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Mission

Here at EngageRocket, we've gathered millions of data
points on talent and their perceptions of their

organizations across Asia, with the mission to enable a
world where people thrive and organisations succeed.

Through our survey analytics platform, we can truly
understand an intangible asset that many people
organizations tend to miss — employee experience and
engagement. The questions used in our platform’s
recommended surveys have been considered through
active research in organization science, which allowed
us to build a framework for understanding what drives
employees’ success in their workplaces.

This whitepaper illustrates our framework of employee
experience through detailing each of the dimensions
and drivers, which were derived through our structured
literature review, pilot testing and rigorous analyses
before building our final instrument to measure

employee experience.

Introduction

Having a tool that is able to capture employee experience and engagement helps organisations understand its talent
pool better by deep diving into how they interact with different aspects of their work and how they feel about those
interactions. As work is inherently complex in the modern world, there are many dimensions and drivers that contribute
to the employee experience and engagement. At this current moment where the Covid-19 pandemic is disrupting work
for everyone around the world, elements of work have changed - some at a much greater scale than others. As an
obvious example, most people have shifted to remote working and hence their physical work environment has shifted
from the typical office to their personal home. This suggests that people’s experience and engagement with their work
can change as a result.

In this paper, we first begin with a discussion of the difference between the two main concepts of employee engagement
and employee experience; from there, the focus on employee experience becomes clear and compelling. With the focus
in mind, we then introduce a framework that encapsulates both concepts. The qualitative and quantitative analyses that
went behind the task of conceptualization would be covered. Lastly, the processes underlying the development of the
survey bank that measures all the different dimensions and drivers of employee experience and engagement would also
be discussed.
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Difference between Engagement and Experience

Employee Engagement (EE) has been a well-studied motivational concept since 1990, when William Kahn' first
introduced it. Employee Engagement can be defined as a mix of psychological state, attitudes and behavior
towards one’s job and organisation. It encompasses the feeling of dedication, energy and absorption in work (i.e.,
work engagement), desire to make the best effort at work (i.e., work motivation), emotional attachment, loyalty and
dedication towards organisation (i.e., commitment), as well as feeling of belonging and oneness with organisation
(i.e., identification). In a systematic literature review of research between EE and business performance, it was
found that EE supports organisational development and leads to improved business performance?. In addition, EE
also impacts valued attitudes such as active learning, innovation, knowledge sharing and adaptability3.

On the other hand, Employee Experience (EX) is a holistic view of how people interact with and perceive their work.
Similar to the way companies approach the Consumer Experience (CX), the end-user’s motivations, wants and needs
are at the core of EX, and the critical objective is to find the intersection between those elements for each organisation.
By deeply understanding the human aspects of working in the organisation, employers can design a tailored
experience that demonstrates empathy towards employees, in turn building employee engagement, loyalty and
performance. This is based on the belief that ‘your employees are your brand™.

Employee Engagement (EE) Employee Experience (EX)
A mix of psychological state, attitudes and People’s relationship with and perceptions of
behaviour towards one’s job and organisation. their organisation, defined by all the interactions

throughout their employment journey.

EX takes into account the drivers of engagement all along the employment journey, with engagement being an
outcome of EX. By focusing on the physical, cultural, digital, and work dimensions of the organisation, a positive EX
drives engaged employeess.

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692-724.
https://doi.org/10.2307/256287

2 Btazej, M. (2018). Employee engagement and performance: a systematic literature review. International Journal of Management and Economics,
54(3),: 227-244. https://doi.org/10.2478/ijme-2018-0018

3 Gorgievski, M. J., Moriano, J. A,, Bakker, A. B. (2014). Relating work engagement and workaholism to entrepreneurial performance. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 29(2), 106—121. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2012-0169

Maylett, T, & Wride, M.(2017). The employee experience: how to attract talent, retain top performers, and drive results. John Wiley & Sons.

Morgan, J. (2017). The employee experience advantage: how to win the war for talent by giving employees the workspaces they want, the tools they
need, and a culture they can celebrate. John Wiley & Sons.
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Dimensions of EX
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Building a positive EX is important not only for driving employee engagement, but also for boosting company
performance (Figure 1). Creating an environment for people to feel engaged at work contributes to the bottom line
through building stronger productivity, job satisfaction and well-being, while lowering absenteeism and turnover.

Transition from Engagement
to Experience

Demands and desires of employees have evolved over the years. While
compensation and benefits are important to employees, it is insufficient
for employers to pin their hopes on that to retain and attract employees.
There are other important factors that are commonly overlooked such
as developmental opportunities, lifestyle and job fit, and a connection to
a greater meaning and purposes.

To compete in the business marketplace with an increasing ‘war for
talent’, multi-generational workforce and digitisation, companies have
shifted away from just focusing on engagement towards a more holistic
approach. Whereas the employment relationship used to be viewed in a
transactional way, employees are now placed at the heart of designing
the end-to-end employment journey. Tangible benefits or reward
programmes are not enough to drive sustainable employee satisfaction
and business performance — employers need to look at fundamental

people needs throughout the employee lifecycle’.

® Kohll, A. (2018, July 11). What Employees Really Want At Work. Forbes.
https://www.forbes.com/sites/alankohll/2018/07/10/what-employees-really-want-at-work/?sh=b0d80215ad3b.

7 Plaskoff, J. (2017). Employee experience: the new human resource management approach. Strategic HR Review,
16(3),136-141.https://doi.org/10.1108/SHR-12-2016-0108
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Dimensions of Employee Experience

Physical

No matter whether people work in their own office, at client site or even remotely, they are embedded within the physical
environment they are in. Physical environment consists of physical elements that surround the employee which should
be safe for them to work with a peace of mind. The physical elements include everything they can take in with their five
senses — be it the air they breathe, the chair they sit on, etc. However, the physical elements of the employee
experience have been fundamentally changed by the Covid-19 pandemic. With many employees working from home
most of the time, companies find themselves in less control of the physical aspect of the employee experience. Even
as the tides of the pandemic shift to enable employees to return to office, companies may want to rethink their office
design to accommodate employees' preference for hybrid work arrangements®. Some have created office hubs for
employees to meet in-person close to their home when needed, providing opportunities for informal social interactions
that are difficult to engineer virtually?. Health and safety is one of the priority concerns as people return to the physical
office, with challenges around coordinating a hybrid workforce and ensuring safe distancing. It is also important to note
that remote working has had an unequal impact on various demographic groups, depending on the suitability of
individuals’ home environment for juggling both work and personal responsibilities.

Cultural

Company culture can be understood as ‘the way we do things around here’, which is underpinned by organisational values,
attitudes and behaviours. It is the shared perceptions of the organisation and its work practices that employees hold,
which is usually shaped by the company structure and leadership. It is the glue that holds employees together and
motivates employees to commit to its objectives. It can encompass many elements, including relationship elements,
such as organisational or managerial support and communication style, as well as process elements, such as
action-orientation and empowerment. The pandemic has challenged employers’ ability to build and maintain a strong
sense of culture during remote working, especially since so much of this is created organically when staff interact with
each other in the office. Ensuring managers and leaders are visible and approachable when working remotely is key to
building trust, especially during periods of change and uncertainty. Some senior managers allocate regular time windows
during the week when people can informally reach them for a chat or to ask any questions.

Digital

Work has evolved so much and will continue to evolve as more technological solutions and tools are developed. The
digital readiness of each organisation can vary greatly however, and the tools that each role can leverage on can also
differ. The tools can range from hardware like desktops and printers or to software like applications. With increased
adoption of such tools, it comes as a necessary consequence to review processes in which work is done. If the new
tools introduced do not benefit the work process, then the value of the new tools diminish. Hence, digitalisation comes
hand in hand with process optimisation. To survive the disruption accelerated by the pandemic, investment in technology
has rapidly increased — even for small businesses, despite lower revenue. Companies had found themselves immediately
reliant on technological tools to enable work, making digital transformation a priority to ride the wave in the pandemic.
This entails reframing the business model to create value through modern tools — bringing together technology, people
and processes. Managing such a large-scale change programme is enabled by strong capability and use of data to
coordinate across departments and adapt to problems along the way.

® Tan,S.-A., & Begum, S. (2020, October 31). Back to office, but it's so hard: Why some in Singapore are reluctant to return to the workplace. The Straits

Times. https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/manpower/back-to-office-but-its-so-hard.

9 Berg, N. (2021, May 3). How Salesforce, Spotify, and Okta are redesigning their offices after COVID-19. Fast Company.
https://www.fastcompany.com/90629174/how-salesforce-spotify-and-okta-are-redesigning-their-offices-after-covid-19.
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Work

The work dimension of the employee experience takes into account the fact that there are specific nuances for
specific roles that go beyond what can be influenced by the organisation at large (i.e., cultural). For example, even
for an organisation that focuses a lot on ensuring that employees have good development opportunities, certain
job roles have a more limited career trajectory than others. What is defined as success also differs across different
job roles, even if those roles sit within the same organisation. With the shift to hybrid work, companies have rapidly
developed new norms and rules for how work gets done. The expectations required of employees may have
changed and may be more difficult to convey with fewer face-to-face interactions. As people’'s work and personal
lives have become more blended, it becomes harder for managers to ensure that employees follow processes and
hence there is a greater focus on whether end goals and defined outcomes are met instead. The success and
growth of different roles are defined distinctively based on the type of work and role people are in, and these could
have been disrupted in varying degrees by the pandemic. While some roles slide into redundancy, others boom to
be in greater demand and have greater growth trajectory.

Specific Drivers of Employee Experience

Some of the dimensions under EX (Physical, Cultural, Digital, Work) are multi-faceted and can be broken down into
more specific sub-facets/drivers. For example, organisational cultural dimensions can include autonomy and fairness
of rewards™. In addition, work characteristics can include elements like social support from supervisory relationships
and role clarity™.

To unravel the specific drivers, we carried out several qualitative and quantitative analyses on past literature in this
field and also on data collected through our platform. As the key outcome of identifying the drivers was to improve
employee engagement, we first conceptualised and did literature review around this topic. Our definition of an
engaged employee is an employee who is involved in, enthusiastic about and committed to their work and workplace.

Development of Drivers (Analysis)

First, we collected as many academic discussions on the topic and synthesised it into a framework. Research that
was found to be uncorrelated with measurable actionable issues for management was removed, resulting in a final
database consisting of over 500 peer-reviewed articles from various journals. We conducted several preliminary
methods to arrange and sift through the various data sources.

As the literature review allowed us to gather qualitative data on concepts surrounding employee engagement, we then
had to quantify the data collected to find out themes and categories within this topic. Hence, the first method we
employed was content analysis — it is a research method to gain systematic and objective means of quantifying any
phenomena. This allows us to make replicable and valid inferences from research towards their context, building a
representation of facts in a structure for a practical guide to action. Through this analysis, we yielded a conceptual
system to organise categories within engagement.

Second, we used a visual illustration of the content analysis output to formulate the model of drivers more effectively.
Concept mapping'? was employed to develop this graphic representation of data points uncovered from the previous
step. This allowed us to structure semantic connections between different ideas and to ascertain whether certain
ideas or behaviours are antecedent or consequential. Through this graphic representation, we were able to present a
conceptual model for the drivers of EX.

'° Van Den Berg, P. T., & Wilderom, C. P. M. (2004). Defining, measuring, and comparing organisational cultures. Applied Psychology, 53(4), 570-582.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2004.00189.x

" Fairlie, P. (2011). Meaningful work, employee engagement, and other key employee outcomes: Implications for human resource development.
Advances in Developing Human Resources, 13(4), 508-525. https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422311431679

12 Novak, J. D. (1995). Concept Mapping: A Strategy for Organizing Knowledge. Routlege.
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Through our concept mapping and analysis of content from the literature of employee engagement, we found 9

constructs to be measuring issues that were actionable for managers and supervisors. These 9 constructs (in

green) are termed as drivers and are mapped onto the 4 broad dimensions of EX, as seen in Figure 2. The other

constructs (in purple) have been theoretically conceptualised but are still undergoing development for a more

holistic framework in future versions.
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Drivers of Employee Experience

® Accomplishment

William Kahn's (1990)" qualitative research on engagement is one of the most cited works in the engagement literature.
Based on his model, one of the main antecedents of engagement at work is psychological meaningfulness; the sense of
return on investments of the self in performance at one’s role. In a similar vein, meaningful work has been identified as
one of the the five elements that drive engagement'. Direct research supporting this idea showed that the experience of
meaningfulness within work roles results in individuals making greater personal investments in the pursuit of
organizational goals™ s,

Fairlie (2011)" compared a number of meaningful work characteristics to other work characteristics as correlates and
predictors of employee engagement. The findings showed that jobs that offer a sense of accomplishment was one of the
work characteristics that were categorized as meaningful, and that such characteristics accounted for a substantive
amount of variation in employee engagement.

= Autonomy

The Demand-Control theory'® made a case for the enabling role of autonomy in engagement. According to this model,
people have the ability to think and solve problems, and want to have the opportunity to make choices and decisions. In
other words, they want to have some input into the process of achieving the outcomes for which they will be held
accountable. Hence, employees’ perceived capacity to influence decisions that affect their work and to exercise
professional autonomy is a critical element of employee engagement?” &,

The very process of making a decision has a durable impact on employees’ experience of participating in organizational
life and the responsibility they take for its outcomes™. Participative decision making is a foundation of job enrichment
strategies??, because of its power to engender commitment as well as its capacity to make good use of knowledge and
experience within a group of colleagues™. Active participation in organizational decision making has been consistently
found to be related to higher levels of efficacy and lower levels of exhaustion?' 22, When employees are encouraged to
participate in decision making, they tend to be more engaged, invest more effort in their work, and feel less strain'. In a
study conducted on 279 frontline employees in a hotel and restaurant in Southern Norway?3, the results showed that job
autonomy is an antecedent of employee engagement, which in turn leads to employees’ innovative behaviour.

'3 Bersin, AJ (2015, January 27). Becoming Irresistible: A New Model for Employee Engagement. Deloitte.
https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/deloitte-review/issue-16/employee-engagement-strategies.html

' Brown, S. P, & Leigh, T. W. (1996). A new look at psychological climate and its relationship to job involvement, effort, and performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 81(4), 358-368. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.358

' May, D. R, Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement of the
human spirit at work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11-37. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892

16 Karasek, R., & Theorell, T. (1990). Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the Reconstruction of Working Life. Basic Books.

"7 Gagné, M., & Bhave, D. (2010). Autonomy in the Workplace: An Essential Ingredient to Employee Engagement and Well-Being in Every Culture.
Cross-Cultural Advancements in Positive Psychology, 1, 163-187. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9667-8_8

'8 Albrecht, S. L. (2012). Handbook of employee engagement: perspectives, issues, research and practice. Edward Elgar.

19 Leiter, M. P, & Maslach, C. (2003). Areas of Worklife: A Structured Approach to Organizational Predictors of Burnout. Research in Occupational Stress
and Well-Being, 3, 91-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/s1479-3555(03)03003-8

20 Hackman, J. R. (1986). The psychology of self-management in organizations. In M. S. Pallak & R. O. Perloff (Eds.), Psychology and work: Productivity,
change, and employment (pp. 89-136). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10055-003

21 Lee, R. T, & Ashforth, B. E. (1993). A further examination of managerial burnout: Toward an integrated model. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14(1),
3-20. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030140103

22 eiter, M. P. (1992). Burn-out as a crisis in self-efficacy: Conceptual and practical implications. Work & Stress, 6(2), 107-115.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379208260345

2 Slatten, T., & Mehmetoglu, M. (2011). What are the drivers for innovative behavior in frontline jobs? A study of the hospitality industry in Norway.
Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 10(3), 254-272. https://doi.org/10.1080/15332845.2011.555732
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>+ Clear Expectations (Alignment)

One driver of engagement revolves around job clarity and helping an employee understand what is expected of him or her
at work24. If an employee has been shown how what one does fits with the company, has a clearly communicated set of
fundamental responsibilities, and understands not only what he or she needs to do, employee engagement will follow.
Research around the contribution of setting clear expectations and providing resources to employee engagement support
this idea?s.

In the burnout literature, researchers have found that greater role conflict is strongly and positively associated with greater
exhaustion?¢ 27, Contradictory demands interfere with people’s capacity to set priorities or to commit themselves fully to
their work. Studies have also examined role ambiguity — the absence of direction in work. Generally, role ambiguity is also
associated with greater burnout, and lower levels of engagement?¢ 27

»% Fairness

Fairness is the extent to which decisions at work are perceived as being fair and people are treated with respect. It
communicates respect and confirms people’s self-worth. In turn, mutual respect between people is fundamental to a
shared sense of community®. Fairness is also central to equity theory??, which posits that perceptions of equity or inequity
are based on people’s determination of the balance between their inputs, such as time, effort, and expertise, and outputs,
such as rewards and recognition?”.

Research based on this theoretical framework has found that a perceived inequity is predictive of burnout?® 3°. Employees
who perceive their supervisors as being both fair and supportive are less susceptible to burnout, and are more accepting
of major organizational change3' 32, Research in Asia has identified organizational justice3® and equal opportunities and
fair treatment3# as drivers of employee engagement.

24 Buckingham, M. & Coffman, C. (1999). First, Break All the Rules: What the World’s Greatest Managers Do Differently. Gallup Press.

25 Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business unit-level relationship between employee satisfaction, employee engagement, and business
outcomes: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 268-279. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268

26 Cordes, C. L., & Dougherty, T. W. (1993). A review and an integration of research on job burnout. The Academy of Management Review, 18(4), 621-656.
https://doi.org/10.2307/258593

%7 Maslach, C., Jackson, S.E., & Leiter, M.P. (1996). MBI: The Maslach Burnout Inventory Manual. Consulting Psychologists Press.
28 Walster, G. W. (1975). The Walster et al. (1973) Equity formula: a correction. Representative Research in Social Psychology, 6, 65-67.

29 Bakker, A. B., Schaufeli, W. B., Demerouti, E., Janssen, P. P. M., Van Der Hulst, R., & Brouwer, J. (2000). Using Equity Theory to Examine the Difference
Between Burnout and Depression. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 13(3), 247-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800008549265

50 Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P, Maslach, C., & Jackson, S.E. (1996). ‘Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey’. In C. Maslach, S.E. Jackson & M.P. Leiter
(eds.), The Maslach Burnout Inventory-Test Manual (3rd ed). Consulting Psychologists Press

31 Leiter, M. P, & Harvie, P. (1997). The correspondence of supervisor and subordinate perspectives on major organizational change. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 2, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.2.4.343

32 L eiter, M. P, & Harvie, P. (1998). Conditions for staff acceptance of organizational change: Burnout as a mediating construct. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping,
11, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615809808249311

53 Kumar, D. P, & Swetha, G. (2011). A Prognostic Examination of Employee Engagement from its Historical Roots. International Journal of Trade,
Economics and Finance, 2(3) 232-241. https://doi.org/10.7763/ijtef.2011.v2.108

*4 Sundaray, B. K. (2011). Employee engagement: a driver of organizational effectiveness. European Journal of Business and Management, 3(8), 53-59.
doi: 10.12691/jbms-3-5-1
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~ Growth

Researchers have theorised that opportunities for learning3® and talent management systems3¢ that involve employee and
organisational development initiatives are antecedents to engagement. Training and career development helps the
employee to concentrate on a focused work dimension®’. When an employee undergoes training and learning development
programmes, his/her confidence builds up in the area of training, and this motivates them to be more engaged in their job.

Alderfer (1972)38 suggested that when an organisation offers employees a chance to grow, it is equivalent to rewarding
people. He emphasised that “satisfaction of growth needs depend on a person finding the opportunity to be what he or she
is most fully and become what he or she can.” Lai et al. (2015)3? carried out a study among a convenience sample of 400
employees working at three to five star hotels in Penang, Malaysia found that training and development have a significant
relationship with employee engagement. In a series of other studies conducted, researchers corroborated on the direct link
between employee perceptions of growth and development to employee engagement in Asian contexts34 40 41,

I Manager Support

Perceived organisational support develops through employee interactions with organisational agents such as managers,
and reflects employees’ beliefs concerning the extent to which the organisation they work for values their contributions
and looks after their well-being#? 43. Supportive, emotionally positive workplace climates have been operationalised to
include the perception of supportive management#4. Relevant research by various other researchers have corroborated

the role of the manager in creating a supportive climate?s 4¢,

35 Czarnowsky, M. (2008). Learning’s role in employee engagement: An ASTD research study. Association for Talent Development.

36 Hughes, C. J., & Rog, E. (2008). Talent management. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 20(7), 743-757.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110810899086

*7 Paradise, A., & Patel, L. (2009). 2009 State of the industry report. American Society for Training and Development.
38 Alderfer, C. P. (1972). Existence, relatedness, and growth: Human needs in organizational settings. Free Press.

39 Lai, P-Y, Lee, J.-S., Lim, Y.-X,, Yeoh, R.-G., & Mohsin, F. H. (2015). The Linkage between Training and Development and Co-Worker Support towards
Employee Engagement in Hotel Industry. International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, 5(5), 1-8.
http://www.ijsrp.org/research-paper-0515/ijsrp-p41115.pdf

49 AbuKhalifeh, A. N., & Som, A. P. (2013). The Antecedents Affecting Employee Engagement and Organizational Performance. Asian Social Science, 9(7),
41-46. https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.vOn7p41

41 Dharmendra, M. & Naveen, K. M. (2013). Employee Engagement: A Literature Review. Economia Seria Management, 16(2), 208-215

42 Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied psychology, 71(3), 500-507.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

43 Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A,, & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and effects on job performance. Academy of management journal,
53(3), 617-635. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2010.51468988

44 Dollard, M. F,, & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Psychosocial safety climate as a precursor to conducive work environments, psychological health problems, and
employee engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(3), 579-599. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X470690

45 Kroth, M., & Keeler, C. (2009). Caring as a managerial strategy. Human Resource Development Review, 8(4), 506-531.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484309341558

4¢ Plakhotnik, M., Rocco, T. & Roberts, N. (2011) Development review - integrative literature review: Increasing retention and success of first-time
managers: a model of three integral processes for the transition to management. Human Resource Development Review, 10(1), 74-100.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484310386752
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A research study found that supervisor relations were positively linked to psychological safety and engagement’s.
These findings are in line with research showing positive relationships between perceptions of various forms of
support in an organisation and conceptualisations of job engagement#’ 48 49, Saks’ (2005)%° study indicated that
perceived organisational support predicts both job and organisation engagement. He posited that the reason for this
positive relationship is the norm of reciprocity, which refers to the extent to which employees are likely to respond to
the support and care from the organisation through trying to perform well on their duties and responsibilities at work.
In Asia, other researchers have also substantiated the positive impact of perceptions of manager trust and integrity*'
and perceived supervisor support3' on employee engagement.

) Value & Purpose (Mission)

Values, mission and purpose encompass the ideals and motivations that connect the employee and the workplace in
a way that goes beyond the utilitarian exchange of time for money or advancement'?. Contributing to a meaningful
purpose is a powerful motivator for individuals. When the values of the organisation and that of an employee are
mutually compatible, it produces a self-perpetuating dynamic that supports engagement. However, when there is a
conflict of values on the job, it can undermine people’s engagement with work. The greater the gap between individual
and organisational values, the more often staff members find themselves making a trade-off between work they want
to do and work they have to do™.

The dominant role of value conflicts in the burnout and engagement process is indicated by the associated distress
and the lengths to which people go to reduce the associated tension. Research has found that a conflict in values is
related to all three dimensions of burnout?®'. According to the 2014 global workforce study conducted by Towers
Watson, the second highest determinant of employee engagement is goals and objectives, which refers to an
understanding about how one’s job contributes to the goals of the organisation.

© Recognition

A lack of recognition from service recipients, colleagues, managers, and external stakeholders devalues both the work
and the workers, and is closely associated with feelings of inefficacy?¢ 27. What keeps work engaging for most people is
the pleasure and satisfaction they experience with the day-to-day flow of work that is going well?2. Recognition from
others is the source of an enjoyable workflow, which supports both psychological well-being and physical health?s.

In testing a model of engagement through surveying 102 employees in a variety of jobs and organisations, a study
found that job characteristics, such as rewards and recognitions, were predictive of engagement#’. In an Asian context,
another piece of research found that rewards and recognition are positive antecedents of employee engagement33.

47 Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Euwema, M. C. (2005). Job resources buffer the impact of job demands on burnout. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 10, 170-180. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.170

48 Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). Making it safe: The effects of leader inclusiveness and professional status on psychological safety and
improvement efforts in health care teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941-966. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.413

*? Saks, A. M. (2006), "Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement". Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600-619.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169

*° Saks, A. M. (2005). Job Search Success: A Review and Integration of the Predictors, Behaviors, and Outcomes. In S. D. Brown & R. W. Lent (Eds.),
Career development and counseling: Putting theory and research to work (pp. 155-179). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

©EngageRocket - 2021



:&: Relationships at Work

Kahn (1990)' found that supportive and trusting interpersonal relationships, as well as a supportive team, promote
employee engagement. An open and supportive environment is essential for employees to feel safe in the workplace and
engage fully with their responsibilities. Supportive environments enable members to experiment and try new things and
even fail without fear of the consequences.

Co-worker social support is also a significant component of dedication-vigor-absorption model of work engagement®".
The authors argued that team members’ interactions “facilitated feelings of energy and enthusiasm in individual
members, independent of the demands and resources” they were able to obtain. In a similar vein, studies by various
researchers®? 53 provided empirical support for the relationships between engagement and social support from
co-workers and supervisors. Research in Asia has also clearly delineated co-worker support®*? and relationships among
co-workers and team members?¢ as key drivers of employee engagement. Regardless of its specific form, social support
has been found to be associated with greater engagement*'.

In one of very few studies to utilize qualitative, semi-structured interviews and observations, Shuck et al. (2011)%4
conducted a study that explored employee engagement from the perspectives of employees. Findings from their case
study revealed 3 key themes emerged when employees shared their experience of work engagement, one of which being
development of relationships in the workplace.

Development of Question Bank

Questionnaires are then built deductively after conceptualising the drivers, which are each operationalised as one or more
questions in the survey instrument. We conducted a review of published survey instruments measuring employee
engagement. Through this review of the engagement constructs, we assembled a question bank of 198 items aimed at
measuring employee engagement, after eliminating duplicates. A list of references can be found in Appendix 1.

To build a strong instrument for predicting engagement, we needed to select items to include in our EX Instrument which
were predictive of specific drivers. Thus, we set out on our goal to systematically sample all content that is relevant to
any of the drivers. Through this process, a total of 42 non-redundant items were generated from the question bank.

Response Format - Likert Scales

In the surveys that we run, respondents would be required to respond to the question with a rating from 1 through 5. This
response format is called a Likert scale and is often used as a measure for how an individual feels, or thinks about their
level of engagement. Scales capture the intensity of an item and Likert scales specifically reflect the degree with which
they either agree or disagree with a statement. They are the most widely used in survey instruments worldwide. Other
than Likert scales, there are many question response formats which we may but rarely use, such as Thurstone scales,
Borgadus social distance, semantic differentials and Guttman scales.

°! Bakker, A. B., van Emmerik, H., & Euwema, M. C. (2006). Crossover of Burnout and Engagement in Work Teams. Work and Occupations, 33(4),
464-489. https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888406291310

%2 Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and engagement: a multi-sample study.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(3), 293—-315. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.248

*% Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Van Rhenen, W. (2009). How changes in job demands and resources predict burnout, work engagement, and sickness
absenteeism. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(7), 893-917. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.595

** Shuck, M. B, Rocco, T. S., & Albornoz, C. A. (2011). Exploring employee engagement from the employee perspective: Implications for HRD. Journal of
European Industrial Training, 35(4), 300-325. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090591111128306
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We chose a 5 point Likert scale to respond to our surveys as we found that scales with a higher number of categories to
choose from did not introduce stronger predictive power and introduced complexity to the survey instead. Another
advantage of picking a 5 point scale over other other scales is its presence of a precise midpoint. This allows for clarity
when the respondent has a ‘neutral’ response. As visualised in Figure 3 below, when using the 5 point scale, ‘3’ is clearly
the midpoint of the scale, while in the 10’ point scale, there is no option for a clear ‘neutral’ response. Many respondents
may mistake ‘5’ as the midpoint, but on a scalar plane, ‘5.5" is the actual midpoint. Thus, an odd-numbered scale is usually
the best choice for most Likert scales.

1 2 3 4 )

Strongly disagree Strongly agree

12(3 4(5/6|7,89/10

Strongly disagree Strongly agree

FIGURE 3

Additionally, we find meaningful differences between the ‘4’ point responses and the ‘5’ point responses, leading us to
conclude that introducing more categories to the Likert scale just increases complexity in analyzing the data, as 5 points
are sufficient to yield predictive power.

Pilot Tests

Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to ensure that the questions in the question bank are clear in terms of
language (Pilot Test 1) as well as reliable and valid in terms of psychometric properties (Pilot Test 2).

Pilot Test 1

Survey questions were reviewed for comprehension with a sample of respondents, to ensure the choice of words
do not create misinterpretation and are not too sensitive in nature.

PARTICIPANTS

We recruited 20 local job incumbents from Singapore, who were selected to be representative of the demographic
profile of the population in Singapore - they were ethnically diverse in proportion to the actual proportions from the
2010 Singapore census. The participants were equally represented in terms of gender. All participants were also
proficient in English.

All participants were also representative of different industries in Singapore, such as manufacturing, banking,
shipping, hospitality, F&B, automotive, etc. The participants’ education was also similarly profiled, with an equal
proportion of O/N Levels certificate holders, A Levels/Diploma certificate holders and Bachelor's Degree and above
certificate holders.
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PROCEDURE

In small focus groups, participants underwent cognitive interviews where they verbalised their thought processes
while answering our filtered question bank of 42 survey items. Probes were utilised to detect misunderstandings
and assessing question sensitivity, such as:

Could you tell me in your own words what that question means to you? Were there
questions asked that seemed similar to each other? Were there any questions that
you felt uncomfortable answering?

Summaries of respondents’ verbal reports were reviewed to reveal both general strategies for answering survey
questions and difficulties with particular questions. Following the interviews, a debrief session was further
conducted for respondents to discuss how they answered or interpreted specific questions. Following the findings
from the pre-test, 6 survey items were dropped if the participants had any difficulties in any of the 3 criteria:
comprehension, similarity or discomfort.

Pilot Test 2

PARTICIPANTS

For pilot test 2,500 local job incumbents from Singapore were recruited. These participants were selected to be
representative of the demographic profile of the population of Singapore. All the participants were ethnically
diverse in proportion to the actual proportions from the 2010 Singapore census. The sample was composed of 270
males and 230 females, with an average age of 35 within the age group of 24 to 60. All the participants were also
proficient in English.

The participants’ education was profiled with a proportion of 10% O/N Levels certificate holders, 60% A
Levels/Diploma certificate holders and 30% Bachelor’'s Degree and above certificate holders. All participants were
also representative of different industries in Singapore, such as manufacturing, banking, shipping, hospitality, F&B,
automotive, etc.

PROCEDURE

The data was collected in a cross-sectional study. The survey consisted of the 36 items retained from pilot test 1.
Employees rated the degree to which they felt that they experienced the level of engagement represented in each
of the items. Responses were made on a Likert scale with the anchors being strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5).

RESULTS

Reliability - Internal Consistency

Each of the drivers is shown to have a high internal consistency, signifying that the measures possess adequate
scale reliability. Through the data obtained from the pilot study, we examine the correlation between each item and
the other items in the same subscale - that gave us an idea of how similar the particular item and the other items
are. Iltems that were dissimilar were omitted. We also eliminated items which did not match our hypothesis about
which driver they belonged to, leading to a scale with reduced items. For more details, please see Appendix 2.
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Construct Validity - Construct Adequacy

Following research in construct measurement theory, we conducted a content adequacy test to determine the
validity of the selected items. Through this test, items were eliminated that did not discriminate between drivers, or
have an average score that was not sufficiently different from other drivers. A detailed explanation can be found in
the Appendix 3.

Construct Validity - Factor Structure

We performed a confirmatory factor analysis with latent variable structural equation modelling, using maximum
likelihood estimation. We found that the overall model fit for a second-order structure with 9 constructs as latent
indicators of a higher order engagement factor was very strong. Additional details can be found in the Appendix 4.

Appendices

Appendix 1

List of Survey Instruments
The Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA)?24

Towers Watson Employee Engagement Survey
Kenexa Employee Engagement Survey

The Utrecht Work Engagement Survey (UWES)s®
The Psychological Engagement Measure's

The Job and Organization Engagement Scales*?
The Job Engagement Measure*3

The Employee Engagement Surveys¢

The Intellectual, Social, Affective (ISA) Engagement Scale®’

Appendix 2

Cronbach’s Alpha and Subscale Correlations

Each of the drivers had Cronbach’'s a > 0.74. Items were examined for its consistency with the rest of the subscale with
corrected item-to-total subscale correlations - those that did not meet the threshold above 0.50 were deleted. Correlations
among the items that structure each subscale (Intra-Subscale Correlations) were systematically higher than items of different
subscales (Inter-Subscale Correlations), indicating that the items that were hypothesized under each driver belonged together
than items hypothesized to be under other drivers.

°® Schaufeli, W. B., Martinez, I. M., Pinto, A. M., Salanova, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). Burnout and engagement in university students: A cross-national
study. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33(5), 464-481. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022102033005003

%6 James, J. B., McKechnie, S., & Swanberg, J. (2011). Predicting employee engagement in an age-diverse retail workforce. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 32(2), 173-196.https://doi.org/10.1002/job.681

*” Soane, E., Truss, C., Alfes, K., Shantz, A., Rees, C., & Gatenby, M. (2012). Development and application of a new measure of employee engagement: the
ISA Engagement Scale. Human Resource Development International, 15(5), 529-547. https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2012.726542
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Appendix 3

Content Adequacy Test

The mean score of the responses on each item provided was calculated for each driver. In order to be retained, an item’'s mean
had to pass two tests. First, an item’s highest mean had to correspond to the intended engagement driver. In addition, to
eliminate items that, an item’s highest mean had to be sufficiently different from the ratings obtained for the other categories. If
the difference between the highest and the next highest mean was not at least .20, the item was discarded.

Appendix 4

Structural Equation Modelling

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed with latent variable structural equation modeling (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993)
using maximum likelihood estimation in AMOS 18.0 (Arbuckle, 2006). The overall model fit for a second-order structure with 11
drivers as latent indicators of a higher order factor was very strong: 2 = 64, df = 24; GFl = .95; SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .08; CFI=
.98. Model fit is usually considered good when 2/ df falls below 3, and acceptable when 2/ df is below 5. GFl and CFl values
greater than .9 represent a good model fit, and for SRMR and RMSEA, values less than .08 indicate a good, and values between
.08 and 1 indicate an acceptable model fit58 59 ¢0

All items loaded strongly on the intended facet with standardized factor loadings ranging from .82 to .94. Moreover, each
dimension facet loaded strongly on the general latent factor with standardized factor loadings of .73 for autonomy, .60 for clear
expectations, and .98 for manager support, etc. The inter-facet correlations were statistically significant at the p<.0001 level,
which indicates that the general factor is influencing each facet with a similar strength. The reliability of our measure was
strong for the overall construct (a =.91) as well as for each facet, where the Cronbach alpha values were .90 for autonomy, .92
for clear expectations, .94 for manager support, etc.

N EngageRocket

*® Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp.
136-162). Sage.

%9 Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: Sensitivity to underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological
methods, 3(4), 424-453. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424

**Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modelling. The Guilford Press.
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