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Abstract: Problem statement: The construct of employee engagement had gainett nepaitation in
recent years among reputable management and hwesaurces consulting firms. Though there is an
increasing contributions of few academic researcihe construct of employee engagement yet there
is a shortage of academic studies on the consffbit.gap had made the construct an interesting are
of researchApproach: The purpose of this study is to test a model @&f dnivers of employee
engagement on two measures of employee engagenj@mt ehgagement and organization
engagement) using the social exchange theory hsoaetical foundation.104 HR officers working at
the Inland Revenue Board of Malaysia completedsiiney. The survey included measures of the
drivers of engagement as well the measures of jmbaaganization engagements. The t-test and the
multiple regressions were employed for data ansly&ésults: This study is among the pioneering
work to support a distinctive difference between gmgagement and organization engagement and to
evaluate an array of the drivers of job engageraadtorganization engagement. The study addresses
concerns on how to provide a framework to enablgamization engage their employees to drive
execution. Conclusion: The findings of this study showed a significanffedence between job
engagement and organization; with co-employee supa® a major driver that influence both
measures of engagement.
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INTRODUCTION help an organization attract more talented peogidéew
disengaged employees will cost an organization sich
Organizations and businesses are currently facinpwer productivity, higher absenteeism, recruitmantl
dynamic changes in an increasingly —worldwidetraining cost. An evidence to support this claimspit
marketplace which drives many organizations to @&®p forward by Hooper, who noted that the Australian
for talented people, as well as to fully engagemthe economy loses about $31 billion per annual as witret
develop them, capture their minds and hearts &tlegel  employees’ disengagement. In consonant, Bates 2004
of their work lives so they can remain with the 5ied the presence of an engagement gap in Amaita

orginizgtiﬁns. gased on the findings of manysrei;ear estimated that half of the United States workfoace
works Gallup Organization, Towers Perrin HR Sersjice disen . - .

X L gaged costing the nation’s businesses a Ibst o
DD, (Bates, 2004; Schaufedi al., 2006; Saks, 2006), it is productivity worth $300 billion annually.

becoming obviously clear that employee engagenseat i Thus, it is not a surprise that one of the key

key business driver for organizational performaace
success. Agarwakt al (2010) noted that employee respondents, Nurul Nurul (pseudonym) expressed that

engagement has become a critical organizationahdsss
issue as the world recovers from the menace afettent “For the kind of work we do, motivated and
economic recession. engaged people champion our success.

There are increasing claims in management Committed and satisfied employees is not all we
literature that engagement is needed for high-level need, we need engaged employees who feel
organizational performance and productivity. For respected and valued and in return reciprocate
example, Gallup Organization and Hewitt Associate  with their willingness to go extra miles, put extra
noted that a high number of engaged employees will  efforts to achieve our strategic objectives.”
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The construct of employee engagement has been @s “the ‘harnessing of organizational members’ elv
area of interest among many researchers and it had their work roles; in engagement, people emplog a
received a great recognition in the managemenéxpress themselves physically, cognitive and
literature and the websites of many consulting $iim  emotionally during role performances” (Kahn, 1990).
recent years. The term employee engagement as it ahn’s position was that engagement serves tollfulfi
presently used is a construct coined by the Galluphe human spirit at work. His work used the methaoids
Organization, after a 25years of research, interivig  observation and interview to carry out a qualitativ
and surveying managers and their employees. The terresearch of personal engagement among 16 camp
had been featured in many practitioner magazinel su counselors and 16 architectural firm employees.
as Workforce Magazine, Washington Post and in  Harter et al. (2002)and Robinsonet al. (2004)
websites of many consulting firms such as DDI 2005defined employee engagement as “the Individual’s
Towers Perrin HR Services 2088d Hewitt Associates involvement and satisfaction with as well as entmsra
2004. Employee engagement as a construct touchdsr work”. Employee engagement is therefore theellev
nearly all branches of human resource managememf commitment and involvement an employee has
facets known hitherto (Markos and Sridevi, 2010)s| towards his or her organization and its values a8fei
relatively new for HRM and appeared in the literatu et al. (2002) defined engagement as “a positive,
for nearly two decades (Robinsah al., 2004, MP, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
2005; Sorensen, 2007). Saks (2006) and Vance (2008jaracterized by vigor, dedication and absorption”.
noted that engagement is most closely associatdd wi No doubt, employee engagement had been defined
the existing construct of job involvement (May al., in many unclear ways but the definitions of employe
2004) and flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Despite th engagement from various literature, are centered on
myriad definitions of the construct of employee motivation, pride at work, satisfaction, organipatl
engagement, its measures and definitions soundsalmccitizenship behavior, commitment, recognition and
the same with other well-established constructs jdb  respect at work, going extra mile and advocacgims
satisfaction, organizational commitment andof recommending ones organizational products and
organizational citizenship behavior (Robinseh al.,  services as well as encouraging other people to joi
2004; Markos and Sridevi, 2010). This is perhapy wh ones organization. The key element of the employee
Little and Little (2006) considers the constructaasew  engagement goes beyond other constructs such as job
management fad that lacks lucidity. satisfaction, organizational commitment, job

Nonetheless, Gallup Organization, Hewitt involvement, organizational citizenship behavior
Associate, Bates (2004); Salanowt al. (2005); because it involves the active use of emotions,
Hakaneret al. (2006); Harteret al. (2002); Bakker and cognition and behavior while focusing on interastio
Demerouti (2007) and Hallberg agthaufeli, (2006), of employers and employees working in consonance
agrees that employee engagement could be a stroRgth the organization’s objectives and strategy.
factor for organizational success, as it seemsate fa In this study, employee engagement is addressed by
significant potential to affept employge retentidmeir incorporating the two types of employee engagentajt,
loyalty and productivity with some link to customer ;4 Engagement, which is the level of employee’s
satisfaction, company reputation and the overall.ymitted and dedication to his job role and Ortion

stakehold_er value. . . Engagement, which is the level of employee commmitme
Despite these acclaimed importance of employe%lnd loyalty to their organization

engagement, many organizations with great strategy
atract talents, train and compensate them stileha Tneoretical background for employee engagement:

issues trying tcengage them to drive execution. ThiS the gocial exchange theory is the most accepted and
may be attributed to the shortage of academic relsea widely used theory in recent research on employee

on the construct of employee engagement. This StUdgngagement. According to Saks (2006)a strong

will test the relationship between the drivers of tical rationale f laini | i
employee engagement and the measures dieoretical rationale for explaining employee eregagn

engagement, which are job engagement an§an be found in Social Exchange Theory (SET)".

organization engagement under the theoretical eespi The central tenet of the social exchange theory is
of the Social Exchange Theory (SET). that people make social decisions based on perteive

costs and benefits. This assumption affirms thabdmu
Conceptualization of employee engagement: The  being evaluate all social relationships to deteentime
conceptualization of engagement was pioneered bpenefits they will obtain out of such relationship
Kahn (1990), who defined the construct of engagemenHomans, 1958; Blau, 1964).
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‘ Employee communication ’—v lead-way to the creation of a highly engaged waxddo
and environment. The employee engagement drivers
| Employee development | are set of workplace features that, in combinatos

crucial to fostering high engagement. Therefore, to
drive employees in achieving high involvement and
Employee engagement commitment to their job and organization rolesjsit
+—»f ¢ Job engagement . . . . . .
« Organization engagement crucial to identify the main drivers that can mate the
employees to execute their functions.

‘ Co-employee | >

| Image of the firm |

| Rewordand recopnition | Employee communication and employee
engagement: Much research had noted that there is a
| Leadership [ need for clarificaton and communication of
organizational goals and objectives among all
Fig. 1: Research model employees. Supporting this view, CIPD survey regbrt
that the two most significant driver of employee

: T . engagement are having opportunities to have tléaev
employees to repay their organization is througtirth hel% gnd feeling well igfofnrw)ed about what is gog

level of engagement. Employees will choose whether ;0 o rganization. Communication also encompasses

not to engage themselves in relation to the ressurc i, employee receives feedback about their

they get from their organization. This perceptibows performance. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was develaged

a reciprocal relationship between the supportsg|iows:

organizations give to their employees and emplayee’

willingness to make the most of their individualdan H1: Employee communication will be positively

team performance. related to employee (a) job engagement and (b)
The social exchange provides a theoreticalPrganization engagement.

foundation to justify the reasons why employeedd#ec Employee development and employee engagement:

to engage more or less on their work or stay v_\hthrt Wellins and Concelmannoted that organizations can
organization.  Employee  engagement involves

emotional and bsvchological relationshio  betwee enhance engagement in their workforce by creating a
Py 9 n nIearning culture and creating individual developty@ans

employees and their organization that can b% :

: . - .~ for every employee. Many studies had shown thatt mos
transmuted into negative or positive behav'orsemploye);s vF\J/arzlt o ke)e/p their jobs inventive and
employees display at their workplace, interesting by acquiring new knowledge and skiltgl a
applying new approaches in their daily work life.

Research model: The main purpose of this study was .
to examine a research framework that can enhanc-[:herefore’ hypothesis 2 was developed as be asvoll

strategic employee engagement in organizationss Thiy2: Employee development will be positively related

will_help researchers both in the academia anché t {5 (a) job engagement and (b) organization engageme
organization examine the relationship between the

drivers of strategic engagement and the two mgjmes  Co-employee and employee engagement: Working in

of employee engagement. a lean organization with highly talented and co-
Figure 1 shows a model of employee engagemerdperative co-employees has been conceptualizechas a

demonstrating the two types of employee engagemenissential requirement for high level of employee

(job engagement and organization engagement) iBngagement. If the entire organization works tagyebly

agreement with Saks (2006) and Kahn (1990he|ping each other learn new approach and bettgs via

conceptualization of engagement and the two domi”arhccomplishing task, a higher productivity is expect

roles of employees in an organization, which at jo fence hypothesis 3 was developed as follows:
role and organization role.

Saks (2006)also noted that, the good way for

H3: Co-employee support will be positively related to

Drivers of employee engagement: Towers Perrin HR  (3) job engagement and (b) organization engagement.
Services, noted that defining engagement is a akruci

step but the tangible significance comes fromlmage of the organization and employee

determining what creates engagement. This is krmsvn engagement: This is the level of confidence employees

the drivers that influence engagement. Wellins andave to endorse the products and services that thei

Concelman suggested that engagement drivers are tl€ganization provides to the general public. Itdsa
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bigger degree the perceptions of the employeestaboof the questionnaire captured the respondent’'s
the organization's products and services; hencigla h demography such as age, gender, work experience and
level of employee engagement can be linked witlh hig Position and was analyzed using the descriptivestts.
levels of customer engagement DDTherefore, Part B consisted of 40 questions, 5 questionsdoh ef
hypothesis 4 was deve|0ped as follows: the variables (both independent variables and the
dependent variable). Each item used to measure the

H4: Image of the organization will be positively reldite construct on 5 points Likert scales ranging frororsgly
to (a) job engagement and (b) organization engageme agree to strongly disagree. The t-test was conducte

. ascertain the variance of the two engagement messur
Reward and recognition and employee engagement:  \yhile multiple regression analysis was employedets
A lot of literature had recognized the idea thahma ¢ study hypotheses and to ascertain which areag t

employees like to be distinctively rewarded andgrvers has the most significant relationship with
recognized for their outstanding Com”bUt'O”S-employeeengagementmeasures.

Wellins and Concelmanrosited that employees who

feel recognized and respected for their performance RESULTS

are likely to be more engagedratt et al. (2010)

noted that the reward incorporates a variety ofDemographic profile Female respondents consist of

benefits and perquisites other than monetary gain6.73%, which means 59 of the total respondentgewhi

Thus, employees would be more satisfied when theynale respondents contribute 43.27% that is 45 ef th

feel that they are rewarded genuinely for the worktotal respondents. The result indicated that outhef

they have done. Therefore, hypothesis 5 wagsotal respondents surveyed, 10.58% of the partitipa

developed as follows: were within the age range of 21-25years. 52.88%ewer
found within the age categories of 26-3fears.

HS5: Reward and recognition will be positively related 22.129% are within the ages of 36-45 years. 11.54% a

to employee (a) job engagement and (b) organizatiofjithin the age range of 46-55 years and the 2.88%

engagement). were found within the age categories of 56-58 years

Leadership and employee engagement: Employees The majority of the participants have had employed

need to have confidence in their organization and" the organization for more than Syears. This is
this is most powerfully reflected through the evidenced in the fact that 30.77% fall within the

reliability and integrity shown by the leadership categories of 5-10 years of work experience anbe25.
team. Leadership, according to engagemenfaus within the categories of more than 10yearsvofk
literatures encompasses clarity of company’s valuesexperience. Both categories account for 56.73%isHz®
respectful treatment of employees and Company’gespondents of the total survey. Furthermore, 1.92eh
standards of ethical behavior Gallup Organizationworked below lyear, 11.54% within the range ofylears
Jahaniet al (2011) sees leadership as the process ofvork experience and 27.88% within the range ofy2drs
deeply work experience while 1.92% did not to provide deta
encouraging others to work hard to accomplish  Table 1 presents the Mean and standard deviation
important tasks. Therefore, hypothesis 6 wasof the study variables. It is pertinent to statattla
developed as follows: significant moderate correlation of (r = 0.65, [38).
exist between job engagement and organization

HE: Leadership will be p(_)siti_vely related to (a) job engagement though the paired t-test results shawved
engagement and (b) organization engagement. significant difference, t (103) = - 4.481, p<0.05.

METERIALSAND METHODS Table 3 shows the results of KMO (0.861) and
Cronabach Alpha (0.956) indicating sampling
The participants of this study were 104 HR officer adequacy, validity, factorability and reliabilty of
at the Inland Revenue Board of Malaysia. The HRquestionairre.
division of the Inland Revenue Board of Malaysia ha
five departments and one unit namely: the depams;nenTab_'e 1: Mean and standard deviation of the stwﬁﬁblgs_
of human resource management, organizatior/2rables Mean Std. deviation N

d | f mployee communication 18.66 3.369 104
evelopment, periormance, management  an@mpjoyee development 18.65 3.052 104
competency, human resource development, pensioPo-Employee 11595,56 223;4,1907 115)21
A mage . .

manageme_nt an.d facility and human resOurccidi(eward/recognition 21.08 3.785 104
administration unit. The participants were selected eadership 26.35 3.733 104
using the simple random sampling. A questionnairelob engagement 18.59 2.210 104

Organization engagement 19.53 2.769 104

survey was used to collect data on the variablag. &
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Table 2: Summary multiple regression analyses ptiedi employee engagement

Variables Job Organization
(Factors of Engagement) Engagement Engagement
Employee Communication 0.007 -0.064
Employee Development 0.252 0.074
Co-Employee 0.322 0.267
Image 0.132 0.262
Reward/Recognition 0.150 0.137
Leadership -0.069 0.240
R? 0.423 0.564
F 11.832 20.914
Notes: p< 0.10 and values in the table are starileral coefficients
Table 3: KMO, Barlett and Cronbach’s Alpha test
Type of test Value
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.861
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi Sqaure 6.864

dF 1891

Sig 0.000
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.956
Cronbach Alpha based on standardized items 0.970
Table: 4: Multiple regression analysis resultsawftérs predicting job engagement

Collinearity
Predictor Unstandardised Standardized e
Variables coefficient B coefficient Beta t-value igS Tolerance VIF
Constant 6.606 4.274 0.000
Employee communication 0.004 0.007 0.042 0.966 D.22 4371
Employee development 0.183 0.252 1.906 0.066 0.340 2.940
Co-employee 0.297 0.322 2.805 0.006 0.452 2.212
Image 0.127 0.132 1.425 0.157 0.688 1.453
Reward/Recognition 0.088 0.150 1.072 0.287 0.303 30%.
Leadership -0.410 -0.069 -0.433 0.666 0.234 4.265
Note: N=104, R= 0.423, Adjusted R= 0.387, F=11.832, p<0.10
Table 5: Multiple regression analysis results atdes predicting organization engagement
Collinearity

Predictor Unstandardised Standardized -
Variables coefficient B coefficient Beta t-value gSi Tolerance VIF
Constant 1.608 0.956 0.342
Employee communication -0.053 -0.064 -0.460 0.647 0.229 4.371
Employee development 0.067 0.074 0.647 0.519 0.340 2.940
Co-employee 0.308 0.267 2.675 0.009 0.452 2.212
Image 0.314 0.262 3.245 0.002 0.688 1.453
Reward/recognition 0.100 0.137 1.123 0.264 0.303 303.
Leadership 0.178 0.240 1.732 0.086 0.234 4.265

Note: N=104, p < 0.10,R 0.564, F= 20.914

These results show that despite the correlatiomngagement (R= 0.423, p<0.10) and organization
between job engagement and organization engagemerigagement (= 0.564, p<0.10) as shown in Table 5.
both measures are also significantly different with  As regards the study hypothest®e results from
Participants of this research indicating a higherthe regression analysis show that co-employeesosupp
organization engagement (Mean = 19.53) than jol{0.322, p<0.10) and employee development (0.252,
engagement (Mean = 18.59) as shown in Table 1. p<0.10) were significant predictors of job engageime

To test the study hypotheses, multiple regressiomvhile  reward and recognition approached
analyses were conducted in which job engagement argignificance (0.150, p<0.10) as shown in Table 4.
organization engagement were regressedrurthermore, Table 5 shows that co-employees
simultaneously on all six drivers of engagement asupport (0.267, p<0.10), Image of the organization
shown in Table 2. (0.262, p<0.10) and leadership (0.240, p<0.10) were

Table 4 and 5 shows the result of the regressiosignificant predictor of organization engagement.
analyses. The results in Table 4, indicate thatedsi From the results provided, hypotheses: H2a, H3a,
explained a significant amount of the variancedbh j H3b, H4b, H5a, H6b were accepted.
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DISCUSSION intentions that have great impact on performance,
productivity and strategy delivery. No doubt, thexao
The purpose of this research was to test a mddel @ne-size-fits-all answer to employee engagemeris. dt
the drivers of job engagement and organizatiorwin-win state of affairs, vastly engaged employeds
engagement based on the Social Exchange Theorgsiliently identify with the success of their onization
(SET). This study is among the pioneering work toand win fulfilment from their contributions. Thdoge
support a distinctive difference between jobthis study engagement model will help organizaton’
engagement and organization engagement. Hence, identify the most cost-effective drivers of empleye
contributed greatly to the emerging area of empmoye engagement to sustain a long-term engagement.
engagement. One of such contribution was the
recognition of employee engagement as role specific REFERENCES
(i.e., employee job role and employee organizationa
role). To be candid, this study supported Saks 200 Bakker, A.B. and E. Demerouti, 2007. The Job
findings that suggested that there is a distinctive  Demands-Resources model; State of the art. J.

difference between job engagement and organization Managerial Psychol., 22: 309-32. DOI:
though both measures are related. 10.1108/02683940710733115

Unlike Saks (2006findings, this study shows that Bates, S., 2004. Getting engaged: Half of your
participants’ scores for organization were sigaifitty workforce may be just going through the motions.
higher than for job engagement. Furthermore, thidys HR Magazine. Allbusiness. com.

found that an array of drivers predict job engageme Blau, P.M., 1964. Exchange and Power in Social.Life

and organization engagement. For example, co- 3rd Edn., Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick,

employee support predicted both job and organiaatio ISBN: 0887386288, pp: 352.

employee development predicted job engagement whilgatt, C.K., E.W.S. Khin and T.N. Heng, 2010. The

the image of the organization and leadership ptedic impact of organizational justice on employee's job

organization engagement. satisfaction: The malaysian companies
In addition, the findings of this study supported  perspectives. Am. J. Econ. Bus. Admin., 2: 56-63

that SET can be used as a theoretical framework in  DOI: 10.3844/ajebasp.2010.56.63

understanding the construct of employee engagementorensen, A., 2007. Assessing Employee Engagement:

Meaning that the employees who have perceived $SUPPO  The Key to Improving Productivity. The Segal
from the co-employees are more likely to reciprecat Group, Inc.

with greater level job engagement .and O.rganizatiorHallberg, U.E. and W.B. Schaufeli, 2006. “Same Same
engagement; employees who are provided with adequat but different?: Can work engagement be
development (training, skills and learning) are enor discriminated  from  job involvement  and

Iikel3{ to be .T]Orrf hengaged if‘ thefirhjob role; \;vhri]le organizational commitment? Eur. Psychol.,, 11:
employees with higher perception of the image efrt . . g ’ v ’
organization and leadership are more likely to yepith artgg ;2K7 DFoli. 12;:1h0n21i7d/t10alr? d9(_)r4|(_) '1|1_|'§)'/1;59 2002

greater organization engagement. Thus, engage _ . ) :
employees have positive behaviors, attitudes, fiotes Business-unit-level relationship between employee
satisfaction, employee engagement and business

derived from a high level mutual relationship witteir

co-employees and their employer. outcomes: A meta-analysis. J. Applied Psychol.,
87:268-279. PMID: 12002955
CONCLUSION Homans, G.C., 1958. Social Behavior as Exchange.

Am. J. Sociol., 63: 597-606.
Kahn, W.A., 1990. Psychological conditions of

In conclusion, this study provides a great value t -
personal engagement and disengagement at work.

knowledge as one of the pioneering work in advocati
that employee engagement should be examined by Acad- Manage.J., 33:692-724.
distinguishing  between job engagement and arl_<os, S._, 2010. Employee engagement: The key to
organization engagement. This distinctiveness hlp improving performance. J. Bus. Manage., 5: 89-97.
drive strategic employee engagement because it wiMay. D.R., R.L. Gilson and L.M. Harter, 2004. The
examine the job role and organization role of every  Psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety
member of an organization in alignment with the  and availability and the engagement of the human
organizational business goals and its human capital spirit at work. J. Occupat. Organizational Psychol.
strategy in a wide range of attitudes, behaviord an 77:11-37. DOI: 10.1348/096317904322915892
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