tasks and to continually invest their personal

energies into completing such tasks despite work related challenges.

The present findings also suggest that the organisation has a more important role to play,
than an employee’s co-workers, in terms of creating a climate of engagement, and this is
especially true of BWE. To create an organisational climate of engagement, organisations
could explicitly and consistently communicate their expectations pertaining to engagement
to potential and existing employees through job descriptions, policy documents, website
pages, and official correspondence. Supervisors and managerial staff can also regularly
assess work engagement levels, design training initiatives, and openly commend evidence
of high employee work engagement. However, organisations must strike a careful balance
because efforts to create a climate for engagement can have a negative impact on
employees’ disposition towards work tasks i.e. AWE. Fundamentally, even if employees
behave engaged, they may internally resent a perceived obligation to remain engaged at all
times (cf. Hochschild, 1983). As such, organisations should complement expectations of
high employee work engagement with training, and other resources, such as those

discussed above, that support the sustainable achievement of work engagement.

The present evidence does not support the case for an engagement contagion effect
(Barsade, 2002) as individual employees work engagement levels were not significantly

affected by co-workers expectations or engagement levels. As such, perhaps organisations
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can beneficially design team-based training engagement initiatives and exercises where
employees can share knowledge about best practice regarding work engagement with
colleagues, managers, and supervisors. However, employers should note that employees do
not necessarily emulate their colleagues’ engagement attitudes or behaviours. Hence,
having one highly engaged employee may not translate into a more engaged team of

employees.

A broader implication from the present results is that a number of relationships between
engagement and its antecedents, such as job complexity, are not particularly stable over
time (see Chapters 6 and 7). As such, organisations should assess engagement and its
antecedents at regular intervals in order to take apposite decisions and are advised to
remain cautious when making investments and changes to enhance engagement. For
example, changes to improve work role fit should be implemented to improve engagement
at one time point as well as over time. On the other hand, changes to job complexity may
have a positive but more transient effect on engagement and as such, investments into

interventions designed to improve this may necessitate more caution.

On a related note, the two engagement constructs also vary in stability. Specifically,
attitudinal engagement appears to be more stable over time than behavioural engagement.
In other words, employees who have a high positive motivation towards work at present
can generally be expected to demonstrate high attitudinal engagement levels in the near
future. On the other hand, the extent to which employees deploy personal energies at
work is more susceptible to change. As such, it may be important for employers to assess

and implement measures to enhance behavioural engagement on a more regular basis.

Engagement and its Outcomes

Another important area for consideration concerns the relationship between engagement
and work-related outcomes. Although peripheral to the focus of the present study, a
number of interesting findings emerged in terms of relationships between engagement and

satisfaction, commitment, extra-role behaviour, negative affect, and positive affect.
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On the whole, attitudinal engagement was a stronger predictor of attitudinal outcomes
whilst behavioural engagement was a stronger predictor of the singular behavioural
outcome in the study i.e. extra-role behaviour. A number of points stand out in this regard.
First, attitudinal engagement emerged as a stronger predictor of organisational
commitment and, particularly, job satisfaction than behavioural engagement. This suggests
that employees who are favourably disposed towards work also tend to be more likely to
be content with and less likely to leave their organisation/employer. Second, employees
who deploy their energies towards performing work tasks are also likely to invest their
energies into tasks beyond the formal boundaries of their prescribed roles. As such,
organisations can seek to enhance specific performance outcomes by improving either
AWE, BWE, or both. On the other hand, engagement had a slightly different impact on
aftect. Specifically, results suggest that employees who are attitudinally engaged are also
likely to experience positive affect whilst, those who are behaviourally engaged may be

more susceptible to negative affect.

However, because these relationships between engagement and outcomes were assessed
cross-sectionally using correlations, it is difficult to establish a temporal order or causality.
In other words, one cannot conclude with certainty whether engagement drives outcomes,

outcomes drive engagement, or the relationship is bi-directional.
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Summary of Contributions

For brevity, ten of the key contributions from this study are summarised herewith. First,
attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement are empirically distinct. Second,
AWE does not predict BWE. Third, a 5-item BWE scale is more psychometrically robust
than the 9-item BWE scale. Fourth, an integrated model of engagement is empirically
supported to the extent that antecedents and mediators included in the IME emerged as
strong predictors of engagement, i.e. AWE and BWE, and most effects were stable cross-
sectionally and temporally. Fifth, however, a number of antecedents are particularly strong
predictors of AWE and BWE, respectively further supporting the case for discriminant
validity between the two engagement constructs. Sixth, the mediator variables included in
the IME are important predictors of engagement and this is especially true of
meaningfulness. Seventh, a number of antecedent/mediator-engagement relationships are
not as expected whilst others are not stable over time. Eighth, a number of ‘attitudinal’
antecedents were stronger predictors of AWE than BWE and vice versa. This opens up
avenues for further research on integrated and comprehensive models of engagement albeit
with the recognition that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct. Ninth, demographic
variables such as age, gender, and children are important predictors of engagement. Tenth,
longitudinal study designs such as the one adopted for this study significantly enhance our
knowledge about the nature of engagement and relationships with antecedent constructs in
its nomological network over time. As discussed above, these, and other contributions

highlighted, have a number of implications for theory, methods, and practice.
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8.9 Limitations

Notwithstanding the contributions discussed previously, there are a number of potential

limitations to the present study.

First, as mentioned previously, the study was not conducted with a representative sample
of the UK workforce, and, as such, the findings may not be representative of or
generalisable to a wider population. For example, the majority of respondents were white-
collar and managerial staff and, as such, findings may not generalise to blue-collar workers.
However, it is worth noting that the respondent sample utilised was apposite for the
purposes of the study in terms of being an appropriate size for the quantitative analyses
completed and the two-wave study design utilised. Nonetheless, future studies could
consider issues of representativeness in further detail and perhaps compare results from
data collected through sampling agencies with those collected from organisational samples

where possible.

Second, some of the constructs/IVs in the IME were considerably intercorrelated and this
may explain some of the unexpected results observed cross-sectionally and temporally.
Although there was no evidence of multicollinearity cross-sectionally or temporally, it is
possible that similarities between constructs gave rise to some form of suppressor effects
making it difficult to interpret some findings. On this note, a number of additional
regression equations were run in which highly correlated variables were removed from, and
included in, each of the predictor groups in turn. However, unexpected relationships
largely persisted suggesting that the links observed were not due to construct
similarity/redundancy. Furthermore, the antecedent and mediator variables that were
included in the analyses were drawn from core meta-analyses of engagement research
which showed the chosen variables to be uniquely important predictors of engagement.
This raises an open question about the best way to examine the extent to which specific
antecedents/mediators demonstrate unique predictive validity for engagement in future

research on integrated models of engagement.

On a third and related note, perhaps the study could have included fewer constructs in the

IME with a view to focusing on selected antecedent/mediator-engagement relationships.
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However, this would not have provided an avenue to directly compare the incremental
validity of each antecedent in predicting engagement when other antecedents are taken
into account. By including the chosen factors together in the IME, we are able to better
understand which factors are most important within the range of constructs included in the

study and the exact nature of relationship patterns e.g. in terms of mediation.

On this note, future research on integrated models of engagement can extend the present
findings by considering the role of moderator variables in predicting engagement and the
extent to which such effects are similar or different for AWE and BWE. As shown in
Chapter 3, the expanded Job-Demands and Resources Model by Bakker and Demerouti
(2008) includes job demands as moderators of relationships between resources and
engagement. In this vein, it may have been useful to consider the extent to which the
challenge demands included in the IME moderated the effect of resources on engagement.
On the other hand, one could explore the extent to which personal resources might
moderate relationships between challenge demands and engagement. For example, it is
possible that a strong positive relationship between demands and engagement depends on
the extent to which employees are optimistic and efficacious and, as such, more likely to
interpret certain tasks as challenges. With each moderation hypothesis, it would also be
interesting to examine the extent to which the effect of moderation was similar or different
for each engagement variable. Nonetheless, the focus of the present study was to test the
main, i.e. direct and mediated effects, of the constructs included in the IME on the two

engagement constructs.

A fourth and final point is that it may have been interesting to conduct the study over a
greater number of time points. As discussed in Chapter 6, results changed from T1 to T2,
and as such, it may have been interesting to observe relationship patterns at T3, T4, and so
on. Nonetheless, the present study represents a valuable contribution to the relatively

limited body of longitudinal research on engagement using a novel 4-week timeframe.
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8.10 Directions for Future Research

Perhaps like any good piece of research, findings from this study also furnish us with a
number of open questions and directions for future research on engagement. Most of these
research avenues have been highlighted throughout the discussion and are summarised

here.

First, and perhaps foremost, further research is required in terms of the relationship
between attitudinal engagement and behavioural engagement. Findings from this study
show that AWE and BWE are empirically distinct and, perhaps contrary to wider research
on attitudes and behaviours, attitudinal engagement does not predict behavioural
engagement. This provides a rich avenue for further research. For example, future studies
could consider the extent to which BWE predicts AWE and, the stability of this

relationship over time.

Second, further research is required in terms of measuring engagement. The present
findings showed that a 5-item BWE scale performed better in empirical tests than the 9-
item version of the same scale created by Rich et al. (2010). As discussed, it is necessary to
reconsider the feasibility of including items that assess emotional energy and cognitive
energy in a scale that is designed to assess observable behavioural engagement on the
grounds that employees’ feelings and thoughts are arguably unobservable attitudinal
constructs. It might be helpful to consider alternative ways of assessing BWE such as
focusing on a physical energy dimension alone and, including examining potentially more
objective reports from employees’ colleagues and supervisors. On this note, it might also be
beneficial to assess behavioural work engagement in concert with performance outcomes
that it is intended to impact such as extra-role behaviour. It is also important to note that
engagement, whether AWE or BWE does not represent an outcome in itself but a
description of how tasks are completed. As such, drawing on a clearer understanding of
engagement furnished by findings from this study, future research should assess specific
outcomes linked to each engagement construct to provide further holistic insights about

engagement and its impact on outcomes or implications for academics and practitioners.
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Third, future research should look into alternative pragmatic ways of assessing
relationships between engagement and related constructs in its nomological network. As
highlighted, relatively high intercorrelations exist amongst a number of the core
antecedents of engagement identified in meta-analyses of engagement research. As such, it
is necessary to consider alternative ways to identify and measure the extent to which

constructs in the nomological network are uniquely important in predicting engagement.

Fourth, future research should examine more closely a number of relationships between
engagement and antecedents, such as those that demonstrated unexpected relationships
with engagement. For example, if politics is positively related to BWE, is this a good
thing? Furthermore, does politically driven-engagement enhance or hinder positive work
outcomes? Might this have potential long-term negative impacts on employees’ wellbeing

including stress levels?

Fifth, future research should more carefully consider the role of a number of mediator and
moderator variables, respectively, in understanding relationships between each of the two

engagement constructs and a rangc of cognate constructs.

Sixth, it might be useful to explicitly examine organisational conditions that represent and
facilitate an optimal balance of challenge demands, hindrance demands, personal resources,
and, job resources for high work engagement levels. Present findings suggest that challenge
demands are not always strong drivers of engagement and neither do hindrance demands
inevitably inhibit engagement. As such, it is important to decipher the impact that each
demand or resource has on engagement independently, and in concert with other factors,
as well as the apposite combination of demands/resources for enhancing and sustaining

work engagement in various organisational contexts.
Seventh, non-job or personal resources are shown to play an important role in enhancing

work engagement. Hence, future research could look more closely at potential links

between engagement and a range of non-work antecedents.
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Eighth, further research is required on relationships between each of the two engagement

constructs and demographic factors such as age, gender, children, tenure, and education.

Ninth, a greater number of studies on engagement should be conducted using longitudinal
studies within a range of medial timeframes that are longer than daily studies but shorter
than yearly studies. With notable exceptions, the majority of research on engagement is
cross-sectional. However, as observed in this study, more longitudinal studies, with novel
medial timeframes, will provide us with further clarity about the stability of engagement
over time and perhaps allow for the establishment of more causal relationships between

engagement and constructs in its nomological network.

Tenth, and finally, the empirical support for the cross-sectional and temporal IME
reported in this study opens up avenues for further research on more comprehensive and
integrated models of engagement incorporating cognate constructs including antecedents,
mediators, and moderators that have traditionally been primarily associated with the

respective AWE and BWE literatures.

Overall, from the present findings, it is clear that much has been learnt about employee

work engagement yet the field is ripe for further research.
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Appendix 1.1 Bespoke Measurement Scales

Organisational Climate of Engagement

1. Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to their job

2. Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job

3. Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to their job

4. In this organization, employees are expected to devote a lot of energy to their job

5. In this organization, employees are expected to be enthusiastic in their job

6. In this organization, employees are expected to devote a lot of attention to their job
Commitment

1. Ifeel a strong sense of belonging to this organisation

2. 'This organisation has a great deal of personal meaning for me

3.

I do not feel emotionally attached to this organisation

Extra-role behaviour

1. Using my own initiative, I carry out tasks at work that are not required as part of my job
Satisfaction

1. T am satisfied with my job

2. Iam hardly ever bored in my job

3. Ifind real enjoyment in my job

308



Appendix 1.2 Full Sample Demographics

Table Showing Full Sample Demographics

Demographic Variable Categories Percentage (%) Number (Approx).
Approx.
Age range 18 — 20 years 1 3
21-30 years 24 104
31-40 years 31 134
41-50 years 23 100
51-60 years 18 75
61 —74 years 3 14
Educational qualifications No qualifications 2 8
GCSEsD-G 4 15
GCSEsA-C 18 75
Two or more A-levels 20 87
Bachelor’s Degree 35 149
Master’s Degree 12 51
Doctorate Degree 2 10
Other including Diplomas, HNDs, etc. 8 33
Organisational Size 0 - 50 employees 19 82
51 - 100 employees 12 50
101 - 250 employees 9 38
251 - 500 employees 12 50
501 - 1000 employees 7 29
1001 - 2500 employees 8 33
2501 — 5000 employees 8 36
5001 — 10000 employees 7 28
10000+ employees/Other 19 82
‘Working Status Permanent 94 402
Temporary — with no agreed end date 3 13
Fixed period — with an agreed end date 3 13
Tenure at Organisation Less than 1 year 8 35
1 to less than 2 years 1 48
2 to less than 5 years 24 104
5 to less than 10 years 28 120
10 years or more 28 121
‘Tenure in Present Job Less than 1 year 1 49
1 to less than 2 years 16 69
2 to less than 5 years 29 124
5 to less than 10 years 23 97
10 years or more 21 89
Relationship Status Single 24 104
Married or living with a partner 66 284
Divorced/Separated 8 34
Widowed 1 6
Number of Dependent Children 0 55 235
1 19 83
2 19 83
3 5 20
4 1 6
5 0 1
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Appendix 1.3 Research Contexts in Detail

Research Context One — Aston University

Background
The first research context, Aston University is a relatively large organisation of about 1,

400 full time staff across various departments and staff groups (www.aston.ac.uk). Staff

groups are also divided as follows:

Academic 337 23%
Academic Related 372 26 %
Clerical 347 24 %
Manual 95 7%
Other Related 11 8%
Research 133 9%
Technicians 47 3%
Trades 12 1%
1454 100 %

Access was granted through email correspondence with the Chief Operating Officer

(COO) and Vice Chancellor.
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Interviews and Pilot Study

Interviews were conducted with various staff members across groups. Core interview

questions are below:
1) What is your current role?
2) How long have you spent within your current role?
3) How long have you spent within the organisation?
4) What tasks does your role typically involve?
5) How many staff members are within the department?
6) What are the issues/challenges you face within your role?
7) What are the resources available to you within your role?
8) How many people are you responsible for?
9) Are you employed on a full or part time basis?
10) Are you a permanent or temporary staff member?
11) Do you hold any other jobs?

12) Do you have any children? Does this affect your role?

After the 3 interviews on Day 1, 2 questions were added to gain further insight:
1) What sort of energy is most important within your role i.e. physical, cognitive,
emotional?

2) What are you passionate about within your role?

Role Conflict

Many staff members cited time pressures and demands as a key challenge whilst others also
cited organisational culture, infrastructure, technology, and fellow co-workers. However,
the same factors were also cited as resources. For example, the Director of Registry and
Student Planning highlighted considerable time pressures occurring around August-
September when decisions are made about students arriving through clearing and settling
new students. Alluding to job complexity as a challenge demand (Stage 1-IME), the ABS
Head of Administration concurrently noted that she derived satisfaction derived from the

role due to the wealth of opportunities available compared with a previous role.
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Research Context Two — Jesus House, Brent Cross, London

The second research context is Jesus House, London (JH), a parish of the international
Christian ministry known as the Redeemed Christian Church of God. JH is a unique
organisation and of particular interest for this thesis for a number of reasons. Being a
relatively large organisation with up to 3, 000 attendees every week and over 1, 000
members, JH is served by three “worker groups”. Firstly, the Church employs about 40 full
time and 10 part time staff occupying Human Resource Management, Finance,
Administrative and other roles. Secondly, about 600 volunteer workers assist the Church
across over 52 departments such as the Choir (Tribe of Judah), Café (The Brook) and
Traffic Marshalls. Finally, there are several hundred volunteers who assist the Church on a
flexible basis and differ from volunteer workers in that they do not complete the same
training and may not work on a schedule. This thesis focuses on the second group i.e. the
volunteer workers. These individuals are often members or regular attendees and express
an interest in becoming volunteers e.g. by completing a form or contacting the Church

office.

Interview and Pilot Study — Jesus House

Interviews and the pilot study were held with the Assistant General Manager and Head of

Member and Ministry Services at JH.

Job Demands and Resources

The interview highlighted the merits of conducting research at the time are noteworthy as
the Church is interested in understanding potential hindrances and helps to volunteer
worker engagement with a view to combating turnover. The most significant challenge
facing the Church in terms of volunteers is workload as the number of volunteer workers is
no match for the range of tasks. The comprehensive IME includes workload as challenge
demand and whilst it may have this effect on an individual level, it appears the paucity of

resources is detrimental at the organisational level in this case.
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It is interesting that although the nature of organisations and work carried out at Aston
University and Jesus House differ, there appear to be similarities e.g. role conflict seems to
be a significant hindrance demand in both settings whilst perceived organisational support
and work role fit/value congruence appear to be key resources. Although often cited in
meta-analytical data, organisational politics (a hindrance demand from the IME) was not

explicitly mentioned.

Feedback from Pilot Study

Following interviews, interviewees also completed questionnaires with the same questions

provided to Aston modified to fit a volunteer workforce. Feedback informed changes:

All references to paid employment terms were modified for suitability to the context e.g.
“work/job” to “volunteer role”, “organisation” to “Church/Jesus House/JH”, “employees”
to “fellow volunteers”. The survey was scripted on SurveyMonkey and the link sent to the

gatekeeper who forwarded to all volunteer workers by 18" July 2013.
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Appendix 1.4 Results by September 2013

Aston University

Following the initial link in the newsletter and up to 6 reminders between May and
September 2013, 19 people had completed the study. However, requests to resume email

invitations by September were not returned.

Jesus House

Following the initial email to all volunteers and numerous reminders sent by the
gatekeeper, 141 people commenced the survey with 80 completes. Organisational policy
did not permit the researcher to obtain the database with volunteer workers’ emails in

order to manage reminders.
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Appendix 1.5 Questionnaires
Below is the full questionnaire utilised for the research.

In a number of cases, questionnaires were modified to suit the sample e.g. questionnaires
sent to a university during the pilot stage included questions modified to reflect the
departments and Schools at the university. Page numbers correspond to page numbers on

the survey.

PAGE1

Q1. Please confirm that you have read and understood this message
e Yes
e No

Q2. Thank you very much for taking part in this survey. It would be most useful to conduct a
follow-up survey within four weeks, please kindly indicate whether you would be willing to
complete this useful follow-up.

e Yes

e No

PAGE 2

3. To enable comparative data analyses, it is essential to match responses from each
occasion. Thus, it is necessary for you to enter unique identifier codes (UICs) at the start
of each survey. This can be a combination of 5 characters that is personal and memorable
to you using the following format: your first initial, mother’s first initial, number of children
you have (from O upwards), number of siblings (from 0 upwards), first initial of your birth
month. EXAMPLE: for a respondent named John, with a mother named Jane, 5 children,
2 siblings, and born in May, the code would be: JJ52M. You will be asked to enter your
UIC at the beginning of each survey.

Please enter your UIC below:
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PAGE3
Q4. What is your gender?

Male

Female

Q5. Please enter your age in numerical format

Q6. Within which industry do you work? Please provide as much detail as possible

Aerospace and Defence

Alternative Energy

Automobiles and Parts

Banking

Beverages

Chemicals

Construction and Materials
Electricity

Electronic and Electrical Equipment
Equity Investment Instruments
Financial Services

Fixed Line Telecommunications
Food and Drug Retailers

Food Producers

Forestry and Paper

Gas, Water, and Multiutilities
General Industrials

General Retailers

Health Care Equipment and Services
Household Goods and Home Construction
Industrial Engineering

Industrial Metals and Mining
Industrial Transportation

Leisure Goods

Life Insurance

Media
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Mining

Mobile Telecommunications
Nonequity Investment

Nonlife Insurance

Oil and Gas Producers

Oil Equipment Services and Distribution
Personal Goods

Pharmaceuticals and Biotechnology
Real Estate Investment and Services
Real Estate Investment T'rusts
Software and Computer Services
Support Services

Technology Hardware and Equipment
Tobacco

Travel and Leisure

Other industry (please specify)

8. How many years in total have you been working in your current organisation?

Less than 1 year

1to less than 2 years
2 to less than 5 years
5 to less than 10 years

10 years or more

09.Where is your current office located? Please provide as much detail as possible. For example,

Waterloo, LLondon, United Kingdom or Victoria Island, Lagos, Nigeria

010. How many years in total have you been working at your current office location?

Less than 1 year

1 to less than 2 years
2 to less than 5 years
5 to less than 10 years

10 years or more
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O11. Within which Department at your organisation do you work? For example, Human

Resources Department. Please provide as much detail as possible

012. What is your current job title? For example, Senior Recruitment Officer. Please provide as

much detail as possible

Q13. How long have you been in your present job?
e Less than 1 year
e 1toless than 2 years
e 2 toless than 5 years
e 5to less than 10 years

e 10 years or more

014. Which of the phrases below best describes your job?
e Permanent
e Temporary — with no agreed end date

e Fixed period — with an agreed end date

Q15. Do you work?
e Part time (less than 30 hours per week)

e Full time (30 hours or more per week)

016. Which of the following describes your current status?
e Single
e  Married or living with a partner
e Divorced/Separated
e  Widowed

017. How many dependent children do you have? Please enter a number from "0" upwards
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Q18. To which of these groups do you consider yourself to belong?

White — British

White — Irish

‘White — Any other background

Mixed — White and Black Caribbean

Mixed — White and Black African

Mixed — White and Asian

Mixed — Any other mixed background

Asian or Asian British — Indian

Asian or Asian British — Pakistani

Asian or Asian British — Bangladeshi

Asian or Asian British — Chinese

Asian or Asian British — Any other Asian background
Black or Black British — Caribbean

Black or Black British — African

Black or Black British — Any other ethnic background
Other ethnic group — Arab

Other ethnic group — Any other ethnic background

Other (please specify)

019. What is the highest degree or level of schooling you have completed? If currently enrolled,

please enter highest degree already received

No qualifications
GCSE grade D -G
GCSE grade A-C
Two or more A-Levels
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Doctorate degree

Other (please specify)
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PAGE 4 - ABOUT YOU AND YOUR ORGANISATION

Q20. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about yourself in general, and your

organisation using the scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree".

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Neither agree

nor disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of

energy to their job

I am capable of coping with most of my problems

I am confident in my ability to think clearly at work

I don’t get upset too easily

Overall, I am satisfied with myself

I am confident in my ability to deal with problems that come up

at work

Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job

Opverall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad

Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to their job

I feel a strong sense of belonging to this organisation

I determine what will happen in my life

In this organisation, employees are expected to be enthusiastic in

their job

I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected

events

This organisation has a great deal of personal meaning for me

If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution

There is a threatening environment at work

I am confident in my ability to deal with most problems in my job

I hardly ever expect things to go my way

In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of

attention to their job

I am not afraid to be myself at work

I am confident in my ability to do my job

When I try, I generally succeed

Using my own initiative, I carry out tasks at work that are not

required as part of my job

I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard

enough

I am confident in my ability to handle competing demands at

work

I am afraid to express my opinions at work

I am always optimistic about my future

I can usually handle whatever comes my way

I am proud to tell people who I work for

I do not feel emotionally attached to this organisation

Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to their job
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PAGE 5 - ABOUT YOU AND YOUR JOB

21. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about you and your job using

the scale from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree".

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Neither agree

nor disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

My job requires that I only do one task or activity at a time

1 like the identity my job gives me

The work I do on this job is worthwhile

I devote a lot of energy to my job

I am satisfied with my job

My job often involves dealing with problems that I have not met

before

The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated

I am enthusiastic in my job

My job involves relatively uncomplicated tasks

At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job

On my job, I have a chance to do a number of different tasks,

using a wide variety of different skills and talents

I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable

My job involves performing relatively simple tasks

My job involves solving problems that have no obvious correct

answer

My job ‘fits’ how I see myself

I try my hardest to perform well on my job

I exert my full effort to my job

I feel positive about my job

I am hardly ever bored in my job

I often have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an

assignment or task

My job requires me to be creative

I have mastered the skills necessary to do my job

The work I do on this job is meaningful to me

I find real enjoyment in my job

At work, my mind is focused on my job

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

I feel energetic at my job

I have to do things on my job that I don’t always agree with

The job is quite simple and repetitive

I often receive conflicting requests from two or more people at

work

My job involves doing a number of different tasks

The work I do on this job helps me fulfil who I am

At work, I am absorbed by my job

I do things on the job that are likely to be accepted by one person

and not accepted by others

My job requires unique ideas or solutions to problems
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PAGE 6 - ABOUT YOUR ORGANISATION

22. Please indicate your agreement with the statements below about your organisation using the

scale from "strongly disagree” to "strongly agree".

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Neither agree

nor disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

The reason I prefer this organisation to others is because of

what it stands for, that is, its values

The organisation really cares about my well-being

I often receive an assignment without the resources to

complete it

It is best not to rock the boat in this organisation

The organisation values my contribution to its well-being

The organisation values my contribution to its well-being

‘What this organisation stands for is important to me

The organisation strongly considers my goals and values

My attachment to this organisation is primarily based on
the similarity of my values to those represented by the

organisation

The organisation shows little concern for me

Since joining this organisation, my personal values and

those of the organisation have become more similar

People in this organisation attempt to build themselves up

by tearing others down

The organisation is willing to help me when I need a

special favour

Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in

this organisation
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PAGE 7- ABOUT YOU AND YOUR JOB

Q23. Please indicate the frequency with which you experience the following statements below about your

job using the scale from "never" to "all the time".

Never

Occasionally | Some of | Most  of

the time | the time

All  of
the

time

At my work, I feel bursting with energy

I am enthusiastic about my job

I feel happy when I am working intensely

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous

My job inspires me

I am immersed in my job

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work

I am proud of the work that I do

I get carried away when [ am working

Q24. During the last few weeks at work, I felt:

Never

Occasionally

Some of the time

Most of the time

All of the time

Excited

Contented

Miserable

Enthusiastic

Depressed

Cheerful

Tense

Calm

Worried

Relaxed

Gloomy

Anxious

Q25. If you have any additional comments, please enter them below:
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Appendix 1.6 Results of Joint EFA with Measurement Scales at Time 1

Results of Joint EFA with Problem Solving and Job Complexity

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
1 2
Job Complexity
1 My job involves relatively uncomplicated tasks .895 | -.009
2 My job involves performing relatively simple tasks 877 | .064
3 The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated .876 | .019
4 My job requires that I only do one task or activity at a time 697 | -.021
Problem Solving
1 My job requires unique ideas or solutions to problems .095 | .837
2 My job requires me to be creative .046 | .816
4 My job involves solving problems that have no obvious correct answer -.170 | .729
4 My job often involves dealing with problems that I have not met before .058 | .681
Cumulative % Variance 35.83 | 29.58
Total Eigenvalues 2.87 | 2.37
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
Results of Joint EFA with Organisational Politics and Role Conflict
Rotated Component Matrix*
Component
1 2
Role Conflict
1 I have to do things on my job that I don’t always agree with 786 | .194
2 I do things on the job that are likely to be accepted by one person and not accepted by others 780 | 135
3 I often receive conflicting requests from two or more people at work 16 | 272
4 I often receive an assignment without the resources to complete it .699 | .285
5 I often have to go against a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment or task 643 | .270
Organisational Politics
1 Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in this organisation 181 | .848
2 People in this organisation attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down 281 | .745
3 It is best not to rock the boat in this organisation 245 | 718
Cumulative Variance (%) 35.14 | 25.93
Total Eigenvalues 2.81 | 2.07

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA with Job Variety, Organisational Climate, and Job Variety

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3
‘Work Role Fit and Job Variety
1 | The work I do on this job helps me fulfil who I am .816 | .287 | 119
2 | I'like the identity my job gives me 785 | .308 | .109
3 | My job ‘fits’ how I see myself 765 | .391 | .062
4 | On my job, I have a chance to do a number of different tasks, using a wide variety of different | .718 | .017 | .430
skills and talents
Worker Climate of Engagement
1 | Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job .287 | .807 | .099
2 | Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to their job 236 | 792 | .323
3 | Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to their job 179 | 756 | 373
Organisational Climate of Engagement
In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of attention to their job 166 | .330 | .792
1 | In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of energy to their job .093 | 411 | .781
2 | In this organisation, employees are expected to be enthusiastic in their job 184 | .484 | .603
3 | My job involves doing a number of different tasks .543 | -.200 | .589
Cumulative % Variance 26.54 | 24.84 | 21.97
Total Eigenvalues 292 | 2.73 | 2.42

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 11 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA with Self Efficacy, Technical Skills, and Optimism

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 2
Technical Skills and Self Efficacy

1 I am confident in my ability to do my job 827 | .269
2 I have mastered the skills necessary to do my job .803 | .026
3 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough 765 | .425
4 I am confident in my ability to deal with most problems in my job 743 | 469
5 If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution 679 | 475

Optimism and Self Efficacy
1 [ am always optimistic about my future 161 | .835
2 Opverall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad 242 | .802
3 I don’t get upset too easily 255 | 728
4 I can usually handle whatever comes my way 595 | .618
5 I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events .589 | .595
Cumulative % Variance 37.78 | 33.07
Total Eigenvalues 3.78 | 3.31

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Value Congruence, Core Self Evaluations, and POS

Rotated Component Matrix®
Component
1 2
Value Congruence and POS
1 | The organisation strongly considers my goals and values 877 |.149
2 | What this organisation stands for is important to me .869 | .154
3 | My attachment to this organisation is primarily based on the similarity of my values to those |.848 |.114
represented by the organisation
4 | The reason I prefer this organisation to others is because of what it stands for, that is, its values .827 |.160
5 | Since joining this organisation, my personal values and those of the organisation have become more | .818 |.095
similar
6 | The organisation really cares about my well-being 815 |.183
7 | The organisation values my contribution to its well-being 812 |.245
8 | The organisation is willing to help me when I need a special favour .689 | .185
Core Self Evaluations
1 | I am capable of coping with most of my problems .030 |.875
2 | When I try, I generally succeed 138 |.809
3 | Overall, I am satisfied with myself .268 |.765
4 | I determine what will happen in my life 185 |.679
Cumulative % Variance 46.01|22.38
Total Eigenvalues 5.52 |2.69

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis .Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Results of Joint EFA with Meaningfulness, Safety, and Availability

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 | 2 | 3
Meaningfulness
1 | The work I do on this job is meaningful to me 886 | .142 | .013
2 | I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable .863 | .224 | .043
3 | The work I do on this job is very important to me .844 | .206 | .008
4 | The work I do on this job is worthwhile .819 | .227 | .077
Availability
1 | I am confident in my ability to think clearly at work 127 | .862 | .081
2 | I am confident in my ability to handle competing demands at work 326 | .834 | .041
3 | I am confident in my ability to deal with problems that come up at work 231 | 817 | 141
Safety
1 | I am afraid to express my opinions at work .018 | .092 | .884
2 | There is a threatening environment at work .055 | .096 | .883
Cumulative % Variance 34.36 | 25.42 | 17.75
Total Eigenvalues 3.09 | 2.29 | 1.60

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Appendix 1.7 Results of Joint EFA with Measurement Scales at Time 2

Results of Joint EFA on Job Complexity and Problem Solving

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 2
Job Complexity

1 | The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated .898 | .027
2 | My job involves relatively uncomplicated tasks .882 | .041
3 | My job involves performing relatively simple tasks .878 | .026
4 | My job requires that I only do one task or activity at a time .691 | -.029

Problem Solving
1 | My job requires unique ideas or solutions to problems .036 | .840
2 | My job requires me to be creative -.008 | .778
3 | My job involves solving problems that have no obvious correct answer -.032 | .762
4 | My job often involves dealing with problems that I have not met before .053 | .724
% Variance 35.45|65.69
Total Eigenvalues 2.84 | 2.42

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Organisational Politics and Role Conflict

Rotated Component Matrix®
Component
1 2
Role Conflict

1 | I often receive conflicting requests from two or more people at work 779 | 104
2 | I do things on the job that are likely to be accepted by one person and not accepted by others 755 | .168
3 | T have to do things on my job that I don’t always agree with .689 | .336
4 | I often have to go against a rule or policy in order to carry out an assighment or task .669 | .248
5 | I often receive an assignment without the resources to complete it 604 | .353

Organisational Politics
1 | Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in this organisation 156 | .830
2 | It is best not to rock the boat in this organisation 228 | 773
3 | People in this organisation attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down 306 | .690
% Variance 32.94|26.25
Total Eigenvalues 2.64 | 2.10

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Job Variety, Work Role Fit, and Organisational Climate of

Engagement

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3
Job Variety/Work Role Fit

1 | My job ‘fits’ how I see myself 822 | 157 | .264
2 | The work I do on this job helps me fulfil who I am 792 | 182 | .264
3 | I like the identity my job gives me 784 | .106 | .289
4 | On my job, I have a chance to do a number of different tasks, using a wide variety of | .727 | .393 | .037

different skills and talents

Organisational Climate of Engagement/Job Variety
1 | In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of energy to their job .084 | .781 | .277
2 | In this organisation, employees are expected to devote a lot of attention to their job .083 | .772 | .340
3 | My job involves doing a number of different tasks 400 | 762 | -.089
4 | In this organisation, employees are expected to be enthusiastic in their job 281 | .689 | .255

‘Worker Climate of Engagement
1 | Most of my co-workers devote a lot of attention to their job 199 | .306 | .840
2 | Most of my co-workers devote a lot of energy to their job 185 | .293 | .819
3 | Most of my co-workers are enthusiastic in their job 396 | .062 | 759

% Variance 26.636 | 24.25|22.21

Eigenvalues 2.93 | 2.67 | 2.44

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Self Efficacy, Optimism, and Technical Skills

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
N 1 ‘ 2
Technical Skills/Self-Efficacy
1 | I have mastered the skills necessary to do my job .808 .037
2 | I'am confident in my ability to do my job 793 .259
3 | I am confident in my ability to deal with most problems in my job 710 304
4 | I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events .696 439
5 | I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough .681 .368
6 |If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution .665 .392
Optimism/Self Efficacy

Opverall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad 247 .822
I am always optimistic about my future 237 783
I don’t get upset too easily .199 .709
I can usually handle whatever comes my way .568 .598

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization."

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Value Congruence, Core Self Evaluations, and POS

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 2
[Perceived Organisational Support and Value Congruence
1 | The organisation strongly considers my goals and values .868 | .138
2 | My attachment to this organisation is primarily based on the similarity of my values to those represented by the | .852 | .108
organisation
3 | What this organisation stands for is important to me .840 | .201
4 | The organisation really cares about my well-being .830 | .220
5 | The reason I prefer this organisation to others is because of what it stands for, that is, its values .828 | .230
6 | Since joining this organisation, my personal values and those of the organisation have become more similar .816 141
7 | The organisation values my contribution to its well-being 753 .375
8 | The organisation is willing to help me when I need a special favour .688 | .251
Core Self Evaluations
I am capable of coping with most of my problems 115 .838
When I try, I generally succeed 158 | .763
Overall, I am satisfied with myself 260 | .749
I determine what will happen in my life .200 | .723

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Results of Joint EFA on Meaningfulness, Safety, and Availability

Rotated Component Matrix*

Component
1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3

Meaningfulness
1 | The work I do on this job is very important to me .867 156 .010
2 | The work I do on this job is meaningful to me .858 232 .027
3 | I feel that the work I do on my job is valuable .818 .303 .054
4 | The work I do on this job is worthwhile 783 .328 .044

Availability
1 | I am confident in my ability to deal with problems that come up at work 221 .844 .050
2 | I am confident in my ability to handle competing demands at work 272 .823 -.020
3 | I am confident in my ability to think clearly at work 291 793 103

Safety

1 | There is a threatening environment at work -.022 .050 .882
2 | I am afraid to express my opinions at work .091 .038 .875

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.”

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Appendix 1.8 Results of Testing the IME when Controlling for Engagement at T'1

Table 8.2 Results of testing the Temporal IMEc when Controlling for Engagement

1 2 3 4 5 6
MeaningfulnessT1 Safety  Auvailability AWE9T2 BWE5ST2 BWE9T2
T1 T1
Clontrols
1 | AgeTl .088* .073 -.009 .031 .103* .078
2 | Gender T1 -.003 .082* .015 .076* -.034 -.003
3 | Ethnicity T1 -.015 .004 -.045 -.023 -.003 -.009
4 | Tenure T1 -.024 -.004 -.017 .035 .001 .012
5 Organisational Size T1 .024 .049 -.012 -.059 -.043 -.060
6 | Educational qualification T1 -.005 .037 .025 -.036 .01 -.006
7 | Dependent Children T1 .025 -.082 -.018 .107* .108* 119**
8 | Relationship Status T1 .027 -.027 -.019 .020 -.008 -.010
Antecedents
1 | Problem Solving T1 136** -.046 -.057 .010 .020 -.028
2 | Job Complexity T1 .040 189*** .074* .013 .096 .100
3 | Organisational Politics T'1 .017 =337 .017 .066 137* 131*
4 Role Conflict T'1 - 113 -.204%** .001 -.125% -.119 -.119*
5 | Job Variety T1 165*** .029 .084* .040 .051 .063
6 | Work Role Fit T1 516%** 112 -.064 .194* .019 123
7 | Organisational Climate of .041 -.070 .093* -.084 -.004 -.057
Engagement T'1
8 | Worker Climate of Engagement .022 -.073 .015 .025 .043 .066
T1
9 | Personal Resources T1 .203** 231* .648*** -.049 -.096 -.092
10 | Value Congruence T1 JA21F =271 -.108* -.024 -.017 -.023
11 | POST1 -.046 214 .020 .022 .025 .057
12 | Core Self Evaluations T'1 -127* .043 2457 -.126 -.042 -.034
Mediators and Engagement
1 Meaningfulness - - - -.015 -.001 .066
2 Safety T1 - - - -.031 -.040 -.035
3 | Availability T1 - - - 128 176 174
4 | AWE9T1 - - - 626" 116 173
5 | BWE9T1 - L343
6 | BWEST1 - 484%*x -
A in R Square (Controls) 104*** .075** .055* 126*** q13%** 119***
A in F (Controls) 4.276*** 2.988** 2.160* 5.320"** 4.677*** 4.986***
A in R Square (Antecedents) 675%** 4727 745%** 358%** .299*** 384***
Ain F (Antecedents) 71.818*** 24.531***  87.787*** 16.383***  11.996***  18.219***
A in R square (Mediators) - - - .027** .040*** .038***
A in F (Mediators) - - - 5.057** 6.892*** 7.798***
A in R square (AWE T1) - - - 106*** .005 .012**
Ain F (AWE T1) - - - 77.616*** 2.320 7.610**
A in R Square (BWE9T1) - - - - - .017+**
Ain F (BWE9T1) - - - - - 11.251%**
A in R Square (BWEST1) - - - - .056*** -
A in F (BWEST1) - - - - 32.210*** -
Total R Square 735%%* A7 7747 617%%* 513%** 571
Total F 39.243*** 12.580***  48.404*** 18.751%**  11.721***  14.795***
Adjusted R Square 716%** A433%** 758%** 584 ** 469%** .532%**
(N) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304) (304)
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Table 8.2A - Indirect Effects of Antecedents on AWE when controlling for Engagement
at T1

Antecedents Meaningfulness Safety at Auvailability AWET1 Total Indirect Direct Effect ‘Total Effect on
at T1 T1 at Tl Effect on AWET?2 on AWET2 AWET2
1 Problem Solving at T'1 .010 .010
2 | Job Complexity at T1 .061*** .061 .013 .074
3 Organisational Politics at T1 066 .066
4 Role Conflict at T'1 -.125* -.125
5 | Job Variety at T1 .040 .040
6 Work Role Fit at T1 .092*** 092 .194* 286
7 Organisational Climate of Engagement -.084 -.084
at T1
8 Worker Climate of Engagement at T'1 .025 .025
9 Personal Resources at T1 -.049 -.049
10 | Value Congruence at T1 -.024 -.024
1 POSatT1 .209*** 209 .022 231
12 | Core Self Evaluations at T1 -.126 -.126

Table 8.2B - Indirect Effects of Antecedents on BWES when Controlling for Engagement

at T1

Antecedents Meaningfulness at Safety Auvailability at AWE BWES Total Direct Total Effect
T1 at T1 T1 T1 ATT1 Indirect Effect on on
Effect BWEST2 BWEST2
1 Problem Solving at T'1 .060*** .060 .020 .080
2 Job Complexity at T1 .096 .096
3 Organisational Politics at T1 137* 137
4 Role Conflict at T1 -.119 -.119
5 Job Variety at T1 .051 .051
6 ‘Work Role Fit at T'1 .019 .019
7 Organisational Climate at T1 .083*** -.004 .079
8 ‘Worker Climate of Engagement at T1 .043 .043
9 Personal Resources at T1 -.096 -.096
10 | Value Congruence at T1 -.068*** -.068 -.017 -.085
1 POSatT1 .025 .025
12 | Core Self Evaluations at T1 -.042 -.042
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Temporal IME Results when Controlling for Engagement

Table 8.2 (above) shows results of 6 regression equations using T'1 and T2 data. The first 3
equations show the results of regressing each mediator at T1 i.e. meaningfulness, safety,
and availability respectively on controls and antecedents at T1; and were shown in Table
7.1 (Chapter 7) as well as in Chapter 6. As such, these relationships are not discussed here.
The next 3 equations show the results of regressing each engagement construct at T2 i.e.
AWE9, BWE9, and BWES on controls, antecedents, mediators, as well as AWE, BWE9,
and BWES at T1. As expected, fewer significant relationships were observed when
engagement is controlled for (equations 4 — 6). Beginning with AWE, key points regarding
the pattern of relationships observed for each engagement construct at T2 are further

discussed below.

Predictors of attitudinal engagement (AWE9)

Direct (non-mediated) effects

The results of regression 4 in Table 8.2 show the combined direct effects of the set of
controls, antecedents, and mediators, and AWE9 at T1 on AWE9 at T2. As can be seen,
the model demonstrates substantial predictive power helping to account for about 62% of
the total variance in attitudinal engagement at T2 (total R*=.617, p<.001). This represents a
rise of about 11% from results observed when AWE9 at T1 is not controlled for (Table 7.1).
Noteworthy points regarding each of the main IV groups (controls, antecedents,
mediators, and engagement) in the temporal IMEc (IME when controlling for

engagement) are discussed below.

First, as shown in Table 8.1, controls at T1 accounted for about 13% of the variance in
attitudinal engagement at T2 (R? change = .126, p<.001) which, as expected, is identical to
results observed when engagement is not controlled for. The same 2 of the 8 controls at T'1
i.e. gender and children at 'T'1 emerged as significant positive predictors of AWE9 at T2
again suggesting that male employees and employees who have dependent children are

likely to demonstrate higher levels of attitudinal engagement in the near future.
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Second, antecedents at T1, as a group, accounted for a substantial 36% of the variance in
AWE9 at T2 above the effect of the control variables at T1 (R* change = .359, p<.001)
which is also nearly identical to results observed in the temporal IME. However, only half
the number of antecedents at T1, i.e. 2 rather than 4, had a significant direct effect on
AWED9 at T2. These were work role fit (beta =.194, p<.05), which also had a significant
direct effect on AWE in the temporal IME and role conflict (beta =-.125, p<.05) which did
not. These relationships were in the hypothesised positive and negative directions
respectively and suggest that attitudinal engagement in the near future is more pronounced
amongst employees who feel that their work roles are clearly delineated and that such roles

reflect who they truly are.

Third, the three main mediators at T1 added a further significant 3% to the explained
variance in AWE9 as shown in regression 4 in Table 8.1 (R? change = .027, p<.01) which is
similar to results from the temporal IME. However, a notable difference in this case is that
none of these mediators at T'1 i.e. meaningfulness, safety, and availability demonstrated
significant a relationship with AWE9 at T2. Instead, AWE9 at T1 accounted for the
highest proportion of variance in AWE9 at T2 i.e. 78% (R* = .776, p<.001) which is more
than double the proportion accounted for by the group of antecedents at T1 i.e. 36%. As
expected, this relationship was positive (beta = .626, p<.001) suggesting that employees
who are attitudinally engaged at present are also likely to be highly attitudinally engaged in

future.

Indirect (mediated) and total effects

Beyond the direct effects mentioned above, the antecedents at T1 also predicted AWE9
at T2 through their impact on AWE9 at T1 only. Indirect (mediated) effects of
antecedents at T1 on AWE9 at T2 were estimated by combining the results from
regression 4 in Table 8.1 with those from regression 4 in Table 6.1 (Chapter 6). The
relationship is denoted by A x B where A = beta coefficient of relationship between
antecedent at T1 and AWE 9 at T1 (shown in Table 6.1; Chapter 6) and B = beta
coefficient of relationship between AWE9 at T1 and AWE9 at T2 (shown in Table 8.1
above). Results of this analysis are reported in Table 8.1A which shows the indirect effect

of each antecedent at T1 on AWEO9 at T2 via its effect on AWE9 at T1. The table also
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shows the direct effect and total effect (sum of indirect and direct effects) of each

antecedent at T1 on AWE9 at T2.

Results largely supported the case for mediation and the following points are noteworthy.
First, 4 of the 12 antecedents at T1 included in the temporal IMEc demonstrated
significant relationships with AWE at T2. Second, as the only significant mediator in the
model, AWE9 at T1 fully explained the effects of job complexity and POS at T1,
respectively, on AWE9 at T2 whilst there was partial mediation involved for work role fit
at T1 (cf. MacKinnon et al., 2007). On the other hand, role conflict demonstrated a direct
effect on AWE9 at T2. All these relationships were in the expected direction suggesting
that employees who feel appropriately challenged by work tasks and supported by their
organisations are likely to be more attitudinally engaged at present and, in turn, in the near
future. Furthermore, attitudinal engagement levels are higher amongst employees who feel
that their work roles are well aligned with their true selves and this is sometimes because
work role fit has enhanced attitudinal engagement in the past. On the other hand, results
also suggest that employees who experience ambiguity or inconsistency (i.e. role conflict)
about the nature and scope of their roles are less likely to be attitudinally engaged now

and, in turn, in future.

Finally, taking direct and indirect effects together, the three most significant predictors at
T1 of AWE at T2 in the temporal IMEc were: work role fit (total effect =.286), POS (total
effect = .231) and role conflict (total effect = -.125). The first two relationships were
consistent with results observed from the temporal IME. However, role conflict replaced
personal resources as the third most important predictor at T1 of AWE9 at T2. Thus, the
present results suggest that employees who feel that their employer values their wellbeing
and that they are performing within clearly delineated work roles that reflect their true

selves are more likely to be attitudinally engaged in the near future.

When comparing results with those observed for the temporal IME, a few points stand
out. First, as expected, fewer antecedent-attitudinal engagement relationships are observed
when AWE at T1 is controlled for. Specifically, compared with 10 of 12 effects observed in
the temporal IME, only 4 antecedents at T1 predicted AWE at T2 through direct or
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indirect effects, or a combination of both in the temporal IMEc. However, consistent with
the temporal IME, work role fit and POS at 'T'1 remained significant predictors of AWE at
T2 even when AWE at T1 was controlled for in the temporal IMEc. In contrast, problem
solving, job variety, organisational climate, personal resources, value congruence, and core
self-evaluations at 'T'1 no longer demonstrated significant effects on AWE at T2. Third,
and perhaps most notably, the three main mediators did not significantly explain any
relationships between antecedents at T'1 and AWE at T2. Instead, largely consistent with
expectations, AWEO9 at T1 explained all indirect effects of antecedents at T1 on AWE at
T2 suggesting that attitudinal engagement at one time point is a clear predictor of

attitudinal engagement in the near future.

Predictors of behavioural engagement (BWES5)
Directed (non-mediated) effects

Turning now to the predictors of behavioural engagement at T2, results of regression 5 in
Table 8.1 show the cumulative direct effects of the controls, antecedents, mediators, and
BWES at T1 on BWES at T2. As shown in the table, the model demonstrates good
predictive power helping to account for 51% of the total variance in behavioural
engagement at T2 (total R? = .513, p<.001). This is quite similar to the 56% observed for
the temporal IME with BWES at T2 as the DV but quite different from the 62% observed
for the temporal IMEc with AWE at T2 as the DV. Fundamentally, this suggests that
attitudinal engagement at present is more likely to reflect attitudinal engagement in the
near future whilst behavioural engagement levels are more susceptible to change over time.
Focusing on each of the main predictor (IV) groups in the temporal IMEc, a number of

noteworthy points are discussed herewith.

First, controls at T'1 accounted for about 11% of the variance in BWES at T2, which, as
expected, is identical to results of the temporal IME. Whilst age at 'T'1 again demonstrated
a significant positive, albeit weaker, relationship (beta = .103, p<.05) with BWES at T2,
dependent children at 'T'1 now also emerged as a significant positive predictor of BWES at

T2 (beta = .108, p<.05) as it did for AWE at T2 (beta = .107, p<.05). Fundamentally, these
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results suggest that older employees and employees who have dependent children are more

likely to demonstrate higher levels of behavioural engagement in the near future.

Second, taken together, antecedents at T1 accounted for about 30% of the variance in
BWES at T2 over and above the effect of the control variables at T1 (R? change =.299,
p<.001) which is identical to results observed in the temporal IME when behavioural
engagement at T1 is not controlled but slightly lower than the 36% observed for AWE9 at
T2 in the temporal IMEc. Consistently, role conflict at T1 no longer demonstrated a direct
effect leaving organisational politics at 'T'1 as the only antecedent with a significant direct
(unmediated) effect on BWES at T2 (beta = .137, p<.05). As with the temporal IME, this
relationship was unexpectedly positive suggesting that manipulative and tactical behaviour

at work may enhance behavioural engagement levels in the near future.

Third, as observed in the temporal IME, the mediators at T'1 also emerged as important
predictors of behavioural engagement at T2 adding 4% to the explained variance in BWES
at T2 (R* change =.040, p<.001). As with AWE, BWES at T1 was the only significant
predictor of BWES at T2 (beta =.484, p<.001) and this relationship was positive as
expected albeit weaker than that observed for AWE. Unsurprisingly, none of the three
main mediators at T1 predicted BWES at T2. For meaningfulness (beta = -.001, p>.05), for
safety (beta = -.040, p>.05) and for availability (beta = .176, p>.05). Furthermore,
consistent with previous cross-sectional and temporal results, AWE at T1 did not predict

BWES at T2 (beta = .116, p >.05).

Indirect (mediated) and total effects

Further to the direct effects presented above, the antecedent variables at T'1 also affected
BWES at T2 through their impact on BWES at T1 in the temporal IMEc. Indirect
(mediated) effects of the antecedents on BWES at T2 were calculated by combining the
results of regression 5 in Table 8.1 with those from regression 5 in Table 6.2 (in Chapter 6)
using the same methods outlined for AWE at T2 (above). Results of this analysis are
displayed in Table 8.1B (above) which shows the indirect effect of each antecedent
variable on BWES at T2 via its effect on BWES at T1. The table also shows direct effects
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as well as total effects (sum of direct and indirect effects) of each antecedent at T1 on

BWES at T2.

On the whole, results supported the case for mediation and the following points are worth
highlighting. First, as was observed for AWE9, BWES at T1 was the only mediator to
explain relationships between antecedents at T1 and BWES at T2. Consistent with
MacKinnon et al. (2007), BWES at T1 fully mediated the effects of problem solving,
organisational climate of engagement, and value congruence at 'T1 on BWES at 'T2. Whilst
the first two relationships were in the positive direction as expected, value congruence had
an unexpectedly negative indirect effect on BWES at T2 via BWES at T1. Similarly,
politics at 'T1 had an unexpectedly positive direct effect on BWES at T2 (see Table 8.1B).
Taking direct and indirect effects together, total effects displayed in Table 8.1B show that
the most important predictors at T1 of BWES at T2 in the temporal IMEc were: politics

(total effect = .137), problem solving (total effect = .079), and value congruence (total effect
= -.085).

As observed for AWE, the results are relatively different from those observed in the
temporal IME when behavioural engagement is not controlled for in a number of ways.
First, 3, rather than 9 out of 12, antecedents at T'1 predicted BWES at T2 in the temporal
IMEc. Second, although problem solving still had an indirect effect on BWES at T2, this
relationship was now mediated by BWES at T1 rather than meaningfulness at 'T1.
Furthermore, politics at 'T'1 remained a significant driver of BWES even when BWES at T'1
was controlled for and the relationship remained positive, contrary to expectations in the

temporal IMEc.

Similarly, value congruence at 'T'1 maintained a negative total effect on BWES at T2 but
this relationship was now mediated by BWES at T1 rather than availability as was
observed in the temporal IME. In contrast, since meaningfulness and availability at 'T'1 no
longer predicted behavioural engagement at 12, role conflict, job variety, work role fit,
organisational climate, personal resources, value congruence, and core self-evaluations at
T1 no longer had indirect effects on BWES at T2. In terms of total effects, personal

resources and politics at 'T'1 remained strong drivers of BWES at T2 as observed in the
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temporal IME. However, role conflict was replaced by problem solving at 'T'1 as the third
core driver of BWES at T2. The present results suggest that, over time, behavioural
engagement levels are particularly high amongst employees who are optimistic and
efficacious as well as those who have opportunities to solve novel problems in
organisational contexts that involve tactical behaviour. Finally, consistent with cross-
sectional and temporal IME results, AWE at T1 still did not mediate any relationships

between antecedents at T'1 and behavioural engagement at T2.
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