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Abstract
In the last few decades, employee engagement has attracted the attention of scholars and social scientists due to its significant 
positive impact on organizational and personnel wellbeing. Given this understanding, the present study aims to examine the 
factors that influence employee engagement in the Indian education industry. Data for the study were collected from 370 
fulltime teachers engaged in delivering courses to graduate/postgraduate students. Exploratory factor analysis revealed work 
environment, emotional satiety, compensation system, career progression, clear communication, and quality of leadership as 
the factors that impact employee engagement. Regression analysis established the statistical significance of four of these six 
variables: work environment, emotional satiety, compensation system, and career progression. Results of the study have been 
integrated with the social exchange theory. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed. 
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Introduction
Corporate houses are finding it increasingly challenging to beat the competition based on products, 
promotional offers, advertising, prices and even technology (Fisher, Schoenfeldt, & Shaw, 2006). These 
attributes are easily and frequently aped. However, the one thing that cannot be easily duplicated and 
can provide a distinctive edge to companies is a unique workforce (Walton, 2009). Consequently, many 
organizations are developing effective human resource policies and investing heavily in their workforce 
(Sandhu & Prabhakar, 2012). One such policy, which has received a lot of attention in the recent past, is 
employee engagement. In the words of Mills (2007) (p. 11): “Businesses must adapt and change to survive 
in the modern, competitive landscape. This means those that will dominate and thrive will be excellent in 
managing the process of adoption and strategic change. To achieve this without an engaged workforce is 
unthinkable”.
An engaged workforce is believed to outperform the workforce of the competitors (Walton, 2009). It is 
also believed that engaged employees typically exhibit all the qualities that employers desire - they are 
more confident, positive, self-assured, proactive, motivated, enthusiastic, involved, cheerful and energetic 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Labianca, Gray, & Brass, 
2000; Eisler & Montouri, 2003). These attributes among employees are antecedents to organizational and 
personal wellbeing (Eisler & Montouri, 2003). This understanding has lent credibility to the concept of 
employee engagement, and since the mid 1950s many studies have been conducted on how to effectively 
engage employees (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Galbraith, 1977; Brown, 1996; Pfeffer, 2003; Bakker, 
Demerouti, & Ten, 2012).
Although, substantial literature on the drivers of employee engagement is available in the context of 
different industries, especially the manufacturing industry (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Konrad, 2006; 
Catteeuw, Flynn, & Vonderhorst, 2007), the authors did not come across any such study categorically in 
the education industry. Given that the nature of the job in the education industry is significantly different 
from that of other industries, and the nature of the job has a significant bearing on employee engagement 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), this study is justified. 
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Therefore, the objective of this study is to establish the factors that drive employee engagement in the 
Indian education industry. It is believed that the findings of this study will help leaders and administrators 
enhance the extent of employee engagement in the education industry. The outcomes of the study are also 
expected to improve professional standards related to employee engagement in the education industry. 
Beyond the above-discussed practical impetus for undertaking this study, the authors also believe that this 
study will add to the existing literature on employee engagement. Integration of the study results with 
social exchange theory lends credence to this claim. 
The next section underscores the theory related to employee engagement. Subsequent sections focus 
on study methodology and results. The study ends with a discussion on the theoretical and practical 
implications of the study. 
Literature Review
In this section, the authors present a review of the existing relevant literature. The aim of this section is 
to exhibit the various definitions and constructs of employee engagement. This section serves a two-fold 
purpose. First, it provides an orientation to the dependent variable of the study – employee engagement. 
Second, it develops the framework that forms the basis of the research instrument. 
Definitions of Employee Engagement 
One the earliest available definitions of employee engagement define it as the extent to which an 
employee’s job is important for him/her (Lauller & Hall, 1970). Lauller and Hall (1970) believe that 
engaged employees consider their jobs as an integral or central part of their existence. Kahn (1990) 
hypothesized employee engagement as a complex of three aspects: (1) cognitive aspect (belief in the value 
system of the organization, employee satisfaction), (2) emotional aspect (level of pride, type of attitude 
towards the organization and its leadership/top management), and (3) behavioral aspect (commitment 
towards the discretionary aspects of the job, willingness to work overtime). The appeal of the author is 
widely accepted in academic literature. Later researchers have examined, accepted and extended this 
theory (Lockwood, 2005; Konrad, 2006).
Wash (1999) defines engagement as a mix of employee motivation, individual commitment and organization 
citizenship behavior. Robinson, Perryman and Hayday (2004) express employee engagement as an 
employee’s positive attitude towards his/her job. The authors enumerate the behavioral characteristics of 
engaged employees as “belief in the organization, desire to work to make things better, understanding of 
business context, respectful of, and helpful to colleagues, willingness to ‘go the extra mile’, and keeping 
up-to-date with developments in the field” (Robinson et al., 2004, p. 9). The authors further opine that 
employee engagement is a two way process between the employer and employee; based on a certain 
give and take between them. Gubman (2004) defines employee engagement as an intense organizational 
attachment. Another line of thought underscores employee engagement as not an attempt to survive in the 
organization, but as an attempt to grow luxuriously (Lopez, Snyder, & Rasmussen, 2003). Other definitions 
of employee engagement proposed during the same time period point out the employee’s connection 
with the organization’s strategic intent and objectives as the essence of employee engagement (Lucey, 
Bateman, & Hines, 2005; Wellins & Concelman, 2005). In academic literature, employee engagement is 
also frequently defined as an employee’s alacrity in delivering beyond what is strictly defined as his/her 
job duties, and the employee’s keen enthusiasm in nurturing an environment of support through motivation 
and teamwork (Fleming, Coffman, & Harter, 2005; Perrin, 2007). 
Some literature also elaborates the notion of self-engagement. Britt (1999) describes self-engagement as 
the inner drive and commitment of an employee. Such employees are self-motivated and deliver better 
results than the others (Britt, 1999) 
Robertson and Coopers (2010) have gone a step beyond and have introduced the notion of ‘full engagement’. 
They have defined full engagement of an employee as an overarching feeling of wellbeing experienced by 
the employee. In line with Robertson and Coopers (2010), other contemporary authors have also defined 
employee engagement as a positive feeling that energizes the employees (Zhang & Bartol, 2010; Towers, 
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2012). They believe that such employees are passionate about their work, and more importantly about the 
growth and success of their organizations (Towers, 2012). 
Many consulting and corporate houses have also offered definitions of employee engagement. The 
most popular of these definitions are perhaps the ones offered by HR Magazine, Gallup Organization 
and Johnson and Johnson (Medlin & Green, 2008). HR Magazine defines employee engagement as an 
inherent aspiration to create value at the workplace (Bates, 2004). Gallup Organization defines an engaged 
employee as someone with a heightened sense of work involvement (Bates, 2004). Such employees are 
typically very enthusiastic about their work (Medlin & Green, 2008). Johnson and Johnson define employee 
engagement as the extent of the employee’s trust and belief in the organization. Johnson and Johnson 
believe that engaged employees have a high level of job satisfaction (Catteeuw, Flynn, & Vonderhorst, 
2007). 
As can be seen, review of the extant definitions of employee engagement revealed little consistency. Many 
previous scholars have made similar observations (Endres & Mancheno-Smoak, 2008; Walton, 2009). 
They also opine that this is on account of the interchangeable use of the terms – employee engagement 
and employee satisfaction/organizational commitment/job involvement (Saks, 2006). This comes as 
no surprise because unlike terms such as employee satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job 
involvement; employee engagement is a relatively new construct in management literature (Organ & 
Ryan, 1995; Walton, 2009). 
Rationale
Substantial literature is available that highlights the benefits of employee engagement. In an elaborate 
study, Harter, Schmidt and Hayes (2002) established that employee engagement positively influences 
productivity, profitability and customer satisfaction. The study also established that employee engagement 
reduces employee turnover. In a (2004) study, Harter Asplund and Flemming further established a positive 
correlation between employee engagement and business revenue. Perrin (2007) conducted a study to 
examine the relationship between employee engagement and the financial performance of a company. 
The study found a positive link between employee engagement and operating income and earnings per 
share.  An almost similar study published earlier in 2004 by Hewitt Associates and by the American 
Society for Training and Development in 2007 exhibited the positive impact of employee engagement on 
shareholder return. Evidence is also available that suggests that the higher levels of organizational profits 
achieved as a result of employee engagement get translated into higher pay, perks and promotions for the 
employees (Konrad, 2006). Therefore, employee engagement benefits all stakeholders – shareholders, top 
management and employees.  
More recent scholars believe that beyond escalating profits and dividends, employee engagement can 
also act as a market differentiator (Walton, 2009). They believe that an engaged workforce is a unique 
asset that cannot be duplicated or commoditized by the competitors (Walton, 2009). The many benefits 
of employee engagement make a very compelling case for investment in this field (Bates, 2004). As 
such, many companies in advanced countries, especially North America and Europe, have significantly 
increased their employee engagement budgets (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009). 
Determinants of Employee Engagement
This sub-section focuses on a review of the drivers of employee engagement. Table 1 provides a snapshot 
of the work undertaken in this sub-section. Table 1 formed the basis of the research instrument. 
Brayfield and Crockett (1955) conducted one of the earliest studies to assess the association between 
employee engagement and other key variables. The authors found a significant and positive relationship 
between employee morale and employee engagement. However, the authors could not establish a significant 
relationship between employee attitude and employee engagement. A few years later, Guion (1958) 
published a study with the same result. The study established a significant correlation between employee 
engagement and employee morale. The study also suggested that increasing employee satisfaction was the 
most effective means to enhance employee morale. A study conducted by Goldthorpe and colleagues (1968) 
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established remuneration and reward as the most important factors that bind employees to organizations 
and increase the extent of employee engagement. Galbraith (1977) hypothesized and resolved that clear 
goal identification and goal congruence can significantly enhance employee engagement. Nearly a decade 
later, Pinto and Prescott (1988) established that a clear concise mission statement increased innovation 
and the level of engagement among employees. Kahn (1990) examined the link between employee 
engagement and the cognitive, behavioral and emotional aspects believed to be its drivers. The author 
found a significant relationship between employee engagement and employee satisfaction, working 
conditions, and perceptions about the organization and leadership. Konrad replicated the findings of this 
study in 2006. 
The most prolific work on the drivers of employee engagement was done around the turn of the century. 
Browne (1996) established job setting as a significant driver of employee engagement. Klien and 
Kozlowski (2000) exhibited the role played by supervisor support in creating an environment of trust, 
respect, open communication and cordiality. Such an environment was found to significantly enhance 
employee engagement. Labianca and colleagues (2000) confirmed the results of the study conducted by 
Pinto and Prescott (1988) and added role clarity to the list of drivers of employee engagement. In an 
attempt to distinguish employee satisfaction from employee engagement, Harter and colleagues (2002) 
empirically established that employee satisfaction was a significant construct within the overall index 
of employee engagement. The authors established employee satisfaction as an important driver of 
employee engagement. The authors also found that safety measures have a significant impact on employee 
engagement. In a subsequent study, Harter and colleagues (2004) established that the drivers of employee 
engagement vary from industry to industry and were significantly dependent on the type of job performed 
and the image of the organization. Further, Pfeffer (2003) suggested that valuing teamwork and association 
fostered a community culture. In such a culture, employees are likely to develop a sense of belonging 
that escalates involvement and engagement (Pfeffer, 2003). As a part of a larger study, Cropanzano and 
Mitchell (2005) pointed out that quality of supervision, trust in leadership, job components, and pay and 
reward systems engage employees. In the same year Latham and Pinder (2005), established employer 
cooperation and fairness of the reward system as determinants of employee engagement.  
An extensive study on how to enhance and sustain employee engagement was undertaken by Herger (2007). 
The author contended that unless there was something personally rewarding for the employee, he/she 
was unlikely to feel engaged. The author enumerated personal recognition, career and skill advancement 
opportunities, supervisor and leadership support, perceived fairness in performance appraisal, teamwork 
and an ethical work culture as key drivers of employee engagement (Heger, 2007). 
If we categorically review the recent literature on the drivers of employee engagement, we come across a 
number of relevant studies.Ruck and Trainer (2012) believe that honest and transparent communication can 
foster employee engagement.Bakker, Demerouti and Ten (2012) segregatethe emotional drivers (personal 
influence) of employee engagement from its rational drivers (pay, perks, promotions).As part of a larger 
study, Witemeyer (2013) points out supervision quality, cogent communication, trust between employees 
and management, training and development, job security, recognition, and job satisfaction as determinants 
of employee engagement. Rasheed, Khan and Ramzan (2013) found that organizational justice, and 
organizational and supervisor support significantly augment employee engagement in service industry. 
Mozammel and Haan (2016) provide evidence that suggests that resources and compensation positively 
impact employee engagement. These results are mirrored in the work of Ghosh, Rai, Chauhan, Baranwal 
and Srivastava (2016). Mishra and Mohanty (2016) indicate that company reputation, work environment, 
senior leadership, process and manager impact employee engagement. Jaewon (2016) examined that 
correlation between perceived customer participation and employee engagement. The researcher found 
a significant positive correlation between the two. A study conducted by Osman and Mehmet (2016) 
establishes the positive impact of organizational support and organization mission fulfillment on employee 
engagement. 
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Figure 1: Snapshot of Review of Literature (1958- 2016) on Drivers of Employee Engagement
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Source: Authors’ own compilation based on review of literature.

On account of lack of consensus in the definitions and determinants of employee engagement, this term 
is recurrently misused, misunderstood, questioned and confused (Berwald, 1998; Harter et al., 2002). 
Consequently, management literature is replete with call for further studies that can distinguish employee 
engagement from other similar constructs (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Harter et al., 2004) and develop clarity on 
the cluster of measures that significantly impact employee engagement (Walton, 2009). The present study 
addresses this call for further research and attempts to categorically establish the significant determinants 
of employee engagement. Further, a review of the existing literature on the factors that impact employee 
engagement reveals that while previous researchers have examined this phenomenon in different industries, 
countries and time periods (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Konrad, 2006; Seijts & Crim, 2006; Catteeuw, Flynn, 
& Vonderhorst, 2007), the authors did not come across any such study categorically in the education 
industry. This gap in literature justifies the need for this study. 
Employee Engagement and Social Exchange Theory
Homans (1958) developed the social exchange theory. The theory derives its main postulates from a 
number of disciplines, such as sociology, psychology and economics (Walton, 2009). However over a 
period of time, the theory has been refined by a number of scholars (Rothbard, 2001; Cropanzano & 
Mitchell, 2005; Konrad, 2006), and today the theory is recognized as a key theory of employee motivation 
and organizational development (Walton, 2009). 
Homans (1958) described social exchange as a reciprocal process between individuals or between 
individuals and institutions. Homans describes this process in the following words (Homans, 1958, p. 
606): Social exchange is an exchange of goods, material goods but also nonmaterial ones, such as symbols 
of approval or prestige… For a person in exchange, what he gives may be a cost to him, just as what he 
gets may be a reward, and his behavior changes. 
Therefore, social exchanges at the workplace can change the behavior of workers. This process of exchange 
can be institutionalized in the reward system to encourage employees to behave in desired ways. Previous 
scholars have opined that the extent of behavioral change in employees is directly proportional to the 
perceived benefit or value of the reward (Tett & Burnett, 2003). If employees value the reward, they will 
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exhibit behaviors closely aligned with behaviors that help achieve organizational goals (Tett & Burnett, 
2003; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 
The reward sought by employees in exchange for their services rendered to the organization can be in 
form of tangible benefits, such as pay, perks etc. or it can be in the form of intangible benefits, such as 
recognition, respect, inspiration etc. (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Both type of exchanges enhance 
employee commitment, trust in organization and leadership, and employee fidelity (Cropanzano & 
Mitchell, 2005; Saks, 2006). Under such circumstances employees experience pride and voluntarily feel 
obliged to deliver superior performance (Saks, 2006). Employees also exhibit low levels of absenteeism. 
All these traits constitute key indicators of employee engagement (Perrin, 2007).  
On the other hand, if the process of reciprocal exchange between the employee and employer is unsatisfactory 
and the perceived cost of the exchange is higher than the perceived reward, negative consequences may 
occur (Robinson & Cahill, 2005). This may encourage employees to emotionally distance themselves from 
the job/organization, exhibit behaviors not in synchronization with organizational goals, or even terminate 
the relationship with the organization (Robinson & Cahill, 2005). All these indicators are symptomatic of 
disengagement. 
Owing to its practicality, the social exchange theory has an immense appeal in organizational and 
developmental psychology. It is believed that the comprehension and application of this theory to human 
resource policies can significantly enhance employee engagement in organizations (Walton, 2009). 
Research Methodology
Data collection 
Data for the study was collected with the help of a structured questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted 
of 24 possible determinants of employee engagement. Review of the extant literature helped identify these 
variables (for details of variables refer to annexure 1). This ensured the content and face validity of the 
questionnaire. In order to capture the relative impact of a variable on employee engagement, the responses 
of the respondents were anchored on a five-point Likert scale. Questions on the demographic profile of the 
respondents were also included in the questionnaire. 
In October 2014, a pilot test was conducted. 50 questionnaires were distributed to a sample of professionals 
conveniently selected from the universe. Based on the pilot test, minor changes were made in the 
questionnaire to improve the general understandability of the questionnaire. For the main round of data 
collection, 500 questionnaires were conveniently administered in different higher educational institutions 
across North India between January 2015 and June 2015. The questionnaires were only distributed to the 
personnel engaged in teaching graduate, postgraduate and doctoral courses. At the end of the survey, 370 
usable questionnaires were obtained. Results of the study exhibit an analysis of the data collected with the 
help of these 370 questionnaires. 
Demographic Profile of Respondents
As can be seen in table 1, 20 percent of the respondents were male and 80 percent were female. Further, 
6.49 percent of the respondents were below 25 years in age, 32.43 percent were between 25 and 35 
years, 36.22 percent were between 35 and 45 years, 20 percent were between 45 and 55 years and 4.86 
percent of the respondents were 55 years or above in age. Furthermore, 9.20 percent were graduates, 
50.30 percent were postgraduates, 33.50 percent had a doctorate degree and 7.00 percent had a post 
doctorate degree respectively. As far as the work experience of the respondents was concerned, 10.27 
percent of the respondents had up to 3 years of work experience, 14.59 percent had 3 to 7 years of work 
experience, 26.49 percent had a work experience of 7 to 10 years and 48.65 percent were in the over 10 
years work experience category respectively. 27.57 percent of the respondents had served for less than 3 
years in the present organization, 22.16 percent had served between 3 and 7 years, 25.41 percent between 
7 and 10 years, and 24.86 percent of the respondents had served over 10 years with the present institution 
respectively. Lastly, 59.19 percent of the respondents were employed in the private sector and 40.81 
percent were employed in the public sector. 
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Table 1: Demographic Profile of Respondents

Variables Classification of variables Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 74 20

Female 296 80
Age (in years) < 25 24 6.49

25-35 120 32.43
35-45 134 36.22
45-55 74 20
> 55 18 4.86

Educational qualification Graduate 34 9.20
Postgraduate 186 50.30
Doctorate 124 33.50
Post doctorate 26 7.00

Work experience (in years) < 4 38 10.27
4 to 7 54 14.59
7 to 10 98 26.49
> 10 180 48.65

Tenure in present institution/
university (in years)

< 4 102 27.57

4 to 7 82 22.16
7 to 10 94 25.41
> 10 92 24.86

Type of institution/university Public 219 59.19
Private 151 40.81

Source: Authors’ own based on primary data

Data Analysis and Results
Extraction of Factors
Factor analysis was used to reduce the collected data. The appropriateness of its use was verified with the 
help of KMO and Bartlett’s test (refer to table 2). A value of over .50 is considered desirable (Malhotra, 
2008), and as can be seen the KMO value is .911. Further, the results of the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
are significant (Chi-square = 2190.241, df = 253, and p < .001). This also establishes that the use of factor 
analysis is apt in the present case. 
The results of factor analysis are exhibited in table 3. All the factors with Eigen values of over 1.0 were 
retained. In all six factors (accounting for 69.802 percent cumulative variance) were extracted (refer to 
table 3). Further, only the variables that clearly loaded on one factor with loadings of over .50 were 
retained in the final analysis. As such at this stage, three variables (job duties, image of the organization, 
and interpersonal relationships) were excluded from the analysis. The reliability of the factors was verified 
with the help of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Its value was found to be .818. This indicates the reliability 
of the constructs (Klassen, 2003). 
In the next part of this sub-section, each of the six factors is discussed separately. 
Table 2: Results of KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy                                                                    .911
Approx. Chi-Square 2190.241

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity df 253
Sig. .000

Source: Authors’ own based on primary data.
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Table 3: Results of Factor Analysis
Factor number and Eigen Cumulative  Variable 
 label  value variance Variables loaded loadings 
   (percent)
   Working conditions  .849 
Factor 1:   Peer culture and quality of teamwork .731 
Work environment  7.174 39.888 Job setting .726 
   Health and safety .725 
Factor 2:   Supervisor support .502 
Emotional satiety 2.239 49.625 Job satisfaction .821 
   Sense of belonging  .712 
   Personal influence  .650 
Factor 3:   Employee recognition  .588 
Compensation system 1.761 54.534 Objective appraisal system  .786 
   Fairness of remuneration .775 
Factor4:   Rewards and promotions  .595 
Career progression 1.424 57.638 Career support and planning .777 
   Coaching and training .628 
   Career advancement opportunities  .544 
Clear communication 1.361 62.773 Clarity of organizational values/mission .821 
   Strategic alignment/Role Clarity .541 
Factor 6:   Open communication .518 
Quality of leadership  1.003 69.802 Employer cooperation  .644 
   Trust in senior leadership  .579 
   Respectful treatment of employees  .576
Note: Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Source: Authors’ own based on primary data.

Factor 1: Work environment
As per the current study, the first factor that impacts employee engagement in the education industry is 
‘work environment’. Previous studies suggest that work environment is a mix of physical, social and 
psychological aspects (Organ, 1997). A scrutiny of the variables loaded on this factor reveals the same. 
While working conditions, job setting, and health and safetyrefer to the physical work environment, the 
other variables loaded on this factor – peer culture and quality of teamwork, and supervisor support are 
indicative of the social and psychological work environment. 
The existing literature on employee engagement indicates that a good work environment can enhance 
the extent of employee engagement (Harter et al., 2002; Wellins & Concelman, 2005). The results of the 
current study too indicate the ability of the work environment to impact employee engagement. 
Factor 2: Emotional satiety
Practitioner literature underscores that employees tend to feel the most engaged in an emotionally 
enriched environment (Saks, 2006). Existing studies establish that satisfaction of the emotional needs of 
the employees can increase the extent of their job engagement (Saks, 2006). This factor too indicates that 
satiety of the emotional needs of employees can influence the overall level of employee engagement in 
the organization.
Further, if we examine the variables loaded on this factor, we find that the first variable is job satisfaction. 
In academic literature, the terms job satisfaction and employee engagement are often erroneously used 
interchangeably (Saks, 2006). However, recent studies have clarified that both terms are distinct and job 
satisfaction is just one of the many variables that impact employee engagement (Harter et al. 2002). These 
results are upheld by the present study. The study further suggests that satisfaction of the emotional needs 
of an individual through employee recognition and allowing employees to develop personal influence at 
the job can impact engagement. Lastly, in line with the results of the study conducted by Pfeffer (2003), this 
study too suggests that a sense of belonging among the employees can also impact the level of employee 
engagement.  
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Factor 3: Compensation system
According to the current study, ‘compensation system’ has emerged as the third most important factor that 
impacts employee engagement. The three variables loaded on this factor are objective appraisal system, 
fairness of remuneration, and rewards and promotions. 
Over four decades of research is available that suggests that compensation benefits in the form of rewards, 
remuneration, pay etc. (Goldthorpe et al., 1968; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Bakker et al., 2012) 
enhance employee engagement. Not only this, extant literature also suggests that the perceived fairness and 
objectivity of the appraisal system drives employee engagement in organizations (Heger, 2007). Engaged 
employees seek differential pays (Heger, 2007). More engaged and efficient employees expect higher pay 
and perks than the less engaged and less efficient employees. If the organization can met this expectation 
the engaged employees feel encouraged. This further increases their job engagement. It also encourages 
the less engaged to become more engaged with their job and the overall level of employee engagement 
increases (Heger, 2007; Walton, 2009). This factor too indicates that the system of compensation has a 
bearing on employee engagement.  
Factor 4: Career progression
Heger (2007) suggests that a clear value proposition for the employeescan significantly enhance employee 
engagement. Also, Latham and Pinder (2005) opine that opportunities for career growthconstitute a strong 
employee value proposition. In line with these findings, thisfactor too indicates thatcareer progression 
opportunities have an impact on employee engagement. It establishes that career prospects in the form of 
skill augmentation,proper career planning, and growth opportunities can impact employee engagement. 
It may be of interest to the readers that all the three variables loaded on this factor clear the ‘what does the 
employee personally gain from it’ test (Heger, 2007),that relates to the drivers of employee engagement. 
Each of the three variables loaded on this factor provides a compelling personal benefit to the employee. 
Factor 5: Clear communication
The fifth factor extracted from the data is labeled ‘clear communication’. Academic literature on employee 
engagement is replete with studies that indicate the positive impact of clear communication on employee 
engagement (Kahn, 1990; Konrad, 2006). In line with previous research, this factor too indicates that 
employee engagement is influenced by organizational communication.The variables loaded on this factor 
indicate that the extent of employee engagement can be influenced if the mission of the organization, and 
the specific role performed by the employees in achieving it is clearly communicated to the employees.
Hence, open and clear communication can influence employee engagement in organizations. 
Factor 6: Quality of leadership
Last but not the least, the quality of leadership also impacts employee engagement. An employee’s 
perception about the quality and type of leadership influences his/her level of job engagement (Walton, 
2009). Trust and faith in the leadership, perceived leadership support and the way the senior leaders treat 
the employees have a bearing on the extent of employee engagement. 
The results from the study clearly indicate that six factors namely work environment, emotional satiety, 
compensation system, career progression, clear communication, and quality of leadership influence the 
extent of employee engagement in the education industry.
Model and Hypotheses
For further examination, regression analysis was used and the model shown in table 4 was developed. The 
six significant factors extracted with the help of factor analysis were considered the independent variables, 
and employee engagement was presumed to be the dependent variable. The following set of hypotheses, 
(H1 to H6) was proposed:
H1: There is a significant positive impact of work environment on employee engagement.
H2: There is a significant positive impact of emotional satiety on employee engagement.
H3: There is a significant positive impact of compensation system on employee engagement.
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H4: There is a significant positive impact of career progression on employee engagement.
H5: There is a significant positive impact of clear communication on employee engagement.
H6: There is a significant positive impact of quality of leadership on employee engagement.

Table 4: Model Development

Independent variables Dependent variable

Work environment

Emotional satiety

Compensation system Employee engagement

Career progression

Clear communication

Quality of leadership

Y = a + b1x1 + b2x2 + b3x3 + b4x4 + b5x5 + b6x6, where Y = overall level of employee engagement, a = constant, 
x1 = work environment, x2 = emotional satiety, x3 = compensation system, x4 = career progression, x5 = clear 
communication, x6 = quality of leadership, and b1 to b6 = slope coefficients

Source: Authors’ own based on primary data.

Impact of Factors on Employee Engagement  
Before the application of regression analysis, the suitability of its use in the present case was evaluated 
with the help of two statistics. First, the variance inflation factor (VIF) of all the six in dependent variables 
was checked. The value of VIF in each of the six cases was below 10 (refer to table 6). This indicates the 
absence of the problem of multicollinearity (Gujarati, 2008). Second, the Durbin-Watson statistic was used 
to test the assumption of independent errors. Its value was found to be close to 2 and hence satisfactory (d 
= 1.912) (Gujarati, 2008). Both these statistics establish the validity and reliability of the model.
The results of regression analysis are exhibited in tables 5 and 6. As evident, the overall regression model is 
significant (p = .000) (refer to table 6). This indicates the significant impact of the independent variables on 
the dependent variable. Further, four independent variables, namely, work environment, emotional satiety, 
compensation system, and career progression are significant in the model (refer to table 6). The coefficient 
of each of these four variables is positive and significant at 5 percent level of significance. Furthermore, 
the B value of these four variables is positive. This indicates that work environment, emotional satiety, 
compensation system, and career progression significantly and positively impact employee engagement 
in the education industry. As a result, H1, H2, H3 and H4 are supported. Conversely, the coefficients 
of clear communication and quality of leadership are not significant at 5 percent level of significance. 
Consequently, H5 and H6 are rejected. 
A close look at the standardized beta values of the variables indicates that at an absolute level, emotional 
satiety has the maximum impact on employee engagement and career progression has the least impact on 
employee engagement. 
Table 5: Results of ANOVA for Regression

Sources of Variation Sum of Squares Mean Square Computed F Significance

Regression 35.788 11.929 27.520 .000

Residual 78.460 .433

Total 114.249

Notes: Dependent variable: Employee engagement. 
Independent variables: Work environment, emotional satiety, compensation system, career progression, clear communication, 
and quality of leadership.
Source: Authors’ own based on primary data.
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Table 6: Results of Regression Analysis

   Unstandardized Standardized   Coefficients  
  Regression Regression   Significance Statistics  
Factor labels   Coefficients Coefficients  T (p-value)   
 B Standard Beta   VIF 
  Error     

Factor 1: Work environment .209 .073 .203 3.085 .005* 3.283

Factor 2: Emotional satiety .315 .066 .335 2.860 .000* 1.626

Factor 3: Compensation system .192 .073 .180 4.760 .003* 1.832

Factor 4: Career progression .188 .047 .162 1.084 .018* 1.904

Factor 5: Clear communication .052 .062 .031 -.644 .332 1.560

Factor 6: Quality of leadership .096 .042 .008 2.080 .218 1.112

Notes: Intercept (constant) = 1.041

 R-square = .313 
Adjusted R-square = .302

*Significant at 5 percent level of significance 
Y = a + b1x1 + b2x2 + b3x3 + b4x4; Y = 1.041 + .209 + .315 + .192 + .188, where Y = overall level of employee engagement, 
a = constant, x1 = work environment, x2 = emotional satiety, x3 = compensation system, x4 = career progression 

Source: Authors’ own based on secondary data

Conclusion

The present study found that there are six drivers of employee engagement in the education industry. They 
are work environment, emotional satiety, compensation system, career progression, clear communication, 
and quality of leadership. Of these six drivers, the first four have a significant impact on employee 
engagement.

The results of the present study are consistent with the existing literature on employee engagement. Previous 
scholars have also established the significant impact of work environment (Konrad, 2006), emotional 
satiety (Kahn, 1990; Konrad, 2006), compensation system (Latham & Pinder, 2005), and opportunities 
for career progression (Latham & Pinder, 2005) on employee engagement. However, it may be noted that 
none of these studies were specifically conducted in the education industry. 

Many researchers content that a mix of tangible and intangible/physical and emotional factors influence 
employee engagement (Kahn, 1990; Konrad, 2006). However, none of the previous scholars comment 
on the relative impact of these factors in comparison to one another. The present study overcomes this 
limitation of previous research and establishes a hierarchy of factors that significantly impact employee 
engagement. This qualifies as a unique contribution of this study.

It may also be appropriate to point out here that while the present study supports the findings of many 
previous studies (Goldthorpe et al., 1968; Kahn, 1990; Latham & Pinder, 2005; Konrad, 2006), it also 
contradicts the findings of some (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000; Heger, 2007). Klein and Kozlowski (2000) 
suggest thatorganizational communication significantlyimpacts employee engagement. This result was 
not supported by the present study. Also, the present research did not second the findings of the studies 
conducted by Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005), and Heger (2007). Both these studies suggestthat the 
quality of leadership significantly drives employee engagement.
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Figure 2: Proposed Model: Significant Determinants of Employee Engagement in the Education Industry

Source: Authors’ own.

Discussions
This section discusses the theoretical and practical implications of the study. It also underscores the 
limitations of the study and the scope for future research. 
Integration of Results with Social Exchange Theory/ Theoretical Contributions
The social exchange theory has great believability in practitioner communities due to its conceptual link 
with employee engagement (Walton, 2009). The use of this theory has been recommended to institute 
positive goal directed changes in employee behavior that augment the achievement of organizational 
goals (Saks, 2006). The findings of the current study uphold the postulates of this theory and establish that 
systemic positive exchanges between employees and the organization can significantly enhance the extent 
of employee engagement in the organization. Therefore, the value of this study lies in its ability to use 
primary data to complement the existing literature on employee engagement.
Further, this study establishes the independent variables that significantly impact employee engagement 
in organizations. Hence, the study establishes that given the right stimulus, employee behavior in 
organizations can be modified. It is believed that results of the present study will help explain human 
behavior in organizations from the point of view of predictability. 
Practical Implications
The findings of the current study imply that educational institutions need to invest in improving the 
work environment to enhance the level of employee engagement. Further, leadership practices should 
focus on providing cogent employee value propositions in the form of satisfaction of emotional needs 
of employees, adequate and fair reward for performance, and opportunities for career growth. Academic 
leaders must focus on the above-discussed dimensions and put in place an effective employee engagement 
program to not only gain a competitive advantage, but also control the problems associated with employee 
disengagement. 
Extant literature indicates that employee engagement programs generally focus on the top management 
(Popli and Rizvi, 2015). The current study indicates that variables such as peer culture and quality of 
teamwork, and supervisor support foster employee engagement. Therefore, it is recommended that 
employee engagement programs should be extended to all levels of employees in educational institutes. 
Such investment is likely to build multiple channels to enhance engagement, and encourage employees to 

 

Standardized Regression Beta Values 
 
Work environment = .203 
Emotional satiety = .335 
Compensation system = .180 
Career progression = .062 
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display behaviors closely aligned with organizational success. 
Limitations and Scope for Future Research
Like every other study, this study too suffers from some limitations. First, regional bias may prevent 
generalization of the results. Data for the study was primarily collected from North Indian states. As such, 
the findings of the study may not be representative of the entire country. Also, 80 percent of the sample 
constituted female respondents. This may further prevent generalization of the findings. Second, though 
the study took into account the tangible as well as the intangible drivers of employee engagement, it could 
not explain the total variance. Third, absence of previous research on employee engagement in education 
industry is also a limitation of the study. The items in the questionnaire were derived from extant literature. 
In the absence of research on employee engagement in the education industry, there is a possibility that the 
researchers may have overlooked some significant items of particular relevance to this industry. 
Future researchers may replicate this study devoid of its limitations. They may also examine drivers of 
employee engagement in other industries. 
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Annexure 1: List of variables used in the questionnaire

1  Job duties
2 Career advancement opportunities
3 Open communication
4 Career support and planning
5 Working conditions
6 Supervisor support
7 Employer cooperation 
8 Sense of belonging 
9 Job setting
10 Employee recognition
11 Trust in senior leadership
12 Image of the organization
13 Job satisfaction
14 Fairness of remuneration
15 Strategic alignment/Role clarity
16 Clarity of organizational values/mission
17 Health and safety
18 Personal influence 
19 Objective appraisal
20 Respectful treatment of employees 
21 Peer culture and quality of teamwork
22 Rewards and promotions
23 Coaching and training
24 Interpersonal relationships

Source: Authors’ compilation
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