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Abstract

Purpose — There is strong and growing evidence of the importance of leadership and management factors
influence on employee engagement and discretionary effort. However, the problem is that there has been
limited recent effort to review where research gaps exit and provide a direction to guide future research. The
purpose of this paper is to provide an integrated perspective on the influence of leadership and management
factors on employee engagement and discretionary effort.

Design/methodology/approach — The review of the literature includes empirical research and case studies
related to employee engagement and discretionary effort from various databases such as Business Premier,
Cambridge University Press, JSTOR, Springer, Emerald, Wiley, ProQuest and ISI Web of Science. Supporting
material was also accessed from reference books regarding similar concepts and theories.

Findings — The review provides a current view of the key topics, identifies three key research gaps, suggests a
refined, up-to-date definition of both employee engagement and discretionary effort, and proposes a conceptual
framework to inform future research. In doing so, it offers new directions for progressing studies on these
critical workplace practices and behaviours particularly the inclusion of national culture as a moderating
variable when investigating or implementing employee engagement and discretionary effort strategies.
Research limitations/implications — Findings are based on existing literature and require empirical
testing. Practical and theoretical implications are discussed.

Originality/value — Undertaking a review of the literature is an important part of any research and this
review aims to organise, describe and appraise the current literature with a view to gaining a critical
perspective for the benefit of researchers.

Keywords Employee engagement, Discretionary effort, Leadership and management factors,
Non-monetary factors
Paper type Conceptual paper

Introduction

Today there is consensus that an engaged workforce that harnesses discretionary effort is
the foundation for creating a competitive advantage (Rowland, 2013), thus many
researchers argue that these two constructs are pivotal to business performance and success
(Anitha, 2014; Harter et al, 2013) thus, the practical importance of employee engagement
and discretionary effort cannot be over-emphasised. Yet, there is no agreed definition of
employee engagement with researchers viewing it as “an individual employee’s cognitive,
emotional and behavioural state directed towards desired organizational outcomes”
(Shuck and Wollard, 2010, p. 103). Employee engagement should not be confused with work
engagement, which is defined and discussed in the literature as an active, positive
work-related state that is characterised by vigour, dedication and absorption (Schaufeli and
Bakker, 2004), hence, it is specifically focussed on the work itself. The study of employee
engagement goes beyond this focus to consider the employee’s relationship with the
organisation, which includes how they connect with their leaders and managers. The aim of
this review is to understand the influence of leader and management factors on employee
engagement and discretionary effort. Discretionary effort is an outcome of employee
engagement and is viewed as the intent of an employee to expend efforts on behalf of
the organisation that go beyond agreed requirements (Zigarmi et al., 2012).
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The study of employee engagement and discretionary effort at work and their significance
to organisations is not new. Research around work motivation and discretionary effort began
with pioneers such as Frederick Taylor (1911), whose scientific management was designed in
part to encourage employees’ discretionary effort. Taylor’s work began in Bethlehem Steel
manufacturing plant but other researchers extended his work in other organisational contexts
including Hicks (1932), Barnard (1938), Leibenstein (1966), Yankelovich and Immerwahr (1983)
and Organ (1988). Similarly, the study of discretionary effort has spread into many
organisational contexts. Most of these studies have focussed on western organisations with
western national cultures. These cultures emphasise individuality, short-term planning and
acceptance of low power distance. Whereas other national cultures may have values that are
characterised by collectivism, long-term planning and high power distance. National culture is
the values, beliefs and assumptions embedded in a particular culture or society (Hofstede,
1991). These values are reflected in organisational cultures (Hofstede, 1985) where culture
explains those values that drive both attitudes and behaviours at the individual level. Hence,
the theoretical development of these constructs may have failed to address different value
systems in other cultures. In support of this argument, Timming (2010, p. 537) cautioned
against assumptions that studies can come to appropriate conclusions when they “travel
uninhibited across the general social fabric” of society. Therefore, it is necessary to address
this challenge and look to identify how employee engagement (including discretionary effort)
may change because of other cultural values. Thus, more investigation into these concepts
outside western organisations is necessary.

Both employee engagement and discretionary effort are multidimensional constructs
that: are freely given, under the control of the employee and affect individual outcomes
(Bradley, 2011; Yankelovich and Immerwahr, 1983). Engaged employees voluntarily give
more back to their workplace than required and are more likely to invest discretionary
effort, not only by performing in-role duties to a higher standard but also by engaging in a
variety of extra-role behaviours (Raddaa ef al, 2013). Individuals who are engaged at work
are more productive, efficient and effective (Aguenza and Som, 2018; Buil et al,, 2019; Rana
and Chopra, 2019), which, in turn, enhances individual job performance and job satisfaction.
These outcomes induce greater discretionary effort and promote further success, and so the
cycle continues. Discretionary effort also helps to reduce the need to devote extra resources
to simple tasks; it can free up time and ultimately resources for more essential tasks; can
improve the ability of employees to perform their jobs; and can lead to higher profits for the
organisation (Kaufman, 2015; Podsakoff et al, 2006). Thus, employee engagement and
discretionary effort are clearly linked to positive organisational and individual outcomes
including employee satisfaction, enhanced productivity and profitability (Bakker, 2017;
Harter et al, 2013; Kidron and Peretz, 2018; Matz et al, 2013; Parrey and Bhasin, 2012;
Zaitouni and Ouakouak, 2018). To achieve these benefits organisations need to have their
entire workforce engaged in a way that performance aligns both personal and company
goals, promoting the organisation’s success and sustainability.

However, some studies indicate that engagement levels are declining at a time when the
need to reap the discretionary effort of engaged employees is at its greatest (Bersin ef al.,
2015; Mann and Harter, 2016). For example, the Gallup survey has indicated that low levels
of engagement are currently a worldwide problem, and that there is an employee
engagement crisis (Gallup Business Journal, 2016; Mann and Harter, 2016; Schneider and
Blankenship, 2017). Countless research attempts to provide theoretical solutions to increase
the levels of engagement and encourage employee discretionary effort have been made
(Bakker, 2017; Harrell-Cook et al, 2017; Schmitt et al, 2016; Schneider and Blankenship,
2017; Shuck et al., 2017). A lack of effective practical solutions from this approach raises the
question: is the current thinking and theory development sufficient to address employee
engagement problems? For example, prior research on leadership and management



practices and behaviours has often focussed on employee performance, and treated
employee engagement as a secondary outcome variable related to performance, rather than
as an important outcome in and of itself. Given that there are significant benefits for
organisations that can successfully engage employees (Bakker, 2017; Harter ef al., 2013;
Kidron and Peretz, 2018; Matz et al.,, 2013; Parrey and Bhasin, 2012; Shuck, 2011; Popli and
Rizvi, 2015; Zaitouni and Ouakouak, 2018), it is important that research does not just look at
theoretical perspectives but addresses this challenge by reviewing individual mechanisms
that influence employee engagement and discretionary effort (e.g. leadership and
management factors) to seek practical solutions.

Managers have two broad mechanisms that they can use to improve employee
engagement: monetary or non-monetary strategies. Whether employees are best motivated by
monetary or non-monetary rewards has been argued consistently in the literature with
financial incentives often seen as having negative connotations and non-monetary factors
having more positive, higher level of outcomes. Recently, Shaw and Gupta (2015) reviewed
evidence in the literature on monetary vs non-monetary incentives and explained that while
“financial incentives are effective [...] we are motivated by challenge, engagement, autonomy,
mastery and other factors [...] if we accept that financial incentives work, we can move more
easily to questions such as the best combination of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards” (p. 290).
It is also acknowledged in the literature that while pay and benefits are important in attracting
and retaining workers, they are less important in engaging employees (Kular ef al, 2008).
In addition, it is largely accepted that leaders and managers need to pay more attention to
non-monetary incentives whilst minimising or removing hygiene factors (Besieux et al, 2015;
Brunetto ef al, 2017). Responding to the challenges of today’s restricted economic conditions,
work that focusses on non-monetary factors to cultivate positive results in followers, engage
their workforce and achieve competitive advantage may be more useful to organisations.

Research has suggested that non-monetary work factors fall into three fundamental
areas: organisational: leadership and management; work design and job characteristics; and
employee work-life factors (Kular et al, 2008; Nandedkar and Brown, 2018; Raddaa et al,
2013). It is beyond the scope of a single study to explore all four factors. Therefore the focus
of this review is leadership and management factors (i.e. practices and behaviours) that
influence employee engagement and discretionary effort given the strong and growing
evidence of its impact (Chaurasia and Shukla, 2013; Kidron and Peretz, 2018; Bakker, 2017,
Zaitouni and Ouakouak, 2018). For example, recent studies show that leadership and
management practices and behaviours (e.g. setting performance and development goals;
providing ongoing feedback and recognition; and creating a climate of trust and
empowerment) fuel employee engagement, innovation and career satisfaction (Maurya and
Agarwal, 2018; Smith ef al,, 2016; Wipulanusat et al., 2018; Zaitouni and Ouakouak, 2018).

A problem that still restricts the understanding of employee engagement and
discretionary effort is that there has been limited recent effort to translate the many findings
into a review that can show where research gaps exit and provide direction for future
research. In response to this problem, the paper reviews the literature to see if research
findings have resulted in refinement of the definition of employee engagement and
discretionary effort. This resulted in further development of the existing global definition of
employee engagement and discretionary effort that could ensure commonality among
academics from different disciplines. Furthermore, the review examines the influence of
non-monetary mechanisms to encourage engagement and discretionary effort and
addresses the influence of national culture across countries on these two constructs. This
is achieved by synthesising the current state of knowledge of the influence of leadership
and management factors on employee engagement and discretionary effort. This integrated
perspective also utilises evidence from the literature to present five propositions and
develop a conceptual framework as a useful direction for future research.
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Figure 1.
Flow diagram for
literature search

Research approach

A systematic review (Hossain, 2015; Menz, 2012; Pittaway et al, 2004; Short et al, 2010,
Uchasaran et al, 2013) was conducted by searching for peer-reviewed studies that investigated
the influence of leadership and management factors on either employee engagement or
discretionary effort. Academic publications were selected using the Google Scholar Web search
engine, accessing quality publications from some of the most important scholarly publishers
including Business Premier, Cambridge University Press, JSTOR, Springer, Emerald, Wiley,
ProQuest and ISI Web of Science. To avoid publication bias, the researchers also included
conference papers, masters and PhD theses and book chapters. An initial literature search was
conducted between December 2017 and September 2018, and this was followed by a second
search in January 2019 to March, capture newly published work.

In all searches, a set of screening criteria was used for deciding which publications to include
and reject (see Short et al, 2010; Uchasaran et al, 2013). Publications were arranged into four
major categories: employee engagement; discretionary effort; leadership/management factors as
positive influences of employee engagement and/or discretionary effort; and leadership/
management factors as negative influences of employee engagement and/or discretionary effort.

Figure 1 presents the process of literature search, with the number of articles included or
excluded in each stage marked on the figure.

The initial search resulted in 1,416 identified articles. After removing duplicate entries, the
authors downloaded 1,145 articles and book chapters. After further stages of screening using
the inclusive and exclusion selection criteria 183 publications were selected to be included in
an initial review from which 57 were found to offer no new or different findings. This left 126
articles to be included in the final literature review as saturation point had been reached (i.e. no
new material was forthcoming) (Richards, 2005). Table I lists the inclusion and exclusion
selection criteria and provides an example of the research methodology used in this review.

Overview of the literature
This review of the extant literature starts by examining the meaning of employee
engagement and discretionary effort and how these two important constructs relate to

Articles identified through first search Additional articles identified in

n=1,416 January 2019
n=16
A 4 A 4
Articles after duplicates removed
n=1,145
Records screened by reading titles and abstracts Articles excluded
n=1,145 n=601
Evaluation of eligibility (inclusive and exclusive criteria) R Articles failing to offer new findings

n=183 n=57

v

Articles included in this review
n=126




== w»m - 23
255 9 ph
GET 255
5 D& HEXS
& op+ g
T I g
8 g 5
= g 5
%
2
(panunuoo)
99A0[dWd JO SIOALID  3SAY [, USRI UI
JO SISLLIE( SB PAITJuSpI 9aLordws
10U 919M SI0JORJ padueyus pue
JusweSeuRW/dIYSIOpPeI]  ‘S9)RI UOLULJAI pue
110133 ATRUOTJOIOSIP  JO UOISSNOSIP 34} (P) PUB  JUSURININAI ddL0]dwo
J0/pUe JUSWISe3ud “morAeyaq 9Lordud PpaAoxdun spnjour
aK0(dwd 0) Sune[RI INOYNM  AS9)e)S JUSDSRUBIL
JO SIeLLIR(q 10 uoneAnow Lodwe  Jusle) pajusdiur
SISALIP SB SI0JOBf Uo SeM SNOOJ Urewt A[9ATIOSLID UR JO
JUSWRSBURW 9y} (9) JuewwSeuewW  S)yAUa( Y[, "Ajddns
/diyszopes|  /diysiopes] uey) Ioyjel 1I0ys A[Surseaour
JO S)091J9 9} SI0JOBJ [RUOLJBSIUBSIO Surodaq
ojur JYSISUT SWOS Uo Sem SNO0J 3y} (q) ST JBY) JOSSE [BUISSd
I9JJO (9) IO (3039 ATRUOIRIISIP IO ue DFejuBApR
ATRuorpIosIp  JudwRaSesud I94o[dwe 9ATRdwW0d
10/pUR JUSWSLIUS U0 J0J0BJ SUIdUSN[Jul Jo 90mos Arewid
aL01dwd UB SB JOU PUB S UONBZIURSIO 9} 9I. "/G2-€%, dd ‘), ON
uo s10joe]  Ajeuosiad 0) UONB[RI S0INOSAI URWNY Jey) 02 TOA ‘Juauasouvpy
J[qey sy} JusWRFeURW Ul POUIWUBXD SBM  JoI[9q PIIRyS A[opim Qyvndsory
JO XIS UWN(0J UI }3S pue diysispes| 91418 diysispes] "89) 9} wog Jred ur Sw9)s Lav10quiaguo) Jo
MITAJI SINJRIAN] S BLIDILID JUIUSIIS JO OUSN[JUI Y}  MIIARI ST Jo sesod.md JUSUITUIOD STY T, [punof uoyvuLduy
SIY} JO Wik pue oueydedoe  ojul JySISUI SWOS A Joy ajerrdorddeur  (JAR[H) JuswLSBUBW ¢ suoneziuegio
9doos sy} puosaq 9y} Jo (9) pue I9JJO (q) I0JJ9  Sem Jey) Aem B Ul pasn 90JN0SaI UBWNY Ayrepdsoy urgyim
st 1oded s1y) 90usy (q) eLILD J9ow ATRUOIPIOSID  919M SPIOMARY 9y} 10 0} yoeroidde pajqeus )snqou are JudWRSeSUs pue
"MIIASI 9INJRISYI[  JOU SS0P PUR J[(B) IO/PUR JUSWRSRIUS  MIIAII SIY) JO SNIOJ 9} A3ojouyde) pue  JuLBYIES BJED UONUIIOT ‘JUSWIINIINI
ST} UIYIIM PAISA0D  SIUJ JO SAIJ UWIN[0D 9940[dWwd 0] ANQLIJUOD 0} [IB}9D  JISARIS ‘PajeISAUL pue Surdwes  9a4ojduwe Suraoiduur oo
JOU ST JUSWFeUBW  UI 39S (P) BLIOILID ‘UONJBATIOWT  JUSIOIJNS Ul PAsSNOSIP Uk Sunuawe[dul 0]  ‘USISIp Ieasal 10] £351e1S B ATRUOI}RIISIP,
JUIR], "ApNIS  SUIUSAIDS UOLOS(AI JO UOIIULSP  JOU 9JoM pue Suissed  JUSUIUIWIO) PAJORUD Y[, SIUPWNSIE :JUSWOSRURW JUI[R],, ANV
SIY} 03 UONLIUOD 9y} syeowr Joded 3y} UO UOISSNISIP ur AJUo pauonuell  pue pasnodss ue SI syoddns 8007) 1 80y pue  JuswSesud
B 9YBW JOU S30(] SIY) — PIPN[IXH QUWIOS I9JJO (B)  919M SPIOMADY 9} (B) JUSWRSeURW JUs[R],  A[Suons B ‘[ ‘SoUSNy UsSU)ISLIY) da401dud,
[OIBISAI SIY) 0) UOISNOX9/UOISN[OU]  BLIDILID SUIUDIOS BLIDILID SUIU9IIOS s3urpury 910) pardde Iy SULnS [oIeag
QOULIRJAI JO JUIO ] oueydaooy U0y yoeoidde

[eorndusy




(panunuoo)

9[qE} Sipy

S}I0f30 JO 9ATJ UWUN[OD
ATRUo1)9108SIp ur (q) pue (e)

PUR JUSWRSESUS  BLIDILID SUIUSIOS
da40[dwd 0} oueydadoe
sa1109Y) diysiepes| S} pue

Susown  9[qe) SIy) JO oy

puB [RUOLIPRL  UWN[0D Ul BLIDILID
SJ09UU0D  SUIUIAIIS UON)ID[I

11 se Aprys sy} Ay Jo Aue joaur
0] UoNNLIU0d J0U S30p Jo1Ie
B 9¥BW S90(] SIY} — papnpoup

ATRUO1)I0SIP Uo I0JOBJ Surouan{yur
J0/pUR JUstDZeIUS Ue SB Jou pue
Koidure  Ayjeuosiad 0) uoneRI

uo SI0)0€J Ul POUNUEXS SEM
JUsWDSRURW 9141 drysisped] "8-9)

pue diysiopes] MaIAdI SIy} Jo sasodmd

JO ouSN[FuI A}
ojur JySISUT SWOS
[0 (q) I0p9

9y} 103 9yeridorddeur
Sem Jey) Aem e Ul pasn
9IoM SPIOMASY I} 1O

ATEUOTISIOSID  MIIASI SIU} JO SNOOJ )
JO/pUR JUsWRSeSUs 0] 9)NLIUOD 0} [IBISP
9A0[dud  JUSIDINS UL PISSNISIP

JO uontulep
9} UO UOISSNISIP
JUWOS IIJJO (B)

jou atom pue Suissed
ur AJuo pauonusw
IoM SPIOMAIY] 3} (B)

(mynd [euonesIuesIo
Ppajoapye diysiopes] moy
UO SeM SNJ0J A1) “3'9)
}I0JJ0 ATRUuOnaIOSIP
JO/pUE JUSWAFLSUD

"3uI}S9) A[Pjewnn
pue UoISSnosIp
JUSUIDULIRT

J9y}INJ 10¥

pasodoid yromawreiy
[emdaouod B SpIemo)
Surpmg ‘yuawegesus
da401dwd

JO 9[qeLIRA 9)B)S
-[RUOLIBALIOW AT} pUe
$9L109Y} dIysIepes]
Sursuwe pue
[eUOnIPRI} UIMII]
U0dUU0I Y}
Sa10[dxX? J[o1IR SIY T,
JUSUIJITUIOD

pue Surpuejsispun
JuouRSeURW

JOIUAS ST ouelIodwr
Jemnonaed jO Auew
JJE JUsWRSeUBW
Ju9[e) 0]

SJUIRIISAI PUR SIDALID
[BUIDJUI PUB [BUID)XD
9], "oueuLIofRd
[eueuly

pue [euorjerado
pasoxduwr yam
P)BIDOSSE U9 ARY
‘uIn) ur ‘satodino

JSNQOI SIB
Suryes eyep
pue Surjdures
‘USISOP YOIBaSaI
9y, 'sjuswunsre
s1ioddns
A[3uons eyeq

‘181

-9GT 'dd 'z "ON TT 'JoA
‘M1 Juamgojpaa ]
204N0S2Y]

uvungy ‘ (¥4

ur Juswdo[aAsp
diysiopes|

1oy suonedrjduur

pue SyIoMaweI 0M)

JO OUASIOAU0D Y} JUSWRSRSUD
Suniojdxa :diysiepes| saso1dwry], JO
pue juswesesus Joneanouwr
ako1dury,, JI0M,,

€1020) WV JO HopR

‘PISH pue ‘g Yonyg  AIRUOLPRIOSID,

(0Ieasal SIY} 0} UOISN[IXI/UOIST[OU]
90URIAJRI JO JUIO ]

BLIDILID SUIUIRIOS
oueydaooy

BLIDILID SUIU9IIOS
U0y

ssurpury 910)

pardde
yoeoidde
[esrnduuy]

9y SULDS [oIeag

JOTB
231
48

Table 1.



Leadership/
management
factors

49

Table 1.

(3mynd [euonesIuesIo
pajoafye diysispes] moy
U0 SeM SNJ0J A} “3'9)
}I0JJ0 ATRUuonaIOSIp
JO/pUR JUSWSBIUS
994£01dWd JO SIDALID

JO SISLLIE( SE PATJuapI
10U 919M SI0JORJ
JuswRSeURW/dIYSIOpPRI]
JO UOISSNISIP 3y} (P) pue

1I0JJ9 ATRUOIRIISIP
J0/pUe JUsWISe3us
9a40[dwd

JO SIsLLIR(] 10
SISALIP SB SI0JOB]
JusWRSRURW
/diysispes|

JO S}09730 A}

ojur JySIsul SWos
I9JJO (9) “JI0xFR

“morAeydq RAo[durd
0} Sure[ar oYM
uoneArow JdLo[dws
Uo SeM SN0 Urewt
9y} (9) JuswSeURW

/digsiepes] uey) wyjel
SI0)JB] [BUOLIBSIUBSIO

Uuo sem snoojy Ay} (q)

‘(310139 ATRUOIRIISID IO
JusuRSesus d9Aordud

PaUIIEXD
st diysisped|
[BUOLJBULIOJSURL)
pue £oua3eduwod
diysieped|

B SB 90U93I[[ajul
[BUOLIOWS JO 9sN
9y} ‘spasu d9Lo1dws
Surpue)jsispun

pue Surjest usamiaq

yurf Tenydsouod

(0JBasal SIY} 0} UOISN[IXa/UOISN[OU]

90UAIBJAI JO JUIO]

BLIDLID SUIUSIIOS
oue)dadoy

BLIDILID SUIUSAIOS
[QSBETEN|

ssurpury 2100

pardde
yoeoxdde
[eoLnduwy

sy SuLys yoIess




JOTB
231

50

Figure 2.

Schema for a review
of literature on
leadership and
management factors
affecting employee
engagement and
discretionary effort

each other. The influence of leadership and management factors is examined. Finally, this
review forms the basis for developing a conceptual model that brings together the key
elements of the discussion on leadership and management factors that positively or
negatively influence employee engagement and discretionary effort, to provide a broad
framework for future research. Figure 2 represents the schema for this review.

Furthermore, Table II organises some of the selected literature on employee engagement
and discretionary effort to provide a timeline of key findings and approaches in order to
provide a view of each construct and inform this study.

Three key research gaps were identified based on the literature. First, the need for a refined
and up-to-date definition of employee engagement and discretionary effort that can find
commonality among academics from different disciplines. Second, the extant theory and
research on leadership practices and behaviour has predominantly focussed on the influence
of positive leadership and management practices and behaviour on employee engagement and
discretionary effort, with limited empirical research on the effects of negative leader
behaviours. Hence, more research on negative leader behaviour is necessary to inform leaders
of the detrimental effect these practices and behaviours can have on their employees. Finally,
few studies on these two constructs have investigated beyond western perspectives and in
doing so have not fully considered the influence of other national cultures. In this review, the
authors aim to address these gaps and develop a research framework for future studies.

Propositions
Defining employee engagement
The meaning of employee engagement has attracted considerable debate (Saks and
Gruman, 2014). In the past, some researchers have questioned if it is a unique construct or
simply a repackaged “buzz word” for other existing constructs like organisational
commitment, organisational citizenship behaviour, job involvement and Csikszentmihalyi’s
(1990) concept of “flow”. Today there is still some conjecture about whether employee
engagement is a discrete construct (Kular et al, 2008), however, recent research is showing
that this is likely to be the case (Bailey et al, 2017, Nimon et al., 2016; Shuck et al, 2017).

Employee engagement has been variably defined as an attitudinal, behavioural or
psychological construct (Robertson-Smith and Markwick, 2009). Practitioner definitions
have focussed on engagement outcomes such as discretionary effort, loyalty, dedication and
using talents to the fullest. Whereas academic definitions have emphasised a mixture of
engagement outcomes, psychological states and the presence of a mutually beneficial two-
way employer-employee relationship (Morris, 2014) where “individuals seek to minimise the
difference between the benefits they provide and the benefits they receive from others”
(Ballinger and Rockmann, 2010, p. 373).

Kahn (1990, p. 694) first conceptualised employee engagement defining it as “the harnessing
of organisation members selves to their work [...] [where] people employ and express

Employee Employee Employee Employee Employee Employee
Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement
and and and and and and
Discretionary Discretionary Discretionary Discretionary Discretionary Discretionary
Effort Effort Effort Effort Effort Effort

N )
-
Drivers — Barriers - Ke Propositions
Leadership Leadership 4 and
_— . Research
Definitions Relations and and Conceptual
Gaps
Management Management e Framework
Identified
Factors Factors Development




Year

Contribution to employee engagement

Contribution to discretionary effort

1980s-1990s

2000s

2010s

Kahn (1990) identifies the theoretical framework
of personal engagement and disengagement
and is first to define engagement as a separate
construct and uses a needs-satisfying approach
to employee engagement

Maslach et al. (2001) view employee
engagement as positive antithesis to burnout
(the burnout — antithesis approach)

Harter (2002) uses a satisfaction engagement
approach to employee engagement

Saks (2006) tests the antecedents and
consequences of employee engagement using
a multidimensional approach and connects
employee engagement drivers to employee
engagement consequences

More studies emerged in other and cross-
cultural settings after 2010s but the majority
focus on drivers of employee engagement (e.g.
Al Shebhri et al,, 2017; Farndale and Murrer,
2015; Gagné and Bhave, 2011). Shuck and
Wollard (2010) suggest cognitive engagement
assessment could be directed towards
measuring how employees think about their
job, their company, their culture and their
intellectual commitment to the organisation
Schaufeli and Salanova (2011) suggest that
over-engaged workers may risk burnout
resulting in counter-productive performance
Truss et al. (2013) view engagement as
management practice distinct from as a
psychological state

Agarwal (2014) examines drivers of
employee engagement

Carasco-Saul et al. (2015) provide a significant
review of the relationship between leadership
and engagement

Shaw and Gupta (2015) review evidence in
regard to monetary vs non-monetary
incentives and argued that it is time to accept
that financial incentives work and we move on
to questions such as the best combinations of
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

Gupta and Sharma (2016) explore employee
engagement from a non-western perspective
Bailey et al. (2017) suggest that engagement
has a more direct effect on motivation and
performance rather than health and well-being

Yankelovich and Immerwahr (1983)
capture the notion that some elements of
work are discretionary

Macey and Schneider (2008)

separate trait, state and behavioural
engagement and place discretionary

effort within behavioural engagement

Morris (2009) considers discretionary effort
from an economic perspective which
emphasises the time dimension and an
organisational behaviour perspective which
emphasises intensity and direction of behaviour

The focus of the research is still primary on
western cultural settings and employee
engagement. Shuck (2010) suggests that
employee engagement is significantly related
to discretionary effort

Gonzalez (2016) suggests discretionary

effort may be mostly performed as
unconscious behaviour

Hesketh et al. (2016) study looks at the
relationship between well-being, employee
engagement and discretionary effort in UK
Ruck et al. (2017) consider the notion of voice as
discretionary employee communication
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Table II.

Evolution of key
research on employee
engagement and
discretionary effort

themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally”. Since then this definition has been refined.
Rothbard (2001), for example, proposed that attention and absorption in one’s work are key
elements of engagement, while Tasker (2004, p. 8) described it as “[...] where employees and
employers ‘go the extra mile’ for one another”.

These various definitions of employee engagement share some commonality.
All conceive it as a “desirable condition” (Macey and Schneider, 2008) that is characterised
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as a sense of attachment, identification, commitment, absorption and efficacy whereby
employees display focussed energy, vigour, dedication and passion for their work (Gallup
Business Journal, 2013; Schaufeli et al, 2002). Importantly, it is also a general, persistent and
pervasive state and not a momentary state associated with any specific object, person,
behaviour or event (Schaufeli et al, 2002). The different perspectives of employee engagement
show that it is clearly a multidimensional construct. Drawing together the key elements of
these views, the following refined definition is proposed for researchers to consider adopting:

P1. Employee engagement is a multidimensional concept that encompasses the extent to
which employees feel connected to, involved in and enthusiastic and passionate
about their work thereby creating a desire to invest emotional, cognitive, physical
and/or behavioural energy to their work-related roles for the purpose of contributing
to their own goals and the organisation in a positive way.

Defining discretionary effort
Discretionary effort is a similarly complex concept (Parrey and Bhasin, 2012) that has long
been associated with performance (Palmer et al, 1993). Its roots lie in both economics and
organisational behaviour literature (Morris, 2009) but the term was first coined by
Yankelovich and Immerwahr (1983) to capture the notion that some element of work effort is
discretionary. Today, there is consensus in the literature that an engaged workforce induces
discretionary effort and is key to creating a competitive advantage for organisations
(Harter et al, 2013; Rana and Chopra, 2019; Rowland, 2013; Rowland and Hall, 2013).
Discretionary effort is described both broadly and narrowly. For example, it has been
broadly defined as a willingness and ability of employees to “go the extra mile” and as the
level of effort employees voluntarily give beyond the minimum required (Mwandoe et al,
2015), as well as in emotive terms as simply “a passion for work” (Truss et al, 2006). It has also
been narrowly defined as extra-role behaviours which cannot be contractually enforced
(Frenkel et al, 2012) but involve positive behaviours directed towards achieving
organisational goals and increasing organisational effectiveness, thereby signifying an
employee’s commitment to the organisation (Organ ef al, 2006; Bhasin, 2012). Even though
discretionary effort includes organisational citizenship or extra-role behaviours (Borman and
Motowidlo, 1997; Jain et al, 2011), researchers have argued that both in-role and extra-role
behaviours that exceed formal responsibilities can be discretionary (Macey and Schneider,
2008; Morris, 2014). Consistent with this view, Macey and Schneider (2008) defined
discretionary effort as “a form of inrole or extra-role effort or behaviour” (p. 6) which
incorporates innovative behaviours that “focus on initiating or fostering change” (p. 24).
Importantly, Yankelovich and Immerwahr’s (1983) description of discretionary effort
implies that it is a multidimensional concept with the same fundamental dimensions as work
effort, namely, time, intensity and direction. Hence, employees may invest discretionary
effort by voluntarily: working extra hours; working harder or faster than required or
reasonably expected; and directing effort into work tasks or engaging in work-related
behaviours not formally required by their core job role but they positively contribute to
organisational outcomes and effectiveness (Morris, 2009). Thus, the following refined
definition of discretionary effort is proposed for researchers to consider adopting:

P2. Discretionary effort is a multi-faceted construct that involves the voluntary
contribution of time, intensity and positive work behaviours directed towards
prescribed and non-prescribed work activities that are beyond formal contractual
obligations and benefit or are intended to benefit the organisation.

Employee engagement and discretionary effort. Employee engagement and discretionary
effort are distinct but closely inter-related concepts. As a motivational phenomenon there is



a consensus in the literature that employee engagement is more akin to intrinsic rather than
extrinsic motivation (Chadwick, 2015; Meyer, 2013; Meyer et al., 2010). Intrinsic motivation is
defined as “the forces within a person that arouse enthusiasm and persistence to pursue a
certain course of action” (Samson and Daft, 2009, p. 588). Reviewed literature
(Herzberg, 1968; Chadwick, 2015; Robinson et al, 2004) clearly indicates that intrinsic
motivation and non-monetary work environment factors are linked to the level of employee
engagement and discretionary effort that occurs. Furthermore, Sharoff and Sridhar (2011)
asserted that to motivate employees and influence employee behaviour and performance
managers need to pay more attention to non-monetary incentives. For example, the study by
Musura et al (2013) shows non-monetary factors such as work-life company policies
influence job satisfaction and productivity in the workplace.

An organisation’s leadership and the quality of manager—employee relationships have been
identified as key non-monetary influences on employee engagement and discretionary effort
(Brunetto et al, 2017; Chaurasia and Shukla, 2013; Cooper, 2015; Meyer, 2013; Organ et al, 2006;
Raddaa et al,, 2013). Leader and manager practices and behaviours can directly and indirectly
affect employee perceptions and behaviours as they also shape the internal work environment
that fosters or inhibits employee engagement and discretionary effort (Brunetto et al, 2017,
Chaurasia and Shukla, 2013; Ghadi, 2012; Heffernan, 2012; Podsakoff et al, 2006).
The following sections elaborate on how leader and manager practices and behaviours can
drive or inhibit employee engagement and discretionary effort.

Drivers of employee engagement and discretionary effort

Leaders and managers that treat employees fairly, provide encouragement and support, create
opportunities for participation, develop employee’s skills and show authentic concern for them
as individuals while emphasising team work can drive and encourage employee engagement
and discretionary effort (Agarwal, 2014; Brunetto ef al, 2017; Javed et al, 2017; Nandedkar and
Brown, 2018; Smith ef al, 2016). For example, when employees are able to participate and have
a voice, they are more likely to share advice and collaborate (Cosley et al, 2017). These
practices and behaviours evoke a perception that leaders and managers are concerned with
employees’ personal welfare, and thus help build trusting leader—-employee relationships
(Organ et al, 2006). In turn, it encourages employees to reciprocate with greater investment of
themselves to their job and organisation (Blau, 1964; Chaurasia and Shukla, 2013; Lawler,
2012; Nandedkar and Brown, 2018). Furthermore, organisational trust and empowerment are
predictors of employee engagement and performance (Chaurasia and Shukla, 2013;
Humborstad et al, 2014; Maurya and Agarwal, 2018, Ugwu et al, 2014). By empowering rather
than micro-managing employees, leaders and managers can instil a heightened sense of
meaning, control and competence in their staff to build trust and loyalty (Hesketh et al, 2016;
Jose and Mampilly, 2015; Meyer, 2013; Neck et al, 1998; Taberner, 2018).

Additionally, positive leader behaviour that encompasses supporting work group
members, valuing individual contributions, providing a good work model, giving positive and
timely feedback, and openness to team member ideas, builds team play and demonstrates
leader and manager support and concern for all team members (Amabile ef al, 2004;
McKeown and Cochrane, 2017). Emphasising team play promotes feelings of fairness,
cooperation, community, group identity and responsibility towards attaining group goals,
mutual respect confidence and trust in the leader. This, in turn, evokes employee sense of
belonging. Moreover, Smith ef al (2016) have suggested that in today’s environment managers
that treat employees as a business partner build relationships that create loyalty and mutual
success through higher levels of employee engagement and extra-role behaviours such as
discretionary effort. This builds high quality leader—employee relationships (Fassina ef al,
2008; Organ et al, 2006) which encourage employees to reciprocate by becoming more
engaged and thereby invest in higher levels of discretionary effort.
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Leadership is about influencing others so that individual and collective efforts
accomplish shared objectives (Yukl, 2010). Researchers have identified a positive link
between leadership and employee engagement (Besieux et al., 2015; Lee, 2014; Popli and
Rizvi, 2015; Top et al, 2013; Zhang et al., 2014). However, how different aspects of leadership
influence employee engagement and discretionary effort within specific cultures and
countries is largely unknown. Several dimensions of national culture have been identified
(Hofstede, 1983) and studies examining the influence of leadership and management factors
on employee engagement and discretionary effort need to consider how these differences
may change the current understanding of these constructs. For example, power distance
which refers to the degree of acceptance of unequal distribution of power within a society
(e.g. Sweden low power distance and Mexico high power distance). Similarly, individual vs
collectivism where some societies encourage independence and self-interest
(e.g. Australia and the USA) while others encourage collective behaviour to achieve
mutual goals (e.g. Costa Rica and Bhutan). Likewise, uncertainty avoidance within a society
either being high or low risk oriented (e.g. Japan high uncertainty avoidance and India low
uncertainty avoidance) (Hofstede, 1983).

Several studies have confirmed leadership and management cultural differences between
western and other cultures (Bakker, 2017; Hofstede, 1983; Steers et al., 2012). For example,
Asian studies conducted by Park et al (2009), Steers et al (2012) and Xiaojin and Lanfeng
(2007) found evidence of culture affecting leadership styles in countries like China and South
Korea. Most of these eastern cultures were found to favour traditional, vertical and
autocratic leadership. This is quite different from the horizontal organisation and
rationalism found in most western societies.

Studies investigating the influence of leadership and management factors on employee
engagement and discretionary effort from non-western countries are scarce but becoming
more common. The research on employee engagement in non-western cultures has grown
since 2010 (see e.g. Al Shehri ef al, 2017; Farndale and Murrer, 2015; Gagné and Bhave,
2011), however, the majority of studies continue to be conducted on developed western
countries (Hesketh et al, 2016).

Researchers such as Hesketh et al. (2016), Meyer (2013) and Taberner (2018) suggest that
managers who delegate tasks and empower employees help to build manager—employee
trust, engage employees and encourage them to reciprocate by investing in discretionary
effort. While these leadership and management behaviours can act as drivers of employee
engagement and discretionary effort, they may not be as effective across all cultures. In
some countries like China, employees feel comfortable following established methods and
procedures rather than being provided with autonomy (Shore, 2013; Xiaojin and Lanfeng,
2007). Similarly, Chaiy’s (2012) research showed that Korean employees prefer certainty to
uncertainty and this can be endorsed by organisations providing clearly defined guidelines
for the tasks employees are asked to perform. This preference for certainty also extends to
distinctly defined roles and responsibilities, clear instructions and directives in the interest
of reducing confusion and enhancing work efficiency (Chaiy, 2012). Hence, it seems that
bureaucratic leaders are better suited in these cultures, as they base their orders solely on
organisational policies, procedures and guidelines, and tell employees what to do and how to
perform tasks (Kellerman, 2003).

Transformational leadership appears to suit both female and male managers in the
Malaysian context, more than in the western environment (Jogulu and Ferkins, 2012;
Lo et al, 2010). Other studies like Zaitouni and Ouakouak (2018) have examined the
influence of leadership and co-worker support on individual creativity in collectivist
cultures. Their study suggests that in Middle Eastern cultures like Kuwait, employees’
decision to help each other is not influenced by their level of engagement, and employees
supported one another regardless of personal or contextual factors. Therefore, it seems



feasible that while certain leader and manager factors are potential drivers of employee
engagement and discretionary effort in one culture they may have less influence or even
inhibit these behaviours in other cultures. Thus, both the practices (e.g. defining roles and
responsibilities, developing methods, procedures, policies and directives) and behaviours of
leaders and managers (e.g. leadership style, task delegation, employee empowerment,
motivating employees and trust building) are important influences on employee
engagement and discretionary effort but may be mitigated by national culture. Hence,
it is reasonable to propose that:

P3. National culture such as power distance, collectivism and uncertainty avoidance will
moderate the extent to which perceived positive and supportive leadership and
management factors function as drivers of employee engagement and discretionary effort.

Barriers to employee engagement and discretionary effort

While drivers of employee engagement and discretionary effort are still the main focus in
the literature, there has been a growing interest in identifying factors that hinder an
organisation’s ability to engage its workforce. This is not surprising given the global
downward trend in engagement rates reported in the Gallup Business Journal survey (2016).

Autocratic and abusive styles of leadership and management that involve negative leader
behaviours are likely to adversely affect employees’ psychological and emotional states and
make it difficult for people to perform their jobs effectively. These behaviours breach the
leader—employee psychological contract undermining employee trust (Decoster ef al, 2014;
Taberner, 2018). This is exacerbated when a leader publicly humiliates an employee as this
can lower the employee’s self-esteem and sense of psychological safety. Social exchange
theory not only suggests that such unsupportive leader behaviours are perceived as unfair,
they create feelings of mistrust and dislike for the leader (Molloy and Barney, 2015; Organ
et al, 2006). Research on perceived leadership support has also shown that it influences
reciprocating behaviour such as organisational citizenship behaviour (Pohl et al, 2013).
Negative leader behaviours may bring employee responses that reduce engagement, increase
active disengagement and lower organisational citizenship behaviour and discretionary effort
(Decoster et al., 2014; Papalexandris and Galanaki, 2009). In addition, perceived organisational
and leader support adds to social exchange mechanisms (Pohl et al, 2013). Smith et al (2016)
propose that every layer of management needs to be able to facilitate and understand the
nature of each employee’s psychological contract and suggest that without this organisations
will continue to struggle to get the response from employees they desire, that is, higher levels
of engagement and extra-role behaviours (ie. discretionary effort).

Empirical research has established that positive leader and manager practices and
behaviours increase employee engagement and discretionary effort, while negative
practices and behaviours have the opposite effect. However, research on negative leader
behaviours is more limited. Amabile et al (2004) suggested that these negative behaviours
may be more potent than positive leader behaviours but as yet research has not sought to
measure their potency. Therefore, it is proposed that:

P4. Negative leadership and management behaviours have a more potent impact on
employee engagement and discretionary effort than positive leader behaviours.

Furthermore, given the differences in leadership styles adopted and preferred in different
cultures, it seems reasonable to question if negative leader behaviours as perceived in
western cultures could have a substantively different effect in other cultures. For example,
while many studies associate leaders’ intimidation behaviours with negative employee
commitment, a study by Asawo and George (2018) in Nigeria suggests a weak but positive
relationship between the use of intimidation and subordinates’ affective commitment.

Leadership/
management
factors

55




[JOTB
23,1

56

Figure 3.
Conceptual framework

Consequently, more studies are needed to understand better, how negative leader
behaviours function as barriers to employee engagement and discretionary effort in
different cultural contexts. Hence, it is proposed that:

P5. National culture such as power distance, collectivism and uncertainty avoidance will
moderate the extent to which perceived negative leadership and management factors
function as barriers to employee engagement and discretionary effort.

Discussion

This literature review explores the influence of leadership and management practices and
behaviours on employee engagement and discretionary effort. Although there are many
potential variables that can contribute to an individual’s desire to engage or “go beyond”
at work, this review highlights the relevance of leadership and management factors.
Overall, it organises, describes and appraises the current literature to gain an integrated
perspective to set five propositions. The findings suggest that in order to understand the
influence of leadership and management factors on employee engagement and
discretionary effort, more refined definitions of employee engagement and discretionary
effort are required.

Context is clearly an important factor in affecting the levels of employee engagement and
discretionary effort. This review considers the role of national culture as a contextual factor
and proposes that while some leadership and management factors act as drivers of
employee engagement and discretionary effort in some societies, they may not be as
effective or even may function as inhibitors in some cultures. Hence, the authors propose
that national culture may moderate the extent to which leadership and management factors
function as drivers and barriers of employee engagement and discretionary effort.
Furthermore, research on negative leader behaviours is necessary to measure the relative
potency of positive and negative leader behaviours.

The five propositions offered are the basis for a conceptual model (Figure 3) that
identifies the key relationships proposed between leadership and management factors,
employee engagement and discretionary effort to guide future research.

Appreciation of how leadership and management factors influence employee
engagement and discretionary effort among employees is fundamental to every industry
(Chadwick, 2015; Ghadi, 2012). The outcomes of future research could assist leaders and

Leadership and Management
Factors National Culture

Drivers
Supportive leader/manager
behaviours
Team-oriented leadership

Good two-way
communication
Employee X
empowerment v - Employee Operational
> Engagement definition
Barriers
Negative/abusive
leader/manager
behaviours v
Poor communication
Discretionary Operational
Effort definition




managers in different organisations and countries to create an engaged workforce and
foster higher levels of discretionary effort; improving the outcomes for both the individual
and the organisation’s effectiveness and efficiency.

Conclusion

This paper has both theoretical and practical implications. It has led to three theoretical
implications. First, the literature clearly shows employee engagement and discretionary
effort as multidimensional constructs and must be investigated as such. Second, continual
refinement of the global definitions of employee engagement and discretionary effort is
necessary as research delivers a greater understanding of them. Finally, by addressing the
influence of national culture on employee engagement and discretionary effort variation is
shown of how leadership and management practices and behaviours have different impacts
across cultures. Research which attends to this matter can help build on the current
theoretical and practical understanding of how leadership and management factors can
influence employee engagement and discretionary effort.

Similarly, this paper contributes two practical implications for all leaders and managers
across different industries and geographical locations. First, leaders and managers at all levels
must play their role in encouraging employee engagement and encouraging discretionary effort.
However, to do so effectively, they need to consider the context of national culture, and how it
can have different impacts on employee engagement and discretionary effort (e.g. while use of
intimidation might discourage employee engagement and discretionary effort within or from
some cultures, in others it has been shown to have differential effects on employees). Second,
leaders and managers must use their judgement regarding when and how they give employees
autonomy and allowing them to participate as business partners may provide a better
performance outcome in today’s environment. Again, these opportunities for autonomy and
close partnerships might help employees and the organisation to become more collaborative
and successful in some cultures, however, they may have the adverse result in other cultures.
Hence, leaders and managers cannot approach employee engagement and discretionary effort
using “a one size fits all” mindset as cultural differences need to be considered.

The contributions of this review form the basis for future research that will facilitate a
clearer understanding of the opportunities that employee engagement and discretionary
effort provide, including studies to test the five propositions. This study has limitations that
are commonly found in theoretical studies. For example, the five propositions are based on
the existing literature and require empirical testing to determine their relevance and validity
in a practical setting. In addition, in this review only sources published in English were
consulted. Furthermore, the inclusion and exclusion criteria used may mean that relevant
articles are unintentionally excluded.

Despite these limitations, the review has contributed to knowledge in the field in three
ways. First, by providing a refined, up-to-date definition of employee engagement and
discretionary effort. Second, it has identified three gaps in the existing knowledge of how to
enhance the level of employee engagement and promote discretionary effort as a desirable
behaviour among employees. These were, the need for a refined, up-to-date definition of
employee engagement and discretionary effort that can find commonality among academics
from different disciplines; the lack of studies on the impact of negative leader and manager
practices and behaviour on employee engagement and discretionary effort; and the limited
consideration of the influence of national cultures beyond western perspectives.

Finally, it has provided a research framework to guide how to achieve these goals.

All leaders and managers want engaged employees and most employees want jobs
where they engage and make a difference. Research that helps facilitate increased
engagement in the workplace is critical to sustaining and growing individual employees and
organisations in today’s turbulent times.
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