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ABSTRACT

The central aim of this research was to examindrtipact of state and trait
trust on employees’ levels of work engagement. Mgwecifically, in this study, the
three forms of state trust - trust in top managenteust in direct supervisor and trust
in team members, as well as trait trust (trust ensity) - were hypothesised as
antecedents of work engagement. Furthermore, it praposed that organizational
identification, affective commitment to the supeor and team psychological safety
will mediate the effects of trust in top manageménmnist in direct supervisor and trust
in team members on work engagement respectivamglll the relationship of work
engagement with a variety of work outcomes suchimasple job performance,
innovative work behaviour, feedback seeking, erroommunication and
organizational commitment, as well as the mediateftects of learning goal
orientation on these relationships were investijatésing survey data from 152
research scientists, drawn from six university rsogeresearch centres operating in
Ireland, the hypotheses were tested through higcicmultiple regression analyses.
The results of this study showed that as hypothdsierganizational identification,
affective commitment to the supervisor, and teagtlpslogical safety fully mediated
the effects of trust in top management, trust meati supervisor, and trust in team
members on work engagement respectively. Moreaver,findings of this study
indicated that trust propensity was also positivahg significantly related to work
engagement. Additionally, it was found that leagnigoal orientation partially
mediated the effects of work engagement on injaieperformance, innovative work
behaviour, feedback seeking and error communicatignle it did not mediate the
relationship between work engagement and organizaticommitment. On the basis
of these findings, recommendations were made fer rttanagement of research

centres and for future research directions.
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CHAPTER 1

Overview of the Research

1.1 Background

To survive and successfully compete in the rapahignging and turbulent
work environment, organizations need to develop estdin employees who are
highly motivated and are willing to go the extralenfor them (Schuafeli and
Salanova, 2008). In recognition of this fact, moderganizations are now putting
less emphasis on traditional control systems astl @dting through downsizing and
redesigning of their business processes, and thséea focussing more on the
effective management of their human capital for aging their efficiency and
effectiveness. These organizations are, thereifocegasingly investing in conditions,
which could enable them to develop employees whe “@roactive and show
initiative, collaborate smoothly with others, takesponsibility for their own
professional development and are committed to higgdity performance standards”
(Bakker and Schaufeli, 2008, p. 147). Thus, orgations require employees who are
brimming with energy and self-confidence; are est@istic and passionate about their
work; and are fully involved in their work actias. In other words, modern
organizations need an engaged work force. So whabik engagement?

Work engagement is considered as the “positivethasis” of workplace
burnout — a psychological state that is charaadriby feelings of exhaustion,
cynicism and reduced professional efficacy (Maslaod Leiter, 1997). While the
burned out employees feel tired, view their jobsl dhe people they work with
cynically and generally consider themselves to rfectual; engaged employees
radiate energy, enthusiasm and passion (Schaufeli $alanova, 2007). Work
engagement is defined as a ‘positive, fulfilling nwaelated state of mind that is
characterised by vigour, dedication and absorpt(&thaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-
Roma & Bakker, 2002, p. 74Yigour refers to the inclination to inject effort into
one’s work, perseverance in the wake of task diffies, and the demonstration of
exceptional levels of energy and steadfastnessewhibrking. Dedication is



characterised by a strong involvement in one’s warkl it reflects feelings of
enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, significance, ahdllenge. The final dimension of
engagement iabsorption This component of work engagement refers to béiflg
immersed in one’s work in a way that time appearsly by and one finds it
excessively difficult to disengage oneself from kvoSeveral studies have found
empirical support for the three factor structurevoirk engagement (e.g. Schaufeli et
al., 2002; Storm and Rothman, 2003; Schaufeli aakkBr, 2004; Schaufeli, Taris
and Van Rhenen, 2008).

1.2 Importance of Work Engagement

In recent years the importance of work engagemastleen enhanced mainly
because of two factors. First, the recent trendatdw positive psychology with its
focus on human strengths, well being and optimattioning, has evoked a general
interest in positive states and as a result hagpalied the construct of work
engagement into prominence (Seligman and Csiksziealyn 2000). Second, the
concept of work engagement has assumed increagmificgince because past
research has provided empirical evidence, whichaetnates that high levels of
work engagement can manifest in several positiveomoes for organizations. For
example, research evidence indicates that highdefevork engagement can lead to
greater commitment and satisfaction, lower abserteand quit rates, improved
health and well being, and better in-role and esata performance (Schaufeli and
Salanova, 2007). In view of these findings, itaagonable to suggest that an engaged
workforce is likely to make a significant contrimrt to the bottom line of the

concerned organization.

1.3 Driversof Work Engagement

A review of the engagement literature reveals fblatresources are the most
important precursors of work engagement (Schaafedi Bakker, 2004; Bakker and
Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, Ta#808). Job resources refer to those
physical, social or organizational aspects of tiethat can: (a) ensure successful task
completion; (b) diminish the negative consequermiefob demands; and (c) fuel

personal growth and development (Schaufeli and 8akR004; Bakker and



Demerouti, 2007). Prior research has consistentiypahstrated that job resources
such as supervisory coaching, social support frampewsvisor and co-workers,
autonomy, positive work climate, and performancedf®mck can promote work
engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

More recently, several studies have highlightedrthe of personal resources
in advancing employees’ engagement with their wBkksonal resources are positive
evaluations of the self that are “linked to resitig” and refer to “individual’'s sense
of their ability to successfully control and impaleeir environment, especially during
challenging circumstances” (Hobfoll, Johnson, Eramd Jackson, 2003, p. 632). For
instance, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Sietia2007) in their recent study
showed that the three personal resources, namafyefficacy, organization based
self esteem and optimism were positively relateddok engagement.

1.4 TheRoleof Trust in Work Engagement

As noted above, work engagement has been largelgidered a product of
job and personal resources. The present study,Jerweeviates from this established
line of inquiry and seeks to broaden the growinggagement literature by
investigating the impact of trust on research 4t levels of work engagement
within the context of the Irish university scien@search centres. Mayer, Davis and
Schoorman (1995) draw a distinction between trast @sychological state and trust
as a relatively stable personality trait also knoagntrust propensity. The present
thesis aims to examine the impact of both statetemititrust (trust propensity) on
researchers’ work engagement.

The current study focuses on three foci of shatst: top management, direct
supervisor and team members. Therefore, the predady seeks to examine the
effects of trust in the top management, direct super and team members on
researchers’ engagement with their work. In thesgme investigation, state trust is
conceptualised as a multidimensional construct foildwing Mishra (1996) is
defined as ‘one party’'s willingness to be vulneeald another party based on the
belief that the latter party is (a) competent, r@jable, (c) open and (d) concerned’,
(Mishra, 1996, p. 265). Therefore, in this reseasthte trust reflects researchers’

inclination to depend on the top management, disegiervisor and their team



members based on their belief that these targeteficacious, dependable, honest
and compassionate.

In contrast, trait trust or trust propensity is eatively stable individual
difference, which reflects an individual’s geneextdency to trust or distrust across a
broad range of situations and persons (Rotter, 198&night and Chervany, 2001).
McKnight and Chervany (2001) argue that trust pngtg does not necessarily
suggest that one considers others to be dependableeliable but on the contrary
implies that irrespective of the reason, one gdlyarinclined to trust others.

To the best of my knowledge the relationship betwwerk engagement and
trust has not been explored before. In sum, tregaeh attempts to prove that in
addition to job and personal resources, a climétieust can also play a key role in

promoting work engagement.

1.5 Statement of the Problem

As mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, the ousteidy was undertaken
within the context of Irish university research tes. University research centres are
organizations, which usually lie “outside the usaahdemic core” of university
departments, and “they bring several fields of rsme and technology together,
sometimes even helping create new fields” (Bozeiwwath Boardman, 2003, p. 8).
These research centres are playing a criticalinosecelerating the pace of economic
development of the Irish economy by conductingiegtedge research in areas such
as, biotechnology, computer sciences and medicaht#ogy. Thus, improving the
efficiency and effectiveness of these centres [menative for the economic prosperity
of Ireland. The present study argues that the draamd stability of the university
research centres can be enhanced by advancing dHe emgagement of science
researchers working in these centres. It is funtheposed that state and trait trust can
play a vital role in achieving this end.

However, it should be noted that the research esrare a very specific form
of organization, whose primary purpose is to inseedhe research output of
universities. Moreover, the researchers workinghese centres are high powered
knowledge workers who are conducting high-tech radie research in their
respective fields. Thus, the obvious question & Will the findings of this study be

specific to the research centres only or whethey tban be generalised to other



contexts as well. Previous research indicates bwh work engagement (e.g.
Schaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen, 2009) and teugt Collins and Smith, 2006) can
influence the attitudes and behaviour of knowledgerkers working within the
context of high technology organizations such las,university research centres and
that these findings can be generalised to othetegtsr This evidence provides
confidence that the results and implications of ghesent study can be applicable to
other work environments.

The current study argues that within the environma&nresearch centres
positive trust in the top management team, direpesvisor and team members along
with researchers’ dispositional tendency to traaf play a crucial role in nurturing
work engagement among the research scientistanst@nce, trust in team members
acquires salience in this context because the nm@seacientists work in
interdisciplinary teams and, therefore, are depende each other to accomplish
team and personal goals. In such a work environméettive task performance and
higher work engagement can only occur if the redeas cooperate and work
collaboratively to accomplish particular tasks (&deli and Salanova, 2007).
Previous research provides mounting evidence thsitipe trust in team members
can be critical in fostering interpersonal cooperabetween members (Morgan and
Hunt, 1994; Jones and George, 1998) and therdfiasethe potential to manifest in
stronger engagement and performance.

In a related vein, it is speculated that trustineat supervisor will also have a
positive impact on the engagement levels of theaieh scientists. High trust in the
supervisor might prompt the researchers to givehair personal interests, and to
invest their mental and physical energies in acdsmpg the performance related
goals articulated by the supervisor (Dirks, 200Bjeater motivation to attain the
performance specific goals set by the supervisotuin, might induce the research
scientists to approach their work with greater vigaledication and absorption.

Furthermore, it is suggested that trust in the nbsgal foci, that is the top
management team, is also likely to exercise a figmit effect on the engagement
levels of research scientists. For instance, frusthe ability of the top management
team to generate funding is likely to increase asdeers’ sense of future with the
research centre by assuring them that the researdhe will survive. This sense of
security, by lowering uncertainty and ambiguityghtiraise researchers’ engagement

with their work.



Finally, it is postulated that in addition to statest, trust propensity is also
likely to positively affect researchers’ levelswbrk engagement. Previous research
suggests that people who typically trust othersrmaoge willing to engage in pro-
social behaviours (Colquitt, Scott and LePine, 306hd to be less critical of others
(McKnight and Chervany, 2001); are more likely &spect the rights of others and
are generally liked by others (Rotter, 1980). Thessitive characteristics might
facilitate the high trustors to form an elaborateial network in their workplace
through which they may gain access to importanbrmftion and resources (e.g.
social support, constructive feedback etc.), thrat reecessary for promoting work
engagement.

Thus, in the light of this background, the presstntly seeks to investigate the

following research question:

‘Will positive trust in top management, direct sopsor and team members, and a
high trust propensity foster work engagement am@sgarch scientists working in

Irish university science research centres?’

1.6 Aims and Objectives of the Study

This research was driven by four objectives. Th& ind foremost aim of this
study was to investigate whether or not trust ip toanagement, trust in direct
supervisor, trust in team members and trust propecan directly and significantly
affect researchers’ engagement with their reseaock.

However, the relationship between the three faoétstate trust and work
engagement might not be direct or unconditional @nday be mediated by other
variables. For instance, Dirks and Ferrin (200Quarthat trust is more likely to
exercise an indirect effect on organizational ontes by providing the “conditions
under which cooperation, higher performance and more positive attitudes and
perceptions are likely to occur” (p. 455). Thisses the need to identify intervening
mechanisms through which researchers’ trust inni@magement, direct supervisor
and team members can convert into work engagement.

Dirks and Skarlicki (2004) assert that trust in topnagement, trust in direct
supervisor, and trust in team members are threenclisconstructs each having

different outcomes and implications. More particiyiathey suggest that trust in top



management is likely to be a stronger predictopbmgfanization-relevant outcomes;
trust in direct supervisor is likely to be more g¢ictive of supervisor focussed
outcomes; and trust in team members is likely teriea stronger influence on team
level outcomes. This is also in line with Ajzen aRighbein’s (1977) principal of

compatibility, which states that a given attituddikely to be a stronger predictor of a
particular behaviour if the attitude and the bebarihave the same foci. Thus, it is
proposed that each type of trust will affect wonkgagement through a unique
mechanism. Hence, the second objective of thisysttas to establish whether or not:
(1) organizational identification, an organizatimievant outcome, will mediate the
relationship between trust in top management ank veogagement; (2) affective

commitment to the supervisor, which is a supervsmecific outcome will mediate

the effects of trust in direct supervisor on workgagement; and (3) team
psychological safety, a team relevant outcome, mébdiate the relationship between
trust in team members and work engagement.

The third aim of this study was to explore the e&feof work engagement on
five organizational outcomes: self-rated in-rold jperformance; innovative work
behaviour; two learning behaviours, namely, seekagglback for self improvement
and error communication; and affective organizatiocommitment. Although the
impact of work engagement on in-role job perfornenanovative behaviour and
organizational commitment has been examined befarstudy to my knowledge has
investigated the relationship between work engagerued the two kinds of learning
behaviour: seeking feedback for self improvememd, @ror communication.

Finally, most of the studies have mainly considdtexidirect effects of work
engagement on various outcomes, while little redednas been conducted to
investigate the mediating mechanisms through wheigagement influences
workplace attitudes, behaviours, and performandeoowes. Thus, the fourth and
final objective of this study was to address thép doy highlighting the role of
learning goal orientation in explaining the linkaggtween work engagement and the
five organizational outcomes. However, it is quitessible that work engagement
may affect these outcome variables through oth&riening processes as well.
Therefore, this study proposes that learning go@ntation will at least partially
mediate the effects of work engagement on the owtcwariables included in this

study. The conceptual model depicting these relalips is presented in Figure 1.1:
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On the basis of the research objectives specifiede the following research

hypotheses were formulated and tested:



Hypothesis 1a: Researchers’ trust in top management is positias$pciated with
their work engagement

Hypothesis 1b: Researchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beipeely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1c. Researchers’ trust in their team members will stpvely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1d: Researchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

Hypothesis 2a: Researchers’ organizational identification willdrage the effects of
trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2b: Researchers’ affective commitment to the superwislb mediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engiagnt

Hypothesis 2c: Team psychological safety will mediate the effexftirust in team

members on work engagement

Hypothesis 3a: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3b: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3c. Researchers’ work engagement will be positiveboamted with
seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3d: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with
error communication

Hypothesis 3e: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivegoamted with their

organizational commitment

Hypothesis 4a: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentance

Hypothesis 4b: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdyiour

Hypothesis 4c: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on seeking feedfmacelf improvement



Hypothesis 4d. Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati
Hypothesis 4e: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalragment

1.8 Definitions of Key Termsand Concepts

The definitions of key terms and concepts usetiénpresent study are summarised in
Table 1.1 below:
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TABLE 1.1
Definitions of Key Terms & Concepts

Term / Concept

Definition

Work Engagement

A “positive, fulfilling work relatestate of mind that is characterised by vigoudiaiion and absorption” (Schaufeli et al.

2002a, p. 74).

State Trust

“One party’s willingness to be vulnégaio another party based on the belief that thierlparty is (a) competent, (b) reliab
(c) open and (d) concerned”, (Mishra, 1996, p. 265)

€,

Trait Trust or Trust
Propensity

A relatively stable individual difference, whichflects an individual's general tendency to trustdistrust across a broad ran
of situations and persons (Rotter, 1980; McKnigit &hervany, 2001).

ge

Organizational
Identification

“Perception of oneness with or belongingness tootiganization” (Ashforth and Mael, 1989, p. 22)“ttre degree to which

member defines him or herself by the same attribtltat he or she believes define the organizat{buitton et al., 1994, p.

239).

Affective Commitment to
the Supervisor

An attachment, which reflects employees’ identiiima with and emotional attachment to their supswi(Clugston et al
2000).

Team Psychological
Safety

Refers to team members’ belief that their “tearsaife for interpersonal risk taking” (Edmondson, 9,98 354).

Learning Goal
Orientation

Reflects an individual's dispositional tendencyirtgprove competence through the acquisition of n&illssand knowledge
(Dweck, 1986).

In-Role Job Performance

Those activities, whichpam of employees’ formal job description (Motowiénd Van Scotter, 1994).

Innovative Work

An “intentional creation, introduction and applicat of new ideas within a work role, group or orgation, in order to benefit

Behaviour role performance, the group or the organizatioah§$en, 2000, p. 288).
Feedback Seeking The “conscious devotion of effort toward determgnthe correctness and adequacy of behaviour fainaty valued end states
Behaviour (Ashford, 1986, p. 466).

D

Error Communication

Employees tendency to opernppmeand discuss errors and mistakes

University Research
Centre

A “university based organization whose purpose isanduct scholarly investigations of an intergifnary nature, usually with
financial support from government agencies, privampanies and other organizations outside of tireetsity” (Steffensen

Rogers and Speakman, 1999, p. 96).
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1.9 Thesis Structure

This thesis comprises of twelve chapters and istired as follows. Chapters
2 and 3 present a review of the relevant literaturevork engagement, while chapters
4 and 5 review the literature relating to organaal trust. The literature pertaining
to the three intervening variables: organizatiadahtification, affective commitment
to the supervisor, and team psychological safetyeviewed in Chapter 6. In Chapter
7 a brief overview of the outcome variables usethis study is presented. Chapter 8
deals with the context of the study, that is, tméversity research centres; while
Chapter 9 explains the theoretical basis, and logad for developing the research
hypotheses. Chapter 10 discusses the methodology i this research. More
specifically, it explains the philosophical founidats of this research, outlines the
data collection procedure and the sample, discubsemeasures used in this study,
and examines the statistical techniques utilizetesd the research hypotheses. The
results of this research are presented in Chagtefihally, Chapter 12 wraps up this
thesis with a discussion of the results of thiddgtuts theoretical and managerial

implications, limitations and future research dir&gs.

1.10 Summary

This chapter presented background information a@n dbpendent variable,
work engagement and on the independent variabddsatle assumed to enhance the
engagement levels of research scientists workininvithe context of university
science research centres. More specifically, is tbsearch the three forms of state
trust, namely, trust in top management, trust meali supervisor, and trust in team
members, and trait trust or trust propensity wemgothesised as antecedents of work
engagement. Furthermore, it was proposed that afgonal identification, affective
commitment to the supervisor, and team psycholbgafety will mediate the effects
of trust in top management, trust in direct sumaEwiand trust in team members on
work engagement, respectively. It was further slaged that work engagement will
positively affect five outcome variables: self-iia-role job performance, innovative
work behaviour, feedback seeking, error commurocatiand organizational
commitment and these effects will be mediated hynimg goal orientation. The next

chapter reviews the relevant literature relatingrtok engagement.
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CHAPTER 2

Work Engagement: Conceptualisation and M easurement

2.1 Introduction

The literature review on work engagement has besnitipned into two
chapters to facilitate the understanding of thigegmg concept. The present chapter
provides a general introduction to the concept ofknengagement; whereas, chapter
3 reviews the recent empirical advances in thia.agpecifically, this chapter begins
by examining how the recent movement towards p@sipisychology has propelled
the concept of work engagement into prominencethEumore, a review of the
literature reveals the presence of two distin@rats within the engagement literature.
The first strand has its basis in practitioner j@s; whereas, the second strand
emanates from the academic literature. Thus, thé section critically analyzes the
various models and conceptualizations of work eagemt. The following section
examines the different instruments used to measiseonstruct and highlights their
merits and potential shortcomings. The chapter tlaglvances to review the
relationship between engagement and burnout, andlues that engagement is
characterised by high levels of energy and stratemtification with one’s work;
whereas, burnout reflects a low level of energy andeak identification with one’s

work.

2.2 Evolution of Work Engagement

Historically, the field of psychological researclashbeen admonished for
putting undue emphasis on the negative aspectsuofah behaviour such as,
dysfunction, weakness and pathology (Schaufeli &athnova, 2007). However,
recent times have withnessed the emergence of yogiiychology — a new branch of
psychology that focuses on the importance of husteengths, optimal functioning
and well-being as opposed to exclusively concantgzabn human weaknesses and

malfunctioning (Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000his migration towards
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positive psychology has led to a redirection okegsh interest in positive states such
as, happiness (Brulde, 2007), well-being (Luthddwman, Avolio and Avey, 2008),
hope (Synder, 2002), and most importantly, fromwiesv point of the current study,
work engagement (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter andsf&008).

2.3 Different Approachesto Work Engagement

A review of the engagement literature reveals tttadre are two distinct
approaches to the concept of work engagement. if$teapproach comes primarily
from the practitioner journals; whereas, the secapgroach has its roots in the
academic literature (Saks, 2006). These approaahesliscussed in detail in the

following paragraphs.

2.3.1 Practitioners’ Approach to Work Engagement

Within the practitioner literature some of the défons of work engagement that

have been advanced include:

» Job engagement is defined ‘as a person’s enthusiadnmvolvement in his or
her job. People who are highly involved in theibgadentify personally with
the job and are motivated by the work itself’ (Rabeind Davenport, 2002 p.
21).

* Employee engagement is ‘the individual’s involvemand satisfaction with
as well as enthusiasm for work’ (Gallup Organizatielarter, Schmidt and
Hayes, 2002, p. 269). Harter et al. (2002) furttmntend that employees are
emotionally and cognitively engaged “when they knaWat is expected of
them, have what they need to do their work, haveodpnities to feel an
impact and fulfilment in their work, perceive thithkey are part of something
significant with co-workers whom they trust, and/d&hances to improve and
develop” (p. 269).
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‘Employee engagement is the degree to which indadgl are personally
committed to helping an organization by doing atdryejob than what is
required to hold the job’(Kowalski, 2003, p.1).

Work engagement refers to ‘bringing discretionatfpré to the work in the
form of extra time, brain power and energy’ (FraRkanegan and Taylor,
2004, p.15).

Engagement is defined as ‘a positive attitude gldhe employee towards
the organization and its values. An engaged emploayeaware of business
context and works with colleagues to improve penfance within the job for
the benefit of the organization. The organizationstrwork to develop and
nurture engagement, which requires a two way walatiip between employer
and employee’ (Robinson, Perryman and Hayday, 20.0%4).

‘Engagement is about driving employees toward #omat, emotional and

intellectual commitment to the company’ (Shaw, 20055).

‘Employee engagement or ‘passion for work’, inva@feeling positive about
your job, as well as being prepared to go the exita to make sure you do
your job to the best of your ability. Engagemens hharee dimensions:
emotional engagement — being very involved emotipnaith one’s work;
cognitive engagement — focussing very hard whilewvatk; and physical
engagement — being willing to ‘go the extra miler fpour employer’
(Chartered Institute of Personnel Development (GJRDO06, p. 3).

Employee engagement ‘can be seen as a combindtioonumitment to the
organization and its values plus a willingness telphout colleagues
(organizational citizenship). It goes beyond johbs$action and is not simply
motivation. Engagement is something the employeetbaffer: it cannot be
required as part of the employment contract’ (CIRGQ7).
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The above sample of definitions appears to conedéipeuwork engagement as a
combination of established constructs like orgamopal commitment, job
satisfaction, job involvement, and organizationtizenship behaviour. For example,
Shaw (2005) and CIPD (2007) equate engagement aoithmitment; Frank et al.
(2004) depict engagement as a form of extra-roleaweur; and the engagement
concept advanced by Harter, Schmidt and Hayes §j2682ms to overlap with job
satisfaction and job involvement.

Furthermore, another common theme within the prangr literature is that
employee engagement is characterised by energhusasm, involvement and
focussed effort and therefore, it encompasses lattitudinal and behavioural
components (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Wefald ominey (2008) also echo
similar thoughts and contend that concepts of featisn, commitment and
involvement form an integral part of the definitionsed by industrial researchers. In
addition, the industrial literature posits that énype engagement can be leveraged
by creating favourable employment conditions andkey to have positive effects on
firm’s growth and profitability (Macey and Schneid@008; Schaufeli and Bakker,
2008). However, with the exception of Harter etsg2002) study, this assertion has
not been generally proved through publicationseergeviewed journals (Schaufeli
and Bakker, 2008). Schaufeli and Bakker (2008)htrrtpoint out that instead of
basing their contentions on concrete research regdhe consultancy and industrial
reports “merely state” that positive work engagemean manifest in enhanced
organizational performance and effectiveness.

According to Wefald and Downey (2008) there are tmain differences between
the practitioner and the academic literature. Ting& difference between the two
literatures stems from the fact that industrialwigf engagement is more focussed on
the outcomes of engagement (e.g. performance,ti@teand satisfaction). This is
understandable because the businesses are maestetein the bottom line effects
of work engagement and, therefore, are relativels Ifocussed on defining and
measuring this psychological state. In contrasg fhimary focus of academic
researchers is on the psychological constructfiesedl how the construct can be
measured. Second, Wefald and Downey (2008) argatewthile industry “typically
uses macro data analysis where responses for dodilg’ are averaged over a work
group or team” (e.g. Harter et al., 2002), the aoasds predominantly “use an

individual's response as the data point” (e.g. 8t#laand Bakker, 2004). This can be
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problematic because these divergent approachedeadyto contradictory findings.

Wefald and Downey (2008) conclude that in ordeadquire a clearer understanding
of the concept of work engagement, it is imperativat industrial and academic
researchers strive to “integrate the measures aetthaads from the two thought

worlds” (p. 144).

However, the practitioner literature suffers fromot drawbacks. First, by
depicting engagement as synonymous with establishedstructs such as,
commitment, extra-role behaviour, satisfaction andlvement, it appears that this
literature is merely “putting old wine in new bedl' (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2008).
Second, most of the measures used to assess emplogagement in the practitioner
literature ask respondents to report their peroaptof the work conditions prevailing
in their organizations. For example, Wefald and Dew(2008) have highlighted ten

common themes found in measures of engagemenbysa@ctitioners:

e Pride in employer

» Satisfaction with employer

* Job satisfaction

* Opportunity to perform well at challenging work

* Recognition and positive feedback for one’s comuitidn

* Personal support from one’s supervisor

» Effort above and beyond the minimum

* Understanding the link between one’s job and tlgawization’s mission
* Prospects for future growth with one’s employer

e Intention to stay with one’s employer

An examination of these themes suggests that industeasures of engagement
primarily represent the conditions under, whichhieigengagement is likely to take
place but they do not in fact measure the constiieingagement itself (Macey and
Schneider, 2008). In sum, it is fair to concludattthe concept of engagement
developed by the industrial researchers does msept an accurate depiction of this

construct.
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2.3.2 Academic Approach to Work Engagement

Within the academic literature, the concept of wakgagement was first
introduced by Kahn (1990). Kahn (1990) defined wemngagement as “the harnessing
of organizational members’ selves to their worlesplin engagement people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively asmotionally during role
performances” (p. 694). In contrast, personal djagement refers to the decoupling
of the self from the work role and involves peopWghdrawing and defending
themselves physically, cognitively and emotionallyring role performances. Kahn
(1990) contends that engagement behaviour referthéoact of simultaneously
injecting energies into one’s work roles and beatde to express one’s “preferred
self” while performing one’s work role. According tkahn (1990) when people
exhibit engagement behaviour they feel physicailyolved in their work activities,
cognitively vigilant, and emotionally connectedatihers.

In his subsequent study, Kahn (1992) differentiatedgagement from
psychological presence. More specifically, Kahn9d)9argues that when people are
fully present psychologically, while performing thevork roles, they are more likely
to feel “attentive, connected, integrated and feedsin their role performances” (p.
322). Engagement behaviour, that reflects the fdtieing energies into one’s work
role, is in fact an outcome of such psychologicakpnce.

Kahn (1990) in his ethnographic study found tharéhwere three psychological
conditions associated with engagement or disengagerat work: psychological
meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychocdbgvailability. Psychological
meaningfulness refers to the feeling that one tzivng an adequate return on
investment of their physical, cognitive and mentakources into their role
performance. Individuals experience psychologicaaningfulness when they feel
useful and valuable, and believe that they are behg taken for granted. This
psychological condition is particularly affected joy characteristics (such as variety,
learning opportunities and autonomy), work role ditd rewarding interpersonal
interactions with co-workers. Psychological safedfers to the belief that one can
express his or her true self “without fear of naegatconsequences to self-image,
status or career” (Kahn, 1990, p. 708). Kahn (19&@ued that supporting and
trusting supervisory and co-worker relations wegmy responsible for engendering

feelings of psychological safety. Finally, psychgtml availability refers to the belief
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that one has the required physical, emotional aythmwlogical resources to engage
the self in a particular work role. Kahn (1990) fiduthat workers were more engaged
with their work in situations that provided them ma@sychological meaningfulness,
psychological safety, and psychological availapilit

May, Gilson and Harter (2004) provide the only emgpi investigation of Kahn's
model to-date. Specifically, May et al. (2004) fduthat although all the three
psychological conditions, namely, meaningfulnesafety and availability were
significantly related to work engagement, experieganeaningfulness exerted the
most profound impact on this construct. Additiopathey also found that the job
enrichment and role fit were significantly assaethtvith meaningfulness; rewarding
co-worker and supportive supervisor relations wersitively associated with safety;
while, adherence to co-workers and self consciasnere negatively related to this
psychological condition; and finally resources &fgle had a positive impact on
psychological availability; whereas, participatimnoutside activities had a negative
impact on this particular condition.

Perhaps, one shortcoming of Kahn's model is thdtag not been empirically
tested in different contexts and among differerupational groups. As, noted above,
the May et al. study provides the only empiricak tef Kahn’s model. This study was
based in the United States and was conducted witkiconfines of a large insurance
company. Thus, it remains to be seen whether Kamosel will work in other
contexts or countries or different occupationalup®

Other researchers have subsequently also adoptedin’Ka (1990)
conceptualization of engagement. For instance, lRwoth (2001), like Kahn (1990)
defines engagement as psychological presencefwcos on role activities, but goes
further to state that it involves two critical cooments: attention and absorption.
Attention refers to “cognitive availability and tlaenount of time one spends thinking
about a role”; while, absorption “means being esgeal in a role and refers to the
intensity of one’s focus on a role” (p. 656).

In a similar vein, Saks (2006) conceptualizes eagamnt as the extent to which
an individual is psychologically present in a pautar organizational role. He
suggests that the two most dominant roles for raagnizational members are their
work role and their role as a member of an orgdiwzaand as a consequence he

includes both job and organization engagementsnrtadel.
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In terms of the development of the concept of gegsent, an important
contribution comes from the burnout literature, ethpositions work engagement as a
positive antipode of workplace burnout (Maslachh&deli and Leiter, 2001).
Burnout is a condition that is characterised byifigs of exhaustion, cynicism and
reduced professional efficacy (Maslach and Leit®87). According to Maslach and
Leiter (1997) burnout reflects an erosion of engaga with the job. In their view
engagement is characterised by three dimensioas,igh energy, involvement and
efficacy, which are the direct opposites of thee¢hfacets of burnout. In other words,
these researchers suggest that when individualeriexge the feelings of burnout
“energy turns into exhaustion, involvement turns ioynicism and efficacy turns into
ineffectiveness” (p. 24). According to this coneegpization, engagement can be
measured by the reverse pattern of scores on tlstabtaBurnout Inventory-General
Survey dimensions (MBI-GS) (Maslach et al., 2001is implies that engagement is
characterised by low scores on exhaustion and isynjcand high scores on
professional efficacy.

Some empirical support for this conceptualizatibremgagement is provided by
case studies of two hospital units (Maslach andekeil997). The employees in one
unit displayed a typical burnout profile (i.e. highores on exhaustion and cynicism
and low scores on efficacy); whereas, employeethenother unit had an opposite
profile of engagement (i.e. low scores on exhaansdiod cynicism and high scores on
professional efficacy).

According to Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (20Gsky, areas of work-life lead to
burnout and engagement: workload, control, rewardsrecognition, community and
social support, perceived fairness, and valuesy @hgue that work engagement is an
outcome of sustainable workload, feelings of chosed control, appropriate
recognition and rewards, a supportive work comnyirfiirness and justice, and
meaningful and valued work. Like burnout, engaganmerexpected to mediate the
effects of these six work-life factors on variousrivoutcomes.

Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma and Bakker @0B&wever, criticise
Maslach and Leiter's conceptualization of work egggaent on the grounds that it
depicts engagement and burnout as end poles ohglescontinuum. A major
disadvantage of this approach is that it prohithts examination of the relationship
between burnout and engagement because both cermreptonsidered to be opposite

poles of the same continuum and are assessed matmstrument (the MBI-GS).
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Schaufeli and colleagues (2002a) also position gemgant as the positive
antipode of workplace burnout. However, they argoat instead of being two
opposite poles, burnout and engagement are indepenget negatively correlated
states of mind. Consequently, they define work gegent in its own right as a
“positive, fulfilling work related state of mind &b is characterised by vigour,
dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli, SalanovanZaéez-Roma and Bakker, 2002a,
p. 72).Vigour reflects a desire to devote effort in one’s warigseverance in the face
of job related obstacles, and an expression of legels of energy and mental
toughness while working.Dedication refers to a particularly intense work
involvement and encompasses feelings of inspirapode, enthusiasm, significance
and challenge. The final dimension of engagemenahisorption Absorption is
characterised by being totally focussed on one’skwagctivities in a manner that time
appears to pass speedily and one finds it incrglgsdifficult to disengage from his
or her work.

Finally, in their recent review Macey and Schneid2008) argue that
although there is a general consensus that empleygagement can yield positive
benefits for the organizations, there is some afuabout the meaning of this term.
In order to clear this confusion, these researchegose a conceptual model of work
engagement, which depicts engagement as a comgiestract comprising of state,
behavioural and trait engagement. They argue thgagement as a psychological
state has a strong affective tone and is charaeteriby feelings of energy,
enthusiasm, pride, passion and involvement.

Macey and Schneider’'s (2008) review seeks to diffeate the concept of
state engagement from older and more establishestroats such as job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and job involvement. Mapecifically, they contend
that the older constructs like job satisfactiongamizational commitment and job
involvement do not adequately capture feelings okergy, enthusiasm and
involvement, which are central to the concept ofjagement. For instance, job
satisfaction reflects satiation and contentmentngls, engagement connotes energy
and enthusiasm. In addition, while engagementatsfla high level of activation, job
satisfaction “is sufficiently characterised by aase of well-being and pleasantness
connoting at best moderate levels of activationemetgy” (p. 24). Furthermore, the
measures of job satisfaction, which typically regquhe respondents to describe their

work conditions, may be relevant for ascertainihg tonditions, which promote
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engagement but do not measure directly the cornstfuengagement. Macey and
Schneider (2008), therefore, conclude that jolstatiion may be at best considered
as a facet of engagement when it is assessed lastirgf feelings of energy and

enthusiasm. However, when it is measured as satiati contentment, it cannot be
regarded “in the same conceptual space as engagdimes).

Likewise, organizational commitment reflects empglesy psychological
attachment with their employing organization; whihe focus of engagement is on
employees’ connection with their work activities.owkver, like satisfaction,
organizational commitment may also be considerea faset of engagement when it
is characterised and measured as a willingnesxgend energy on behalf of the
organization; feeling a sense of pride as an orgdioinal member; and having
personal identification with the organization (Ma@nd Schneider, 2008).

Finally, although both engagement and job involvetmeflect employees’
identification with their work, engagement represea broader construct because it
also encompasses feelings of energy, efficacy atitusiasm.

The second facet of engagement identified by Macel Schneider (2008) is
behavioural engagement. Behavioural engagementdesladaptive behaviours such
as, citizenship behaviour, role expansion, proackighaviour, and demonstration of
personal initiative. The common feature of all thé&haviours is that they involve
“‘going beyond the usual or typical” (p. 19). Morgesifically, engagement
behaviours are “discretionary in that they go be&ypneserving the status quo and
instead focus on initiating or fostering changeha sense of doing something more
and / or different, whether in response to a temyocondition or a more permanent
solution to a perceived existing organizationalnges (p. 18). Thus, according to this
conceptualization, usual behaviours such as avdesmjeperformance, reporting for
work on time and fulfilling the in-role requiremanspecified by one’s supervisor do
not connote engagement.

The third and final facet of engagement identifigd Macey and Schneider
(2008) is trait engagement. Trait engagement referhe tendency to experience
work in “positive, active and energic ways and t&héve adaptively in displaying
effort at going beyond what is necessary and timija change to facilitate
organizationally relevant outcomes” (Macey and @ather, 2008, p. 24). More
specifically, trait engagement is an amalgamatioimterrelated personality attributes

such as positive affectivity, conscientiousness,dloactive personality and autotelic

22



personality. In the model proposed by Macey anch8icker (2008), trait engagement
is a direct antecedent of state engagement, whitlrm induces individuals to exhibit
engagement behaviours.

However, Macey and Schneider's (2008) approach dosse under a fair
amount of criticism from several quarters. Foranse, Newman and Harrison (2008)
contend that Macey and Schneider's (2008) concdptstate engagement is
“redundant” and as opposed to being an independenstruct, it should be
considered as one of the components of a higheerojb attitude construct.
Moreover, although both Newman and Harrison (208&) Saks (2008) agree that
behavioural engagement is a useful concept, thiésr dvith Macey and Schneider’s
(2008) contention that behavioural engagement weslbehaviours, which reflect
“going beyond the usual or typical”. Newman and ris@n (2008) suggest that
engagement can be better understood as “the bemaViprovision of time and
energy into one’s work role, specified as sharedamae among job performance,
withdrawal and citizenship behaviour” (p. 35).

Furthermore, Dalal, Brummel, Wee and Thomas (2@0&)e that Macey and
Schneider's (2008) use of the term “state engag€memmisleading. Dalal et al.
(2008) suggest that the term state typically castuvithin-person variations and
therefore by implication state engagement shouter te the daily fluctuations in the
levels of engagement within a specific person. Thwisat Macey and Schneider
(2008) refer to as state engagement, is in faetadively stable trait like state, which
does not take into account within-person variatiortsese researchers further argue
that engagement is likely to comprise of both shiateand trait like components and
that it should be considered a cognitive-affectvastruct and not a dispositional or a
behavioural one. Dalal et al. (2008) conclude tk@ concepts of trait and
behavioural engagement specified by Macey and $i&n€2008) should not be
termed as engagement but instead should be coedider “putative dispositional
antecedents and behavioural consequences of engatjigm 55).

Finally, Macey and Schneider (2008) have not spetivalid measures for
their three components of work engagement. Thusir tnodel is not open to

empirical testing and estimation.
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2.4 A Comparison between Different Approaches

The review of the different approaches to work gegaent presented in the
preceding paragraphs, highlights important diffeemnamong these view points. For
instance, the practitioner literature equates werigagement with established
constructs such as, organizational commitmentsgiisfaction, job involvement and
extra-role behaviour. Additionally, the main foanfsthe industrial researchers seems
to be on the outcomes of work engagement and lestefining and measuring this
psychological construct (Wefald and Downey, 20068)an (1990) on the other hand
conceptualizes engagement as a behaviour, whildtigthe act of injecting energies
into one’s work role. Schaufeli et al. (2002a) defengagement as a psychological
state; while Macey and Schneider (2008) regard gglgant as a complex construct
comprising of state, trait and behavioural engaggmidowever, in spite of these
differences, all approaches tend to agree thatgemgant is characterised by feelings
of energy, enthusiasm and involvement. The simtiggrand differences between the

various engagement models are summarised in Tahle 2
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TABLE 2.1

Comparison of Engagement M odels

Authors Conceptualization Dimensions Common
Features
Practitioner Amalgamation of commitment, None
Literature satisfaction, involvement and extra-
role behaviour
Kahn (1990) | A form of behaviour, which involves| Physical
injecting energy into one’s work role
Cognitive
Emotional
Maslach and Psychological State Energy
Leiter (1997) Energy
Involvement
Enthusiasm
Efficacy
Schaufeli et al. | Psychological State Vigour, Involvement
(2002a)
Dedication and
Absorption
Macey and A complex construct consisting of | State
Schneider three facets Engagement
(2008)
Behavioural
Engagement
Trait
Engagement

The obvious question then is that, which one of¢happroaches represents
the most robust conceptualisation of work engageémnianthis connection, Luthans
and Youssef (2007) have specified four criteriadquositive psychological capacity
to qualify for inclusion in positive organizationbéhaviour (POB), which refers to
the “study and application of positively orientedinian resource strengths and
psychological capacities that can be measured )@@ and effectively managed for
performance improvement in today’s workplace” (lark, 2002, p. 59). Specifically,
to be included in POB a positive psychologicalest§t) must be grounded in theory
and research; (2) have valid measures; (3) shoellstdte like and therefore open to
development and manageable for performance impremem(4) and should be
researched, measured, developed and managed atdiliglual micro level. The

industrial approach fails to meet three of theseerta. For example, the industrial

25




approach to engagement has its basis in practiberréghan theory and empirical
research (Saks, 2006); it lacks valid measuresghgement (Macey and Schneider,
2008); and finally, this approach primarily focus@s macro issues as opposed to
individual micro issues (Wefald and Downey, 2008).

Khan’s (1990) model of engagement also falls sborthese criteria because
only one previous study (May et al., 2004) has eicgdly tested his model and that
too with a measure of engagement, which had ufaectiisy psychometric properties
(to be discussed later). Likewise, Macey and Scleri (2008) approach can also be
rejected because they have not specified valid aneagor their three components of
work engagement and therefore, their model is n@noto empirical testing and
investigation.

Schaufeli et al.’s (2002a) model of work engagement the other hand,
satisfies all the four criteria (Luthans, Normanyoho and Avey, 2008). Their
concept of work engagement has emerged from thearels on burnout, which has
existed and proliferated over the past three dexcadd therefore, has solid theoretical
foundations. Additionally, it can be measured by paychometrically valid
guestionnaire, that is, the Utrecht Work Engagenseaie. This scale has been tested
and validated in many different countries and amaorany different occupational
groups. Moreover, the conceptualization of work ss@ment put forward by
Schaufeli and colleagues has state like tendenttiasjs, it is malleable and open to
development. For instance, previous research stgtiest an adequate supply of job
resources (e.g. feedback, social support and aoglcban promote work engagement
(Bakker and Demerotui, 2008). Finally, the congtfcwork engagement developed
by Schaufeli et al. (2002a) has been mainly rebearand measured at the individual
micro level (e.g. Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; HagrBakker and Schaufeli, 2006).

In addition to fulfilling the criteria for inclusio in POB, the engagement
concept developed by Schaufeli and his co-researchdequately captures the
feelings of energy (vigour), enthusiasm (dedicgtiand involvement (absorption),
which are regarded as central features of the naisiof work engagement.
Furthermore, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002a) definitsgparates work engagement from
the related concept of burnout and as a resultblestas it as an independent
construct, which is important in its own right. dddition, as noted above, the model
of work engagement proposed by Schuafeli and aplies splits this construct into

three dimensions: (1) vigour; (2) dedication; ar®) @bsorption, which can be
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analysed separately. This permits for a more atewetection of where strengths and
deficiencies exist in terms of each facet of wonigagement (Freeney and Tiernan,
2006).

In sum, the model proposed by these researcherstdapgagement as a
“specific, well-defined and properly operationatiggsychological state that is open to
empirical research and practical application” (BatkkSchaufeli, Leiter and Taris,
2008). Keeping in view these strengths, the presemly also adopts the framework
of engagement proposed by Schaufeli et al. (2002a).

2.5 Measurement of Work Engagement

The review of the engagement literature reveal$ there are four valid
measures of work engagement. The most widely ussdune of work engagement is
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) develdpedchaufeli and his co-
researchers (2002a). Presently, UWES is availabl®ilanguages and has been used
to measure work engagement in almost a hundredestseevww.schaufeli.com

In addition to the original UWES, which comprisdsl@ items, a shortened version
of this instrument consisting of nine items is aailable (Schaufeli, Baker and
Salanova, 2006). Furthermore, a student versighi®instrument, which can be used
to assess students’ engagement with their stutias, also been developed and
validated (Schaufeli, Martinez, Marques-Pinto, 8alaa and Bakker, 2002b).

UWES has been validated in The Netherlands (Schaufd Bakker, 2004),
Spain (Schaufeli et al., 2002a), South Africa (8t@and Rothman, 2003) and China
(Yi-Wen and Yi-Qun, 2005). In all these studies thsearchers utilized confirmatory
factor analysis to test the three factor strucpnegposed by the UWES. The results
from these studies showed that the fit of the hypsised three factor model was
better than the alternate factor models.

However, it is noteworthy that in two studies cocigd by Sonnentag (2003)
and Shimazu et al. (2008) respectively, the thaetof structure of UWES could not
be validated and therefore these researchers useddmposite score of work
engagement. Bakker (2009) attributes this probleniné translation of UWES items
into other languages. These studies apart, geyeth# UWES has produced

satisfactory results.
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As noted above, UWES includes seventeen items, hwhie assumed to
measure the three underlying dimensions of engagenvegyour, dedication and
absorption. Vigour and absorption are measured with items each; whereas
dedication is assessed with five items. All items scored on a 7-point frequency
based scale ranging from 0 (“never”) to 6 (“alwgysAlthough the results of
confirmatory factor analyses support the threeofastructure proposed by UWES,
the three dimensions of work engagement appeae teeby highly correlated with
each other. The average correlations between tiee 8tales usually is around 0.65
(Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli and Bak#8). Since, from a theoretical
point of view the three dimensions refer to the samderlying construct, that is,
work engagement and because empirically they atdyhcorrelated with each other,
several scholars propose that for practical puigpdbe composite score of work
engagement can also be used for empirical res¢Bedtker et al., 2008; Bakker and
Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2008). Measuent studies have therefore,
utilised the composite score to analyze the caasédseffects of work engagement
(Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2008; Xanthopolou, Huemerouti and Bakker, 2008;
Kim, Shin and Swanger, 2009).

Furthermore, the internal consistency of eaclssale has proved to be very
good. That is, in almost all studies, values of Mbaxh’s alpha not only met the
criteria of 0.70 proposed by Nunnally and Berns{@®94) but also exceed the more
rigorous criteria of 0.80 specified by Henson (20®inally, research evidence shows
that the three factor structure of the UWES is igosivariant across various
countries and occupational groups (Schaufeli e2802b; Llorens, Bakker, Schaufeli
and Salanova, 2006).

However, one potential weakness in the UWES scalthat it exclusively
consists of only positively worded items (Bakked0Q). In this connection, Harrison
and McLaughlin (1996) suggest that it is imperativat self-report measures should
also contain some negatively worded items in ofdecontrol for acquiescence,
leniency bias and spurious response consistendibsy further contend that
negatively worded items are liable to act as “ctgaispeed bumps, to slow a kind of
inattentive inertia that might develop from answgria series of overlapping
qguestions” (p. 314). Nonetheless, in spite of time drawback, UWES appears to be a

sound measure of work engagement.
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Another promising measure of work engagement isQldenburg Burnout
Inventory (OLBI) (Demerouti and Bakker, 2008). T@&BI was primarily developed
to assess burnout but since it consists of bothipely and negatively worded items,
it can also be utilised to measure work engagemim. OLBI consists of sixteen
items and assesses two dimensions: one ranging éxmustion to vigour (e.qg.
“After my work, | regularly feel worn out and wedrgnd “After my work, | regularly
feel totally fit for my leisure activities”) and ¢hsecond ranging from disengagement
to dedication (e.g. “I frequently talk about my Wan a negative way”, and “I get
more and more engaged in my work”). Both sub-saail€3LBI consist of eight items
each. In each sub-scale, four items are positwelgded, while the remaining four are
negatively worded. The scores for vigour can beaiobd by adding the four
positively framed vigour items and the four recodedaustion items; while the
scores for dedication can be computed by adding fthe positively worded
dedication items and the four recoded disengageiteans. The two factor structure
proposed by OLBI has been confirmed in severalistuconducted in many different
countries and generally this instrument has showadgpsychometric properties
(Bakker et al., 2008; Demerouti and Bakker, 206R)wever, one potential weakness
of this instrument is that it does not measurethivel dimension of work engagement,
that is, absorption.

Moreover, in the only study to empirically test K&h (1990) model, May et
al. (2004) developed a three dimensional measurevark engagement. More
specifically, these researchers identified threenmanents of work engagement:
physical (e.g. ‘| exert a lot of energy performimg job’), cognitive (e.g. ‘Il exert a lot
of energy performing my job’) and emotional (e.gréally put my heart into my
job’). Quite interestingly, the three componentsgased by May et al. (2004) seem
to bear an uncanny resemblance with the three dimes of the UWES, that is,
vigour, dedication and absorption. However, May aaleagues (2004) were unable
to establish the three factor structure proposethby measure and as a result they
used the composite score to assess work engagefens, the psychometric
properties of this measure need to be rigorousdjete and established in diverse
samples before it can be considered as a reliabésune of work engagement.

Finally, the Gallup researchers (Harter et al.,20@ave developed a twelve
item instrument, labelled as Q 12, to measure vemidagement. Harter et al. (2002)

argue that their instrument is “a measure of eng®oyperceptions of work
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characteristics....the quality of people related ngen@ent practices,
and...antecedents of personal job satisfaction admer @iffective constructs” (p. 269).
Harter and Schmidt (2008) contend that that the Qd@asure consists of
“‘engagement conditions”, each of which can prometek engagement and the
“composite or sum of which is said to measure eagent through the measurement
of its causes” (p. 37).

However, Macey and Schneider (2008) criticize Qoh2the grounds that its
items (e.g. “I have the materials and equipmergddito do my work right” and “My
supervisor, or someone at work, seems to care abewts a person”) tend to assess
the conditions that may enhance employees’ engagewith their work but they do
not connote energy, enthusiasm and passion, wikcheatral to the concept of work
engagement. Put differently, Q 12 measures thecgpezrd resourcefulness” of the
employees’ job and not their level of work engageti{&chaufeli and Bakker, 2008).
Macey and Schneider (2008) conclude that any medsiat asks how satisfied an
employee is with conditions at or of work or ask®wat the presence of particular
conditions of or at work” (p. 26) should not beaeded as a measure of engagement.

Additionally, Harter et al. (2002) reported a ctaton of 0.77 between
overall job satisfaction and employee engagementsmred with Q12. This
correlation increased to 0.91 after correctingni@asurement error. Furthermore, the
observed correlation of overall job satisfactiord a@mployee engagement with a
composite measure of business unit performancefewasd to be identical (0.22).
This evidence clearly points to the fact that Har& al.’s concept of work
engagement as measured with Q12 and the construstecall job satisfaction are
virtually indistinguishable.

Finally, although Q12 has exhibited good reliapibit the business unit level
(o = 0.91; Harter et al., 2002) and at the individeakl (@ = 0.88; Avery, McKay and
Wilson, 2007), no study to-date has assesseddtsrfatructure and invariance across
different countries and occupational groups. Inahsence of such psychometric data,
Q12 cannot be regarded as a robust measure ofemgdgement.

Thus, on the basis of the above evidence it isoredse to suggest that UWES
is the most reliable and psychometrically sound suea of work engagement
available to-date. Therefore, in the present stWES was used to assess work

engagement. The various measures of work engagareeptesented in Table 2.2.
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TABLE 2.2
Various M easures of Work Engagement

Authors I nstrument Dimensions No. of
items
Schaufeli et al. (2002) UWES Vigour 17
Dedication
Absorption
Demerouti and Bakker (2008 oLBI Vigour 16
Dedication
May et al. (2004) - Physical 13
Cognitive
Emotional
Harter et al., 2002 Q12 None

2.6 The Relationship between Burnout and Work Engagement

The three aspects of burnout namely, exhaustionjcisgn and reduced
professional efficacy as measured by MBI-GS (Mdslaat al., 2001) have been
found to be negatively related to three dimensiohsvork engagement, that is,
vigour, dedication and absorption as measured byUtretch Work Engagement
Scale in various studies (Schaufeli et al., 20@02b; Montgomery et al., 2003;
Duran et al., 2004; Schaufeli, Taris and Rhene@820

It is interesting to note that several studies Haued that the third dimension
of burnout, reduced professional efficacy, loadgatigely on to the engagement
factor instead of loading positively on to the auhfactor (Schaufeli et al., 2002b;
Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Taris anériein, 2008). One reason for this
could be that reduced professional efficacy sclmeasured with positively worded
items which are then subsequently ‘reversed’ tatere score for this dimension.
Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) argue that this proldan be rectified by using an
inefficacy scale instead of the traditional MBI-GSficacy scale. In fact, they
empirically demonstrated that compared with efficdweliefs, inefficacy beliefs
related more strongly with the other two burnoumelnsions and the alternative three
factor burnout model including inefficacy fits basttto the data than the traditional

model including efficacy. In the light of these dings they conclude that an
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inefficacy scale rather than a reversed effica@fesshould be used to assess burnout
in future studies.

Furthermore, just as exhaustion and cynicism aresidered the core
dimensions of burnout, vigour and dedication repméshe core components of work
engagement (Gonzalez-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker amuet, | 2006). Vigour and
exhaustion are considered each others direct aegoand they represent the end
points of the continuum labelled ‘energy’. Likewisgedication and cynicism are
considered direct opposites and the continuum eavby these two dimensions has
been described as ‘identification’. Hence, work a&ggment is characterised by high
level of energy and strong identification with osm&ork; whereas, burnout reflects a
low level of energy and a weak identification wathe’s work (Gonzalez-Roma, et al.,
2006).

On the contrary, reduced efficacy and absorptian et each others direct
opposites. In fact they are two distinct construetkich do not represent the end
points of some underlying continuum (Schaufelilet2z002a). It is worth mentioning
that reduced efficacy was added as a dimensionrmioloit on second thoughts after it
emerged as a third factor from a factor analysisagbreliminary version of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Schaufeli et al. 2002a)ecent years, many researchers
have raised the question whether or not profeshjomdficacy represents a true
component of burnout. For example, Cordes and Dedgh(1993) and Shirom
(2003) contend that professional efficacy appeavsenike a personality trait rather
than a genuine burnout dimension. From an empippigiat of view this contention is
supported by relatively low correlation of profes®l efficacy with the other two
burnout dimensions (exhaustion and cynicism). Furtiore, research evidence
indicates that cynicism appears to develop in nespoto exhaustion; whereas,
professional efficacy seems to develop relativelgdependently and in parallel
(Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006). Finally, while prsfesal efficacy is particularly
related to job resources, the other two dimensafrigirnout are also associated with
job demands (Breso, Salanova and Schaufeli, 2007).

In a similar vein, absorption was found to be arnpamant aspect of
engagement after some thirty in-depth interviewsewsonducted (Schaufeli, Taris,
Le Blanc, Peeters, Bakker and De Jonge, 2001). rabea is closely aligned to the
concept of flow — a state of mind that is charazest by “focussed attention, clear

mind, mind and body unison, effortless concentrgtmmplete control, loss of self
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consciousness, distortion of time and intrinsicognjent” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990;
cited in Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004, p. 295). HosrevMauno, Kinnunen and
Ruokolainen (2007) highlight two important diffeces between the two concepts.
First, absorption is considered to be a relatiy@ysistent state of mind, while flow
reflects a short term peak experience. Secondevatisorption is mainly specific to
the workplace, flow may occur in any domain of lifeterestingly, recent evidence
indicates that absorption plays a slightly différesie and appears more likely to be a
consequence of engagement, rather than beingrégscomponent (Salanova, Llorens,
Cifre, Martinez and Schaufeli, 2003).

2.7 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present anitaihyt analyze the various
theoretical debates surrounding the concept of weadgagement. After analyzing the
different models of engagement, it was concluded 8thaufeli et al.’s (2002) model
presents the most robust conceptualization ofdbistruct. Additionally, this chapter
examined the various measures of work engagemehteariewed their merits and
shortcomings. On the basis of this analysis, it saggested that the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaufeli aligdagues is the most
reliable and psychometrically sound measure of wargagement available to-date.
Finally, this chapter explored the relationshipwestn engagement and burnout.
Research evidence indicates that burnout and engageare two distinct yet
negatively correlated states of mind. Furthermaiggur and dedication represent the
core of work engagement, while exhaustion and cymcrepresent the main
components of burnout. In sum, engagement reflactigh level of energy and
positive identification with one’s work; whereasjrbout is characterised by low
levels of energy and poor identification with one/srk.

The next chapter reviews the various empirical adements, which have

taken place in the area of work engagement ovelattalecade.
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CHAPTER 3

Work Engagement: Empirical Developments and Advancements

3.1 Introduction

While, chapter 2 looked at the evolution of worlgagement and compared
its various models and measures, this chapterwsvibe applied research on work
engagement and examines some of the recent enhgigealopments, which have
taken place in this area. Specifically, this chaptarts by reviewing the job demands-
resources model, which can be considered as tmerstone of the concept of work
engagement. Work engagement has been primarilyzetwithin the framework of
this model. The next section of this chapter exasirthe antecedents and
consequences of work engagement. The review ofellesant literature in this area
reveals that job resources and personal resoureeth@ most important antecedents
of this construct. This section also suggestsbaitive engagement with one’s work
can manifest in important outcomes such as, enkasagsfaction and commitment,
lower turnover and absenteeism rates, improve thealtd well being and superior
levels of performance. The chapter then advancesdmine the concept of daily or
state engagement and concludes that engagement inidividuals can fluctuate over
time in response to changes in their work envirammiRecent evidence indicates that
engagement can crossover among individuals. Funirey, there is a debate in the
literature whether or not engagement can be difteaeed from more established
constructs like job satisfaction, organizationaimooitment and job involvement.
Moreover, several researchers have recently sugdbat excessive engagement
might manifest in negative consequences for bathrtividual and the organizations.
All these issues are reviewed in detail in the engpsections. The chapter finally
concludes by identifying the gaps in the existiibgrature and by discussing how the
present study aims to address these gaps.
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3.2 Job Demands-Resour ces (JD-R) M odel

The job demands-resources model was developedder ¢o overcome the
limitations of earlier models of job stress suchtltes demand-control model (DCM)
(Karasek, 1979) and the effort-reward imbalancelEkdel (Siegrist, 1996). These
models had two main shortcomings. First, these msoeeamined the effects of a
limited number of demands on strain. For instatfoe,main rationale of the demands
control model is that job strain is an outcome ighijob demands (particularly work
overload and time pressure) and low job controftfarmore, this model posits that
job control can buffer the impact of job demandsstiain. On the other hand, the
basic premise of the effort-reward imbalance masi¢hat strain is primarily a result
of an imbalance between the amount of effort anividdal invests and the
corresponding rewards (in terms of salary, pronmtjob security, career prospects
etc.) he or she receives. In contrast, the job delan@sources model proposes that a
wide variety of job conditions can cause straimvehl-being.

The second shortcoming of the older models isttiy exclusively focus on
“negative aspects of work (e.g. excessive workloagdufficient resources) and
negative consequences of work (e.g. strain’ phisiealth problems)” (Van Broeck,
Vansteenkiste, De Witte and Lens, 2008, p. 278).tl@ncontrary, the JD-R model
also takes into account the affirmative aspectsvadk and examines their positive
effects on employees’ health and well-being.

The construct of work engagement has been mainglysed within the
framework of the job demands-resources model. ®halgmands-resources model is
pre-dominantly based on four propositions (Bakked ®emerouti, 2007). The first
proposition of this model is that employees mayknordifferent work environments,
but the characteristics of these environments canclassified into two main
categories: job demands and job resources (Demgerdakker, Nachreiner and
Schaufeli, 2001; Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Jemahds are those physical,
psychological, social or organizational aspectstlod job that require constant
physical and / or psychological effort or skill atiterefore are linked to certain
physiological and / or psychological costs. Exammphé job demands include: high
work pressure, an unfavourable physical environnam emotionally demanding
interaction with clients. Job demands may not lb&ays negative, but they have the

potential to turn into job stressors, especiallyewhdealing with these demands
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involves high effort. Job demands therefore camikhigh costs, which may bring
forth negative responses such as depression, wnaretournout (Schaufeli and
Bakker, 2004).

Job resources are those physical, psychologicalials@r organizational
aspects of the job that (a) enable employees tnatheir work related goals (b)
mitigate job demands and the accompanying physmdbgnd psychological costs
and (c) augment personal growth and developmeritkdaand Demerouti, 2007).
Job resources therefore are not only necessarifectieely cope with job demand
but they are also important in their own right hesa they promote employees’
learning, growth and development. Job resourcesimende social support from
supervisor and colleagues, coaching, participaitiodecision-making, opportunities
for growth and advancement and performance basearde (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007).

The second proposition of this model posits thdi pemands and job
resources evoke two psychological processes wheph lead to the development of
burnout and engagement. The first is the energeticess that begins with chronic
job demands, which may exhaust employees’ eneggurees and may thus lead to
burnout and subsequently to poor health and welhgo€Hakanen, Bakker and
Schaufeli, 2006).

In contrast, the motivational process commences e presence of job
resources and is likely to cultivate work engagememd as a result can lead to
positive outcomes such as reduced turnover (Scharfd Bakker, 2004), greater
organizational commitment (Jackson, Rothman andevjj 2006) and improved
performance (Schaufeli et al., 2006).

Job resources have the potential to play eitheinaimsic or an extrinsic
motivational role (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Agrinsic motivators, job
resources, by satisfying the basic human needs ascthe needs for autonomy,
competence and relatedness promote individualsitrand development (Deci and
Ryan, 1985). For example, supervisory coaching iwaprove job competence;
whereas, involvement in decision-making and colleagr supervisory support might
satisfy the need for autonomy and the need to Ppelaspectively. As extrinsic
motivators job resources may prompt employees tofqath greater effort in their
work and as a result are likely to facilitate tasknpletion and goal accomplishment
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and Demerd@@07). In sum, it is expected
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that an appropriate supply of job resources mighgpkement employees’ work
engagement by ensuring effective task completi@htanproviding opportunities for
personal growth and development; whereas, theiicidaty can obstruct goal
accomplishment and as result may lead employeds\velop a negative and cynical
attitude towards their work (Bakker and Demera2@iQ7).

In addition to the main effects of job demands essburces, the JD-R model
proposes that job resources can interact with grhahds to effect work engagement.
More specifically, it has been found that that febources might buffer the impact of
job demands on work engagement. In other wordstiftering hypothesis suggests
that the negative relationship between job demamds work engagement will be
weaker for those who have access to more job ressufBakker, Hakanen,
Demerouti and Xanthopoulou, 2007). This hypotheésis line with the demand —
control model (DCM) (Karasek, 1979), which postetathat job control or autonomy
may buffer the influence of workload on strain. Tjob demands-resources model
expands this model by “claiming that several déférjob resources can play the role
of buffer for several different job demands” (Baklsed Demerouti, 2007, 314).

There are several reasons why job resources cam ddwuffering impact on
work engagement in the wake of high job demand&K&aand Demerouti, 2007).
For example, social support from one’s immediatpesuisor and co-workers can
facilitate task completion. Thus, it may be reasdmao suggest that instrumental
support from colleagues and immediate supervisghtriielp to get the work done in
time and as result may mitigate the impact of wovkrload on work engagement.
Furthermore, job autonomy may have a bufferingcatffeecause greater autonomy
allows employees to decide for themselves wherhamdto respond to their demands.
Finally, constructive feedback may decrease stiessause it can reduce role
ambiguity and can enable employees to attain gefiormance related goals.

The final proposition of the JD-R model is that jodsources particularly
influence work engagement when job demands are Hilgis is consistent with the
conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll,020Q which proposes that
resource gain has only a modest effect in itseif,ibstead attains prominence in the
wake of resource loss. This suggests that job ressuare likely to acquire their
motivational potential particularly when employekave to deal with high job
demands. The four propositions of the JD-R model aimmarised in Figure 3.1

below:

37



Work
Overload

FIGURE 3.1
The Job Demands-Resour ces M odel

Energetic Process

Emotional
Demands

Feedback

Autonomy

Job Demands o
" Burnout
A A
A 4 A 4
Job \ + Work
Resour ces | Engagement

Social
Support

Y

Health Problems

Turnove

Y

Motivational Process

3.3 Evidencefor the JD-R modd

3.3.1 Evidence for the dual process

Several studies have found empirical support ferHigpotheses put forward
by the job demands-resources model. For exampleebmrti et al. (2001) tested this
model on a sample of employees belonging to thmpational groups: human
services, industry and transport. A series of LLiarelyses using self reports as well
as observer ratings of working conditions provids#rbng evidence for the JD-R
model. More specifically, it was found that job demds were primarily and positively

related to exhaustion; whereas, job resources prararily and negatively related to

disengagement from work.

38

Performance

Commitment




In another study, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) a&oblihis model to four
independent occupational samples in the Netherlamtle results of their study
showed that job demands (workload and emotional atkels) mainly predicted
burnout, which, in turn, was related to health peots. The results of this study
further demonstrated that job resources were atgmtively related to burnout. In
contrast, job resources (feedback, social suppuitsapervisory coaching) fuelled
work engagement, which, in turn, was negativelykdoh to turnover intentions.
However, no relation was found between job demandswork engagement.

Hakanen et al. (2006) tested the JD-R model amomsgnaple of Finnish
School teachers. They hypothesised that burnoutldvoediate the relationship
between job demands (pupil misbehaviour, work @astl and physical work
environment) and ill health; whereas, engagementldvinediate the effects of job
resources (job control, supervisor support, infdroma social climate and innovative
climate) on organizational commitment. A seriesstiuctural equation modelling
analyses confirmed both these hypotheses.

All the studies reported above tested the JD-R inaite a cross sectional
research design, which prevents us from makingfiamyconclusions about causality.
However, Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahola (2008) owaechis limitation by testing
the health impairment and motivational processespgsed by the JD-R model
longitudinally. More specifically, using a largengale of Finnish dentists and
adopting cross-lagged analyses based on two wawves a 3-year period, these
researchers hypothesised that job resources wilt laacross lagged effect on work
engagement, which, in turn, will increase futurgasrizational commitment; and job
demands will have a cross lagged effect on burneltich subsequently will manifest
in higher depression three years later. The residlthis study provided support for
both the hypotheses. Specifically, it was found o resources at time 1 had a
positive cross-lagged effect on future engagemedtveork engagement, in turn, had
a positive cross-lagged effect on future organireti commitment three years later.
Likewise, job demands had a positive cross-laggepdact on future burnout and
burnout subsequently had a positive cross-lagdedtedn future depression.

Taken together, the above findings lend substargsiglport to both the
processes proposed by the JD-R model. Job demaemdslated to negative outcomes

such as depression and ill-health through burnebgreas, job resources are related
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to positive outcomes such as higher organizatiam@hmitment and improved

performance through the mediating mechanism of veodagement.

3.3.2 Expansion of the JD-R model

Additionally, several recent studies have attemptedexpand the job
demands-resources model. For instance, Xanthopowalker, Demerouti and
Schaufeli (2007) expanded the JD-R model by incatotg personal resources in the
model. More specifically, they hypothesised thatspeal resources (self efficacy,
organizational based self-esteem and optimism) widdiate the effects of job
resources (autonomy, social support and opporasfor professional development)
on work engagement. Testing this hypothesis wiglample of Dutch employees, the
results showed that, as predicted, personal ressyrartially mediated the effects of
job resources on work engagement, thereby impl{fvad) job resources might boost
personal resources, which subsequently may legoetier work engagement.

In a related vein, Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Wited Lens (2008)
investigated the role of basic need satisfaction, defined within the self
determination theory in the relationship betwedn gemands (workload, emotional
demands, physical demands and work-home interfejenob resources (task
autonomy, supervisory support, skill utilizationdapositive feedback), vigour and
exhaustion. Using a sample of Dutch employeesgethesearchers showed that need
satisfaction fully mediated the relationship betwgeb resources and exhaustion;
whereas, it partially mediated the effects of jebaurces on vigour and the effects of
job demands on exhaustion. On the basis of thesknfls Broeck et al. (2008)
concluded that “employees who are surrounded byuresful job characteristics are
more likely to experience general feelings of psjyabical freedom (i.e. autonomy),
interpersonal connectedness (i.e. belongingneskketactiveness (i.e. competence),
which in turn explains why they feel less exhausted more vigorous in their jobs”
(p. 288). In contrast, employees who are confromiigd high job demands are “more
likely to have their basic psychological needs ttiaéand therefore experience more

exhaustion” (p. 288).
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3.3.3 Evidence for the buffering effect and salience of job resources in the context of

high job demands

Two studies have found empirical support for thédying hypothesis and the
assertion that job resources acquire saliencesicantext of high job demands. In the
first study, Hakanen et al. (2005) tested thisradBon hypothesis in a sample of
Finnish dentists employed in the public sector. Temtists were split into two
random groups in order to cross-validate the reséltset of hierarchal regression
analyses disclosed that 17 out of the possible Méractions were statistically
significant. Furthermore, the results of this stiywed that job resources such as
variability in professional skills reduced the niexga effect of qualitative workload on
work engagement. In addition, the findings of thiigdy revealed that job resources
like variability in professional skills were instnental in enhancing work engagement
when the qualitative workload was high.

In the second study undertaken among Finnish tesacBakker et al. (2007)
found that job resources mitigated the negativectdfof pupil misbehaviour on work
engagement. They also found that job resourcesicpiny influenced work
engagement when teachers had to deal with highsle¥gupil misconduct. A series
of moderated structural equation modelling analys®aled that fourteen out of
eighteen possible two-way interaction effects westatistically significant. More
specifically, it was found that job resources suel supervisor support,
innovativeness, appreciation and organizationahatie played a critical role in

helping teachers to cope with high pupil misbehawio

3.4 Driversof Work Engagement

3.4.1 Work Engagement and Job Resources

Previous research shows that job resources are nibst important
determinants of work engagement (Schaufeli and 8akk004; Bakker, Schaufeli,
Leiter, Taris, 2008; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008%. entioned in the preceding
paragraphs, job resources are those features gblhehich have the potential to
mitigate the deleterious effects of job demands; pave the way for effective task

completion and goal accomplishment; and might glevapportunities for personal
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development and growth. The positive associatidwéen job resources and work
engagement is in agreement with the job charatitetieeory (Hackman and Oldham,
1980). This theory postulates that job resourceh s, skill variety, task identity,

task significance, autonomy and feedback have mambnal potential and as a result
can enhance intrinsic motivation — a concept, wigatlosely aligned to the construct
of work engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

These findings are also in line with the self deieation theory (Ryan and
Deci, 2000), which posits that job resources héeepotential to fulfil basic human
needs, such as needs for competence, autonomyetatddness. For example job
resources such as, job control might fulfil the ibasuman need for autonomy;
whereas, effective supervisory coaching and satipport may satisfy the need for
competence and relatedness respectively. Theaadimi of the basic human needs,
in turn, can increase well being, intrinsic motigat and consequently work
engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

Conversely, a lack of resources might expose tb&ioiuals to the negative
effects of job demands and at the same time magehitask completion and goal
accomplishment. Additionally, an insufficient suppf job resources can impede
individuals’ learning, growth and development. T¢wnfluence of these factors is
likely to manifest in disengagement from work.

Empirical research on work engagement has conslistdamonstrated that
job resources such as supervisory coaching, sacipport from colleagues and
supervisors, autonomy, positive work climate, penfance feedback, task variety and
training facilities can play a pivotal role in augniing employees’ engagement with
their work (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007). Foranse, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004)
in their study on Dutch workers belonging to diveoecupational groups showed that
three job resources, namely, performance feedbsaial support and supervisory
coaching were significant predictors of work engagat.

In a related vein, Hakanen et al. (2006) also foemdence of a positive
relationship between work engagement and job ressurTheir study on Finnish
teachers revealed that job control, informationpesuisory support, innovative
climate and social support were all positively assted with work engagement. In
another study of Finnish teachers Bakker et al0{2@eported similar findings. More

particularly, they found that six job resourcesnedy, job control, supervisor support,
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climate, innovativeness, information and appresratwere positively and were
significantly linked with teachers’ levels of wogkigagement.

The association between work engagement and jaumess has also been
established in non-western cultures. For exampleyukcu, Burke, Fiksenbaum
(2006) conducted a study to determine the engagelengis of women mangers and
professionals working in a large Turkish bank. Tasults of this study uncovered
that work life experiences, particularly contra@yards and recognition and value-fit
significantly predicted all the three dimensions erigagement, that is, vigour,
dedication and absorption.

All the studies mentioned above utilized a crosstieeal research design,
which makes it difficult to draw causal inferencaisout the relationship between
work engagement and job resources. However, rgceatherous studies have sought
to examine the relationship between engagement jabd resources through
longitudinal designs. The results from these lamjital studies have mostly
confirmed the positive association between the vargagement and job resources.
For example, Mauno, Kinnuen and Ruokolainen (20@#)ployed a two-year
longitudinal design to examine the impact of jomtcol, organizational based self
esteem and perceived management quality in a sawiplEinnish health care
personnel. The findings of this longitudinal studisclosed that job control and
organizational based self esteem were the bestdagedictors of vigour, dedication
and absorption.

Furthermore, Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahola (2008)leeed the effects of
three job resources: craftsmanship, professionaitacts and long-term and
immediate results on the engagement levels of sliindentists by using cross-lagged
panel analyses based on two waves over a 3 yemdpdhe results of this study
showed that as anticipated, the three job resouneesa positive and significant
cross-lagged effect on future work engagement.

Additionally, Schaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen (@D0n their study of
Dutch managers and executives working within thafioes of a large Telecom
company uncovered that changes in job resources vpeedictive of work
engagement over a period of one year. More paatilyiithe finding from this study
showed that after controlling for baseline work @ggment, increases in social
support, autonomy, opportunities to learn and teetig and performance feedback at

time 1 significantly enhanced work engagemeninae 2.
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3.4.2 Reciprocal Relationship between Work Engagement and Job Resour ces

Bulk of the empirical work on work engagement asssitihat the relationship
between work engagement and job resources is aeatiinal, thereby implying that
“job resources as measured at one point in timeinfilence work engagement at a
later point in time, but not vice versa” (de Lang@& White and Notelaers, p. 203).
However, recent research evidence indicates thdt eimgagement and job resources
may reciprocally affect each other. In other wottthss school of thought postulates
that the relationship between work engagement a resources is mutually
reinforcing and may result in an upward spiral effé@hat is, job resources fuel work
engagement, which in turn increases job resoumgsa forth.

There are at least three reasons why work engadgemight influence job
resources. First, according to the conservatioresburces theory, people endeavour
to retain, protect and accumulate resources (Hbhi®89). Furthermore, Hobfoll
(1989) contends that when people perceive their@mwent as less threatening, they
are more likely to develop resources to offset ploasibility of future loss. Since
engaged employees generally have the ability te coell with job demands, it is
conceivable that they might perceive less stressotbeir work environment and
consequently may be more inclined to mobilize eate resources.

Second, the positive effects of work engagemenfjobnresources can be
explained in terms of Fredrickson’s (2001) broaded- built theory of positive
emotions. According to this theory, positive emosicsuch as joy, love and interest
can broaden people’s momentary thought action teipes and as a result build their
physical, intellectual, social and psychologicakawces, which are relatively
permanent and long lasting. Thus, it is reason@b#eiggest that positive affect in the
form of work engagement might broaden individualsbughts and actions and
therefore stimulate them to activate or creater@gsources.

Finally, it is also plausible that instead of adiwauilding resources, engaged
employees might be more aware of the resourcelein work environment or they
may view the existing job resources more positivétyan their non-engaged
counterparts (Hakanen, Perhoniemi and Toppinen-dran?2008; Schaufeli et al.,
2009).

Several studies have found empirical support fer rdciprocal relationship

between work engagement and job resources. Fanicet Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker
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and Salanova (2007) in an experimental study inmghl10 Spanish university
students showed that task resources (i.e. timeaamd method control) augmented
work engagement and work engagement, in turn, igebitinfluenced task resources,
with self efficacy playing a mediating role in thiesciprocal relationship.

In their study on Finnish dentists, Hakanen et (2008) also sought to
examine the reciprocal relationship between ressuand engagement by adopting a
two-wave 3-year panel design. The findings ofrtstidy revealed that job resources
at time 1 had a positive cross lagged effect onkvasrgagement at time 2 and in
return, work engagement at time 1 had a reversediym affect on job resources at
time 2.

Finally, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Scleduf2009a) replicated
these findings in a sample of employees drawn ftloree divisions of an electrical
engineering and electronics company in the NethddaThe results from this study
disclosed that job resources (social support, aumyn supervisory coaching,
performance feedback and opportunities for profesdi development) at timel
predicted future work engagement at time 2. Adddity, it was shown that

engagement at time 1 was positively associated jalitmesources at time 2.

3.4.3 Work Engagement and Personal Resources

Recent research evidence indicates that stat@dksonal resources can play a
pivotal role in stimulating work engagement. In tast to positive traits, which tend
to be relatively enduring over time, positive stiite resource capacities are
relatively more flexible and thus are more respondb change and development
(Luthans and Youssef, 2007). Personal resourcepasitive self-evaluations that
foster resiliency to set backs and refer to “indidal’'s sense of their ability to
successfully control and impact their environmesggpecially during challenging
circumstances” (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis and Jacksfi03: 632). Examples of
personal resources include: self-efficacy, optimianmd organizational based self-
esteem. It has been suggested and empirically @rdfat such positive self
evaluations can play a key role in promoting gedtiisg, motivation and performance
(Bakker, 2009). The reason for this is that indixts who feel efficacious, valued
and optimistic tend to develop a positive self-rdgand as result are likely to

experience goal self concordance (Luthans and ¥6u2607). People with self goal
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concordance are intrinsically motivated to pursartivork goals, which in turn may
manifest in higher levels of work engagement antop@ance.

Several recent studies have established a poditike between personal
resources and work engagement. For instance, Xaothou, Bakker, Demerouti and
Schaufeli (2007) explored the effects of three qeat resources, namely, self
efficacy, organizational based self esteem anchogtn on the engagement levels of
highly skilled Dutch technicians. They found thiae tthree personal resources were
significantly predictors of work engagement.

Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schaufeli (200€eplicated these
results in a subsequent study. In fact, these relsei® argued and empirically
demonstrated that there is a reciprocal relatign&letween work engagement and
personal resources. Specifically, it was found tivae 1 personal resources were
predictive of time 2 work engagement; additionallgrk engagement at time 1 had
significant unique effects on time 2 personal reses.

Furthermore, previous research shows that pers@salurces may have a
buffering effect on work engagement. For instancea study on cabin attendants,
Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli and Huisman (2006) shothetl emotion work-related
self-efficacy buffered the impact of emotional disance on work engagement. This
finding implied that highly efficacious cabin atteants were better equipped to cope
with the ill effects of emotional dissonance andréfore were able to maintain their

levels of vigour, dedication and absorption.

3.4.4 The Overall Model of Work Engagement

Bakker and Demerouti (2008) have proposed a maaleich depicts the

interplay between work engagement, job demandsrgeburces, personal resources
(Figure 3.2).
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FIGURE 3.2
Overall Model of Work Engagement

Job
Job Demands
Resour ces
Work Performance
Engagement
v > In-role performance
Vigour >
Per sonal Dedication Extra-role performance
R Absorption o
esources Creativity
Financial turnover

Adapted from Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2008)pwards a model of engagement”, Career
Development International, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. ZZ3.

This model suggests that job resources and perses@lrces are instrumental
in promoting work engagement. Furthermore, it pegsothat the impact of job and
personal resources on work engagement is partigidaong when job demands are
high. In addition, according to this model, higlvdks of work engagement can
manifest in better performance. Finally, the maalgjues that a combination of high
engagement and improved performance inspires th@ogees to create their own

resources, which subsequently enhances engagegantaver time.
3.4.5 Work Engagement and Personality Traits

Prior studies indicate that personality traits calso influence work
engagement. For example, Langelaan, Bakker, Vanrr@ooand Schaufeli (2006)

examined whether burnout and work engagement dmildifferentiated on the basis

of personality and temperament. They hypothesiseat tournout would be
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characterised by high neuroticism and low extragarsand engagement by low
neuroticism and high extraversion. The results akack that burned out employees
were high on neuroticism; whereas, engaged worleene characterized by low
neuroticism, high extraversion and high levels adbitity. This evidence suggests
that generally engaged employees adapt well togdsam their work environment
(mobility); are cheerful and out going (extravergioand are less likely to experience
negative emotions such as fear, depression anuldtios (neuroticism).

Mosert and Rothman (2006) also reported similadifigs in their study on
1794 police officers conducted in South Africa. Ra@pecifically, the results of this
cross sectional study showed that three personaldis: emotional stability,
conscientiousness and extraversion exercised signif unique effects on the two
core dimensions of work engagement, that is, vigmar dedication.

The effects of the Big Five personality dimensionsxtraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism peEmhess were also explored by
Kim, Shin and Swanger (2009) in their study on eayeés working for quick service
restaurants. Their findings revealed that engagemass particularly predicted by
conscientiousness and neuroticism. Conscientiogsnas a positive predictor of
work engagement; where as, neuroticism had a megassociation with this
construct.

Furthermore, two studies have provided evidence Tlgpe A behaviour can
affect employees’ engagement with their work. FirBichardsen, Burke and
Martinussen (2006) sought to explore the impacthi$ personality trait on the
engagement levels of Norwegian police officers. sSeheauthors identified two
dimensions of Type A behaviour: achievement stgvamd irritability / impatience.
The results of this study disclosed that the adri®nt striving component of Type A
behaviour, which reflects the “non-toxic” portiorf this personality trait, was
positively associated with work engagement. Haffbetohansson and Schaufeli
(2007) replicated these findings in a sample ofvemfe developers and showed that
the achievement striving components of Type A behawvas a positive predictor of
work engagement. These findings signified that eyg#gs who are ambitious and
have a strong desire to excel in their jobs arelyikko exhibit higher levels of work
engagement.
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3.4.6 Other Predictors of Work Engagement

Although work engagement has been primarily exgess an outcome of
job and personal resources, there is evidence,hwduggests that work engagement
may be induced by other situational and psycho@diactors. For instance, Kahn
(1990) in his qualitative study interviewed summeamp counsellors and
organizational members of an architecture firm aloeir moments of engagement or
disengagement at work. As mentioned earlier, KA®9Q) found that that there were
three psychological conditions associated with gegeent or disengagement at work:
psychological meaningfulness, psychological saéety psychological availability. In
the only study to empirically test Kahn’s (1990)aef May et al. (2004) found that
all three psychological conditions proposed by Kameaningfulness, safety and
availability were significantly related to work eaggement.

Additionally, Saks (2006) sought to explore theeaetents of his two
dimensions of engagement, namely, job engagemehteganization engagement.
The results from his study revealed that both jbhracteristics and organizational
support were significant predictors of job engagetmevhereas, organizational
support and procedural justice were more prediaciv@ganization engagement.

Additionally, Sonnentag (2003) examined the refsldp between recovery
and work engagement. More specifically, she hymiieel that recovery during
leisure time on a specific day would stimulate wakgagement and proactive
behaviour during the subsequent work day. Resohéirmed that day level recovery
was positively related to day level work engagemant day level proactive
behaviour (personal initiative and pursuit of leag) during the subsequent work day.
This finding implies that employees who felt thhey had sufficiently recovered
during leisure time experienced higher levels ofknengagement and showed greater
initiative during the subsequent workday.

Finally, recent research indicates that perceptioh®rganizational justice
might have an important bearing on employees’ kwélwork engagement. Moliner,
Martinez-Tur, Ramos, Peiro and Cropanzano (2008g&voured to investigate the
effects of procedural and interactional justicenstk engagement in a sample of 317
contact employees who were working in the Sparestice sector. The results of this
study disclosed that both procedural and interaatiqustice emerged as positive

predictors of work engagement. Furthermore, theult®sshowed that work
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engagement fully mediated the effects of the twatige dimensions on extra role
customer service. These findings point out that ifithe employees are treated fairly
and respectfully, they are likely to reciprocatedypwing greater energy, enthusiasm

and involvement in their work.

3.4.7 Summary

From the above discussion it is clear that job pesonal resources are the
most important antecedents of work engagement. fHselts from the studies
reviewed above show that the relationship betweerkwengagement and job and
personal resources is complex and mutually reinigrcThat is an appropriate supply
of job resources such as, performance feedback;gatyol and coaching and higher
levels of personal resources such as, self efficeary result in stronger work
engagement and improved performance. A combinatiohetter performance and
greater work engagement is likely to make employeesmore efficacious and may
inspire them to create their own resources, whigbsequently might enhance their
engagement and performance. Moreover, results evigus studies reveal that
positive personality traits like extraversion, ccestiousness and the achievement
striving component of Type A behaviour can also éhav positive impact on
employees’ engagement with their work. Finally, tfedings show that other
variables such as, recovery during leisure time pecteptions of organizational

justice may also exercise a positive effect on eyges’ levels of work engagement.

3.5 Consequences of Work Engagement

The importance of work engagement springs fronfdlethat it can manifest
in several positive outcomes for organizationsvieres research indicates that high
levels of work engagement can lead to more consitriavorkplace attitudes and
behaviours, improved health and well being and sapperformance (Schaufeli and
Salanova, 2007). There is substantial evidence wloak engagement is positively
related to indicators of organizational commitmé8thaufeli and Bakker, 2004;
Saks, 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006; Jackson, Roth®i@mmnm and Vijver, 2006; de
Lange et al., 2008; Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahdl@82 Halbesleben and Wheeler
(2008) argue that engaged employees are generatise mommitted to their
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employing organization and therefore have a lowegindion to turnover because they
tend to invest enormous amounts of their time amergy in their jobs and they
strongly identify with the work that they do. Fugtmore, because the “work has
provided so many resources (e.g. flexibility, woekated skills) to the employee, he
or she may be reluctant to leave” (HalbeslebenVihdeler, 2008, p. 246).

Additionally, engaged workers have been found tonloee satisfied with their
jobs than their non-engaged colleagues (Saks, 200#3g finding is not surprising
because engaged employees derive meaning andmitiil from their jobs and
therefore are more satisfied than their non engagadterparts.

Moreover, there is evidence that work engagememghimhave a positive
influence on employees’ health and well being. iRstance, Hallberg and Schaufeli
(2006) in their study on Swedish information comigation consultants found that
work engagement was negatively and significantlyetated with health complaints
such as emotional exhaustion, cynicism, depressyweptoms, somatic complaints
and sleep disturbances. In a similar vein, Schiauf@ris and Rhenen (2008)
uncovered that work engagement was negatively mmifisantly related to distress
and depression. Since engaged employees have ilitg &b cope well with the
demands in their work environment, they are liablexperience less stress and as a
result enjoy good health and well-being.

Furthermore, previous research indicates that extagorkers exhibit
personal initiative, proactive behaviour and leagnmotivation (Sonnentag, 2003;
Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008, Hakanen et al., 20@8je specifically, Sonnentag
(2003) showed that work engagement mediated thectsffof recovery on two
dimensions of proactive behaviour, that is, persontative and pursuit of learning.
This finding implied that recovered employees niotydeel more engaged the next
day, they also exhibit more initiative at work. &abva and Schaufeli (2008) also
revealed that work engagement mediates the resdtipnbetween job resources
(control, feedback and variety) and proactive behavin a Dutch and Spanish
sample of employees. Their findings showed that jebources augment work
engagement, which in turn spurs the employees hibixproactive behaviour at
work. Hakanen et al. (2008) uncovered that thers waareciprocal relationship
between work engagement and personal initiativereMpecifically, they found that
work engagement at time 1 had a positive crosslh@dfect on personal initiative at

time 2 and reciprocally, personal initiative at éim had a positive cross lagged
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impact on work engagement at time 2. Hakanen et(2008) concluded that
“employees with high PI seek and find new challengetheir work and succeed in
solving problems efficiently thus achieving goodfpemance, which then fosters
feelings of vigour and dedication” (p. 88).

Past empirical research on work engagement hasrelsaled that engaged
employees are likely to go the ‘extra mile’ for itheespective organizations. For
instance, Beckers, Van der Linden, Smulders, Kompian Veldhoven and Van
Yperen (2004) found that in contrast to non-engagagloyees, engaged employees
work more overtime. In addition, Bakker, Demeroatid Verbeke, (2004) and
Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker, (2006) in their respecstudies showed that work
engagement was an important predictor of orgammaati citizenship behaviour,
thereby implying that engaged employees are m&sdylito carry out activities that
are not part of their formal role obligations, Imanetheless can play a pivotal role in
enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of thgawization (Borman and
Motowidlo, 1997).

Finally and perhaps most importantly, pregioresearch provides ample
evidence that work engagement can have a positiygagt on performance in
different contexts. For example, Salanova, Agut Bedo (2005) conducted a study
among employees working in Spanish restaurants sicer@in the impact of
organizational resources, work engagement and cgerglimate on employees’
performance and customer loyalty. The results skotlhiat organizational resources
and work engagement predicted service climate, lwkithsequently manifested in
improved employee performance (as assessed bynueistp and stronger customer
loyalty.

Harter et al. (2002) showed that employee engagemas related to a range
of business outcomes such as higher levels of ptiily, profitability, customer
satisfaction and loyalty, safety and lower stafhtwer across almost 8,000 business
units of 36 companies. On the basis of these sedbk authors concluded that
engagement “is related to meaningful business owtsoat a magnitude that is
important to many organizations” (p. 276). Furtherey Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker
(2006) in their study among Dutch employees drawomf a wide range of
occupations uncovered that work engagement wadiyedgi related to all three
performance indicators, that is, in-role job perfance, extra-role performance and
innovative work behaviour. In addition, Xanthopoleiual. (2009b, 2008) showed that
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work engagement was a significant predictor of ritial returns and in-role job
performance respectively.

Bakker (2009) in his recent review posited fourgpole reasons why engaged
employees might perform better than their non-eadagpunterparts. First, engaged
employees enjoy good health and well being, whibbwa them to drive greater
energies into their work roles and as a resultlead to better performance. Second,
engaged employees are most likely to experiencéiy@emotions such as happiness,
joy and enthusiasm, which might broaden their mdargrthought-action repertoire
(Fredrickson, 2001) and build their personal resesithrough widening the array of
thoughts and actions that come to mind. Higherqgmaisresources such as stronger
sense of self efficacy may in turn, manifest in esigr performance. Third, since
engaged employees are intrinsically motivated toea® their work goals (Schaufeli
and Salanova, 2007), they might be more inclinecréate or mobilize resources, by
for example, asking for instrumental help from theolleagues and supervisor.
Access to more resources subsequently can amgifiprmance. Finally, there is
evidence that work engagement may crossover amaontyviduals (Bakker,
Demerouti and Schaufeli, 2005; Bakker, Emmerik &uwivema, 2006). Thus, it is
plausible that engaged employees’ optimism, pasitattitudes and proactive
behaviours might rub on to their team members anad aesult they may perform
more effectively as a team (Bakker, 2009; Bakkelr @emerouti, 2008; Bakker et al.,
2008).

The research evidence reviewed in the precedinggpaphs provides ample
testimony to the fact that an engaged workforcemake a significant contribution to
a firm’s bottom line. Thus, organizational leadsh®uld strive to create conditions,
which can enhance employees work engagement. Bonm@g, organizational leaders
can promote work engagement by reviewing the e¥feness of processes such as
performance feedback, social support, autonomy,amgwsystems and career
development opportunities (Bakker et al., 2008)difidnally, employees’ levels of
work engagement may be increased by strengthemeiy sense of self-efficacy
through appropriate training methods such as guieegeriences, coaching and

mentoring and role modelling (LlIorens et al., 2007)
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3.6 Daily Engagement

Empirical studies on work engagement have pre-dantip adopted a
between-person design, which aims to ascertain sdipe individuals are more
engaged and as a result perform better, why otidividuals are non-engaged and
therefore perform poorly. However, recently reskars have started to study the
within-person design, which seeks to determineashty a particular individual feels
highly engaged on certain days but lacks energgsipa and enthusiasm on others. In
other words researchers who explore the concegdibf engagement argue that work
engagement within individuals might fluctuate otene (Sonnentag, 2003). More
specifically, they contend that daily fluctuatiomspeople’s work environment can
have a bearing on their daily levels of vigour, idatlon and absorption (Bakker,
2009).

Three studies to-date have provided evidence thaplps’ daily levels of
work engagement can vary with daily changes inrtheork environment. For
instance, Sonnentag (2003) sought to examine tpadtof recovery during leisure
time on work engagement and proactive behaviounduhe subsequent work day. A
total of 147 employees completed a questionnaideaadaily survey over a period of
five consecutive work days. Her results showed, that hypothesised, day level
recovery was positively related to day level wonigagement and day level proactive
behaviour during the subsequent work day.

In a study among flight attendants, Xanthopolou,véfy Demerouti and
Bakker (2008) aimed to investigate the impact afydéuctuations in job resources
(colleague support) on the daily levels of work aggment through daily levels of
self efficacy. Forty-four flight attendants filled a questionnaire and a dairy booklet
before and after consecutive flights to three taatinental destinations. The results
revealed that colleague support had significangumieffects on work engagement
and self efficacy. However, as hypothesised sdiicafy did not mediate the
relationship between colleague support and workagegent. However, work
engagement mediated the effects of self efficacy immole and extra role
performance. Furthermore, colleague support exaca indirect effect on in-role
performance through work engagement.

Finally, Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schayf009b) explored the

effects of daily fluctuations in job resources @mdmy, coaching and team climate)
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on employees’ daily levels of personal resourceff-gficacy, organizational based
self esteem and optimism) work engagement and diabriurnover. Forty-two
employees working in three branches of a fast faminpany completed a
guestionnaire and a dairy booklet over five conseeuwlays. The results disclosed
that day level job resources positively influencey level work engagement through
the mediating mechanism of day level personal messu Furthermore, it was found
that day level coaching had a direct effect onldagl engagement, which in turn was
positively related to daily financial returns.

3.7 Crossover of Work Engagement

As noted above, there is evidence to suggest tbet engagement might be
“contagious” and therefore may transfer or crossamong individuals (Bakker,
Schaufeli, Demerouti and Euwema, 2006). The prookssssover or transmission is
said to occur when psychological well being or ietrexperienced by one person
affects the level of well being or strain of anatiperson (Bakker and Demerouti,
2008; Bakker and Demerouti, 2009; Westman, Etziod &hen, 2009). It is
suggested that the process of crossover can takee pghrough three possible
mechanisms (Bakker and Demerouti, 2009; Westmaralet 2009). The first,
mechanism is known as empathic crossover, in wisithsses and strains are
transmitted from one partner to another directlaassult of empathetic reactions. In
this process individuals place themselves psychcddly in the circumstances of
others and try to imagine how they would feel gyhwere confronted with similar
situations and as result they start experienciagéme feelings and emotions.

The second mechanism involves common stressorstiafieboth partners.
According to Westman et al. (2009) the common stnessafflicting both the partners
will impact the strain of these partners and theengblance in strain will appear as
crossover. This should, therefore, be deemed parass case of crossover.

Finally, Bakker and Demerouti (2009) and Westmaale{2009) argue that
crossover of strain may be a transmission mediayeidterpersonal exchange. Thus,
“an increase in the strain of one partner is likelyrigger a provocative behaviour or
exacerbate a negative interaction sequence witlotther partner, often expressed as

social undermining [i.e. expressing negative affactonveying negative evaluation
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or criticism] and perceived as such by the partaemwhom this behaviour this
directed” (Westman et al., 2009, p. 270).

Four studies to-date have provided empirical ewidetinat engagement can
crossover from one person to another. First, BadRemerouti and Schaufeli (2005)
conducted a study among 323 working couples anddebe hypothesis that work
engagement may crossover from husbands to wivesiaadiersa. The results of this
study showed that wives’ level of vigour and detiara uniquely contributed to
husbands’ level of vigour and dedication and hudbalevel of vigour and dedication
uniquely contributed to wives’ level of vigour ami@dication after controlling for
important characteristics of the work and home mmment.

In the second study Bakker, Emmerik and EuwemaQgPR0n their study
among 2,229 officers working in one of 85 teamsamxed whether work
engagement can crossover from teams to indivickaahtmembers. The results of the
multilevel analyses confirm this crossover phenoomehy showing that team level
work engagement is related to individual team mesberk engagement (vigour,
dedication and absorption) after controlling fodiindual members job demands and
resources. This finding implied that “engaged weoskevho communicated their
optimism, positive attitudes and proactive beharsaw their colleagues, created a
positive team climate, independent of the demamdsrasources they were exposed
to” (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008, p. 217).

Although, the studies mentioned above, provide cdhmg evidence that
work engagement can crossover from one individuarnother, they do not highlight
the underlying processes through which this cromsdaekes place. Bakker and
Demerouti (2009) sought to fill this gap by exammithe role of empathy in the
crossover of women’s work engagement to their masgsk engagement in a sample
of 175 Dutch women and their partners working iffedeént occupational sectors.
These researchers identified two dimensions of émpa@erspective taking (i.e. the
spontaneous tendency of people to adopt the pygical perspective of their
partners) and empathic concern (i.e. an individui@hdency to experience feelings of
warmth, compassion and concern for others). Moexifipally, these researchers
hypothesised that both dimensions of empathy wiltlerate the relationship between
women’s and men’s work engagement, such that tesowver of engagement will be
stronger when men are characterised by high lewvélperspective taking and

empathetic concern. The results revealed that wogagement did indeed cross over
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between partners. In addition, the perspectivangakdimension of empathy

moderated the relationship between women’s and sneatk engagement; whereas,
empathetic concern did not moderate the crossdfenteThis finding suggested that
work engagement was most likely to crossover whem mvere characterised by a
spontaneous tendency to adopt the psychologicappetive of their partners.

Furthermore, the results disclosed that women’skvwemgagement indirectly affected
men’s in-role and extra role performance through iitffluence on men’'s work

engagement.

Finally, Westman et al. (2009) conducted a studpragnbusiness travellers
and their spouses to ascertain if there was a a@vessof vigour from business
travellers to their spouses. They rationalised thasiness trips by providing
opportunities for personal growth and by offeringmporary respite from the
workplace may increase business travellers’ lewdlsigour, which in turn, may
crossover to their spouses. The results of thectsiral equation modelling showed

that, as hypothesised, travellers’ vigour crossest tb spouses’ vigour.

3.8 Can Work Engagement be differentiated from other Established Concepts?

The concept of work engagement has been critidisedeveral researchers
recently on the grounds that it reflects an amalgeon of more established
constructs such as organizational commitment, gilsfaction and job involvement
and therefore is “redundant” or what some might tald wine in a new bottle”
(Newman and Harrison, 2008; Saks, 2008). Macey Saltheider (2008) argue that
although the construct of work engagement seenigve some conceptual overlap
with older constructs of commitment, satisfactionl anvolvement, these concepts do
not adequately capture the feelings of energy, usism and passion which are
central to the concept of work engagement. Thetieoeifurther contend that “it is
the sense of energy and enthusiasm in engagensnh#kes the construct different,
and this is what executives wish to capture” (9. 24

Furthermore, in an important study, Hallberg antda®deli (2006) sought to
empirically differentiate engagement from organ@al commitment and job
involvement. Using confirmatory factor analysis dberesearchers established that
engagement, commitment and involvement were thigtenck constructs. Although

they were found to be closely related conceptsyas demonstrated that they only
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share between 12% and 21% of the variance. Thipastgpthe notion that work
engagement, organizational commitment and job wreraknt represent three distinct
psychological states.

In addition, it was revealed that these three cant exhibited different
patterns of relationship with other variables suad health complaints, job
characteristics, motivation and turnover intentidvisre specifically it was found that
work engagement demonstrated stronger and moréstemsassociations with health
complaints and that this was the most importantceptual aspect which separated
engagement from organizational commitment and jolmlvement. Organizational
commitment was also related to health complaintasuees, but its relationship was
comparatively weaker whereas job involvement waglated to these measures. In
addition, the two job factors, autonomy and fee&baere found to be more closely
related with engagement and organizational commmtmas opposed to job
involvement. Intrinsic motivation was only relatéd job involvement; whereas,
organizational commitment had the strongest relah@ with turnover intentions. On
the basis of this evidence it can be concluded wwak engagement, organizational
commitment and job involvement are three distimststructs and that it is the health
aspect of work engagement which differentiatesoitnfthe other two constructs.

Furthermore, work engagement has also been diffated from
workaholism. Workaholism “is the irresistible innérive to work very hard: that is
workaholics work excessively and compulsively” (8afeli and Salanova, 2007, p.
147). Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker (2006) illumingteee distinct characteristics of
workaholics. First, workaholics tend to spend ega@samount of their time in work
activities when given the chance to do so. This limspthat workaholics are
excessively hard workers. Second, workaholics fihdextremely difficult to
psychologically disengage from work even when tlaeg not working. In other
words, workaholics are obsessed with their work eam be regarded as compulsive
workers. Finally, the third unique feature of wdrkécs is that they work beyond
what is expected from them to meet organizatiomadéamnomic requirements. This
suggests that workaholics “work harder than is ireguout of an inner compulsion,
need or drive and not because of external factocd ss financial rewards, career
perspectives, a poor marriage or organizationaueil (Schaufeli et al., 2006, p.
196).
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Like workaholics, engaged employees also work fzendl they are also fully
engrossed in their work. However, the differencevieen the two types of workers
stems from the fact that engaged employees wortt Aad are highly involved in
their work activities because they enjoy their woskereas, workaholics work hard
because they are driven by a strong inner drivectwithey find hard to resist
(Schaufeli et al., 2006; Schaufeli, Taris and Rine2€08).

Two empirical studies have provided empirical ewite that suggests that
workaholisim and work engagement are two distiretstructs. Schaufeli, Taris and
Bakker (2006) demonstrated that the two dimensiohsvorkaholism, working
excessively and working compulsively were highlyteirelated and were
distinguishable from work engagement. Furthermatewas shown that work
engagement was more strongly and positively relateall indicators of health and
well-being and job performance, which further lsapport to the notion that work
engagement and workaholism are two different foomsell being.

In a related vein, Schaufeli, Taris and Rhenen §2Qthcovered, that work
engagement can be discriminated from both burneditveorkaholism. These authors
proved that engagement, burnout and workaholismtlaesee unique constructs. In
addition, this study showed that workaholism, butn@nd engagement each
demonstrated a unique pattern of relationships wahables representing working
long hours, job characteristics, work outcomes,jado@lationships and perceived
health. More specifically, it was found that mamageéiigh on burnout and
workaholism suffered from poor health, they hadrpsacial relationships, and they
worked in demanding jobs with poor resources. H@weunlike managers who were
high on burnout, workaholic managers worked longre@nd were more committed
to their organization. In contrast, the engagedagars enjoyed good health and well
being, developed high quality social relationshiwserked in resourceful jobs and
experienced higher levels of job satisfaction. Nbekess, like workaholics, engaged
managers also worked long hours and were comnittdtkeir organization.

Finally, research evidence indicates that work gegeent can be
distinguished from job embeddedness (Halbeslebed YAfheeler, 2008). Job
embeddeness refers to the combined forces thagmrevdividuals from leaving their
job. Using a sample of US employees drawn from dewvariety of industries,
Halbesleben and Wheeler (2008) showed that engadeamel embeddedness were

two distinct constructs. In addition, the resuligtos study revealed that both these

59



constructs exhibited a distinct pattern of relagimp with measures of in-role job
performance and turnover intentions. Work engagémseamed more closely related
to measures of in-role job performance and was dawnbe unrelated to turnover
intentions. In contrast, embeddeness had a signifi@ssociation with turnover
intentions, while its effect on in-role job perfaance was slightly weaker than that of
work engagement.

In sum, the above discussion provides substantaleace that work
engagement is an independent construct, which igoftant in its own right.
Furthermore, it appears that its close associatibm health and well being and the
fact that it connotes energy, enthusiasm and ireroknt are the two most critical
aspects, which separate it from other related coctst like commitment, job

involvement, burnout and workaholism.

3.9 Dark Side of Work Engagement

Although previous research shows that high levélsiark engagement can
manifest in several important outcomes for orgdioma, the question is that is
excessive engagement always good? Is there a idarkoswork engagement? Bakker
(2009) in his comprehensive review argues that rr@mgagement” can result in
negative consequences for individuals and orgapizat More specifically, Bakker
(2009) contends that the absorption dimension akvemgagement in particular can
have detrimental effects on individuals. Employe®® are deeply engrossed in their
work might forget to rest and recover, which inntwan have deleterious effects on
their health and well being. Sonnentag, Mojza, Buiies and Scholl (2008) also echo
the same thoughts. These researchers assert thafeznent can be mentally and
physically draining and as a result it is imperatithat engaged employees
psychologically detach themselves from work durioff-job time in order to
replenish their energies. In fact Sonnentag ef28l08) empirically demonstrate that
“a balance between high engagement at work and dliggngagement from work
during non-work time is highly relevant for protect employees’ well-being” (p.
270).

Furthermore, Britt (2003) explored the negativesamuences of high levels
of engagement in situations where individuals fati# challenges to do their jobs

effectively. In a study among army rangers, Brito3) found that as expected,
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impediments to high performance such as, work oaerlhad adverse effects on the
morale and job satisfaction of the rangers. Howetkese effects were more
pronounced for the most highly engaged soldiersreMzarticularly, Britt reported
that the highly engaged rangers, who cared mostitaibeir work, were the most
demoralized when they were “thwarted” from doingittbest. These findings suggest
that in certain situations it is plausible thathigngagement may lead to negative
consequences.

Thus, in view of this evidence, it is speculateat tihere may be an “optimum”
level of work engagement; a departure from thisnpaonay result in negative
consequences for both the individual and the omgdioin. However, more empirical

research is needed to test the downside of workgsgent.

3.10 Summary

The purpose of this review was to examine somehef recent empirical
advances in the area of work engagement. The ahemtemenced by reviewing the
job demands-resources model, which posits thatigghands and job resources evoke
two psychological processes: (1) a health impaitm@ocess, in which high job
demands lead to burnout and negative outcomes aschll health; and (2) a
motivational process, in which the availability job resources manifests in positive
outcomes such as, high performance and commitnigotigh work engagement.
This model also proposes that job resources cderbihie impact of job demands on
work engagement and these resources typically scgalience when job demands
are high.

Furthermore, the review of the relevant literatah®wed that job resources
and personal resources are the most important rdrigé work engagement. In
addition, this chapter disclosed that work engaggmeb resources and personal
resources are interlocked in a complex mutualipfoecing relationship and can
reciprocally affect each other over time. Reseawgklence also suggests that work
engagement might be positively influenced by pesitypn characteristics such as,
extraversion and conscientiousness and perceptminsorganizational justice.
Moreover, there is mounting empirical evidence, aihindicates that high levels of

work engagement can translate into positive outcomeh as, better performance,
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low absenteeism and turnover rates, improved heatith well being and more
positive attitudes and behaviours at the work place

This review also revealed that work engagemenbistatic and consequently
can fluctuate within individuals because of daihanges in their work environment.
Furthermore, previous research shows that work gergant is contagious and
therefore, is likely to crossover from one indivadiio another directly as a result of
empathetic reactions. Quite importantly, it hadeen empirically demonstrated
that work engagement can be distinguished from rastablished constructs such as,
organizational commitment, job involvement, burnowtorkaholism and job
embeddedness. These findings reinforce the notwam Wwork engagement is an
independent construct, which is important in itsxavght.

Finally, the chapter reviewed the dark side of wemgagement and concluded
that excessive engagement can prove to be harmdutheerefore, has the potential of
converting into negative consequences for bothinbezidual and the organization.

Thus, organizations need to take pertinent steparo ‘over engagement’.

3.11 Potential Gapsin the Engagement Literature

In spite of the growing number of studies, whiclvénatarted to examine the
concept of work engagement, there are still quiteva gaps within the engagement
literature, which demand attention. First, as nwemdd above, work engagement has
been mainly expressed as a product of job and parsesources. Therefore, there is
a growing need to explore the impact of a widergearof predictors on work
engagement in order to acquire a deeper insightlims$ concept.

Second, bulk of the research on work engagemenimaady investigated its
impact on outcomes such as, organizational commitmjeb satisfaction, turnover
intentions and organizational citizenship behavidinus, in order to further reaffirm
the importance of work engagement as a criticakrda@hant of organizational
effectiveness, it is essential to examine its ¢ffean a broader range of outcome
variables.

Third, although an increasing number of studieseharovided evidence that
work engagement can positively influence importarganizational outcomes, much

less is known about the mechanisms through whictk wagagement affects these
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outcomes. Consequently, there is a need to ideagifyopriate mediating variables,
which link engagement to organizational outcomes.

The present study seeks to fill these gaps initemture. First, it attempts to
contribute to the developing engagement literatioyeexploring the relationship
between work engagement and trust. More specificéitie first objective of this
study is to demonstrate the significant effectbath state (trust in top management,
trust in direct supervisor and trust in team mempand trait trust (trust propensity)
on work engagement. Although, recently Macey andn8cler (2008) have
highlighted the importance of trust in promotingrivengagement, no previous study
to the best of my knowledge, has empirically inigeged the relationship between
these two constructs.

In addition, this study also attempts to illumindke mechanisms through
which each type of state trust affects researctergagement with their work. Thus,
the second aim of this study is to determine wtrettrenot: (1) organizational
identification mediates the relationship betwearsttrin top management and work
engagement; (2) affective commitment to the sugervinediates the effects of trust
in direct supervisor on work engagement; and (@jnt@sychological safety mediates
the relationship between trust in team membersranl engagement.

The third objective of the current study is to exaanthe effects of work
engagement on a variety of organizational outcomeh as, self-rated in-role job
performance, innovative work behaviour, two leagnbehaviours, namely feedback
seeking and error communication and organizatioaaimitment. Although, previous
studies have explored the impact of work engageroanin-role job performance,
innovative work behaviour and organizational connmeiht, no study to the best of
my knowledge has investigated the effects of wargagement on feedback seeking
and error communication. Thus, by examining theaotpf work engagement on
learning behaviour, this study strives to furth@hance the importance of work
engagement as an important driver of organizatisnetess.

Finally, this research attempts to extend the emgemt literature by
exploring the role of learning goal orientation tine engagement-organizational
outcomes relationship. More patrticularly, this stuygbstulates that learning goal
orientation will at least partially mediate theatbnship between work engagement
and five organizational outcomes: self-rated irejob performance, innovative work

behaviour, feedback seeking, error communicatich @ganizational commitment.
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By examining the mediating role of learning goalentation in the engagement —
outcomes relationship, this research seeks to affeful insights into the underlying
processes thorough which engagement can affedivheutcome variables included
in this study.

On the basis of these four objectives, the follagvihypotheses were

formulated and subsequently tested:

Hypothesis 1a: Researchers’ trust in top management is positias$pciated with
their work engagement

Hypothesis 1b: Researchers’ trust in direct supervisor will bsipeely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1c: Researchers’ trust in their team members will bstpvely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1d: Researchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

Hypothesis 2a: Researchers’ organizational identification willdrage the effects of
trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2b: Researchers’ affective commitment to the superwisib mediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engiagnt

Hypothesis 2c: Team psychological safety will mediate the effexftirust in team

members on work engagement

Hypothesis 3a: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3b: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3c: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivegoamted with
seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3d: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with
error communication

Hypothesis 3e: Researchers’ work engagement will be positivebpoamted with their

organizational commitment
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Hypothesis 4a: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentance

Hypothesis 4b: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdyiour

Hypothesis 4c. Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on seeking feedfmacelf improvement
Hypothesis 4d: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati

Hypothesis 4e: Researchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationairodment

The proposed relationships are presented in Fig3rbelow:
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CHAPTER 4

Organizational Trust: Theoretical Developments and Debates

4.1 Introduction

The review of literature pertinent to organizatibtmast has been divided into
two distinct chapters. This chapter reviews thetbgcal basis and developments in
the area of organizational trust, while the nextpthr examines the more applied trust
research such as, its measurement, antecedents@sejuences.

This chapter commences with an examination andevewf the different
approaches and definitions of organizational tr@st. the basis of this review it is
concluded that the psychological approach to oemgaioinal trust depicts the most
robust conceptualization of this construct. Thepthiathen proceeds to explore how
trust is derived. Specifically, it reviews the \ars bases of trust, that is, deterrence
based trust, knowledge based trust and identifinabiased trust. The review of the
relevant literature in this area reveals that tdestelops slowly over time and can
transform from calculus-based to knowledge-baseddemtification-based trust.
However, several researchers have challengeddbesteon and have argued that it is
possible for relationships to begin with a relatvaigh level of initial trust. Thus, the
next section reviews the models of high initial stryproposed by McKnight,
Cummings and Chervany (1998) and Meyerson, Weidk lkramer (1996). The
chapter then advances to review the debate relaitigist and distrust. The research
in this area reveals that there are two differaatvwpoints pertaining to this issue.
One school of thought suggests that trust andugisére two distinct constructs and it
is possible for the two to co-exist within the sameationship. In contrast, other
researchers argue that trust and distrust are pposite poles of the same continuum.
After reviewing the relevant research in this atea concluded that more research is
needed to establish if trust and distrust are edodrs direct opposites or two distinct
and independent constructs. Finally, the chapteclodes by examining the nature
and differences between the three foci of trustnelg, top management, direct
supervisor and team members. The literature in dheés suggests that trust in top
management, trust in direct supervisor and truseam members are three distinct

constructs, each having different antecedents angegjuences.
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4.2 Approachesto Trust

A review of the extant trust literature revealsttinast has been predominantly
conceptualised in three ways: (1) a relatively Istgdersonality characteristic (Rotter,
1967, 1971, 1980); (2) a choice behaviour suchcasperative choices in a game
(Hardin, 1993; Williamson, 1981); and (3) a psydutal state, which defines trust
in terms of beliefs, intentions and affect (May&avis and Schoorman, 1995;
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 1998). Thepeoaches are discussed in the

ensuing paragraphs.

4.2.1Trust as a Personality Characteristic

According to personality-based trust researcheust tefers to “a generalised
expectancy held by an individual that the word,npis®, oral or written statement of
another individual or group can be relied on” (Rottl967, p. 651). Rotter (1980)
views trust as a relatively stable personalityttrahich reflects a general tendency to
trust or distrust a person or a group with whom bas not had a great deal of
personal interaction. Mayer et al. (1995) labellleid trait as propensity to trust and
refer to it as the “general willingness to trushess” (p. 715). Building on Rotter’'s
work, McKnight, Cummings and Chervany (1998) prapdbat trust propensity
consists of two components: faith in humanity angdting stance. Faith in humanity
means that one assumes that generally people lakleeand have good intentions.
Trusting stance on the other hand is more likeragmal strategy and means that one
assumes that irrespective of the fact whether geap@ honest and reliable, one will
achieve better outcomes by dealing with peopldasgh they were well-intentioned
and dependable. Mooradian, Renzl and Matzler, (R006clude that trust propensity
is “neither focussed on specific others, nor depahdn specific contexts and it is not
only related to lifetime experiences but also tmpgerament, and thereby to genetics
and bio-physiological structure”, (p. 525).

Rotter (1980) contends that people differ in th@opensity to trust others.
Life experiences, personality types, cultural baokgd, education and several other
socio-economic factors determine one’s propenstyrast (Mayer et al., 1995)
Mooradian et al. (2006) report that individualshwé high propensity to trust believe

that most people are generally sincere, fair anve lg@od intentions; whereas, people
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who have a low propensity to trust, see others etcentred, conniving and
potentially harmful.

Trust propensity is expected to be an importantedrof trust in novel and
ambiguous situations prior to the availability nfdrmation about the trustee (Rotter,
1980; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight et al., 1998gIBy and Pierce, 1998). However,
once people get more familiar with each other acgume more knowledge about
each other, the impact of trust propensity on tisikely to diminish.

Previous research shows that a high propensitysd others can yield several
benefits for the individuals and the organizatidagt instance, Rotter (1980) argues
that individuals’ tendency to trust others can badiicial for both the society and as
well as the individuals themselves. More partidylaRotter (1980) in his research
found that high trustors are less likely to chaad &e and more likely to respect the
rights of others. Moreover, high trustors are lidssly to be unhappy, conflicted or
mal-adjusted and are more likely to be liked byeothand sought out as a friend by
others. Furthermore, McKnight et al. (1998) pohdtttrust propensity has recently
acquired more importance because cross functieaahd, structural re-organizations
and joint ventures create new working relationshipere frequently. In these
circumstances an individual’s trust propensityikglly to be particularly important
because it can prove to be an important driverro$ttin new and unfamiliar
surroundings. Finally, Colquitt, Scott and LePi2@{7) in their meta-analytic study
found that trust propensity was positively asseclatvith task performance and
citizenship behaviour and was negatively relatecbinterproductive behaviour.

However, the trait approach to trust suffers framo tdrawbacks. First, by
assuming that trust is a relatively stable perstnahit, it suggests that trust is static
and once developed, it tends to remain relativedple. However, recent evidence
indicates that trust is dynamic and as relatiorsskimlve overtime, the nature of trust
itself can transform (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996)c&ad, Tan and Lim (2009) have
criticized this approach on the ground that it nsake general assessment of the
trustworthiness of others and therefore, does aptuce the “situation-and person-
specific natures of the relation” (p. 48). Tan dddh (2009) argue that people
consciously ascertain the level of their relatiopsiith others on the basis of the
task, the situation and the referent. For instaaceanager might trust his subordinate
to meet deadlines but may not be willing to shamsgive personal information with

him. Tan and Lim (2009) conclude that it is therefoquite “unlikely that people
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would display the same level of innate trust tlsaindependent of the environment
and the referent” (p. 48).

4.2.2 Trust as a Choice Behaviour

The behavioural approaches to trust are “groundedbservable choices made
by an actor in an interpersonal context” (Lewickamlinson and Gillespie, 2006, p.
993). The most influential definition of trust withthis approach has been advanced
by Deutsch (1958) postulating that “an individuahyrbe said to have trust in the
occurrence of an event if he expects its occurreamug his expectation leads to
behaviour which he perceives to have greater negatiotivational consequences if
the expectation is not confirmed than positive maitonal consequences if it is
confirmed” (p. 266). He primarily examined trustings mixed-motive games in
laboratory experiments with players who did not énany prior knowledge about
each other. Researchers who study trust withinb&feavioural tradition argue that
cooperative behaviour on part of the actors is rtteen determinant of trust. The
trustor needs to decide that to what extent hdnersbiould cooperate with the trustee.
In addition, it is expected that the trustor wilake the decision to cooperate or not
logically and wisely. Axelord’s (1984) simulatioh @operation in two-person games
presents a good example of how trust develops eatiperation in repeated games.
Two players, who do not know each other, choosearh game to cooperate or not.
Both players get a high pay off if they both co@perand get a low pay off if they
both decide not to cooperate. The pay off is marmimiione player cooperates and
the other decides not to cooperate. In this siinatie person who cooperates gets the
“sucker pay off”; whereas the person who choosé$amoooperate gets the maximum
pay off (Burt and Knez, 1996). This game situaténtails risk because the players
have to decide whether to cooperate or not befamwihg what the other will do.
Thus, from this view point the decision on partlué players to cooperate reflects a
decision to trust. In other words, the behaviouagproach regards trust as
“anticipated cooperation” (Burt and Knez, 1996). game situations, trust is signified
by the cooperative moves made by the participamtereas, distrust is signalled via
competitive moves. Thus, in this tradition trustmainly contingent on the choice to

cooperative or not to cooperate.
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The bulk of the work in the behavioural traditiaiggests that trust increases
incrementally over time in response to other’s chdio reciprocate the cooperative
action undertaken by the trustor. In contrast,ghgera substantial decline in the level
of trust if the trustee does not reciprocate thepeosative behaviours exhibited by the
trustor. According to Hardin (1993) people use amimonsense” Bayesian-like
decision making process to carefully analyze aldkailable trust related information
in order to make sure that the trusting choicegpandently made; and they promptly
withdraw trust if they feel it has been misplac&de operational level of trust is often
ascertained “from either the proportion of coopeeatchoices or the long term
behaviour patterns of those who chose to coope(h&ticki et al., 2006, p. 995). In
other words, a high number of cooperative choigesirdicative of high levels of
trust; while, a relatively low number of cooperatichoices are reflective of low
levels of trust. Since trust is expressed as aooowt of cooperative behaviour, any
shift in individuals’ levels of cooperation will inlg about changes in their levels of
trust. Such shifts in trust can occur not only fifroesponses to other’s defection” but
may also take place because of factors not linketusst in others, such as decision
error or boredom (Lewicki et al., 2006).

However, Kramer (1999) has criticized the behawabarodels of trust on two
grounds. First, he notes that although the behaaicapproach provides a useful
framework for analyzing how individuals make dewns about trust from a
normative or prescriptive point of view, “its adeqy as a descriptive account of how
people actually make decisions about trust” (p.)5i83o0pen to question. More
specifically, Kramer (1996) contends that many ttg assumptions of the rational
choice models, on which the behavioural approactiust is based, are empirically
unsound. March (1994, cited in Kramer, 1996) assirat “rational choice models
overstate decision makers’ cognitive capacities, dagree to which they engage in
conscious calculation, and the extent to which thegsess stable values and orderly
preferences” (p. 573). Second, Kramer (1996) ardbat another drawback of the
behavioural approach, which assumes that indivedmake rational choices, is that it
is overly cognitive in nature and as a result igsahe impact of emotional and social
influences on trust decisions. Granovetter (198%fedcin Kramer, 1996) very
appropriately concludes that the behavioural modktsust provide at best “an under

socialized conception of trust” (p. 573).
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In sum, the behavioural approach is too narrow eavvof trust because it
purely focuses on the cognitive basis of trust faild to take into account the social
and emotional influences on trust assessment. Thissreasonable to conclude that
this approach does not capture the complete essétioe concept of trust.

3.2.3 Trust as a Psychological Sate

Scholars and researchers now widely concur that isua psychological state
(Kramer, 1999). As a psychological state, trust Iresn defined and conceptualised
both as a unidimensional and a multi-dimensionaktoict. Some of the most widely

cited unidimensional defintions of trust include:

* ‘The extent to which one is willing to ascribe gowdentions to and have
confidence in the words and actions of other péd@leok and Wall, 1980, p.
39).

* Trust refers to the “undertaking of a risky couddeaction on the confident
expectation that all persons involved in the actah act competently and
dutifully” (Lewis and Weigert, 1985, p. 971).

* ‘A willingness to rely on an exchange partner inowhone has confidence’
(Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992, p. 315).

* ‘Optimistic expectation about the outcome of anmevender conditions of

personal vulnerability’ (Hosmer, 1995, p. 399).

* ‘Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulndealo the actions of another
party based on the expectation that the otherpeitform a particular action
important to the trustor, irrespective of the apiio monitor or control the
other party’, (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995,12).
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* ‘Trust is one’s expectations, assumptions, or ekdout the likelihood that
another’'s future actions will be beneficial, favable or at least not

detrimental to one’s interests’ (Robinson, 199676).

* ‘Trust is a psychological construct, the experieatehich is the outcome of
the interaction of people’s values, attitudes arabads and emotions’, (Jones
and George, 1998, p.532).

» Trust refers to ‘confident positive expectationgaigling another’s conduct’,
(Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998, p. 439).

* ‘Trust is a psychological state comprising the rtiten to accept vulnerability
based upon positive expectations of the intentmnbehaviour of another’,
(Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 1998, p. 395).

In contrast, some scholars endeavour to captureintnieacies of trust with
explicitly multi-dimensional definitions which higight the different aspects of a
trusting relationship. These definitions refleat thillingness of the trustor to depend
on the trustee after having taken into considenati® personal characteristics of the
trustee (McKnight and Chervany, 2001Examples of multi-dimensional definitions

of trust include:

* ‘An individual’s belief or a common belief amonggeoup of individuals that
another individual or group (a) makes good-faitfo$ to behave in
accordance with any commitments both explicit anglicit, (b) is honest in
whatever negotiations preceded such commitments, (eh does not take
excessive advantage of another even when the aigrtis available’
(Cummings and Bromily, 1996, p. 303).

* ‘Trust is one party’s willingness to be vulnerateanother party based on the
belief that the latter party is (a) competent, feljable, (c) open and (d)
concerned’, (Mishra, 1996, p. 265).
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* ‘Trust is one party’s willingness to be vulnerateanother party based on the
confidence that the later party is (a) benevol@jtreliable, (c) competent, (d)

honest and (e) open’ (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, ,200866).

Although the proponents of the psychological appihohave defined trust in
many different ways, Rousseau et al. (1998) havednseveral similarities amongst
these diverse definitions. They argue that thedaitiens generally reflect three
important facets of trust. First, trust in anotparty reflects an expectation or belief
that the other party will act compassionately. $eic@ne cannot control or force the
other party to fulfil this expectation; thus, tristolves a willingness to be vulnerable
and entails a risk that the other party may nofilfthhat expectation. Third, trust
involves some level of dependency on the othelypaiich implies that the interests
of one party cannot be achieved without reliancahenother. These three features,
that is, expectations or beliefs, a willingnes®¢ovulnerable and interdependence are
the major dimensions of trust within organizations.

Similarly, Lewicki et al. (2006) have identified ewcritical elements, which
appear to be central to most definitions of trustmely, positive expectations and
willingness to accept vulnerability. Positive exiagions are confident beliefs held by
the trustor that the trustee is efficacious, rédadnd compassionate. On the other
hand, a willingness to accept vulnerability refiettustor’s intention to take a risk by
placing his or her welfare in the hands of thet&es

Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande (1992) also echeaime thoughts and argue
that “without vulnerability trust is unnecessarycaese outcomes are inconsequential
for the trustor” (p. 315). According to these authdrust is composed of two
components. First trust is viewed as a belief, icemice or expectation about an
exchange partner’'s trustworthiness that emanateghenbasis of the partner’s
capability and integrity. Second, trust is viewadagbehavioural intention that reflects
a dependence on a partner and therefore, involukeenability and uncertainty on
part of the trustor. Moorman et al., (1992) coneldidat for trust to develop both the
belief and behavioural intention components nedaktpresent.

Furthermore, Dietz and Den Hartog (2006) also il the belief and
behavioural aspects of trust but they go one sigpdr by including trust behaviours
as a component of trust. More specifically, thegipthat trust can take three forms,
namely, belief, decision and action. The belief poment reflects the assessment of

73



trustworthiness of the trustee. Trustworthinessereefto the evaluation of
characteristics and actions of the trustee (Cdsah,€2001). In general the assessment
of trustworthiness is based on three primary datdhat is, benevolence, competence
and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). Other scholaase put forward slightly different
criteria for assessing trustworthiness. For ingarMishra (1996) proposes four
dimensions to evaluate the trustworthiness of aroffarty: competence, openness,
concern and reliability. Previous research indiedhat trustworthiness in the form of
beliefs about another party’s ability, competenod ategrity are major drivers of
trust (Mayer et al. 1995). However, it should béedathat although the trustor might
consider the trustee to be trustworthy, this dassnecessarily mean that the trustor
will actually trust the trustee (Dietz and Den togr;t2006).

The second component of trust highlighted by Datd Den Hartog (2006) is the
decision to actually trust the other party. Thighe stage at which the trustor will,
based on his or her perceptions of trustworthinésbe trustee, make a decision and
decide either to place or avoid placing trust i tfustee.

However, this decision to trust reflects only thélimgness on part of the trustor
to rely on a specific target. To complete the tnoisicess, the trustor must follow
through on this decision by engaging in trustingaweours (Dietz and Den Hartog,
2006). The main distinction between trust and tngsbehaviour is that while, trust
reflects a generalised behavioural intention te takisk, trusting behaviours signify
actually taking the risk. For instance, an indigbimay trust his team-mate and thus,
may be willing to share sensitive personal infoioratwith him or her. However,
until the concerned individual actually shares infation there is no risk taking.
Furthermore, Costa et al. (2001) suggest thatingistehaviours are context specific.
For instance, in the contexts of buying and selli@igtionships, Smith and Barclay
(1997), suggest that trust may result in five bé&hag: relationship investment,
communication openness, acceptance of influencee&mance from opportunism and
control reduction. In contrast, within work teamssta et al. (2001) propose that
cooperation and lack of monitoring are the two éhas, which are most reflective
of trust.

Assessing trust behaviours in a particular contaxt be useful to learn about
another party’'s motives and intentions and be dblemake inferences about
trustworthiness of that particular party. This ecause, unlike trust, which exists in

the mind of the trustor and as a result cannotebdily observed by others, trusting
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behaviours (e.g. information sharing) are evidenithers and therefore, can prove to
be beneficial in evaluation of trustworthiness bé trelevant party (Serva, Fuller,
Mayer, 2005).

The three approaches of trust discussed in theegmeg paragraphs are

summarised in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4.1
Theoretical Approachesto Trust

Psychological Approach
Trait Approach Behavioural Unidimensional Multidimensional
Approach
¢ Conceptualises * Defines » Depicts trust as an * Similar to the
trust as a trust as a amalgamation of unidimensional
relatively stable choice beliefs, intentions and approach.
individual behaviour. emotions.
difference. * However, unlike the
« Expresses » Highlights two central unidimensional
* Reflects an itas a features of trust: approach, it explicitly
individual's function of specifies the personal
dispositional cooperation (1) willingness to be characteristics of the
tendency to trust vulnerable trustee, which
others. engender positive
(2) positive expectations. expectations.
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In the present study trust is conceptualised asyahwmlogical state, because
this is now considered as the dominant approachthis area (Kramer, 1999).
Furthermore, previous research shows that trugigmsity can also exercise positive
effects on organizational behaviour (Colquitt ef 2007). Thus, in the present study
trust propensity is also included as an antecedemtork engagement. In sum, this
study seeks to examine the impact of both state teaut trust on researchers’

engagement with their research work.

4.3 Definition of Trust for the Present Study

The two most widely cited definitions of trust haween advocated by Mayer
et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. (1998). FornestaViayer et al. (1995) define trust
as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerabléhte actions of another party based on
the expectation that the other will perform a marar action important to the trustor,
irrespective of the ability to monitor or contrbktother party”, (Mayer et al., 1995, p.
712). In a similar vein, Rousseau et al. (1998)gssgthat trust is “a psychological
state comprising the intention to accept vulnergidilased upon positive expectations
of the intentions or behaviour of another” (1998,395). Both these definitions
highlight the two critical features of trust, namelpositive expectations and a
willingness to be vulnerable. However, one majarrsboming of these definitions is
that they remain silent on how the positive expemta are generated. This limitation
is overcome by the multi-dimensional definitiontfst put forward by Mishra (1996).
Mishra (1996) defines trust as “one party’'s willmegs to be vulnerable to another
party based on the belief that the latter parfia)scompetent, (b) open, (c) concerned
and (d) reliable”, ( p. 265).
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Mishra’s (1996) definition like Mayer et al.’'s (18Pand Rousseau et al.’s
(1998) definitions splits trust into trusting bélieand trusting intentions. However, it
goes one step further by explicitly specifying feaharacteristics of the trustee, that is,
competence, reliability, openness and compassiohjchw engender positive
expectations and therefore prompt the trustor ke @ risk by putting his or her
welfare in the hands of the trustee.

In addition, there is wide spread agreement amahglars and researchers
that the four trustworthiness factors specified Myshra (1996) appear most
frequently in the literature and explain a majorrtjpm of perceptions of
trustworthiness (Clark and Payne, 1997; McKnighalet 1998; Ellis and Shockley-
Zalabak, 2001; Dietz and Den Hartog, 2006). Manlgokrs regard competence
(Cook and Wall, 1980; Butler and Cantrell, 1984;a8wTrawick, Rinks and Roberts,
1988; Butler, 1991), openness (Butler and Canti€l84; Butler, 1991; Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy, 2000), concern (Whitener et al. 1998ockley-Zalabak, Ellis and
Winograd, 200pand reliability (Swan et al. 1988; Tschannen-Maoaad Hoy, 2000)
as pivotal facets of trust.

Competence refers to the expertise and capabitifise trustee (Mayer et al.,
1995); openness reflects trustor's perception thea trustee is honest and
straightforward in his or her communications (M&shrl996); concern refers to
trustor’s belief that the trustee will act in histeer best interests (Mayer et al., 1995;
Mishra, 1996); and reliability reflects a corresgence between words and actions
(Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis and Winograd, 2000; Sim&g2).

Another, strength of Mishra’s (1996) model is thiatonceptualises trust as a
multidimensional construct consisting of four trogt beliefs, namely, competence,
openness, concern and reliability. The major béwéfihe multi-dimensional view of
trust is that it provides a deeper insight into ¢benplexities of working relationships.
For instance, Lewicki et al., (2006) suggest tfratst inter-personal relationships are
complex and have a broad bandwidth” (p. 1002) ana aesult the answer to the
question: “do you trust person A”? is not a sinigles” or “no”, but is more likely to
be “to do what"? Thus, it is reasonable to expéett ttmployees might trust the
organizational leaders or their team members itacedomains but not in others. For
example, employees may have high trust in thessilid abilities of their supervisor
and peers but on the other hand may have very tithfidence in their integrity. The

availability of accurate information on where trustdeficient in a relationship can
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help to focus corrective action (Smith and Barcld®97). A unidimensional
conceptualisation of trust does not offer this img@ot advantage.

Mishra (1996) argues that the four dimensions w$tirnamely, competence,
concern, reliability and openness, represent commsnof an overall trust construct.
He further contends that these dimensions amalgamaa “multiplicative” way to
create the overall degree of trust that the trusésr with respect to a particular party.
This means that “a low level of trust in terms afyaf the dimensions off sets high
levels of trust in terms of other dimensions” (1996269).

4.4 Factors of Trustworthiness

The factors of trustworthiness identified by Misi{t096) are discussed in detail

below:

4.4.1 Competence

Competence refers to an individual's capability axgbertise to perform a
certain task (Butler and Cantrall, 1984; Mayerletl®95; Mishra and Mishra, 2008).
With regard to organizational leadership, competenoan include such skills and
abilities as intelligence and clarity of thinkingreat communication skills, and a
focus on “doing the right things right” (Neff & Gim, 1999, p. 379-387). Perceived
ability or competence is central to trust in orgational leader-follower relationships
because followers are unlikely to develop trusthigir leader unless they believe that
the leader is capable of fulfilling the leadershige (Whitener, Korsgaard and
Werner, 1998). The followers are likely to belidhat the organizational leaders can
adequately fulfil their leadership role when thegrgeive that the organizational
leaders have the necessary skills and abilitiemake sound decisions (Kirkpatrick
and Locke, 1991); achieve the organization’s vis{Bartram and Casimir, 2007);
successfully deal with crisis situations (Mishr&®9); and effectively implement
change efforts (Albrecht and Travaglione, 2003).

At a peer and group level, competence based tefistsrto employees’ belief
about their co-workers’ competency or ability taceessfully accomplish tasks and

attain group goals (Bennis and Bierderman, 199Qompetence of co-workers
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acquires particular salience when employees ar&imgin teams and are reliant on
each other to accomplish tasks. According to Ditk899) when an individual
believes that his group members lack the necessbilities and skills, he may
recognize his effort and hard work as unrelategromp performance. This is because
such shortcomings will limit the performance of tireup and as a result render his or
her efforts futile.In such cases the individual is likely to put foehlow level of
effort. Put differently, trust in the competence group members influences an
individual’'s expectations about the degree to whiak or her effort can be

transformed into group performance (Dirks, 1999).

4.4.2 Openness

Openness refers to the process by which peoplehamselves at risk by
sharing sensitive information with each other (Bsuten-Moran and Hoy, 2000;
Mishra and Mishra, 2008). Mishra and Mishra (2068htend that open and honest
communication can reduce uncertainty and ambigh#gause it makes motives,
agendas and goals more transparent. In a relabedSmith and Barclay (1997) posit
that by being open in their communication, orgamireal members can *“align
perceptions and expectations, clarify roles andidavoisunderstandings” (p. 8).
Finally, Costa (2004) argues that by facilitatingnmenunication and openness,
organizations can encourage the exchange of impdtteowledge and consequently
increase mutual learning.

However, being open entails risks for the concerpady. For instance,
Mishra and Mishra (2008) posit that when organaregl members share information
with their colleagues, there is a danger that théyht misuse the shared information
or they may fail to reciprocate this openness. Harmore, Mishra (1996) warns that
openness beyond a certain level may serve to danadlger than enhance trust. For
example, Mishra (1996) argues that telling someteecomplete truth about one’s
character flaws may actually decrease trust betwleetwo parties. In spite of these
potential risks several scholars regard openness ke aspect of trust (Butler and
Cantrall, 1984; Butler, 1991; Tschannen-Moran amy,H2000; Ellis and Shockley-
Zalabak, 2001).
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4.4.3 Concern

At a minimum demonstration of concern implies tbae party believes that
the other party will not take unfair advantage ewdren the opportunity is available
(Cummings & Bromiley, 1996; Mishra, 1996; Mishradadishra, 2008). However, at
higher levels the concern component of trust pastslthat the concerned parties will
be sensitive to each others needs and will acaah ethers best interests (Mishra,
1996; Mishra and Mishra, 2008). The concern dinmnsi trust does not suggest that
the parties involved in a relationship lack selfenest. “Rather trust in terms of
concern means that such self interest is balangentérest in the welfare of others”
(Mishra, 1996; p. 267).

4.4.4 Reliability

Reliability means doing what one says what oneiagto do (Simons, 2002;
Mishra and Mishra, 2008). In other words, relidbilreflects congruence between
words and actions. In addition, it also implies (kag one’s commitments (Mishra
and Mishra, 2008). Compatibility between words actons and promise fulfilment
builds trust; whereas a mismatch between words deetls and broken promises
decrease trust (Mishra, 1996; Simons, 2002; MiahchMishra, 2008).

Several scholars consider reliable behaviour todmeral to trust. For instance,
Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that consistenciwben words and actions is
essential for the development of calculus basest.tMcAllister (1995) distinguishes
between cognitive and affective based trust. Cognibased trust is based on the
perception of reliability and dependability; wheseaffective-based trust reflects a
special relationship in which the concerned parigsress care and concern for each
other. McAllister (1995) argues that promise fulfént, which is a facet of reliable
behaviour, is critical for the development of cdgm based trust. He further contends
that existence of cognition based trust is necgdsarthe development of affective
based trust because individuals must be confidettieoother party’s reliability and
dependability before making an emotional investmienta relationship. Finally,
Simons (2002) also echoes the same thoughts andsatgat an alignment between
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words and deeds, which he refers to as behaviaotegrity, is crucial for the
development of trust.

Although all of these facets of trust are importaheir relative importance
will depend on the context under question (Mishrd Blishra, 2008). For example, in
the case of a surgeon, competence is likely toflgimary importance; whereas, in
the case of an accountant reliability and depetitlabs just as significant as
competence. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) askatt @among teachers and
principals all the four trusting beliefs: benevalenreliability, competence, honesty
and openness seem to be critical for developingtitrg relations. Furthermore, one
particular trustor may place a greater amount gdartance on one of the factors
across various situations than does another trgstayer & Davis, 1999). Smith and
Barclay (1997), therefore, conclude that the redasignificance of these facets of

trust is likely to be contingent on the specifi@t®nship context.

4.5 Bases/ Stages of Trust

Trust is a dynamic phenomenon that takes diffecbatacteristics at different
stages of a relationship. Shapiro, Sheppard andaSkie (1992) and Lewicki and
Bunker (1996) propose that there are three maiasbfg trusting beliefs: calculus /
deterrence-based, knowledge-based and identifrcased.

4.5.1 Deterrence/ Calculus Based Trust

Shapiro et al. (1992) argue that the main condif@nsustaining successful
business relationships is that there should be atiblity between the words and
actions of the concerned parties. The tendencypzrey to do what it says it will do
mitigates uncertainty and ambiguity and reduces rtbed for monitoring other’s
actions. This compatibility between words and axican be brought about through
deterrence, which can be defined as the existehcaeasures that thwart hostile
actions (Shapiro et al., 1992). Thus, deterrense baust exists “when the potential
costs of discontinuing the relationship or thelllk&od of retributive action outweigh
the short-term advantage of acting in a distrustfay” (Shapiro et al., 1992). In other
words deterrence based trust is derived throughptesence of costly sanctions for

opportunistic behaviour. It can be sustained to #xent “that the deterrent
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(punishment) is clear, possible and likely to ocifuhe trust is violated” (Lewicki
and Bunker, 1996, p. 119).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that trust can baveéd not only through
the fear of punishment but also by rewarding irdlinals for preserving it. Thus, they
re-named ‘deterrence-based trust’ as ‘calculusebasst’. They suggest that calculus
based trust is strengthened to a large extentdpnhicipated rewards for behaving in
a trustworthy manner and by the danger of damagngjs reputation as a result of a
trust violation. Rousseau et al. (1998) argue thétust is conceived as a positive
expectation about another’'s intentions, dependeoce stringent controls and
deterrents may not be trust at all but may insteadhought of as a low level of

distrust.

4.5.2 Knowledge Based Trust

While calculus based trust is primarily sustaineeagh the use of deterrents,
knowledge based trust on the other hand is derivedugh the exchange of
knowledge. More specifically, knowledge based trdevelops over time and is
contingent upon how well the trustor can undersi@mdi predict the trustee’s actions.
Shapiro et al. (1992) contend that there are skwsrigue features of knowledge-
based trust. First, the availability of information the trustee enables the trustor to
predict the behaviour of the trustee, which in tuwngenders trust. Second,
predictability boosts trust even if the other pargopredictably untrustworthy. This is
because the manner in which the concerned perstikelg to violate trust can be
accurately determined. Finally, accurate predictequires an understanding between
the concerned parties, which can only develop tjindrequent interaction. Shapiro et
al. (1992) suggest that regular communication andtship are important processes
in the development of knowledge based trust. Regatanmunication puts the
concerned parties in constant touch with each pthbich, in turn, allows them to
gauge each others wants, preferences and approtcpesblems. Courtship on the
other hand involves conducting thorough researchaopotential partner before
commencing a formal relationship. By going throutjirs process, the concerned
parties can gather enough information about eabbrptvhich can enable them to

decide whether or not they can productively wogdetber.
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4.5.3 Identification Based Trust

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) assert that identificatlmasedrust is an outcome
of mutual understanding. Each party understandstier and also understands what
is required to maintain the relationship of trusgwicki and Bunker (1996) note that
at this level of trust, “trust exists because tlatips effectively understand and
appreciate the other's wants; this mutual undedstgnis developed to the point that
each can effectively act for the other” (p.122)ut Bifferently, identification based
trust occurs when one party identifies with theeothnd as a consequence completely
internalizes his or her preferences. Identificatlmased trust can be strengthened
through the creation of join products, developingoaxmon identity, collocating in
the same building and by committing to commonlyretavalues (Shapiro et al.,
1992).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that relationshgépa change over time and
therefore, trust can transform from calculus-based knowledge-based to
identification-based trust. However, all relatioppshdo not fully mature and as a
result it is plausible that trust may not even gstphe first stage, that is, calculus
based trust. According to Lewicki and Bunker (1996@re are four reasons why
relationships sometimes never develop past thestiegie. First, the concerned parties
may not feel the need to develop more complex ioglship; second, the
interdependence between the parties is heavily denirand regulated; third the
parties feel that they have accumulated sufficiafdrmation about each other and
any further information gathering will be futile;n@ fourth, one or more trust
violations have taken place, which makes it uniikbht further trust will develop.

However, if the parties involved in a particulatat®nship perceive each
other to be reliable, they might start gatherinfprimation about each others needs,
preferences and priorities through repeated anddianteractions. This lays the
foundation of knowledge based trust. As people wodether, talk to each other and
observe each other in different situations, thely tgeknow each other better and
consequently they begin to trust each other. Téiddcause increased knowledge
about the other makes him or her more predictaldi@ny working relationships,
however, do not advance beyond the knowledge-hassidstage.

Finally, as people get to know each other more lgeegpey may start

identifying with their “needs, preferences and pties and come to see them as their
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own” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125). Howevenly a small percentage of
relationships progress from the knowledge basest i identification based trust
stage because: “either the parties lack the timeermrgy to invest beyond the
knowledge-based trust level, or the parties mayehao desire for a closer
relationship” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that transformatipom one stage to
another may require a “frame change” in the reteip. For example, these authors
contend that the movement from calculus based tmsknowledge based trust
involves a change from a stress on differencesnitrasts between self and others to
a stress on similarities between the self and sth&imilarly, the shift from
knowledge based trust to identification trust imas a change in frame from simply
accumulating knowledge about the other to a “maresgnal identification with the
other” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125).

4.6 High Levelsof Initial Trust

The model proposed by Lewicki and Bunker (199@)ased on the premise that trust
begins at a zero baseline and develops slowly twer. More specifically, Lewicki
and Bunker (1996) contend that over a passagend trust can transform from
calculus-based to knowledge-based to identificabtiased trust. However, several
scholars have challenged this assumption and higuedthat it is plausible that even
early in a relationship people can experienceatively high level of trust.

For example, McKnight et al. (1998) assert thatpteaan experience high
levels of initial trust because of three reasonsstFindividuals may have a high
disposition to trust, which may enable them to tgvehigh levels of initial trust.
Disposition to trust or trust propensity refersth@ tendency of the individuals to
depend on others across a broad spectrum of sitisaéind persons. McKnight et al.
(1998) distinguish between two types of dispositiortrust: (1) faith in humanity,
which means that people believe that others arergéy well intentioned and reliable;
and (2) trusting stance, which is sort of a perb@tategy and means that one
assumes that irrespective of the fact whether geap@ honest and reliable, one will
achieve better outcomes by dealing with peopléasgh they were well-intentioned
and dependable. The second factor, which leadsithdils to develop high initial

trust, is institution based trust, which impliesatthpeople believe that necessary
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impersonal structures are in place to protect thgainst opportunistic behaviours by
others. According to McKnight et al. (1998) institun based trust appears to take two
forms: (1) situational normality — which, refers tfoe belief that success is likely

because the situation is normal; and (2) structasslurance — which, refers to the
belief that success is likely because contextuaflitimns such as promises, contracts,
regulations and guarantees are in place. Finalij imitial trust may develop because
of certain cognitive processes that facilitate peap quickly process information and

make initial judgments or form initial impressiotigat the other party is trustworthy.

All the three factors, in turn, are likely to haaepositive impact on one’s trusting

beliefs and trusting intentions.

The second approach to high initial trust formatleas been advocated by
Meyerson, Weick and Kramer (1996). Meyerson e1#196) sought to explain how a
group of diversely skilled people can come togetteermvork on highly complex
projects in temporary groups such as, film crewsesigential commissions,
architectural groups and cockpit crews. Memberthese teams usually have never
worked together and they do not expect to work ttegreagain in the future. The
stringent deadlines under which these teams wakeldittle time for relationship
building. Thus, in order to trust a temporary grothe members must “wade in” as
opposed to waiting until experience shows if a teamustworthy or not (Meyerson
et al., 1996, p. 171). Meyerson et al. (1996) arthat under these circumstances
participants build “swift trust” and that this kimd trust can be developed because of

several factors, such as:

* Role clarity — which suggests that people deal wite another more as roles
than individuals and expect that everyone in theugrwill carry out their

duties professionally.
* Inclination of the members to mitigate inconsisteand unpredictability in

their role based behaviour. This is because insterdi role behaviour and

“blurring” of roles erode trust.
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e Selection of participants from narrowly defined dab pools such that the
reputations of pool members are known, thereby tmgeexpectations of

harmful behaviour.

* The intense pace of work in many temporary growpsch requires focussed
attention on task at hand. This helps to prevembttturrence of dysfunctional

and trust destroying behaviours.

* The engagement of participants in tasks, which ireguoderate levels of

interdependence.

In sum, swift trust is more like to develop whent&rdependence is kept modest
through a combination of distancing, adaptabiligsilience [and] interacting with

roles rather than personalities” (Meyerson etl&96, p. 191).

4.7 Trust and Distrust

An ongoing debate in the trust literature concehgsconcept of distrust and
its relationship with the construct of trust. Th@impoint of contention is that are
trust and distrust opposite ends of the same aamtimor whether they represent two
distinct concepts. Several scholars argue that &g distrust are direct opposites of
each other (Jones and George, 1998; Schoorman, rManee Davis, 2007). For
instance, Jones and George (1998) differentiatedmat three different states of trust:
distrust, conditional trust and unconditional truatcording to George and Jones
(1998), conditional, unconditional trust and distrall belong to the same construct —
the experience of trust. Distrust is charactersedhe lack of trust. Conditional trust
is a state in which the attitudes are favourabtaugh to support future interactions. In
contrast, unconditional trust depicts the very esgeof trust in which shared values
between parties create a common bond. As a re#tiprdevelops, trust transforms
from conditional trust to unconditional trust. Whemst is violated, unconditional
trust may turn to conditional trust, or it may tumo distrust, depending upon the
magnitude of the violation. In a related vein Sanean et al. (2007) also argue that
‘our definition of trust — willingness to take risk a relationship — means that at the
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lowest level of trust one would not take a riskaht (p. 350), thereby implying that
trust and distrust are opposite ends of the samencmm.

In contrast, Lewicki, McAllister and Bies (1998)gae that trust and distrust
are two distinct constructs and therefore, shooldoe regarded as opposite ends of a
single continuum. They contend that the two faatoodels of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction (Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderm86;/1cited in Lewicki et al.,
1998) and the recent evidence from studies of ipesiaind negative affectivity
corroborate this line of reasoning. Lewicki et @l998) define trust as ‘confident
positive expectations regarding another’'s condaot refer to distrust as ‘confident
negative expectations regarding another’s condpcd39). These researchers further
assert that trust is a positive valence attitudd th characterized by hope, faith,
confidence, assurance and initiative; whereasrudisis a negative-valence attitude
that is characterised by fear, scepticism, cynicismariness, watchfulness and
vigilance. Moreover, these researchers posit thst and distrust are likely to have
different antecedents and consequences. For exariplevould be extremely
misleading to assume that the positive predictdrdrest would necessarily be
negative predictors of distrust or that the positieonsequences of trust would
necessarily be influenced negatively by increasstius$t’ (p. 448). In other words,
within this framework it is likely that trust andstfust will be negatively correlated
but in essence they represent two distinct construkdditionally, Lewicki et al.
(1998) argue that trust and distrust can coexisalrge ‘relationships are multifaceted
or multiplex’ (p. 442). This implies that trust magxist in some aspects of the
relationship, while distrust may reign in othersr Fexample, it is reasonable to
assume that a manger might trust his or her subates integrity but may have little
faith in his or her competence. Lewicki et al. (8p@onclude that this condition of
high trust and high distrust, which implies ‘trdsait verify’, is likely to be most
prevalent in working relationships.

However, this approach has received criticism fr@®veral quarters.
Schoorman et al. (2007) argue that Lewicki et g[1'898) assertion that ‘trust but
verify’ is not valid because if you trust a specifierson you do not need to verify his
or her actions and behaviours. They argue thatgdsm ‘would be the clearest
indication that you do not trust’ (p. 350).

Furthermore, McKnight and Chervany (2001, cite&aohoorman et al., 2007)

developed conceptual models for both trust anduwdiston the basis of the existing
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literature. Their findings indicated that the res models were identical for both
trust and distrust, thereby suggesting that theneoi need to treat them as separate
constructs.

In a similar vein, Saunders and Thornhill (20040 duacted a case study based
on a UK public sector organization to explore tleationship between trust and
mistrust. The results of this case study providelgt weak support for Lewicki et al.’s
(1998) contention that employees may experiench brast and distrust in a given
organizational context. More than half of the resgents experienced the feelings of
trust at least to some extent, without also expeigy a sense of mistrust. On the
other hand three participants felt mistrust attléassome extent but they did not
experience any sense of trust. These findingssepport to the notion that trust and
distrust are opposite ends of the same continudherahan being two independent
but linked dimensions. However, the findings obtkiudy further revealed that in line
with Lewicki et al.’s (1998) model, some patrticipamlid experience both trust and
mistrust, while six respondents reported that tleeyperienced neither of these
emotions. These results offered some support tsertion that trust and mistrust
are independent constructs. On the basis of thedengs Saunders and Thornhill
(2004) propose a trust-mistrust-absence trianghesé& researchers argue that this
triangle is superior to Lewicki et al.’s (1998) nebdbecause it “incorporates not only
separate dimensions for trust and mistrust but misludes the possibility that for
some, these are opposite ends of a single contimasiwell as incorporating the
further possibility that for others one or both stvacts may be absent” (p. 511).

In sum, it is reasonable to conclude that moreareseis needed to establish
whether trust and distrust are each others dirppbsites or whether they represent

two independent yet negatively correlated statemindl.

4.8 Foci of Trust

Another interesting aspect of trust is that it deave multiple foci. For
example, McCauley and Khunert (1992) made therndistin between vertical and
lateral trust. According to these authors, “thentdateral refers to trust relations
among peers (or equals) who share a similar wadlatson, whereas the term vertical
refers to trust relations between individuals aitidee their immediate supervisor, top

management or organization as a whole”(p. 269).s Tdistinction is important
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because within an organization employees may tthsir co-workers but not

supervisors or they can trust the top managemehhanthe work unit and each type
of trust has different outcomes (McCauley and Kmhyn&992; Carnevale and
Welchsler, 1992; Tan and Tan, 2000).

Tan and Tan (2000) also emphasise the importancdistihguishing the
referents within an organization. They argue thasttin supervisor and trust in
organization are two distinct but related conssueach with its own antecedents and
outcomes. Their study showed that trust in supenasd trust in organization were
positively and significantly correlated, which sifigs that when employees trust their
supervisor there is a “spill-over effect” to the ol organization. Furthermore, the
results of their study revealed that trust in suiger was more strongly predicted by
proximal variables, such as ability, benevolence amtegrity of the supervisor;
whereas, trust in organization was more strongigioted by global variables such as,
organizational support and organizational justineaddition, both trust in supervisor
and trust in organization had different outcomesust in supervisor was more
predictive of innovative behaviour and satisfactwith the supervisor; while trust in
the organization was more strongly associated witfanizational commitment and
turnover intentions.

In a related vein, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) alsdedéntiate between trust in
supervisor and trust in top management by argunag the difference between the
two types of trusts stems from the fact that thenediate supervisor and top
management tend to perform different roles withingamizations. The immediate
supervisor is responsible for performing activitsesh as managing performance and
day to day activities on the job; whereas, the ngmagers perform more strategic
functions such as setting strategic direction,callmg resources to various projects
and departments, communicating to employees this gbthe organization and so on.
Dirks and Ferrin (2002) suggest that because efdistinction in the roles performed
by the immediate supervisor and top managers, inustese two referents can result
in different outcomes. The results of their studyealed that trust in supervisor was
more predictive of job level outcomes such as jelfggmance and job satisfaction;
whereas, trust in top management was more stratigiyed with organizational level
outcomes, such as organizational commitment.

Although trust in leadership is important, it istrrudent to overlook the

implications and consequences of trust in co-warkExploring trust in lateral group
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relationships has assumed increased importanceudeaz the evolution of team-
based structures within organizations (Dirks andrtgki, 2004). In contrast to trust
in leadership, which might result in contributiafisected toward the supervisor or the
top management , trust in co-workers is likely &sult in contributions directed
towards the co-workers such as information shawnitg co-workers and helping co-
workers in need (Dirks and Skarlicki, 2004). Thduma of each type of trust is

discussed next.

4.8.1 Trust in Top Management

Top management refers to the group of persons atear the top of the
organizational chart (McCauley and Khunert, 1992he trust between top
management and their employees is not interpersonature and therefore, is less
contingent on the evaluation of the personal charatics and behaviours of the top
managers (Costigan, llter and Berman, 1998). On c¢batrary, trust in top
management is rather seen as emanating from theiped efficiency and fairness of
larger organizational systems such as, performapgeaisal systems, professional
development opportunities, job security and the arelwsystem (McCauley and
Khunert, 1992). According to McCauley and Khun@@9?2), as a means of assessing
the extent to which they could trust the managemtr® employees persistently
monitor the organizational environment. Employeall kgciprocate trust relations
communicated by management only if the organizatistructures, roles and climate
reflect a trustworthy system. Alternatively, if theepresent a lack of trust in
employees by top management, employees will redstarsimilar lack of trust.

4.8.2 Trust in Direct Supervisor and Trust in Team Members/ Co-Workers

Historically majority of the studies have concetdthon supervisory trust
(Costigan et al., 1998; Elis and Shockley-Zalab2®Q1). Lau and Liden (2008),
however, argue that trust in co-workers has assuanled of significance in today’s
work environment because of three reasons. Fhstptoliferation of self-managed
teams within organizations necessitates that emp®ywork collaboratively with
each other in order to accomplish team and orgtoir goals. Research evidence

indicates that positive trust in team members clay p pivotal role in fostering
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interpersonal cooperation and in developing effecteam relationships. Second, in
team environments, the rewards and penalty syséeensften team oriented. Thus, it
is plausible that employees may not be adequagsianded for their efforts because
of their group members’ lack of necessary skillpéoform their work well. In these
circumstances, if employees trust their team memberdo their jobs proficiently,
they maybe more willing to exert greater effortrttselves, because they know that
their efforts will be appropriately rewarded. Figakrust between peers can promote
social exchange relationships. If co-workers traath other, they will be more
inclined to engage in helping behaviours, becalsy ffeel confident that their
colleagues will reciprocate their good deeds inftitere.

Furthermore, Lau and Liden (2008) argue that lesadan play a critical role
by indirectly influencing the process of trust dieygnent between co-workers. For
example, when leaders trust their subordinatey, dne more likely to provide valued
performance related resources such as informatimh faedback to the trusted
employees. Because of these resources, the trashgdoyees perform well and
become more competent in the eyes of their peedditidnally, the trusted
subordinates “may feel a sense of obligation argpamesibility to behave in a
trustworthy manner” (Lau and Liden, 2008, p. 113M)is sense of obligation might
induce them to engage in trustworthy behaviourschvare likely to be “noticed by
co-workers, who in turn will be prompted to engagéehaviours that reflect trust in
their colleagues” (Lau and Liden, 2008, p. 1132).

In contrast to trust in top management, which igemionpersonal (i.e. less
dyadic) and is based more on the policies, dessamu procedures enacted by the top
managers and less on the evaluation of their patsoharacteristics, trust in
supervisor and trust in team members reflect arpersonal or dyadic form of trust
(Costigan et al., 1998). McAllister, (1995) suggettat interpersonal trust can be
classified as affective and cognitive. Cognitivenie of trust deal with issues such as
the reliability or competence of another party. e&tive trust on the other hand
reflects a special relationship, in which indivitkuaxpress care and concern for each
other. Thus, trust in immediate supervisor and ookers can be formed either
through a positive evaluation of their characteighsas their competence, integrity
and reliability or through their expression of carel concern towards another party.

The present study seeks to examine the impacusf in all three referents,

that is, top management, direct supervisor and r@ambers on researchers’ levels of
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work engagement. Thus, in line with Mishra’s (19@€finition, trust in the current
paper reflects an individual’'s willingness to relg the top management, his or her
direct supervisor and team members based on thef bieht these referents are (1)
competent; (2) reliable; (3) open; and (4) concgrne

From the preceding discussion it is clear thattfrusop management, trust in
direct supervisor and trust in team members / ctk@rs are three distinct constructs,
having different antecedents and consequences.nQGive fact that trust in each
referent can entail significant benefits for orgations, it is imperative that
organizational leaders strive to create conditioviach help to develop trust at each
level of the organizational hierarchy.

As noted in chapter 1, the first and primary aimtteé current study was to
examine the effects of trust in top managemenst frudirect supervisor, trust in team
members and trust propensity on the engagementslede science researchers
working within the context of science research @ntOn the basis of this objective

the following hypotheses were proposed:

Hypothesis 1a: Researchers’ trust in top management is positiaspciated with

their work engagement

Hypothesis 1b: Researchers’ trust in direct supervisor will bsipeely associated

with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1c: Researchers’ trust in their team members will bgtpvely associated

with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1d: Researchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

These relationships are depicted in Figure 4.avoel
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FIGURE 4.1
The Relationship between Trust and Work Engagement
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4.9 Summary

The aim of this chapter was to provide an overviefvthe theoretical
developments in the area of organizational trustompared the various models of
trust and found that the psychological approachtrtst is now considered the
dominant approach in this area. Moreover, the veweé the literature revealed that
within the psychological approach, trust has beemceptualised both as a
unidimensional and multi-dimensional construct.eAfanalyzing the two view points,
it w