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Abstract

The experience of engagement at work can vary between individuals over time and is likely to
fluctuate on a daily basis within one person. This paper explores the debate about whether some people
are more likely to engage at work than others, focusing on the differences between individuals, as well as
how engagement is affected by job and organizational characteristics. The aim of this paper is to analyze
the most predicting factors of employee’s job engagement based on employment of the respondents. The
sample size required for this analysis is 216. These survey respondents were chosen using a systematic
random sampling technique. The data analysis procedure is carried out by means of the survey
questionnaire process. It is found that Work Ethic, Locus of Control, Benefits, Career Development,
Interpersonal Relationships, Job Content, Objectivity, Pay and Performance Evaluation are the Employee
engagement factors significantly varied among the respondents based on the types of employed.
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Introduction

Engagement is understood to be related
to job involvement as well. According to the
Gallup Consulting Organization, there is a
positive correlation between an individual's
involvement and enthusiasm for work with
employee satisfaction (Gallup, 2011). Job
involvement depends on need saliency, and the
potential of the job to satisfy those needs. Job
involvement according to Kanungo (1982) is the
result of cognitive judgment and is all about need
satisfying abilities of the job, whereas employee
engagement entails the active use of emotions
and behaviours, in addition to cognitions.
Engagement is a state of involvement that implies
a positive and relatively complete state of
engagement of core aspects of the self in the job
(Brown, 1996). Also, engagement can be
distinguished from the job involvement construct
as in job involvement the focus is on work alone

rather than on the organisation. Thus, it can be
concluded that engagement is a broader concept
than job involvement as it focuses on the
individual’s relationship with not only work roles
but the organisation as well.

Some practitioners describe engagement in
terms of organizational commitment. As
suggested by Wellins and Concelman (2005), “to
be engaged is to be actively committed”.
Organisation commitment is a psychological
state of attachment to the organisation, which is
regarded as an antecedent of various
organisationally relevant outcomes, including
various forms of personal behaviour such as
working hard, staying long hours and so on
(Menguc and others, 2013) as organisational
commitment involves a sense of belonging,
personal meaning, and being part of the family
(Meyer and Allen, 1997). It can be inferred that
affective commitment is one of the important
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facets of engagement, but not the same as
engagement (Saks, 2006). Engagement also
overlaps with organisational citizenship
behavior (OCB). OCB is believed to go beyond
formal obligations and is defined as the lubricant
of social machinery of the organisation, reducing
friction and/or increasing efficiency (Podsakoff
and MacKenzie, 1997). OCB is a behaviour that is
considered related to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, but is more related
with work situation than with dispositional
factors (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Little and
Little (2006) have argued that OCB is an outcome
of job satisfaction and organisational
commitment. Thus, OCB too can be considered as
one of the facets of engagement, rather than being
engagement per se. The construct flow is also
related to engagement. Flow is defined as the
state in which there is less distinction between
self and environment. Individuals in the state of
flow do not need external rewards or goals to
motivate them as the work or task itself is the
motivator (Csikszentmitmihalyi, 1975). Flow
generally is found with the challenging tasks and
successful experiences. Schaufeli and Taris
(2005) asserted that flow is a peak experience of
engagement. Macey and Schneider (2008) have
suggested that auto-telic personality, which is a
trait manifestation of flow, can be conceptualized
as trait engagement. Due to the similarity
between the two constructs (flow and
engagement) and in the way they have been
defined, there are differing viewpoints in the
literature as to whether flow causes engagement
or engagement results in flow; however, there is
no empirical evidence as to the causality or
redundancy.

There are very few studies that have examined
employee engagement practices in the IT/ITES
Analysis and Results

sector. The above study will help to fill the gap.
Moreover, the study discusses the influence of
various factors on employee engagement. The
results of the study confirm that there is a
significant influence of various factors on
employee engagement. There are a lot of
concerns related to HR policies and practices as
reflected in the results of this study. Out of the six
dimensions of organisationl climate, there is only
one (performance evaluation) that has emerged
as a predictor of organisation engagement.

Research Methodology

The aim of this paper is to analyze the
most predicting factors of employee’s job
engagement based on employment of the
respondents. Various literature and reviews are
compiled and finally 11 variables framed from
the literature namely job involvement,
organizational engagement, work ethic, locus of

control,  benefits, career  development,
interpersonal relationships, job  content,
objectivity, pay, performance evaluation.

Structure questionnaire was used to collect the
data from the respondent those who are working
in as employees. This method is being considered
for this analysis. The sample size required for this
analysis is 216. These survey respondents were
chosen using a systematic random sampling
technique. The data analysis procedure is carried
out by means of the survey questionnaire
process. Responses are coded and the results are
entered into a statistical kit for social science
(SPSS). Descriptive statistics ANOVA statistical
methods were used to evaluate the variance
between the variables, the statistically significant
variations and the relationship between the
variables.

Table 1 Employee engagement factors and type of employed

Employee engagement factors E::'It)ilgli’ll::snt Mean Degitz;it.ion F- value vafl)l-le.
Private employed 3.67 1.33

Job involvement Srz‘;elg;r:de“t 3.65 0.64 14.322 | 0.001*
Self employed 3.26 0.78

Organisation Engagement Private employed 4.49 0.44 88.463 | 0.001*

elSSN 1303-5150

&

Www.neuroquantology.com

1642



Neuro Quantology | October 2022 | Volume 20 | Issue 13 | Page 1641-1648 | doi: 10.14704/nq.2022.20.13.NQ88205
G. Narmadha, Dr. K. Vinayagam/ THE IMPORTANT FACTORS OF EMPLOYEE JOB ENGAGEMENT BASED ON THE EMPLOYMENT OF THE

RESPONDENTS

Government 286 118
employed
Self employed 3.31 0.92
Private employed 416 1.12

Work Ethic Government 3.2 1.29 19.628 | 0.001*
employed
Self employed 3.59 1.06
Private employed 414 1.17

Locus of Control Government 3.84 0.85 3.852 | 0.022**
employed
Self employed 4.04 0.74
Private employed 4.46 0.46

Benefits Government 3.9 0.85 24.813 | 0.001*
employed
Self employed 3.98 0.6
Private employed 4.44 0.52

Career Development Government 4.28 0.08 25.184 | 0.001*
employed
Self employed 4.09 0.51
Private employed 4.61 0.36

Interpersonal Relationships Government 4.09 0.15 71.072 | 0.001*
employed
Self employed 3.96 0.56
Private employed 4.07 1.06

Job Content Government 4.01 0.2 4723 | 0.009**
employed
Self employed 4.16 0.2
Private employed 4.16 0.72

Objectivity Government 3.04 0.8 77.679 | 0.001*
employed
Self employed 3.27 0.65
Private employed 4.56 0.39

Pay 48.837 | 0.001*
Government 416 011
employed
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Self employed 3.85 0.79
Private employed 4.35 0.6

Performance Evaluation ggl‘;elg;?dent 418 0.47 40.171 | 0.001*
Self employed 3.8 0.65

Source: Primary data computed. * Significant at 1 percent level; ** Significant at 5 percent level;

Table 1, explains the respondents opinion
towards Employee engagement factors based on
the types of employed.

Here, types of employed of the
respondents is classified into three groups,
namely, private employees, government
employees and self employment. On the basis of
types of employed, the respondents opinion is
compared with the Employee engagement
factors.

Ho: Respondents’ opinion towards the Employee
engagement factors is not varied based on the
types of employed.

In order to examine the above stated
hypothesis, one way analysis of variance is
applied. From the ANOVAs result, it is noted that
the Employee engagement factors like Job
involvement, Organisation Engagement, Work
Ethic, Locus of Control, Benefits, Career
Development, Interpersonal Relationships, Job
Content, objectivity, Pay and Performance
Evaluation are the factors found to be significant.
Hence, it is inferred that like Work Ethic, Locus of
Control, Benefits, Career Development,
Interpersonal  Relationships, Job Content,
objectivity, Pay and Performance Evaluation are
the Employee engagement factors significantly
varied among the respondents based on the types
of employed.

In the case of Job involvement, private
employment respondents highly secured the
mean value of 3.67 followed by government
employment respondents (3.65) and self
employment respondents (3.26). The calculated
F-value is 14.322 and the P-value is 0.001, which
is significant at one percent level. Hence, there is
a significant difference of opinion towards Job
involvement factors among the respondents
based on the types of employed. It is found that
private employment respondents are having the
higher level of opinion towards the Job

involvement employee’s job engagement factors
than the other types of employed respondents.

With regard to Organisation Engagement
factors, the private employment respondents
have highly secured the mean score of 4.49,
followed by the self employment respondents
(3.31) and the government employment
respondents (2.86). The calculated F-value is
88.463 and the P-value is 0.001, which is
significant at one percent level. Hence, there is a
significant difference of opinion towards
Organisation Engagement factors among the
respondents based on the types of employed. It is
noted that private employment respondents
highly perceived the Organisation engagement
factors in the employees job engagement.

Regarding the Work Ethic factors, private
employment respondents highly secured the
mean value of 4.16, followed by self employment
respondents (3.59) and government employment
respondents (3.20). The calculated F-value is
19.628 and P-value of 0.001 which is significant
at one percent level. Hence, there is a significant
difference of opinion towards Work Ethic based
on the types of employed. It is found that private
employment respondents are having the higher
level of opinion towards the Work Ethic factors.

In the case of Locus of Control, private
employment respondents have highly secured
the mean value of 4.07, followed by self
employment respondents’ (4.04) and
government employed respondents (3.85). The
calculated F-value is 3.852 and P-value is 0.022
which is significant at five percent level. Hence
there is a significant difference of opinion
towards Locus of Control based on the types of
employed. It is found that private employment
respondents are having the higher level of
opinion towards the Locus of Control factors.

For Benefits, private employment
respondents highly secured the mean value of
4.46 followed by self employment respondents
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(3.98) and government employment respondents
(3.90). The calculated F-value is 24.813 and P-
value is 0.001 which is significant at one percent
level. Hence, there is a significant difference of
opinion towards Benefits factors based on the
types of employed. It is noted that private
employment respondents are having the higher
level of Benefits.

With regard to Career Development,
private employment respondents have secured
the mean score of 4.44, followed by government
employment respondents’ (4.28) and self
employment respondents (4.09). The calculated
F-value is 25.184 and P-value of 0.001, which is
significant at one percent level. Hence, there is a
significant difference of opinion towards Career
Development based on the types of employed of
respondents. It 1is inferred that private
employment respondents are having the higher
level of Career Development.

For Interpersonal Relationships, private
employment respondents are secured the mean
value of 4.61, followed by government
employment respondents (4.09) and self
employment respondents (3.96). The calculated
F-value is 71.072 and P-value of 0.001, which is
significant at one percent level. Hence, there is a
significant difference of opinion towards
Interpersonal Relationships factors based on the
types of employed. It is noted that private
employment respondents are having the higher
level of opinion towards Interpersonal
Relationships.

For Job Content, self employment
respondents highly secured the mean value of
416 followed by private employment
respondents’ (4.07), government employment
respondents (4.01). The calculated F-value is
4.723 and P-value is 0.009, which is significant at
five percent level. Hence, there is a significant
difference of opinion towards Job Content factors
based on the types of employed. It is noted that
self employment respondents are having the
higher level of response towards Benefits.

With regard to Objectivity factors, private
employment respondents highly secured the
mean value of 4.16 followed by self employment
respondents (3.27) and government employment
respondents’ (3.04). The calculated F-value is
77.679 and P-value is 0.001, which is significant
at one percent level. So, there is a significant
difference of opinion towards Benefits factors

based on the types of employed. It is noted that
private employment respondents are having the
higher level of perception towards Objectivity
factors.

For pay, private employment
respondents have secured the mean value of 4.56,
followed by  government  employment
respondents (4.16), self employment
respondents (3.85). The calculated F-value is
48.837 and P-value of 0.001, which is significant
at one percent level. So, there is a significant
difference of opinion towards pay based on the
types of employed. It is noted that private
employment respondents are having the higher
level of opinion towards promotional display.

For Performance Evaluation, private
employment respondents secured the mean
value of (4.35), followed by government
employment respondents’ (4.18) and self
employment respondents (3.89). The calculated
F-value is 40.17 and P-value of 0.001, which is
significant at one percent level. So, there is a
significant difference of opinion towards
Performance Evaluation based on the types of
employed. It is explained that private
employment respondents have the higher level of
opinion towards the Performance Evaluation.

It is found that the Employee engagement factors
are significantly varied among the respondents
based on the types of employed. Private
employment respondents’ have higher level of
importance towards the Job involvement,
Organisation Engagement, Work Ethic smell,
store signage, Benefits, Career Development,
Interpersonal Relationships, Objectivity,
promotional display boards and Performance
Evaluation. Job Content factor is found to be high
among the self employed respondents.

Conclusion

The well Engaged employees can help
your organization achieve its mission, execute its
strategy and generate important business results.
This paper concluded that the employees job
engagement factors significantly varied based the
employment. From this report it has highlighted
ways in which different HR practices, including
job design, recruitment, selection, training, and
compensation and performance management can
enhance employee engagement. But these
examples also show that employee engagement is
more complex than it may appear on the surface.
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Organizations define and measure engagement in
a variety of different ways, suggesting there is no
one “right” or “best” way to define or stimulate
engagement in your workforce. The decision to
invest in strengthening engagement or
commitment (or both) depends on an
organization’s strategy and the makeup of its
workforce.
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