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It has been observed that if a
manager totally ignored employ-
ees, 40 % of them will be actively
disengaged in their jobs. If a
manager focuses on employees’
weaknesses, 20 % will be disen-
gaged. Only 1 % of workers will
be disengaged if the boss focuses
on employees’ strengths. The In-
dian insurance industry is in a
booming phase. There is greater
exposure to employees in terms of
monetary and non-monetary ben-
efits. The results of logistic re-
gression signified that team co-
ordination, organizational sup-
port and working environment
are better in public sector insur-
ance companies, whereas the in
the private sector only procedural
justice is better.
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Introduction

According to surveys, Indian employ-
ees are found more engaged with 46 per-
cent of fully engaged to global average
of 34 percent. However 54% of Indian
employees are not satisfied with their jobs
and HR professionals are required to take
proactive steps. In the developing econo-
mies the war for talent is high and loy-
alty to stay is low. The engagement data
indicates that employees may be at-
tracted to work for a company with a
strong reputation, but high turnover risks
still apply as these same employees may
go to a competitor for more pay, better
benefits, and career advancement as
soon as the opportunity is presented. The
evidences of employee disengagement
are salaries, work ethics, manager self-
efficacy and rules and procedures fol-
lowed in organizations. If a manager to-
tally ignored employees, 40 % of them
will be actively disengaged in their jobs.
If a manager focuses on employees’
weaknesses, 20 % will be disengaged.
Only 1 % of workers will be disengaged

‘ Positive mentoring helps in in-
creasing the productivity. \
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if the boss focuses on employees’
strengths. It means positive mentoring
helps in increasing the productivity (Sange
& Srivasatava, 2012). It’s not only the
work culture that brings the engagement
but irresistible organizations are needed.
The irresistible organizations are charac-
terized by five elements i.e. meaningful
work, great management, growth op-
portunities, flexible environment, and in-
spirational leadership.

In this age of information and uncer-
tainty, more and more people have started
recognizing the importance of insurance.
The insurance industry has witnessed
many spectacular changes in terms of
advancement in technology, strengthen-
ing of the existing customer base and
acquiring new customers. The Indian in-
surance industry is in a booming phase.
In the post-liberalization phase, due to the
opening up of industry for private play-
ers, there is greater exposure to employ-
ees in terms of monetary and non-mon-
etary benefits which engage them in the
organization. The foremost challenge
before the insurance companies is the
attraction and retention of customers as
well as engaging employees to its vari-
ous policies. This has forced the compa-
nies to rethink on their customer service
strategy by adopting an employee-cen-
tric approach. From the service profit
chain perspective, employee engagement
is recognized to be an important deter-
minant of customer retention and ulti-
mately the success of service organiza-
tion. In addition, for capturing customer
feedback in the insurance industry, or-
ganizations should also be proactive in
gathering employee feedback.

By increasing employees’ engage-
ment levels, organizations can ex-
pect an increase in performance of
up to 20 percentile points and 87%
reduction in employees’ probabil-

ity of departure.

The employee engagement is impor-
tant for the performance improvement.
Gallup research shows that well-man-
aged workgroups are more profitable (44
percent higher), more productive (50 per-
cent higher) and have higher degrees of
customer loyalty (50 percent higher).
While Corporate Leadership Council
(2004) states that by increasing employ-
ees’ engagement levels, organizations
can expect an increase in performance
of up to 20 percentile points and 87%
reduction in employees’ probability of
departure. The highly engaged employ-
ees outperform the average ones by two
deciles and are dramatically less likely
to leave the organization.

Employee Engagement Predictors

Employee engagement is an emo-
tional bond between the employer and the
employee, along with the common finan-
cial incentives like increments, bonuses
and other prerequisites. A conducive at-
mosphere in the organization also raises
the employee to the level of an engaged
employee. Engaged workers are consid-
ered important as they deliver better per-
formance. The engagement is a psycho-
logical and behavioral outcome that leads
to better employee performance. The six
categories of work experience that must
be considered by the employers are work
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people do, people they work with, oppor-
tunities, total rewards, company practices
and general quality of life. These drivers
were found helpful in understanding the
needs of their employees and focus on
the specific areas of improvement to im-
prove the business results (Aon Hewitt,
2013). The engaged employees are fully
equipped with joy, enthusiasm and zeal.
Because they have quick accessibility to
resources, healthy environment and posi-
tive energies surround them.

Previous studies have proved that
engagement is directly related to the per-
formance. The individual attitude and
behavior is shaped by the policies, pro-
cedures, perception of justice and oth-
ers. The fairness and favorable elements
like polices have positive bearing on em-
ployee engagement. The procedural jus-
tice explains better organization behav-
ior because justice beliefs are better at
representing the view of the organization
values (Moorman et al., 1993). Other
drivers like working environment have a
direct effect on the employees’ wellbeing.
Physical demands and work conditions
lead workers to perform tasks and are
likely to be associated with the engage-
ment. Rewards, interpersonal relations,
security and accessibility increase the
engagement level (Kahn, 1990). Karyn
Greengrove (2008) also includes build-
ing a positive environment and trust. Trust
helps in building collaborative work en-
vironment and resonating leadership style
results in employee engagement. Re-
cruitment strategies such as flexible work
environment, career development, recog-
nition, workplace autonomy, adequate
resources, and work life balance are keys

for engagement drivers. Interpersonal
relations help the employees in develop-
ment of new skills. Supportive environ-
ment and healthy relations help in increas-
ing the learning ability of an individual.
They play a crucial role in developing a
work culture suited to meet the
individual’s objectives. While Greenberg
Margaret & Arakawa Dana (2006) re-
ported that the team influences an em-
ployee performance and interpersonal
relations indicate higher project perfor-
mance and increased engagement level.
Engagement level has been measured in
terms of job engagement and organiza-
tional engagement. Job engagement and
organizational engagement increase due
to support from the organization. Job
characteristics like challenging work,
variety in job and autonomy build job en-
gagement. And organizational engage-
ment increases due to the higher proce-
dural justice i.e. perception of fairness
at work (Saks, 2006). Shuck et al. (2011)
suggested that when employees per-
ceived their managers as supportive, they
felt as if they contributed to their place
of work, and experienced an appropriate
level of challenge in their work; they were
more likely to engage.

‘ Job characteristics like challeng-
ing work, variety in job and au-
tonomy build job engagement.

Brunetto Yvonne et al. (2011) com-
pared the relationship among private and
public sector nurses using a survey in
2008. The supervisor-subordinate rela-
tions accounted for a high degree of vari-
ance in relation to satisfaction with the
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teamwork. The other factors that could
explain the differences between public
and private sector nurses’ behavior were
the individual nurse” workload, the par-
ticular management structure, the com-
position and size of teams, and even per-
ceptions of job autonomy. Innovation and
creativity breeds in a supportive and
healthy environment. Recognition, moti-
vation and encouragement received from
the managers influence the performance
in right direction. Ologbo C. Andrew &
Saudah Sofian (2012) revealed that em-
ployees who have perceived support
from the co employees are more likely
to reciprocate with greater level job en-
gagement and organization engagement.
Employees who are provided with ad-
equate development (training, skills and
learning) are more likely to be more en-
gaged in their job role and organization
roles; and would repay with greater or-
ganization engagement. The employees
who perceived higher value congruence,
organizational support, and core self-
evaluations reported an increased level
of engagement (Rich et al., 2010).

Cho Julia et al. (2006) found that sup-
port, availability of resources and power
in organizations were the most significant
to increase the engagement level. How-
ever, other predictors of empowerment
like the opportunity and information avail-
ability were also significant. Working
conditions like safety, noise and lightning
have important roles in building an en-
gagement level. An engaged employee
is highly satisfied with one’s job and free
from strains and burnout. Xanthopoulou
et al. (2007) indicated that self-efficacy,
organization-based self-esteem, and op-

timism make a unique contribution to ex-
plain variance in work engagement over
time, over and above the impact of job
resources and previous levels of engage-
ment. Bakker (2009) considered job re-
sources and personal characteristics as
antecedents for work engagement in his
study. The findings state that job re-
sources such as social support from col-
leagues and supervisors, performance
feedback, skill variety, autonomy, and
learning opportunities are positively as-
sociated with work engagement.

Joshi & Sodhi (2011) emphasized on
work life balance, job content, monetary
benefits and team orientation for both
executives and non-executives (supervi-
sor and workers). While *scope for ad-
vancement’ and ‘top-management em-
ployee relations’ were the additional key
drivers of engagement for executives,
three other key drivers of engagement
for non-executives were ‘union/associa-
tion management relations’, ‘recognition
& rewards’ and ‘welfare facilities’.
Psilou (2011) proposed the incentives as
a tool for involvement and achievement
of employees. Companies need to link
performance evaluation criteria to
sustainability targets, so that the em-
ployee reward system can be aligned to
the sustainability strategy. Sarkar (2011)
identified the intrinsic motivation and
training & development as important
factors that are affecting the employee
engagement in manufacturing industries
to a higher degree. The factors that
were having a significant impact apart
from the above factors were top man-
agement, manager/supervisor, cowork-
ers, pay, benefits, HR policies, re-
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sources, career opportunities, recogni-
tion and physical work environment. The
main reasons for companies in Finland
to use profit-sharing/personnel funds
are that the companies want to enhance
commitment, knowledge about company
activities and employee motivation
(Vartiainen & Sweins, 2002).

‘ The learning opportunity with
higher compensation increases

leadership capacity and widens the
scope for career development. \

Maslach  (2011) considered
workload, control, rewards, community,
fairness and value as predictors of burn-
out and engagement. Albrecht Simon &
Andreetta Manuela (2011) feelings of
empowerment will lead employees to be
motivated and engaged and also to feel-
ings of connection and belongingness to
their organization. Sange & Srivasatava
(2012) proposed challenging learning as-
signments that broaden knowledge and
develop skills that contribute to an up-
turn in the business. It can be ensured
through presence of mentoring relation-
ship within an organization. The learn-
ing opportunity with higher compensa-
tion increases leadership capacity and
widens the scope for career develop-
ment. The varying organizations in terms
of culture and policies have differenti-
ated the employee’s perception to be
engaged and committed to one’s orga-
nization. The lucrative compensation
benefits and facilities attract them most.
There is a need to study all those fac-
tors that affect employee engagement
in public and private sector companies.

Sample

This study was carried out in the in-
surance industry considering public and
private sector companies in Delhi-NCR
region, (especially Delhi, Gurgaon and
Faridabad) three each of the respective
sector. The purposive sampling technique
was used to select the respondents and
employees on companies’ payroll were
taken as a criterion for selection. The
employees on payroll as the subject is
case sensitive and deals with engagement
which could be better studied with per-
manent employees. A total of 400 respon-
dents were studied 200 each of public
and private sector companies after dis-
carding the questionnaire unfit for analy-
sis.

Questionnaire

The reliability of the questionnaire on
predictors of employee engagement scale
was o= 0.938. The concerned literature
was studied and different employee en-
gagement practices were extracted. A total
of 40 practices affecting employee en-
gagement in the form of statements was
designed under 9 heads (fig 1).The re-
spondents were asked to choose the ap-
propriate category in the five point Likert
scale from “strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly
agree’. The responses were then clubbed
through mean score and analyzed.

Analysis

The predictors of employee engage-
ment in public and private sector compa-
nies were extracted using logistic regres-
sion analysis in SPSS version 16.0. The
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Fig. 1 Predictors of Employee Engagement

Authority in decision making
Freedom in job

Availability of resources

No interference

Opportunity to present views

Working Environment

Friendly environment
Innovative ideas
Mutual trust
Enjoyment within team

Team Coordination

Simple and easy

Fair and transparent

Moral and ethical procedures
Performance noticeably

Procedural Justice

Challenges in job
Ability to perform
Scheduled job

New learnings in job
Means a lot

Job Characteristics

Queries effectively answered
Support for healthy discussion
Addressing issues of performance
Healthy relations

Suggestions equally acceptable

Supervisor Support

Support to acquire higher qualification
Cares for individual needs

Encouraged to express feelings

Overall growth.

Organizational support

Private health care benefits

Pension and similar benefits Incentives
Recreational facilities

Cash bonus/stock rewards

Lifetime job security

Equal consideration Motivation

Benefits according to rewards
Benefits according to performance

Opportunity for business tours
Learning from business tours
Training opportunities

Enhancement and
Learning

40 statements were clubbed on the basis
of mean value. The clubbed predictors
shown in Table | were entered in the lo-
gistic regression model to predict the

group membership.

This study uses the dichotomous
(categorical) variable as public sector
and private sector insurance companies.
The public sector and private sector in-
surance companies have been taken as
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Table | Predictors of Employee Engagement

Measures Insurance Companies Mean Std. Deviation
Authority in decision making Public sector 4.175 0.86
Private sector 4.22 0.95
Availability of resources Public sector 4.095 0.92
Private sector 4.3 0.86
Freedom in job Public sector 4.065 1.07
Private sector 4.02 0.58
No interference Public sector 4.13 0.90
Private sector 4.12 0.89
Opportunity to present views Public sector 4.18 0.74
Private sector 4.24 0.89
Working environment Public sector 4.129 0.66
Private sector 4.18 0.57
Friendly environment Public sector 4.3 0.66
Private sector 4.08 1.00
Innovative ideas Public sector 4.305 0.67
Private sector 4.16 0.97
Mutual trust Public sector 4.295 0.78
Private sector 4.96 5.81
Enjoyment within team Public sector 4.37 0.54
Private sector 4.2 0.78
Timely information Public sector 4.27 0.56
Private sector 4.22 0.58
Team coordination Public sector 4.308 0.43
Private sector 4.324 1.39
Simple & easy Public sector 4.095 0.94
Private sector 4.2 0.8
Fair & transparent Public sector 4.09 0.84
Private sector 4 0.75
Moral & ethical procedures Public sector 4.205 0.83
Private sector 4.1 0.7
Performance noticeably Public sector 4.195 0.65
Private sector 4.04 0.75
Procedural justice Public sector 4.14625 0.63
Private sector 4.085 0.55
Challenges in job Public sector 4.3 0.74
Private sector 4.34 0.84
Ability to perform Public sector 4.305 0.82
Private sector 4.04 0.98
Scheduled jobs Public sector 4.17 0.64
Private sector 4.16 0.68
New learning in job Public sector 4.4 0.65
Private sector 4.2 0.75
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Means a lot

Job characteristics

Effectively answered

Support for healthy discussion
Addressing issues of performance
Healthy relations

Suggestions equally acceptable
Supervisor support

To acquire higher qualification
Cares for individual needs
Encouraged to express feelings
Overall growth

Organizational support

Private health care benefits
Pension and similar benefits
Recreational facilities

Cash bonus/ stock option rewards
Incentives

Lifetime job security

Equal consideration

Enough motivation to develop

Rewards according to performance

Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector
Public sector
Private sector

4.26
4.1
4.287
4.168
4.115
4.3
4.24
412
3.835
3.64
4.33
3.84
4.105
4
4.125
3.98
3.985
4.9
3.925
3.66
4.18
4
4.215
4.14
4.07625
4.175
4.045
3.92
4.325
3.7
3.795
4.08
3.945
4.18
4.0275
3.97
3.995
3.64
4.01
3.96
4.34
3.96
3.98
4.18

0.80
0.50
0.50
0.53
0.94
0.81
0.86
0.68
1.03
1.18
0.74
0.61
0.80
0.69
0.58
0.47
0.85
7.08
1.04
0.79
0.79
0.87
0.74
0.72
0.63
1.83
0.94
0.72
0.72
0.83
0.96
0.82
1.12
0.77
0.61
0.51
0.84
0.94
0.95
0.72
0.59
0.66
0.98
0.79
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Rewards according to seniority
Motivation

Opportunity for business tours
Learning from tours

Training opportunity

Enhancement & learning

Public sector 4 0.83
Private sector 4.24 0.62
Public sector 4.065 0.52
Private sector 3.996 0.45
Public sector 3.825 1.12
Private sector 3.52 0.95
Public sector 3.82 1.06
Private sector 3.68 0.93
Public sector 4.26 0.72
Private sector 4.3 0.67
Public sector 3.96833 0.77
Private sector 3.83333 0.59

the dependent variable. All the nine pre-
dictors such as working environment,
team coordination, procedural justice, job
characteristics, supervisor support, orga-
nizational supports, incentives, motiva-
tion; enhancement & learning have been
entered as independent variables.

Results

Accuracy rate of the model is
checked to apply the logistic regression.
Then the contribution of each predictor
in the logistic regression has been
checked. An improvement of accuracy
rate from 50% to 98.2% (null model with-
out predictors to model with predictors)
is a good signal to continue the logistic
regression. It signifies the highest degree
of reliable and accurate results. Each
predictor has been checked for its sig-
nificant contribution and all predictors
have been found significant at 1% level
in predicting the group membership be-
tween public and private sectors.

Different measures of model fitness
in logistic regression have been shown
in Table 2. First is Omnibus test which
uses chi square value to tell the fitness

of the model. It is based on the assump-
tion that the model that has been fitted
is accurate. The omnibus test model co-
efficient gives a chi square value of
484.479, df=9, p< 0.05. It means the
model is a poor fit and includes only con-
stant, hence predictors are significantly
different in public and private sector
companies. The -2 log likelihood statis-
tics is 70.038 which measures how
poorly model predict the predictors, here
it is small, smaller it is, better it is. The
addition of category of insurance com-
pany reduced -2 log likelihood by chi
square value of 484.479 (554.517-
70.038) and again proves to be better as
itis falling.

The other measure Cox & Snell
R Square needs to be below 1, it is
0.702 which is a good indicator.
Nagelkerke R Square measures the
variance anticipated by the predictors
in determining the dependent variable.
It is 0.936 means 93.6% of variance
in the dependent variable is predicted
by the independent variable. The as-
sociation of predictors of employee
engagement explained for the two
categories, i.e. public and private in-
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surance companies is 93.6%. Indeed
a good signal to the researcher that a
good number of predictors of em-
ployee engagement have been taken

Table 2 Logistic Model Fitness Test

for the analysis and can be used to
find the association. All the model fit-
ness tests favor the researcher to use
the logistic regression.

Model Fitness Tests Value df Sig.
Omnibus Tests 484.479 9 .000*
-2 Log likelihood (step 0) 70.038

(step 1) 29.671
Cox & Snell R Square 0.702
Nagelkerke R Square 0.936

H,: The model is a good fitting model.

H,: The model is not a good fitting model means predictors have some significant effect.

*p< 0.05

StepO0 = null model without predictors affecting employee engagement
Step 1= model with predictors affecting employee engagement

Table 3 Predictors Affecting Employee Engagement in the Public & Private Sector Insurance

Companies
Predictors Affecting B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Employee Engagement
Working 1.778 0.795 4.997 1 0.025* 5.915
Environment
Team coor 3.329 1.128 8.704 1 0.003* 27.911
dination
Procedural -2.855 1.033 7.631 1 0.006* 0.058
justice
Job charact 0.503 0.973 0.267 1 0.606 1.653
eristics
Supervisor 1.173 1.055 1.235 1 0.267 3.231
support
Organizational 3.489 1.292 7.287 1 0.007* 32.744
support
Incentives -0.13 0.942 0.019 1 0.89 0.878
Motivation 1.552 1.191 1.698 1 0.193 4.721
Enhancement 0.957 0.694 1.897 1 0.168 2.603
& learning
Constant -36.402 5.86 38.586 1 0 0

B= coefficient

S.E= Standard error

Exp (B) = exponent of coefficient
*p<0.05
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The predictors of engagement have
been shown in Table 3. The coefficients
have been defined from the public sec-
tor point of view. The important predic-
tors have been drawn out using Wald sta-
tistics and Exp (B).

The most important predictor is or-
ganizational support with a coefficient of
(B=3.489) and Wald Statistics of 7.287
at p= 0.007.The public sector has been
favored for organizational support with
respect to the private sector, which is
approximately 32.744 times better. The
employees are supported to acquire
higher qualifications for their develop-
ment. In short the employee’s needs are
taken care of with the organizational ob-
jectives in public sector companies.

‘ Employee’s needs are taken care
of with the organizational objec- \

tives in public sector companies.

The second predictor is team coor-
dination with Wald Statistics 8.704, fa-
voring the public sector with Exp (B) =
27.911. It means that public sector re-
spondents enjoy in their team, which is
approximately 27 times more as com-
pared to private sector respondents. The
public sector scored high on account of
mean value for the mutual trust, sharing
of innovative ideas, and exchange of in-
formation within the team.

The third most important and signifi-
cant predictor is working environment.
The Exp (B) signify that public sector
companies have 5.915 times better envi-
ronment as compared to private sector

companies. It signifies the availability of
resources, high level of freedom to work
in the public sector insurance companies.
It can be inferred that the availability of
resources, freedom to express views and
no interference in the work increases the
employee engagement level of public
sector employees.

The important and significant predic-
tor favors private sector companies for
procedural justice. The Wald Statistics of
procedural justice is 7.631 with Exp (B)
= 0.058. It signifies that the private sec-
tor employees are engaged due to ‘trans-
parent and ethical’ procedures followed
in the workplace. Also, it is only 0.058
times better in private sector companies
as compared to public sector companies.

The remaining five predictors show
insignificant differences in public and
private sector insurance companies. Ir-
respective of the insignificant result, the
motivation is 4.721 times better in the
public sector and supervisor support is
3.231 times better in the public sector.

Another important predictor is en-
hancement & learning which is 2.603
times better in the public sector. The pub-
lic and private sectors do not significantly
differ in terms of enhancement & learn-
ing as per this study. It means the oppor-
tunity to learn from the tours and train-
ing practices prevail in both the sector in
the same extent.

The job characteristics which is only
1.653 times better in the public sector.
The better ‘learning and development
opportunities’, “healthy environment’ in
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the public sector induced the employees
to work with more zeal and enthusiasm.
The ‘new learning’ and ‘scheduled job’
prosper better in the public sector. Like-
wise, the degree to which employees
perceive their work as meaningful also
persuades them to be more engaged and
committed.

The last important predictor, incen-
tives, favors the private sector, which is
only 0.878 times better. The non-finan-
cial incentives like social security ben-
efits, recreational facilities, and rewards
are always found high in private sector
companies. Because of intense competi-
tion, high sales targets persuade the em-
ployers to satisfy their employees with
some incentives.

The coefficients have been used to
present logistic regression equation
which is as follows:

Public sector = 1.778 (working envi-
ronment) + 3.329 (team coordination) -
2.855 (procedural justice) + 0.503 (job
characteristics) + 1.173 (supervisor sup-
port) + 3.489 (organizational support) -
0.130 (incentives) +1.552 (motivation) +
0.957 (enhancement &learning)-36.402

Private sector = - 1.778 (working
environment) - 3.329 (team coordination)
+ 2.855 (procedural justice) - 0.503 (job
characteristics) - 1.173 (supervisor sup-
port) - 3.489 (organizational support) +
0.130 (incentives) -1.552 (motivation) -
0.957 (enhancement &learning) + 36.402

The positive sign of coefficient in the
above equation shows the association to

the same sector, while the negative sign
shows the association to the other sec-
tor.

Predictors of employee engage-

ment are more supportive in the

public sector as compared to pri-
vate sector.

In short, three predictors mentioning
team coordination, organizational support
and working environment have been found
better in public sector insurance compa-
nies, whereas the in the private sector
insurance companies only procedural jus-
tice has been found better. The remain-
ing five predictors specifying job char-
acteristics, supervisor support, incentives,
motivation and enhancement & learning
are insignificant in the public and private
sector companies. The smallest value of
Wald statistics is responsible for the in-
significant difference in the public and
private sector insurance companies. It
may be concluded that predictors of em-
ployee engagement are more supportive
in the public sector as compared to pri-
vate sector in this study.

Discussion

The engagement leads to less absen-
teeism, higher intention to stay, more will-
ingness to work, extra effort to put on
and more productive and healthier staff.
Itis directly linked to the profitability of
an organization in terms of increased
customer retention and higher sales vol-
ume, low cost on the absenteeism and
high productivity. Engaged employees
have positive behaviors, attitudes and in-
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tentions derived from a high level of mu-
tual relationship with their co employees
and employer. There are set of workplace
features that in combination are crucial
to fostering high engagement. The com-
bination of various predictors is helpful
in enhancing the engagement level. The
managers should consider some of the
issues like feeling of being valued (con-
nect), challenging task, clear, vision, giv-
ing feedback, recognition, considering
their needs, creating the confidence
(Sejits & Crim, 2006). The leader’s be-
havior has been found the most influenc-
ing determinant of employee outcomes.
The empowering leadership is likely to
have a stronger impact on psychological
empowerment which is connected to in-
trinsic motivation and creative process
engagement (Zhang & Bartol, 2010).
Being respected is considered beyond re-
wards and recognition at some point of
time in professional life.

The predictors of employee engage-
ment have been found better in the public
sector in this study. The predictors such
as working environment, team coordina-
tion and support from organization favored
the public sector companies. The private
sector companies are suggested to have
more attention on these three predictors.
The healthy relations within the organiza-
tion and accessibility to resources would
certainly add to employee engagement and
organizational commitment level. The pri-
vate sector companies are also required
to think over the job characteristics, su-
pervisor support, motivation and enhance-
ment & learning opportunities. It has been
observed that the healthy relations, equal-
ity, better promotional opportunities, rec-

reation facilities would certainly help in
involving the employee in his work. Re-
sults from this study are consistent with
research by Kahn (1990) who suggested
that when employees perceived their work
as meaningful, they were more likely to
be engaged and less likely to leave their
place of employment.

‘ When employees perceived their
work as meaningful, they were

more likely to be engaged and less

likely to leave their place of em-
ployment.

The transparency in the procedures
and better rewards and incentives in the
private sector have increased the em-
ployee engagement level and hence can
be used as a better management tool in
the public sector companies. The re-
wards and incentives have also been im-
portant in the study of Joshi & Sodhi
(2011).

Scope for Further Research

The study has considered the lim-
ited variables, other unobserved exog-
enous variables can be considered. Oth-
ers like socio cultural predictors, bio-
graphic predictors etc can also be stud-
ied. The insurance companies are very
large in number, a comparison of life and
general insurance companies can be
considered for further study. Also single
sector could have been considered to
extract the drivers of engagement.
Some measures of engagement must be
designed and extent of relationship be-
tween predictors and engagement must
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be checked for reliable and appropriate
suggestions.
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