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Made popular by the HR
consultancy organizations, the
employee engagement construct
is gradually receiving the atten-
tion of academic scholars. The
study on which this paper is
based is one of the very few such
studies in India. The paper pro-
vides a variety of definitions of
the constructs. The authors have
developed a two-dimensional
measure of employee engage-
ment. Using a sample of highly
educated professional managers
of a marketing media organiza-
tion, the paper describes their
level of engagement vis-a-vis the
work they do and the organiza-
tion they belong to. With the help
of multiple regression the paper
has identified the critical predic-
tors of engagement in this orga-
ni zation.
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Introduction

In theworld of business management,
the term “employee engagement” is ex-
tremely popular. The reason behind its
popularity isthe widely held belief that an
engaged employeeisamore satisfied, com-
mitted and loyal worker. Such aworker, it
is further believed, advocates the cause of
the organization by (&) speaking well about
it, (b) staying with the organization, and (c)
strivingtowork hard beyond thecall of duty.
Employee engagement, therefore, is seen
by the practitioners as bringing clear busi-
ness advantage and real competitive ad-
vantage. As Robinson, Perryman &
Hayday (2004) have suggested, engage-
ment isbig in the HR consultancy market,
yet there is a dearth of academic research
in this area. In the absence of systematic
and sustained research on the subject, there
ISNno consensus over either the meaning or
the measurement of the construct. Thispa-
per attempts to highlight the diversity of
meanings and, consequently, the measure-
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ments of the engagement construct. Based
on the insights derived from various ap-
proaches, a new questionnaire to measure
employee engagement was devel oped and
used to carry out the study on which this
paper is based.

What is Employee Engagement?
In Table 1 arelisted in chronological

order a number of definitions and mean-
ings of the employee engagement con-

struct. The authors of these definitions
are academic scholars, researchers from
the HR consultancy firms, and practitio-
ners of management. Taken together,
these definitions/descriptions indicate a
wide variety of meanings of the employee
engagement construct. For some, it
means a positive emotional and/or cogni-
tive attitude towardsone' swork role, while
for othersit refers to employee behavior
in terms of better performance at work.
For still others, an engaged employee is

Table 1 What is Employee Engagement?

- Kahn (1990)

- Maslach & Leiter (1997)

- Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker (2002)

- Harter, Schmidt & Hayes (2002)

- Dvir, Eden, Avolio
& Shamir (2002)

- Robinson, Perryman & Hayday (2004)
- Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt
& Barrick (2004)

- Frank, Finnegan & Taylor (2004)

- DDI (2005)

- Wellins & Concelman (2007)

- Mone & London (2010)

< People can use varying degrees of their selves, physically, cognitively, and emotionally, in the
rolesthey perform. Personal engagement refersto harnessing of theindividual self with the work
role; the more people draw on their selves to perform their roles, the more stirring are their
performances.

< Engagement, as an opposite of burnout, is characterised by energy, involvement, and efficacy.
Engaged employees have a sense of energetic and effective connection with their work activities
and they see themselves as able to deal completely with the demands of their job.

< Engagement is a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is charactrised by vigour,
dedication, and absorption. Rather than a momentary and specific state, engagement refersto a
more persistent and pervasive affective — cognitive state that is not focused on any particular
object, event, individual, or behaviour.

< Engagement refersto anindividual’sinvolvement and satisfaction with aswell as enthusiasm for
work.

< Engagement refersto high levelsof activity, initiative, and responsibility.

< A positive attitude held by the employee towards the organisation and its values. An engaged
employee is aware of business context, and works with colleagues to improve performance
within the job for the benefit of the organisation.

< Engagement refersto high internal motivational state.

< Employee engagement refersto the amount of discretionary effort exhibited by employee in their
jobs.

< Engagement refers to the extent to which people value, enjoy and believe in what they do.

< Employee engagement is the illusive force that motivates employees to higher levels of perfor
mance. It refersto the feelings or attitudes employees have toward their jobs and organisations.

< An engaged employee is someone who feels involved, committed, passionate, and empowered
and demonstrates those feelings in work behaviour.
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the one who has not only a positive atti-
tude towards his work but also performs
better than a non-engaged employee.

Yet another source of diversity of
meaningsis because of the apparent lack
of agreement over the point on which the
construct is focused. For some, the fo-
cal point isthework role, for othersitis
the organization, while for still othersit
is both the work role and the organiza-
tion. Giventhe multiplicity of its mean-
ings, itisclear that empl oyee engagement
has yet to emerge as a meaningful sci-
entific construct such asjob involvement,
organizational commitment and organi za-
tional citizenship behavior with which it
has considerable overlap. Itisapparently
because of these reasons that academic
scholars have by and large shied away
from undertaking research using em-
ployee engagement as a measure of em-
ployee attitude and/or behavior.

Despite the limitations mentioned
above, well known scholars such as Kahn
(1990), Schaufeli et al. (2002), Robinson,
Perryman & Hayday (2004), May, Gilson

& Harter (2004) and Saks (2006), to men-
tion just a few of them, have developed
questionnaires and carried out important
studies on this subject. Inspired by the
contributions of these scholars, the first
author of this article has launched a pro-
gram of research on employee engagement
inIndia. The exploratory study on which
this paper is based is part of a series of
such studies, which are aimed at ascer-
taining thelevel of employee engagement
in different types of organizationsand aso
toidentify the predictorsthereof. Follow-
ing Colbert et al. (2004), we consider em-
ployee engagement as a high internal mo-
tivational state which is reflected in posi-
tive feelings and attitudes of an employee
towards hisjob and the organi zation (Saks,
2006; Wellins & Councelman, 2007).

Theoretical Underpinnings

May, Gilson & Harter (2004) are
possibly the only scholarswho havetried
to empirically test the model proposed
by Kahn (1990). Thisis how they have
explained the observed relationships
which are supportive of Kahn’s model:

a) Job Enrichment and Role Fit ——p» Meaningfulnes \

(b) Rewarding Co-workers and —>| Psychological Safety

| Employee
>

Supportive Supervisory Relations

Engagement

(c) Availability of Resources ———Jp» | Psychological Availability /

Maslach et al. (2001), who consider
engagement to be the positive antithesis
of burnout, have proposed the following
six areas of work-life the presence of
which leads to employee engagement,
while their absence leads to burnout: (a)
sustainable workload; (b) a feeling of

choice and control; (c) appropriate re-
ward and recognition; (d) a supportive
work community; (€) fairnessand justice;
and (f) meaningful and valued work.

Saks (2006) has argued that a stron-
ger theoretical rationale can be found in
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the social exchange theory (SET) for
explaining employee engagement. Ac-
cording to this theory, when individuals
receive economic and socio-emotional
resources from their organization, they
feel obliged to respond in kind and repay
the organization (Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005). According to Saks (2006), the
amount of cognitive, emotional, and
physical resources that an individual is
prepared to devote to the performance
of one's work roles is contingent on the
economic and socio-emotional resources
received from the organization.

The underlying principle of the so-
cial exchange theory was acknowledged
by Kahn (1990) when he concluded that
people vary in their engagement as a
function of their perception of the ben-
efits they receive from a role. These
benefits may bein the form of meaning-
ful work and/or external recognition and
reward. Maslach et al. (2001) also agree
that appropriate recognition and reward
areimportant for engagement. The same
holdstrue for avariety of other HR poli-
cies and practices that have emerged as
the critical predictors of employee en-
gagement.

Employee Engagement Predictors

According to Erickson (2005), the
antecedents of employee engagement are
located in the conditions under which
people work. On the other hand,
Robinson (2006) has argued that indi-
vidual differencesplay avital rolein de-
termining an employee’'slevel of engage-
ment. As Bowditch & Buono (2001)
suggested, the personality of an individual

actsasakind of perceptual filter or frame
of reference which influences our view
of the world. Since all data obtained
through engagement and climate surveys
are based on self-reported perceptions
of employees, personality differencesare
likely to act as perceptual filters which
may influence their responses.

‘ The antecedents of employee en-
gagement are both situational con-
ditions as well as personal at-
tributes of the employees. \

Each of the two sets of explanations
mentioned aboveisindeed true, but only
partly so. It would be more appropriate
to say that the antecedents of employee
engagement are both situational condi-
tionsaswell as personal attributes of the
employees. As the following review of
literature will show, most of the research
studies are confined to examining therole
of only situational factors as the predic-
tors of employee engagement whereas
few studies are found that examine the
role of personal attributes. Among the
latter studies, moreover, the focus ap-
pears to be more on the demographic
background and/or occupational at-
tributes than on personality factors.

Stuational Predictors: Schaufeli et
al. (2009) have found that job resources
(e.g., social support, autonomy, opportu-
nitiesto learn, and feedback) predict work
engagement among telecom managers.
Lack of meaning in one’s work can lead
to alienation or disengagement fromone's
work (Aktouf, 1992). As Spreitzer et al.
(1997) argued, the provision of work that

4 The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 49, No. 1, July 2013



Employee Engagement Predictors

isexperienced as meaningful by employ-
ees should facilitate both their personal
growth and work motivation. Iverson &
Buttigeig (1999) found that employeeloy-
alty to the organization increased with
factors such as support from co-work-
ers, job variety, and opportunitiesfor pro-
motion.

May et al. (2004) found employee
engagement to be positively related to
meaningfulness, safety, availability, co-
workers and supervision. Among these
predictors, meaningfulness was found to
have the strongest relationship with job
engagement. In a study of 604 retail
workers, James et al. (2011) found that
supervisory support and recognition, em-
ployee satisfaction with the schedule, job
clarity, and career development emerged
as the predictors of employee engage-
ment. According to Xanthopoulou et al.
(2009), job resources aswell as personal
resources are theimportant predictors of
work engagement.

Saks (2006) studied 102 employees
working in avariety of jobs and organi-
zations and found empl oyee engagement
to be significantly correlated with anum-
ber of situational factors. However, sub-
sequent regression analysisreveal ed that
only organizational support wasthe criti-
cal predictor of organizational engage-
ment, while the critical predictors of job
engagement were found to be organiza-
tional support plusjob characteristics.

Various dimensions of organizational
climate and job characteristics have
emerged as the predictors of employee
engagement in several Indian studies. In

studies of managerial employees, the
critical predictors are: job content, pay
and objectivity (Mohapatra & Sharma,
2010); job content, compensation, train-
ing and development and performance
management (Sharma et al., 2010); ca-
reer opportunity, pay, objectivity and rec-
ognition (Sharma & Raina, 2010). An-
other Indian study has found organiza-
tional support as a predictor of engage-
ment (Pati & Kumar, 2010)

Personal Predictors: In his semi-
nal work on the subject of employee en-
gagement, Kahn (1990) maintained that
psychological differencesamong employ-
ees may impact on their ability to engage
or disengage in their role performance.
However, Kahn did not specify any par-
ticular personality characteristic that is
likely to influence aperson’slevel of en-
gagement or disengagement. Among the
very few studiesthat have done so stands
out the one by Maslach et al. (2001)
which says that an engaged employeeis
onewho is hardy, hasaninternal locus
of control, and is able to actively cope
with problems.

‘ An engaged employee is one who

is hardy, hasan internal locus of

control, and isableto actively cope

with problems. \

Inan Indian study of 51 sales execu-
tives of a private sector manufacturing
organization, two measures of personal-
ity were used as the potential predictors
of employee engagement. The results
indicated that neither locus of control nor
work ethics had any impact on employee
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engagement (Sharma & Raina, 2010). In
another Indian study of 84 managerial
employees of a public sector trading or-
ganization, Mohapatra& Sharma (2010)
found a positive and significant correla-
tion between work ethics and engage-
ment (rX =.235; P<.05). However, work
ethics failed to emerge as a critical pre-
dictor in subsequent multiple regression
analysis.

‘ The longer an employee stays with
an organization, the less engaged
he is. \

In terms of demographic background,
Johnson (2004) has estblished that
American women found more fulfillment
intheir jobs and were more engaged than
their male counterparts. Ferguson (2007)
has reported that the longer an employee
stays with an organization, the less en-
gaged heis. Sharma& Raina(2010) did
not find any association between em-
ployee engagement and background fac-
tors such as age, experience, gender and
level of education. On the other hand,
Mohapatra & Sharma (2010) found both
age and experience to be positively cor-
related with employee engagement.

The preceding review of literature on
predictors of employee engagement has
revealed mixed results. While most of the
studies are focused on the situational pre-
dictors, personality asapotential predic-
tor of engagement has received much
less attention. Among the situational pre-
dictors, both job characteristics and vari-
ous dimensions of organizational climate
have emerged as quite stable and potent

predictors. Thisis certainly not true of
the personal predictors either in terms of
personality or demographic background.
In spite of these mixed results, it seems
necessary that both situational and per-
sonal variables should be studied in or-
der to find an optimum explanation of
variance in employee engagement.

About the Study

The study on which this paper isbased
was carried out in a Delhi-based unit,
which is a segment of a global media or-
ganization. Out of itsall-Indiastrength of
200 employees, Delhi unit has 60 execu-
tivesonitsrolls. A specially-designed 70-
item questionnaire was distributed among
all the 60 executives out of which 49 (82
percent) returned the completed question-
naire. All respondentsare highly educated
holding postgraduate degrees or diplomas.
The organizationisin the business of pub-
lishing. Most of the respondents (53 per-
cent) belong to the marketing team, while
others are from the IT wing, design de-
partment, editorial team or copy writers.
Except for two female respondents, all
others are male employees. With high
educational status, an average experience
of 12 years, and their mean age being 39,
the respondents of this study are quite ma-
ture.

Objectives

The main objectives of thisstudy are:
(a) to ascertain the level of engagement
of highly educated professionals of a
mediaorganization; and (b) toidentify the
factors that influence their level of en-
gagement.
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A 70-item questionnaire was built to
measure the following 10 variables:

(a) 2 measures of employee engagement
(job engagement and organization
engagement), each with the help of
10 items.

(b) 2 measures of personality (locus of
control & work ethics), each with the
help of 10 items.

(c) 6 dimensions of organizational climate,
each with the help of 5 items.

Results

All the 70 statements of the question-
naire were positively worded and hence
reverse scoring was not required. Re-
sponses to the statements were sought
on the four-point scale: strongly disagree
(0); disagree (1); agree (2); and strongly
agree (3). The sum of responses of a
person to all itemsrelating to avariable
was treated as the aggregate score of
that person for that variable. Using the
said aggregate scores, the reliability of

each of the 10 variables was checked
with the help of Cronbach Alpha. It was
discovered that in 8 out of the 10 vari-
ables, deleting one item out of the clus-
ter led to an improvement of the reliabil-
ity coefficient (alpha). Inall such cases,
the culprit items were dropped and the
aggregate scores were re-calculated for
further analysis.

The basic findings of this study are
presented in Table 2 in the form of asum-
mary. Thereliability coefficient (alpha)
for each of the 10 variables meets the
conventional level of acceptance
(£0.60). Theresponsesto the variables
are also quite discriminating, asindicated
by the mean scores ranging between
28.58% and 72.41% aswell asthe spread
around each mean score. Apparently the
respondents understood the questions
well and were quite candid in giving their
responses. Given thefact that all of them
are postgraduates and are working in a
publishing media organization, the ob-
served response pattern is not at all sur-
prising.

Table 2 A Summary of the Basic Findings (N=49)

Sl. No. Vaeriable No. Score  Cronbach Mean Std. Mean as
of ltems  Range Alpha Score  Dev. Percentage

Employee Engagement

1 Job Engagement 10 0-30 .89 18.49 5.561 61.63

2 Organization Engagement 9 0-27 .86 15.65 5.077 57.96
Personal Attributes

3 Locus of Control 0-27 .78 16.51 4.633 61.15

4 Work Ethic 9 0-27 .78 19.55 3.943 72.41
Organizational Climate

5 Career Development 4 0-12 .78 6.00 2.677 50.00

6 Interpersonal Relations 4 0-12 .87 7.78 2.608 64.83

7. Job Content 4 0-12 .67 751 2.256 62.58

8. Objectivity 4 0-12 .69 6.10 2.374 50.83

9. Pay 5 0-15 .80 5.02 3.643 33.47

10 Benefits 4 0-12 .81 343 2723 28.58
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The respondents have scored fairly
high in terms of their level of engage-
ment. Between thetwo forms of engage-
ment, their scoreishigher for job engage-
ment (61.63%) than for organization en-
gagement (57.96%). The difference be-
tween these two scores is statistically
significant (t = 8.014; df =48; P< .001).
The scoresfor the two personal attributes
arealso found to befairly high. Between
them, the mean score for positive work
ethics is much higher (72.41%) than for
internal locus of control (61.15%). Inthis
case too, the difference between the two
mean scores is found to be statistically
significant (t=7.647; df =48; P<.001).

Thepictureof perceived organizational
climate showsmixed results. If thesix mean
scores are listed in a descending order (as
shown below), we find two of them to be
fairly high, another two as about average,
and the remaining two as quite low:

(1) Interpersonal Relations . 64.83%
(2) Job Content ... 62.58%
(3) Objectivity ... 50.83%
(4) Career Development ... 50.00%
eGPy 33.47%
(6) Benefits ... 28.58%

Data presented in Table 2 can be
used by the management of the organi-
zation to set priorities for action should
they decideto improve the climate of the
organization. But the main purpose of
this study is to go beyond uni-variate
analysis of the data and to identify the
predictors of employee engagement,
which callsfor bi-variate and multi-vari-
ate analysis. As afirst step in that di-
rection, we present in Table 3a 10 x 10
inter-correlation matrix.

10BEN
1.000

9PAY
1.000
816

7JC 80BJ
1.000

.653

496

.682 1.000
725
574
371

6IPR
1.000
.566
437
.269m

=49)
5CAR
1.000
644
693
688
737
683

WE
1.000
444
.594
783
561
439
.193m

3LOC
1.000
801
460
492
690
688
525
420

1.000
624
576
789

.612
800
781
677
605

2ENG-O

1.000
895
648
710

.682
611
900
747
626
474

1ENG -J

Organisation Engagement
Locus of Control

Work Ethic
Interpersonal Relations

Job Content
Objectivity

Career Development
Pay

Job Engagement

Benefits

0
Note: Except for two correlations marked “ns” (which are non-significant), all other correlations reported in this table are statistically signifi-

cant (P<.01).

Table 3 Inter-Correlation Matrix for all 10 Variables Selected for This Study (N

Sl. No VARIABLE

A NM T WO~
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A look at the first two columns (or
the first two rows) of Table 3 will show
that each of the eight independent vari-
ablesispositively and significantly related
to each dimension of employee engage-
ment. Table 3 also shows that except
for just two correlations (which are non-
significant) all other correlations among
the eight independent variables are sta-
tistically significant. Because of this
multi-collenearity, it isnecessary to carry
out multivariate analysisto discover the
real predictors of employee engagement.

Regression Analysis

Stepwise multiple regression analy-
sis was carried out to identify a particu-
lar combination of independent variables
that would simultaneously meet the fol-
lowing two conditions:

(a) the said combination should explain
the highest amount of variance (R?)
than that explained by any other com-
bination &

(b) all regression coefficientsin the said
combination should be statistically
significant at the level of at least 5
percent.

‘ Between the two, job content has

emerged as the dominant predic-

tor as its individual contribution
happens to be 75.5 percent. \

Tables 4 and 5 present the outcome of
regression analysis described above. As
shown in Table 4, two predictors of job
engagement (job content & benefits) are
found to explain 83.3% of the variance.
Between thetwo, job content has emerged
as the dominant predictor asitsindividual
contribution happens to be 75.5 percent.
Table 5 shows that a combination of three
predictors (job content, benefits & objec-
tivity) explains 78.4% of the variance in
organisation engagement. Here too, the
highest individual contribution isthat of job
content (38.88%), followed by objectivity
(22.57%) and benefits (17%).

Table 4 Critical Predictors of “Job Engagement” (N=49)

S| No.Predictors Zero-Order Std. Beta Individual
Correlation(A) Coefficient(B) Contribution (AxB)
1 Job Content .900* ** .839%** 7551
2 Benefits AT74x* .163* .0773
_ Total (R?) =.8324
R=.912 R?=.833 R?=.825 F, = 114.373 (P<.001)
* P<.05 ***P< 001

Discussion & Conclusion

The organization covered by this
study isin the business of publishing and
the sample for the study consists mostly
of journalists and writers. The data for

the study is found to be highly reliable
and discriminating. The respondents’
level of engagement with the work they
do is found to be fairly high (61.63%),
followed by their engagement with the
organization (57.96%). As the differ-
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Table 5 Critical Predictors of “Organization Engagement” (N=49)

S| No. Predictors Zero-Order Std. Beta Individual
Correlation(A) Coefficient(B) Contribution (AxB)
1 Job Content .800* ** A86* ** .3888
2 Benefits .605*% ** .281*** .1700
3 Objectivity 781x** .289** 2257
B Total (R?) =.7845

R = .886 R2=.784 R?=.770 F ;.= 54.594 (P<.001)

** pP<.01 ***P< 001

ence between these two parameters is
statistically significant, it can be con-
cluded that they are happier with the
work they do than they are with the or-
ganization in which they are working.

The respondents are found to be en-
dowed with a very positive work ethics
and also with afairly high level of inter-
nal locus of control. Employees with
such attributes are indeed a valued asset
of an organization. How these employ-
ees perceive the climate of their organi-
zation should, therefore, be a matter of
concern to the corporate management of
the organization. As the results of this
study have revealed, the perceived or-
ganizational climate shows highly diver-
gent ratings.

‘ The perceived organizational cli-
mate shows highly divergent rat-

ings.

Although the level of employee en-
gagement isfound to befairly high, there
is surely scope for its further improve-
ment. Results of regression analysis
have suggested that improvement of
three dimensions of organizational cli-
mate can lead to further improvement in
thelevel of employee engagement. These

three dimensions are (@) job content, (b)
objectivity, and (c) benefits. Whereasjob
content isrelatively well looked after, the
other two climate dimensions offer con-
siderable scope for further improvement.

One of the behavioral science theo-
ries suggests that human behavior isin-
fluenced by acombination of the attributes
of aperson and the situation within which
the person operates. In the present study,
we had used work ethics and locus of
control as two measures of personal at-
tributes and six measures of the situation
inthe form of organizational climate. As
shown in Tables 4 and 5, neither of the
two personal attributes emerged as a
critical predictor of engagement. On the
other hand, three out of the six climate
dimensions were found to be the critical
predictors of employee engagement.

References

Aktouf, O. (1992), “Management and Theories
of Organizations in the 1990s: Toward a
Critical Radical Humanism,” Academy of
Management Review, 17: 407-31.

Bowditch, J. & Buono A, (2001), A Primer on
Organizational Behavior, New Delhi: John
Wiley.

Colbert, A.E., Mount, M.K., Harter, JK., Witt,
L. & Barrick, M.R. (2004), “Interactive
Effects of Personality and Perceptions of

10 The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 49, No. 1, July 2013



Employee Engagement Predictors

the Work Situation on Workplace Devi-
ance,” Journal of Applied Psychology,
89:599-6009.

Cropanzano, R. & Mitchell, M.S. (2005), “So-
cial Exchange Theory: An Interdisciplinary
Review,” Journal of Management, 31:874-
900.

Development Dimensions International (DDI)
(2005), “Driving Employee Engagement,”
DDl White Paper, Available at:
www.ddiworld.com

Dvir, T., Eden, D., Avolio, B.J. & Shamir, B.
(2002), “Impact of Transformational L ead-
ership on Follower Development and Per-
formance: A Field Experiment,” Academy
of Management Journal, 45: 735 — 744.

Erickson, T.J. (2005). Testimony submitted be-
forethe U.S. Senate Committee on Health,
Education, Labour and Pensions. May 26,
2005.

Ferguson, A. (2007). “Employee Engagement:
Does it Exist, and if so, Does it Relate to
Performance, Other Constructs and Indi-
vidual Differences?’ Available at; http://
www.lifethatworks.com/Employee-En-
gagement. prn.pdf.

Frank, F.D., Finnegan, R.P. & Taylor, C.R. (2004),
“The Race for Talent: Retaining and En-
gagement Workers in the 21st Century,”
Human Resource Planning, 27(3):12-25.

Harter, J.K., Schmidt, FL. & Hayes, T.L. (2002),
“Business-Unit-Level Relationship be-
tween Employee Satisfaction, Employee
Engagement, and Business Outcomes: A
Meta-Analysis,” Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 87(2): 268-79.

Iverson, R.D.& Buttigeig, D.M. (1999), “Affec-
tive, Normative and Continuance Commit-
ment: Can the Right Kind of Commitment
be Managed?’ Journal of Management Stud-
ies, 36 (3) :307-33.

James, J.B., McKechnie, S.& Swanberg, J.
(2011),” Predicting Employee Engagement
inan Age- Diverse Retail Workforce, Jour-
nal of Organisational Behavior, 32:173-96.

Johnson, M. (2004), “Gallup Study Reveals
Workplace Disengagement in Thailand,”
The Gallup Management Journal, Available
at: http://gmj. gallup.com/content/16306/3/
Gallup-Study-Reveals- Workplace-Disen-
gagement in.

Kahn, W.A. (1990), “Psychological Conditions
of Personal Engagement and Disengagement
at Work,” Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 33(4): 692-724.

Maslach, C.& Leiter, M.P. (1997), The Truth
About Burnout, San Franciscs: Jossey
Bass.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W.B. & Leiter, M.P.
(2001), “Job Burnout,” Review of Psychol-
ogy, 52:397-422.

May, D.R., Gilson, R.L. & Harter, L.M. (2004).
“The Psychological Conditions of Mean-
ingfulness, Safety and Availability and the
Engagement of the Human Spirit at Work,”
Journal of Occupational and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 77(1):11-37.

Mohapatra, M. & Sharma, B.R. (2010), “ Study
of Employee Engagement and Its Predic-
torsin an Indian Public Sector Undertak-
ing,” Global Business Review, 11(2): 281-
301.

Mone, E.M. & London, M. (2010), Employee
Engagement Through Effective Performance
Management: A Practical Guide for Man-
agers. New York: Routledge —Taylor &
Francis Group.

Pati, S.P. & Kumar, P. (2010), “Employee En-
gagement: Role of Self-Efficacy,
Organisational Support and Supervisor
Support,” Indian Journal of Industrial Re-
lations, 46(1): 126-37.

Robinson, I. (2006), Human Resource Manage-
ment in Organizations. London: CIPD.

Robinson, D., Perryman, S. & Hayday, S. (2004),
The Drivers of Employee Engagement.
Brighton: Institute for Employment Stud-
ies, Report N0.408.

The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 49, No. 1, July 2013 11



Baldev R. Sharma & Anupama Dullo Raina

Saks, A.M. (2006), “Antecedents and Conse-
guences of Employee Engagement”, Jour -
nal of Managerial Psychology, 21 (7): 600-
19.

Schaufeli, W.B., Bakker, A.B.& Van Rhenen, W.
(2009), “How Changesin Job Demands and
Resources Predict Burnout, Work Engage-
ment, and Sickness Absenteeism,” Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 30 (7): 893-
917.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., Gonzalez-Roma,
V. & Bakker, A.B. (2002), “The Measure-
ment of Engagement and Burnout: A Two-
Sample Confirmatory Factor Analytic Ap-
proach”, Journal of Happiness Studies,
3(1): 71-92.

Sharma, B.R., Gitanjali & Sharma, Y. (2010),
“Search for the Drivers of Employee En-
gagement among Executives of aManufac-
turing Organization,” Management and
Labor Studies, 35(2):189-207.

Sharma, B.R. & Raina, A. (2010), “Determinants
of Employee Engagement in aPrivate Sec-
tor Organization: An Exploratory Study,”
Advances in Management, 3(10): 52-59.

Spreitzer, GM., Kizilos, M.A. & Nason, S.\W.
(1997), “ A Dimensional Analysis of the
Relationship Between Psychological Em-
powerment and Effectiveness, Satisfaction,
and Strain,” Journal of Management, 23:
679-704.

Wellins, R.& Concelman, J. (2007). “Culture of
Engagement,” Leadership Excellence, 24(2):
19.

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E.&
Schaufeli, W.B.(2009), “Work Engagement
and Financial Returns: A Diary Study on
the Role of Job and Personal Resources,”
Journal of Occupational and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 82: 183-200.

12 The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 49, No. 1, July 2013



	July 2013 cover.pdf
	Page 1

	Contents
	1.Baldev R. Sharma
	Untitled-1
	Page 1


