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Abstract
Employee participation is an emerging concept in the organisation. Recently the employee participation concept has been considerably established since many elements have been recognised which influence staffs and organisational performance. Recent research and studies have shown there are many issues have been identified regarding the employee disengagement and how this has an impact on organisation. Consequently, one of the crucial strategy of Human Resource management of today is employee engagement to retain the employees and get them involved for better performance. In the first part of the study explores research carried out by different authors to demonstrate the connection between key factors of employee engagement and how these drivers are correlated with work outcomes. In second part of this paper, the researcher has selected one already published article and extensive discussion and critical review is made for that article mainly focusing upon research approach which has been followed after considering philosophy of the research. On the other hand, it also focuses on ethical issues, validity and reliability of the research. The main purpose of this section is to throw light on the understanding of the concept of different branches of philosophies and application for forthcoming research.
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[bookmark: _Toc8155953]Part A
[bookmark: _Toc8155954]Introduction:
Over the period, businesses and organisation have realised that the human capital and their engagement is important to accomplishment of the organisation and it has become crucial strategic resources because of globalization. In a same way, the Human Resources (HR) understands the significance of employee involvement and encouraging its employees in order to accomplish organisational goal this has increased further eminence with time. Similarly, there are increasing statements that for high-level organisational performance and productivity employee engagement is highly essential. Kaliannan and Adjovu (2015) stated that over the period the concept of satisfied employees has shifted towards committed employees. The attributes of business success are a fraction of market share, brand equity, and revenue; however, all these traits of success are achieved only when workers are committed to organisation to achieve these. As a result, it’s been proved that human resources of any organisation and their engagement gives completive advantage and servers as success facilitator.
[bookmark: _GoBack]One of the strong determinants for organisational performance and accomplishment is employee engagement. In addition, it appears that the engagement of employees has a noteworthy effect on employee’s efficiency, their loyalty, their desire to stay in organisation, also to improve customer gratification, organisational status, and contribute to achieving overall value of the stakeholders. With the increasing awareness that organisation success entirely depends on its people, organisation is now advising their Human Resource to design or formulate a strategy to improve commitment of employee engagement. Furthermore, there is a growing requirement for changing relationship between employees and employers and work-life balance, these reinforce behind the development of employee engagement. For example, Tower Watson studied fifty companies over the phase of one year and found out, firms’ operating income had increased by 19 % with extra input in employee engagement and approximately 28% increased earnings per share. In contrast, those firm’s experienced approximately 32% reduction in operating revenue and 11% decline in earnings per share, as a result, of low employee engagement level (McConnell, 2011).    
Furthermore, through continuous improvement on advanced technology and in the complex world of technology and advanced information system, perusing different strategies is not a big challenge but retaining and attracting new talent is becoming a bigger challenge (Bhuvanaiah and Raya, 2015). Therefore, it is definitely not an easy task to manage such potential employees, true effort to retain them and keep encouraging and motivating them in order to get them to deliver their best performance is more challenging. Therefore, this report will demonstrate the concept of employee involvement and relation between the elements or drivers of worker involvement and how these drivers influences the overall performance of organisation.

[bookmark: _Toc8155955]Literature Review:
[bookmark: _Toc8155956]Employee Engagement:
Kahn (1990) had stated employee engagement as “The harnessing of organisation members selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (Kahn 1990, cited in Bridger, 2015). In board sense employee engagement refers to work efforts, job satisfaction, motivation, commitment to the establishment and optimal functioning (Bridger, 2015). Employee engagement view as an internal statement of being. Moreover, this is a workplace method, to make sure that employees are dedicated to their company's values and objectives, motivated to a willingness to contribute in order to get organisation success. Furthermore, during the work employee engagement is being presented positively to contribute intellectual effort, encouraging emotion, connect the attachment to others at the workplace.
Employee involvement has three dimensions:
1. Intellectual involvement: it refers to think about the roles or responsibilities and how they can perform in a better way.
2. Affective involvement: it refers to feel strongly positive whilst doing a good job.
3. Social involvement: It refers energetically participating to discuss work related opportunities and improvements with colleagues at the workplace.  

[image: ]
Figure 1.1 Employee engagement (Bridger, 2015)




[bookmark: _Toc8155957]Drivers/ Factors of Employee Engagement:
Numerous scholars have attempted to recongine the fundamentals or determinants which primes to employee involvement and models have been implemented for employees and supervisors (Markos and Sridevi, 2010) to demonstrate a association between the employee and supervisor. In addition, researchers have also arisen a different model which is known as “Hierarchy of engagement” which tentatively to Maslow’s hierarchy model, basically, pay and benefits are basic needs. Once basic needs of employee satisfied, then they look for the opportunities of self-reorganisation and fulfil the objectives which they have been assigned to get the basic needs.
In addition, research has shown that there are number of factors or drivers of employee engagement which are career opportunities, organisation reputation, recognition and practices of Human Resource (Bedarkar and Pandita, 2014). However different researcher has shown different factor/ determinants of employee engagement and how these drives motivating the employee to achieve the organisation’s objectives. Moreover, the researcher has determined that employee engagement is considerably associated to organisational success and employee engagement is a significant predictor for the organisational performance (Popli and Rizvi 2016). 
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Therefore, all these drivers are entirely depending on internal structure or strategies of the HR, in order to enhance the employee engagement in the organisation. However, a different organisation may have different factors of employee engagement, the main motive behind to identify is to get better performance from the employees for long term success.

[bookmark: _Toc8155958]Employee Engagement and Organisational Performance:
Chartered Management Institute, in contemporary years, the notion of employee engagement is growing specially strengthened by the forces of economic recession 2008 (Mullins, 2013). Employee involvement can be perceived as a competitive plus point to improve organisational performance. It improves employee commitment which ultimately enhances business success. Mullins (2013) has also mentioned that organisation performs best when employees are more committed and engaged.
Bhuvanaiah and Raya (2014) employees are not always focused, enthusiastic and energetic. Various authors (Robinson, 2004; Macey et al. 2009 cited in Bhuvanaiah and Raya,2014) categorises employee engagement level in five concepts in reference to their contribution towards the firm’s goal and satisfaction from their job role. These five concepts are the “engaged, approximately engaged, honeymooners and hamsters, crash burners and detached (Bhuvanaiah and Raya, 2014).” Thus, Individuals with different behaviours, preference, interest, and abilities has to be managed by organisation for success (Robinson, 2004). 
Employee Performance is associated with the elements like organisational superior customer service, increasing productivity, profits and achieving organisational goals however the effectiveness can be affected by many variables (Mullins, 2013). These variables can be leadership, ability, motivation to work, working environment, system and structure, group relations, job roles. Managing employee engagement is significantly worthwhile to enhance employee’s involvement level and which can be achieved implementing various strategies such as: through promoting employee welfare, managing stress (Bhuvanaiah and Raya 2014). These strategies result in high performing workforce. Macey et al. 2009; Gallup, 2012: BlessingWhile, 2013 cited in (Bhuvanaiah and Raya, 2014) reported that worker engagement enhances engagement level through two main outcomes which are individual outcomes and Business outcomes listed in the table:
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Gruman and Saks (2011) recommended that when performance management utilise effectively, it will assist to achieve a higher level of performance by achieving high level of employee engagement.

Continue with Literature Review:
Robinson et al. (2004), defined that earlier notion of employee engagement was limited to job commitment, organisational citizenship behaviour (OBC) however none of the aspects of commitment or OBC exposed adequately, it is reciprocal relation concerning employer and employee. Similarly, Rafferty et al (2005) also supports that argument made by Robinson et al. (2004) and made strong differentiation among employee involvement and those two previous concepts i.e. Commitment and Organisational citizenship behaviour, that it is more reciprocal process.

Another research conducted by institutes of employment identified that main driving factor of employee engagement is consciousness of being valued by organisation along with being involved. This result was generated by surveying NHS employees in United Kingdom among 10,000 employees (Robinson et al.,2004). Involvement refers to include the employees in decision formulating process and being proficient to express their opinions or views in that decision. Blessing White (2006) research has discovered that approximately 60% of the employees want to develop further to remain satisfied. In addition, resilient bond between employee and employer relationship is critical component of employee engagement and also serves as crucial element for staff retention.

According to survey report CIPD (2006), 2000 employees from across UK specifies that communication should be given top priority which leads employees to engagement at workplace. Report shows, being valued their ideas and views is the most imperative factor of employee engagement. Additionally, article has identified the significance of acknowledged employees what is happening in the enterprise and how this helps to enhance employee participation. Markos and Sridevi (2010) states that employee engagement will make the bond or relationship of employee and employees stronger, which will benefit both, and sense of attachment will make employee loyal toward the company. Research has established that there is an affirmative relation between organisational performance and employee engagement and outcomes are; productivity, employee preservation, fruitfulness, productivity, effectiveness and customer allegiance (Markos and Sridevi, 2010). Additionally, Study also reveals highly engaged worker can outperform and have potential to exceed income progress and industry average. In contrast, establishment with disengaged staffs experienced from less commitment from the employees, have less focus on work performance, face increased absenteeism, declined operating profit margin and profit margin and less productivity. Furthermore, 25 years of investigation on the concept of employee engagement, it indicates, correlation between higher the number of employee engaged more likely to attract intelligent employee, by contrast, disengaged employee’s organisation will suffer from lower productivity, higher cost of enrolment and coaching cost, and higher absenteeism (Gallup, 2005, as cited in Andrew and Sofian,2012).

Andrew and Sofian (2012) piloted the analysis in Malaysia on 104 HR majors working at Inland Revenue Board with the determination of determining the influence of factor or drivers of employee engagement and it influences on performance by using the channels of worker engagement i.e. job engagement and organisational engagement as the facilitating variables and societal exchange concept as a theoretical framework. 

Two types of engagement have been illustrated in fig 1.3 below which are job engagement and organisational engagement, and how listed separate factors (communication, workers improvement, and co-workers support) influences employee engagement and most likely work outcomes (Job satisfaction, commitment towards job, desire to stay or quit and Organisational citizenship behaviour). The study has examined the different hypothesis test based on the individual factors, how these factors influence the employee engagement and likely work outcomes based on mean, standard deviation, t-test, and multiple regression were used for interpreting the collected numbers. Therefore, research has concluded that the connection between factors variable of employee engagement and work outcomes variables is intensely influenced by employee engagement i.e. both job engagement and organisation (Appendix 1).


[image: ]Figure 1.3 Individual factors of employee engagement and work outcomes Andrew and Sofian (2012)



The research conducted by Kataria, et al. (2013) on 304 midd-level managers from IT organisation, tested hypothesis between engagement and the elements of organisational effectiveness which stated that employee engagement is considerably related to perceived organisational effectiveness (Appendix 2). Three elements of employee engagement consist of vigour, enthusiasm, and preoccupation whereas variables for perceived organisation effectiveness of consists efficiency, adaptableness, and elasticity (Kataria, et al.,2013). Obtained statistics were analysed using the Analysis of Moments Structure (Amos 18.0) as suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). The result demonstrated a correlation between the variables as r = 0.44 which outlined that greater engagement level of workers in the establishment is correlated with higher organisational effectiveness. Similarly, the result also shows a correlation between the remaining variables. This result was also supported by conceptual evidence in previous studies conducted by (Babcock-Roberson and Strickland ,2010; Sundaray, 2011; Welch, 2011). However, this result cannot be generalised as the cross-sectional nature of the obtained figures limits the dependability or reliability of findings over the period.  

Another article by Bedarkar and Pandita (2014) has researched in the similar issue of workers engagement and their performance by emphasising three main drivers of workers engagement for instance communication, work-life balance and leadership.     

[image: ]
(Figure 1.4 Bedarkar and Pandita ,2014)


Studies have provided evidence for the relationship between engagement and leadership (Xu and Thomas Cooper, 2010 cited in Bedarkar and Pandita 2014). Bakker et al (2007) also supported this relation by showing an advanced level of employee engagement with supervisor demonstrating positive performance and proactive behaviours toward the organisation. 
Likewise, work-life equilibrium appeared to be crucial driver of employee engagement, however, a research conducted by Hallberg et al., (2007) cited in (Bedarkar and Pandita, 2014) discovered two findings. Firstly, they acknowledged a relation between extreme work pressure and emotional enervation. In contrast, a higher level of engagement has been related to increase workload. In addition, Welch (2011) has stated poor communication barricades to engagement therefore effective communication is essential to supports in attainment of organisational goals, hence, it is crucial for staff engagement (Bindle and Parker, 2010 cited in Welch, 2011). Furthermore, meta-analysis study carried out by Harter et Al (2002) cited in (Bedarkar and Pandita, 2014) within 7393 business units, among 3 companies discovered a significantly strong association between staff engagement and organisational performance (client satisfaction, organisational efficiency, return).
Another research had been carried out by Kaliannan and Adjovu (2015) in telecommunication business in Ghana. Research instrument contains 35 items precisely designed to demonstrate a level of employee engagement and it influenced and how it impacts on organisation’s success. 5-Point Likert scale was applied while developing the study and also to analyse obtained data version 20 of IBM’s SPSS along with Excel. In addition, their case study explored the strength and weakness of employee Involvement strategies (work environment, HRM practices, manager and employee relationship, satisfaction, organisational culture) adopted by telecommunication industry in Ghana. In order to authenticate their result interviews and survey were conducted. The finding of the research discovered that the implemented engagement tactics have achieved a level of satisfactory along with supporting most of the existing literatures which were discussed above. However, this research revealed that work environment strategy was the least effective engagement strategy as mean of mean equivalent of work environment strategy was 1.590 (Appendix 3).

Employee engagement has been a concept of contemporary importance and it is no one-time achievement, but it is a continuum. Various literature has focused on different variables to explore the relation amongst worker engagement and worker performance as it cannot be determined by a single factor. Employees have always been the key assets to any establishment and their engagement level can depend on factors like intrinsic motivation, communications, working environment, leadership, and many others. It is crucial to adopt different strategies for different personalities to add competitive advantage to achieve high performance.

 










[bookmark: _Toc8155959]Research Gap:
The implication of this study could stipulate the interest to experts and researchers. The relationship between factors of employee engagement influence the organisational effectiveness which is not crystal clear, neither level of employees’ engagement impact on organisational functioning and efficiency and do not essentially suggest that involved workforces will consistently complete or achieve predetermine the objectives, the circumstantial factors are likely to influences engagement and impact the level to which they enhance organisational performance. Most of the current research have proven affirmative association between the employee engagement however further research need to focus the what if, the level of employee engagement is elevated, but firm cannot perform up to mark.
In addition, further studies need to focus on the elements or the dynamics that are integrated organisation, for instance, Human Resource Management practices instead of concentrating on individual satisfaction. Since personal needs might change with each other and such practices might not increase the engagement level of the entire workforce. Furthermore, research or studies till date were concentrating to examine the extent of influence on engagement level of employee, future studies should be stressed on subsidiary influencers like organisation culture even though it might not influence work engagement directly. 















[bookmark: _Toc8155960]Part B
This section will be discussing in detail the article “Individual Factors and Work Outcomes of Employee Engagement” written by Andrew and Sofian (2012).
This article aims to assess how individual elements (worker communication, employee improvement, and co-workers support) stimulates work outcomes where employee engagement is considered as independent variables and work outcomes as dependent variables (Figure 1.3). Individual factors are the same as drivers of employee engagement and it is fundamental to identify the specific factor which motivates employees to achieve effective and efficient outcomes. Six hypotheses have been developed for the research by researchers which are listed below to demonstrate the affiliation amongst variables (dependent and independent).

[image: ](Figure 1.5 Andrew and Sofian,2012)



[bookmark: _Toc8155961]Research Philosophy:
Sunder et al, (2012) have defined the research philosophy as the source, developing knowledge, formulating beliefs and assumptions while conducting research. This assumption underpins research strategies and methods chosen for these strategies. Distinguishing between research philosophies is essential and this is basically done by considering the difference in assumptions that each researcher establishes (Sunder et al, 2012). 
[image: ]Philosophy helps research to develop knowledge in a particular field. So, philosophy in this research is how individual elements of employee engagement have an impact on work results or performance outcomes. To discuss further there are three branches of philosophies Figure 1.6 Developing your research philosophy
(Sunder et al, 2012)



which are ontology, epistemology and axiology will be reviewed from the research carried out.

[bookmark: _Toc8155962]Ontology:
Ontology is an assumption based on reality and this shapes the way researcher study and develops the research objects (Sunder et al., 2012). In other words, it is the study of reality existence. The researcher has briefly outlined their research philosophy in this article. They have defined their ontological position based on reality as subjectivism. This is because of the nature of the reality of the research question and the answers are mainly decided by convention along with multiple realities. Another reason was that employee engagement positively correlated with organisation performance. 
The ontological assumption made by the researcher in this study is the best approach for workforces to recompense their organisation is a thorough level of engagement. Which highlighted that if the level of employee engagement is declined the performance of the employee will be low which is also support the concept of positivism ontology. Where assumption illustrations a two-way relationship between supports organisation provide to their employee and employee’s readiness to make them perform their best performance. So, more than one factor may influence the level of engagement of employees or it is subjective as a result can have an impact on their performance called interpretivism.

[bookmark: _Toc8155963]Epistemology:
Epistemology is an assumption based on legitimate and valid knowledge and how a researcher will be able to interpret knowledge to others (Sunder et al., 2012). Epistemology is a relationship between reality and research, or argument made by researchers and evidences supplied to support that argument. The central agenda of this research is how individual factors affect both measures of employee engagement and the performance. Therefore, in this research researcher has developed six hypotheses (Figure 1.5) to justify their argument. The study was carried out 104 HR officers at the Inland Revenue Board of Malaysia and to conduct the research different methodologies have been adopted to provide the evidence and to support the argument that individual factors influence employee engagement does have an impact in outcomes. 
Firstly, researchers have adopted simple random sampling to select the participants, secondly, two parts of the questionnaire survey were employed to obtain data on variables. In part, A consisted of descriptive statistics were used to demonstrate the demographic (age gender, work understanding, and position) profile of respondents. Similarly, in part B consists of 5 questions for each independent element (individual factors) and dependent variables (work outcomes) and each variable measured using 5 points Likert scales extending from highly agreed to highly disagree. Furthermore, t-test was employed to determine two variances of employee engagement (Figure 1.3) and multiple regression exploration was used to test the study hypotheses to demonstrate which driver has a substantial effect on performance.
From the result of regression analysis supported that individual dynamics of worker engagement could affect outcomes. Remarkably, study identified that co- employee support is a major element of both two variances of employee engagement (job engagement and organisational engagement).

[bookmark: _Toc8155964]Axiology:
Axiology assumption is based on the role of values and ethics while conducting the research (Sunder et al., 2012). This concept helps to incorporate questions about how the researcher and his own value distinguish with research participants. Basically, in this research researcher have their own value that individual factors (Figure 1.3) of employee engagement is correlated with two variances of employee involvement and there is a strong positive influence on outcomes, however when research has been conducted on 104 respondent’s values appeared different than researchers. The study demonstrates that co-worker’s encouragement is the important variable of employee engagement to withstand long-term engagement than other individual factors. In addition, axiology consists of two concept aesthetic and ethics.
Aesthetics means a critical reflection on art culture and nature (Sunder et al., 2012). However, this research has not been discussed about the aesthetics so we will discuss the ethical issue.

Ethical issue:
This article has not mentioned any ethical consideration undertaken throughout the research; however, it can be assumed that research must have received consent from participants while carried out research on 104 HR majors. In addition, the researcher must have followed the data protection act as these are basic requirements to conduct any form of research. 

[bookmark: _Toc8155965]Methodological issues:

Combination of both qualitative and quantitative method is called mixed method This research is based on both mixed method (Sunder et al., 2012). This research is based on both quantitative methods under which different statistics were used to analyse collected data and qualitative where questionnaires and survey were used to demonstrate the relationship between individual elements and two variables (job engagement and organisational engagement) of employee engagement and its influence on outcomes. However, the researcher has to take into account certain consideration of limitation whilst interpreting or draw a conclusion over the relationship between variables as there is high probability of human error can exist. Secondly, self-report measures in the study speculate the possibility of methods employed in the research can be biased, as a result, would be a limitation to simplify the findings. Furthermore, other than mentioned factors can affect the level of employee engagement, factors can be varied depending upon the size, structure, culture, HR practices of the organisation, similarly, beliefs, assumptions, perceptions, needs of employees which may have an control on outcomes.

[bookmark: _Toc8155966]Reliability and Validity:
Two other concepts which will quantify the facts and figures presented in the research article which are reliability and Validity. 
Reliability indicates the consistency of measures, there are diverse methodologies to test reliability test- retest (over time), core consistency (across time), and interrater reliability (across different researcher) (Sunder et al., 2012). As researchers in this report have examined the factors of employee engagement that can have influenced the level of engagement and enhance the workout comes so there should be a consistency that factors must have influences on engagement over time, across time and across different researchers. 
Validity means the accuracy of an assessment, in simple terms how judgment would be made by researchers?  Face validity, content validity, criterion validity and discriminant validity different approaches to measure the validity of the research. Face validity – questionnaire was designed where 45 inquiries, 5 questions for each of the variables;( Figure 1.3) to examine the issue of employee engagement to assess as valid because each question may appear to be addressing a specific and relevant aspect of the engagement. Construct validity refers the suitability measurement tool to carried out the studies, therefore, to measure each answer from questionnaire to construct, 5 points Likert scales has been utilised ranging strongly agree to strongly disagree to study phenomenon of study, t-test used to determine the variance of job engagement and organisational engagement, multiple regression used to test hypothesis. Criterion validity measure test result and outcomes, so research discovered, there is positive and noteworthy relationship between the factor influencing the engagement and performance, remarkably, co-support variable is most effective factor for employee engagement. Discriminant validity critically examine validity, it indicates that test of concept may not related with other tests aimed to measure different theoretical concepts. Therefore, the measurements which researchers have employed for this study to demonstrate the co-relationship between engagement and performance, other researchers may have used different measures. 

[bookmark: _Toc8155967]Conclusion:
The studies demonstrate the affiliation between employee engagement and dynamics affect the level of employee engagement in the organisation and how these factors can have a control on organisational performance. Earlier the concept of employee engagement was limited to commitment, organisational citizenship behaviour, recent researches have shown that gradually organisation has given the importance as low employee engagement levels deteriorated the organisational performance. Consequently, investigation enhances the theoretical development of the emerging paradigm of employee engagement. In addition, HRM has started to take different strategies or initiatives to recognize the drivers of employee engagement in order to enhance the level of employee engagement to achieve the objectives of the organisation. Obviously, there is one answer cannot be fitted for all answers, nevertheless, this report’s results have suggested that individual factors influence employee engagement and positive contribution with organisation effectiveness.
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‘Table 3: Summary of multiple regression analyses predicting employee engagement

Variables Tob ‘Organization
(Factors of Engagement) Engagement Engagement
Employee Communication 0.007 0067
Employee Development 0252 0074
Co-Employee 0322 0267

0423 0564
F 11832 20914

Note: p< 0.10 and values in the table are standard Beta coefficients

Table 4 and 5 show the result of the regression analyses. The results, indicate that the individual
factors of employee engagement explained a significant amount of the variance in job engagement
(R?= 0.423, p<0.10) (in Table 4) and organization engagement (R = 0.564, p<0.10) (Table 5).

‘Table: 4: Multiple regression analysis results of factors predicting job engagement

Collinearity
Predictor Unstandardised Standardized
Variables coefficient B coefficient Beta tvalue Sig Tolerance__ VIF
Constant 6.606 4214 0.000
‘Employee communication 0.004 0007 0042 0966 0229 4311
Employee development 0,183 0252 1.906 0.066 0340 2,940
Co-employee 0297 0322 2805 0.006 0452 2212
Note: N=104, R?=0.423, Adjusted R*=0.387, F=11.832, p<0
‘Table 5: Muliple regression analysis results of factors predicting organization engagement

Collinearity
Predictor Unstandardised Stan
Variables coefficient B coefficient Beta tvalue Sig Tolerance _ VIF
Constant 1.608 0956 0342
‘Employee communication -0.053 -0.064 0460 0647 0229 4371
Employee development  0.067 0074 0.647 0519 0340 2940
Co-employee 0308 0267 2675 0009 0452 2212

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

As regards to the study hypotheses, the results from the regression analysis show that co-employees
support (0.322, p<0.10) and employee development (0.252, p<0.10) were significant predictors of job
engagement as shown in Table 4. Furthermore, Table 5 shows that co-employees support again
(0.267, p<0.10), was significant predictor of organization engagement. From the results provided,
hypotheses: H2a, H3a, and H3b were accepted.
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Table 1: Mean and standard deviation of the study variables

Variables Mean Std. deviation N
Employee communication 18.66 3.369 104
Employee development 18.65 3.052 104
Co-Employee 19.36 2397 104
Job engagement 18.59 2210 104
Organization engagement 19.53 2.769 104
Job satisfaction 13.78 2.048 104
Organization committment 23.38 3316 104
Intention to quit 8.13 4.380 104
Organizational citizenship behaviour ~ 22.82 2751 104

Table 2 shows the results of KMO (0.861) and Cronbach Alpha (0.956) indicating sampling adequacy,
validity, factorability and reliabilty of questionairre.

Table 2: KMO, Bartlett and Cronbach’s Alpha tests

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

To test the study hypotheses, multiple regressions analyses were conducted in which job engagement
and organization engagement were regressed simultaneously on all three individual factors of engagement
as shown in Table 3.




image10.tiff
‘Table 6: Summary multiple regression results on work outcomes of employee engagement

Variables Job Organization _Intention to quit _ Organizational citizenship behaviour
Satisfaction commitment

Tob engagement 0372 588 05T 70

R 0140 0345 0064 0517

F 16616 53763 7.030 108,998

Organization engagement 0497 0747 0355 0767

RY 0247 0558 0126 0589

F 33419 129007 14.698 145958

Notes: p< 0.10 and values in the table are standard Beta coefficients

Further, Table 6 illustrates the summary of regression analysis result of the measures of employee
engagement (job engagements and organisation engagement) justifying a significant level of the variance
on the work outcomes variables of the study. Job engagement variables justifid a small significant extent
of the variance in job satisfaction (R® = 0.140, p <0.10), organization commitments (R* = 0.345, p < 0.10),
intentions to quit (R* = 0.064, p < 0.10) and organizational citizenship behavior (R* = 0.517, p < 0.10).
While organisation engagement explained a significant level of variances in job satisfaction (R*=0.247, p
< 0.10), organization commitment (R = 0.558, p < 0.10), intentions to quit (R® = 0.126, p < 0.10) and
finally, organizational citizenship behavior (R* = 0.589, p < 0.10). Most importantly, if judged by the
significant value, only organisational citizenship behavior is seen to be predicted of job engagement, also
organizational citizenship behavior and organifation commitment are predicted of organization
engagement

In addition, job engagement and organisation engagement together scen predicting job satisfaction
(0374, p < 0.10 and 0.497 < 0.10), organization commitment (0.588, p < 0.10 and 0.747, p < 0.10),
intentions to quit (- 0.254, p < 0.10 and — 0.355) and organizational citizenship behavior (0.719, p < 0.10
and 0767, p < 0.10). As regards the study hypotheses, this result provides acceptance for the Hypotheses
Hda, Hab, Hdc and H4d, HSa, HSb, HSc and HSd.

6.2 Analysis on Mediation Effect of Employee Engagement

In order to test the last hypothesis for the rescarch mediation effect in which employee engagement
(job engagement and organization engagements) mediates the relationship amid the group of factors and
cach work outcome, the multiple regression analyses was again employed. In the regression analyses,
work outcomes were regressed on the factors alone and secondly, the work outcomes were regressed on
the factors with the engagement measures (job engagement and organization engagement) controlled.

‘Table 7: Summary results on mediating effects of employee engagement

Variabes "Work outcomes on Factors alone “Work outcomes on Factors with Engagement
‘measures controlled

(Work outcomes) Standardized Beta R F Standardized Beta R F

Job satisfaction 0490 028 320719 0513 0263 36469

Organization commitment 0765 0585 143,646 0797 0635 177.501

Intention to Quit 0391 0153 18426 0.398 0159 19240

Organization citizenship behavior 0.756 0571 135970 0308 0652 191332

Notes: p< 0.10 and values in the table are standard Beta coefficients

From the results shown in Table 7, mediating cffects of employee engagement is explained from the
R2 value as follows: for job satisfaction, the factors justified 24% of the variance but increased to 26.3%
(p<0.10) with engagement measures (job engagement and organization engagement) controlled. For
organization commitment the factors explained 58.5% of the variance but increased to 63.5% (p<0.10)
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Figure 1: The Hypothesized Model (M1)
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HI: Employee engagement is significantly related to perceived organizational

effectiveness. Also, employee engagement will significantly predict perceived
organizational effectiveness.

Hla: Employee engagement is significantly related to perceived organizational

productivity. Also, employee engagement will significantly predict perceived
organizational productivity.

HIb: Employee engagement is significantly related to perceived organizational

Hle:

adaptability. Also, employee engagement will significantly predict perceived
organizational adaptability.

Employee engagement is significantly related to perceived organizational
flexibility. Also, employee engagement will significantly predict perceived
organizational flexibility.

Figure 2: The Hypothesized Model (M2)
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Effective employee engagement strategies Mean % Agreed Pearson Correlation N
1 | Work Environment 1.590 86.9 461%*

2 | HRM Practices 1.600 914 528%*

3 | Employee-Supervisor Relationship 1720 86.3 530%*

4 | Job Satisfaction 1710 87.9 468%*

5 | Organizational Culture 1810 84.4 979%*

6 | Overall mean of engagement strategics 1.686

7 | Employee engagement at MTN Ghana 1710 88.0






