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ABSTRACT 

 

To date, there are no published studies that have investigated the employee engagement 

phenomenon focusing on both managers and employees in a specific industry (construction) 

within a uniquely Singaporean context. This study aimed to fill this gap by exploring how 

managers and employees interacted to shape employee engagement in a small Singaporean 

engineering construction firm. The findings were then compared to results of the Gallup Q12 

global survey of employee engagement. This study was motivated by four research questions 

directed at examining how selected managers and employees perceived the EE construct; then 

comparing the similarities and differences of the responses of these two occupational groups; 

and lastly, comparing the results of the current study with the scores from 195 countries of the 

international Gallup Q12 poll of employee engagement including that of Singapore.  

 

The current research was based on an in-depth case study of an engineering firm in Singapore 

using a post-positivist mixed method approach that collected both quantitative (survey) and 

qualitative data (interview) from managers and employees to explore the EE construct in a 

balanced and thorough manner. The researcher developed a holistic model to explain and 

summarize how both occupational groups interacted to influence engagement based on the 

Job Demand-Resources (JD-R) theory and the themes that emerged from the study. The 

findings from the research suggested that EE was jointly shaped by both managers and 

employees through the use of job resources, manager’s job satisfaction, and related negative 

factors.  

 

Among several unique findings that may contribute to the EE literature was the importance of 

team work as a component of EE that may be idiosyncratic to the culture of Singapore.  

Moreover, data from this research informed that the subject firm's employee engagement level 

was significantly higher than the aggregate employee engagement scores for both Singapore 

and Gallup Q12's entire database of surveys - findings that suggest the need for more research 

using a case study approach to understanding how managers and employees perceive EE in 

the workplace.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 

1.0 Overview 

 

Chapter 1 serves as an introduction and overview of this thesis, which is entitled Defining 

Employee Engagement in the Singaporean Context – A Single Case Study. This chapter 

defines the key concepts, terminology and reasons for the present study. Chapter 1 provides 

the reader with background information about the employee engagement construct that is the 

subject of this study, as well as the setting of the study, including the country location, the 

years during which this study took place, the industry context and subject firm, and the 

participants in this study. Chapter 1 briefly introduces the research problem, explains the 

purpose of study, describes how the research questions were derived, and affirms the choice 

of methodological paradigms, research approaches and analytical tools employed in the study, 

while also acknowledging research limitations. This chapter is organised as follows:  

 

1.0 Overview  

1.1 Location and context:  Singapore and industry background.  

1.2 The subject firm  

1.2.1 Subject firm background  

1.2.2 Defining the managers and employees of the subject firm 

1.3 Employee engagement and related concepts / tools  

1.3.1 Employee engagement construct 

1.3.2 Job Demand-Resource Model 

 1.3.3 Gallup Q12  

1.4 Research problem, purpose of study, organisation of thesis, preview of 4 RQs  

1.5 Choice of methodology  

1.5.1 The single case study approach  

 1.5.2 Mixed method approach 

1.6 Outline of thesis  
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1.1 Location and context:  Singapore and industry background 

 

Singapore is a small city state that gained its independence on 09 Aug 1965 after separating 

from the Federation of Malaysia. The country was founded by Stamford Raffles in 1819 as a 

trading post of the British East India Company and has since achieved remarkable success as 

an island-country thriving economically as a free port depending heavily on international 

trade (Library of Congress, 1989). Singapore has limited natural resources and depends on 

export trade including oil refining, electronics components, chemical, and pharmaceuticals. 

Danubrata (2013) reports Singapore’s gross domestic product per capita has increased over 97 

times from S$516 in 1965 to S$50,123 in 2011. According to the Department of Statistics 

(2017) Singapore’s population was 5.61 million with a workforce of 3.67 million. This city 

state is a multi-ethnic Asian country whose citizens constitute of four different racial and 

cultural groups: Chinese (76.2%), Malays (15%), Indian (7.4%) and others (1.4%). As a small 

island state without any natural resources or hinterland, the country depends on its people and 

trade for its survival. 

 

Since its independence, the Singaporean government under the People Action Party (PAP) 

has played a crucial role in promoting the country’s economic development and stability. The 

single - party government has set the direction and policies for both public and private sectors, 

which Klingler-Vidra (2012) considers an active state intervention in economic activities. The 

PAP government, through the nation’s two sovereign wealth funds, Temasek Holdings and 

GIC Private Limited, hold shares in various government-linked corporations (GLC) in 

telecommunication, media, public transport, airport operation, banking, airline, port, defence, 

real estate as well as other business interests globally (Ministry of Finance, 2018).  In 2014, 

Temasek Holdings alone was worth S$69 billion in Singapore, which was equivalent to 7% of 

the total capitalisation of public listed companies in the country (Singapore Exchange, 2014). 

At the same time, GIC (2014) reported that for its overseas investment, the GIC Private 
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Limited invested more than S$100 billion around the world in various assets classes ranging 

from equities, bonds, cash, and real estate.      

 

Singapore workforce and the construction industry 

Being a small country and not endowed with any natural resources, Singapore is forced to rely 

on the sole resource – its people. Hence, the overall productivity of its workforce affects the 

island state’s economic performance. A recent study by Calvert (2017) pointed out that the 

Singaporean average workforce productivity was as low as 0.4% between 2011 and 2016 

although salaries increased by 1.1% during the same period. Over the longer term, such a 

trend is alarming to the government and to researchers (Teo, 2015). 

 

In 2017 the construction industry provided employment for approximately 123,000 people 

from the 3.65 million workforce. Among all the industries, according to the Ministry of Trade 

and Industry (2018), the construction sector has consistently shown the lowest productivity of 

less than 0.4% and was accompanied by a dismal negative growth of 8.4% due to sluggish 

demand in the private construction works sectors.      

 

The Singapore government, according to Teo (2015), was keenly aware of this problem and 

has made working towards a higher national productivity its priority. Teo (2015) and Calvert 

(2017) observed that a series of governmental schemes and initiatives aimed at boosting 

productivity were launched over the past five years, but these initiatives have resulted in 

limited improvements.  

 

Forces of change in the construction industry 

Several governmental initiatives to push for higher productivity in Singapore building and 

construction business has resulted in transformation throughout the whole industry. The 

Building and Construction Authority (BCA) is the governmental body overseeing the 

construction industry regulations. BCA is also an agency under the Ministry of National 
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Development (MND) that is responsible for the overall infrastructure and residential planning 

of Singapore (Building and Construction Authority, 2016a). In 2015, the BCA launched a 

grant for improving construction productivity under a research fund from the MND. Under 

this grant, S$2.6 million was used to fund research institutes and industry players to further 

develop game-changing construction technologies and increase their adoption in the built 

environment sector. A portion of the fund was used to promote an environment for 

collaboration among developers, consultants, builders and suppliers in the built environment 

sector specifically under a Virtual Design and Construction (VDC) process. The VDC process 

integrates the design, prefabrication and construction phases of a project, allowing all 

stakeholders to collaborate and identify upstream design clashes, plan for the prefabrication 

process, and simulate the downstream construction workflow. All contractors in the 

engineering and construction industry need to adopt the VDC process over the next years.  

 

Technology, when used appropriately, helps to improve productivity. However, the Singapore 

Business Review (2017) based on a recent global survey conducted by KPMG on the use of 

technology in the construction industry found that compared to other industries, the majority 

of construction firms are lagging in adopting technology to improve productivity. 

Interestingly, Singapore Business Review (2017) reports that when Singapore-based 

construction firms do adopt appropriate technologies, information-sharing among various 

projects, departments, and employees become instantaneous, resulting in higher productivity 

that reduces potential errors, and saves time and cost. 

 

Most firms operating in the Singapore construction business emphasizes heavy training and 

development because of industry-wide changes in technology adoption (such as the 

mandatory VDC process) requiring employees to be equipped with new skills sets (Building 

and Construction Authority, 2015). National training schemes like the Workforce Training 

and Upgrading programs provide substantial funding for construction firms to equip their 

workforce with essential knowledge and skills to adopt advanced technologies  
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At a national level, changes in the form of disruptive technologies render current skills and 

knowledge obsolete. To meet these challenges, Skills Future Singapore (2016) report that the 

Singaporean government has recently spearheaded a national training and development 

movement called Skills Future. It is a national movement to provide Singaporeans with the 

opportunities to develop their fullest potential throughout life. Singaporeans are offered a 

better future through skills mastery and lifelong learning via the many programs such as the 

Government’s Council for Skills, Innovation and Productivity (CSIP), in conjunction with 

education and training providers, as well as employers and unions. The government through 

this movement, offers a range of funding and resources to support Singaporeans to develop 

their skills and talents to prepare them to meet their country’s next phase of economic 

development as an advanced economy. Both industrial and national trends in Singapore have 

invariably drove construction sector to embrace employee training and development as the 

way forward.  

 

1.2 The subject firm 

 

1.2.1 Subject firm background  

A subject firm was chosen for the current research. The name of the subject firm has been 

kept anonymous to protect its sensitive information. Below are the details of the subject firm. 

For the purpose of this research, a Singapore based engineering company specializing in air 

conditioning and mechanical ventilation (ACMV) was chosen. It was established in the 1970s, 

and currently operates from a 12,000 sq ft building with compound of 7,000 sq ft in an 

industrial park. The firm has a dormitory for its workers, a workshop for fabrication works 

and an office. The subject firm is ISO 9001:2000 accredited in design and installation of 

central air conditioning including fabrication of ductworks, and maintenance of air 

conditioning systems. Its management approach is guided by ISO 9001 Management System. 

The firm had a humble beginning of fewer than 20 personnel and to date it has grown to over 

100 personnel. The personnel included in-house specialized teams that handle duct fabrication 
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and installation works, chill water systems, electrical systems and maintenance and servicing. 

The firm has a total workforce of 132. This included 13 managers, 35 employees, and 84 

workers. There are eight departments:  Administration, Accounts, Human Resources, Design 

and Drafting, Quantity Survey, Building Information Modelling, Project, and Team 

Management. The senior management consists of the General Manager and Managing 

Director.  

 

The subject firm business operations include: design and construction of ACMV services, air-

cooled multi split and variable refrigerant volume systems, central air conditioning systems 

including chillers, air handling units, cooling towers and chilled water pipe systems, 

ductworks systems, ACMV electrical control systems, building automation systems for 

ACMV, and servicing and maintenance. The subject firm’s clients include organisations from 

both the public and private sectors. The types of completed projects include hospitals, 

academic institutions, industrial and commercial buildings, public buildings, and military 

camps. The firm was also involved in several overseas projects in the South East Asia region. 

Between 2011 and 2014, the company’s average annual turnover was S$18.7 million. 

 

1.2.2 Defining the managers and employees of the subject firm 

For this research, there were two chosen occupational groups, managers and employees. It 

was essential to examine these two groups since they were the key stakeholders involved in 

employee engagement process of the subject firm. The first occupational group were the 

managers. In this context, managers refer to personnel working in the subject firm holding job 

titles like design managers and contract managers, and these individuals form the middle level 

of the organisational hierarchy. They hold responsibilities as functional or departmental heads. 

These middle managers reported directly to the senior management and had at least one direct 

subordinate under them. Middle managers were responsible for their subordinates’ (employee) 

performance and oversaw their work so that organisational goals could be accomplished.  
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Employees refer to the professional level of personnel working in the subject firm holding job 

titles such as engineers, designer, draftsman, administrator, accounts executive, or HR 

executive. These employees did not hold managerial or supervisory responsibilities. They 

were responsible only for their individual work scope and for roles assigned by their 

managers. Employees reported to the respective managers in charge of the various 

departments and functions. 

 

The aim of this research was to investigate how management and employee (subordinate) 

interact in the process of developing employee engagement. The management was also 

reluctant to allow the workers to take part in the research for various reasons, which included 

tight work schedules, language barriers and lack of suitable interpreters for conducting the 

survey and personal interviews. Hence, workers were excluded from the study from the start. 

 

1.3 Employee engagement and related concepts / tools  

 

This study was developed using three employee engagement related theories / concepts / tools 

that were discussed in the literature review. These key concepts and/or tools were: employee 

engagement construct itself, and similar related constructs (organisational citizenship 

behaviour, job satisfaction, and burnout), the Job Demand-Resource model, and the Gallup 

Q12, which is a survey instrument commonly used to measure engagement levels in 

organisations.   

 

1.3.1 Employee engagement construct 

Since 2000 when the term employee engagement (EE) became widely acceptable it was 

considered a relatively new HRM term. According to Rafferty et al. (2005) and Ellis and 

Sorensen (2007) EE was first used by consultants and survey houses like Gallup, Hewitt and 

McKinsey during their research on EE for their clients. 
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Kahn (1990, p.694) first used the term employee engagement in his seminal work in two 

separate qualitative studies that examined one group camp counsellors and another group of 

employees in an architectural firm in terms of their “work roles” and participant’s degree of 

involvement at work. Kahn (1990) claimed that three conditions must be present for 

employees to become engaged: meaningfulness, safety and availability. Subsequent 

researchers including May, Gilson, and Harter (2004), and Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 

(2001) frequently cited these three conditions when building on Kahn’s (1990) work to 

explore the topic from various perspectives. Even though it was more than 20 years since 

Kahn’s seminal study on EE, right up to 2015, Carasco-Saul, Kim, and Kim (2015) still found 

engagement scholars unable to agree on a common definition for this construct. Kahn (1990), 

however, submitted that EE is a multi-faced construct that possess different dimensions and 

could be investigated from various perspectives. Various researchers have accepted the 

challenge to define the engagement construct. One of the more frequently cited works include 

Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker’s (2002) definition, “a positive, fulfilling, 

work related state of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p.74). 

Other scholars such as Shuck and Wollard (2010) proposed the engagement construct as “an 

individual employee’s cognitive, emotional, and behavioural state dedicated towards desired 

organisational outcomes” (p.103) while Baumruk (2004) and Shaw (2005) consider EE as an 

intellectual and emotional commitment to the organisation. 

 

Furthermore, with such diverse and overlapping definitions in the literature, it was not 

surprising that Macey and Schneider (2008) concluded that there was conflicting use of the 

term “engagement” by different researchers attempting to explain it as either a psychological 

state, or as a behaviour or attitude towards one’s work. This observation was further echoed 

by Newman and Harrison (2008) who roundly criticised other researchers for their 

redundancy and inconsistent use of the term engagement. However, Newman and Harrison 

(2008) did not offer any specific solution to this matter, but rather described the outcome of 

engagement and failed to explain what engagement state of mind meant. At the same time, 
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despite the divergence and conflicting use of the term, many researchers such as Kahn (1990), 

Truss et. al. (2006), and Newman and Harrison (2008) agree that EE is an individual and 

personal experience that has nothing to do with how the group feels regarding the 

phenomenon. These researchers also ignored the possible influence of other organisational 

members (for example, managers) on the employee state of engagement. At the same time, 

there are limited studies in terms of how managers might shape the EE construct at the 

workplace. Also, to date most of the EE studies have been designed and conducted in Western 

countries and few studies done in Asia, and more specifically, in Singapore. The identified 

gaps in the engagement literature offered an opportunity to explore and contribute to the body 

of knowledge towards this phenomenon.  

 

The multi-dimensional nature of the EE construct has allowed various scholars to interpret 

and define the term in different ways.  The three most commonly used terms/topics associated 

with engagement studies are organisational citizenship behaviour, job satisfaction and burnout.  

According to Robinson et al. (2004) organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is similar to 

engagement because EE also contains the element of commitment that constitutes OCB. 

However, Saks and Rotman (2006) argue that although EE is similar, nevertheless it is 

different from OCB in that engagement also includes two other elements that are not part of 

OCB:  the two-way nature of interaction between employee and the organisation, and the 

engaged employee’s business awareness (Robinson et al., 2004). Additionally, Shuck and 

Wollard (2010) elaborate that an engaged employee is flexible and adaptive at achieving work 

related goals, while Macey and Schneider (2008) caution that an engaged employee’s work-

centric behaviour should not be confused with OCB’s extra dimension of behaviour outside of 

the employee’s primary work related responsibility. 

 

It is important to distinguish the EE construct from yet another similar and well research 

construct namely, job satisfaction, which is a measurement of how contented an employee is 

with the current job and work environment (Spector, 1997). Although job satisfaction seems 
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similar to EE, the former measures how ‘happy’ an individual is towards the working 

conditions and does not examine how much effort the employee puts into the work. 

According to Harter et al. (2002) an engaged employee, is absorbed in the work role and 

experiences satisfaction from enthusiastically performing that role. Furthermore, McBain 

(2007) argues that engagement not only influences job satisfaction, but also affects 

commitments and predicts job satisfaction. This mutual influencing loop means that higher 

engagement leads to higher job satisfaction and increased commitment.   

 

Burnout is a concept frequently linked to employee engagement. Maslach, Schaufeli, and 

Leiter (2001) describe burnout as a response to prolonged work related stress, manifesting as 

‘exhaustion’, ‘cynicism’, and ‘inefficacy’ (p.396). These scholars posit that burnout is the flip 

side of employee engagement whereby EE is characterised by a positive state of mind, 

enthusiasm and efficiency at work, while burnout is related to fatigue, distrust and 

inefficiency. Harter, Schmidt and Hayes (2002) argue that organisations that appreciate these 

two opposing constructs understand the economic benefits of an engaged workforce and the 

liabilities of burnout. These findings have subsequently prompted Schaufeli, Leiter and 

Maslach (2009) to advise management to minimise burnout and to promote engagement at the 

workplace. The study of burnout in relation to EE was further taken up by Bakker and 

Demerouti (2007) and other colleagues using the Job Demand-Resource model (JD-R) to 

explore the phenomenon.    

  

1.3.2 Job Demand-Resource Model  

The Job Demand-Resource theory provides the theoretical foundation for this study. The JD-

R model predicts that burnout is caused by high job demands that adversely affect employee 

health and performance while engagement is supported by job resources. This model is 

regularly used by many researchers such as Bakker et al. (2007) and Demerouti et al. (2001) 

to investigate how job demands/resources influence EE.  Job demands (such as stress) are 

accurate predictors of work outcomes such as exhaustion and burnout resulting in poor 
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performance. When job demands exceed an employee’s ability to cope with it, Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2004) warn that these may become job stressors causing the employee to experience 

work overload and burnout. Job resources (such as supportive management) conversely, are 

significant predictors of engagement and motivation (Bakker, Van Veldhoven, and 

Xanthopoulou, 2010). Job resources are useful activities that enable employees to perform 

their work role or reduce the impact of job demands. In other words, employees with access to 

job resources (such as, training, participation in decision making, and supportive management) 

are able to cope better with job demands since job resources help to mitigate job related stress. 

The opposite holds true for employees with limited access to job resources while experiencing 

high job demands (such as, deadlines, long working hours). Bakker et al. (2003) predict that 

such employees will consequently likely experience stress and burnout. Burnout could lead to 

health related problems such as depression and heart disease (Melamed, Shirom, Toker, 

Berliner, and Shapira, 2006).  

 

1.3.3 Gallup Q12 

In 1996, Gallup Inc developed a 12-item questionnaire that was designed to measure EE. This 

tool (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a) is more commonly known as the Q12 

which yields high validity and reliability in predicting engagement and consistently co-relates 

an organisation’s engagement level with its performance (such as, profitability, productivity, 

customer satisfaction). The Q12 according to the Gallup Employee Engagement Centre 

(2013a), was designed, tested, refined and validated through its massive survey database of 

more than 16 years across millions of employees, workgroups, and countries therefore, 

making the Q12 a highly accurate instrument for measuring engagement at work. To further 

validate the Q12’s reliability and accuracy, Gallup Inc. (2009) also conducted a robust meta-

analysis of 199 sets of Q12 studies across 152 organisations in 44 industries and 26 countries. 

Again, the results show that EE is co-related to nine organisational performance outcomes and 

thus generalizable across organisations.  
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Some academics are concerned that the Q12 as a consulting tool does not meet the rigorous 

requirements for their research. Nevertheless, choosing this instrument for this research was 

based on various scholars’ positive comments such as those of Buckingham and Coffman 

(1999), Luthans and Peterson (2002), Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno (2015), Atwater and 

Brett (2006) and Bhatnagar (2007) regarding the Q12 strength as a valid and reliable data 

collection tool for engagement studies. Furthermore, according to Arakawa and Greenberg 

(2007) the Q12 is built on a theoretical foundation closely related to Kahn’s (1990) three 

psychological conditions for engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and availability, making 

the tool a relevant data collection instrument for EE research. To ensure the same level of 

reliability and validity, the Q12 was also adopted when developing a survey instrument for 

data collection for the present study. The integrity of the survey instrument was maintained by 

closely paraphrasing the items according to the Q12. 

 

1.4 Research problem, purpose of study, organisation of thesis and preview of 4 RQs 

Research problem 

This study aimed to explore a gap in the literature where there is no published research on 

examining EE from both managers’ and employees’ perspectives in a specific industry within 

Singapore. At the same time, there are no published comparative studies of how a single 

firm’s EE score compares to that of the Singapore national average and that of the Gallup Q12 

global average of engagement level scores. The present study investigated the employee 

engagement phenomenon by exploring how both managers and employees interacted to shape 

EE in the form of a single case study of a Singaporean engineering firm in the construction 

industry. This study was underpinned by four research questions that were derived from seven 

gaps identified in the literature. 

 

Purpose of study 

The current study primary purpose was to develop a more comprehensive understanding of 

how both managers and employees perceived and interacted with the EE construct, in 
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particular the manager’s role in engaging employees. A secondary aim  was to compare and 

contrast the findings of the single case study to that of Gallup Q12 global survey, which also 

included Singapore’s national engagement score.  

 

To achieve these two research aims, the researcher collected data included both Q12-like 

quantitative survey data and personal interviews qualitative data for analysis. To ensure 

consistency across both data sets, the interview questions were developed based on Gallup’s 

original Q12 items. These semi open-ended interview questions allowed for a deeper probe 

and ask further questions in a follow up to participant responses.    

 

The research objectives for the present study were: 

 

(1) investigate how both Singaporean managers and employees perceive EE, 

(2) learn how Singaporean managers engaged their employees, 

(3) examine how Singaporean employees feel when in a state of engagement, 

(4) compare and contrast Singaporean managers and employees perceptions of EE, 

(5) compare and contrast the Singaporean employee engagement to global engagement 

studies 

 

This thesis is organised into nine chapters as follow: 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Chapter 2: Literature review 

Chapter 3: The research problem 

Chapter 4: Research methodology and design 

Chapter 5: Quantitative findings (Phase I) 

Chapter 6: Qualitative findings of manager responses (Phase II, Part A) 

Chapter 7: Qualitative findings of employees (Phase II, Part B) 
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Chapter 8: Mixed method: Synthesis, analysis and discussion of findings (Phase III) 

Chapter 9: Summary, conclusions and future directions 

 

As mentioned in the above section on the research problem, based on the seven gaps that 

emerged from the literature review in Chapter 2, the four research questions were derived:  

 

Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they feel about 

it; how do managers engage their employees.  

  

Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? How do 

employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  

 

Research Question 3: Are there similarities or differences between manager and employee 

perceptions of employee engagement, and what are the implications of these similarities and 

differences? 

 

Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean employee 

engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other countries? 

 

The research objective was to offer a more holistic appreciation of the EE phenomenon 

through the dual lens of managers and employees and suggest useful insights for management 

to better engage the workforce. A more detailed discussion of the research problem, aims, 

objectives, gaps in literature and research question development is found in Chapter 3: The 

Research Problem. 
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1.5 Choice of methodology   

 

This section outlines the rationales and justification for the choice of methodology and 

research design. This brief discussion includes reasons for adopting the case study approach 

in this study, the choice of the questionnaire and personal interview as data collection tools, 

justifications for using the single case study method, and justification for adopting the single 

case approach based on existing academic practices. A more detailed discussion on research 

methodologies and design is found in Chapter 4.  

 

1.5.1 The single case study approach  

According to Racher and Robinson (2003) there are two broad opposing paradigms to social 

science research – positivism/scientific and phenomenology/constructivism-interpretivism. 

Positivism refers to viewing the world objectively, adopting the deductive and explanatory 

approach to research (Gortner, 1999). Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) argue that the 

positivist researcher’s role is to observe the social world unbiasedly and test the asserted 

hypotheses impartially. Under the positivism paradigm, Bryman and Bell (2011) shortlist 

experiment and surveys as the appropriate research methodology. Alternatively, 

phenomenology, argues Benner (1994) and Welch (1999) is to see the world subjectively, 

adopting the inductive and descriptive/exploratory approach to research. Schwandt (1994) 

supports the phenomenology researcher to bring subjectivity in interpretations and 

conclusions. Based on the phenomenology/constructivism-interpretivism paradigm, the 

research methodology, according to Bryman and Bell (2011) include case study, action 

research, grounded theory, and ethnography.  

 

Between the two polar opposite paradigms of positivism and phenomenology, Creswell (2009) 

explains that there is a third paradigm called – post-positivism. According to Ryan (2006) 

post-positivism emerged as an alternative to positivism in that reality cannot be fully 

measured and captured solely by numbers and formulas. Henderson (2011) suggest that post-
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positivism assumes that knowledge is manmade and therefore, imperfect and fallible, and that 

researchers should view the world as complex with multiple ‘truths’ as experienced by the 

individual. Theoretically, Creswell (2009) elaborates that a post-positivist researcher is 

grounded in theory (positivism) while accepting the need to view knowledge (truth) as 

probability rather than the absolute truth. As such, Yanow (2006) affirms that post-positivistic 

investigators would begin a research based on an existing theory of the problem to develop 

research question but pursue an open-ended approach to finding the ‘truth’ by testing the 

theory with the relevant data collected. Such an approach has the advantage of objectivity and 

flexibility to investigate unexplored aspects of a theory or problem. Various scholars (Grant 

and Giddings, 2002; and Lindlof and Taylor, 2017) support the post-positivistic practice of 

using multiple data collection techniques to study a phenomenon because a mixed method 

(quantitative and qualitative) can allow the problem to be examined from various perspectives.  

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the EE construct based on the Gallup Q12 and 

Kahn’s (1990) research with further exploration into the participant’s experiences, which 

according to Creswell (2009) sits in the post-positivism research paradigm. The researcher’s 

chosen approach within these larger methodological frameworks was the case study, with its 

quantitative and qualitative data collection strategies because the case study is appropriate to 

explore an evolving construct: employee engagement. Scholars such as Eisenhardt (1989) 

argue that the case study is suitable for investigating new areas and this argument is further 

supported by Creswell (2003) who posit that the case study is useful for investigating a 

specific phenomenon (and people) in depth within a set time frame and location. This study 

aimed to examine the engagement construct through the dual lens of a subject firm’s 

managers and employees based in Singapore construction industry. The natural setting and 

the characteristics of the subject firm fit the case study methodology requirements. 
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Data collection Methods 

As this research adopted a mixed method approach to examine the EE construct, two data 

collection methods were used – questionnaire and personal interview. The Q12 questionnaire 

was used in Phase I to collect quantitative data while the personal interview was used in Phase 

II for qualitative data collection. The reasons for choosing these quantitative and qualitative 

data collection tools are outlined as follow:     

 

Gallup Q12 questionnaire  

This study aimed to investigate the employee engagement construct from both the manager 

and employee’s perspectives. As such it was necessary to establish a baseline of the overall 

engagement level in the subject firm before a more elaborate qualitative data collection 

process in the next phase of this study could be carried out. Jack and Clarke (1998) suggest 

that a questionnaire is an effective instrument to collect both occupational groups perceptions 

of EE numerically because it is fast, cost effective and allows data comparison with other 

studies (Marshall, 2005). Hence, the questionnaire fit the requirements of this research.   

 

Personal interview   

The focus of this study was to explore how both managers and employees perceived the 

engagement construct, which meant collecting data of lived experiences by interviewing each 

participant, who revealed his own values and bias. Hence, the interview format seemed the 

most efficient way to extract rich and contextualized qualitative information from the 

participants, as opposed to a deductive quantitative research approach. As recommended by 

Creswell (2005), the personal interview as a data collection tool was best suited to collect 

such information as required in this research.     

 

In defense of the single case study  

This research adopted a single case study design embedded with two units of analysis – the 

managers and the employees, which is classified as a Type 2 case study (Yin, 2003). A single 
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case study approach allows the researcher to explore in-depth a relatively new phenomenon 

(engagement) in its natural setting (the subject firm) that may reveal unusual discoveries, 

which may serve as an informative case for other organisation in similar situations (Yin, 

1994). However, Tellis (1997) criticised the single case study because its findings are limited 

and cannot be generalized to other organisations. The purpose of this study was not to 

generalise the results, but instead to attempt to better understand and appreciate how 

Singaporean managers and employees in a local SME engineering firm operating in the 

construction industry viewed the EE construct. This research was carried out in the context of 

the Singaporean construction industry which was plagued with low productivity and had 

contracted by -8.4% in 2017 (Ministry of Trade and Industry, 2018).  It was important to 

examine the role played by EE in the subject firm in this industrial context given its low 

productivity and the fact that the EE literature has often indicated that workforce engagement 

level has a mediating effect on organisational performance (Heskett. et al., 1994; Schmidt and 

Sheets, 2000; Towers Perrin, 2005).  

 

The single case study design was therefore an ideal vehicle to carry out this research as it met 

the research purpose and best addressed the kinds of research questions that emerged from the 

gaps in the EE literature.  Broadly, the four research questions focused on how both managers 

/ employees perceived the EE construct; how managers engaged their employees and how 

engaged employee felt; similarities / differences in both managers and employees’ 

perceptions of the engagement construct; and the implications of the current study’s findings 

in relations to other international engagement research. Based on these research questions’ 

requirements, the single case study design was the most appropriate approach to examine the 

engagement construct in the Singapore construction industry.  

 

This researcher would also argue that a multiple case approach was not appropriate in the 

present study because it did not fit the purposes of the study. The intention of using a multiple 

case approach is to build theory from data collected from several cases, which was not the 
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goal of the current study. Rowley (2014) further suggests that a single case study is 

appropriate when the researcher wants to test some theory within the confines of the case. 

Also, if there are time and resource constraints, Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) adds that a 

single case study is the best vehicle to collect in-depth and granular information of a specific 

case (subject firm) in more details vs. multiple case studies where more time and resources 

are needed. Again, by rejecting a multiple case approach in the preceding discussion, it left 

the single case study as the most appropriate design to conduct the present study. 

 

Justification of single case approach based on existing practices 

Based on academic records of published theses, the use of the single case study as a research 

method is common and widely found in doctorate studies in universities around the world. 

The electronic thesis databases of just a handful of universities (including University of 

Canberra) easily lists more than 40 published doctorate theses that employed a single case 

study design, giving widespread acknowledgement, validity and legitimacy of the single case 

study approach by universities and the research community at the global level.  A short list of 

published theses that involved the single case study approach is found in Chapter 4:  Research 

Methodology and Design.  

 

1.5.2 Mixed method approach  

The use of mixed methods approach for data collection in this study was deemed appropriate 

because it allowed for a better understanding of a relatively new phenomenon – employee 

engagement than if only one method was used.  According to Bryman (2006), by adopting a 

mixed method to collect both quantitative and qualitative data, researchers are better able to 

develop better insights into a specific topic as the two types of data could mutually illuminate, 

enhance and boost the researcher’s confident in his own findings. 
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1.6 Research limitations 

Research limitations will be thoroughly discussed in the final chapter (Chapter 9).  However, 

the purpose of this section is to intentionally acknowledge that there are in all research 

studies—including this study--inherent limitations of the research methods employed studies.  

Among them, in this case, was the use of a small sample size within a single organisation 

(subject firm) in a particular industry that does not allow research conclusions to be 

generalised to other firms or other industries.  Moreover, although the choice of the single 

case study also has its inherent limitations, it must also be emphasized that this study’s 

intention was not to facilitate generalisability, but rather to serve as a reference point for other 

similar SMEs in the Singaporean construction industry that may be facing similar operational 

challenges, and more broadly, serve as a reference point for other EE studies of SMEs 

regardless of country and industrial context.   

 

This research with its case study approach of a small firm in a specific industry in a defined 

location makes no pretence that it can generalize its findings but hopes to stimulate curiosity 

and provide opportunities for other researchers to employ this methodology for future studies 

in other diverse regions and contexts.  Chapter 9, Section 9.4 provides a full description of the 

study’s methodological and contextual limitations. 

 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the results from the current study were based on sound 

choices of research strategies, designs and methodologies, and was analytically rigorous.  The 

findings in this study were proven to be statistically valid and reliable.  These tests of the 

study’s validity, reliability and consistency are found in Chapter 4, Section 4.12. 
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1.6 Outline of thesis  

 

Chapter 1 provided an overview, introduction and background of the current study, including 

sections on methodology, research design, and data collection and research limitations.  

 

Chapter 2 revealed the relevant engagement literature covering the theories and models that 

formed the foundation for this study.          

 

Chapter 3 discussed the research problem, reiterated the gaps in the literature, revealed the 

research questions based on these gaps in the literature, and lists the aim and purpose of the 

study.  

 

Chapter 4 discussed the range of research methodologies and designs available and elaborated 

on the chosen paradigm and methodology adopted for the present research. Following was a 

detailed description of how the present study was conducted in three phases (Phase I: 

quantitative elements in a qualitative research design, Phase II: qualitative research design and 

Phase III: Mixed method analysis). The rationale for choices of analytical tools was also 

discussed. 

     

Chapter 5 provided the details of the raw quantitative findings of manager and employee 

responses in Phase I, both occupational groups demographics, and various tests results on the 

hypotheses and comparison and contrast of both groups’ responses to the Q12.    

 

Chapter 6 presented the details of the raw qualitative findings of manager responses in Phase 

II, Part A, manager demographics, and summarized the major themes that emerged from the 

data.   
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Chapter 7 presented the details of the raw qualitative findings of employee responses in Phase 

II, Part B, employee demographics, and summarized the major themes that emerged from the 

data.   

 

Chapter 8 provided a detailed analysis, evaluation and discussion of findings from Chapters 5, 

6 and 7, synthesizing quantitative and qualitative results and responding to the research 

questions. The chapter explained how various themes that emerged from the research formed 

the basis for manager and employee perceptions of the EE construct, and how various themes 

and findings that surfaced from both occupational group interview data were similar or 

different formed the body of this chapter.   

 

Finally, Chapter 9 summarizes the key findings drawn from Chapter 6 to 8. Various sections 

discuss the implications of findings for theory and management practices, contribution and 

future directions of the current study, and research limitations. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW  

  

2.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter reviews the literature on the employee engagement (EE) construct and related EE 

concepts and models. The purpose of Chapter 2 is to critically review the research on EE, and 

to identify gaps in the research literature that would later lead to the development of the 

research questions in Chapter 3 that became the focus and topic of this research study. 

Specifically, this chapter will explore the body of literature on the definitions of EE, discuss 

how job demand-resource model impact on EE, review a range of selected job resources in 

relation to EE, discuss the roles of managers in promoting EE, and examine how the 

engagement is measured. To guide the reader through this chapter, this researcher has 

organised Chapter 2 in the following structure:  

 

2.0 Introduction 

2.1 What is Employee Engagement? 

2.2 Employee engagement and related constructs 

2.2.1 Organisational citizenship behaviour 

2.2.2 Job satisfaction 

2.2.3 Burn Out 

2.2.4 Other related constructs over the decade 

2.3 Job Demand-Resource Model  

2.3.1 Selected Types of Job Resources 

2.4 Role of manager in promoting employee engagement 

2.5 Measuring employee engagement: Gallup Q12 a practitioner perspective 

2.5.1 Benefits and impact of employee engagement on business performance 

2.5.2 Drivers of engagement  

2.5.3 Reasons for employee disengagement 

2.5.4 Cost of employee (dis)engagement in Singapore   

2.6 Summary and conclusions 

 

The majority of employee engagement research has been conceptualised, developed and 

conducted in Western countries, primarily in the US and Europe. There are a limited number 
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of studies carried out in countries in the Asian region. The purpose of this review is to 

synthesis the various related and disparate theories and models drawn from the literature in 

this discipline to develop a framework for studying the engagement construct in the 

Singaporean context.  

 

Employee engagement has been researched from multiple perspectives. This chapter offers a 

conceptual discussion of the engagement construct by various researchers and practitioners. 

Following is a critical review of the employee engagement literature as well a range of similar 

constructs like organisational citizen behaviour and job satisfaction that will lead to a 

summary of studies that investigated the engagement construct from a wide range of 

perspectives. Employee engagement is commonly examined from the perspective of the Job 

Demand-Resource (JD-R) model, in particular how job resources can mitigate job related 

stress and bolster performance, resulting in improved engagement. JD-R is a well-used model 

for examining the relationship between burnout and employee engagement. More specifically, 

JD-R offers a means where stress reducing job related resources may be applied to mediate 

negative stress resulting from job stress. This chapter discusses how various job resources like 

supportive management, training and development, effective communication, and employee 

participation mitigate job stress leading to engagement.   

 

This study also adopted the perspective of leadership trickle down model arguing that the top 

management and middle management has a significant influence on the employee 

engagement level both indirectly and directly. The intermediary role played by the middle 

manager between the top management and the employees is also explored in relation to how 

the intermediary role contributes towards employee engagement.  

 

The current study utilized a single case study methodology to investigate how managers and 

employee viewed the engagement construct, offering a more balanced perspective while at the 

same time attempting to relate the specific types of job resources that are most effective at 
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promoting employee engagement in the Singaporean construction industry context. This 

researcher hoped to contribute to the ongoing conversation on engagement by offering an 

Asian perspective through the lens of a representative country, Singapore. Singapore offers a 

unique view of the employee engagement construct because of its rich cultural heritage. The 

broad arching purpose of this chapter is to justify, through a complete review of the employee 

engagement literature, a proposal to creating a framework that links the JD-R model with 

leadership trickledown models that currently persist in many work environments to generate 

employee engagement.  

 

2.1 What is Employee Engagement? 

 

Employee engagement is a relatively new HR term that has gained prominence since 2000 

mainly in the consultancy industry. This term was first used by consultancies and survey 

houses (Rafferty et al. 2005; Melcrum Publishing, 2005; Ellis and Sorensen, 2007). Over time 

several major research and consultancy firms like the Gallup organisation, Hewitt Associates, 

and McKinsey have begun conducting studies on employee engagement using that term. 

 

The earliest use of the term, employee engagement appears in “Psychological Conditions of 

Personal Engagement and Disengagement at Work” by Kahn (1990) in the Academy of 

Management Journal. Engagement according to Kahn (1990) is the process of “harnessing of 

organisation's members' selves to their work roles” (p. 694).  His study on employee 

engagement was mainly based on two qualitative studies, one on camp counsellors and the 

second on employees of an architectural firm. These studies have been frequently cited by 

other researchers (eg. May, Gilson, and Harter, 2004; Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001; 

Sak and Rotman 2006) in the study of employee engagement. Kahn (1990) asserts that for an 

employee to become engaged at work, three conditions need to be present: meaningfulness, 

safety and availability. Meaningfulness refers to a positive feeling derived from performing 

one’s work role well while safety is ability to be open with one’s manager and peers at work 
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without fearing of any negative consequences (Kahn, 1990). Availability is defined as having 

the relevant physical, emotional and psychological resources to finish the task assigned (Khan, 

1990). Since Khan’s introduction of these three dimensions of the engagement those 

dimensions have been validated by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) and used as foundations 

for subsequent engagement studies conducted by other scholars like Maslach, Schaufeli, and 

Leiter (2001) and Sak and Rotman (2006).  

 

Kahn (1990) acknowledged that employee engagement is a multi-faceted construct that 

constitutes different dimensions and may be examined from various perspectives. Since then, 

various researchers and consultants have offered their respective versions of employee 

engagement. Among the most cited works include Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and 

Bakker (2002) who developed a more specific definition of engagement as “a positive, 

fulfilling, work related state of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, and 

absorption” (p.74).  This definition describes how intensely an employee directs his energy 

and attention to his work role. Subsequently, the construct of employee engagement was 

again further refined by another two researchers, Shuck and Wollard (2010) who included the 

organisational dimension as part of the definition rendering the construct as “an individual 

employee’s cognitive, emotional, and behavioural state dedicated towards desired 

organisational outcomes” (p.103).  Other similar definitions of employee engagement also 

include emotional and intellectual commitment to the organisation (Baumruk 2004, Richman 

2006 and Shaw 2005) and the amount of discretionary effort exerted by employees in their 

job (Frank, Finnegan, and Taylor, 2004). Although it is widely accepted that employee 

engagement is a multi-faceted construct (Kahn, 1990), Truss et al. (2006) attempted to 

simplify it as ‘passion for work’, a psychological state that encompasses the three dimensions 

of engagement discussed by Kahn (1990).  These series of engagement studies have enabled 

consulting firms such as Gallup to offer an operationalised version of engagement as follow: 

 

An engaged employee is involved in and enthusiastic about his or her work. 

Engaged employees are 100% psychologically committed to their roles. 
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They thrill at the challenge of their work every day. They are in roles that 

use their talents, they know the scope of their jobs, and they are always 

looking for new and different ways of achieving the outcomes of their roles. 

(Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a). 

 

Based on the preceding discussion, there seemed to be various perspectives when researchers 

expressed their findings about the employee engagement construct. As recently as 2015, EE 

researchers have not agreed to a single definition of employee engagement (Shuck and Rei,  

2011 and Carasco-Saul, Kim, and Kim, 2015).  

 

Moreover, there is conflicting use of the term “engagement” in the academic literature, where 

different researchers at times use the term to describe what it ‘is’ (psychological state), while 

others refer to it as behaviours (behavioural) , sometimes calling it a disposition or attitude 

towards one's work (trait) (Macey and Schneider, 2008). These conflicting terms were 

criticised by Newman and Harrison (2008) who argued that when engagement is broken up 

into the separate aspects of psychological state, trait and behaviour, psychological state of 

engagement becomes a redundant construct. The rationale is that the state of engagement does 

not say much about the individuals’ attitude towards their job, which can be measured by 

other existing constructs, namely employee performance on the job, citizenship behaviour and 

involvement (Newman and Harrison, 2008). Even though Newman and Harrison’s (2008) 

criticised other researchers as being inconsistent in using the term engagement, neither did 

they offer any solutions to the matter. Instead, Newman and Harrison (2008) merely describe 

the outcomes of engagement without attempting to explain the psychological state of 

engagement.  This gap in the literature demonstrates the potential for further research into the 

topic of employee engagement in terms of an employee’s psychological state of engagement 

i.e., what it means to the employee to be in the state of being engaged at work. It is this 

researcher’s desire to address this gap in the literature by studying the phenomenon of 

employee psychological engagement in depth, that is, in terms of employee perceptions of the 

construct, and within the region of Singapore.  
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Interestingly, despite the preceding diverse and conflicting use of the engagement construct, 

there is a common thread that weaves through these studies. All the researchers have 

dogmatically argued that the employee engagement experience is a solo affair, centres on the 

individual employee instead of the group experience. The engagement state of mind is purely 

a concern with the single employee experience rather than how the group or team feels or 

perceives the phenomenon. Furthermore, the engagement studies cited above, including Kahn 

(1990), Truss et. al. (2006), Newman and Harrison (2008) and others have isolated and 

investigated EE as a stand-alone phenomenon from only the employee’s perspective. There 

are limited references made to other organisational members (such as, managers and 

supervisors) who influence or interact with this phenomenon. Yet, the significant roles played 

by the superior (manager) in participating in employee engagement cannot be ignored, 

particularly since managers and supervisors must, too, answer to another level of 

management.  In the search of EE studies, this researcher was not able to uncover any studies 

of the influence of managers/supervisors on employee engagement. Moreover, studies of 

employee engagement-taken as a whole-are mainly conducted in Western countries. The 

researcher was curious to know if the engagement construct from the viewpoint of a manager 

or employee from the West was the same as this experience is to a Singaporean manager or 

employee. This gap in the literature offered a research opportunity for further exploration into 

the topic. Hence, this gave rise for exploration of yet another opportunity in this field of 

research.  

 

In summary, employee engagement can be defined as the cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioural elements associated with role performance (Saks and Rotman, 2006) and is 

conceptualized through an understanding of meaning, safety, and availability (Kahn, 1990). 

Engaged employees are often characterised by a display of deep, positive emotional 

connection with their work and are likely to display attentiveness and mental absorption in 
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their work (Saks and Rotman, 2006). The construct of engagement is purely an individual 

lived experience and has little concern with other individuals.  

2.2 Employee engagement and related constructs 

 

The multiple dimensions of employee engagement have opened up to opportunities for 

various researchers to interpret the construct. The next few sections provide a more in-depth 

discussion on the three most researched topics associated with the current construct. These are 

established psychological constructs and concepts that researchers have debated in relations to 

the engagement construct.  

 

2.2.1 Organisational citizenship behaviour 

It is acknowledged that employee engagement can be and has been defined in many different 

ways. It is also argued that the definitions might sound similar to other better known and more 

established constructs such as ‘organisational commitment’ and ‘organisational citizenship 

behaviour’ (OCB) (Robinson et al. 2004). In an attempt to further differentiate the term, 

Robinson et al. (2004) defined engagement as ‘one step up from commitment’. It would 

appear then, that it is logical to argue that engagement is related to, but different from, other 

constructs in organisational behaviour (Saks and Rotman, 2006). Indeed, Robinson et al. 

(2004) put forward the following argument:   

 

…engagement contains many of the elements of both commitment and 

OCB but is by no means a perfect match with either. In addition, neither 

commitment nor OCB reflect sufficiently two aspects of engagement - its 

two way nature, and the extent to which engaged employees are expected 

to have an element of business awareness. (Robinson et al., 2004, p. 8) 

 

Shuck and Wollard (2010) posit that an engaged employee exhibits flexible and adaptive 

work related behaviours specifically targeted at organisational goals. However, Macey and 

Schneider (2008) and Saks and Rotman (2006) warn that this behaviour should not be 

confused with extra-role behaviours such as those of organisational commitment behaviours 
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(OCBs) outside of one’s primary area of responsibility. Although engaged employees may be 

involved in OCBs, employee engagement is primarily focused on an employee’s work 

responsibilities and role, clarify Kular, et al. (2008). In sum, engaged employees excel at their 

work through a willingness to change their behaviours so as to achieve organisational goals. 

In the same vein, Saks and Rotman (2006) also argues that organisational commitment differs 

from engagement in that it is an employee’s attitude and attachment towards his organisation. 

Specifically, engagement is an employee’s demonstrable behaviour characterised by the 

intensity of his attention and devotion to his work role performance. In addition, while OCB 

involves voluntary and informal behaviours that can help other employees and the 

organisation, the focus of engagement is primarily on one’s formal work role performance.  

  

2.2.2 Job satisfaction 

In studying the employee engagement construct, it is essential to distinguish it from another 

similar well researched workplace phenomenon i.e., employee satisfaction. Employee or job 

satisfaction is a measurement of how contented an employee is with his current job and 

working conditions (Spector, 1997). It must be noted that the employee satisfaction construct 

only measures how ‘happy’ an employee is with his job (Spector, 1997) but not how much 

effort he puts into his work. Hence, a satisfied or happy worker may not necessarily be a 

performing worker (Vroom, 1964; Iaffaldano and Muchinsky, 1985). In contrast, employee 

engagement goes beyond measuring an employee’s satisfaction with his work and 

environment. Employee engagement is the degree to which an employee absorbs himself in 

his work role and the satisfaction and enthusiasm he derives from performing the role (Harter 

et al., 2002). This definition of employee engagement clearly includes the satisfaction 

dimension in job satisfaction and more. Furthermore, McBain (2007) opined that engagement 

not only influences job satisfaction, which in turn influences commitment but also predicts 

job satisfaction. However, continues McBain, (2007) although commitment and engagement 

are distinct, they are also mutually influencing. Hence, higher levels of engagement may lead 

to higher job satisfaction, which in turn can increase levels of commitment. Overall, research 
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by Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (2006) found engaged employees 

experience increased job satisfaction and more positive attitudes and emotions towards their 

work resulting in better performance, and more likely to recommend their organisation to 

others, take less sick leave, and less likelihood to quit. Based on Harter et al.’s (2002) 

definition, an engaged employee is likely a satisfied employee since he will be putting in extra 

effort to achieve his work and organisational goals. This is the fundamental difference 

between employee satisfaction and employee engagement. 

 

2.2.3 Burn Out 

While Kahn (1990) was studying employee engagement, soon after in the early 2000s, 

Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) began their study on why and how employees suffered 

burn out on the job. According to Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001, p396) 

  

Burn out is a prolonged response to chronic emotional and interpersonal 

stressors on the job, and is defined by the three dimensions of exhaustion, 

cynicism, and inefficacy.  

 

These researchers argue burnout is the other extreme end of employee engagement whereby 

engagement is characterised by positive mental state with a high level of enthusiasm and 

efficiency at work (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001) while job burnout is a condition 

typified by fatigue, distrust and inefficiency. The initial research on burnout was mostly 

centred on personnel working in the human services such as nursing, but by the late 1980s, 

researchers realised that other occupations with high job demand (eg. managers, businessman, 

white and blue collars workers) were also experiencing burnout (Schaufeli, Leiter, and 

Maslach, 2009), which led to more studies being conducted outside the human services 

industries.   

 

The emergence of this two-opposing end continuum model has allowed scholars such as 

Schaufeli, Leiter, and Maslach, (2009) to develop tools to measure an employee’s state of 
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mind at work i..e, the burnout end signifies a negative state while the engagement end 

indicates positive state of mind. By measuring an employee’s state of mind, organisations are 

able to find out how if the workforce is experiencing burnout or engagement. To remain 

viable in today’s highly competitive environments, businesses are keenly aware that they need 

employees who are enthusiastic, self-initiated, motivated, and willing to go the extra mile for 

the organisation. In short, organisations need engaged employees. Furthermore, Harter, 

Schmidt and Hayes (2002) found evidence of economic benefits from business units with 

high engagement levels which also prompted Schaufeli, Leiter, and Maslach (2009) to suggest 

that organisations have strong incentives to prevent or at least minimise burnout and actively 

promote engagement among its employees. This assertion is substantiated by the Bakker and 

Demerouti's (2007) Job Demand Resources model which postulates that burnout is caused by 

high demands from the job, which can adversely affect employee health and performance 

while engagement is bolstered by job resources and central to work motivation. Hence, 

organisations have vested interests in ensuring that sufficient job resources are available for 

its workforce while keeping job demands to a manageable level.  

 

At the same time, the simultaneous emergence of these two opposing conceptual frameworks 

(Kahn 1990; Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter, 2001) on employee engagement have set the 

foundation (Saks and Rotman, 2006) for future development in the engagement study. The 

next section will provide a more detailed discussion on other scholarly works on employee 

engagement, burnout and other related constructs. 

 

2.2.4 Other related constructs over the decade 

Since Khan’s seminal work on engagement, over the last decade various researchers have 

built upon his work by examining the construct in relation to other variables and outcomes 

from individual and organisational levels. A selection of these studies are presented in Table 

2.1 which is a summary of selected studies on employee engagement with the results and 

methodology applied. 
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Table 2.1 : Summary of selected studies on employee engagement 

Author  Focus area and results Methodology and sample 

Khan (1990) This study examines three psychological conditions – meaningfulness, 
safety, and availability in relation to how individual response to their 
work role under these three conditions.   
 
Finding: A ground theory based on the three psychological conditions 
was developed from this study to explain how individual become 
engage or disengage in their work role. 

Two qualitative studies involving data collected 
from 
Study 1: 16 out of 22 summer camp counsellors via 
observation, self-reflection, document analyse and 
in-depth interview 
Study 2: 16 out of 45 employees of an architecture 
firm via in-depth interview  
 

Schaufeli, 
Salanova, 
Gonz ´ Alez-
Rom´A and 
Bakker (2001) 

The aim of this research is to test the relationship between engagement 
and burnout as opposing end of employee work condition.    
 
Findings: Simultaneous confirmatory factor analyses in both samples 
confirmed that both the burnout out (exhaustion, cynicism, and 
professional efficacy) and the three-factor structure of engagement 
(vigor, dedication, and absorption) are related. 
 

Sample 1 consisted of 314 undergraduate students 
from a Spanish University 
 
Sample 2 consisted of 619 employees from 12 
Spanish private and public companies  

Harter, Schmidt 
and 
Hayes (2002) 

This research focuses on a meta-analysis of business units levels 
employee satisfaction, engagement and business outcomes.   
 
Findings: It was found that employee satisfaction and engagement 
impact on business unit outcomes such as customer satisfaction, 
productivity, profit, employee turnover, and accidents.    
 

Data for meta-analysis was collected from 7,939 
business units in 36 companies and 198,514 
respondents using Gallup Workplace Audit (Gallup 
Q12) questionnaire.   

Sonnentag 
(2003) 

This study investigates if work related outcomes of recovery during 
leisure time impact on work engagement and proactive behaviour.  
 
Findings: Multilevel analyses indicated that recovery was positively 
related to work engagement and proactive behaviour during the 
subsequent work day.  

Four hundred and twenty-five employees from six 
public service organisations employees were 
targeted for this study.  They were sent a 
questionnaire and related survey materials. A total 
of 147 employees responded representing 34.6% 
response rate. 
 

May, Gilson, 
and Harter 

The study investigates three psychological conditions – meaningfulness, 
safety and availability by Khan (1990).   

A field study in a US insurance firm involving both 
managers and employees where 213 out of 270 
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(2004)  
Findings: All three conditions exhibited strong positive co-relation with 
engagement. 
 

employees completed a survey with a 79% response 
rate.  

Salanovaa and 
Schaufeli (2008) 

This study examines the mediating role of work engagement and job 
resources and proactive work behaviour. 
 
Findings: Employees who perceived that they have access to job 
resources are more engagement, leading to proactive work behaviour. 

Data used for was collected using a questionnaire 
administered on two independent samples: Spain 
(386 employees from a technology firm) and 
Netherlands (338 employees from 
telecommunication firm) 

Van den 
Broecka, 
Vansteenkisteb, 
Wittea and 
Lensa (2008) 

This study examines how basic needs satisfaction is related to job 
demand and job resources, employee’s exhaustion and vigour, burnout 
and engagement.  
 
Findings:  It was found that employees who have access to job 
resources reported to have more vigour and less exhausted while those 
who experience more job demands tend to experience more exhaustion. 
 

Data was collected from a heterogeneous sample 
across 17 organisations in Belgium. A total of 745 
usable questionnaires out of 1,450 were returned 
(51% response rate). 
 
 

Macey 
and Schneider 
(2008) 

A proposition to clarify the ambiguous meaning of employee 
engagement facets ie., psychological engagement; behavioural 
engagement; and trait engagement in relations to job attributes and 
leadership as moderators.  
 

Desk top review of related engagement literature 

Maslach and 
Leiter (2008) 

This longitudinal study investigates changes in burnout or engagement 
among employees.  
 
Findings: Employees who reported workplace incongruity in the area of 
fairness tend to experience burnout while those employee who did not 
report this incongruity tend to experience engagement. 

Questionnaires were administered to a sample of 
466 employees over an interval of one year. 

Xanthopoulou, 
Bakker, 
Demerouti, and 
Schaufeli, 
(2009) 

This study aims to investigate how job resources is related to 
employee’s personal resources, engagement and firm’s financial 
performance.  
 
Findings: Job resources had an effect on engagement through personal 
resources which, predicted financial performance.  

Data was collected from 42 employees selected 
from three branches of a Greek fast-food company 
via a questionnaire and a diary over 5 consecutive 
workdays 
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Pati, and Kumar 
(2010) 

This study focuses on how variation levels in employee engagement 
variation are related to self- efficacy, organisational support and 
supervisor support. 
 
Findings: Evidence suggests that the differences in employee 
engagement level is due mainly to self-efficacy in relation to 
organisational support and supervisor support. 
 

A questionnaire was administered sample of 200 
software engineers working in a large Indian 
software organisation. The response rate was 62% 
yielding 124 usable questionnaires. 

Rich, Lepine 
and Crawford 
(2010) 

The purpose of this research is to investigate how engagement interacts 
with value congruence, perceived organisational support, core self-
evaluations, and job performance. 
 
Findings: Results showed that engagement mediates relationships 
between value congruence, perceived organisation support, and core 
self-evaluation and task performance as well as organisation citizenship 
behaviour. 
 

A survey via questionnaire was administered on 
245 full-time fighters and their supervisors from 
four municipalities in US. 

Allen and 
Rogelberg 
(2013) 

The aim of this study is to examine how workgroup meeting may 
promote employee engagement.  
 
Findings: Effective and relevant workgroup meeting where employees 
have a voice is found to promote employee engagement through 
satisfying the psychological conditions for engagement (physically, 
cognitively, and emotionally). 
 

An online survey was conducted to collect data 
from the alumni of a large university in US. The 
survey consists of two questionnaires sent to the 
sample one week apart.  
 
The first survey collected data on participant’s 
demographics, meeting-related information, and 
psychological conditions. The second survey was to 
assess employee engagement and satisfaction with 
the supervisor. These questionnaires generated a 
response from 319 working adults. 
 

Shuck and Reio 
Jr. (2013) 

The aim of this study is to examine if (a) psychological workplace 
climate influences personal accomplishment, depersonalization, 
emotional exhaustion, and psychological wellbeing and (b) if employee 
engagement mediated these relations.  
 

A sample of 216 health care employees from the 
United States (n=179), Canada (n=22), and Japan 
(n=7) took part in an online survey.  
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Findings: Psychological workplace climate was co-related to each 
outcome variable while engagement moderated relations between 
workplace climate and the four variables. Engaged employees reported 
higher psychological wellbeing and personal accomplishment while 
disengaged employees demonstrated higher emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalisation. 
 

Reissner and 
Pagan  
(2013) 

A study on how management communication may promote employee 
engagement. 
 
Findings: Managers may use communication means to create a 
conducive work environment to make employees feels involved and 
valued resulting in increased willingness to become engaged at work. 
Employees also need to play an active role in the engagement activities 
for engagement to be possible. 
 

Qualitative study: Individual and group interviews 
were used to collect data from 25 individuals and 
groups from all levels of a UK public–private 
partnership organisation.  
 
Participants included senior managers, middle 
managers, line managers and frontline employees, 
in total representing 10% of the organisation 
workforce. 
 

Sarti (2014) A study to find out how participative and instrumental leadership styles 
can affect work engagement.  
   
Findings:  Leadership style is significantly related to the three 
dimensions of work engagement (vigour, dedication and absorption). 
Participative leadership is predictive in employee’s vigour and 
dedication while instrumental leadership style is positively co-related to 
vigour and absorption among employees.    
 

Data collection was conducted via a questionnaire 
from 251 out of 314 employees from nine human 
service organisations in Italy. The response rate was 
79.9% 
 

Mishra, 
Boynton, and 
Mishra (2014) 

This exploratory study examines how managers use internal 
communication to promote employee engagement. 
 
Findings: Managers use a range of communication methods like face to 
face communication to communicate and build trust with employees 
and in the process fostering engagement among employees. 
 

Qualitative study: Interview was used to collect 
data from six public relations executives either face 
to face, over the phone or email.  
 
 

Anitha (2014) This study investigates the key determinants of employee engagement A survey questionnaire was used to collect data 
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and how engagement can impact performance.  
 
Findings: Working environment and team and co-worker relationship 
were key predicator of employee engagement. Also, employee 
engagement directly affects work performance. 
 

from 383 out of 700 middle and lower managers. 
The response rate was 54.7%.  

Consiglio, 
Borgogni, 
Tecco, and 
Schaufeli (2016) 

This study examines if employee’s proactive role and perception of 
social work context (immediate supervisor, co-workers and senior 
management) predict work engagement.  
 
Findings: Employee’s proactive role positively relates with work 
engagement while positive perception of social work context mediates 
the relationship between proactive role and work engagement.  

A longitudinal study via questionnaire was 
conducted in a large Italian communication services 
organisations over a time interval of three years.   
 
Time 1: 1,712 employees participated in the study. 
Out of f this sample, 1,172 returned useable 
questionnaire (response rate 68%). Three years later 
in Time 2: 857 employees answered the 
questionnaire (response rate 74%). All in all, 741 
professionals (64% of the initial sample) returned 
useable questionnaires at Time 1 and Time 2. 
  

Ghosh, Rai, 
Chauhan, 
Baranwal, and 
Srivastava 
(2016) 

This study investigates if employee engagement plays a mediating role 
between reward and recognition and normative commitment. 
  
Findings: Both rewards and recognition is significantly correlated to 
both employee engagement and normative commitment. 
 

The questionnaire was distributed to a sample size 
of 250 employees of a private bank in India. Out of 
the sample, 176 employees replied with usable 
questionnaires (70.4% response rate).  

Source: compiled by author 
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From the preceding summary of engagement studies, it is clear that the employee engagement 

is not only multi-dimensional but also closely interrelated with other well researched 

constructs such as burnout, job resources, organisational support, supervisor support, 

communication, and leadership.  These studies further open the possibility of investigating the 

employee engagement construct from other perspectives and different organisational context.     

 

2.3 Job Demand-Resource Model   

 

The JD-R theory will be used to provide an overarching theoretical foundation for the current 

study. The model allows the researcher to develop assumptions on formulating research 

questions and to draw inferences when identifying concepts and themes in this study.  The Job 

Demand-Resource (JD-R) model is frequently used in employee engagement studies and is 

popular among researchers including Schaufeli and Taris (2014), Bakker, Hakanen, 

Demerouti, and Xanthopoulou (2007); Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli, (2006); Demerouti, 

Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli, (2001) who have used it to examine how job demands and 

job resources impact on employee engagement.  

 

Job demands are significant predictors of work-related outcomes like exhaustion and burnout, 

leading to poor work performance and disengagement (Schaufeli, and Bakker, 2004). 

Demands originating from work are inherent in almost every job and unavoidable though not 

always negative. However, when job demands exceed what an employee’s ability to cope, 

Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) advised that it may become job stressors resulting in employees 

experiencing stress, work overload, and burnout. Comparatively, Bakker, Van Veldhoven, 

and Xanthopoulou (2010) profess that job resources are accurate predictors of motivation and 

engagement. According to Bakker (2011) job resources are the activities related to physical, 

psychological or organisational aspects of the job that are either useful to employees in 

achieving their work goals, reducing job demands or helping them to learn and grow so that 

they can cope with the demands of the job. Both job demands and job resources are therefore 

inversely related to each other. The implication is that work with high demands such as 

frequent deadlines with limited access to job resources may lead to stress and burnout (Bakker, 

Demerouti, Taris, Schaufeli, and Schreurs, 2003) while work with adequate job resources 

such as, management support may reduce job demands resulting in better performance.       

 

According to Schaufeli and Taris, (2014), job related resources are mostly found in 

organisations (such as, training and development), interpersonal and social relations (such as 
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manager support), work itself (such as, involvement in decision making) and the task (such as 

skills variety).  The revised Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Figure 2.1) explains how 

job resource can mitigate the job demands originating from work resulting in better 

engagement. Schaufeli and Taris (2014) contend employees experience burnout because of 

high job demands and insufficient job resources to buffer the demands. Burnout may result in 

a series of health-related problems like depression, and heart disease (Melamed, Shirom, 

Toker, Berliner, and Shapira, 2006) which affects work performance. To help employees 

better cope with job demands and pressure, organisations can provide them with resources 

such as training, performance feedback, and workplace well-being. These activities, claim 

Van den Broeck, et al. (2008) motivate employees through helping employees accomplish 

their work goals and satisfy their basic human needs for independence, connectedness, and 

competence. When an employee’s needs are satisfied they will become engaged and perform 

their role competently leading to positive outcomes for the organisation (Schaufeli and Taris, 

2014).  

 

 

Figure 2.1: The revised Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model adapted from Schaufeli, W. B., and Taris, T. W. (2014). A 
critical review of the Job Demands-Resources Model: Implications for improving work and health. In Bridging occupational, 
organisational and public health (pp. 43-68). Springer Netherlands. 

 

2.3.1 Selected Types of Job Resources 

According to Schaufeli and Taris’s (2014) JD-R model, job resources are mainly embedded at 

the organisational, interpersonal and social, work and task level. A more in-depth review of 

selected resources would help to provide insights as to how these resources directly mitigate 

job demands.  Following is a range of selected job resources that organisations frequently 

offer to employees as part of the means to cope with job demands and foster employee 
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engagement. The various types of job resources include supportive management, training and 

development, effective communication and employee participation. 

 

Two perspectives of supportive management  

The literature states that the manager occupies an important position in employee work 

performance and how supportive a manager is towards an employee can have a pivotal impact 

on the work behaviours (Babin and Boles, 1996). Moreover, according to Dubinsky and 

Skinner (1984) and Maslach et al. (2001) supportive management is both a job resource and a 

provider of work related resources at the same time. There are two broad perspectives to 

supportive management: first, as a job resource that mediates job demands under the JD-R 

model and second as a relationship promoter between the superior and subordinate under the 

Social Exchange Theory.  

 

Based on the JD-R theory promulgated by Schaufeli and Taris (2014), Bakker, Hakanen, 

Demerouti, and Xanthopoulou (2007) and other researchers job resources are effective 

predictors of engagement while job demands are contributors to stress and burnout. In the 

hierarchical structure of power and authority, managers are in the position to provide various 

resources and assistance to employees. These resources can help employees to mitigate job 

related stress and enable them to carry out their work efficiently. In the process, employees 

are more likely to become engaged at work. Cropanzano and Mictchell’s (2005) Social 

Exchange Theory predict that supportive management not only offers employees the 

necessary tools to cope with job stress, but it also generates a senses of obligation on the 

employee to reciprocate in kind. Both perspectives suggest that supportive management is 

essential to promote employee engagement at the workplace.   

 

Supportive management and job demands / job resources  

The first perspective of supportive management is based on the premise of JD-R model. 

Babin and Boles (1996) argue that employee work performance is largely influenced by the 

supportiveness of his manager. Burke, Borucki and Hurley, (1992) define supportive 

management as the degree of encouragement and care a manager extends to his subordinate. 

This behaviour may be in the form of providing relevant resources as suggested by Guzzo and 

Gannett (1988) in the form of budget and equipment to the employee to facilitate his work 

performance resulting in higher productivity and effectiveness. In highly stressful and 

deadline driven work environments, employees frequently experience pressure from various 

sources. Under such trying situations, according to Dubinsky and Skinner (1984) a manager 
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that exhibits helpful behaviours like being considerate or offering feedback is in effect 

mitigating the employee’s job demands and stress. Maslach et al. (2001) state that a 

supportive manager can lessen the job related stress. Such supportive management behaviours, 

(Dubinsky, Yammarino and Jolson, 1994) not only help employees carry out their jobs more 

efficiently, but it also acts as a buffer against the negative impacts of job induced stress. 

According to Maslach et. al. (2001), when an employee experiences less negative stress he is 

more likely to involve himself in his work role and become engaged in his job.  Further, 

Maslach et al. (2001) has proven that lack of supportive management is a major contributing 

factor for stress and burnout in high demand jobs. Researchers like Burke, Borucki and 

Hurley (1992) even went as far as to suggest that non-supportive managers who fail to 

communicate clearly the work requirements to his subordinate may be discouraging 

employees from accomplishing his work. 

  

Supportive management and social exchange theory 

The second perspective of supportive management is based on the based on social exchange 

theory (SET). This theory predicts that there is an interdependent relationship between a 

manager and an employee. According to Cropanzano and Mictchell (2005) an employee 

would feel obligated over time when the employee receives job resources from his manager. 

Such an employee would develop a sense obligation to reciprocate in kind by working harder 

to “repay” his manager’s care and support for him. Under the SET these employees are 

willing to work harder and apply themselves fully to the job (Shuck and Reio, 2014; Brunetto 

et al., 2013) in exchange for these job supporting resources. A manager who genuinely cares 

for his subordinate will be perceived as taking personal interest in his staff wellbeing. The 

manager may further substantiate his concern for the employee by providing tangible 

assistance such as time off or bending of company rules to accommodate employee’s needs. 

Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) emphasize such special arrangements will invoke a sense of 

appreciation on the part of the employee thereby requiring him to return the favour in the 

form of higher commitment and loyalty.  

 

In addition to providing essential job resources and assistance, supportive management also 

offers a sense of security where trust can be developed over time between the manager and 

the employee. Studies by Bates (2004) and Frank, Finnegan, and Taylor (2004) found that the 

direct manager occupies a key role in fostering engagement among employees.  Kopelman et 

al. (1990) believe when an employee experiences concern and emotional support from their 

manager, such employee perceives the work environment positively and reports better job 
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satisfaction than one who does not.  Further, May et al. (2004) and Kahn (1990) argue that 

such care and supportive interpersonal relationships fosters psychological safety allowing 

employees to take risks and attempt new ideas without having to worry about negative 

consequences.  Under such a working environment, employees are more likely to develop a 

sense of engagement (Kahn, 1992).  

 

From the preceding discussion, it can be further argued how a manager treats his subordinate 

reflects on how his contribution is being valued by the organisation. Employees, according to 

Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) mostly perceive how their managers treat them as a proxy 

indicator of how the organisation values them as individuals. Hence, managers play a central 

role in influencing how an employee perceives the support level that he experiences from his 

superior (manager) and the organisation as a whole.  

   

Based on the two schools of thoughts from the above discussion, it can be argued that 

supportive management plays two different yet complementary roles in promoting 

engagement in employees. Supportive management offers a range of job resources to reduce 

employee’s work stress while at the same time invoking a sense of obligations for the 

employee to return the favour in kind. Both conditions in turn set the ideal condition for 

employee engagement to take place. This assertion is consistent with Kahn’s (1990) definition 

of employee engagement whereby supportive management fulfils all three conditions required 

for engagement to develop. When an employee experiences management support, he would 

be more likely to become engaged because he feels safe to carry out the assigned tasks 

without fear. Management support in the form of providing task guidance and resources such 

as budgets would also satisfy the availability needs enabling the employee to accomplish his 

work effectively. Finally, supportive management would tend to assign meaningful work to 

employee, thus granting him a sense of satisfaction in contributing the overall organisational 

goals.   

 

Training and development 

Training and development is defined as a planned and purposeful approach to equipping 

individuals with relevant skills, knowledge or attitude in an attempt to improve the individual, 

team or organisational performance (Goldstein and Ford, 2002). Certain types of training are 

particularly effective in enhancing employee performance. For instance, Garcia (2005) writes 

that on-the-job training and in-house training has positive impact on employee satisfaction, 

customer satisfaction and overall productivity level.  Under the JD-R theory, organisations 
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frequently offer training and development as a job resource to their employees as a means to 

cope with job demands. Anitha (2014) suggest that as a job resource, training and 

development acts as a buffer against job demand by equipping the employee with the 

capabilities to complete the task, hence reducing the stress level resulting in better motivation 

and engagement. Studies have also confirmed that employees who undergo training perform 

better and exhibit more positive job related behaviours (Satterfield and Hughes 2007; Kuvaas, 

2008, Anitha, 2014) than those who do not receive training at all (Arthur, Bennett, Edens, and 

Bell, 2003). From a management perspective, providing training to employees is beneficial 

because such employees will develop higher commitment to the organisation (McNeese-

Smith, 2001; Brunetto, Farr-Wharton, and Shacklock, 2012), and will perform better, 

resulting in higher engagement (Paradise, 2008, Czarnowsky, 2008). Alderfer (1972) argues 

that organisations that offer training and development opportunities are also indirectly 

rewarding the employees for their growth potential and capacity to take on more 

responsibilities. In sum, training and development not only equip employees with relevant 

competencies to accomplish their work and minimising job demands but also foster employee 

engagement at the same time.   

 

Effective communication 

Effective communication between manager and subordinate plays a significant role in 

moderating job stress generated from demands of the job. Communication in organisations 

comes in various forms and serves various purposes. For the purpose of this research, the 

discussion shall focus only on two forms of communication: performance feedback between 

managers and employees and workplace meeting. This section reviews the relevant literature 

and findings on how effective communications plays a crucial role as part of job resources in 

mitigating job demands leading to engagement at work.     

 

Clear and adequate communication moderate the job demands so employees can work more 

effectively and also more likely to become engaged (Allen and Rogelberg, 2013). 

Communication scholars Tracy and Dimock (2004) and Nixon and Littlepage (1992) have 

observed that when both managers and employees have established effective communication 

practices the employee can adjust his performance and remove any performance gaps. Bakker, 

Demerouti, and Euwema (2005) believe this happens when a manager communicates with his 

subordinate in a positive and constructive manner about his work performance. Subsequently, 

the employee experiences less stress because effective communication reduces the likelihood 

of worrying over work problems. Other studies have also shown that employees who receive 
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regular feedback from their supervisor can understand how they fit into the big picture namely, 

the organisational strategy and what his contribution means (Mone, Eisinger, Guggenheim, 

Price, and Stine, 2011; Mone and London, 2009). These employees tend to perceive 

performance feedback as a positive experience that improves their motivation to work and 

contribute (Mone and London, 2009) leading to better engagement (Smither and London 

2009).  

 

Another common form of workplace communication is the staff meeting. Meetings are 

conducted by managers for various reasons and purposes including solving problems or 

making decisions (Tracy and Dimock, 2004). When meetings are appropriately conducted 

employees have opportunities to voice their concerns and participate in decision making 

(Bluedorn, Turban, and Love, 1999; Nixon and Littlepage, 1992). For example, when an 

employee has insufficient information on how to proceed with work, he may experience stress 

from the inability to carry out his task effectively. The manager can alleviate this situation by 

providing specific and accurate information so that the employee can accomplish his task. 

However, according to Allen and Rogelberg (2013) for meetings to be effective in promoting 

EE they must be relevant to the employee’s work, allow employees to freely share work 

related concerns, facilitate the receive and exchange of relevant information, and support 

decisions making. Such workplace meetings would help to develop a sense of reciprocity in 

employees to care for the organisation’s overall goals and objectives (Rhoades and 

Eisenberger, 2002). This is consistent with organisational support theory, which suggests that 

employees who perceive that their contributions are being valued by the organisation (Baran, 

Shanock, and Miller, 2012) are more likely to increase their future efforts towards the 

organisation’s performance outcomes. Furthermore, Allen and Rogelberg (2013) found that 

manager-led meetings can satisfy the three psychological conditions (ie., meaningfulness, 

safety, and availability) for engagement stated by Kahn (1990) in the following manner: (a) 

meetings that are relevant to the employees will be perceived as useful hence motivate them 

to be more willing to put in extra efforts to achieve their work goals resulting in meaningful 

work being carried out; (b) relevant meetings also ensure that employees are in a position to 

answer and contribute to the work related topics presented, which in turn satisfies the 

employee’s safety needs in engagement; and (c) appropriate meetings provide employees with 

the needed knowledge and information to accomplish their work, which satisfies their needs 

for availability of resources. Appelbaum, Hebert, and Leroux (1999) claim that meetings are 

also appropriate occasions for managers to encourage employees to openly discuss their ideas 

or concerns and allow time for all parties to have a say in the work that concerns them. This 
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condition of encouraging employee to voice their opinions, issues, concerns openly may help 

to satisfy Kahn’s (1990) three psychological conditions of employee engagement.  

 

Broadly, effective communications in the form of constructive performance feedback and 

workplace meetings help employees to accomplish their work effectively and also improve 

relationship between the managers and employees. Further, Peterson (2007) urged for open 

and effective communication between managers and employees as it is an effective way to 

build trust. Trust, according to Dirks and Ferrin (2002) is essential to organisational 

performance especially when collaborative effort (Coletti, Sedatole, and Towry, 2005) is 

necessary to carry out tasks and activities. Hence, it is not surprising Jones (1995) concludes 

that effective communication between a manager and his subordinate help to develop higher 

trust, leading to better cooperation, and information sharing, which result in lesser employee 

opportunistic behaviours and better engagement (Fisher, Maines, Peffer, and Sprinkle, 2005).   

 

Employee participation 

Employee participation plays an important role in promoting employee engagement. Pyman et 

al. (2006) describe employee participation as a process that involves employees bringing 

forward work related issues and concerns to management attention with a view to resolving 

such problems by taking part in the decision making process.  Wagner (1994) and Verma 

(1995) report that organisations generally agree that encouraging employees to be involved in 

decision making via various forms participation is beneficial for both the employees and the 

organisations.  Additionally, Levine (1990) suggest that employees may participate in 

decision making either directly through employee involvement like meetings or indirectly 

through representation such as worker unions and safety committees which enable employees 

to influence managerial decision making process.  MacLeod and Clarke (2009) assert that 

involvement of employees in daily operational decision making activities also cogently fit 

into the engagement construct where employees are encouraged to be actively involved in 

their work role.  

 

Scholars Marchington and Suter (2013) and Townsend, Wilkinson, and Burgess (2013) found 

that across organisations which involve employees in decision making plays a significant role 

in building trust and commitment among employees. This is because the process of 

participation facilitates managers and employees to interact and share ideas which allow both 

parties to influence the other in the decision making process (Strauss, 2006) resulting in 

relationship building and trust development. Various research has found that employee 
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participation is positively related to job satisfaction (Macy, Peterson, and Norton, 1989), work 

performance (Wagner 1994), and higher output (Verma, 1995). Employees directly involved 

in decision making, reports Cotton et al. (1988) are more satisfied and reported enhanced 

performance outcomes possibly leading to engagement. Another benefit of involving 

employees in decision making is higher commitment when carrying out the tasks decided 

during meetings (Rosenberg and Rosenstein, 1980; Sagie and Koslowsky, 1996). Schaufeli, 

and Taris (2014) affirm that such participation and interactions between managers and 

employees are central to fostering employee engagement. 

  

Wagner (1994) and Verma (1995) claim that under a fast changing environment and the 

pressure to perform, most firms leverage on some form of employee participation to augment 

management decision for better organisational results. In participation sessions, Allen and 

Rogelberg (2013) noted that employees are given the opportunity to freely express their 

thoughts, feelings or concerns in work related matters, allowing them to experience being 

heard by their managers and superiors and feel appreciated. However, Long (1979) cautions 

that any form of employee participation depends on the existence of a safe environment and 

the employee’s willingness to take part in the process. The opportunity for employees to 

influence decisions through participation provides the ideal condition for employees to 

become engaged at work. An employee involved in decision making through active 

participation such as, meetings or briefing sessions with managers and peers is able to meet 

Kahn’s three conditions for engagement i.e., safety, meaningfulness, and availability. 

  

2.4 Role of manager in promoting employee engagement 

 

The theoretical and empirical link between supportive leadership and employee engagement 

was again, first established by Kahn (1990). Leadership plays a significant role in moderating 

employee engagement level since leadership has both indirect (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004) 

and moderating effects on engagement (Bakker et al., 2007). Xu and Cooper-Thomas (2011) 

further explores this in a recent study that demonstrates that leadership behaviours (i.e., 

supports team, performs effectively, and displays integrity) are positively associated with 

followers’ engagement. In that study leadership behaviours focused on supporting and 

developing the team were the strongest predictor of engagement. These findings align with 

earlier research and support the link between the behaviour of leaders and the willingness of 

employees to fully engage in their work roles. Xu and Cooper-Thomas’s (2011) research was 

conducted with a large New Zealand insurance organisation, using data from direct reports 
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(Xu and Cooper-Thomas, 2011). The results show that there are multiple ways in which 

leadership actions may influence engagement levels.  

 

Managers as leaders play a significant role in engaging employees. As discussed in the 

preceding sections, managers who are supportive towards their subordinates by providing 

relevant job resources contribute towards employee engagement building. Employees who 

receive such supportive resources are able to accomplish their work and experience less stress 

at work. These employees tend to become more satisfied and perform better in their work role. 

Such employees are more likely to experience engagement. However, there is limited research 

on what motivates these managers in providing resources towards their subordinates. One 

possible source of influence for the middle manager’s behaviour may be traced back to how 

they themselves are being treated by their superior (ie., top management). It is possible that 

top management behaviour towards middle management may invariably have an impact 

(albeit indirectly) on line employees. This is an area that deserves more in-depth investigation 

because as Xu and Cooper-Thomas (2011) stated, the middle manager’s behaviour has a 

direct impact on employee work conduct and possibly performance. The following paragraphs 

will discuss how top management’s behaviour and leadership may impact upon middle 

managerial actions towards their subordinates.   

 

Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, and Salvador (2009) propose that hierarchically middle 

managers are a natural link between top management and employees. The top management 

has a direct influence on his subordinate i.e., the middle manager. Mayer et al. (2009) 

furthermore, assert that middle managers are likely to emulate top management behaviour and 

leadership style resulting in a ‘trickle-down’ effect. This effect means that middle managers 

will often treat their subordinates in the same way that top management treats the mangers 

themselves. Hence, the ‘trickle-down effect’ of how top management treats the middle 

manager is indirectly felt by the employees through this causal chain of supervisory-

subordination relationship.  

 

Leaders and followers interact at different levels in an organisation prompting Bruch and 

Walter (2007) to suggest that managers holding different positional level influence employee 

behaviour differently. This effect was explained by Mayer, et. al, (2009) in the ‘trickle-down’ 

model of leadership. Managers holding different positions in an organisation exert varying 

degrees of influence on employees in that leadership effects cascade from top management to 

middle manager and finally to employees. In other words, because managers at different 
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positional level in the organisation hold different functions and responsibilities their influence 

on employees impact differently. In terms of hierarchy, top management are responsible for 

leading functions like planning strategies, formulating objectives (Barnard, 1968), and setting 

strategic visions (Smidt, 1998). These functions generally shape the organisational culture and 

climate, but only influence employee behaviours indirectly. Alternatively, middle managers 

are direct supervisors who plan the employee’s routine work and provide rewards and 

punishment to them (Smidt, 1998) therefore, middle managers exercise a strong and direct 

influence on employee behaviour.   

 

There were several studies on the trickle-down effect whereby top management behaviour 

exerted a significant influence on the middle managers’ leadership and behaviour. These 

studies include top management’s ethical leadership, safety leadership, and supportive 

behaviours impact on middle manager. For instance, this causal link effect was supported by 

Zohar and Luria (2005) who found that top management safety oriented leadership permeated 

through middle management’s safety leadership, indirectly influencing positive front line 

employee behaviours. In a similar study, Tepper and Taylor (2003) revealed that top 

management’s supportive behaviour towards middle manager positively influences 

employee’s organisational citizenship behaviour, suggesting that top management’s treatment 

of supervisors (middle manager) may have “trickle down to their subordinates” (p103). Hence, 

a ‘trickle-down’ model as advocate by Aryee, Chen, Sun, and Debrah, (2007) and Mayer et al. 

(2009) in which top management promotes a supportive work environment for engagement 

would in turn motivate middle manager to do the same for their subordinates. In sum, top 

management’s behaviour and leadership could influence employee behaviour through middle 

manager. 

 

2.5 Measuring employee engagement: Gallup Q12, a practitioner perspective 

 

Various scholars including Kahn (1990), Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002), Saks and 

Rotman (2006), and Macey and Schneider (2008) have argued that employee engagement 

starts with one employee at a time. This assertion was further expanded by Shuck and 

Wollard (2010) who emphasised that employee engagement focuses on the individual and 

personal experience, not the group’s; it is a personal choice that has to be exercised willingly 

and not be forced. This argument narrowly defines employee engagement as a personal 

experience, which has nothing to do with others and is perhaps a product of Western cultural 

influence since with the exception of two South Indian studies (Pati, and Kumar, 2010; Ghosh, 
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et al., 2016) the engagement studies are based in the US and in Europe. However, scholars 

such as Kahn (1990) and Macey and Schneider (2008) have agreed that employee engagement 

is manifested and measured through observable behaviours.  By considering the historical 

foundations of the concept (Kahn, 1990; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Roma, and Bakker 

2002), it becomes obvious that employee engagement begins in the mind and can be observed 

through behaviours. An employee must decide if and when they are willing to engage. The 

thought process, however, may not be an entirely observable one (Shuck and Wollard, 2010). 

 

To measure how engaged an employee feels towards his work role, Harter, Schmidt, and 

Hayes (2002) were first consultants to publish their findings on employee engagement. Their 

research was based on Gallup Strengths publications (Buckingham and Coffman, 1999) where 

a set of 12 questions (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013b) was used to measure the 

EE construct. The development of this tool will be discussed in the later section of this 

chapter.  According to researchers Robertson-Smith, and Markwick (2009), employee 

engagement is a measurable construct as evidenced by the numerous employee attitude 

surveys currently in use, many of which are developed in-house by HR departments within 

organisations with the aim of measuring engagement levels in the company. Various forms of 

measurements are produced externally by consultancies and survey houses. Such survey 

results allow organisations to benchmark their levels of engagement against data derived from 

hundreds or thousands of companies (Robertson-Smith, and Markwick, 2009). 

 

The survey instrument used by Gallup is a set of questions known as Q12 or Gallup 

Workplace Audit (GWA). This is the accumulated efforts of many years of refining and 

experimenting with several thousand items before arriving at the most accurate measurement 

for employee engagement. In 1996, Gallup finalised a set of 12-question items that can 

reliably predict and measure employee engagements in organisations (Gallup Employee 

Engagement Centre, 2013b). Based on the results collated under these 12 questions, Gallup is 

able to consistently co-relate engagement level with profitability, employee retention level, 

productivity level, safety and accident rates, and customer satisfaction level (Gallup 

Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a). The 12 questions are outlined in Figure 2.2: 
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Figure 2.2: Gallup’s Q12 

   

(1) Do you know what is expected of you at work? 

(2) Do you have the materials and equipment you need to do your work right?  

(3) At work, do you have the opportunity to do what you do best every day?  

(4) In the last seven days, have you received recognition or praise for doing good work? 

(5) Does your supervisor, or someone at work, seem to care about you as a person? 

(6) Is there someone at work who encourages your development?  

(7) At work, do your opinions seem to count?  

(8) Does the mission/purpose of your company make you feel your job is important?  

(9) Are your associates (fellow employees) committed to doing quality work?  

(10) Do you have a best friend at work?  

(11) In the last six months, has someone at work talked to you about your progress? 

(12) In the last year, have you had opportunities at work to learn and grow? 

Copyright 1992-1999 The Gallup Organisation, Princeton, NJ. All rights reserved. Gallup and Q12 are registered trademarks of The Gallup 

Organisation 

 

Between 1996 and 2012 almost 25 million employees in 3 million workgroups across 195 

countries were surveyed by Gallup’s Q12 survey (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 

2013b). The large sample size provides a relatively accurate representation of the populations 

(Bryman and Bell, 2011) of employees and their responses. The tool was further validated in 

another more recent Gallup Inc (2009) survey consisting of a robust meta-analysis of 199 

research studies across 152 organisations in 44 industries and 26 countries. In total, the 

organisation studied 32,394 business/work units including 955,905 employees. Nine 

outcomes were studied: customer loyalty/engagement, profitability, productivity, turnover, 

safety incidents, shrinkage, absenteeism, patient safety incidents, and quality (defects). The 

results confirm that employee engagement is related to each of the nine performance 

outcomes studied indicating that the correlations were consistent across different 

organisations and thus highly generalizable across organisations. While some academics feel 

that a consultative tool such as Q12 (GWA) is inappropriate for academic research, this 

researcher chose to use it based on a number of positive academic citations such as 
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Buckingham and Coffman (1999), Luthans and Peterson (2002), Arakawa and Greenberg 

(2007), Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno (2015), Atwater and Brett (2006), and Bhatnagar (2007) 

regarding the quality of Q12 as a reliable and valid survey instrument to measure the 

predictors of engagement. Theoretically, the Q12 (GWA) is also closely linked to Kahn’s 

(1990) three psychological conditions for engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and 

availability. According to Arakawa and Greenberg (2007) meaningfulness is measured by 

items 1 and 3 (employees’ work roles) and item 8 (overall meaningfulness); safety is 

measured by items 4, 5, 11 (management style and process), item 6 (interpersonal relations), 

items 7, 9, and 10 (workplace interactions); and availability is measured by item 2 (resources), 

and item 12 (personal growth). In essence, the Q12 measures the employee perception of the 

presence of these three predictors of engagement to determine the engagement level at the 

workplace. 

 

Although Gopal (2004), Gallup Inc (2009) and Harter et al. (2002) acknowledge that surveys 

and meta-analysis studies across countries and organisations only provide a snap shot of 

employee engagement level and its impact on organisational performance they do not offer 

the rich contextual information specific to a specific location, in this case, the Asian island-

country of Singapore. Arguably, the strengths of these studies lay in the large sample size of 

business organisations and the generalisability of findings. However, Rowley (2002) criticises 

these quantitative methods for not being able to produce specific nor in-depth contextual 

information that a case study approach can offer.  

 

2.5.1 Benefits and impact of employee engagement on business performance 

Engaged employees generate benefits both for themselves and the organisations that employ 

them. It is found that satisfied and motivated employees is the starting point to customer 

loyalty and better profits (Heskett. et al., 1994; Schmidt and Sheets, 2000; and the American 

Society for Quality, 2003). In addition to improvements in customer satisfaction, productivity, 

profits, turnover, and safety records Watson Wyatt’s (2006; 2008) studies also found that 

companies with highly engaged employees may financially outperform rival companies. 

Bloomberg Businessweek (2009) confirms that such companies are capable of demonstrating 

a 3-year revenue growth of 20%, compared to the average of 8.9% for their industry peers as 

well as a 3-year EBITDA growth three times higher than their competitors. Moreover, Towers 

Perrin (2005) reports that organisations with engaged employees also experience a higher 

operating margin, net profit margin, and revenue growth and earnings per share than 

companies with low employee engagement. Broadly, these findings suggest that enhanced 
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levels of engagement produce many financial benefits for the employer and related 

stakeholders. However, it also seems apparent that with the exception of a few academic 

studies (Harter et al., 2002; Saks and Rotman, 2006) most research was conducted by survey 

houses and consultants that serve different purposes and lack academic rigour and robustness 

including systematic research processes, critical thinking, and source evaluation. A more 

systematically designed study based on rigorous academic reviews and reliable sources would 

be able to offer a more accurate view on this construct.  

  

2.5.2 Drivers of engagement  

Various studies such as those conducted by Robinson et al. (2004), Scottish Executive Social 

Research (2007), and Hay Group Singapore (2012) have confirmed that an organisation 

attempting to increase engagement would likely entail some or most of these management 

practices: effective management, good quality line management, effective internal co-

operation, two-way communication, clear, accessible HR policies and practices, commitment 

to employee well-being, pay and benefits and working hours, health and safety. In actual fact, 

every organisation has a responsibility to develop employee engagement as it is a natural part 

of management function. Many of the factors are aspects of the work environment that 

management can control or have influence over, but the Scottish Executive Social Research 

(2007) cautions that there is no ‘one size fits all’ model of engagement, and different 

employees will place different emphasis on elements in return for the ‘going the extra mile’ 

for their employers.  

 

2.5.3 Reasons for employee disengagement 

Saks and Rotman (2006) writes that highly engaged employees can make a substantial 

contribution to their organisations and promote organisational success. But the opposite also 

holds true for disengaged employees. Kahn (1990) for instance, argued that employee 

disengagement is a state in which employees withdraw physically, mentally, or emotionally 

from work while performing their work roles. Ayes (2006) claims that such employees can be 

a serious liability, not only to themselves, but also to the organisation. Numerous reasons and 

factors can cause an employee to become disengaged from the organisation. A few studies 

have offered some valuable insights into this area.  

  

Branham (2005) explains that employee disengagement is a process rather than an event-

driven incident that may end with the employee leaving the organisation. It is a process of 

disengagement that can take days, weeks, months or even years until the actual decision to 
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leave occurs. Based on an analysis of a database of 19,700 exit interviews and current 

employee surveys that the Saratoga Institute had conducted from 1999 to 2003, Branham 

(2005) was able to summarise the following reasons that lead to employee disengagement: 

 

• mismatch between job and person,  

• not enough coaching and performance feedback from supervisor,  

• limited growth and career advancement,  

• underappreciation for contribution  

• stress from overwork and lack of work-life balance  

• lack of trust and confidence in senior leaders. 

 

The Hay Group Singapore (2012) asserts that employers who are solely focused on short-term 

results instead of long-term sustainability can also result in employee disengagement. This 

finding was based on information from Hay Group’s Insight database, which includes 

information from 1,610 organisations across 46 countries, representing 4,559,762 employees. 

Another similar research conducted by Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development 

(2009) also found that factors leading to employee disengagement include: 

 

• Management lacking foresight in decision making resulting in problems later,  

• Manager biasness towards certain employees resulting in perception of unfairness, 

• Low level of employee voice creating resentment and disengagement 

• Poor information flow between management and employee due to rigid 

communication channels or organisational practices, 

• Stress from long working hours and lack of work-life balance  

• Poor quality of downward communication between supervisor and subordinates  

 

These studies have much in common: the factors and reasons leading to disengagement are 

either directly or indirectly related to manager's behaviour and practices.  Ayers (2006) states 

that employee disengagement is like a cancer that can slowly erode an organisation if left 

unchecked. It will lead to lower customer satisfaction, poor employee retention, and 

productivity lost unless disengagement is better managed or reverse. The manager is the 

person holding the key to the solution of these problems. Hence, there is an impetus to 

investigate the role that managers play in engaging employees. 
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2.5.4 Cost of employee (dis)engagement in Singapore   

Employee disengagement in Singapore is a major concern for employers. In Gallup's 

engagement survey conducted in 11 countries, Singapore's percentage of “engaged” 

employees ranked among the lowest (Gopal, 2004). The study revealed that a substantial 17% 

of Singaporean workers are actively disengaged employees who are estimated to cost the 

economy between $4.9 billion and $6.7 billion annually amounting to about two percent of 

Singapore's GDP (Singapore Department of Statistics, 2011). This is a horrendous waste of 

human resource that no country can afford.  In a more recent Gallup survey update conducted 

in 2013 (Figure 2.3), compared to other neighbouring countries Singapore still has one of the 

highest disengaged workforces (Gallup.com, 2013). In this Gallup survey, Singapore reported 

a low nine percent of engaged employees while facing a modestly lower 15% of actively 

disengaged employee compared to 17% in 2004. There seemed to be little improvement in the 

engagement trend since the intervening nine years between the two surveys.  

 

Figure 2.3: State of the Global Workplace 

 Engaged Not engaged 
Actively 

Disengaged 

Philippines 29% 63% 8% 
Thailand 14% 84% 2% 
Malaysia 11% 81% 8% 
Singapore 9% 76% 15% 
Indonesia 8% 77% 15% 
For results listed in this table, the margins of sampling error ranges from + 2 to + 5 percentage points.  

Adapted from Gallup.com (2014) State of the Global Workplace. Available at 
http://www.gallup.com/strategicconsulting/164735/state-global-workplace.aspx, accessed on 18 Jan 2014. 

 

With the knowledge that the situation is dire and that there is an urgent need for Singaporean 

organisations to put in place a remedy to halt or reverse this trend before more precious 

human potential is squandered. This is also one of the reasons why the researcher investigate 

the state of employee engagement in his home country of Singapore was prompted. It is the 

hope that the current study may offer better insights into understanding the employee 

engagement construct in Singapore. One way to find out how Singaporean employee and 

managers perceive the engagement construct is through a single case study to generate rich 

contextual information that can be used for further research into the subject. Since this is one 

of few engagement studies, if any, currently being conducted in Singapore, the researcher 

hopes that the research findings might serve as a foundation for other local organisations to 

develop a better understanding of the Singaporean employee engagement.  
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2.6 Summary and conclusions 

 

This chapter explored the literature on engagement and other related concepts and models. 

Based on the published literature, there is no single agreed upon definition of the engagement 

construct. Various scholars and researchers have either offered their own views or built upon 

those developed by their predecessors. Even with this tenuous foundation, there remain a 

wide range of proposed definitions and explanations regarding the construct that contradict or 

overlap. The other strand in the researcher’s review of the literature found employee 

engagement to be similar to other more established constructs. This could be a reason why 

there is disagreement over a universal definition for the employee engagement construct. Part 

of the review also examined how the JD-R model formed the basis for the current study. 

Under the JD-R model the manager plays an important role, both as a resource provider as 

well as a job resource through supportive management behaviour towards his subordinates. 

The manager may offer job resources like training and development, effective communication, 

employee participation to help employee mitigate job stress and improve performance. Based 

on the JD-R model, employees who have access to ample job resources are less likely to 

experience burnout, perform better and more are likely to become engaged. For the same 

reason the manager is considered a key stakeholder in the process of employee engagement 

process. The review also pointed out that social exchange theory predicts that employees who 

experience supportive management and relevant job resources would be obligated to return 

the favour by working harder leading to better performance and engagement.  

 

Motivation and leadership behaviours displayed by middle managers may be explainable 

using the ‘trickledown’ model. The impact of top management leadership on employee is 

realised through middle manager behaviours. This has significant implications for developing 

employee engagement since middle managers interact regularly with line employees and have 

direct influence on how employees perform. The practitioner perspective of employee 

engagement was also discussed. It centred on Gallup’s decade long Q12 global survey on 

employee engagement. The ongoing survey indicated that Singapore has one of the lowest 

engagement score that also reflects the highest disengaged working population compared to 

the neighbouring countries. This provided the impetus and motivation to find a solution to 

address this decade long trend. Various reasons for disengagement were also examined as part 

of the literature review on employee engagement.  
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Chapter 3 provides an overview of Singapore as a country, the Singaporean construction 

industry, and information related to the subject firm where this study was conducted and a 

summary of the gaps in the EE literature that would eventually lead to the development of this 

study’s aims and research questions that are proposed in Chapter 4.   
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CHAPTER 3: THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

 

3.0 Introduction  

 

This chapter describes the gaps in the literature, the problem statement and develops the four 

research questions according to the gaps identified. The purpose of the current study will be 

presented in Section 3.5 with its research aims and objective detailed in Section 3.6. Below is 

the outline of this chapter: 

 

3.0 Introduction 
3.1 Background for research 
3.2 Summary of relevant literature 
3.3 Gaps in the literature 
3.4 Research questions 
3.5 Purpose of study 
3.6 Research aims and objective 
3.7 Summary and conclusion 
 

3.1  Background for research 

 

Singapore is a small city state with no natural resources and depends almost exclusively on its 

human resources for its economy. The productivity and output of its population workforce 

largely determines the country GDP growth. However, the challenge of lower labour 

productivity has been affecting Singapore in the past few years. Between 2011 and 2016, the 

average productivity growth was 0.4% compared to wage increase at 1.1% (Calvert, 2017). 

This was not a positive trend for Singapore because wage growth was outpacing productivity, 

making the country less competitive and not sustainable over the long term.  

 

In 2017, the Singapore construction industry hired 123,000 people (Ministry of Manpower, 

2017). Similar to the rest of the economy, the industry also suffered from low productivity. 

According to Ministry of Trade and Industry (2018) the productivity for the construction 

industry was a dismally low 0.3%. At the same time, the industry also grown by -8.4% 

because of a weaker demand for private sector construction works. The negative growth was 

despite a total contract value awarded for both public and private projects amounting to S$25 

billion. 
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The Singapore government was keenly aware of this problem and has made promoting higher 

productivity a national agenda (Teo, 2015). A series of schemes and initiatives targeted at 

boosting productivity were launched over the years but there were limited improvements (Teo, 

2015; Calver, 2017).  

 

Coupled with low productivity, the Singaporean workforce also faced another related 

challenge - disengagement. Singapore has one of the lowest scores in engagement globally 

(Gopal, 2004). On average, there were only 9% of employees who were engaged at work 

(Gallup.com, 2013), while 76% were disengaged and 15% actively disengaged. A 

“disengaged” employee is someone who withdraws himself physically, mentally, or 

emotionally from work (Kahn, 1990). Low productivity is one of the symptoms of 

disengagement. For a country like Singapore that depends on a productive workforce to drive 

its economy, these two trends are alarming.   

 

Annually, disengaged employees are estimated to have cost the Singapore economy billions 

of dollars (Gopal, 2004) in the form of lower productivity, higher absenteeism, and lower 

profits. As seen from Chapter 2, for businesses, poor employee engagement may lead to 

negative consequences including lower customer loyalty and higher accident rates, which 

affect overall organisational performance. According to Branham (2005) some of the causes 

of disengagement may be attributed to management’s underappreciation for employee 

contributions, stress from overwork, lack of work-life balance, and other management related 

factors. It should be noted that these causes of employee disengagement have a common 

thread:  they are created either directly or indirectly by managerial decrees and actions or the 

lack of it.  

 

Employee engagement is a work situation where an employee fully dedicates his mind, 

emotions, and physical being towards accomplishing the organisational goals (Wollard, 2011). 

Employee engagement is measured by various tools including one of the most widely used 

survey instruments, the Q12 developed by Gallup Inc. (2009). Gallup has been conducting 

this survey regularly since 1996 and has accumulated millions of data points across various 

work units, organisations, industries and countries (Gallup, 2009).  

 

Research has shown that employee engagement is associated with a range of positive 

outcomes for the organisation and individual employee.  Harter et al. (2002) and Towers 

Perrin (2005) claim that some of the beneficial effects of an engaged workforce include 
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improved customer satisfaction, higher productivity, higher revenue growth, and better 

earnings per share. Across various organisations, industries, countries, it has also been found 

that engagement has a positive correlation to customer loyalty, profitability, and productivity 

vs. an inverse relationship with disengagement, characterized by employee turnover, safety 

incidents, shrinkage, absenteeism, and safety incidents (Gallup Inc, 2009).  

 

Although there have been some studies focusing on a manager’s behaviour impact on 

employee performance in engagement, principally those by Harter, Schmidt and Keyes (2003); 

and Xu and Cooper-Thomas (2011), there has been only limited research on how both 

managers and employee perceive the engagement construct in the same organisation. In 

addition, because the majority of the EE studies have been survey based, among them Harter, 

Schmidt and Hayes (2002); May, Gilson, and Harter (2004); and Consiglio, Borgogni, et. al. 

(2016), these surveys have offered little details on the specific management practices that 

were used to promote engagement. To gain access to the actual management practices, this 

researcher argues that a case study approach is the most appropriate methodology to collect 

such detailed information.  

 

It is the aim of this study to develop a better understanding of the causes for engagement and 

disengagement. A possible hypothesis is management has a direct responsibility for their 

employee’s performance and work behaviours. It is anticipated that through this study, 

managers may be offered new insights, understandings, and perhaps some new tools to 

promote engagement and minimise disengagement at work. Furthermore, the researcher hopes 

that the results from this research study may present an interesting comparison to the Gallup 

Q12 international survey, revealing some unusual findings for discussion.       

 

3.2 Summary of relevant literature 

 

The Literature Review was presented in Chapter 2. This section reiterates the results of the 

key findings regarding what the literature says constitutes employee engagement, description 

of the psychological state of engagement, the need to examine managers’ roles and 

approaches in promoting EE, use of the JD-R theory as the theoretical underpinning of this 

research,  measurement of EE using surveys, the choice of an in-depth case study approach 

for studying engagement, and the reasons for comparing the results of this research with 

results from existing global surveys.  
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Various engagement scholars have attempted to define employee engagement. Broadly, the 

definitions range from psychological state of mind such as cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioural (Saks, 2006); vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-

Romá, and Bakker (2002); an individual’s mental, emotion and actions fully directed towards 

organisational goals (Shuck and Wollard, 2010); and meaning, safety, and availability (Kahn, 

1990). It has been suggested that engaged employees are deeply absorbed into their tasks and 

exhibit positive energy and emotion towards their work role (Saks and Rotman, 2006). Over 

the years, researchers offered varied and sometimes contradictory definitions of the employee 

engagement construct. Shuck and Reio (2011) and Carasco-Saul, Kim, and Kim (2015) 

conclude there is a lack of consensus regarding agreed upon definitions of EE among experts.  

 

Scholars (Kahn, 1990; Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes, 2002; Saks and Rotman, 2006 and Macey 

and Schneider, 2008) have argued that employee engagement is a personal experience that is 

limited to the individual and does not involve others. This definition may be true of Western 

countries and their cultural values since most of the engagement studies have been conducted 

in those regions. It would be interesting to know if Singaporeans, who represent an Asian 

multi-cultural country share the same perceptions of engagement as their Western 

counterparts. In support of this query, Kahn (1990) has suggested that employee engagement 

is a multi-faceted construct and may benefit from being studied from different perspectives. 

This researcher uncovered a small handful of non-Western studies of EE, including two from 

India (Pati, and Kumar, 2010; Ghosh, et al., 2016) that most of the existing engagement 

studies are developed based on data collected from mostly Western countries with little 

emphasis on Asian countries. This may give a view of employee engagement skewed heavily 

to Western culture and biases and raise the question of how relevant engagement is to an 

Asian country like Singapore.  

 

In explaining engagement, various researchers have used conflicting and overlapping terms 

namely, psychological states of mind, behavioural traits or attitude (Macey and Schneider, 

2008), while being overtly criticised by Newman and Harrison (2008). Both researchers 

argued that the psychological state of engagement becomes unnecessary since other 

researchers have already broken down the construct into traits and behaviours. Newman and 

Harrison (2008) further argue that the state of engagement offers little information about the 

employee’s attitude towards his job since attitude can be easily measured by existing 

constructs like performance, citizenship behaviour and the like. In terms of this study it is 
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meaningful and timely to investigate how employees feel when they are engaged at work 

since the entire construct of engagement is still currently being examined.  

 

Moreover, to date there are no engagement studies involving research of both employee and 

managerial (direct supervisor) perspectives of the construct at the same time. It would be 

meaningful to investigate how middle managers perceive the engagement construct and 

compare this data to the findings of their employees. Both managers and employees are key 

stakeholders in the engagement equation and any study of employee engagement focusing on 

only one party will not yield comprehensive data for comparison or discussion. Such 

comparisons would yield rich contextual knowledge of how the engagement construct is 

viewed by managers and employees, and would provide baseline data for further exploration 

of comparative studies of manager-employee perceptions of engagement in the future. One 

might hope that managers will become better able at engaging employees given new 

knowledge and understanding of how their employees perceive and respond to the 

engagement construct. 

  

Many studies, among them Mayer, Kuenzi, et. al. (2009); Zohar and Luria, (2005); Tepper 

and Taylor, (2003); and Aryee, Chen et. al., Sun, and Debrah (2007) have suggested that the 

relationship between top management and middle managers may have an influence on how 

middle managers treat their subordinates, resulting in either positive or negative outcomes. It 

can be argued that how a middle manager behaves towards his subordinate affects his 

performance and possibly engagement level. Here, the ‘trickledown’ theory is relevant to the 

proposed research. 

 

The EE literature in Chapter 2 also revealed studies on the role that middle managers play in 

support of employees, including job related resources such as training and development, 

effective communication and employee participation.  Shuck and Reio (2014) and Brunetto et 

al. (2013) argue that these forms of support are likely to encourage better relations and trust 

between managers and employees, who are then obligated to work harder as a form of 

repayment for their manager’s support. 

 

It has been found that most large-scale engagement studies are conducted in the form of 

surveys by consultancies such as Gallup’s Q12 global survey that covers 25 million 

employees across 195 countries (Gallup Employee Engagement, 2013b) and Hay Group’s 

Insight database of 1,610 organisation spreading over 46 countries involving 4.5 million 
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employees (Hay Group Singapore, 2012). In the EE literature there are no comparative 

studies using a single case study methodology that would lend support to results found in such 

large sample size surveys.  It will be meaningful to conduct such a comparison study because 

the EE findings taken from a study of a Singapore based firm might shed light on issues that 

mass global surveys may miss.  Such a comparison would allow for a single organisation 

employee engagement score to be compared to those collected by Gallup Q12 and in so doing 

illuminate the similarities or differences between a Singaporean firm perspective on employee 

engagement vis-à-vis that of the rest of the world. Such information might help address 

reasons for Singapore’s low engagement level scores in recent years, as well as inform 

management in small to medium Singaporean enterprises in terms of possible best 

management practices.  

 

3.3 Gaps in the literature 

 

The preceding literature review summary (Section 3.2) illuminated various research gaps that 

offer a fertile range of topics for investigation. It can be argued that the most appropriate 

approach to examining the employee engagement construct is from both the manager’s and 

employee’s perspectives in the form of an in-depth study of a single organisation based in 

Singapore. The role of managers in engaging their subordinates might be examined in 

particular, for the manager’s motivation and approaches towards engagement. The next 

section will discuss how seven gaps were identified from key findings taken from the 

literature review on EE, and how these key findings inspired the development of the research 

questions for this thesis (Section 3.4). 

 

The varied and conflicting definitions of employee engagement construct cited by the many 

scholars in Chapter 2 have provided a research gap for further investigation. The absence of 

an agreed-upon definition for the construct offered an opportune moment to propose a study 

on how Singaporean employees view the employee engagement.  To reiterate, Kahn (1990) 

believes that engagement is a multi-dimensional construct and therefore, this researcher 

believes it would be relevant to investigate this construct from the multi-dimensional 

perspective of both a Singaporean employee and equally important from a managerial 

perspective. Gap 1: there is a lack of a universal agreed-upon definition for employee 

engagement, and certainly not from a Singaporean management perspective. 
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A link existed between how top managers treat middle managers resulting in a trickle-down 

effect on subordinates (employees). There has been little research in this area.  The researcher 

welcomes an in-depth examination regarding how treatment by top managers affect 

subordinate (middle manager) and can influence the state of engagement of line employees 

(middle manager’s subordinates). Gap 2: there is little research on how top management 

influences middle managers in the way they engage their subordinates.  

 

Studies have proven that managers play a crucial role in employee engagement, particularly 

under the JD-R theory. Through providing relevant job resources, managers play multiple 

roles in encouraging employees to become engaged at work. These roles include being 

supportive towards employees by providing them with various resources (Anitha, 2014; Mone 

and London, 2009; Cowardin-Lee and Soyalp, 2011) to mitigate stress at work and improve 

performance, and building reciprocal relations with employees. However, these outcomes are 

limited to mostly Western culture countries and few studies of a similar nature have been 

conducted in Singapore. Gap 3: the role of how managers engage their subordinates has 

yet to be fully explored in the global literature, let alone in a Singaporean context.  

  

There was a variety of overlapping and conflicting descriptions of what constitute 

engagement. In the absence of a common definition of EE highlights a gap that allows this 

researcher to suggest examining employee engagement from a Singaporean context, thus 

adding another dimension to the construct from an Asian perspective. Hence, Gap 4: there is 

a lack of an agreed-upon definition for employee engagement from a Singaporean 

employee perspective.   

 

While the psychological, behavioural, attitudinal and mental states of engagement have 

already been unpacked in a number of studies, there have been few studies specifically 

examining how employee feels psychologically or emotionally when in the state of 

engagement. Gap 5: Few studies have been published on how employees feel when in the 

state of engagement. 

 

There are few engagement studies that involve managers, with EE data collected from 

employees. Arguably engagement studies that do not take into consideration manager 

perspectives are only examining the construct from one side of the equation. Fostering 

engagement involves both managers and employees working together. In order to develop a 

more comprehensive understanding of both manager and employee perceptions of the 
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engagement construct, data needs to be collected from these two key groups of stakeholders. 

To fill this gap a single case study where both managers and employees are interviewed for 

their perspectives on the same construct could offer interesting findings for this topic. Gap 6: 

Few studies have been published on how both managers and employees perceive 

engagement and the implications behind it. 

 

Thus far, there are no comparative single case study findings on employee engagement with 

which to compare against the broader global survey results, such as those conducted by 

consultants like Gallup or Hay Group. It would be significant therefore to conduct such a 

study to examine the similarities or differences between the Singaporean perceptions of 

employee engagement compared with the rest of the world. The results could yield some 

insights as to how Singapore’s low engagement might be addressed. Gap 7: Singapore’s 

poor aggregate EE score compared with Gallup Q12 EE scores from the rest of the 

world require explaining. 

 

3.4 Research questions 

 

This section will focus on the development of the four research questions that will guide the 

current study. The four research questions outlined in this section emerged from the identified 

gaps in the literature in Section 3.3. Recall that there were seven gaps identified in the review 

of engagement literature:   

 

Gap 1: there is a lack of a universal agreed-upon definition for employee engagement, and 

certainly not from a Singaporean management perspective.  

 

Gap 2: there is little research on how top management influences middle managers in the way 

they engage their subordinates.  

 

Gap 3: the role of how managers engage their subordinates has yet to be fully explored in the 

global literature, let alone a Singaporean context.  

 

Gap 4: there is a lack of an agreed-upon definition for employee engagement from a 

Singaporean employee perspective.   
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Gap 5: Few studies have been published on how employees feel when in the state of 

engagement.  

 

Gap 6: Few studies have been published on how both managers and employees perceive 

engagement and the implications behind it.  

 

Gap 7: Singapore’s poor aggregate EE score compared with Gallup Q12 EE scores from the 

rest of the world require explaining.  

 

The following four research questions are formulated based on the seven gaps identified from 

the literature reviewed in the preceding sections (Section 3.2 and 3.3). The research questions 

are linked directly to the various gaps in the following manner:    

 

 

Gap 1 to 3 will be addressed in the following research question: 

 

Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they feel about 

it; how do managers engage their employees?   

 

 

 

Gap 4 and 5 will be addressed in the following research question: 

 

Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? How do 

employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  

 

 

 

Gap 6 will be addressed in the following research question: 

 

Research Question 3: Are there similarities or differences between manager and employee 

perceptions of employee engagement, and what are the implications of these similarities and 

differences? 
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Gap 7 will be addressed in the following research question: 

 

Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean employee 

engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other countries? 

 

 

Through these four research questions the research is anticipated to contribute to a body of 

knowledge and management practice on how managers and employees are involved in 

developing engagement at work. 

    

3.5 Purpose of study 

 

Employee engagement is a relatively new area for academic research since it gained 

prominence in the 2000s. In the intervening years, more literature has been added to the body 

of knowledge on engagement. However, most of the engagement research have been survey-

based and employee-biased, and conducted in Western countries that may be culturally 

skewed in terms of outcomes. The current study is designed to address the various limitations 

identified as gaps in the literature. The purpose of this study is to investigate how both 

managers and employees interact in the engagement process at work in a specific organisation 

and how this single case study provides a vehicle for comparing local Singapore engagement 

findings with global engagement survey results.  

 

3.6 Research aims and objectives 

 

This research primarily aimed to develop a better appreciation of how management and 

employee perceive the engagement construct, specifically the role of managers in engaging 

the employee. The secondary aim of this study was to compare the findings to the Gallup Q12 

international survey findings. The current study adopts a mixed method approach to collect 

the necessary data from a chosen engineering firm based in Singapore. 

 

To achieve the research aims, both managers and employees’ responses to the Q12-like 

quantitative survey and in-depth personal interview questions were collected for analysis. 

For consistency and comparison purposes, the qualitative interview questions were also 

developed based on the Q12-like questions that allowed this researcher to probe deeper into 
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how the managers and employees perceive the engagement construct and other related 

concerns. 

 

Issues examined are: 

 

1. Both manager and employee responses to the Q12-like survey 

2. Both manager and employee responses to the personal interview questions 

3. The similarities and differences of both quantitative and qualitative findings 

4. The findings in #3 in comparison to the Gallup EE findings 

 

The objective was to offer a holistic model towards creating a better understanding of EE 

through the lens of both manager and employee and providing useful insights for management 

to engage the workforce. A detailed discussion on the nature of Gallup Q12, and how it was 

adopted for use in this study will be provided in Chapter 4.      

 

3.7 Summary and conclusion 

 

This chapter outlined the background for the present research, summarised the key literature 

findings, identified the gaps in the engagement literature and developed the four research 

questions. The purpose of this research study was also presented: to offer a deeper 

understanding of both manager and employee perceptions of the engagement construct in a 

case study setting, potentially leading to better appreciation of more effective approaches to 

fostering engagement at work. 

 

The next chapter, Chapter 4: Research Methodology and Design will discuss broadly the 

research paradigm, deductive and inductive approaches to research, quantitative and 

qualitative research strategies, hypothesis-testing and hypothesis-forming, experimental, case 

study, and action research. The paradigm and methodology adopted for this research will also 

be argued and defended. The three-phase framework to answer the four research questions are 

presented in Section 4.9 through to 4.11. The justification for the choice of analytical tools 

will also be discussed in Section 4.12.  



68 
 

CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

 

4.0 Introduction 

 

Chapter 4, discusses how this this study is designed, beginning with the researcher’s world 

view (macro perspective) to a discussion of more focused viewpoints from the perspectives of 

ontology, epistemology and three contrasting paradigms. First, this researcher will review 

three broad contrasting research paradigms: positivism or positivist, phenomenology, and 

post-positivist, then proceed to description of the related paradigms of deductive and 

inductive approaches to research. Following discussions of quantitative and qualitative 

strategies that lead to two corresponding approaches to theoretical development- hypothesis-

testing and hypothesis-forming-the researcher offers his defense of and justification of his 

choice of his paradigm, methodology and approach to the study, specifically a mixed methods 

case study approach.  The following structure is to guide the reader in understanding the flow 

and direction of this chapter: 

 

4.0 Introduction 
4.1 Ontology, epistemology and paradigms 
4.2 The Research paradigm 
 4.2.1 Positivism vs. phenomenology 
 4.2.2 Constructivist-interpretivist paradigm 
 4.2.3 Post-Positivist paradigm 
4.3 Deductive vs inductive approaches to research  
4.4 Quantitative vs qualitative research strategies 
4.5 Hypothesis-testing vs hypothesis-forming 
4.6 Experimental vs case study vs action research 
 4.6.1a Experimental research 
 4.6.1b Case study 

4.6.1c Action research 
4.7 Paradigm and methodology adopted for this research 
 4.7.1 Post-Positivist paradigm reiterated 
 4.7.2 Case study as this researcher’s chosen methodology 
 4.7.3 Qualitative data in case study 
 4.7.4 In defense of the single case study 
 4.7.5 Mixed methods within qualitative research 
4.8. Answering the Research Questions: An overview of the methodological 

approaches 
 4.8.1 Details of research using a mixed method approach 
 4.8.2 Methodological approaches to responding to Research question 1-4 
4.9 Phase I – Quantitative research design 
 4.9.1 Population and sample of study 
 4.9.2 Unit of analysis 
 4.9.3 Selection of participants 
 4.9.4 Measurement of constructs 
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 4.9.5 Comparison of Q12 questionnaire results from Phase I (RQ1 and RQ2) 
4.10 Phase II – Qualitative research design 
 4.10.1 Researcher’s role 
 4.10.2 Participants 
 4.10.3 Purposeful sampling method 
 4.10.4 Sample and size: how Phase II participants were chosen 
 4.10.5 Ethical considerations 
 4.10.6 Data collection instruments 
 4.10.7 Data collection techniques 
 4.10.8 Comparison of interview results from Phase II (RQ1 and RQ2) 
4.11 Phase III - Mixed method analysis involving both quantitative and qualitative 

data 
 4.11.1 Rationale 
 4.11.2 Comparison of Q12 and interview results for managers 
 4.11.3 Comparison of Q12 and interview results for employees 
 4.11.4 Comparison of mixed method results from this study with Gallup engagement 
  surveys  
4.12 Choice of analytical tools  

4.12.1  Surveys:  Revised Gallup Q12 
4.12.1a  Application of Likert scale to survey instrument  
4.12.1b Manager and employee perception of employee engagement 
4.12.1c Translation of instrument 
4.12.1d Validity and reliability of survey items 
4.12.1e  Pilot testing 
4.12.1f  Data collection procedure 
4.12.2 ANOVA analysis and related tests 
4.12.3 NVIVO analysis and related technique 
4.12.3a  Data analysis technique 
4.12.3b Reliability (Dependability) 
4.12.3c  Validity (Trustworthiness) 
4.12.4  Interviews 

4.13 Summary    

 

The researcher will comment on the main research methodologies including experimental 

research, case study and action research under the positivist and phenomenological 

paradigms. From Section 4.1 to 4.6 this researcher set up the broad theoretical background 

and reviewed the various related concepts and methodologies. In Section 4.7, the researcher 

will then explain how he systematically arrived at the post-positivist paradigm, which he 

chose to adopt for this research. With relevant theoretical support and references, the 

researcher will then summarize the methodological nature of this study and justify why he has 

rejected action research and instead, adopted the case study approach as the most appropriate 

research methodology.  This discussion also argues that this study is to be conducted under a 

qualitative inquiry strategy that also employs a mixed method approach that has been 

developed to investigate the construct of employee engagement in the subject firm.  
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Section 4.8 and subsequent sections explain how the researcher answered the four research 

questions derived from Chapter 3 (Research Problem). It involved three phases of data 

collection and analysis:  Phase I is a quantitative data collection/analysis phase while Phase II 

is a qualitative data collection/analysis phase using the chosen methodological approaches 

described earlier in the chapter. Phase III is a mixed method analysis/comparison of both 

quantitative and qualitative data collected from Phase I and II. 

 

Because this research involves a single case study, Section 4.7.4, has been devoted 

exclusively to justifying this researcher’s intended choice to employ the single case study 

approach, an approach that has been debated in certain academic communities.  The choice of 

analytical tools used for this research, and the rationale for choosing surveys, and their related 

tests and processes such as ANOVA, NVIVO as appropriate tools to collect, analysis and 

present the findings of this research are discussed in Section 4.12. Essential issues relevant to 

the various tools will also be covered.  Other topics covered in Section 4.12 include revision 

of Gallup Q12 for the survey and interview questionnaires; validity and reliability for both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection tools; and pilot testing of questionnaires. 

 

4.1 ONTOLOGY, EPISTEMOLOGY AND PARADIGMS 

 

Before embarking on any major research it is essential to determine from what perspectives 

the researcher will be viewing the subject. Such perspectives have been called by many 

names, among them Creswell’s (2009) worldview, described by Guba (1990, p. 17) as “a 

basic set of beliefs that guide action”; others being epistemologies and ontologies (Crotty, 

1998). Still others have called these paradigms (Lincoln and Gubba, 2000; Mertens, 1998).  

Ontology is defined as the study of the nature of social reality, the entities that make up social 

reality and how they interact with each other and how they should be considered (Grix, 2004). 

Epistemology, on the other hand, is the “theory of knowledge embedded in the theoretical 

perspective and thereby is often referred to as the methodology” of the research (Crotty, 1998, 

p. 3). In Mack’s (2010) opinion when these two perspectives are put together they become a 

paradigm.  

 

4.2 THE RESEARCH PARADIGM 

 

A ‘paradigm’ is a cluster of beliefs and dictates for which scientists in a particular discipline 

influence what should be studied, how research should be conducted and how research should 
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be interpreted (Bryman, 1988). Alternatively, Cohen and Manion (1994) suggest that the term 

paradigm refers to a philosophical intent or motivation for undertaking a research. Still, other 

scholars such as Creswell (2003) prefer not to use the term while Neuman (2006) prefer to 

replace it with ‘knowledge claims’ or ontology / epistemology.  

 

With so many interpretations of these terms in various texts and uses, it is not surprising that 

Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) declared that there is a lack of agreement among the scholars on 

how these terms are to be used when discussing social science philosophies. To ensure a 

clearer understanding and more meaningful discussion, the researcher has decided to refer to 

research in terms of paradigms, and to use several of the more commonly used paradigms for 

this study. These key terms will be referred to and discussed in the following sections. The 

use of different terms in different texts and the varied claims regarding existence of many 

research paradigms, sometimes leads to confusion.  The choice and articulation of the 

research paradigm is therefore, important for all research projects as it identifies the world 

views and values of the researcher and also describes the assumptions that underpin the 

chosen paradigm. These assumptions guided this research in terms of what constitutes data, 

how it was collected and how it was analysed. 

 

4.2.1 Positivism vs Phenomenology 

Taking in the theoretical paradigm, Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) assert that there are a 

number of paradigms frequently found in the methodology literature, including: positivist, 

constructivist, interpretivist, phenomenology, transformative, emancipatory, critical, 

pragmatism and deconstructivist. The wide use of these terms in various texts and 

interpretation of research paradigms can sometimes lead to confusion among researchers.  

In scientific inquiry, there are two polar opposite paradigms i.e., positivism and 

phenomenology frequently adapted by social science researchers (Racher and Robinson, 

2003). To clarify and improve understanding of these broad paradigms, Hussey and Hussey 

(1997) and Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2007) have compiled a list of some of the 

frequently used terms that are associated with these two opposing paradigms. Table 4.1 

provides an outline of the various terms frequently associated with these two major paradigms 

promulgated by Hussey and Hussey (1997): 
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Table 4.1 - Positivism vs Phenomenology 

Positivistic Paradigm  Phenomenological Paradigm 
 
Quantitative  
Objective  
Scientific  
Experimentalist  
Traditionalist 

  
Qualitative  
Subjective  
Humanistic  
Interpretivist  
Constructivist 

Source: Adapted from Hussey, J., and Hussey, R. (1997). Business research. A practical guide for undergraduate 
and postgraduate students. Houndsmills: Macmillan. 
 

 

Positivism in Cooper and Schindler’s (2011) view is a research paradigm developed from the 

natural sciences that advocates three main principles: (a) the social world exists externally and 

is to be viewed objectively; (b) research is value-free; and (c) the researcher is an objective 

and independent observer. The elements and principles that underpin the positivism stance of 

social science study may vary among authors. Ford-Gilboe, Campbell, and Berman, (1995) 

and Gortner (1999) posit that positivism is considered an empirical, deductive, explanatory 

approach to research that maintains that the social world constitutes observable elements. 

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) argue that quantitative researchers who subscribe to such a 

worldview should not be biased and should always detach themselves from the objects of 

study. A quantitative researcher’s role is to empirically test the asserted hypotheses and 

remain as impartial as possible. 

 

Taking the opposite stance against positivism in research paradigm is phenomenology. 

Phenomenology, based on two scholars: Benner (1994) and Omery (1983) is an inductive, 

descriptive approach towards research that according to Schwandt (1994) and Welch (1999) 

allows for subjectivity in interpretations and conclusions. The term phenomenology asserts 

Moran (2000) is the study of phenomenon that appears to a person in his or her conscious 

experience. Wilson (2002) further stresses that phenomenological research aims to examine 

how individuals or groups experience at the consciousness, cognitive and perceptual level and 

how these lived experiences may be analysed and appreciated. Hammersley (2000) asserts 

that the phenomenological paradigm allows the qualitative researcher to bring his 

assumptions and values to bear on the study, but Mouton and Marais (1990) remind that these 

beliefs should be clearly declared in the study. This stance is in direct contrast to those 

subscribed by positivist researchers.  Table 4.2 offers a summary of both paradigms with their 

respective basic beliefs, the role of the researcher, and the associated research methods. 
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Table 4.2 - Summary of Positivist and Phenomenological paradigm 
 Positive paradigm Phenomenological paradigm 

Basic beliefs The world is external and objective. 
 
The observer is independent. 
 
Science is value-free. 

The world is socially constructed and 
subjective. 
The observer is a party to what is being 
observed. 
Science driven by human interests. 

The researcher should  Focus on facts 
Locate causality between variables 
Formulate and test hypotheses 
(deductive approach) 

Focus on meanings 
Try to understand what is happening. 
Construct theories and models from 
data (inductive approach)  

Methods include Operationalising concepts so that they can be 
measured. 
Using large samples from which to generalize 
to the population. 
Quantitative methods 
 

Using multiple methods to establish 
different views of phenomenon. 
Using small samples researched in 
depth or over time. 
Qualitative methods  

Source: Adapted from Easterby-Smith, M. T. R. and Lowe, A.(2002). Management research: an introduction, 342. 

 

4.2.2 Constructivist-interpretivist paradigm 

Ponterotto (2005) considers the constructivist-interpretivist paradigm as the opposing 

paradigm to that of the positivist-scientific. Constructivism subscribe to the worldview that 

there are multiple, different, and yet equally valid realities which Schwandt (1994) finds 

starkly contrasts with positivism realism where only a single objective external reality exists.  

Constructivists perceive reality as what the individual experience and believe it to be (Hansen, 

2004) as opposed to positivists who insist that reality exist as an external singular entity that 

has nothing to do with what individual experience or think. For Schwandt (2000) the 

constructivist investigator approaches his research in an interpretative approach, contends that 

realities contain hidden and subliminal meaning and can only be analysed through deep 

reflection in the form of researcher and participants interaction. Unlike its counterpart, the 

detached and neutral positivist researcher, Schwandt (1994) claim that the constructivist-

interpretativist researcher is also part of the process in creating meaning from the participant’s 

experience through their interactive discussions and interpretation of the findings. In 

summary, the central tenant of constructivism–interpretivism is to understand the “lived 

experiences” from the point of view of those who live it day to day.  

 
4.2.3 Post-Positivist paradigm 
According to Creswell (2009) between the opposing paradigms of positivism and 

phenomenology, there is another paradigm called post-positivism that sits in middle of these 

two extremes. Ryan (2006) is of the view that post-positivists accept that a purely positivist or 

phenomenology paradigm is not sufficient to appreciate reality. Henderson (2011) further 

clarifies that post-positivistic investigators assume that knowledge is conjectural, which 

means it is imperfect, fallible, fragmented and not neutral since these ‘truths’ are constructed 

by humans. As such, researchers need to embrace the world with its multiple realities and 
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complexities as the reality of human experiences. Creswell (2009) argues that a post-

positivistic paradigm is predominantly grounded in positivistic realm where knowledge can 

be measured, quantified and objectively studied while at the same time, recognises the limits 

of objectivity and accepts truth as probability rather than certainty. Hence, Yanow (2006) 

suggests that a true post-positivist researcher should start with a prior understanding (or 

theory) about the phenomenon so as to provide foundation to develop research questions but 

leaves the direction of enquiry relatively open-ended. This approach allows for both 

objectivity and flexibility to explore hidden or incorrect assumptions of the theory / prior 

knowledge of a research problem.  

 

To allow researchers to explore ‘truths’, Henderson (2011) argues that the post-positivistic 

paradigm supports using natural settings (eg., workplace) and contextual data to identify 

solutions to problems. Building on Creswell’s (2009) perspective, Grant and Giddings (2002) 

promulgate that post-positivists legitimise the use of mixed methods so that a phenomenon 

could be examined through the subject’s experience. This understanding is also corroborated 

by Lindlof and Taylor (2017), and Henderson (2011) who agree that both quantitative and 

qualitative methods to be valid and complementary approaches in a post-positivist research 

paradigm.  

 

4.3 DEDUCTIVE VS INDUCTIVE APPROACH TO RESEARCH 

 

Dewey (1933) forwards a broad paradigm of scientific inquiry and approach, consisting of 

deductive proof and inductive discovery. More recently, Gray (2013) writes that the deductive 

approach starts with a universal view of a situation and works back to the individual elements; 

while the induction approach moves from various parts to a comprehensive view of a 

situation. In the words of Wilson (2010, p7) “a deductive approach is concerned with 

developing a hypothesis based on existing theory, and then designing a research strategy to 

test the hypothesis”. The common research strategies used in deductive approach inquiry are 

experiments and surveys. Keppel (1991) suggests that experiments include true experiments, 

with the random assignment of subjects to treatment conditions, as well as quasi-experiments 

that use nonrandomized designs. Similarly, Babbie (1990) considers surveys to include cross-

sectional and longitudinal studies using questionnaires or structured interviews for data 

collection, with the intent of generalizing from a sample to a population. 
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In contrast, the inductive approach “reverses the process…in deductive research” (Lancaster, 

2005, p.25) which means there is no hypotheses set in the beginning of the research and the 

researcher will only know the type and nature of the study when it is completed. Research 

strategies used in inductive approach include ethnographies, grounded theory, case studies, 

and phenomenological research. Below is a brief description of each strategy:  

 

• Ethnographies are studies of cultural groups in their natural environments over a 

period of time where observational data are collected and analyzed (Creswell, 1998). 

The research process according to LeCompte and Schensul (2010) usually evolves to 

accommodate the realities unfolding in the environment where the study was taking 

place. 

• Grounded theory, according to Creswell (2003) refers to the development of a general 

theory derived from the process, action or interaction originated from the participant’s 

perspectives in a study. Furthermore, Strauss and Corbin (1990) explain that the 

process has several stages of data collection where the researcher loops forward and 

backwards to refine the relationships among the categories of information by 

comparing and contrasting the analysis with the participant’s views.  

• Case studies suggest Creswell (2003) are the in-depth research of an event, an activity, 

a process, an individual or groups which is confined by time and activity where the 

researcher uses a variety of data collection techniques to collect detailed information 

over a period of time (Stake, 1995).    

• Phenomenological research refers to the inquiry of “lived experiences”, which 

Creswell (2003) explains is a phenomenon as described by the participants in a study. 

Moustakas (1994) asserts that phenomenology is both a research philosophy as well as 

a method that examines the participants using extended engagement to identify 

patterns and relationship meaning in the experience.      

 

Crotty (2003) succinctly explains the interrelationship between epistemology, paradigms, 

methodology and methods in Figure 4.1 below. This figure illustrates how paradigms drive 

theoretical perspectives leading to the short listing of appropriate methodology and choice of 

relevant methods to carry out the study.  
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Figure 4.1: The interrelationship between epistemology, theoretical perspective 
(paradigms), methodology and methods 
    

 
Epistemology   

 

 
Theoretical   

perspectives  
 

Methodology   Methods 

• Objectivism 

• Constructivism 

• Subjectivism 
 
 
 
 

• Positivism 

• Interpretivism 
o Symbolic 

interactionism 
o Phenomenology 

• Critical inquiry 

• Feminism 

• Postmodernism etc. 
 

• Experimental 
research 

• Survey research 

• Ethnography 

• Phenomenological 
research 

• Grounded theory 

• Heuristic inquiry 

• Action research 

• Discourse analysis 
etc. 
 

• Sampling 

• Statistical analysis 

• Questionnaire 

• Observation 

• Interview 

• Focus group 

• Document analysis 

• Content analysis 
etc. 

Source: Adapted from Crotty, M (1998) The Foundation of Social Research: Meaning and perspective in research process, 
Thousand Oak, CA: Sage. 
 

4.4 QUANTITATIVE VS QUALITATIVE RESEARCH STRATEGIES 

 

Building on the preceding discussion on how epistemology drives paradigms in research 

directions, Bryman and Bell (2011) argue that a researcher’s choice of epistemology in turn 

determines his subsequent ontological orientations and related research strategies. In another 

words, the researcher needs to understand how his adopted paradigm dictates his choice of 

research strategy/methodology and eventually the data collection methods. Table 4.3 

illustrates the linkages between these world views and related strategies.  

 

Table 4.3 - Differences between quantitative and qualitative research strategies 

 Quantitative  Qualitative 

Principal orientation to the 
role of theory in relation to 
research 

Deductive, testing of theory Inductive, generation of 
theory 

Epistemological orientation Natural science model in 
particular positivism 

Interpretivism / 
phenomenology 

Ontological orientation Objectivism Constructionism 
Research methodology Experiments and surveys Case study, action research, 

grounded theory, 
ethnography   
 

Source: Adapted from Bryman, A., and Bell, E., (2011) Business Research Methods, Oxford: Oxford University Press and 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P., and Thornhill, A. (2012). Research Methods for Business Students. sl: Pearson Education. 
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The two broad clusters of research strategies are quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative 

strategy as proclaimed by Trochim (2006) uses descriptive statistics and inferential statistics 

to draw inferences about populations and to estimate the parameters of those populations and 

generalize the assumptions from a sample to the rest of the population. From the quantitative 

analysis, results are mostly portrayed in various visual representations like charts or tables and 

conclusions are drawn from logic and evidence presented (Trochim, 2006). Bryman and Bell 

(2011) claim that quantitative strategies are underpinned by positivism / objectivism paradigm 

and orientated towards deductive approach of theory testing in research. Saunders, Lewis and 

Thornhill (2012) provide that the most common research methodology used in quantitative 

strategies are experiments and surveys. 

  

According to Creswell (2005) qualitative strategy refers to studies which are conducted in a 

natural setting where the researcher also becomes the instrument for data collection. 

Qualitative researchers (mostly through interviews/observations) collect the words and “lived 

experiences” of the participants, and analyse the data to identify themes, meaning and 

constructs relevant to the participants continue (Creswell, 2005).  Bryman and Bell (2011) 

posit that qualitative strategies are driven by interpretivism/phenomenology/constructionism 

paradigms that support an inductive approach to theory generation in research. Qualitative 

strategies research methodology includes case study, action research, grounded theory, and 

ethnography as indicated in Table 4.3 above. 

 

4.5 HYPOTHESIS-TESTING VS HYPOTHESIS-FORMING 

 

As discussed in the preceding section, Bryman and Bell (2011) acknowledged that 

quantitative strategies are mainly used to test theory deductively through experiments and 

surveys. A theory is defined as a “set of interrelated constructs (variables), definitions, and 

propositions that presents a systematic view of phenomenon by specifying relations among 

variables, with the purpose of explaining natural phenomena” (Kerlinger, 1997, p64). 

Creswell (1994) describes hypothesis as a statement that attempts to explain the relationship 

between an independent and dependent variable in a theory. However, MacLeod-Clark and 

Hockey (1979) noted that the correctness of this statement (hypothesis) is not proven yet. To 

prove the correctness of the theory, Creswell (2009) insists that the researcher first needs to 

test the purported theory by examining the hypothesis derived from it. Next, the researcher 

needs to apply an instrument to measure or observe the attitudes or behaviours of the subjects 
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in the study and collects the scores from these instruments to confirm or disconfirm the theory 

(Creswell, 2009).  

 

Creswell (2013) explains that theories are mostly developed from a qualitative perspective 

with open-ended emerging data collected from narratives, phenomenologies, ethnographies, 

grounded theory studies, or case studies. The purpose of collecting qualitative data from these 

inquiry strategies is to identify themes and constructs to develop knowledge and theories 

(Creswell, 2013). Hence, theory building is grounded in constructivist perspectives with 

varied meanings and realities as experienced by individuals and groups. 

 

In summary, the inductive approach to theory building starts from gathering data (mostly 

through interviews and observation) to identifying the broad themes and generalizing the 

theory or model whereby the hypothesis can be formed. After the hypothesis is formed, the 

validity and correctness of it can be tested under the deductive approach employing 

quantitative strategies.   

 

4.6 EXPERIMENTAL VS CASE STUDY VS ACTION RESEARCH 

 

According to Hussey and Hussey (1997) under the two broad positivistic and 

phenomenological paradigms, there are three common strategies namely, experimental 

research, case study and action research where researchers can employ to investigate their 

subjects. These three main research strategies can be viewed as a continuum of paradigms 

moving from a positivist orientation to a phenomenological one.    

 

4.6.1a Experimental Research 

Bryman and Bell (2011) claim that under the epistemological worldview of natural science 

and positivism, the focus of research is often deductive testing of theory using various 

experiments and surveys. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009) describe an experiment as a 

form of research that originated from natural sciences and is also often used in social science 

study. Hakim (2000) underscore the purpose of an experiment is to study causal links between 

known variables related to subjects which means that experiments are suited for exploratory 

and explanatory research.  

 

Further, Meltzoff (1998) explains that a typical experiment puts the subjects into an artificial 

setting for research purposes. A major advantage in experiments according to Saunders, 
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Lewis and Thornhill (2012) is that all the variables in the research process are controlled by 

the researcher and hence increases the internal validity of the results. However, Scandura and 

Williams (2000) argue that although experiments have high internal validity, this is done at 

the expense of low generalizability that is low external validity. Scandura and Williams 

(2000) explain that in an experiment, a universal setting that does have a significant effect on 

the findings is created as the researcher is not concerned with behavior that occurs in natural 

and social settings. Hence, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) criticised that the findings 

from laboratory experiments can seldom be applied to the real world since the conditions in 

both the controlled experimental environment and the outside world are vastly different. This 

is one major weakness of experimental research method. 

 

4.6.1b Case study 

On the other end of the positivist paradigm/deductive approach to research lies the 

phenomenological paradigm/inductive approach which, Bryman and Bell (2011) argue that is 

mostly focusing on theory building using qualitative strategies such as the case study and 

action research.  Case studies, in Rowley’s (2002) view are useful tool for the preliminary, 

exploratory stage of a research project, as a basis for the development of the ‘more structured’ 

tools that are necessary in surveys and experiments. Eisenhardt (1989) suggests that case 

studies are particularly well suited to new research areas or research areas for which existing 

theory seems inadequate. This type of work is highly complementary to incremental theory 

building from normal science research. The case study is useful in early stages of research on 

a topic or when a fresh perspective is needed, whilst the survey/experiment is useful in later 

stages of knowledge (Eisenhardt, 1989).   

 

Creswell’s (2003) definition of case study is one in which the “researcher explores in depth a 

program, an event, an activity, a process, or one or more individuals” (Creswell, 2003, p. 15). 

Leedy and Ormrod (2001) further require a case study to have a defined time frame. The case 

study can be either a single case or a case bounded by time and place (Creswell, 1998). Case 

studies attempt to learn “more about a little known or poorly understood situation” (Leedy 

and Ormrod, 2001, p.149).  Further, Creswell (1998) suggests that the structure of a case 

study should be the problem, the context, the issues, and the lessons learned. The data 

collection for a case study according to Creswell (1998) is extensive and draws from multiple 

sources such as direct or participant observations, interviews, archival records or documents, 

physical and audiovisual materials. 
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Case studies are particularly useful in providing answers to ‘How?’ and ‘Why?’ questions, 

and in this role can be used for exploratory, descriptive or explanatory research (Rowley, 

2002). In summary, case study research is useful when: 

 

A how or why question is being asked about a contemporary set of events over which 
the investigator has little or no control. (Yin, 1994, p.9)  

 

4.6.1c Action research 

Moving towards the phenomenological side of the worldview, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 

(2012) introduce another frequently used research strategy in social science is action research.  

According to O’Brien (1998) action research is known by many other names, including 

participatory research, collaborative inquiry, emancipatory research, action learning, and 

contextual action research.  O’Brien (1998) claims that unlike other scientific or experimental 

studies adopted by positivist scientists, action research is best used in real world situations 

because its primary focus is on solving problems. O’Brien (1998) contents that another use of 

action research is when social scientists need to conduct initial research and when the 

situation is not evident enough to form a research question. Action research according to 

Coughlan and Coghlan (2002) is a holistic approach to problems solving by employing 

different research tools including both quantitative and qualitative tools such as interviews 

and surveys. 

 

4.7 PARADIGM AND METHODOLOGY ADOPTED FOR THIS RESEARCH  

 

4.7.1  Post-Positivist paradigm reiterated 

As discussed in Section 4.2.3, the primary intention of post-positivistic research is to 

investigate how participants experience certain phenomenon based on a pre-existing 

understanding of the event and to further explore these lived experiences in an open-ended 

way through additional methods and contextual data.  To reiterate, Creswell (2009) argues 

that a post-positivistic paradigm adopts a deductive stance in finding the ‘truth’ initially while  

he or she acknowledges that there are multiple ‘truths’ in the reality of human experience. 

Simultaneously, Henderson (2011) explains that these ‘truths’ and ‘knowledge’ are created by 

humans and therefore, imperfect, fragmental, and bias in nature. To study such man-made 

knowledge, a purely quantitative and numeric measurement is inadequate to capture the 

necessary data. Hence, a qualitative and inductive approach is required. To complement the 

quantitative measurements in a positivistic research approach, Henderson (2011) suggest that 

post-positivist investigators also employ qualitative methods for data collection. However, 
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Yanow (2006) argue that to ensure the research process is rigorous, valid and reliable, post-

positivist researchers would start the study based on an existing theory or understanding 

(positivistic view) and progress towards a more open-ended enquiry. To this end, scholars 

including Grant and Giddings (2002), and Lindlof and Taylor (2017) propose the use of a 

mixed method (quantitative and qualitative) to meet the requirements of the deductive and 

open-ended nature of a post-positivistic research paradigm. 

 

As per discussion in Section 4.2.3, the primary intention of post-positivism research is to 

investigate how participants in a natural setting understand certain ‘lived’ experiences. This 

researcher argues that such a paradigm was appropriate for this study because it explored the 

EE construct based on existing literature (positivism) and followed by an in-depth 

investigation of the individual participant’s experience.  

 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, Kahn’s (1990) attempted to understand the experience of 

employee engagement through the lens of phenomenological assumptions in two separate 

studies of camp counselors and architects in their natural setting. The study for the camp 

counselors was conducted at the camp site while the research of the architects was conducted 

at their workplace. In both studies, Kahn was interested in investigating the lived experience 

of individual participants physically, cognitively, and emotionally at work. In order to gain 

insights into such a complex and personal experience, Kahn (1990) adopted the 

phenomenological approach to access this information directly from the participants using 

qualitative research tools namely, interviews, observation and documents analysis. 

 

This present research was built upon Kahn’s (1990) study of engagement developed under a 

phenomenological paradigm, whereby the knowledge of EE is viewed as a construct by 

human beings within a specific community. This study started with the knowledge of EE 

based on Kahn (1990) definition of EE and Gallup’s Q12 survey instrument. By starting at 

this vantage point, the researcher has taken a positivistic stance on the current study. However, 

this researcher also acknowledged the shortcoming of a purely positivistic quantitative 

approach which is unable to capture the individual participant’s experiences and perspectives. 

There was a need for a second method to collect qualitative data from the managers and 

employees to explore how they experienced engagement at work. Hence,  a post-positivistic 

approach was adopted for the present study in order to meet both requirements of this 

research.   
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Employee engagement, a multi-faceted construct according to Kahn (1990) has been well 

studied. However, based on the most current literature review to date, there are only a handful 

of employee engagement studies that have used the case study approach as evident in the 

works of Brockett (2006), Johnson (2006), and Robinson et al. (2004). Moreover, there has 

not been any case studies that investigated employee engagement in Singapore. A 

predominately qualitative case study of employee engagement in a Singaporean organisation 

would greatly contribute to filling this knowledge gap. A case study approach based largely 

on qualitative and inductive methodologies seems most appropriate to this research as it will 

allow this researcher to generate data from which his role is that of an interpreter for the 

purpose of deriving meaning from the findings of a specific community (Crotty, 1998).  

 

By adopting a post-positivistic research paradigm, a quantitative component is also included 

to validate the findings from the qualitative research phase. Although this study was mainly 

qualitative, Silverman (1985) argued that even qualitative researchers sometimes can develop 

better insights from quantification of their qualitative findings helping them to uncover 

generalities of the phenomenon studied.  

 

In Figure 4.2 below, Creswell’s (2009) illustration of the research process that sets the 

direction, approach, and procedure of studies that adopt the post-positivism paradigm. The 

choice of a post-positivistic paradigm is based on a deductive and open-ended approach. 

Hence, the researcher chose a worldview approach to explore the construct of employee 

engagement. Both Creswell (2009) and Mertens (1998) describe an inquiry-based approach as 

one of the many specific procedures in a research design / research methodologies. 
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Figure 4.2: A Framework for Design – The Interconnection of Worldviews, Strategies of 
Inquiry, and Research Methods 
 
 
 

Philosophical Worldviews 
Postpositive 
Social construction 
Advocacy / participatory 
Pragmatic 

   Selected Strategies of 
inquiry 
Qualitative strategies 
(e.g., ethnography) 
Quantitative strategies 
(e.g., experiments) 
Mixed methods strategies 
(e.g., sequential)  

 
 
 
 

 Research Designs 
Qualitative 
Quantitative 
Mixed methods 

  

 
 
 
 

    

 
 
 
 
 

 Research Methods 

Questions 
Data collection 
Data analysis 
Interpretation 
Write-up 
Validation 

  

     
Source: Adapted from Creswell, J.W. (2009) Resign Design, Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches, 
Third Edition, Thousand Oak, CA: Sage. 
 

 

 

In choosing this research methodology, this study is aligned with Creswell’s (2009) position 

that strategies of inquiry are a collection of various types of quantitative, qualitative, and 

method designs that determine the procedures in a research design. This approach will help 

the researcher make sense of the meaning found in the complex data collected from the 

employees ‘lived’ engagement experience through the development of summary themes or 

categories from the data collected. Such an approach is evident in many qualitative data 

analyses. For instance, Backett and Davison (1995) and Stolee et al. (1999) described their 

approach explicitly as “inductive” while Jain and Ogden (1999) and Marshall (1999) use the 

approach without giving it an explicit label.  

 

As outlined in Creswell’s (2009) research framework in Figure 4.2, the selected strategies of 

inquiry of mixed methods strategies fits the current study post-positivistic philosophical 

worldview of determination, empirical observation and theory verification. Meanwhile, 

Bryman and Bell (2011) posit that inductive approach includes case study and action research.  
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Recall earlier in Section 4.2.5c, action research was considered most suited for solving real 

world problems where the researcher aims to bring about changes to the situation (O’Brien, 

1998) while Susman (1983) describe the research process as an iterative cycle until the 

identified problem is resolved. The nature of action research does not meet the requirements 

this project because the main emphasis here is not about problem solving but rather an 

investigation of the employee engagement construct through the employee’s perception and 

worldview. Hence, the action research method was rejected for this study. 

 

4.7.2 Case study as this researcher’s chosen methodology  

In Section 4.2.5b, Eisenhardt (1989) argues that the case study is suitable for investigating 

new research areas or research areas for which existing theory seems inadequate.  Echoing the 

same sentiment, Creswell (2003) contents that case study is also useful for exploring a 

specific activity or people in depth within a set time frame and location. This methodology is 

well suited for this research as it meets the aim of investigating a phenomenon of employee 

engagement as experienced by a small group of people working in an engineering firm. As 

individuals experience engagement differently, there is a need to explore this concept of 

employee engagement in greater depth and this should ideally be done in a natural setting i.e., 

the workplace. The organisation setting is a local engineering firm operating in the 

engineering and construction industry.  

 

4.7.3 Qualitative data in case study 

Considering the nature of this study the dominant research paradigm is that of post-positivism 

(Creswell, 2009) since the emphasis of this research is an in-depth investigation of how the 

construct of employee engagement (based on Kahn’s and Gallup Q12 definition) is being 

perceived by both managers and employees of a Singapore based engineering firm. The type 

of data required for such a study resides in the lived experience, personal values, and 

perceptions of the individual employees working in the subject firm. In other words, a purely 

quantitative research approach in the form of survey and questionnaires will not be sufficient 

to extract the rich descriptions and individualised experience of employee engagement at the 

workplace.  

 

To access this rich and contextualised data from the individual participants, a purely 

deterministic quantitative inquiry approach is inadequate. Additionally, an exploratory 

qualitative inquiry approach is hence necessary. In this qualitative approach, the research was 

conducted in the natural setting (Creswell, 2005) i.e., the workplace where the researcher 
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directly interacts with participants in order to gain in-depth knowledge of what is happening 

in the minds of employees and managers regarding their perception of the construct of 

employee engagement. In this instance, Creswell (2005) also categorised the researcher as the 

instrument for data collection. Personal interviews will be conducted on chosen participants 

of the subject firm to investigate their various perspectives and workplace experience on 

employee engagement and practices.  

 

4.7.4  In defense of the single case study 

 

4.7.4a Case study  

The approach for this research was that of single case design under case study design Type 2 

as illustrated in Table 4.4 below.  The embedded design according to Yin (2003) is relevant 

for this study as there were two units of analysis in this single case i.e., the manager and the 

employee who will be examined for their perspectives on the engagement construct. 

 

Table 4.4 - Case Study Design  

 

Source: Yin, R.K. (1994) Case study research: design and methods. 2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

The case study explores in depth the subject firm’s managers and employees’ perceptions of 

the engagement construct in its natural operating environment. This approach will lead to a 

more holistic understanding of how managers and employees interpret the phenomenon. The 

data collection for a case study should draw from multiple sources such as interviews, and 

surveys (Creswell, 1998).  

 

According to Tellis (1997) the single case study has been being frequently criticised because 

it is incapable of providing generalising conclusions.  However, the purpose of this study is 

not to generalise the results but rather to attempt to understand how managers and employee 

perceive employee engagement in a small to medium (SME) engineering firm in the 

Singapore construction industry. The subject firm is a meaningful representation of a small, 

but growing company in the engineering industry whose potential to expand into a larger one 

promises a bright future and positive contribution to the nation’s economy. This firm is an 
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excellent base to begin new research on employee engagement in Singapore. Hence, the 

adoption of a single case study approach for this study seems appropriate as it meets the 

research criteria and aims of the study.  

 

The purpose of this research was to explore the construct of employee engagement as it was 

perceived by both management and employees within a local SME in Singapore. It was the 

aim of this study might shed light on this less explored topic in Singapore. According to Yin 

(1984), single case studies are appropriate to investigate a previously unexplored subject 

matter, which fits the nature of this research.  

 

A multiple case approach is not appropriate here because it does not fit the purpose of the 

research topic. It was also not the intention of this study to build theory from the data 

collected as would be the situation in multiple case studies or large organisations. As 

discussed at the start of this section, the outcomes of this study were not to generalise the 

findings. Welsh and Lyons (2001) agree that this requirement augurs well with the 

understanding that by nature, results from a case study approach are not statistically 

generalisable. Under these circumstances adopting a single case study approach here is 

acceptable since it meets all the objectives for this study. 

 

Moreover, Rowley (2002) argues that adopting a single case in research is appropriate when 

the case is special in relation to some established theory or used to test a well-established 

theory. Given time limitations and resource constraints, Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) 

approves of a single case that allows the researcher to investigate the case (organisation) in 

much more details than when compared to multiple cases where more time and resources are 

needed. Here, in order to meet the research purpose, it is necessary to use a single firm to 

explore and build a more in-depth understanding of the budding employee engagement 

construct. 

 

Single cases are also chosen because of their nature: they are either unusually revelatory, 

represent extreme exemplars, or provide opportunities for unusual research access (Yin, 

1994). Further, Yin (2009) suggests that another rationale for using a single case is the 

particular case representativeness. As in this research, the objective is to capture the 

circumstances and conditions of a workplace situation where employee engagement is being 

experienced in a local engineering firm. Here, the case study represents a typical SME among 

many in the construction industry in the Singaporean context, but whose rare accessibility 
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because of this study, provides a unique opportunity to look deeply into a firm’s psyche from 

the advantage point of both manager and employee.  The lessons and insights gleaned from 

the subject firm’s employee engagement experience will serve as an informative case for 

other organisations undergoing similar changes in the same industry. 

 

4.7.4b Justification of single case approach based on existing practices 

It is evident that the single case study is a widely used research method in doctorate studies. A 

random search of a number of universities worldwide uncovered more than 40 theses that 

were based on a single case study as noted below in Table. 4.5. This list also includes eight 

University of Canberra PhD dissertations that were based on single case studies. One of the 

theses had a sample size of only 12 interviewees. 

 

Table 4.5: PhD Thesis Using Single Case Study 

Title and Author Year University 

‘For The Sake Of Our Customers’: A Case 
Study Of The Links Between Coordination, 
Communication And TQM By Karinrat 
Srismith 

2007 University of Canberra 

Commitment In The Australian Public 
Service: Experiences Of A Group Of Federal 
Public Servants By Samantha Jane Johnson  

2012 University of Canberra 

The development of employee commitment 
to the supervisor: a case study in the 
Australian Public Service by Damian West 

2012 University of Canberra 

Exploring Pre-Service And In-Service EFL 
Teachers‟ Beliefs: A Macau Case Study By 
Presentacion Maano Fong 

2008 University Of Canberra 

Managing By Design – A Case Study Of The 
Australian Taxation Office By Nina Terrey 

2012 University Of Canberra 

Management Control Systems In The Context 
Of New Public Management: A Case Study 
Of A Government Department In Australia 
By Anup Chowdhury 

2013 University Of Canberra 

Organisational Culture As The Panacea For 
Joined-Up Working: The Rhetoric And 
Reality Gap By Fiona Buick 

2012 University Of Canberra 

Understanding Change And Change 
Management Processes: A Case Study By 
Carlo D’ortenzio  

2012 University Of Canberra 

Missed Connections: A Case Study Of The 
Social Networks Of Physics Doctoral 
Students In A Single Department by Alexis 
Victoria Knaub 

2015 Boston University 

The Experience Of Minimum Wage Earners 
In The Service Sector In Manila, Philippines: 
A Case Study by Benjamen Fishman 

2015 Capella University 



88 
 

A Case Study Of How Managers At An 
Insurance Company In Puerto Rico Apply 
Emotional Intelligence Competencies 
Learned During Training And Coaching by 
Emilia Ramos-Cortés 

2014 Capella University 

The Pay-What-You-Can Nonprofit 
Restaurant Model: A Case Study By 
Christina M. May 

2014 Capella University 

Police Officers’ Perception Of How Mobile 
Data Terminals Affect Their Productivity: A 
Case Study By Christopher J. Fisher 

2013 Capella University 

Assessing The Meaningfulness Of A 
Leadership Development Program Within An 
Organisation: A Case Study By Amy R. 
Wood 

2015 Capella University 

The Mission Link: A Case Study Of College 
Mission And Strategic Planning By Lisa K. 
Kooren 

2015 Capella University 

System-Wide Technology Change: A 
Qualitative Case Study Of Planning, 
Implementation And Integration By 
Shana L. Weiss 

2015 Capella University 

Corporate Social Responsibility, Competitive 
Advantage And Profitability: A Case Study 
Of A Telecommunications Provider In An 
Emerging Economy by Everton A. E. Fider 

2012 Capella University 

An Investigation Of Board Competencies 
Needed For A Nonprofit Organisation In 
Northwest Arkansas: A Case Study by 
Theresa M. Neal 

2007 Capella University 

A Ceo’s Influence On A “Large Scale” 
Change Process: A Case 
Study Of A Midsized For Profit Organisation 
By Brenda L. Geer-Frazier 

2014 Capella University 

College Advisor, Student, And Senior Staff 
Member Perceptions Of Academic Advising 
Modalities And Types: A Community 
College Case Study by Daniel C. Marvin 

2013 Capella University 

Examining The Factors Perceived By Leaders 
To Create A Caring Workplace Environment: 
A Case Study By Kim K. Brown 

2012 Capella University 

Complex Factors Related To Capital 
Construction Project Success: A Case Study 
By Esther L. Lambert 

2015 Capella University 

Managing Organisational Commitment 
During Adverse Events: An Exploratory Case 
Study In The Hotel Industry by Michele 
Marie Sisulu 

2012 Capella University 

Transformational Leadership And 
Organisational Effectiveness: A Case Study 
Of A Rural Indiana Community Action 
Agency By Robert S. Woodsmall 

2012 Capella University 
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Learning Styles And Virtual Team 
Effectiveness: A Single Embedded Case 
Study By Kilburn K. Fulton 

2014 Capella University 

The Role Of Interdisciplinary Networking In 
The Adoption Of Innovative Programming 
Strategies For The Hard-To-Employ: A 
Single Case Study By Nichelle D. Williams 

2015 Capella University 

An Intrinsic Exploratory Case Study: 
Instructors’ And Graduate Students’ 
Perceptions Of Community Engagement 
Quality Factors Within A Selected Hybrid 
Program At A Private University by 
Samantha C. Mercanti-Anthony 

2014 Drexel University 
 
 

Entrepreneurial Decision Making and 
Institutional Governance within the 
Academy: A Case Study by Edward F. 
French 

2011 Franklin Pierce University 

A Research Case Study: The Neonatal 
Nurse’s Role in The Interception of 
Medication Errors by Mary C. Maher 
Griffiths 

2011 Louisiana State University Health 
Science Centre  

Reading Teachers’ Beliefs And Utilization Of 
Computer And Technology: A Case Study By 
Jessica Espinas Remetio 

2014 Northcentral University 

Understanding Persistence in an Online 
Master’s Degree Program: A Single Case 
Study of Learners and Faculty by Deborah E. 
Budash 

2015 Northcentral University 

Exploring The Effectiveness Of Child-
Centered Play Therapy In Young Children: A 
Quantitative Single Case Research Design 
By Ludivina Montemayor 

2014 Texas Aand M University 

Rey: An Intensive Single Case Study of a 
Probation Youth with Immigrant Background 
Participating in Wraparound Santa Cruz 
By Barbara Lutz   

2012 The Chicago School of Professional 
Psychology 

The Transformation Of A Florida 
Community College Into A State College: A 
Case Study Of The Impact On Institutional 
Culture, Mission, and Identity By Lisa J. 
Hagen 

2015 The Florida State University 

Culture in a Writing Program: An 
Organisational Case Study by Helay 
Elizabeth Orton 

2013 
 

University of California  

Factors That Facilitate Or Inhibit Interest Of 
Domestic Students In The Engineering Phd: 
A Mixed Methods Study By Michelle C. 
Howell Smith 

2011 University of Nebraska 

How Does A Highly Ranked MBA Program 
Approach Leadership Development: A Single 
Instrument Case Study by Matt Kinnich 

2010 University of Pennsylvania 

An Instrumental Case Study Of The 2014 University of Pennsylvania 
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Development Of A Centralized Organisation 
For Biomedical Graduate Studies At The 
University Of Pennsylvania By Jarle Breivik 
Quality Case Study On The Progress of 
Contract Management Leadership 
Development Program Graduates Obtaining 
Leadership Positions (DBA) 

2012 University of Phoenix 

Source: Compiled from various sources   
 

4.7.5   Mixed methods within qualitative research  

This section justifies the choice of a mixed methods approach within a predominantly 

qualitative methodology to analyze the data. Mixed methods research, according to Bryman, 

and Bell (2011) has become an increasingly popular approach to conducting business research 

in the social sciences. One benefit of adopting a mixed method is that it can provide a better 

understanding of a phenomenon than if just one method had been used. Furthermore, mixed 

methods according to Bryman (2006) allows for better insights into a topical area as both 

qualitative and quantitative data derived from mixed methods research can be mutually 

illuminating at the same time enhance and bolster the researcher’s confidence in his own 

findings (Milkman, 1997). This argument in defense of a primarily qualitative methodological 

paradigm includes the rationale that it is also necessary in this research to collect certain 

quantitative data in order to answer the four research questions and the research objectives 

that were outlined in the Chapter 1. 

 

4.8 ANSWERING THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS: AN OVERVIEW OF THE 

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES  

 

To reiterate, the main research objectives for this study are to:  

 

(1) investigate how both Singaporean managers and employees perceive EE, 

(2) learn how Singaporean managers engaged their employees, 

(3) examine how Singaporean employees feel when in a state of engagement, 

(4) compare and contrast Singaporean managers and employees perceptions of EE, 

(5) compare and contrast the Singaporean employee engagement to global engagement 

studies 

 

To achieve Objective 1, a survey questionnaire was designed based on one of the leading 

practitioner’s survey tool (i.e., Gallup Q12) to collect the numerical values of engagement 

levels, and also to offer insights about the study’s populations through quantitative analysis of 
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demographic data captured via a questionnaire. At the same time, to supplement the 

quantitative survey data, personal interviews would also be used to collect in-depth and 

contextual rich qualitative data from both occupational groups (managers and employees).     

  

To meet Objective 2, it was necessary to have in-depth conversations with the managers to 

learn how best they engage their employees at work. Besides the questionnaire used to collect 

the managers’ overall perception of EE, a series of semi open-ended questions would be 

employed to extract insights from the managers of the subject firm to provide better 

understanding of their engagement practices. 

 

Objective 3 set out to explore the employees’ state of mind when they were being engaged at 

work, which can best be expressed by the participants through their own words and 

expressions. Hence, a qualitative approach in the form of in-depth interviews would be more 

appropriate to collect such rich data. Here, the survey questionnaire would also be used to 

collect overall engagement score data so as to cross validate the qualitative findings in 

Objective 3.   

 

To meet the requirements of Objective 4 and 5, employee engagement levels must be 

measured, analysed and compared with other quantitative engagement studies conducted 

outside Singapore. Following the preceding arguments, the most suitable research approach 

that can meet all five objectives is a predominately qualitative approach with some 

quantitative elements. A mixed method approach that features elements of qualitative as well 

as quantitative data collection and analysis is hence appropriate for this study.   

 

In summary, this research explored how Singapore employees in a specific firm felt when 

they were being engaged while at work, discovered how both managers and employees 

understood the EE construct, identified how Singapore managers actively engaged their 

employees, and described the similarities and/or differences among Singapore employee 

engagement with the findings of employee engagement surveys conducted in other countries. 

The next section will provide a detailed discussion of how the research questions determined 

the appropriate types of research methodologies adopted for this study. An outline of the data 

collection strategy will also be discussed.    
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4.8.1 Details of research using a mixed method approach 

The research design was divided into three parts that was implemented in three phases, Phase 

I reflecting quantitative data collected and their analysis; and Phase II reflecting qualitative 

data collected and their analysis; and Phase III, a mixed method analysis involving both 

quantitative and qualitative data collected.  The research design adopted for this study is 

called sequential explanatory mixed method, which according to Creswell and Clark (2017) 

requires the researcher to first collect quantitative data using statistical tools and then 

followed up with qualitative data collected via personal interviews. The qualitative data in 

Phase II from the interview would be used to corroborate the quantitative data findings in 

Phase I to offer insights into this study. This study adopted a mixed method approach to 

ensure a comprehensive and holistic understanding of the EE construct using a single case 

study approach.  

 

In Phase I, a questionnaire modelled after Gallup’s Q12 (Gallup Employee Engagement 

Centre, 2013a) was administered to participants to capture basic descriptive demographic 

information such as gender, age, tenure with the organisation, and position level in the 

organisation. That same Likert-scaled questionnaire based on the Gallup Employee 

Engagement poll also provided numerically valid data that measured the level of employee 

engagement from both manager and employee perspectives. The following Phase II interview 

results were presented in qualitative form to partially address Research Questions 1 and 2.  

 

In Phase II, follow-up interviews were conducted during which the researcher served as an 

impartial observer interviewing employees and managers regarding their perceptions of 

employee engagement within their subject firm.  These interviews were subjected to detailed 

analysis using NVivo to analyse their content and meaning.  The qualitative analysis 

constitutes Phase II responses to Research Questions 1 and 2  

 

In Phase III, Research Question 3 compared management’s perceptions of employee 

engagement level with those of employee engagement levels expressed by the employees 

themselves using data from interview and survey responses to RQ1 and RQ2. These Phase III 

findings from the two perspectives (managers and employees) provided meaningful 

quantitative and qualitative insights for further discussion on engagement levels in the subject 

firm.  
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Also, in Phase III, to answer Research Question 4, the findings from RQ1 and RQ2 were 

compared and contrasted with the survey results produced by the Gallup employee 

engagement polls. The quantitative and qualitative findings from this comparative analysis 

using a mixed method approach provided further evidence leading to additional findings for 

development in the subsequent chapters of this research.   

 

The overall strategy to collect data is summarised in the following Table 4.6 below: 

Table 4.6 - Overall Strategy For Data Collection 

Data 
Collection 
Stages 

Phase I  
Quantitative analyses 

Phase II 
Qualitative Interpretation 
and Qualitative Interviews 

Pre-data 
collection of  
participants and 
subject firm 
demographics  

(Pre-phase I) – 
Questionnaire and meeting 
with subject firm to collect 
background information 
and employee’s profile 

Comparison of 
Q12 

Questionnaires 
results for 

managers and 
employees 

N/A 

Comparison of 
interview  
results for 

managers and 
employees 

Research 
Question 1 

Q12 Questionnaire – 
Manager perception of 
employee engagement 

Follow up 
Interview with 
managers 

Research 
Question 2 

Q12 Questionnaire – 
Employee engagement 
level 

Follow up 
Interview with 
employees 

 
Research 
Question 3 

Phase III   
Mixed method analysis involving both  Quantitative and Qualitative 

Data 

Comparison of results from Q12 questionnaires in Phase I and interviews in Phase II 

Research 
Question 4 

Mixed methods comparison of results from this study and those from Gallup 
engagement surveys. Follow-up interviews if necessary 

 

4.8.2 Methodological approach to responding to Research Questions 1-4: 

According to Research Question 1 (What is employee engagement to managers and how do 

they feel about it; how do managers engage their employees), Kahn (1990), and May et al. 

(2004) have confirmed the significant role managers play in exerting direct and important 

influence on employees’ performance and engagement yet, Luthans and Peterson (2002), 

Robinson et al. (2004), Scottish Executive Social Research, (2007), and Catteeuw et al. 

(2007) found that the full potential effects of managerial interventions on employee 

engagement is still a largely unexplored arena. In the same vein, little research has been done 

(Kahn, 1990; Brockett, 2006; Johnson, 2006; McKenzie, 2003) to explore how managers 

actually engage their employees on a day to day basis. Answering this question would require 

soliciting information directly from the managers and the employees. This would mean the 

results cannot be measured in an independent, objective, unbiased, quantitative manner. To 

strike a balance when answering this question both quantitative (survey) and qualitative 
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(interviews) methods were used to enable participants to answer this question more 

comprehensively. The collection of both sets of data were carried out under Phase I and II as 

outlined in Table 4.6 above.  

 

From the data Research Question 2 (What are employee perceptions about employee 

engagement? How do employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?) sought to 

learn what it means to the employee to be in the state of being engaged at work namely, the 

employee’s psychological state of engagement as suggested by the works of Newman and 

Harrison (2008) and Macey and Schneider (2008). To date little research has been done in this 

area. The answer to this question lies with the employees working in the subject firm.  The 

most authentic and meaningful approach is to identify their state of engagement 

psychologically through qualitative means whereby the varied perceptions and feelings of 

employees experiencing engagement can be drawn out of them through a series of interview 

questions directed at each individual employee. The ‘lived’ engagement experience unique to 

each employee can only be fully explored and interpreted through an in-depth conversation 

with the researcher in an interview.  In response to these issues, the researcher designed a 

series of semi-structure interview questions that were directed at each employee to elicit their 

individual cognitive and psychological experience of being engaged at work.  

     

However, it was also essential to obtain baseline information about the participant’s current 

level of engagement before embarking on more in-depth qualitative measures for 

understanding the employee’s individualized experience, i.e., their personal perceptions and 

values with regards to employee engagement issues.  Using a 12-question Likert-scaled 

questionnaire developed by Gallup, quantitative feedback was collected from each employee 

to provide the foundational information about each employee’s current engagement level. At 

the same time, this baseline engagement result will also be compared with Gallup’s global 

engagement score (Gallup.com, 2013). Such a comparison study will provide insights into the 

subject firm’s employee engagement level in relation to the average global engagement score. 

For this reason, Research Question 2 was investigated from a deductive approach in Phase I to 

facilitate comparison of both sets of engagement results.  

 

Like in Research Question 1 (See Section 4.8.2), there is a need to maintain a balance 

perspective when answering Question 2 which necessitated the use of not only a quantitative 

(survey) but also qualitative (interviews) methods to allow employees to answer this question 

more holistically. The data collection for this research question was done in Phase I and II.   
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Employee engagement studies have mostly focused on perception of engagement from the 

perspective of employees, such as those conducted by Gallup Employee Engagement Centre 

(2013b), Rafferty et al. (2005) and Melcrum Publishing (2005). With few exceptions, studies 

have not investigated employee engagement from the manager’s perspective. Luthans and 

Peterson’s (2002) work on managerial perception of self-efficacy impact on their subordinates 

engagement level was one such study. As there is a dearth of empirical studies on employee 

engagement from the perspective of the manager/supervisor, there was a need to create a 

comparative study to discover if there are differences between manager and employee 

perceptions of engagement.  

 

Under Phase III, Research Question 3: Are there similarities or differences between manager 

and employee perceptions of employee engagement, and what are the implications of these 

similarities and differences? was addressed by examining the results from the Phase I 

quantitative survey/questionnaires given to both managers and employees and the Phase II 

qualitative interviews with employees and managers. Research Question 3 involved the 

analysis of using mixed methods approaches:  quantitative/deductive data from Phase I and 

qualitative/inductive data from Phase II. Numerical analysis of employee engagement using 

Likert-scaled surveys and ANOVA tests of reliability and validity, along with demographic 

information about the participants, were correlated with qualitative measures of employee and 

manager perceptions of employee engagement using NVIVO to extract key ideas and feelings 

that emerged from the interview process. The results from the mixed method approach 

highlighted the convergence and divergence of both manager and employee’s perception of 

the engagement construct in the forms of numerical values (quantitative data) and themes and 

concepts (qualitative data). 

 

Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean employee 

engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other countries? aimed to learn if there 

are any similarities or differences between Singaporean’s understanding of the employee 

engagement construct and practices with those found in other countries, in particular country 

surveys of employee engagement conducted by Gallup Employee Engagement Centre 

(2013b). Virtually all such surveys were developed for populations in Western countries.  One 

question that arises in this researcher’s mind is the possibility that the concept of employee 

engagement is a cultural phenomenon exclusive to Western culture. Is it possible, for 

instance, that Singapore-being an Asian country-has cultural values that are different from 
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those of Western countries?  Do Singaporeans find the concept of employee engagement as 

defined by Western employees working in Western companies similar or different from their 

own understanding of employee engagement, and if different, how so?     

  

It was this series of questions that highlighted the need in comparing the results from this case 

study of employee engagement in a Singapore-based organisation to those data collected by 

Gallup from organisations based in other countries.  The differences or similarities between 

this Singapore study and other country studies might serve as a basis for developing a 

uniquely Singaporean version of employee engagement. It was hoped that the results of these 

comparisons may shed light on how employee engagement could be meaningfully explored 

and understood using a richly texted case study approach rather than data represented by 

numbers compiled from simple agree/disagree surveys (Crush (2009).  Again, a mixed 

method analytical approach was used to compare the data from the quantitative questionnaire 

findings with qualitative measures of participant responses to the interview questions. The 

results from this comparative study was used to develop an explanation of how and why 

Singaporean perceptions of the concept of employee engagement vis-à-vis other countries 

perception based on Gallup’s Q12 surveys were similar or different. The result would also 

form the basis for future study of the employee engagement construct for other Singapore 

based firms and industries.  

 

4.9 PHASE I – QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

Although this study was predominately driven by a qualitative approach there were also 

sound reasons for adopting a certain quantitative research element to boost the overall validity 

and reliability of this research. The following are the main reasons for incorporating 

quantitative research into this dissertation. 

 

Bryman, and Bell (2011) argue the need to use quantitative methods in qualitative research to 

collect demographic data about the subjects and the organisations participating in the case 

study for more holistic understanding of the subjects being studied. In this study, two sets of 

questionnaires were distributed to groups of selected managers and employees to collect their 

demographic data and to measure their engagement level. From the data sets collected, a 

handful of employees and managers would be chosen to participate in follow up semi-

structured interviews.  The purpose of the interviews was to further explore the employees’ 
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state of being engaged at work and for managers to share some of their ‘best practices’ to 

engage their employees.  

      

The second major use of quantitative methods in qualitative research was to collect data from 

the subject firm’s employees regarding their current employee engagement level.  Later, 

qualitative data would be collected in the form of interviews with managers and employees to 

uncover both groups’ perspectives regarding the meaning of EE, and effective managerial 

practices that engage employees at work. Thus, seeking to explore a single common construct 

- employee engagement - in two ways so that this construct with its myriad issues could be 

investigated using a rich mixed methodology involving a structured quantitative research 

approach (questionnaire) and an semi-structured approach (interview) to collect data on the 

manager and employee’s perspective and feelings of employee engagement (Bryman, and 

Bell, 2011).  

     

4.9.1 Population and sample of study 

The subject firm is considered a small to medium (SME) firm based in Singapore and has a 

workforce of 132 personnel (13 managers, 35 employees, and 84 workers). For the purpose of 

this research, the target population was the managers and employees (48 personnel) and 

excludes the workers. The workers were not involved in the study because: (1) they were not 

the focus of this research; and (2) the language barrier between the researcher and the workers 

from different nationalities made it not possible to conduct questionnaire surveys or conduct 

interviews. There was no interpreter available to assist the researcher. Furthermore, the 

subject firm management was unwilling to release these workers to participate in this study 

due to tight work schedules. For these reasons workers were excluded from the current study 

from the beginning. 

 

The top management mandated that all managers and employees to participate in the survey 

to ensure full representation. The targeted population was 48 personnel (13 managers and 35 

employees) and the final sample size was 42 (10 managers and 32 employees: 88%) of the 

targeted population. This is more than the 20% of the population as suggested by Gay (1987), 

although having 88% of the population participate in the survey would better ensure that a 

meaningful and accurate representation of employee engagement level of the subject firm 

itself.  Nevertheless, other sources like Howell (1997) suggested at least a sample size of 20 

while Cohen (1998) considers the minimum suggested number as 30 participants with Green 

(1991) arguing for no less than 50 participants for a meaningful representation. Hence, an 
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88% representation sample size for this research was more than adequate for both qualitative 

and quantitative (statistical) purposes.  

 

Since the study is based on a single firm, Teddlie and Yu (2007) argue that a purposeful 

sampling technique be adopted. Frequently, this technique is also known as non-probability 

sampling or purposeful sampling or ‘‘qualitative sampling’’ (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). A 

purposeful sampling technique involves selecting certain units or participants ‘‘based on a 

specific purpose rather than randomly’’ (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003, p. 713) as is the case 

in this study. Participants for this survey included both managers and employees as they were 

the units of analysis for this study on employee engagement perception. They were chosen for 

their personal experience and understanding of this construct, which was captured in a 

quantitative survey and statistically analysed to better understand the engagement level in the 

subject firm. 

   

4.9.2 Units of analysis 

The units of analysis for this study were the individual managers and employees as they form 

the basic units in the subject firm. The present study investigated both the employee’s 

engagement level and the manager’s perception of the engagement construct. Hence, both 

groups can be considered as the two sides of the same coin. To reiterate, in Chapter 1 

managers were defined as personnel holding job titles like design managers, contract 

managers who were middle management serving as functional or departmental heads. These 

middle managers reported to the top management and have at one direct subordinate. Middle 

managers are responsible for their subordinate (employee) performance and overseas their 

work. Employees were defined as personnel working in the subject firm holding such 

professional job titles as engineer, designer, draftsman, administrator, accounts executive, or 

HR executive. These employees have no managerial or supervisory responsibilities. They 

were only responsible for their individual work roles as assigned by their respective 

supervisor (managers). 

 

4.9.3 Selection of participants 

The senior management of the subject firm mandated that all managers and employees to 

participate in the study as the top management was interested in the overall engagement level 

in the firm. Tashakkori and Teddlie, (2003) name this form of participant selection for a 

specific purpose, “purposeful sampling.”  
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4.9.4 Measurement of constructs 

In the academic literature, two common scales have been reportedly used by researchers to 

measure EE: the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) by Schaufeliet et al., (2002) and 

the other developed by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004). According to Viljevac, Cooper-

Thomas, and Saks (2012), both scales are valid to the extent they measure engagement based 

on how each researcher defines engagement, which in turn, limits the generalizability of 

results across studies. Overall, Viljevac, Cooper-Thomas, and Saks (2012) found that in the 

UWES, three factors (vigour, dedication and absorption) perform better than May et al., 

(2004)’s measures of cognitive, emotional, and physical. This result raises further questions 

regarding the need for a common measurement scale for EE.  

 

From another perspective, instead of measuring EE as a construct, Mackay, Allen, and Landis 

(2017) investigated the incremental validity of engagement when measuring for potentially 

overlapping job attitudes. Mackay, Allen, and Landis (2017) found that EE has moderate 

validity in the prediction of employee effectiveness in the individual job satisfaction, job 

involvement, and organizational commitment. It can thus be argued that EE is highly 

correlated with the higher-order job attitude construct (i.e., job satisfaction, job involvement, 

and organizational commitment). Given these arguments, EE may be considered a highly 

effective construct to assess an employee's overall attitudes towards his or her job. And, 

moreover, as suggested by Mackay, Allen, and Landis (2017), EE is a useful construct for 

organizations to examine its workforce performance.  

 

Since most researchers cannot agree on a single common scale or specific tool to assess 

engagement (see Viljevac, Cooper-Thomas, and Saks, 2012; Mackay, Allen, and Landis, 

2017), it is not surprising for Witemeyer (2013) to argue that the current construct of 

employee engagement is still incomplete and that available instruments can only measure sub-

constructs like commitment and job satisfaction (Mackay, Allen, and Landis, 2017). 

According to Macey and Schneider (2008), there is no existing widely-accepted instrument to 

measure the construct as a whole when conceptualized more broadly than work engagement. 

Yet in practitioner literature, however, there exists a variety of tools to measure employee 

engagement. For instance, according to Harter et al. (2009), Gallup considers quantitative and 

qualitative measures of employee perceptions of management practices in their Q12 employee 

engagement survey tool (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013b). Furthermore, HR 

consultants like Towers Perrin’s Global Workforce Study (2003) investigates rational, 

emotional and motivational dimensions of employee engagement. Witemeyer (2013) also 
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found that several other firms including Valtera Corporation, Hay Group, Pricewaterhouse 

Coopers, and Silk Road provide employee engagement consulting services, each using their 

own proprietary measurement instrument. 

 

4.9.5 Comparison of Q12 questionnaire results from Phase I (RQ1 and RQ2) 

The results from the Q12 survey for both managers and employees were compared to 

determine if there were items that significantly overlapped or presented gaps. Firstly, 

managers’ highest and lowest scored items were identified. These two extreme groups of 

items were flagged and analysed with respect to the subject firm’s management practices. 

Similarly, the researcher also identified the highest and lowest scores on employee items and 

evaluated these items in terms of how they perceived their managers efforts to engage them. 

 

An appropriate hypothesis was developed to test both occupational groups’ perceptions of 

employee engagement at a general and itemised level. The T-test was used to determine if the 

null hypothesis was to be rejected or not. The outcome of the t-test would confirm if there 

were any significant differences among the 24 items measured in the two separately 

administered questionnaires for both managers and employees. The comparison of these two 

data sets would help to shed light on how closely aligned were manager and the employee 

perceptions of the engagement level at the subject firm.    

 

4.10 PHASE II – QUALITATIVE RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) mixed methods is a procedure for collecting, 

analyzing, and “mixing” or integrating both quantitative and qualitative data at some stage of 

the research process within a single study for the purpose of gaining a better understanding of 

the research problem. When used in combination, Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989), 

Miles and Huberman (1994), and Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) agree that quantitative and 

qualitative methods complement each other and allow for a more robust analysis, taking 

advantage of the strengths of each.  

 

Under this mixed method design, the data collection procedure for the research was carried 

out in two phases, Phase I – Quantitative data collection and Phase II – Qualitative data 

collection. Quantitative data consisted of collecting data from managers and employees in the 

form of two different surveys/questionnaires regarding their perceptions of employee 

engagement. Following Phase I, Phase II involved the collection of qualitative data in the 
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form of interviews given by the researcher with both managers and employees.  The purpose 

of Phase II was to compare and contrast employee responses about their actual feelings of 

being engaged while also providing managerial perspectives regarding employee engagement. 

In Chapter 2 review of engagement literature, it was found that virtually all employee 

engagement studies were conducted solely from the employee’s perspective and only a few 

studies were done from the management’s point of view (Luthans and Peterson, 2002). One 

way to fill this dearth of research was to conduct a study that collated Phase I (quantitative) 

and Phase II (qualitative) data on managers’ perception of employee engagement. The 

intersection between these two sets of data would be an added dimension to the usual 

engagement surveys that have generally been limited to data collected from employees. 

 

As mentioned in the earlier sections of this chapter, the dominant research paradigm of this 

study was that of post-positivism (Denzin and Lincoln, 1998) as the emphasis of this research 

was an in-depth investigation of how the emergent construct of employee engagement was 

being perceived by both managers and employees of a Singapore based engineering firm. The 

data required for this study resides in the individual employees working in the subject firm in 

terms of their lived experiences, personal values, and perceptions. This means that a purely 

quantitative research approach in the form of survey and questionnaires will not be sufficient 

to extract the rich descriptions and individualised experiences of employee engagement at the 

workplace. Therefore, to access this rich and contextualised data in the individual 

participants, an exploratory qualitative inquiry approach is necessary with which to compare 

and contrast Phase I quantitative survey results. 

  

In Phase II, a series of personal interviews were conducted on a handful of chosen managers 

and employees of the subject firm to investigate their various perspectives and workplace 

experiences with respect to the construct of employee engagement and practices.  

 

4.10.1 Researcher’s role 

According to Orb, Eisenhauer, and Wynaden (2001) a researcher’s role in a qualitative study 

is to describe a phenomenon in its natural environment through the participant’s point of view 

mostly via interviews and observation. This research was largely a qualitative study of the 

state of engagement of both managers and employees in an SME engineering firm based in 

Singapore. The researcher’s role was to interpret the lived experience of the participant’s 

engagement experience and the management practices in promoting better employee 

engagement in the subject firm. In this study, the researcher collected the data predominantly 
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through interviews in which the interactions between the researcher and the participants were 

considered important.  Orb et al. (2001) suggest the method of collecting data through 

interviews is a means for accessing ‘real’ information needed in studies such as this. In this 

qualitative research, Denzin and Lincoln (2003) and Greenbank (2003) noted that the 

researcher became an instrument of data collection since he is the one who has collected, 

analysed and interpreted the data through his own worldview lens made up of bias, 

experience, assumptions, and qualification. 

    

4.10.2 Participants 

As per Section 4.9.1 Population and sample of study (Phase I – Quantitative elements in the 

qualitative research design) the participants of Phase II were drawn from the same manager 

and employee population of the subject firm - a Singapore based SME engineering firm 

operating in the construction industry.  

 

In Phase II, the participants—comprising both managers and employees were carefully 

selected from all parts of the organisation to be part of this research. Participants were 

specifically chosen by management to take part in this study. These participants consisted of 

managers and employees from administration, human resources, project, accounts, design and 

drafting, quantitative survey, and building information modeling. The aim of this research 

was to provide a meaningful representation of employee engagement across the whole 

organisation. Eighteen individuals (eight managers and 10 employees) from the subject firm 

participated in this qualitative Phase II portion of the study, which is above the minimum 12 

sample size recommend by Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) for interview studies.  

 

The criteria for choosing these participants were employment period and the department 

where they worked. To ensure a meaningful representation, participants were required to be 

employed with the subject firm for at least six months and were drawn from one of the seven 

departments that made up the organizational structure of the firm. This approach would 

ensure that each department was represented in the study, providing validity and reliability of 

data collected. All participants agreed to be interviewed and signed the consent forms before 

any actual interviews were carried out. They also consented to interviews being audio 

recorded, and their responses remaining anonymous and confidential.   
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4.10.3 Purposeful sampling method 

Patton (1990) elaborated that qualitative inquiry mostly concentrates on purposefully 

selecting small samples for in-depth study. In his view, the strengths of purposeful sampling 

lies in the selection of ‘information-rich’ (p. 169) participants from which the researcher can 

learn a great deal. For this study, the participants were purposefully chosen for their lived 

experience, in the workplace (Morse, 1991a), which will be explained in the next section.  

 

4.10.4 Sample and size:  how Phase II participants were chosen 

This research aim was to study the in-depth engagement experience of both the managers and 

employees in the subject firm. Since this was a qualitative research on the employees 

experiencing the engagement phenomenon at a specific setting, a non-probabilistic sampling 

would be more appropriate since participants were chosen for their lived experience, rather 

than chosen randomly.    

  

The selection process for choosing participants for their lived experience precluded a random 

sample approach.  According to Patton (2002) in purposeful sampling, researchers will need 

to select participants based on certain predetermined criteria specific to the aims of a 

particular study.   In this study participants were drawn from the subject firm based on their 

years of service and the department they worked in. All participants (both managers and 

employees) have worked at least six months in the subject firm and were drawn from seven 

departments: administration, human resources, project, accounts, design and drafting, 

quantitative survey, and building information modelling. This purposeful approach to 

participant selection was to ensure that each department/function was at least represented by 

one manager and one employee with the relevant lived experience.   

 

Glaser and Strauss (1967) suggest using data saturation as a guide to determine how many 

participants are needed in a qualitative study. Data saturation in qualitative data collection is a 

point, when there is no more new data to be found on an emergent concept or theme 

paraphrasing (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The point of data saturation according to Francis et 

al. (2010) is determined by the purpose of the study, the complexity, range and distribution of 

participant’s experience across the population and sample. For this research, a total of 18 

participants were chosen from managers and employee categories across the whole 

organisation to provide a meaningful representation. Eight of the participants were managers 

while the remaining were employees. Based on Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006), twelve 

(12) is a sufficient sample size for interview studies that are analysed for emergent themes. 
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Similarly, for all qualitative research including case studies, Bertaux (1981) proposes 15 as 

the smallest acceptable sample size (Guest et al., 2006). Hence, the 18 chosen participants for 

this study were well within the guidelines proposed by researchers.  

 

In this study, data saturation was achieved by studying the interview transcripts in-depth until 

no further themes emerged. Denzin (1978) recommends source and methods triangulation to 

be subsequently applied to validate the saturation point. Following Denzin’s guidelines 

triangulation was achieved by ensuring the 18 participants were drawn from the managerial 

and employee level of the subject firm and answered the interview questions according to 

their individual lived experience. Both groups of participants were from different hierarchical 

levels and were interviewed using two similar sets of semi open-ended questions modeled 

after Gallup Q12—one set of questions using language targeting managers, the other set of 

questions using language targeting employees. These two similar sets of questions are 

presented in Section 4.10.6:  Data collection instrument.  At the same time, triangulation was 

achieved by corroborating the results from the qualitative interviews (Phase II) against those 

collected from the quantitative survey (Phase I) to compare similarities and differences.   

      

As the subject firm is a relatively small organisation (132 personnel), saturation was actually 

reached after reviewing fewer than the interview transcripts of 18 participants. Nonetheless, 

the researcher continued with the analysis until all 18 participants’ transcripts had been 

thoroughly analysed, evaluated and interpreted.  

 

4.10.5 Ethical considerations 

Ethics approval for this study (project 14-76) was approved by the Human Research Ethics 

Committee of University of Canberra in Aug 2014. The interview and data collection process 

were carried out in accordance with the standards of the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2007).  All 

participants were given a consent form (Appendix A) that informed them of the purpose/aim 

and nature of this study, and their rights to participate or withdraw from the study at any time. 

The consent form also explained the nature and handling of the audio recording of their 

interviews and confirmed participant confidentiality and anonymity. To protect the identity of 

the participants a code was assigned to each of them. Only the researcher knew their real 

names with the corresponding matching code. Participants were also given the option to 

receive a summary research report when available either in hard copy or soft copy. Almost all 

participants indicated on the consent form that they would like to receive the summary. The 



105 
 

data collected will be password protected and stored in the researcher’s home computer for 

five years. After the five-year period, all interview recordings and transcriptions will be 

destroyed according to the requirements of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 

Human Research.   

      

4.10.6 Data collection instruments 

The semi open-ended interview questions used to elicit responses from managers and 

employees were closely paraphrased from the quantitative Q12 to ensure that the interview 

content stays true to that of employee engagement. The nature of semi open-ended questions 

allows the researcher to ask probing questions about the participants’ lived engagement 

experiences while working in the subject firm and to further explore other related topics and 

issues. These adapted semi open-ended questionnaires were divided into two sets. One set 

was used for interviewing the managers while the other was adapted for interviewing the 

employees. These adapted questionnaires were designed to consist of two parts – the first part 

collected demographic information such as the number of years the participant worked with 

the subject firm, and the nature of the employee’s job. A summary of the structure and items 

of the two questionnaires as well as purposes are outlined in the following Tables 4.7 and 4.8. 
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Table 4.7: Mapping of Q12 to corresponding interview questions for managers 

Paraphrased Interview questions for 
managers (Phase II) 

Corresponding Q12 / Rationales for 
interview questions  

MQ 4. (Overall Satisfaction) On a 5-point scale, where “5” 
is extremely satisfied and “1” is extremely dissatisfied, how 
satisfied are you with (your company) as a place to work? 

To measure the manager’s perception of 
overall workplace satisfaction 

MQ5. What does employee engagement mean to you? To explore the manager’s perception of the 
employee engagement construct 

MQ6. How do you know if an employee is engaged? Any 
examples? 

To explore the manager’s perception of an 
engaged employee 

MQ7. Do you think your employees know what is expected 
of them at work? Why? 

Q01. I know what is expected of me at work. 

MQ8. Are the opinions of your staff important? In what 
ways? 

Q07. At work, my opinions seem to count. 

MQ9. Does the mission/purpose of your company make 
your employees feel that their job is important? Why? 

Q08. The mission or purpose of my company makes 
me feel my job is important. 

MQ10. Generally, do you feel that your employees are doing 
quality work? 

Q09. My associates or fellow employees are 
committed to doing quality work. 

MQ11. Do your employees have good friends at work?  Q10. I have a best friend at work. 
MQ12. What do you think is your role between top 
management and your subordinates in employee 
engagement? How do you feel about this role? 

To explore the role of manager in promoting 
employee engagement and Q12 related 

MQ13. What are some of the employee benefits in your 
company? Do you think these benefits are effective in 
engaging employees? 

To explore the company’s policies in 
engaging employees and Q12 related 

MQ14. What do you think engages your employees? Any 
personal experiences to share? 

To explore the manager’s perspective of what factors 
engage employees at work with possibility of the 
following Q12:   
Q02. I have the materials and equipment I need to do 
my work right.  
Q04. In the last seven days, I have received 
recognition or praise for doing good work.  
Q05. My supervisor, or someone at work, seems to 
care about me as a person and follow-up on how 
caring environment can influence engagement level 
Q11. In the last six months, someone at work has 
talked to me about my progress. 

MQ15. Are employees given ample opportunities to use 
their skills and talents at work? What are some examples of 
such opportunities in your company? 

Q03. At work, I have the opportunity to do what I do 
best every day. 
Q06. There is someone at work who encourages my 
development. 
Q12. This last year, I have had opportunities at work 
to learn and grow. 

MQ16. Is there a training and developmental policy for 
employees? Please tell me more about this ‘policy’? Is it 
applicable to all employees? 

To explore the training and development 
opportunities available in the subject firm 

MQ17. What are three things you can do to engage your 
subordinate?  

 

To explore manager’s actions / behaviour in 
engaging employees 

MQ18. Is there anything else you would like to share with 
me regarding your experience in employee engagement?  

 

To explore additional employee engagement 
issues / factors that may not be covered under 
Q12 

MQ19. If you are to describe the current level of employee 
engagement in your company now, what are the three words 
you would use? 

To explore current level of employee 
engagement in subject firm in words and 
feelings 

MQ1. Opener - How long have you been working with this 
company? 
MQ2. Can you briefly share with me what your job is about? 
MQ3. How many direct reports (subordinates) do you have? 

To identify participant’s demographic and 
job related information 
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In Table 4.7, regarding the manager’s interview, most of the interview questions were 

paraphrased and adapted according to the Gallup’s Q12 (See above interview question MQ7 

to MQ11 and MQ14 to MQ16). In addition, MQ4 was included to investigate the overall 

indication of workplace satisfaction as a proxy measure for engagement level in the subject 

firm. Both MQ5 and MQ6 were designed to learn what employee engagement meant and 

what type of work behaviours were perceived as being engaging in the eyes of the manager. 

This assisted in the process of comparing and contrasting the ‘ideal’ engaged employee from 

the manager’s perspective with that of the employee’s perspective as a similar question was 

also designed for the employee’s interview segment. Interview question MQ12 and MQ17 

were designed to elicit the manager’s views on his role in promoting employee engagement 

and the types of behaviours and actions in encouraging engagement in the subject firm. 

Interview MQ13 was included to investigate the manager’s perspective on how useful the 

benefits policy was in engaging the employees and the types of benefits available to 

employees.  MQ18 was designed as a catch-all question to include any information that the 

participant might want to share but was not covered in the preceding questions. Finally, MQ1 

to MQ3 were questions related to the participant’s demographics and job content related 

information.  

 

The below table (Table 4.8) illustrates how the employee interview questions were adopted 

from Gallup Q12.     
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Table 4.8: Mapping Q12 to corresponding interview questions for employees 

Paraphrased interview questions for 
employees (Phase II) 

Corresponding Q12 / Rationales for 
interview questions  

EQ3. Which parts of your job do enjoy most? To explore job content meaningful to 
employee 

EQ4. Do you know what is expected of you at work? 
Provide some examples.  

Q01. I know what is expected of me at work. 

EQ5. Do you have the materials and equipment you need to 
do your work right? 

Q02. I have the materials and equipment I 
need to do my work right.  

EQ6. At work, do you have the opportunity to do what you 
do best every day?  

Q03. At work, I have the opportunity to do 
what I do best every day. 

EQ7. How do you feel when you have the opportunity to do 
what you do best?   

Follow-up on  Q03 to explore how employee 
feel when engaged 

EQ8. What is employee engagement to you? To explore the employee’s perception of the 
employee engagement construct 

EQ9. (Overall Satisfaction) On a 5-point scale, where “5” is 
extremely satisfied and “1” is extremely dissatisfied, how 
satisfied are you with (your company) as a place to work? 

To measure the employee’s perception of 
overall workplace satisfaction 

EQ10. How do you think an engagement employee should 
behave? 

To explore the employee’s perception of an 
engaged employee 

EQ11. In the last seven days, have you received recognition 
or praise for doing good work? Please provide one example. 

Q04. In the last seven days, I have received 
recognition or praise for doing good work  

EQ12. How do you feel when your supervisor recognised or 
praise you for doing good work? 

Follow-up on Q04 to explore how recognition 
/ praise can engage employee 

EQ13. Does your superior, or someone at work, seem to care 
about you as a person? *How do you feel at those moments? 

Q05. My supervisor, or someone at work, 
seems to care about me as a person and 
follow-up on how caring environment can 
influence engagement level 

EQ14. Is there someone at work who encourages your 
development? Who is this person? How does he or she 
encourages you?  

Q06. There is someone at work who 
encourages my development and follow-up to 
explore who and how do that person 
encourage the employee’s development and 
impact on engagement  

EQ15. At work, among colleagues and managers, are your 
opinions important?  

Q07. At work, my opinions seem to count. 

EQ16. Does the mission/purpose of your company make you 
feel your job is important? Why? 

Q08. The mission or purpose of my company 
makes me feel my job is important and 
follow-up on how mission / purpose engage 
employee 

EQ17. Are your associates (fellow employees) committed to 
doing quality work?  

Q09. My associates or fellow employees are 
committed to doing quality work. 

EQ18. Do you have a best friend at work?  Q10. I have a best friend at work. 
EQ19. In the last six months, has someone at work talked to 
you about your progress? *If ‘yes’, please share more 
details. 

Q11. In the last six months, someone at work 
has talked to me about my progress. 

EQ20. In the last year, have you had opportunities at work to 
learn and grow? *If ‘yes’, please share more details. 

Q12. This last year, I have had opportunities 
at work to learn and grow. 

EQ21. Is there anything else you would like to share with me 
on your employee engagement experience? 

To explore additional employee engagement 
issues / factors that may not be covered under 
Q12  

EQ22. What is one thing you would suggest to improve 
employee engagement in your company? 

To explore employee engagement factors 
specific to subject firm 
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EQ1. Opener - How long have been working with this 
company? 
EQ2. Can you briefly share with me what is your job about? 

To collect participant’s demographics 
information 

 

In Table 4.8 outlining the employee interview questions, the majority of the interview 

questions were also paraphrased closely according to the Gallup’s Q12 items. These interview 

questions included EQ4 to EQ7 and EQ11 to EQ20. Additional questions to investigate other 

aspects employee engagement included interview question EQ3, which was designed to find 

out which job-related aspects most engaged the employee. EQ8 was intended to investigate 

the employee’s perception of engagement construct so that the results could be compared to 

those from the manager’s interview. Similarly, EQ9 was to determine the employee’s 

workplace satisfaction level via-a-vis those of the managers. Also, interview EQ10 was set up 

to explore the employee’s perception of an ideally engaged employee. These results would 

facilitate a comparison between the employee and the manager’s perceptions of the employee 

engagement construct and related behaviours and expectations. EQ21 and EQ22 were 

specifically designed to collect any information or lived experience that might have been 

missed from the preceding questions. EQ1 and EQ2 were intended to collect the participant’s 

demographic data and job-related information.    

 

The two sets of adapted questionnaires were pilot tested over a two-week period that involved 

associates of the researcher who were all working professionals and none who were related to 

or involved in the subject firm. Based on their feedback, some refinements were made to a 

few of the questions to better target certain key areas of concerns. Where appropriate the 

questions were also edited to require participants to provide specific examples or instances to 

substantiate their claims and experience. This would add more context and rich description to 

the individual answers regarding their lived employee engagement experience.  

 

4.10.7 Data collection techniques 

Gill, Stewart, Treasure, and Chadwick (2008) concerning qualitative data collection, consider 

the most common forms of information collected are through interviews and focus groups.  

The data collected for this study was personal interview information from the managers and 

employees of the subject firm in audio format and then later transcribed into text. In 

interviews, the use of semi open-ended questions allows for follow-up and probing questions 

(Turner, 2010) to explore the themes and lived engagement experiences of both groups of 

participants. Polkinghorne (2005) posit that questionnaires with Likert scales are inadequate 

in collecting individual lived experiences, the latter characterised by depth and rich 
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descriptions. The only possible means to access an individual’s private experiences is through 

in-depth personal interview (Polkinghorne, 2005). Similarly, a focus group discussion is also 

not suitable for this study on individual employee engagement experience since focus groups 

may limit the individual’s contributions especially if participants are uncomfortable 

discussing the topic openly (Morgan, 1998). According to Louise and While’s (1994) study 

the one-to-one interview is the most appropriate technique for this type of study because the 

open-ended nature of the questions facilitates the exploration of perceptions and opinions of 

complex issues (as is the case of employee engagement) as well as allows the probing of more 

information and clarification of answers.  

   

The researcher personally transcribed the audio recorded interviews using Microsoft Word. 

This was done over a period of several months as the researcher was working full time and 

could only carry out the transcription during non-working hours. A hard copy of the transcript 

was sent to the participant to validate and ensure that the interview content was correct. The 

interviewed participant was only identified by a specific code to protect his or her identity. 

NVivo 10 (QSR International, n.d) was the software used to analyse the transcribed 

interviews.  

 

4.10.8 Comparison of interview results from Phase II (RQ1 and RQ2) 

The qualitative results collected from separate follow-up interviews with the managers and 

employees were compared and contrasted to identify overlapping themes and concepts related 

to employee engagement from these two groups. Explanations on how and why the themes 

overlapped and converged across the two groups of participants were discussed and the 

significance of these themes were further reviewed. How these findings might impact on the 

subject firm’s current engagement and HR practices were also considered.  

 

4.11 PHASE III - MIXED METHOD ANALYSIS INVOLVING BOTH 

QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DATA 

 

4.11.1 Rationale 

The contributions of this study were revealed in Phase III discussion of findings. As 

mentioned in Section 4.8, the rationale and justifications for adopting a mixed method 

approach to study employee engagement in the subject firm was essential and relevant as it 

offered a unique insight into how managers and employees perceived the employee 

engagement construct in the Singaporean context. The researcher want to shed light on this 
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emerging construct by comparing the quantitative findings from the survey and the qualitative 

results from the interviews conducted. This analytical approach allowed the researcher to 

study this workplace phenomenon from the two key sets of players (i.e., manager and 

employee perspectives) both in numerical as well as words and phrases. The mixed method 

approach offered a balanced and holistic view of the employee engagement construct 

experienced by the manager and employee, both whom are involved in the creation of these 

personalised experiences. The next few sections will detail how the comparison study of both 

groups of data were compared and analysed.     

 

4.11.2 Comparison of Q12 and interview results for managers  

The comparison of the Q12 survey quantitative results and the themes identified from the 

qualitative interview with managers provided a more comprehensive and holistic appreciation 

of what were the common practices managers used to engage employee and how they did so 

on an individual level. The themes and concepts that emerged from the interviews helped in 

understanding of the common approaches used by managers to engage employees, and the 

means by which these were carried out.  The findings also assisted the researcher to 

understand the underlying reasons for and the effectiveness of these approaches to engage 

employees. The numerical values from the survey provided an indication of the 

management’s perceptions of the EE construct as well as employee engagement practices. 

These numerical values in combination with the rich contextualized material from drawn from 

the two sets of interview data containing revelations of individual experiences and personal 

perspectives created a much richer and fuller picture of engagement practices and related 

insights.   

 

4.11.3 Comparison of Q12 and interview results for employees 

Similarly, the quantitative survey results and qualitative interview data obtained from 

employees were also compared and contrasted to identify themes surrounding the employee 

engagement construct, including specific emotional and personal experiences associated with 

the construct. The themes and concepts identified in the interviews and the numerical values 

from the Q12 survey provided a holistic and fuller explanation for how and why employees 

felt engaged.  The synthesis of quantitative and qualitative employee-generated data offered a 

unique employee perspective on their engagement experiences at the subject firm. 
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4.11.4 Comparison of mixed method results from this study with Gallup engagement 

 surveys  

Among the outputs generated by the nature of the study’s research questions were how this 

study of a Singaporean engineering firm’s perception of employee engagement construct 

compared with the results of the Gallup engagement surveys (Gallup.com, 2013) conducted in 

other countries (including those conducted in Singapore). This comparative study using mixed 

methods research involving a local firm with a global survey is the first of its kind done in 

Singapore. The results of this study hoped to provide explanations for why and how the 

Singaporean employee engagement experience is similar or different from those compiled by 

Gallup. The Gallup global engagement survey was chosen as a benchmark for comparison 

with the subject firm because the data collection instrument, the Q12 was the similar set used 

by the both organisations. The survey results from the subject firm can therefore be equitably 

compared with the global engagement scores to yield a more meaningful understanding of the 

engagement construct in the contextual environment of the engineering firm, i.e., the 

Singaporean construction industry. 

 

4.12 Choice of analytical tools 

This chapter has outlined the many ways that research can be conducted, discussed their 

theoretical underpinnings, and considered the respective paradigms and research strategies 

associated with each.  It has been argued that argued and justified that the most appropriate 

approaches to answering the research questions that have emerged from the review of existing 

literature was to collect and analyse the quantitative and qualitative data on employee 

engagement in the workplace. 

 
4.12.1 Surveys:  Revised Gallup Q12 

For this study the Gallup Q12 was adopted to quantitatively measure employee engagement in 

the subject firm (Phase I) prior to administering the Gallup Q12 as a qualitative data 

collection tool to 18 selected managers and employees (Phase II). The Gallup Q12 is one of 

few instruments used by business practitioners and consultants where cumulative data 

collected by the survey are readily available for study. One of the ongoing studies by Harter et 

al. (2009) is a meta-analysis of 199 studies conducted between 1997 and 2006 using Q12 as 

the survey instrument. In this large-scale study Harter et al. (2009) examined the relationship 

between employee engagement and nine organisational performance indicators (customer 

loyalty/engagement, profitability, productivity, turnover, safety incidents, shrinkage, 

absenteeism, patient safety incidents, and quality (defects), tested at the business unit level at 
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152 different organisations from 44 industries in 26 countries representing 955,905 

employees. From this meta-analysis, Harter et al. (2009) concluded the existence of a 

substantial relationship between engagement and performance at the business/work unit level 

that is highly generalizable across organisations. Based on the preceding large-scale 

supporting evidence, it is clear that Q12 is a valid and reliable survey instrument commonly 

used among practitioners.  

 

Arakawa and Greenberg (2007) explain that the Q12 is linked to Kahn’s (1990) three 

psychological conditions necessary for engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and availability, 

providing a sound theoretical foundation to this instrument. Arakawa and Greenberg (2007) 

elaborate the relations between the Gallup Q12 and Kahn’s (1990) research in the following 

manner: 

 

Meaningfulness is linked to items 1 and 3, which are concerned with employee’s work roles 

and item 8, which is about the employee perception of his work meaningfulness. Safety is 

linked to items 4, 5, 11 that are related to employee perception of management support and 

process, item 6 which is about the employee interpersonal relations, while item 7, 9 and 10 

are concerned with workplace interactions. Availability is linked to items 2 which is about 

equipment / materials and resources, and item 12, which is concerned with individual growth 

at work.   

 

Even though the Q12 is a practitioner consulting tool, there are also sizable number of 

academic scholars (Arakawa and Greenberg, 2007; Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno, 2015; 

Atwater and Brett, 2006; and Bhatnagar, 2007) who adopted this survey instrument in their 

research, legitimizing its use as a valid and reliable instrument for measuring EE. Hence, this 

survey instrument was well suited for this research. For the purpose of this research the Q12 

was closely paraphrased and revised into 34 questions and divided into two sets of 

questionnaires. One set of the questionnaire was for managers while the other set was 

designed for employees.   

 

4.12.1a Application of Likert scale to survey instrument 

A five-point Likert scale was assigned for each scale for both sets of revised questionnaires: 

1 Strongly Disagree 

2 Disagree 

3 Neutral 
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4 Agree 

5 Strongly Agree 

The median is set at the three-point scale and mean scores for the hypothesis signified the 

significance of the study.  Malhotra and Peterson (2006) informed that a 5-point format is one 

of the most commonly used scales in conducting surveys. It is also relatively easy to 

understand and to use by participants.  The survey data collected in this research using this 

Likert scale questionnaire was subjected descriptive statistical analysis.  

 

The data gathered through this stage of the study was analysed using SAS (SAS Institute Inc., 

2012) to generate the appropriate descriptive statistics required. According to Trochim (2000) 

descriptive statistics are used for presenting quantitative descriptions in a manageable form 

including sample summaries and characteristics of subjects.  SAS was used to produce data 

analysis together with simple charts and graphs, which allowed the researcher to highlight 

statistical details such as mean, frequency, percentage, totals, and variance (the distribution, 

the central tendency, the dispersion) of the two groups of participants’ quantitative answers on 

the perception of engagement in the subject firm.  

 

For both questionnaires, Q1 to Q5 are five pairs of demographic questions, including gender, 

years of service with company, age group, highest qualification, and occupation. These 

questions were set to ensure that the same demographic information was collected for both 

managers and employee for analysis and comparison purpose. The remaining questions 

ranging from 6 through to 30 will be further discussed in the next section.  

 

4.12.1b Manager and employee perceptions of employee engagement 

As outlined in Chapter 2, the origins of the questions 6 through 17 (for managers) and 

question 19 through 30 (for employees) were an adaptation of the survey items developed by 

Gallup. The adaptation was necessary because the researcher was unable to approach Gallup 

for permission to use their instrument to gather the data for this study. Hence, the researcher 

had to paraphrase Gallup’s Q12 (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013b) to suit the 

purpose of this study.  See Table 4.9 below that compares the original Gallup poll with the 

researcher’s revised survey of that poll.     
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4.12.1c  Translation of instrument 

The two sets of questionnaires were closely aligned with that of Gallup’s Q12 (Gallup 

Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a). This was done by paraphrasing the items closely to 

that of Q12. This form of adaptation of Q12 allows the revised survey instruments used in this 

study to retain the same level of validity and reliability of items in the original Q12 items.  

Below is the table illustrating the parallel nature of the researcher survey items with that of 

Q12:   

 

Table 4.9: Paraphrased items for manager and employee questionnaires (Phase I) 
Original Q12 Questions Manager perception of 

engagement  
Employee perception of 
engagement 

Q01. I know what is expected 
of me at work. 

6) My subordinate knows what is 
expected of him/her at work. 

19) I know what is my role at 
work. 

Q02. I have the materials and 
equipment I need to do my 
work right.  

7) My subordinate has the 
materials and equipment that 
he/she needs to do the work right. 

20) I have the tools and 
resources to get my work done 
correctly. 

Q03. At work, I have the 
opportunity to do what I do 
best every day. 

8) At work, my subordinate has the 
opportunity to do what he/she does 
best every day. 

21) Every day there are 
opportunities at work for me to 
do what I am best at. 

Q04. In the last seven days, I 
have received recognition or 
praise for doing good work. 

9) In the last seven days, my 
subordinate has received 
recognition or praise for doing 
good work. 

22) In the past one week, my 
work is recognized or praised. 

Q05. My supervisor, or 
someone at work, seems to 
care about me as a person. 

10) I, or someone at work, care 
about my subordinate as a person. 

23) At my workplace, someone 
cares about me at a personal 
level. 

Q06. There is someone at 
work who encourages my 
development. 

11) I, or someone at work, 
encourage(s) my subordinate’s 
development. 

24) At my workplace, I have 
been encouraged to develop 
myself. 
 

Q07. At work, my opinions 
seem to count. 

12) At work, my subordinate 
opinions count. 

25) At my workplace, my 
opinions are important. 

Q08. The mission or purpose 
of my company makes me 
feel my job is important. 

13) The mission/purpose of my 
company makes my subordinate 
feels his/her job is important. 

26) My company’s mission / 
purpose make my work 
important. 
 

Q09. My associates or fellow 
employees are committed to 
doing quality work. 

14) My subordinate’s associates 
(fellow employees) are committed 
to doing quality work. 

27) My colleagues do quality 
work 

Q10. I have a best friend at 
work. 

15) My subordinate has a best 
friend at work. 

28) At my workplace, there is 
someone I can consider as my 
best friend. 

Q11. In the last six months, 
someone at work has talked 
to me about my progress. 

16) In the last six months, I, or 
someone at work, have/has talked 
to my subordinate about his/ her 
progress. 

29) At my workplace, someone 
has discussed with me about my 
progress in the past few months. 

Q12. This last year, I have 
had opportunities at work to 

17) In the last year, my 
subordinate had opportunities at 

30) At my workplace, in the 
past 12 months, I had 
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learn and grow. work to learn and grow opportunities to learn and 
develop myself. 

 

Another reason for the above adaptation was to replicate the Q12 survey in the subject firm so 

that the results could be subsequently compared to those published by Gallup’s studies. This 

would ensure that a more equitable comparison would be carried out between employee 

engagement surveys completed in Singapore and those completed outside Singapore.  

 

4.12.1d Validity and reliability of survey items 

Harter et al. (2009) conducted a meta-analysis of Q12 resulting in a score of 0.91 meta-

analytic convergent validity of the equally weighted sum of 12 items to the equally weighted 

sum of items in longer surveys measuring job satisfaction and engagement. According to 

Harter and his colleagues this means that the Q12 encapsulates the general factor in longer 

engagement surveys. In the same study, it was also established that a true-score value of about 

.70 was found to correlate with individual survey items. Harter et al. (2009) confirm that the 

mean of 12 questions was found to be at Cronbach’s alpha of .91 at business unit levels. 

Furthermore, the composite score for Q12 also exhibits high convergent validity with 

affective employee satisfaction and other measures of work engagement (Harter et al., 2009). 

Various researchers (Buckingham and Coffman, 1999; Luthans and Peterson, 2002; Arakawa 

and Greenberg, 2007; Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno, 2015; Atwater and Brett, 2006; and 

Bhatnagar, 2007) also validate and support the use of Q12 as a credible instrument to collect 

engagement data.  These studies confirm that the Q12 is both a reliable and valid survey 

instrument for measuring employee engagement.  

 

4.12.1e  Pilot testing for survey questionnaires 

The questionnaire needed to be pilot tested before the research took place as this allowed the 

‘trying out’ of a particular research instrument (Baker, 1994, p182-3). One of the advantages 

of conducting a pilot test is that it might give advance warning about where the main research 

project could fail, where research protocols may not be followed, or whether proposed 

methods or instruments are inappropriate or too complicated.  In the words of De Vaus (1993, 

p54) “Do not take the risk. Pilot test first.” 

 

Both sets of the questionnaire were pilot tested by friends and associates, none of whom were 

related to the subject firm. Constructive feedback was provided, and minor adjustments were 

made to more accurately reflect the nature of the questions.  
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4.12.1f  Data collection procedure 

In Nov 2014, prior to launching Phase I of data collection with the subject firm there was a 

meeting arranged with its management to discuss how to proceed with the research. A 

tentative timeline for both Phase I and II of data collection was agreed upon and other related 

administrative matters including contact person (ie. HR Executive) was also confirmed. 

  

Phase I of the research was conducted between Dec 2014 and Jan 2015. Before the survey 

was conducted, all participants were required to sign on the Consent Form agreeing to 

complete a questionnaire on their engagement level and participate in an interview with the 

researcher and that will be audio-recorded. Two sets of questionnaires (one targeted at 

managers and another targeted at employees) were distributed via the HR Executive. The 

completed questionnaires were returned in sealed envelopes and personally collected by the 

researcher in Jan 2015. Phase II (qualitative data collection) was conducted in March 2015. 

 

4.12.2 ANOVA analysis and related statistical tests 

 

The subject firm staff strength was 132 consisting of 13 managers, 35 employees, and 84 

workers. Although the subject of interest here i.e., the firm was a relatively small one it was 

still necessary to examine the related variables in relation to the engagement construct. More 

specifically, the study will analysis how the both managers and employees’ demographical 

variables mediated the engagement construct, and compare how both occupational groups 

perceived EE.  To ensure that this study is statistically valid and reliable, a series of statistical 

tests were conducted on the small yet representative sample of the population of the 

workforce in the subject firm. The series of statistical tests included ANOVA (analysis of 

variance), skewness and kurtosis tests, Wilcoxon rank-sum test, and t-test.  

 

A key concern in inferential statistics is that a small sample size may not be representative of 

the population studied. Therefore, it is necessary to first determine if the small sample is of 

normal distribution ie., representative of the population. To determine the normality of 

distribution of both the population and sample, three types of statistical tests were employed: 

the skewness and kurtosis tests (Rose et al., 2014) was used to test the normality of 

distribution in the population (workforce of the subject firm) while the Shapiro-Walk test was 

used to check the distribution spread of the small sample size (10 managers and 32 

employees). These tests determined that both the sample and population follow a parametric 

(normal) distribution and therefore representative (Elliott and Woodward 2007) of the subject 



118 
 

firm’s workforce. Hence, a parametric method: ANOVA was then employed to test if the 

small sample of manages and employees’ demographic variables (eg. age, gender) had any 

impact on their perception of the EE construct. 

 

ANOVA  statistical analysis was conducted on Research Questions 1 and 2 to compare the 

effect of demographic factors on managerial perceptions of employee engagement (RQ1) and 

the impact of demographic factors on employee perceptions of EE (RQ2).  The F-test was 

used to test if there was a difference between the manager’s perception of their subordinate 

engagement level (RQ1) and employee’s own perception of engagement (RQ2) among the 

various demographic factors.  

 

To answer Research Question 1 (RQ1), there was a need to test if the demographic factors 

had an impact on the manager’s perception of employee engagement. This was done using a 

‘one-way between subjects ANOVA’. This statistical test is used to determine if the means 

for independent variables (gender, years of service with company, age group, and highest 

qualification) are significantly different from that of the means of the dependable variable 

(employee engagement perception). If the means are significantly different, it indicates that 

the independent variable ie., demographic factors had an effect on the dependent variable ie., 

employee engagement. 

 

Similarly, to answer Research Question 2 (RQ2), the same ‘one-way between subjects 

ANOVA’ was also conducted to compare the impact of demographic factors (gender, years of 

service with company, age group, and highest qualification) on non-managerial employee 

perception of EE. 

 

The F-test was used to test if there was a difference between the manager’s perception of their 

subordinate’s engagement (RQ1) and employee own perception of the engagement construct 

(RQ2) among the various demographic factors.  If the p-value was less than 0.05 the test 

indicated significance.  

 

For Research Question 3 (RQ3), a null and alternative hypothesis was developed to test the 

statistical difference between the overall manager and employee perceptions of the 

engagement construct. The Wilcoxon rank-sum test (Hollander and Wolfe, 1999) was used to 

determine if there was a difference between overall manager and employee perceptions of 
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employee engagement. A p-value less than 0.05 indicated significance. The outcome of this 

test is discussed in Chapter 5. 

 

To ensure that the individual items were tested for their statistical significance across the two 

groups, 12 pairs of null and alternative hypothesis corresponding to the 24 (12 pairs) items 

were developed. The t-test was used to determine if the null hypothesis should be rejected or 

accepted at an item-by-item level. The outcome of the t-test would determine if there were 

any items pairs that were statistically significant. The results would also help to shed light on 

specific items that the subject firm should pay attention to in relations to the employee 

engagement level.  The outcome of the t-test is discussed in Chapter 5. 

 

4.12.3 NVIVO analysis and related techniques 

After the interviews had been transcribed the researcher began analysing the data, 

transforming words, phrases and sentences into “a clear, understandable, insightful, 

trustworthy…analysis” (Gibbs, 2007, p. 1). Nvivo 10 software was the appropriate tool to 

analyse the interview data because it could be used to identify emerging themes and patterns 

from the transcripts (QSR International, n.d). This software also helps to organise raw data, 

code data, create categories, reveal themes, create clusters of themes/subthemes and aid in 

presenting these data in visual representations of themes and categories.  

 

4.12.3a Data analysis technique 

For this study, the Framework Analysis approach advocated by Ritchie and Spencer (2002) 

was adopted to guide the qualitative data analysis process (Phase II interviews). This 

approach not only met the specific information needs of this research; it also provided useful 

recommendations to the subject firm’s engagement study. The Framework Analysis according 

to Ritchie and Spencer (2002) consists of five key stages as outline below and it was partially 

applied in this research as shown below: 

 

Stage 1: Familiarisation 

During the familiarisation stage, the interview were listened to and transcribed. The data from 

the interviews were read several times, identifying and noting any key ideas, repeated 

phrases/words, and recurrent themes. As the study was to explore the employee engagement 

construct perceived by both managers and employees, the researcher also took notes on the 

general impression and atmosphere under which the interviews took place at the subject 

firm’s premise. These notes provided the context and backdrop to the data collection process. 
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Stage 2: Identifying a thematic framework 

During the familiarisation process an overview was gained of the rich descriptions, depth and 

range of lived experience, subject firm’s policies and procedure, and work processes. This 

experience also allowed notes to be taken on the key issues, concepts and themes according to 

the data collected, allowing for a thematic framework to be constructed within which the 

materials was organised and analysed in detail. This thematic framework was built based on 

prior issues derived from this research aims, interview questions, emergent issues raised by 

participants, and recurring themes/perspectives or experiences. The framework was further 

refined through application to a few selected transcripts until the categories became more 

responsive to the emergent and analytical themes.  

 

Stage 3: Indexing 

Next, the developed thematic framework from Stage 2 was systematically applied to all the 

transcripts. All the interview transcripts from both managers and employees were reviewed 

and annotated according to the thematic framework specifically developed for this study. 

These annotated transcripts were indexed and referenced back to a descriptive textual system 

developed under the thematic framework earlier.                   

 

Stage 4: Charting 

After applying the thematic framework to the interview transcripts, a complete picture of the 

data (including the range of lived experience and perception on the employee engagement and 

related issues and themes) was put together. The transcripts were copied from their original 

context and organised under the relevant thematic reference and headings. In the process of 

charting, Nvivo was used to code individual transcript with references, then reviewed, 

analysed and summarised to capture the essence of the participant’s experience in 

engagement. The results from the abstraction and synthesis of interview data were recorded in 

the chart. Using Nvivo, the original text was referenced in the charts so that the source could 

be traced, and the process of abstraction could be examined and replicated.       

 

Stage 5: Mapping and Interpretation 

In this stage, there was search for patterns, concepts, associations, and underlying connections 

in the data. This was done with the aid of the visual charts and displays created from the 

preceding analyse process, and corroborated by Nvivo analysis, which also provided visual 

evidence of emerging patterns, associations, and connections. To ensure that the interpretation 
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of various emerging themes and concepts were relevant to the study, the researcher frequently 

referred back to the research objectives and questions as a guide to avoid straying away from 

the purpose of this study. It was at this stage that the researcher developed much clearer 

definitions of the employee engagement concept according to the personal experiences of the 

staff at the subject firm.  It was discovered that there were various linkages among the core 

themes of engagement that were shared by both the managers and employees interviewed.      

 

4.12.3b Reliability (Dependability) 

Golafshani (2003) asserts that ‘reliability’ is not only a frequently used concept for testing 

quantitative research but also commonly found in evaluating qualitative studies. Here, 

Stenbacka (2001) defines reliability as the quality of a qualitative study in facilitating the 

understanding of a situation that would otherwise be “enigmatic or confusing” (Eisner, 1991, 

p. 58). In qualitative research, Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 300) has reclassified reliability as 

“dependability”. Dependability in qualitative research refers to consistency of the findings 

and repeatability of the results (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). To preserve the dependability of 

this research, the interview questions were designed and modelled closely after the validated 

Gallup Q12 (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013b) by paraphrasing the quantitative 

items into qualitative/semi open-ended interview questions. The data and findings for this 

study were also presented at Work in Progress seminars during the researcher’s candidature 

where external researchers not involved in the research process examined and commented on 

it. Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that this external audit process also helped to determine if 

the findings were accurate, and the interpretations and conclusions were supported by the 

data. 

 

4.12.3c  Validity (Trustworthiness) 

Scholars including Lincoln and Guba (1985) and Mishler (1990) support the idea that validity 

and reliability in quality inquiry are better defined as trustworthiness. However, it must be 

noted that unlike quantitative research, validity in the qualitative research paradigm is not a 

single unified concept, but rather taken as a “contingent construct” related to the processes 

and aims of the “research methodologies” used in the study (Winter, 2000, p.1). Validity 

according to Long and Johnson (2000) is the integrity and application of the methods in the 

research and the accuracy of the results in reflecting the truth and establishing confidence in 

the findings (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).    

 



122 
 

For higher validity in the study, triangulation strategies were incorporated in the research 

process. Triangulation refers to the use of a few types of methods or data, including “both 

quantitative and qualitative approaches” (Patton, 2001, p. 247) to strengthen the research 

validity and promote rigour in the process.  In this study, triangulation of methods and sources 

were adopted to ensure that data and perspectives provided by the participants were valid and 

reflective of the truth and understanding of the employee engagement concept in the subject 

firm.  

 

Method triangulation, involves the use of multiple methods of data collection about the same 

phenomenon (Polit and Beck, 2012). For this research, a mixed method design was adopted to 

collect both quantitative data via a survey and qualitative information from personal 

interviews. This mixed method approach to data collection according to Creswell (2013) 

ensures a higher degree of validity in the data collected as the inherent strengths of both 

methods complemented each other.    

 

Denzin (1978) stresses that source triangulation is about investigating the consistency of 

different data sources from the same method. Through the use of surveys and interviews, data 

was collected from two sources in the subject firm – the manager and the employee. This 

form of source triangulation assured that the data collected was not one-sided and facilitated a 

deeper understanding of the engagement construct from both perspectives in this study. 

 

4.12.4 Interviews 

Two sets of interview questions (semi open-ended type) targeting managers and employees of 

the subject firm were included in this research. Runeson and Host (2009) and Turner (2010) 

consider the semi open-ended interview to be a commonly used interviewing method in 

qualitative research because such questions allow the interviewer to ask a set of standard 

questions with options to ask probing questions as a means of follow-up. With semi open-

ended questions, participants are also free to express their perspectives and personal 

experiences.  The two sets of interviews used in this study will be reiterated in Chapters 6 and 

7. 

 

4.13 Summary 

 

In Chapter 4, the theories/paradigms related to research design and methodology, as well as 

the rationale for a mixed method approach to this study were comprehensively discussed. This 
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nature of this study is deductive while also relatively open-ended which steered this 

researcher to adopt a post-positivism paradigm.  The data collection and analysis involve both 

quantitative and qualitative elements pursuit to the researchers’ adoption of a mixed method 

approach for two purposes.  First, quantitative analysis enabled a comparison and contrast of 

employee responses regarding perceptions of employee engagement with managerial 

responses regarding perceptions of employee engagement.  Second, the quantitative results, 

when compared to the qualitative results, corroborated employees’ individual experiences of 

engagement with managers’ perceptions of employee engagement.  

 

This researcher strongly argued in support of a single case study that utilized a mixed 

methods approach involving a combination of quantitative (Likert-scaled questionnaire) and 

qualitative (interviews) data collection and analysis to address the research questions.  Finally, 

specific methods, techniques and analytical tools (ANOVA, F-tests, t-test, framework 

analysis, Wilcoxon rank-sum test, triangulation, NVivo, etc.,) used in this research were 

described, discussed and substantiated with respect to relevant theories regarding the nature of 

the research topic and the aims of this study. The next chapter (Chapter 5) presents the 

findings and discussion of the quantitative research (Phase I survey).  These Chapter 5 

findings, along with Phase II qualitative findings in Chapter 6 and 7 are compared and 

contrasted in the Phase III mixed methods analysis (Chapter 8). 

 



124 
 

CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS (PHASE I) 

 

5.0    Introduction 

 

Chapter 5 will present the quantitative findings (called Phase I) of the research.  The 

researcher’s choice of a mixed method approach that entailed collecting both quantitative and 

qualitative data was described in detail in Chapter 4:  Research Methodology and Design.  

The purpose of Chapter 5 is to present the quantitative findings and in particular, participant 

demographics and basic tests of reliability, validity and consistency that provided baseline 

information for the in-depth interviews that took place in the qualitative analysis of the 

research (Phase II). Participant responses from managers and employees of the subject firm 

regarding the construct, employee engagement, was collected via a modified Gallup Q12 

survey instrument. These findings together with the demographic data collected will be 

presented and discussed in the respective sections that are described below. The quantitative 

findings are organized to directly address the first three of the four research questions.  The 

four research questions are:  

 

1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they feel about it; how do 

managers engage their employees.   

 

2: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? How do employees feel when 

they are in the state of engagement?  

 

3: Are there similarities or differences between manager and employee perceptions of 

employee engagement, and what are the implications of these similarities and differences? 

 

4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean employee engagement in 

comparison to engagement studies in other countries? 

 

Chapter 5 is divided into six sections.  Section 5.1 reports the demographic data of the survey 

participants i.e., the managers and employees of the subject firm. In response to Research 

Question 1, Section 5.2 are the results from managerial perceptions of the employee construct 

in various tables and figures. The significance of the highest and lowest items scores will also 

be commented upon. The demographic factors influencing manager perceptions of the 

employee engagement construct were tested using ANOVA for any statistical significance. 
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The results from the Shapiro-Wilk test on skewness and kurtosis of the managerial population 

are presented in Section 5.2.3. These test results determine the validity and reliability of the 

samples drawn from the subject firm for this study. 

 

The findings that respond to Research Question 2 will be presented in Section 5.3. This 

section reports the findings on employee perceptions of the employee engagement construct. 

The reporting format for this section is identical to that adopted in Section 5.2. The researcher 

has structured subsection 5.3.1, subsection 5.3.2 and subsection 5.3.3 in identical format to 

the same subsections in 5.2 to facilitate the comparison of these two occupational groups’ 

responses.   

  

Section 5.4 will present findings on Research Question 3 where the overall means of both 

managers and employee perceptions of the EE were tested for statistical significance via 

Hypothesis 1. The t-test results on the significance of the two groups means score was 

examined and discussed to determine if the null hypothesis was to be rejected or accepted.       

 

All portions of Section 5.4 report the statistical findings of the individual 12 items (questions) 

in both managers and employees’ surveys that were tested for significant relations at the 

itemised level. This was done by pairing 12 pairs of hypothesises developed in tandem with 

the 12 pairs of survey items to test the statistical relationship between the managers and 

employee’s perception of engagement at an item-by-item level. These hypothesises were 

validated under a series of independent t-tests and the outcomes are discussed - relative to 

perceptions of the engagement construct in the subject firm.       

 

Section 5.5 discusses the findings for Research Question 1 through 3 on how the results can 

be interpreted in relation to the subject firm’s managerial practices and implications on the 

subsequent Phase II qualitative research. An extended discussion on the possible factors 

leading to the results on the subject firm’s perceptions of EE is also presented in Section 5.5. 

Finally, Section 5.6 provides a summary of the quantitative findings and sets the direction for 

Chapter 6: Qualitative findings (Phase II). 

   

The focus of this chapter is to report the results collected from Phase I – quantitative research 

on how managers and employees interpret the engagement construct. Two sets of 

questionnaires closely modelled after Gallup Poll’s Q12 - a survey instrument developed by 

the Gallup Poll specifically to measure the various dimensions of the employee engagement 
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construct (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013b) - were distributed to groups of 

selected participants (the managers and the employees across all departments to measure their 

engagement level. In Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, Gallup Q12 was strongly defended as a valid 

and reliable data collection tool for engagement studies in general and specifically in this 

study. Theoretically, the Q12 is built on Kahn’s (1990) seminal work on employee 

engagement. This tool is also supported by various researchers such as Buckingham and 

Coffman (1999), Luthans and Peterson (2002), Arakawa and Greenberg (2007), Radda, 

Majidadi, and Akanno (2015), Atwater and Brett (2006), and Bhatnagar (2007). 

 

The aim of this survey was to ascertain how manager perceive the employee’s level of 

engagement at work and how the employees themselves perceived their engagement. The 

study also investigated if the various demographic factors like age, education had any 

influence on both group’s perception of the engagement construct. The results from the two 

groups were compared to determine the similarities and differences between how managers 

perceive the employee’s engagement level and the employee own perspective of the 

engagement concept. The outcome allowed the researcher to develop a baseline understanding 

of the subject firm’s current level of engagement and prepared the foundation for Phase II, for 

which qualitative research was then carried out.  

 

Chapter 5 is organised in the following structure: 

 

5.0 Introduction 
5.1 Survey participant demographics  

5.1.1   Managers 
5.1.2 Employees 

5.2 Quantitative findings of Research Question 1 
5.2.1 Significance of highest and lowest score items for managers 
5.2.2 Demographic factors impact on manager perceptions of employee engagement 
5.2.3 Skewness and kurtosis of managerial population 

5.3 Quantitative findings of Research Question 2 
5.3.1 Significance of highest and lowest score items for employees 
5.3.2 Demographic factors impact on employee perception of employee engagement 
5.3.3 Skewness and kurtosis of employee population  

5.4 Quantitative findings of Research Question 3 
5.4.1 Analysis of overall perceptions of employee engagement by managers and 
 employees 
5.4.2 Comments on findings for Hypothesis 1 

5.5 Discussion on findings for Research Question 1, 2 and 3 
5.5.1 Answering Research Question 1 
5.5.2 Answering Research Question 2 
5.5.3 Answering Research Question 3 
5.5.4 Discussion in response to Research Question 3 
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5.6 Summary and conclusion 
 

 

5.1   Survey participant demographics  

 

The focus of this research was how managers and employees personally perceived and 

experienced the construct of engagement from two points of view:  the managers’ perspective 

of engaging their employees; and the employee’s perspective of being in a state of 

engagement.  In this study, employees were drawn from all departments in order to present a 

representative sample of the subject firm. The participants representing employee group 

include engineers, accounts officers, administrators but excluding non-professional staff like 

cleaners and workers.  

 

In addition to the managers and employees, the firm also employed 84 workers, who were 

involved in the daily support operations as indicated in Section 5.1. These 84 additional 

workers were not included in this study because they did not represent the two groups that 

was the focus of the study:  managers and employees. Furthermore, the language barrier 

between the researcher and the different nationalities of support workers made it impossible 

to conduct surveys and interviews with these support staff. Moreover, tight working schedules 

and management unwillingness to release support workers for interviews or take part in the 

survey also contributed to their non-inclusion in the survey. Hence, these workers had been 

excluded from this study from the beginning.           

 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the participants that formed the units of analysis for this study 

included both managers and employees. They were chosen for their employee engagement 

experience in the workplace at the subject firm.   The data was collected via a quantitative 

survey and statistically analysed. It was necessary to investigate the employee engagement 

construct from both the manager and employee perspective in order to see both sides of the 

engagement experience.  

 

In Chapter 4, the researcher highlighted the fact the top management of the subject firm 

instructed all the managers and employees to participate in this survey to ensure a full 

representation. The data came from 50 respondents. One respondent did not answer any of the 

survey questions, so that respondent was excluded. Among the 49 respondents, 13 were 

managers and 36 were employees. Three managers did not answer any of the Q6-Q17 and 4 
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employees did not answer any of the Q19-Q30, so therefore, these seven participants were 

also excluded from the data analysis. Thus, the final number of respondents for this study was 

42, with 10 (24%) managers and 32 (76%) employees  

 

5.1.1   Managers 

Table 5.1 shows the demographics, including gender, years of service with company, age 

group, highest qualification, and occupation of the 10 managers. 

 

Table 5.1: Demographics of managers. N = 10 

  Frequency (percentage) 
Gender Female 3 (30) 
 Male 7 (70) 
Years of service with company 1 to 3 years 4 (40) 
 4 to 6 years 1 (10) 
 8 years and above 5 (50) 
Age group 25-34  4 (40) 
 35-44 4 (40) 
 45-54 1 (10) 
 55 and above 1 (10) 
Highest qualification Bachelor 1 (10) 
 Diploma 9 (90) 
 

5.1.2 Employees 

Table 5.2 shows the demographics, including gender, years of service with company, age 

group, highest qualification, and occupation of the 32 employees (hereinafter interchangeably 

referred to as “employee/s”). 
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Table 5.2: Demographics of employees. N = 32 

  Frequency (percentage) 
Gender Female 7 (22) 
 Male 25 (78) 
Years of service with company 6 months or less 7 (22) 
 1 to 3 years 14 (44) 
 4 to 6 years 4 (12) 
 5 to 7 years 6 (19) 
 8 years and above 1 (3) 
Age group Under 20 1 (3) 
 20-24 8 (25) 
 25-34  15 (47) 
 35-44 5 (16) 
 45-54 2 (6) 
 55 and above 1 (3) 
Highest qualification Secondary or equivalent 6 (18) 
 Diploma 13 (41) 
 Bachelor 13 (41) 
 

5.2 Quantitative findings of Research Questions 1  

 

In this chapter, the researcher looked at the results of two surveys on employee engagement, 

one given to the 10 managers, and one given to the 32 employees.  This subsection provides 

the results of the questionnaire that focuses how manager perceive the employee’s level of 

engagement at work and how the employees themselves perceived their own engagement. 

 

In Phase I, managers and employees responded to a Likert survey that was described in Table 

4.5 in Chapter 4.  To reiterate, Phase I of the data collection was conducted between 

December 2014 and January 2015. In this survey, 12 questions modelled closely after the 

Gallup Q12 were administered to two sets of participants:  one set of the questionnaire 

targeted at the managers; the other set targeted at the employees in the subject firm. These two 

sets of questionnaires were distributed via the HR Executive who coordinated the survey 

activity on behalf of the researcher. The completed questionnaires were returned via sealed 

envelopes and personally collected by the researcher in January 2015. The intention of the 

survey was two-fold: the first was to investigate how the manager viewed the engagement 

level of the employees and how the employees themselves perceived the state of being 

engaged. The second intention was to study the similarities and the differences of the items 

score for both groups of participants. This research hoped to offer an additional dimension to 

compliment the employee conventional engagement surveys (Gallup Employee Engagement 



130 
 

Centre, 2013a, Rafferty et al., 2005; Melcrum Publishing, 2005) where manager’s inputs are 

seldom sought after.      

 

Table 5.3 shows the frequency and percentage of the responses for Q6-Q17. The means and 

standard deviations are displayed. Those specific questions were given to the managers to 

measure their perceptions of their employees’ engagement level. This questionnaire was 

closely paraphrased after Gallup’s Q12 (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a) to 

ensure that the instrument retained the same level of validity and reliability of the original 

Q12 items. The results of this survey formed the base line of the manager’s perception of their 

subordinates’ engagement level. This finding also laid the foundation for comparison with the 

survey results from employee’s perception of engagement using the same questionnaire. The 

employee questionnaire will be discussed in the next few sections. For ease of reference, 

below were the 12 questions specifically targeting managers: 

   

6) My subordinate knows what is expected of him/her at work. 

7) My subordinate has the materials and equipment that he/she needs to do the work right. 

8) At work, my subordinate has the opportunity to do what he/she does best every day. 

9) In the last seven days, my subordinate has received recognition or praise for doing good 

work. 

10) I, or someone at work, care about my subordinate as a person. 

11) I, or someone at work, encourage(s) my subordinate’s development. 

12) At work, my subordinate’s opinions count. 

13) The mission/purpose of my company makes my subordinate feels his/her job is important. 

14) My subordinate’s associates (fellow employees) are committed to doing quality work. 

15) My subordinate has a best friend at work. 

16) In the last six months, I, or someone at work, have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ 

her progress. 

17) In the last year, my subordinate had opportunities at work to learn and grow 
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Table 5.3: Frequency and percentage of the responses for Q6-Q17.  

 Frequency (percentage) of responses  
 1 2 3 4 5 Mean 

(SD) 
Q6 0 0 1 (10) 9 (90) 0 3.90 

(0.32) 
Q7 0 0 3 (30) 6 (60) 1 (10) 3.80 

(0.63) 
Q8 0 0 0 10 (100) 0 4.00 

(0.00) 
Q9 0 0 4 (40) 5 (50) 1 (10) 3.70 

(0.67) 
Q10 0 0 1 (10) 7 (70) 2 (20) 4.10 

(0.57) 
Q11 0 0 2 (20) 6 (60) 2 (20) 4.00 

(0.67) 
Q12 0 0 1 (10) 8 (80) 1 (10) 4.00 

(0.47) 
Q13 0 0 3 (30) 5 (50) 2 (20) 3.90 

(0.74) 
Q14 0 0 2 (20) 8 (80) 0 3.80 

(0.42) 
Q15 0 0 3 (30) 7 (70) 0 3.70 

(0.48) 
Q16 0 0 4 (40) 6 (60) 0 3.60 

(0.52) 
Q17 0 0 1 (10) 8 (80) 1 (10) 4.00 

(0.47) 
Total 0 0 25 85 10 120 
 

In the next section, the researcher will describe what these scores signified and how these 

scores were interpreted.  But first, note in Figure 5.1, the visual display of the average (means) 

of the responses for Q6-Q17. The results suggested that, on average, managers scored highest 

on their response of perception of employee engagement for Q10 (I, or someone at work, care 

about my subordinate as a person) and scored lowest for Q16 (In the last six months, I, or 

someone at work, have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ her progress.). 
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Figure 5.1: Means of responses for managers  
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Figure developed for this research 

 

This Likert scale questionnaire, which was modelled after the Gallup engagement survey, 

measures participant (managers and employees) perceptions of workplace engagement.  In the 

manager’s section, the overall manager perception of employee engagement was calculated 

by summing responses across Q6-Q17 and then divided by the total number of questions. 

Missing values were not included in the calculation. The composite scores ranged from 1 to 5. 

A high mean score (4 or 5) represented the engaged end of the scale while a low mean score 

(1 or 2) reflected a less engaged end of the scale. Figure 5.2 is the histogram of overall 

manager perception of EE, which demonstrates the sampling distribution of overall manager 

perception of employee engagement. For the 10 managers, the overall manager perception of 

EE ranged from 3.25 to 4.50, with mean and standard deviation equal to 3.88 and 0.31, 

respectively. The overall mean score of 3.88 fell on the engaged end of the five-point Likert 

scale. Seventy-nine percent of the managers perceived their employees to be engaged (scored 

4 or 5 on the Likert scale) while 21% has a neutral stand towards their employees’ 

engagement level (scored 3 on the Likert scale). A midpoint score on Likert scale means 

neutral ie., non-committal response (Raaijmakers, Hoof, Hart, Verbogt, and Wollebergh, 

2000).  

 

In general, the managers at the subject firm had a relatively positive perception towards their 

employees’ engagement level. The implication of these scores shall be discussed in the later 

sections of this chapter.  
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Figure 5.2: Histogram of overall manager perception of employee engagement 

 

Figure developed for this research 

 

 

 

 

 

5.2.1 Significance of highest and lowest score items for managers 

Based on the results for Q10 (M = 4.10, SD = 0.57) (I, or someone at work, care about my 

subordinate as a person), it may be interpreted that managers mostly considered themselves 

as caring for their subordinates and believed that as managers they have done their part. Yet, 

the results for Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 0.52) (In the last six months, I, or someone at work, 

have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ her progress) seemed to contradict the findings 

of Q10 in which managers do not agree to regularly discuss work progress with their 

subordinates. The results of these two items may be interpreted in several ways. Firstly, the 

managers may genuinely care for their subordinates as individuals but may not have spent 

time within the last six months in discussing their performance. Various reasons such as 

heavy work commitments may have prevented managers from taking time to discuss their 

subordinates’ progress. This should not be surprising since tight project deadlines in the 

construction and engineering environment is the norm and working late into the night, 

including staying overnight at the office is common.  

 

5.2.2 Demographic factors impact on manager perceptions of employee engagement 

To assess if a manager’s perception of EE was affected by certain demographic factors 

(gender, years of service with company, age group, and highest qualification) a statistical test 

called ANOVA was performed. ANOVA, which stands for analysis of variance (Hair, Black, 

Babin and Anderson, 2010), tests whether there are any significant differences between the 

means of three or more independent variables. This was an important measure for this 

research to learn if the manager’s gender, years of service with the company or age group had 

any influence on his or her perception of EE.  
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Note that the dependent variable was overall manager perception of EE, and the independent 

variables were: 

• Gender (2 levels: male vs. female) 

• Years of service with company (2 levels: less than 8 years vs. 8 years and above) 

• Age group (2 levels: 25-34 vs. 35 and above) 

It was not meaningful to include highest qualification as one of the independent variables for 

ANOVA testing since there was only one manager with a bachelor’s degree while the 

remaining nine managers held diploma qualifications.  

 

Table 5.4 below shows the summary statistics of overall manager perception of employee 

engagement, by gender, years of service with company, and age group.  

 

Table 5.4: Summary of findings for manager perception of employee engagement 
according to demographic   

Variable  N Mean SD Min Max 
Gender Female 3 3.94 0.13 3.83 4.08 
 Male 7 3.85 0.37 3.25 4.50 
Years of service with company Less than 8 years 5 3.88 0.07 3.83 4.00 
 8 years and above 5 3.87 0.46 3.25 4.50 
Age group 25-34 4 3.90 0.08 3.83 4.00 
 35 and above 6 3.86 0.41 3.25 4.50 
 

The results of the one-way ANOVA on the manager’s gender, years of service with company 

and age group impact on the manager’s perception of employee engagement is described 

below: 

  

• There was no statistical difference between male and female managers’ overall 

employee engagement perception (F(1, 6) = 0.12, p = 0.7419). A p value of less than 

0.05 would signify a significant difference, which this score of 0.7419 did not indicate. 

The mean of the female manager perception of employee engagement was 3.94 (SD = 

0.13) and the mean for male manager perception of employee engagement was 3.85 

(SD = 0.37).   

 

• There was no statistical difference in employee engagement perception between 

managers who had worked with the company for less than eight years versus those 

working eight years and more (F(1, 6) = 0.00, p = 0.9746), with the result of a p value 
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of less than 0.05 signifying a significant difference, which this score did not indicate. 

The mean of the employee engagement perception for managers working at the 

company for less than 8 years was 3.88 (SD = 0.07) while the mean for managers 

working at the company for at least 8 years was 3.87 (SD = 0.46). 

 

• There was no statistical difference in overall manager perception of employee 

engagement between managers 25-34 years old and managers at least 35 years old 

(F(1, 6) = 0.00, p = 0.9761), with the result of a p value of less than 0.05 signifying a 

significant difference, which this score did not indicate. The mean of the employee 

engagement perception for managers 25-34 years old was 3.90 (SD = 0.08) and the 

mean of the employee engagement perception for managers at least 35 years old was 

3.86 (SD = 0.41). 

 

Based on the above findings it appears that there was no statistically significant relationship 

between overall manager perception of employee engagement, and the three demographic 

factors of manager’s gender, years of service with company and age of manager.  In summary, 

both male and female managers answered the survey in the same way, and age and length of 

employment had no influence on the way they answered the questions. The managers in the 

subject firm perceived the employee engagement construct the same way regardless of their 

demographic background.  

 

5.2.3 Skewness and kurtosis of managerial population 

According to Elhan and Tüccar (2006) samples taken from non-normal populations produce 

inaccurate and unreliable conclusions. To ensure that the sample population in this study was 

normally distributed, two important characteristics of the population were tested. These are 

skewness and kurtosis tests of the sample population in the subject firm. As discussed in 

Chapter 4, skewness measures the symmetry of the distribution of the sample population 

(Rose et al., 2014) while kurtosis is a measurement of how peaked or flat is the distribution in 

relation to a normal distribution. Due to the small sample size (i.e., 42) used in this study, 

Elliott and Woodward (2007) suggest another test called Shapiro-Wilk to check if the sample 

was drawn from a normally distributed population. Below are the results from these three 

tests:  

 

The assumptions of the model were checked.  
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• The skewness and kurtosis of the residuals from the fitted model were 0.32 and 3.11, 

respectively. The Shapiro-Wilk according to Hollander and Wolfe (1999) test did not 

reject the null hypothesis that the residuals were from a normal distribution (p = 

0.1192).  

• The plot of residuals and fitted values (Figure 5.3) suggests the variance was 

homogeneous.  

 

Thus, it could be concluded that the assumptions of the model were satisfied and hence the 

fitted model was adequate. In other words, Altman and Bland (1995), and Ghasemi and 

Zahediasl (2012) approve that the population where the managers were drawn from to take 

part in this survey fits into the normal distribution and that these participants were a 

representative sample of the entire population being studied.   

 

Figure 5.3: Residual plot for manager perception of employee engagement 
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Figure developed for this research 

 

 

5.3 Quantitative findings of Research Questions 2 

 

Table 5.5 shows the frequency and percentage of the responses for Q19-Q30. The means and 

standard deviations are displayed. Note that there was one missing value for each of Q28-Q30.  

For ease of reference, here are the 12 questions from Q19-Q30 specifically designed for the 

employees to answer: 

 

19) I know what my role is at work. 
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20) I have the tools and resources to get my work done correctly. 

21) Every day there are opportunities at work for me to do what I am best at. 

22) In the past one week, my work is recognized or praised. 

23) At my workplace, someone cares about me at a personal level. 

24) At my workplace, I have been encouraged to develop myself. 

25) At my workplace, my opinions are important. 

26) My company’s mission / purpose make my work important. 

27) My colleagues do quality work 

28) At my workplace, there is someone I can consider as my best friend. 

29) At my workplace, someone has discussed with me about my progress in the past few 

months. 

30) At my workplace, in the past 12 months, I had opportunities to learn and develop myself. 

 
Table 5.5: Frequency and percentage of the responses for Q19-Q30.  

 Frequency (percentage) of responses  
 1 2 3 4 5 Mean 

(SD) 
Q19 0 0 7 (22) 18 (56) 7 (22) 4.00 

(0.67) 
Q20 0 0 8 (25) 16 (50) 8 (25) 4.00 

(0.72) 
Q21 0 1 (3) 10 (31) 15 (47) 6 (19) 3.81 

(0.78) 
Q22 2 (6) 3 (9) 16 (50) 7 (22) 4 (13) 3.25 

(1.02) 
Q23 2 (6) 5 (16) 7 (22) 14 (44) 4 (12) 3.41 

(1.10) 
Q24 0 3 (9) 2 (6) 12 (38) 15 (47) 4.22 

(0.94) 
Q25 1 (3) 5 (16) 10 (31) 10 (31) 6 (19) 3.47 

(1.08) 
Q26 1 (3) 1 (3) 5 (16) 12 (37) 13 (41) 4.09 

(1.00) 
Q27 1 (3) 2 (6) 12 (38) 14 (44) 3 (9) 3.50 

(0.88) 
Q28 1 (3) 4 (13) 10 (32) 14 (45) 2 (6) 3.39 

(0.92) 
Q29 1 (3) 2 (6) 7 (23) 14 (45) 7 (23) 3.77 

(0.99) 
Q30 2 (6) 0 1 (3) 20 (65) 8 (26) 4.03 

(0.95) 
Total 11 26 95 166 83 381 
 

Figure 5.4 is a graphic representation of the means of the responses for Q19-Q30. The results 

suggested that, on average, employees had the highest engagement response for Q24 (At my 
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response for Q22 (In the past one week, my work is recognized or praised) 

  

Figure 5.4: Means of responses for employees 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure developed for this research 

 

The overall engagement of employees was calculated by summing responses across Q19-Q30 

and then divided by the total number of questions. Missing values were not included in the 

calculation. The composite scores ranged from 1 to 5. A high mean score (4 or 5) represented 

the engaged end of the scale while a low mean score (1 or 2) reflected a less engaged end of 

the scale. Figure 5.5 is the histogram of overall employee perception of EE, which 

demonstrates the sampling distribution of overall employee perception of EE. For the 32 

employees, the overall employee perception of EE ranged from 3.75 to 4.50, with mean and 

standard deviation equal to 3.75 and 0.60, respectively. The overall mean score of 3.75 fell to 

the engaged end of the five-point Likert scale. Sixty-six percent of the employees were either 

engaged or very engaged (scored 4 or 5 on the Likert scale) while 9% were disengaged 

(scored 1 or 2). Interestingly, 25% of the employees had a neutral stance ie., a midpoint 

response on Likert scale towards the engagement construct (scored 3 on the Likert scale). In 

general, the employees at the subject firm had a relatively high engagement level. The 

implication of these scores shall be discussed in the later sections of this chapter.  

 



139 
 

Figure 5.5: Histogram of overall employee perception of employee engagement 

 

Figure developed for this research 

 

5.3.1 Significance of highest and lowest score items for employees 

 

 

 

 

5.3.1 Significance of highest and lowest score items for employees 

 

Based on the results, the highest score item was Q24 (M = 4.22, SD = 0.94) (At my workplace, 

I have been encouraged to develop myself). This seemed to suggest that employees perceived 

employee development was an important aspect in the subject firm. The perception was 

formed through the various training and development activities supported by their supervisors 

and the organisation. Support from the organisation and supervisors, suggest Lee and Bruvold 

(2003) is vital in developing the employee skills, knowledge and abilities that would 

eventually benefit the organisation as a whole. Also, according  to Cropanzano and Mitchell’s 

(2005) social exchange theory, when an organisation makes efforts to develop its employees, 

the employee will reciprocate by putting in extra efforts that will benefit the organisation. 

This finding was a positive sign for the subject firm where emphasis on employee 

development seemed to be widely practised in the organisation. On the other hand, based on 

the low score for Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.02) (In the past one week, my work is recognized or 

praised), it can be interpreted that the employees felt that their work was not appreciated by 

their supervisors or colleagues. This finding has serious implications for the subject firm. In a 

study by Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) it was found that lack of recognition of one’s 

work by one’s employer can ultimately lead to job burnout, a phenomenon that is 

characterized by overwhelming exhaustion, feelings of cynicism and detachment from the job. 

Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) posit that if managers were to continue to show under 

appreciation of their subordinate’s contributions, negative work behaviours like lowered work 

commitment and burnout may ensue. The dire consequences of lack of recognition was so 
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severe that reseachers Deeprose (1994), and Danish and Usman (2010) reminded managers  

the importance of recognising and appreciating their subordinates’ work as this can lead to 

improved employee productivity and performance which ultimately benefit the organisation 

as a whole. 

  

5.3.2 Demographic factors impact on employee perception of employee engagement 

ANOVA was also performed to assess if demographic factors (gender, years of service with 

company, age group, and highest qualification) contributed to differences in employee 

responses to the survey instrument. Note that the dependent variable was overall EE, and the 

independent variables were: 

 

• Gender (2 levels: male vs. female) 

• Years of service with company (3 levels: 6 months or less, 1-3 years, and 4 years and 

above) 

• Age group (3 levels: 24 years or less, 25-34 years, and 35 years and above) 

• Highest qualification (3 levels: Secondary or equivalent, Diploma, and Bachelor) 

 

Table 5.6 shows the summary statistics of overall EE, by gender, years of service with 

company, age group, and highest qualification.  

 

Table 5.6: Summary statistics of overall employee engagement, by gender, years of 
service with company, age group, and highest qualification 
Variable  N Mean SD Min Max 
Gender Female 7 3.69 0.35 3.00 4.00 
 Male 25 3.76 0.66 1.75 4.50 
Years of service with 
company 

6 months or less 7 3.74 0.41 3.00 4.25 

 1-3 years 14 3.74 0.42 2.92 4.50 
 4 years and above 11 3.76 0.88 1.75 4.50 
Age group 24 years or less 9 3.56 0.39 2.92 4.00 
 25-34 years 15 3.64 0.73 1.75 4.42 
 35 years and above 8 4.15 0.31 3.67 4.50 
Highest qualification Secondary or 

equivalent 
6 4.14 0.39 3.42 4.50 

 Diploma 13 3.64 0.82 1.75 4.50 
 Bachelor 13 3.67 0.33 2.92 4.25 
 

The results of the ANOVA suggested that: 
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• There was no statistical difference in overall employee engagement between female 

and male (F(1, 24) = 0.37, p = 0.5514). A p value of less than 0.05 would signify a 

significant difference, which this score of 0.5514 did not indicate. The mean of the 

overall EE for female was 3.69 (SD = 0.35) and the mean of the overall EE for male 

was 3.76 (SD = 0.66).   

 

• There was no statistical difference in overall EE among the three groups employees 

working at the company for various years (F(2, 24) = 1.72, p = 0.2010).   A p value of 

less than 0.05 would signify a significant difference, which this score of 0.2010 did 

not indicate. The mean of the overall EE for employees working at the company for 

less than 6 months was 3.74 (SD = 0.41), and the mean of the overall employee 

engagement for employees working at the company for 1-3 years was 3.74 (SD = 

0.42), and the mean of the overall employee engagement for employees working at the 

company for 4 years or more was 3.76 (SD = 0.88).   

 

• There was no statistical difference in overall EE among employees of the three 

different age groups (F(2, 24) = 2.94, p = 0.0721).  A p value of less than 0.05 would 

signify a significant difference, which this score of 0.0721 did not indicate. The mean 

of the overall EE for employees 24 years old or less was 3.56 (SD = 0.39), and the 

mean of the overall employee engagement for employees 25-34 years old was 3.64 

(SD = 0.73), and the mean of the overall EE for employees at least 35 years old was 

4.15 (SD = 0.31).   

 

• There was no statistical difference in overall EE among employees with the three 

different qualification (F(2, 24) = 0.68, p = 0.5182). A p value of less than 0.05 would 

signify a significant difference, which this score of 0.5182 did not indicate. The mean 

of the overall EE for employees with a secondary degree was 4.14 (SD = 0.39), and 

the mean of the overall EE for employees with a Diploma was 3.64 (SD = 0.82), and 

the mean of the overall EE for employees with a Bachelor’s degree was 3.67 (SD = 

0.33).   

 

• Based on the above results it appears that there was no statistically significant relationship 

between overall EE, and the four demographic factors-gender, years of service with 

company, age group, and highest qualification. In another words, both male and female 

employees answered the questionnaire the same way regardless of their age, employment 
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period, or qualifications. This means that all the employees in the subject firm perceived 

the EE construct the same way across the different demographic factors.    

 

5.3.3 Skewness and kurtosis of employee population  

Similarly, as explained in Section 5.3.1c, to ensure that the population where the employee 

sample was drawn from for this study is normally distributed, tests for skewness and kurtosis 

were conducted. As the same size was under 50, The Shapiro-Wilk test was also conducted 

for this sample to check if the population distribution was normal. The results were as follow: 

 

The assumptions of the model were checked.  

• The skewness and kurtosis of the residuals from the fitted model were -0.52 and 2.02, 

respectively. The Shapiro-Wilk test did not reject the null hypothesis that the residuals 

were from a normal distribution (p = 0.2331).  

• The plot of residuals and fitted values (Figure 5.6) suggests the variance was 

homogeneous.  

 

It could be concluded that the assumptions of the model were satisfied and hence the fitted 

model was adequate. In other words, Altman and Bland (1995), and Ghasemi and Zahediasl 

(2012) suggest that the population where the employees were drawn to take part in this survey 

fits into the normal distribution and that the participants were a representative sample of the 

entire population being studied.   

 

Figure 5.6: Residual plot of employee perception of engagement 
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5.4 Quantitative findings of Research Question 3 

 

The results for Research Question 3 were derived by comparing and contrasting the 

quantitative results from Research Questions 1 and 2. The following sections provides the 

approach to testing the differences between the managers and employees’ perception of the 

employee engagement construct on a general level.  

 

5.4.1 Analysis of overall perceptions of employee engagement by managers and 

 employees 

As reported in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, almost all employee engagement surveys have 

centred on employee perspectives of EE such as studies described by the Gallup Employee 

Engagement Centre, (2013b), Rafferty et. al, (2005); and Melcrum Publishing (2005).  With 

the exception of works by Xu and Cooper-Thomas (2011) and Breevaart, et al. (2013) few 

studies have investigated the construct from the manager’s or supervisor’s points of view. It is 

common knowledge according to Choo, and Mohd Nasurdin (2016), Eisenberger et al. (2002), 

and Pati, and Kumar (2010) that managers and supervisors are at least partially responsible 

for employee behaviour and attitude at the work place. Hence, it would be meaningful to find 

out how these two groups of personnel working in the same firm perceived the EE construct. 

To test if there was a significant difference between managers and employees’ perception of 

EE level in the subject firm, a null (H0) and an alternative hypothesis (H1) were developed as 

follow: 

 

H0: There is no difference between managers and employees in their overall perception of 

employee engagement level in the subject firm.  

H1: There is a significant difference between managers and employees in their overall 

perception of employee engagement level in the subject firm. 

 

According to Aberson (2002) the null hypothesis is a default statement suggesting that there is 

no difference or relationship between the means of two samples being measured while 

Trochim (2006) offer that an alternative hypothesis predicts that there is a significant 

difference between the two samples means. A test to determine the relationship of the two 

samples is conducted to determine if the null hypothesis should be rejected. If the null 

hypothesis is not rejected it would mean that the alternative hypothesis should be rejected. 

Conversely, if the null hypothesis is rejected, then the alternative hypothesis should be 

accepted. For the purpose of this study, the Wilcoxon rank-sum test (Hollander and Wolfe, 
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1999) was used to determine if there was a difference between overall manager and employee 

perceptions of employee engagement. A p-value less than 0.05 indicated significance. The 

data used in the test is presented in Table 5.7 which shows the means, standard deviations, 

median, minimum and maximum scores of the two surveys. The overall mean for managers 

perception of EE was 3.88 (SD = 0.31) while employees was 3.75 (SD = 0.60). 

 

Table 5.7: Descriptive statistics of overall manager and employee perception of 
engagement  
 N Mean SD Median Min Max 
Overall managers perception of employee 
engagement  

10 3.88 0.31 3.83 3.25 4.50 

Overall employees perception of 
engagement 

32 3.75 0.60 3.75 1.75 4.50 

Total / Average 42 3.82 0.46 3.79 2.5 4.50 
 

H1: There is a significant difference between manager and employee overall perceptions 

of employee engagement level in the subject firm 

The results of the Wilcoxon rank-sum test indicated there was no significant difference 

between overall managers and employees’ perceptions of EE (p = 0.5866).  According to 

Bhattacharya and Habtzghi (2002) a p-value of less than 0.05 is considered significant. A 

small p-value suggests that the null hypothesis is unlikely to be true. In this case, the p-value 

of 0.5866 was more than 0.05 and hence the null hypothesis was likely to be true and the 

researcher failed to reject it. This result meant that both managers and employees perceived 

the EE construct the same way in the subject firm. In other words, the overall perception of 

EE level measured from the managers and employees’ perspective were the same.  

 

Although there was no significant difference between manager and employee perceptions of 

employee engagement, the researcher argues that there is still a need to further investigate if 

there is difference at an individual item (question) level between these two groups of 

personnel perceptions of the engagement construct. Hence, a more detailed item-by-item 

analysis of the 12 pairs of items was needed to identify which specific items might suggest 

one or more significant differences in these two groups of personnel. This analyse was 

conducted and discussed in Section 5.4.2.         
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5.4.2 Comments on findings for Hypothesis 1 

The test results for Hypothesis 1 indicated that there was no statistical difference between 

managers and employee’s perception of EE. In another words, there was no evident of 

significant relationship between how managers and employees perceived the EE construct in 

the subject firm. The lack of evidence of a significant relationship between these two groups 

perception of EE could be due the small sample size of 42 participants (10 managers and 32 

employees). Researchers like Levin, and Robinson (2003) and Schünemann (2008) explain 

that it is possible that a small sample size used in a study may produce t-test results that were 

not significant because the effect could be too small to be detected within the parameters of 

the survey even if real differences did exist between the groups of participants. Hence, it can 

be summarised that both groups perceived the engagement construct in the same way There 

could be several reasons and explanations for such a phenomenon observed. The detail 

discussion will be done in Section 5.5.3. 

 

5.5 Discussion on findings for Research Question 1, 2 and 3 

 

In Chapter 4 it was explained that this was a mixed method approach study, and the four 

research questions have been addressed using both quantitative (Phase I) and qualitative data 

(Phase II) and comparing and contrasting both sets of data (Phase III). Research Question 1 

was partially answered by discussing the results from the managers’ survey while Research 

Question 2 was half answered by reviewing the survey findings from the employees. Research 

Question 3 was answered by comparing the statistical differences of both surveys outcomes to 

determine if there was a relationship between the managers and employees’ perception of 

engagement at the general and item-by-item level. By analyzing and comparing these items, 

the researcher was able to provide some insights to the level of engagement in the subject firm. 

Below is the discussion on RQ 1 to 3 developed according to the findings of Phase I. 
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5.5.1 Answering Research Question 1 

It was found that the demographic factors including gender, years of service with company, 

and age group had no impact on the overall managers’ perception of EE. The findings 

suggested that managers of the subject firm perceived the employee engagement level in the 

same way regardless of their demographic profile. Altman and Bland, (1995), and Ghasemi 

and Zahediasl (2012) agree that the sample of 10 managers drawn from the population fits 

into the normal distribution and the managers were representative of the population being 

studied.  Moreover, the results were proven to be statistically valid and reliable.  

 

The finding in this study contradicted with those of other similar engagement studies where 

demographic factors were found to have some moderating effects on engagement. For 

example, Van Wanrooy et al. (2013) and Alfes, Truss, Soane, Rees, and Gatenby (2010) 

studies found that women tend to score higher than men on EE. Similarly, Truss et al. (2006) 

identified an inverse relationship between job tenure and engagement level. Yet another study 

discovered that the youngest and oldest employees were the two groups that had the highest 

engagement score (Dromey, 2014) when compared across all age groups. In terms of 

education, Denton, Newton, and Bower (2008) found employees with higher education tend 

to be more engaged compared to those with lower education level.   

 

Interestingly, industries types and organisational size were also significant predictors of 

workforce engagement. It was found that industries like construction, wholesale, food and 

services, information and communication, financial services tend to have highly engaged 

employees continue Dromey (2014). The size of an organisation was also a strong predictor 

of engagement level. Further, Dromey (2014) also observe that smaller organisations (those 

hiring fewer than 100 workers) tend to have more engaged employees than larger 

organisations (those hiring more than 100,000 employees). It is hence not surprising that the 

subject firm has a relatively high level of employee engagement since it is a small and 

medium size organisation operating in the Singaporean construction industry.     

 

It seemed that it was important to analyse at the item level which items managers scored 

highest and lowest in order to establish a better understanding of the engagement level in the 

subject firm from the manager’s perspective. As discussed in 5.2.1, the manager’s highest 

score item is Q10 (M = 4.10, SD = 0.57) (I, or someone at work, care about my subordinate 

as a person), while Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 0.52) (In the last six months, I, or someone at work, 

have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ her progress) was lowest score item. One 
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possible interpretation of these results was that the managers could have perceived themselves 

as caring and concerned supervisors who took personal interests in their subordinates’ overall 

well-being and progress.   

 

However, in order for this ‘caring’ to be operationalised, Baumruk (2006) contents that it 

must be backed up by concrete actions in the form of regular meetings and discussions with 

the employees. Such sessions are important because in order achieve a common purpose 

(goals) in the organisation (Rosenbloom, 1998), managers must communicate the desired 

goals and expectations clearly to their employees as many studies (eg., Clampitt and Downs, 

1993; Kanter, 1988; Kratzer et al., 2004) have proven that regular communications and 

information sharing sessions between the manager and employees can help to improve 

organisational performance. The subject firm’s overall performance could be negatively 

affected if there are inadequate discussions between managers and subordinates on work 

progress and performance.  

 

Overall, the managers perceived their employees’ engagement level relatively high as 

indicated in overall mean score of 3.88 with 79% of the managers considering their 

employees to be engaged or very engaged and only 21% adopting a neutral standard towards 

the construct. Notable items like Q10 and Q16 that provided some explanations to the 

findings. More in-depth research conducted in Phase II explored more specifically how 

managers felt towards engaging their staff and possible reasons for their positive view on the 

engagement construct. 

 

5.5.2 Answering Research Question 2 

Similar to Research Question 1, the survey outcomes found that the demographic factors 

including gender, years of service with company, age group, highest qualification have no 

impact on the overall employees’ perception of EE.  The interpretation of the results meant 

that employees of the subject firm perceived the employee engagement level in the same way 

regardless of their demographic profile. The sample of 32 employees drawn from the 

population fits into the normal distribution (Altman and Bland, 1995; Ghasemi and Zahediasl, 

2012) and the employees were representative of the population being studied.  Moreover, the 

results were proven to be statistically valid and reliable. 

 

It was reported in Section 5.3.1b that demographic factors have no impact on the manager’s 

perception of engagement. It was meaningful to also find that the employees’ perception of 
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the employment construct too was not affected by the demographic factors measured (Section 

5.3.2b). This finding on employee’s perception of engagement also went against previous 

studies that found demographic factors had some mediating effects on EE (eg. Van Wanrooy 

et al., 2013 on gender, Truss et al., 2006 on job tenure, Dromey, 2014 on age, and Denton, 

Newton, and Bower, 2008 on education level) as reported in Section 5.4.1. Similarly, as 

reported in Section 5.5.1 the findings on managers perception of high engagement levels 

fitted well with Dromey (2014) study on higher level of engagement found in smaller 

organisations and construction industry.  

 

Adopting the same approach used in analysing the survey data collected from managers in 

Research Question 1, the researcher also reviewed the highest and lowest score items in the 

employees quantitative data analysis to learn more about the overall engagement level from 

the employee’s perspective. Based on the results in Section 5.3.1, the highest score item was 

Q24 (M = 4.22, SD = 0.94) (At my workplace, I have been encouraged to develop myself). 

This meant that the employees perceived that employee development is an important aspect in 

the subject firm. The perception was likely formed through the various training and 

development activities supported by their supervisors and the organisation. Support from the 

organisation and supervisors (Lee and Bruvold, 2003) is vital in developing the employee 

skills, knowledge and abilities that would eventually benefit the organisation as a whole. Also, 

consistent with social exchange theory, Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) predict that when an 

organisation make efforts to develop its employees they would also reciprocate by putting in 

extra efforts to benefit the organisation  

 

Another two possible theories that explain this result are perceived organisational support and 

perceived supervsior support theory. According to Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) 

perception of organisational support refers to how well the employee believes that his 

employer value his contributions and looks after his well-being and development. From the 

perspective of an employee who had been granted developmental opportunties to upgrade his 

knowledge and skills, Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997) argued that this employee would 

interpret such arrangements as positive organisational support and commitment, towards his 

career and advancement in the subject firm. He would hence felt obligated to return in kind by 

putting in extra efforts towards achieving the organisational goals (Rhoades, Eisenberger, and 

Armeli, 2001). Perception for supervisors support is how the employee believe his direct 

supervisor values his efforts and looks after his well being (Kottke and Sharafinski, 1988). 

Scholars Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro (1990) offer that organisation support 
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theory suggest that an employee interpretes how his line supervisor treats him as a proxy 

indicator of how the organisation valued him. Hence, when the supervisor selects an 

employee for training or development programme, the employee would perceive that both his 

supervisor and the organisation also valued and cared for him. James, McKechnie, and 

Swanberg (2011) contend that this general belief would translate into higher commitment and 

extra effort towards work resulting in form higher engagement.  This finding is a positive sign 

for the subject firm where emphasis on employee development seems to be widely practised 

in the organisation.  

 

On the other hand, based on the low score for Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.02) (In the past one 

week, my work is recognized or praised), it can be interpreted that the employees felt that 

their work were not appreciated by their supervisors or colleagues. This finding has serious 

implications for the subject firm. In a study by Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) it was 

found that lack of recognition of one’s work by one’s employer can ultimately lead to job 

burnout, a phenomenon that is characterized by overwhelming exhaustion, feelings of 

cynicism and detachment from the job. If the managers were to continue to under value their 

subordinate’s contributions, negative work behaviour will likely ensue. Again, researchers in 

the likes of Deeprose (1994), and Danish and Usman (2010) advise managers to consider the 

significant of appreciating employees’ contribution as this can lead to improved employee 

productivity and performance which ultimately benefit the organisation as a whole  

 

In general, the employees perceived a relatively high level of engagement as indicated in 

overall mean score of 3.75 with 66% of them feeling either engaged or very engaged and only 

9% feeling disengaged. It was worth noting that 25% of the employees took a neutral stance 

in the survey. The two notable items like Q24 (highest score) and Q22 (lowest score) offered 

some explanations as to what could be the reasons for such a perception. In Phase II, a more 

in-depth study in the form of personal interviews with selected employees would help to shed 

more light as to how and why they felt this way.  

 

5.5.3 Answering Research Question 3 

By comparing both the highest and lowest score items across the two groups, the researcher 

was able to identify specific areas of concerns that the subject firm may need to pay attention 

to in order to better manage the engagement level in the subject firm. The two groups highest 

and lowest score items are presented in Table 5.8:    



150 
 

 

Table 5.8:  Comparison of highest and lowest items from managers and employee 
survey from Phase I  

Occupational Group Managers Employees 
Highest score item Q10 (M = 4.10, SD = 0.57) (I, or 

someone at work, care about my 
subordinate as a person)  

Q24 (M = 4.22, SD = 0.94) (At 
my workplace, I have been 

encouraged to develop myself). 
Lowest score item Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 0.52) (In the 

last six months, I, or someone at work, 
have/has talked to my subordinate 
about his/ her progress) 

Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.02) (In 
the past one week, my work is 
recognized or praised) 

 

The highest scored items for managers and employees were Q10 and Q24 respectively 

indicating that the managers could have been caring for his or her subordinates at a personal 

level and frequently encouraging them to develop and upgrade themselves in the fast-

changing construction industry in order to stay relevant on the job. This probably explained 

why there was so much emphasis placed on employee training and development in the subject 

firm. In the subject firm, employees were likely given various opportunities to improve their 

work knowledge and skills given the pressures to keep up with the rapid technological 

changes in the construction and engineering industry. This finding augured well with the 

subject firm as a well-trained workforce means higher productivity and better organisational 

performance (Lockwood, 2007).  

 

The lowest score items for managers and employees were Q16 and Q22, respectively, 

pointing out a general lacking communication between the supervisor and the subordinate on 

performance and progress.  It again reinforced the perception that there is little recognition for 

work done. This finding indicated that both the managers and employees seldom discuss work 

progress matters. When managers and employees do not spend time to discuss work progress, 

it is unlikely that there will be any acknowledgement, words of appreciation or recognition for 

work or contributions. Hence, it is not surprising to see why this pair of item scored the 

lowest. This should be a major concern for the subject firm as poor communication is not 

conducive towards building engagement at workplace (Welch, 2011) and lacking in 

recognition of work done can lead to undesired outcomes such as burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, 

and Leiter, 2001).  

       

5.5.4 Discussion in response to Research Question 3 

One common phenomenon observed in this study was the numbers of managers and 

employees scoring ‘3’ on the five-point Likert scale questionnaire. There were 21% and 25% 

of managers and employees respectively who scored this midpoint score indicating a neither 
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agree nor disagree attitude towards EE construct. A plausible explanation for this finding 

could be related to the use of a five-point Likert scale in this study. In the five-point Likert 

scale, three is the midpoint in how participants perceived EE. Because participants did not 

move too far from the midpoint might indicate several scenarios.  According to several 

studies (DuBois and Burns, 1975; Nowlis, Kahn, and Dhar, 2002) one’s choice of the mid-

point ie. three out of five in a Likert scale may indicate that either participants may be 

indifferent to the question while others may be reluctant to answer a question in the survey 

because it is too personal (Tourangeau, Smith, and Rasinski, 1997). Goldberg (1981) also 

wrote that when participants chose the mid-point as the answer it could be a sign that the 

question is unclear. The participants of this study may have chosen the midpoint as their 

response for the reasons stated, or for other reasons that emerge only with in-depth interviews. 

Augmenting these preliminary quantitative findings, further investigations were conducted 

involving qualitative data in the form of personal interviews in Phase II. The interview results 

would help to provide more in-depth information about the reasons surrounding participants’ 

mild responses to the Likert questionnaire of perceptions of employee engagement.   

 

5.6 Summary and conclusion 

  

Based on the overall findings in Chapter 5, it was possible to conclude that both manager and 

employees held relatively positive views on employee engagement. Although the results from 

the various hypothesises did not indicate statistical differences the researcher was able to 

clearly identify certain managerial concerns, in particular communications issues. In 

reviewing the two lowest score items it was discovered that Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 0.52) (In 

the last six months, I, or someone at work, have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ her 

progress) Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.02) (In the past one week, my work is recognized or praised) 

spotlighted the need for better communication in the form of appraisal meetings and 

recognition for work. These activities seemed to be lacking in the subject firm at the time of 

the study. The lack of effective or sufficient communication could easily lead to employees 

feeling disengaged from work.  

 

Although perceptions of EE in the subject firm were not extremely low, it was meaningful to 

begin considering possible factors that might drive an employee to disengage from work and 

to take preventative actions before disengagement became a common place in the subject firm. 

According to Branham (2005) two common reasons for employee disengagement are that 

there is not enough coaching and feedback, and employees may feel devalued and 
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unrecognized. Clearly, these two reasons suggested by Branham (2005) fit the situation 

identified in the subject firm in the form of the lowest score item Q16 and Q22 as discussed 

above. Similarly, the low score for Q16 and Q22 was also reflected in a Chartered Institute of 

Personnel and Development (2009) study suggesting that insufficient communications and 

knowledge-sharing due to rigid communication channels or organisational norms, and poor 

quality of downward communication could also be possible reasons that negatively affected 

engagement levels.    

  

Phase II, a qualitative research involving in-depth interviews with the participants would also 

be conducted to investigate how both managers and employees felt about engagement on an 

individual level.  Themes that emerged from the interviews would be identified and discussed 

in the context of the subject firm managerial practices towards engaging employees and how 

employees experience these actions. The qualitative findings from Phase II hopefully would 

contribute towards better understanding the quantitative results from Phase I, helping to shed 

light on the various concerns that emerged from the Phase I.    

 

In summary, the results of the quantitative survey of perceptions of the engagement construct 

by the subject firm’s two participant groups of managers and employees, were analysed and 

discussed. The main focus of this chapter was to answer three of the four research questions 

that emerged from the Literature Review in Chapter 2. The significance of highest and lowest 

score items for managers and employees were briefly discussed. The impact of variable 

factors such as age, education, and occupation group on the perception of engagement 

construct were tested using inferential statistical tests including ANOVA and Wilcoxon rank-

sum to determine the validity, reliability of the samples, and any statistical relationships 

among the various variables.  

 

Specific hypotheses and their alternative null hypotheses that reflected possible relationships 

among the variables were constructed and tested.  The perceptions of EE by managers and 

employees were t-tested at the general level to determine if there were any relationships 

among the variable factors.  

 

Finally, the outcomes from the quantitative data discussed in this chapter provided baseline 

demographics and general guidance for the Phase II follow up interviews of selected 

participants.  Phase II would investigate individual perceptions of the employee engagement 

construct in greater depth and in greater details.   
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CHAPTER 6: QUALITATIVE FINDINGS OF MANAGER 

RESPONSES (PHASE II, PART A) 

 

6.0 Introduction  

 

In Chapter 6, the research data presented provides an analysis of the qualitative findings 

(called Phase II) of the in-depth interviews with the managers in this study. This chapter 

responds to Research Question 1:  How do managers engage their employees and what are 

their perceptions and feelings about employee engagement.  Recall that the researcher’s 

choice of a mixed method approach involved collecting both quantitative and qualitative data 

(see details in Chapter 4: Research Methodology and Design).   

 

In the upcoming chapter, Chapter 7 presents findings and analysis of the results of in-depth 

interviews with the employees, which is the essence of Research Question 2:  What are 

employee perceptions about employee engagement and how do employees feel when they are 

in the state of engagement?  In the concluding Chapter 8 will be a comparative analysis of the 

similarities and differences between manager and employee findings (Research Question 3), 

and discussion of the findings in terms of Research Question 4:  What are the implications of 

the findings of Singaporean employee engagement in comparison to engagement studies in 

other countries?  

  

In Chapter 6, major themes and related concepts of the manager’s perspectives of employee 

engagement that have emerged from the qualitative data are analysed using established 

qualitative tools such as word counting, word clouds and NVivo mind maps.   

 

This chapter is divided into several sections. Sections 6.1 reiterates the rationale for 

subjecting participants (both managers and employees) to in-depth interviews. Section 6.2 

presents the results of the manager’s in-depth interviews, analysis and discussion of their 

perceptions of the employee engagement construct. The themes and results that emerged from 

the qualitative data are analysed and the implications of these results on managerial and 

employee workplace practices as they relate to the construct of employee engagement are 

discussed primarily in light of Research Question 1.  Sections 6.2 through 6.6 explore each of 

the three major themes and concepts identified from the interview data, among these are such 

issues as manager perceptions of workplace concerns, and effective engagement practices.  
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The qualitative data revealed three major themes, each with from two to seven concepts. To 

assist the reader to understand how the researcher has organized his interpretation of these 

many complex findings, below is the organisation of this chapter as follows: 

 

6.0 Introduction 
6.1 Gaps in the literature review and rational for qualitative data 
6.2 Overview of Phase II- Part A: Manager perspectives of employee engagement 

6.2.1 Participant demographics: managers 
6.2.2 Results of raw data and emerging themes 
6.2.3 Major themes that emerged from interviews with managers 

6.3 THEME M1: Manager’s approach to engage employee employees (7 findings 
total) 
MA1: Training and development 
MA2:  Effective communication 
MA3: Bonding activities  
MA4: Employee inputs  
MA5: Internal job transfer  
MA6: Compensation  
MA7: Workplace well-being  

6.4 THEME M2: Manager’s perception of EE construct (4 total findings) 
ME1: Skills  
ME2: Proactive behaviours   
ME3: Learning from mistakes  
ME4: Teamwork 

6.5 THEME M3:  Manager job satisfaction (2 total findings) 
MJ1: Relationship with top management  
MJ2: Feelings towards middle manager role  

6.6 Summary and conclusions 
 

Again, this chapter focuses primarily on Research Question 1. Section 6.1 reiterates some of 

the key issues that were revealed in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), and that are addressed 

in this Chapter. Section 6.2 and subsequent subsections reviews the results of managers’ 

interviews regarding how they feel when they engage their employees. Discussion of the 

managers’ responses using established qualitative analytical tools in particular word counting 

(frequency of words and phrases), word charts illustrating the relative value of expressed 

ideas, and NVivo mind maps are embedded within the context of each section.  Lastly, 

Section 6.6 summarizes these findings as they relate not only to personal managerial issues 

and concerns, but also to their perceived engagement concerns for their employees in the 

workplace. 
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6.1 Gaps in literature review and rational for qualitative data 

 

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Quantitative Findings), according to Harter, Schmidt and Keyes 

(2003) and Wong and Laschinger (2013) a manager’s behaviour has an impact on employee 

work performance. Moreover, a manager’s behaviour plays a significant role in directing his 

subordinate’s work and shaping his work and engagement experience (eg. Kahn, 1990; May 

et al., 2004). It was found that managers who are supportive towards their subordinates set the 

tone for an engaging environment that in turn encourages employees to respond positively to 

further engagement efforts (Lanphear, 2004). However, there is a dearth of such studies 

(Luthans and Peterson, 2002; Robinson et al., 2004; Scottish Executive Social Research, 

2007; Catteeuw et al., 2007). To fill that information gap, an in-depth single case study was 

designed to research and collect data about management engagement practices from the 

perspectives of both the manager and the employee.   

 

In order to fill this gap in the engagement literature, Research Question #1 was developed:  

How do managers engage their employees and what are their perceptions and feelings about 

employee engagement? The answer to this question cannot be measured in an independent, 

objective, unbiased, quantitative manner since different managers may employ different 

practices and behaviours to engagement their employees. Hence, to fully answer this research 

question, both quantitative data (conducted in Chapter 5) and qualitative data - Chapter 6 for 

managers and Chapter 7 for employees - must be collected in order to offer a balanced view 

on this topic. The choice of in-depth interviews to collect data from managers and employees 

provide contextualized responses with which to compare their individualized experiences to a 

pre-existing framework. The focus of this chapter and the next chapter were to establish 

current perceptions of engagement experiences through the lens of both the manager and 

employee by qualitatively analysing their responses. These sets of data were collected through 

a series of personal interviews via a semi-structured questionnaire that was based on the 

internationally-recognized Gallup Q12 Survey of Employee Engagement. 

 

In terms of the differences between manager and employee perceptions of engagement 

(Research Question 3), engagement surveys are mostly conducted from the employee’s point 

of views (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a; Rafferty et al., 2005). Rarely are 

there studies conducted to examine the engagement construct from the managerial perspective 

(Xu and Cooper-Thomas, 2011). To fill this gap in the literature an investigation into the 

engagement construct from the perspective of both manager and employee viewpoints was 
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necessary, to see if insights into the similarities and differences of the perceptions of the 

engagement construct between these two groups emerged. Only after the analysis and 

discussion of employee findings at the end of Chapter 7 is there a follow up discussion on 

how the two groups see employee engagement similarly or differently. The various 

implications of these findings on Research Question 3 are discussed and presented in the 

concluding Chapter 8.   

Finally, since this study has been done within the context of a Singaporean firm, it is also an 

opportunity to fill another gap in the literature: that of comparing the Singapore findings with 

EE findings from other nations. This discussion is also presented in the concluding Chapter 8. 

 

6.2 Overview of Phase II – Part A: Manager perspectives of EE 

 

The qualitative data for this study was collected from a SME engineering firm operating in 

the Singapore construction industry. The objective of this chapter is to offer insights into how 

managers in the subject firm perceive the construct of employee engagement, per the in-depth 

interviews that this researcher conducted with the firm’s eight managers.  

 

This chapter consists of two parts. The first part, Section 6.2 is a compendium of raw data 

taken from the interviews collected from the subject firm’s managers. This section organizes 

the qualitative data into basic themes that reflect the perspectives of the eight managers on 

their views of the employee engagement construct, in particular, how certain perceived values 

reflect the manager’s own job satisfaction level, the factors that they consider important to 

engaging employees, and how managers feel towards their role in promoting engagement in 

the work place. Part Two, (Section 6.3 to 6.5), analyses these findings in depth using charts 

that summarize word counts; as well as word clouds and NVivo mind maps that visually 

depict how the various themes and concepts are related. 

     

The findings of both sets of Phase II data (that of managers in Chapter 6 and that of 

employees in Chapter 7) are based on a set of semi-structured open-ended questions 

developed by this researcher derived from the Gallup Q12 survey of employee attitudes 

towards Employee Engagement.  The purpose of the use of this qualitative survey was to add 

more in-depth information and lend support to the quantitative data collected in Chapter 5 

(Phase I: Quantitative Findings) of both managers and employees.  
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To recap in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, this researcher has vigorously defended the use of the 

Gallup Q12 as a valid and reliable data collection tool for Phase I because it is theoretically 

sound and also used by academic researchers in engagement studies. Similarly, for Phase II, 

this researcher justified developing a series of semi-structured interview questions based on 

the Q12 to collect qualitative data from the participating managers. This method of qualitative 

data collection according to Creswell (2009) is aligned with the post-positivism paradigm that 

the researcher has adopted for the current study. By closely phrasing the interview questions 

into a semi open-ended manner, the researcher ensured that the interviews were partially 

guided by the Q12 and Kahn’s (1990) research while allowing participants the freedom to 

express their thoughts and feelings, which fit well into post-positivist thinking.  

 

The manager interview process 

Recall that in Chapter 4, this researcher stated that the top management selected the managers 

to take part in this interview. The selection process for choosing participants for their lived 

experience precluded a random sample approach. In this study, therefore, participants were 

drawn from the subject firm based on their years of service and the department they worked in. 

All participants i.e., managers have worked at least three years in the subject firm and were 

drawn from seven departments: administration, human resources, project, accounts, design 

and drafting, quantitative survey, and building information modelling. This purposeful 

approach to participant selection was to ensure that each department / function was at least 

represented by one manager with the relevant lived experience to share with the researcher.   

 

The interview began with questions about the manager’s own job satisfaction level, their 

perceptions of the employee engagement construct, and the role that managers play in 

fostering engagement in the work place. These concepts were drawn from the large extant 

body of literature on employee engagement, but the topics were presented in an open-ended, 

flexible format to accommodate new themes that might emerge from the interview process. 

The analysis was conducted by this researcher using the software NVivo 10 (QSR 

International, n.d), which allowed for the coding of words and ideas into a format that could 

be organized and interpreted using a variety of graphical presentations. These mind maps and 

visual depictions of words, using word clouds would help the researcher to find reoccurring 

patterns and discover deeper significance and meaning for the larger population bein g 

interviewed.  
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The interview data was analysed using the Framework Analysis approach (Ritchie and 

Spencer 2002). This approach not only met the specific information needs of this research, but 

it also provided useful recommendations (Ritchie and Spencer, 2002) for the subject firm’s 

engagement study. The Framework Analysis consists of five key stages, ie., Stage 1: 

Familiarisation; Stage 2: Identifying a thematic framework; Stage 3: Indexing; Stage 4: 

Charting; and Stage 5: Mapping and Interpretation. Please refer to Chapter 4: Research 

Design and Methodology for a more detailed discussion of this framework. 

  

Themes that emerged from the interview process 

The raw data is presented in three summary tables: (1) Table 6.1: Strength of manager’s 

discussion; Figure 6.1: (2) Major Themes emerging from manager interviews; and (3) Table 

6.2: Factors affecting employee engagement.   

 
The section below describes the various dimensions of the manager’s lived experience and 

perspectives towards the EE construct. The themes that emerged from the interview with 

these managers were supported by their statements and were concepts that were most 

commonly and frequently discussed. Three (3) major themes emerged from the interview data 

with the managers working in the subject firm: 

 

Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employees  

Theme M2: Manager’s perception of EE construct  

Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction  

 

6.2.1 Participant characteristics: managers 

The sample consisted of eight managers drawn from the various functional departments of the 

subject firm. These departments were Administration, Accounts, Human Resources, Design 

and Drafting, Quantity Survey, Project, Operations, and Building Information Modelling. The 

participants’ general profile is described as follows:  

 

Gender: Six male, two female  

Age group range: 25 to 55 years old and above  

Education: diploma and higher  

Length of service: three years to 15 years 

Number of employees responsible for: one to 22  
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To maintain confidentiality and anonymity of these eight participants, each was randomly 

assigned an interviewee code and no names were used in this study. The code ranged from 

M1 to M8 with the ‘M’ representing ‘manager’ to distinguish them from employees (Chapter 

7, Phase II, Part B).  

 

6.2.2 Results of raw data and emerging themes   

Word clouds (or tag clouds) are a method of visual presentation for showing the summary of 

large body of text. Key words in various font sizes and colours indicate the words frequency 

or significant (Wang, Zhao, Guo, North, and Ramakrishnan, 2014). According to Carenini, 

and Rizoli, (2009) the primary use of word clouds is to provide a visualisation of a summary 

of text in the form of words that appear in it most frequently.  

 

The use of NVivo provided the means to generate a word cloud derived from the manager’s 

interview transcripts that allowed the researcher to have a starting point before delving into 

deeper analysis (Sinclair and Cardew-Hall, 2008) for related concepts and themes. NVivo also 

provided an overview of the words, phrases and ideas related to the employee engagement 

construct that were discussed by the managers. Figure 6.1 below shows that the most 

frequently used words and phrases include employee, company, training, important, 

management, communication, employee engagement. The researcher had expected these 

words and phrases to surface upon frequent listening of the transcriptions of the audio 

recordings of the interviews. These frequently used key words and phrases were found to be 

related to subsequently identified concepts that emerged from deeper analysis of the interview 

data.    
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Figure 6.1: Word cloud derived from words / phrases used by managers 

 

 

This study collected raw data and then examined the data in terms of concepts and themes that 

emerged from the interviews with the managers of the engineering firm. Depending on the 

numbers of references (directly or indirectly) that were made to each concept by the 

participants during the interview, the relative importance of themes was organised from the 

most significant theme to the least significant. Most of the concepts were related to factors 

affecting employee engagement. 

 

The study examined the relative importance of themes and concepts in terms of the frequency 

and references made by managers to EE themes and concepts. Table 6.1 shows the tally of 

results of numbers of participants who commented on the EE concepts/themes; and numbers 

of times references were made that referred to EE concepts. The more the participant talked 

about a certain concept, the more important it was to the individual participant. 
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Table 6.1:  Manager’s frequency of discussion of concept 

No. of managers Importance 
of concept 

Percent  

1  
Weak 

13%  
2 25%  
3  

Moderate 
38%  

4 50%  
5 63%  
6  

Strong 
75%  

7 88%  
8 100%  

Source: created for this research 

 

The frequency that participants referred to a word, phrase, issue or topic- either directly or 

indirectly- the more important these became. When organized into clusters of relative 

importance, these words, phrases, issues, topics emerged as major concepts and major themes 

in this research. 

 

In NVivo, the term coding refers to the counting of the number of times a word, string of 

words, phrases, ideas, presents itself during the course of an interview or survey as was the 

case in this researcher’s use of NVivo.   

 

6.2.3 Major themes that emerged from interviews with managers  

 

This study investigated the concepts that were associated with management’s perception of 

the employee engagement construct. Examination of the coding results provided evidence of 

the strength or weakness of various ideas and concepts as they emerged. There was a total of 

194 coded references that when analysed indicated the emergence of three major themes in 

terms of how managers perceived the employee engagement construct.  

 

The three major themes were as follows:   

 

Manager’s approach to engage employees (Theme M1, 64 %)  

Manager’s perception of EE construct (Theme M2, 25 %)  

Manager job satisfaction (Theme M3, 11 %) 
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These three major themes are presented in Figure 6.2. It seems that the factors affecting 

employee engagement were considered to be the most significant to the managers followed by 

the remaining concepts in decreasing order of significant.           

 

Figure 6.2: Major themes emerged from managers’ interview in percentage of coded 

references 

 

64%

25%

11%

Theme M1: Manager's

approach to engage

employees

Theme M2: Manager's

perception of EE construct

Theme M3: Manager job

satisfaction

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

The major themes were comprised of a cluster of related dimensions, which may influence a 

manager’s perception of engagement in the subject firm. The concepts that form the themes 

are interrelated and set the foundations of the themes. The themes and concepts (findings) are 

outlined in the next few sections with further comments. 

 

Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employees  

Theme M2: Manager’s perception of EE construct  

Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction 

 

To answer Research Question 1: How do managers engage their employees and what are 

their perceptions and feelings about employee engagement, an elaborate conceptual map  was 

constructed to illustrate how the three themes were interrelated to the engagement construct 

(Figure 6.3). A conceptual map is a diagram that illustrates how concepts are linked to each 

other and is also a useful graphical tool to organise and structure knowledge (Hager, Scheiber, 

and Corbin, 1997). Figure. 6.3 below is an overall conceptual map/mind map summarizing 
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how managers responded to Research Question #1.  In subsequent sections, the researcher 

provides more detailed analysis of each of these themes using NVivo-generated conceptual or 

mind maps. In the discussion of each of the three dominant themes, the researcher will list and 

describe in detail the various concepts that emerged with each theme. 

 

Figure 6.3: Three Major Themes Emerged from Research Question 1 

 

Source: compiled from interview data  

 

6.3 Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employee 

 

Seven concepts emerged from this theme which yielded the most coded references among the 

three themes. The following set of concepts describes the approaches that the managers 

adopted to engage their subordinates at work. There were seven concepts identified under 

Theme 1. These include MA1: training and development, MA2: effective communication, 

MA3: bonding activities, MA4: employee inputs, MA5: internal job transfer, MA6: 

compensation, and MA7: Workplace well-being.   

 

Because Theme M1 (Managers approach to EE) was so prevalent, the researcher has created 

detailed NVivo mind maps to show the preponderance of managerial responses to the two 
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most dominant subthemes or concepts:  6.4/MA-1:  Training and development that generated 

33 coded responses by all eight managers; and 6.4/MA-2:  Effective Communications that 

generated 23 responses by six of the managers.   

 

Broadly, the managers engage their subordinates on a regular basis using seven approaches. 

These approaches are used at varying frequency according to the workplace situation and 

requirements. Some used more frequently like training and development due to necessity 

while others such as workplace well-being are used on an ad hoc and person-to-person basis. 

The managers in the subject firm considered these approaches effective tools when applied to 

foster employee engagement. The following sets of concepts explain the significance of these 

seven approaches that help to promote employee engagement in the subject firm (Table 6.2). 

The cluster of related concepts that form this theme are: 

 

Table 6.2: Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employee  

Concepts Coded 
reference 

No. of manager 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

MA1: Training and 
development 

33 8 264 (34%) 

MA2: Effective 
communication 

23 6 138 (17%) 

MA3: Bonding activities 16 8 128 (16%) 
MA4: Employee inputs 17 7 119 (15%)  
MA5: Internal job transfer 18 5 90 (11%)  
MA6: Compensation 14 3 42 (5%) 
MA7: Workplace well-being 4 2 8 (2%) 
Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Figure 6.4 was developed to illustrate how each of the respective managers emphasized each 

concept to foster EE in the subject firm.   
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Figure 6.4: Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employee 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Theme M1 Findings 
MA1: Training and development 
 
This concept generated 33 coded references and was discussed by all eight managers. As the 

construction industry in Singapore is currently undergoing major changes in the area of 

construction technology and practices, the subject firm’s employees were required to undergo 

mandatory training and courses in order to adapt to new technology being implemented 

industrial wide.  To illustrate the findings, Table 6.2a, and Figure 6.4a below are developed to 

interpret MA1 findings of the 33 coded responses of all eight managers. 
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Table 6.2a: M1:  Training and development – 8 managers, 33 coded responses 

Manager Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

M1 C1 to C4 1. Every year for management staff we have to clock in 10 hours of training.  
2. For general employees, we have English course as part of training. Of course priority is given 
based on employee’s status in the company. 
3. We can request for training, subjecting to budget.  
4. Engineers and supervisors will have to attend technical training. 

M2 C5 to C8 5. Supervisors and managers will attend courses at BCA. 
6. She is a fresh graduate hence needs more time for training. 
7. All of us have to attend at least one training program per year  
8. I find most of these courses quite relevant to my work. 

M3 C9 to C12 9. We have classes for everyone such as English programs and some technical courses. 
10. Managers frequently urge their staff to attend courses that can help them improve their 
performance. 
11. Yes, we have a lot of training programs. 
12. Any employee who meets the minimum requirements can request to taking up such classes 

M4 C13 and C14 13. Some employees have to attend training twice a month.  
14. Training such as new installation design and ducting requirements. This is internal training. 
Technical training such as new installation and ducting. …quite useful for supervisors and 
engineers. 

M5 C15 to C19 15. Some want to learn new skills and gain more experience. 
16. The company gives everyone opportunities to upgrade to learn new skills and attend training.  
17. We have technical training, such as safety courses and new equipment training.  
18. We have to meet the government’s requirements in terms of offering training for the staff. 
19. Site supervisors need to be certificated as competent in order to work on the new equipment. 

M6 C20 to C24 20. I train them in the same way as I was being trained when I first joined. 
21. I train them very hard to understand what is required. 
22. Sometimes I receive information from my suppliers and I will share with my staff.  
23. We have in-house training.  
24. We have technical training in several areas. These trainings keep us up to date with the skills 
needed for the construction business. 

M7 C25 to C27 25. We keep everyone updated on safety issues and work procedures. We have talks fortnightly at 
our sites. 
26. The managers will conduct such talks like changes in construction regulations, air con 
technology and safety issues and others.  
27. This way we keep everyone up to date with current developments in the industry. Employees 
need to be updated with the latest knowledge and skills in order to do their job well 

M8 C28 to C33 28. I started pushing for training and upgrading as the government has already highlighted major 
changes in our industry 
29. I talk to them about training and development 
30. One example is a supervisor. The company sponsored him for studies to get a Specialist 
Diploma at BCA (Building and Construction Authority).  
31. Our company provides training and course for most of our employees.  
32. We are required to offer a lot of training to embrace new technology. 
33. We need them to be trained for their jobs. 
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Figure 6.4a: M1:  Training and development – 8 managers, 33 coded responses 

 
Source: compiled from interview data  

 
For M8, employee training is a means to cope with the fast-changing construction technology 

and the way to meet governmental mandatory requirements:  

 

I started pushing for training and upgrading as the government has already 
highlighted major changes in our industry. We are required to offer a lot of training to 
embrace new technology. 

 

Similarly, M6 weighed in to support the importance of training as a tool to prepare his 

subordinates for their job requirements:    

   
I train them in the same way as I was being trained when I first joined. I train them 
very hard to understand what is required.  

 
These managers’ responses suggested that the subject firm had an appropriate training and 

development policy to support its workforce and organisational training needs. The following 

were selected responses from five managers that supported this finding (transcriptions are 

edited for grammar and proper usage of English):   

 
 
M1: For general employees, we have English courses as part of training. Engineers 
and supervisors will have to attend technical training. Managers are also required to 
complete at least 10 hours of training yearly.. 
 
M2: Supervisors and managers will attend courses at BCA. We do have management 
training. All of us have to attend at least one training program per year. I find most of 
these courses quite relevant to my work. 
 



168 
 

M3: We have classes for everyone such as English programs and some technical 
courses. Managers frequently urge their staff to attend courses that can help them 
improve their performance. Any employee who meets the minimum requirements can 
request to taking up such classes.  
 
M4: ….technical training such as new installation and ducting. This is internal 
training… quite useful for supervisors and engineers.  
 
M5: We have technical training, such as safety courses and new equipment training. 
Site supervisors need to be certificated as competent in order to work on the new 
equipment 
 

 

For the subject firm, training can also take the form of informal in-house training/talks on a 

range of work related subjects. These informal training were mainly conducted by managers 

and supervisors who were subject matter experts on the topics delivered. Here are some 

excerpts from two managers who shared their experience in conducting such in-house training:   

 

M7: We keep the workers updated on safety issues and work procedures. We have 
talks fortnightly at our sites. The managers will conduct such talks like changes in 
construction regulations, air con technology and safety issues and others. This way we 
keep everyone up to date with current developments in the industry. Employees need 
to be updated with the latest knowledge and skills in order to do their job well.  
 
M6: Sometimes I receive information from my suppliers and I will share with my 
subordinates. We have in-house training. We have technical training in several areas. 
These trainings keep us up to date with the skills needed for the construction business. 

 
 
According to these two managers (M6 and M7), informal in-house training is beneficial for 

the employees because the content can be customised, and managers can develop better 

relationships with staff being trained by them.  

 

In summary, managers were using training and development as a tool to equip employees 

with the right skills to accomplish their work. Besides equipping employee with appropriate 

skillsets, informal training also helped to foster better relationships between managers and 

their subordinates. Taken as a whole, training seemed to solve skills deficiency challenges 

and enhanced workplace relationship and satisfaction in the subject firm.  
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Theme M1 Findings 

MA2: Effective communication 

This concept created 23 coded references and was commented on by six of the eight managers 

(M3, M4, M5, M6, M7, and M8). In the subject firm, various forms of communications 

including meetings, briefings and performance feedback were used to convey work 

instructions and performance expectations to employees. See Table 6.2b and Figure 6.4b 

below specially developed to interpret MA2 findings. 

   

Table 6.2b: M1: Effective communication – 6 managers, 23 coded responses 

Manager Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

M3 C1 to C2 1. Open discussion is more meaningful for my staff in terms of better performance and engagement 
2.We have regular appraisals; my subordinate wants to know their performance and what’s the 
future for them 

M4 C3 to C5 3. I would want my workers to better understand my style of working and I also want to better 
understand them. 
4. We will all sit together for discussions, work plans and manpower arrangement. 
5. With better communication I believe people will be more engaged 

M5 C6 to C10 6. I would pose a series of questions to make sure they really can answer me and understand what 
they are required to do. 
7. As a manager, I want to be a good listener and hear them out as they may have personal problems.  
8. Communicate with my subordinates, listen to their feedback and offer advice for them.  
9. Feedback allows improvement and better understanding. Helps with the engagement, also.  
10. We have daily meetings to discuss work- related and safety issues 

M6 C11 to C14 11 I have to plan and explain to them their various assigned tasks and projects 
12. Open discussions and communications encourage interactions.  
13. We have project meetings, staff meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings to ensure 
everyone follows the schedule  
14.  We talk about our problems openly. 

M7 C15 15. I would just need to briefly explain to them and they would readily get their work done 

M8 C16 to C23 16. Regular communication and encouragement is important for cooperation and better engagement.  
17. I encourage my employees during performance appraisals. 
18. My staff expects regular feedback on their performance  
19. Sometimes I need to explain to my subordinates on certain work issues which we don’t see eye 
to eye. Ultimately we put emotions aside and get work done. 
20. They can talk to me and I provide feedback to them on their career path and future with the 
company.  
21. People need to know their future with the company. There must be some purpose for them.  
22. When people feel that they are part of the company they are more connected to work – 
engagement is easier. 
23. Effective communication helps to improve understanding across all departments and better 
cooperation. 
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Figure 6.4b: M1: Effective communication – 6 managers, 23 coded responses  

 

Source: compiled from interview data  

 

Throughout the interviews, two managers (M6 and M7) offered examples of incidents where 

their subordinates were well informed of their work roles and performance expectations and 

outcomes. According to M6:  

 

I have to plan and explain to them their various projects. We have project 
meetings, staff meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings to ensure 
everyone follows the schedule. So far my people know what they are expected 
to do on the job sites.  

 

For M7’s team of experienced employees, M7 only needed “to briefly explain to them and 

they would readily get their work done.” Other managers played it safe by taking 

precautionary measures. For example, to minimise miscommunication, M5 would require his 

subordinates to paraphrase work instructions back to him to ensure correct understanding. 

This approach significantly reduced miscommunications and preventable errors at work.  

 

M8 reported that through effective communications managers were able to promote better 

understanding among employees, foster a greater sense of cooperation across various 

departments, and engender better employee engagement. M4 emphasised that in a complex 

construction project, the manager not only must communicate effectively within his area of 
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responsibilities but also work closely with other departments. According to M5, 

communication in both directions helped to build better understanding between managers and 

subordinates. This sentiment was also echoed by M4 who stressed that effective 

communication had helped his subordinates understand M4’s leadership style better, which in 

turn led to better working relationships and performance. He also added that through better 

communication he developed a deeper understanding of his subordinates’ concerns at a 

personal level. Both M4 and M5 suggested that better communication will likely make 

employees more engaged at work.  

 

To ensure effective communication between managers and employees, M3 and M8 practiced 

giving regular feedback to their subordinates on their work performance. Both stressed the 

importance of meaningful and open discussions with their subordinates about their job 

performance led to improved performance and higher engagement. The subject firm mandated 

a twice a year formal performance appraisal meeting between supervisors and their 

subordinates. Managers were also encouraged to provide informal feedback to employees 

between these formal meetings. Here the managers assessed their subordinate’s performance 

via key performance indicators or targets. All employees were assigned work related 

qualitative and quantitative targets, and managers were to provide employees with 

performance feedback according to these performance indicators.  

 

From the interview response, it was clear that M8 firmly believed that employees are driven 

by a sense of direction and purpose. Hence managers who provide regular performance 

feedback help to remind the employee how his work was connected to the firm’s future and 

direction, thus providing a sense of belongingness. Here employees preferred that their 

managers inform them of their career prospects and what future plans the firm had for them. 

According to M3 and M8, their subordinates expected regular feedback on their work 

progress and on the direction that the firm was heading. Some of these subordinates 

reportedly became frustrated when they did not know if they were performing according to 

their manager’s expectations. Both managers’ experience seemed to suggest that part of 

effective communication included managers providing performance feedback to employees.  

 

In summary, effective communication plays a significant role in the manager’s ability to 

influence and shape employee performance. This concept centred on the importance of the 

manager’s ability to effectively convey work instructions and performance requirements and 

the contribution of such communication to fostering employee engagement.   
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Theme M1 Findings 

MA3: Bonding activities 

This concept generated 16 coded references and was highlighted by all eight managers. In the 

subject firm there were various social gatherings, occasions where managers and employees 

were able to mingle and build relationships with one another. In all, there were two ways the 

subject firm’s management and employees could spend time together during and after work to 

socialize, and to build relationships and rapport: (a) Get-together sessions and ad hoc 

celebrations and (b) annual incentive trips. The following sections provide more detailed 

findings on these activities.    

 

Get together sessions and celebrations 

For the subject firm, get-together sessions allowed employees and managers to come together 

to spend meaningful time outside work. Such events included monthly get-together sessions 

where all employees and managers shared a meal together and caught up with one another. 

On public holidays, the firm frequently organised buffets and lucky draws for the employees. 

There were also celebrations for project completion as a mark of achievement and 

appreciation for employee contributions. Colleague bonding also took the form of after-work 

drinks and meals sessions while staff birthdays were widely celebrated across departments 

and projects. All these occasions and events created opportunities for employees and 

management to mingle and promote a sense of community and belonging at the workplace. 

Most of these events were paid for by the company, activities specifically targeted to bring 

employees and managers together so that they could build better rapport with each other. Here 

are some comments from the managers who experienced such bonding experiences 

themselves:  

 
 
M6: Employees would chill out at the coffee shops after a hard day’s work. This is a 
clear sign of friendship and good relations. I join them for drinks too when time 
permits. Mostly, I pay for the drinks of course. 
 
M8: They (employees) frequently have lunch and meals together and get along quite 
well. Occasionally, I buy them a few drinks and hang out with them too. We are more 
friends than colleagues.  

 

M3: We have a get together session once a month for all staff. HR also organises 
birthday celebration for the staff. It is a big deal for these employees. This is 
especially for those who don’t get to meet other colleagues regularly… a good way to 
catch up and build rapport. 
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M6: When we are done with our projects, we will go for celebrations, drinks and 
dinner. These events mark an achievement of a milestone. We project people are 
proud of such celebrations. See these photographs we took at the XXX project. Cool, 
right? 

 
 

Overall, because of these bonding activities, both managers and employees seemed to have 

developed a relatively healthy and cordial working relationship. The research observed that 

these social activities seemed to foster a sense of camaraderie among managers and 

employees with positive spill over to working relationship resulting in better engagement.  

 

Annual incentive trips 

Another popular bonding activity was the annual incentive trip. This is a major event in the 

subject firm that even the managers were excited about when the researcher asked them to 

discuss the types of benefits available in the subject firm. This is all-expenses paid annual 

overseas vacation for selected employees. This incentive trip also provided an opportunity for 

both management and employees to spend extended periods of time together to get to know 

each other better. Below were excerpts from the managers regarding the annual incentive trip 

experience:    

 

M1: We have the incentive trips every year. This is a big company-wide event for us. 
Let me show you some of the photos we took from our last trip. We had such a 
wonderful time. 
 
M2: They (managers and employees) do appreciate these incentive trips. They get to 
know one another better. We have incentive trips to Taiwan. It is fully paid by 
company. 
 
M4: Yes, the trips and incentives are good. Every one enjoyed it. 
 
M5: It (the incentive trip) is a time for everyone to bond and relax. We have worked 
hard and deserve a good break…looking forward to it every year. 
 
M7: The employees enjoyed such benefits to interact and foster better relationships. 
Makes them feel closer to their supervisors and managers. 
 
M8: Incentive trips (annual event) and overseas trips. We went to Genting and Taiwan. 
The trip is about 4-5 days. Not all could make it. Some can’t due to VISA issues and 
work permit issues.   
 

 

According to the managers, the employees enjoyed this annual event and appreciated that the 

firm went to great lengths to organise it for them. Some of the managers even showed 
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photographs and souvenirs from past incentive travel as evidence of this fact. They were 

visibly animated when recounting some of their trip experiences with the researcher. Taken as 

a whole, the sharing of this memorabilia from previous trips demonstrated the closeness and 

bonds shared by the managers and employees. This interesting finding highlighted the 

positive relationship between the managers and employees and demonstrated the camaraderie 

among the workforce in the firm. 

 

In summary, these socialising activities may have promoted a sense of belonging that bonded 

the managers and employees. Such a conducive environment is likely to support healthy 

working relationship and perhaps engagement at work.   

 

Theme M1 Findings 

MA4: Employee inputs  

This concept was highlighted by seven of the eight managers (M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6, and 

M7) and produced 17 coded references. These managers agreed that their subordinate’s inputs 

and opinions were important to the manager’s work and the subject firm’s operations. Such 

overwhelming responses suggested that the subject firm managers valued their employees’ 

inputs to work related matters.   

  

These managers admitted that they needed inputs and suggestions from their subordinates 

because there was a range of work related matters on project sites that no single manager had 

full knowledge about. This was especially so for operational issues where employees who are 

doing the job had more intimate knowledge of the tasks than their managers. Managers 

needed to rely on their subordinates for inputs on how best to proceed with work, as 

evidenced in M3’s statement: “I don’t have all the answers to the problems, you know”.     

 

The need to rely on their subordinates for input also resonated fully from M4, M5, and M7. 

All three agreed that they actively sought out their subordinates’ inputs and suggestions when 

making work related decision:    

  

M4: I discuss work problems frequently with my subordinates and would ask them for 
solutions. 
 
M5: My responsibilities cover a wide range of operations and I need every good idea I 
can get from my guys. Yes, I need their ideas and suggestions to get things done 
around here. 
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M7: I consult my subordinates regularly to hear from them what’s happening on the 
job site and the grounds 

 

When managers actively solicited input from employees, it was implicit that the managers 

trusted their subordinates. These managers treated their subordinates like their ‘ears and eyes’ 

(M7) and ‘take their opinions seriously’ (M4). From the managers’ responses there seemed to 

be a high level of trust between these managers and their subordinates regarding work related 

suggestions and feedback. Similarly, M6 also reported that he frequently discussed work 

problems with his subordinates and also expected them to immediately bring up any problems 

to him. By encouraging his staff to talk openly about their work problems, M6 could provide 

solutions and make decisions rapidly. He observed that under an open and supportive 

communicative environment, employees were more willing to share their thoughts and 

concerns about work. This in turn fostered a higher level of trust because employees were 

being encouraged to share their comments and suggestions with management. In M6’s view 

such a high trust environment has helped to improve the working relations between managers 

and employees which likely boosted engagement too.  

 

This finding seemed to suggest that the subject firm management value their subordinate’s 

suggestions for practical reasons. Moreover, this positive stance towards employee inputs has 

encouraged employee involvement at work and has likely fostering better employee 

engagement.  

 
Theme M1 Findings 

MA5: Internal Job Transfer 

This concept was emphasized by five managers (M1, M4, M5, M6, and M7) and produced 18 

coded references. In the subject firm, managers established a supportive work environment by 

creating opportunities for employees to match their skills and abilities to the appropriate jobs 

so that they contribute more effectively to the subject firm. This method is called internal job 

transfer. Four of the managers shared their approaches in identifying potential employees and 

matching them to relevant jobs, as suggested in these transcribed responses:  

 

M4: If we observe that a particular worker has a certain set of skills, we will groom 
him to become better. We do keep a lookout for workers who can perform out of their 
usual job scope. Different people have different strengths and weaknesses. As a 
manager I need this information so that I can put the most suitable person to the job. 
 
M5: He must be able to show that he can perform his role in the department he wants 
to go to. The manager must acknowledge his skills and allow these employees to fit 
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into the most suitable jobs that maximize their abilities. In our business we are always 
shorthanded. So everyone counts!   
 
M6: I keep a record of who are the appropriate people for each project. I need to 
know which person is suitable for which job. I need to plan for the key positions in my 
department and who to put in that position. Transferring employees around is common 
in our business.   
 
M7: I do give them the opportunity to do what they are good at if they let me know. 
I would observe them. I would then allow them to try out in the new post. If a 
particular employee is good at a certain area of his work, we would allow him to fully 
utilize his abilities in that area.  
 

 
Through the above observations and monitoring, managers offered employees opportunities 

to move into jobs that best matched their skills and talents. According M1, in one instance, 

her assistant, who had been working with her for a year, developed an interest in the HR 

function. The assistant had on several occasions commented she was not comfortable with 

procurement work and was more interested in HR’s scope of work. After some discussions 

with the senior management and the HR executive, M1’s assistant was transferred to work in 

the HR department one month later. Through an internal job transfer, M1’s assistant was able 

to better match her interests to her job. According to M1, her assistant was doing well in her 

new role as an HR assistant and was undergoing training to better equip her with related skills 

for her role. Similarly, one of M5’s supervisors from the air con section indicated that he was 

keen to learn more on ducting works and requested for a transfer. The supervisor’s request 

was approved, and he was transferred to the ducting section within the same month. Recently, 

it was reported that this employee was doing well in the ducting works section. There were 

several occasions this employee was able to help out on other projects when they were short 

of supervisors for air conditioners and ducting works.  

 

In summary, internal job transfer had helped the subject firm solve part of its manpower and 

skills shortage problems. It seemed prudent to allow employees to choose the type of work 

aligned with their interests and talents rather than to lose employees because of job-skills 

mismatches in an already tight labour market.  

 

Theme M1 Findings 

MA6: Compensation 

Three of the managers (M1, M7, and M8) referred to this concept and 14 coded references 

were recorded.  Two of the managers believed that their employees were adequately 

compensated as compared to other companies in the construction industry (M1: “…my people 
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are paid almost the same as others; M8: “As far as I know our bonus is one of the highest in 

the industry”). The compensation package for the subject firm included salary, bonus, 

overtime pay, and various allowances.  

 

However, two contradictory perspectives were observed on this construct. M7 commented 

that “salary plays an important role” in employee engagement while M8 disagreed, 

responding that “employee engagement is not so much about salary”. M7 insisted that 

compensation plays a significant role in promoting engagement, opined that the average 

employee salary is not high since the firm is a small and medium enterprise and maintains a 

limited budget on salary. He insisted that higher pay would motivate employees to work 

harder. On the other hand, M8 argued that salary is not the only factor to employee 

engagement and that there were other factors at play. He firmly believed that paying higher 

salary will not engage the employee. In M8’s experience, money can only ‘excite’ the 

employee temporarily and once the effect wears off, the employee will no longer be ‘engaged’. 

Other factors including training employees in new skills sets and recognising their 

contributions were more effective means to fostering engagement. M8 argued that “these 

practices are more meaningful in making employees feel appreciated” and in turn they would 

work harder for the firm.  

 

In summary, the concept of compensation and benefits seemed to have drawn out opposing 

views between two managers. Though this concept seemed to be a sensitive issue it is relevant 

to the discussion of money as a potential inducement for engagement.  

 

Theme M1 Findings 

MA7: Workplace well-being 

Although this concept was mentioned by just two managers (M4 and M7) and generated only 

four coded references, nevertheless it is necessary to study how this factor might have an 

impact on employee engagement in the subject firm. While the mention of workplace well-

being may not be a strong factor, it provides additional insight into the overall meaning of 

Theme M1 findings.  

  

M4 felt that one of the factors that made employees feel committed to the organisation was 

how they were being treated by management when they were faced with personal problems. 

Both managers reported that employees encountering personal problems may become 

emotionally affected and lose concentration to work, leading to lower performance. M4 
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commented that there was an employee whose family had some disputes and needed to return 

to his home country to resolve the matter. The firm offered him a company-paid return air 

ticket and two weeks paid leave allowing him to fly home immediately. These two actions 

were not required under the Singapore labour regulations. Upon his return to work, the 

manager also personally followed up with the employee to ensure that he had resolved his 

domestic matters. This series of actions demonstrated to the employee that the employer cared 

for him. In his gratitude, the concerned employee put in even greater effort after he returned 

to work from his home country. The findings by M4 and M7 reflect that employees indeed 

became more committed and work harder when they experience being cared for and valued 

by management as individuals.   

 

According to M4 and M7 the firm also practiced granting employees paid days off 

immediately before and after public holidays to improved employee overall well-being. This 

was especially helpful for employees who had to work overtime and rush work to complete 

projects and meet various deadlines. The Singapore construction industry is known for 

grueling long working hours averaging 208 hours per month (Ministry of Manpower, 2016a) 

and employees welcomed addition rest days. The subject firm’s policy of paid off days 

allowed overworked and stressed-out employees to recover and become better engaged upon 

returning to work, according to the two managers (M4 and M7) who referenced this issue.  

 

This concept reflected on the subject firm’s employee well-being practices that may positively 

improve employee engagement. Management concern for employee well-being likely plays a 

significant role in promoting engagement because it influences an employee’s commitment 

and work efforts towards the organisation. 

 

6.4 Theme M2: Manager’s perception of EE construct 

 

The following cluster of concepts describes the construct of employee engagement that 

emerged from the data collected from the interviews with managers. Four related sets of 

concepts emerged, and the details are outlined in Table 6.3. This cluster of concepts form the 

employee engagement construct as perceived by the managers in the subject firm operating in 

the Singapore construction industry. It seemed that these managers were most concerned with 

the employee skills sets in the engagement construct while less emphasis was given to the 

other three concepts. The overwhelming emphasis on skills over other behaviours in the 

subject firm is likely due to the nature of deadline driven and demanding construction work 
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environment where mistakes are costly. Skilled and engaged employees make a big difference 

to the firm performance on a project to project basis.  

 

The following set of concepts explains the various components that form the employee 

engagement construct in a Singaporean construction industry engineering firm context (Table 

6.3). The concepts that make up this theme are: ME1: skills, ME2: proactive behaviours, ME3: 

learning from mistakes and ME4: teamwork.  

 

Table 6.3: Theme M2: Managers’ perception of EE construct 

Concepts Coded 
references 

No. of managers 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

ME1: Skills 16 7 112 (42%) 
ME2: Proactive behaviours 17 6 102 (38%) 
ME3: Learning from mistakes 9 4 36 (13%) 
ME4: Teamwork 6 3 18 (7%) 
Source: compiled from interview data 
 

Figure 6.5 was developed by the researcher to more clearly illustrate how each individual 

manager perceived the employee engagement construct.  
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Figure 6.5 Theme M2: Manager’s perception of EE construct 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Theme M2 Findings  

ME1: Skills 

This concept was discussed by seven of the managers (M2, M3, M4, M5, M6, M7, and M8) 

interviewed and resulted in 16 coded references. Basically, the term skill refers to

“competency in performing a task” (Noe, 2010, p123). A broader definition of skills also 

includes an employee’s ability to cooperate with his superior and other employees to get work 

done (Lopez, Peon and Ordas, 2005). According to the managers interviewed skilful 

employees need to be “totally familiar” (M7) with their work and “understand what they 

are doing” (M8). In another words, a skilful employee is an engaged employee who is capable 

of performing well in his area of work. The engaged employee must be equipped with the 

“appropriate technical skills” (M4) so that he could perform his assigned role and contribute 

to the firm. He should be able to take instructions from his superiors and carried out the 

assigned task competently i.e., “the ability to follow instructions is important also” (M4). 
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Below are some of the extracts from the managers’ responses on why skills are important to 

employee engagement: 

 

M3: To me engaged employees must be skilful (sic) in their jobs. I realized that my 
subordinates are quite comfortable with their work because they are good at it. Hence, 
they won’t approach me as often for help. This is good for me! 
 
M4: I need people with good and appropriate technical skills. Skills are important at 
work. They need good skills to do their work well. You cannot be engaged if you 
cannot do your job well.   
 
M8: For engagement, I would put more weight in the technical aspects of skills and 
improvements. I would explain to them (employees) the importance of learning better 
skills. You can’t be engaged without the proper skillsets.  
 
M5: Engaged employees want to learn new skills and gain more experience. They 
want better pay hence they work very hard.  

 
According to M2, an employee with the right skills set could do “well for the company and 

also help the company to improve”. Hence, the skillsets of these employees are particularly 

important as they are operating in an engineering environment where the employees’ 

performance directly affect the project deliverables such as on time delivery and meeting both 

governmental standards and client expectations. M4 further suggested that skills were also 

“the ability of employees to work well with one another, to cooperate and coordinate on the 

job site too”. To equip employees with the right skill sets, managers invested lengthy periods 

and efforts (up to six months for new employees according to M7) to train them so that they 

can take on assigned tasks competently.  

 

Responding to the new labour regulation to promote greater flexibility in deploying 

employees trained in a range of skills (Loh, 2016), M4 and M6 commented that employees 

need to be familiar with other team members’ job scope and basics so that “the other can help 

out” (M6) when there is a manpower shortage. M6 also preferred his “operation staff to be 

versatile” and multi-skilled. He claimed that at times, managers have to cover an absent 

employee’s job, and this was unsatisfactory because this arrangement underutilises a 

manager’s time and is not cost effective.  

 

Here, the concept focused on manager perceptions that skills were an important component of 

the construct of employee engagement. Managers were of the view that an engaged employee 

should be skilled in his or her area of work but must also be multi-skilled to be able to cover 
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other employees when needed. Skilled employees are also important because they have a 

direct impact on the subject firm’s performance. 

  

Theme M2 Findings  

ME2: Proactive behaviours  

This concept was commented by six managers of the eight managers (M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, 

and M8) and generated 17 coded references. Proactive behaviour involves taking actions to 

improve a situation related to one’s existing role (Crant, 2000) or putting in extra effort that is 

beyond what is normally expected (Morrison, 2011). The distinguishing characteristics of a 

proactive employee lie in his emphasis on self-initiated behaviours to change and prepare for 

the future (Schmitt, Den Hartog, and Belschak, 2016). These six managers held the view that 

a proactive employee is also someone who is responsible and committed to his work and 

ensures that the work is accomplished according to plan.  

 

Both M4 and M8 recounted incidents where proactive and conscientious employees took 

actions to overcome urgent matters and helped their supervisors and the subject firm avert lost 

time and financial losses. In the subject firm, where project execution speed is fast pace and 

coupled with manpower shortage problem, a supervisor seldom has time to monitor his 

subordinate’s task progress. Employees were frequently left with brief tasks instructions and 

expected to complete it and if needed, “take necessary or corrective actions” according to M4, 

to solve work related problems with minimum inputs from the supervisors. It was hence not 

surprising that M4 expected a proactive employee to be someone who would “put himself in 

my shoes before seeking me (sic) for any advice” and would do what was necessary to get the 

work done. All six managers agreed that a proactive employee was also someone who was 

committed and responsible to his work.  

 

Based on three of the manager’s responses (M1, M2, and M4), an engaged employee is 

someone who will proactively seek out opportunities to fully apply their skills and talents at 

work. Engaged employees in the subject firm tended to be ‘younger’ (M1) and willing to take 

up opportunities like ‘training, job transfers and promotions’ (M4). These engaged employees 

would actively seek out various learning opportunities to gain more experience and take up 

responsibilities with little prompting. Such employees tended to be optimistic and willing to 

accept new responsibilities and tasks that allowed them to apply their skills and capabilities, 

hence were likely more engaged at work.    
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Other managers identified proactive and engaged employees as someone who was deeply 

involved in doing their tasks. These employees worked long hours and even worked on 

weekends to meet the project’s deadlines (M1). Both M1 and M4 shared their views of 

engaged employees with the following examples: 

 

M1: I guess it is when an employee shows that he cares and works hard to achieve his 
goals. He or she is serious about getting his job done well. I have seen a few staff 
working overtime over the weekend to get project done. 
 
M4: Of course, we do have some good workers who take necessary or corrective 
actions when they see things needs to be done. These are the types of engaged workers 
we need. 

 

Managers like M5 and M3 stated that these “employees will do the job without complaints” 

and “very supportive of his supervisor in carrying out instructions and always be available at 

short notice especially for urgent work and tasks”. Also, an engaged employee needed to 

“show that he cares and work hard to achieve his goals” and “can do well and will finish her 

work on time” (M2). In addition, a proactive employee is an engaged employee because he is 

concerned with the company’s interests and will do what needs to be done without being told 

by his manager (M8). M8 recalled one of his supervisors (already left) as an excellent 

example of proactive and engaged employee:  

 
He works very hard and is a responsible person. Prior to leaving, he did his 
best to complete whatever he needed to do. 

 

This particular supervisor worked right up to his last day of notice period, gave the manager 

(M8) a list tasks still outstanding with detailed instructions on how to complete them and even 

offered his private cell phone number in the event of any questions arising regarding his work 

after he left the subject firm. To this manager that was an example of a proactive, engaged, 

and responsible employee.  

            

Based on the above managers’narratives it could be summarised that an engaged employee 

was someone who was proactive in that he was self-initiated and conscientious in getting the 

job done and was always putting the firm’s interests as the central part of his job. The 

engaged and proactive employee was also more likely to take up training, job transfer and 

promotions as they saw these as opportunities to learn and apply their skills to their job.    
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Theme M2 Findings  

ME3: Learning from mistakes 

This concept generated nine coded references and was commented upon by four of the eight 

managers (M4, M5, M6, and M7). Given the complexity and nature of construction projects 

undertaken by the subject firm, mistakes were not something that could be totally avoided. 

These managers generally agreed that mistakes were part of work and had to be viewed from 

a broader perspective whereby lessons can be learnt from them. Such mistakes could cost the 

subject firm substantially more in terms of time, money and manpower and probably affect 

the reputation and standing of the subject firm in the construction industry. 

 

For M5, who was responsible for work place safety, expected ‘zero mistakes’ in his area of 

work. To him, an engaged employee should be someone who was deeply involved in his work 

so that there would be no errors or defects. This was critical for M5 since his area of work 

was related to safety: a simple mistake or defect might have grievous consequences. To M5, 

every mistake made cost the firm money and lost time. Hence, resources spent on fixing a 

problem were wasteful and must be avoided. This sentiment was echoed by M6 who firmly 

believed that having fewer mistakes meant saving money, bigger bonuses for all employees, 

and a ‘win-win’ for all concerned. M7 also agreed that the “key thing is (that a) lesson must 

be learnt and not be repeated.” This was also supported by M4, who commented “there will 

be mistakes made but we have to learn and move on.”  Broadly, the four managers agreed that 

an engaged employee may make mistakes, but it was important that he learned from the 

valuable lesson and avoided making similar ones in the future. In the subject firm, employees 

who made mistakes were monitored closely by their supervisors, and if necessary training and 

corrective actions were taken to prevent recurrent of similar mistakes. The ability for their 

employees to learn from one’s mistakes was a sentiment expressed by all four managers.  

 

The concept “Learning from mistakes” (ME3) concentrated on the importance of an 

employee’s ability to learn from one’s mistake, which is an important aspect of employee 

engagement. This finding seemed to suggest that engage employees must not only do their job 

well, but they must also be willing to learn from their errors so that they can perform better in 

future.  
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Theme M2 Findings  

ME4: Teamwork  

Three managers (M3, M5, and M6) contributed to this concept and generated six coded 

references. Team work is important for the subject firm as employees are frequently working 

under pressure to meet various externally imposed deadlines and milestones set out in the 

project schedules. A harmonious team ensures that employees work cooperatively and 

productively to achieve the subject firm’s goals and objectives.  

 

Team work was essential in the subject firm since it involved complicated construction 

projects that required employees (both managers and employees) with various expertise and 

skills sets to work concertedly in projects. To this end, M5 commented that how well 

employees “communicate(d) and cooperate(d)”among themselves affected how the team 

carried out its assigned job. This comment was also in line with M6’s view of employee 

engagement which was “to get everyone working together to help the company solve 

problems”. In his opinion, the firm can only function effectively if employees were willing to 

put aside their differences and cooperate with each other as teams to get their tasks completed.  

 

For any team to be effective there must be a harmonious working relationship among its 

members. Harmony is an important aspect of working together in the subject firm. Again, M6 

offered that harmony means to treat each other with respect like family members. He 

considered working together like one big family was essential for the success of the firm. 

According to M6 a harmonious relationship includes working out differences in a cordial and 

non-confrontational manner. A conducive work environment “is important for a successful 

business”  (M6) to operate efficiently. He was keenly aware that even among ‘family 

members’there could be friction; M6 believed he was frequently the mediator to try to 

resolve such conflicts among the employees. In the same vein, M3 suggested that harmonious 

relationships in teams was conducive in promoting higher productivity and helped to smooth 

over any potential conflicts.  

 

In summary, harmonious team work relations help to bring together employees with different 

skillsets to work productively and reduce dysfunctional conflicts. For the subject firm, a 

supportive team work environment is important because it promotes cooperation among 

employees resulting in better employee engagement and organisational performance.  
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6.5 Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction 

 

This theme revealed the manager job satisfaction level in their role as the intermediary 

between top management and employees. The manager job satisfaction seemed to be affected 

by their relationship with their supervisor (top management) and the manager’s feelings 

towards their own role as middle manager  

 

The following cluster of concepts describe these managers’ degree of job satisfaction in 

carrying out their role of as middle manager in meeting senior management expectations, 

while simultaneously engaging their employees: MJ1: relationship with top management, and 

MJ2: feelings towards middle manager role. Table 6.4 provides a more detailed breakdown of 

these concepts: 

  

Table 6.4: Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction  

Concepts Coded 
references 

No. of managers 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

MJ1: Relationship with top 
management 

11 4 44 (52%) 

MJ2: Feelings towards middle 
manager role 

10 4 40 (48%) 

Source: compiled from interview data 
 

To better present an overview of how various managers emphasised the three concepts that 

are related to job satisfaction, Figure 6.6 was developed:    
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Figure 6.6: Theme M3: Manager Job Satisfaction 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Theme M3 Findings 

MJ1: Relationship with top management 

This concept generated 11 coded references and was cited by four of the eight managers (M2, 

M5, M6 and M7) who spoke at length about the satisfying quality of their relationship with 

their superiors (top management). This nurturing relationship has laid the foundation for the 

four managers to experience various opportunities to learn, grow, handle different tasks, 

contribute to the firm, and being promoted. In this study, it seemed that top management took 

personal interests in middle managers wellbeing and health conditions. This was evident in at 

least one of the manager’s comment:    

 

My boss takes care of me very well.  There are a few occasions when he showed his 
concern for me. There was this time I was driving and encountered an accident. He 
was very concerned about me, asking my condition, checking if I suffered any injuries. 
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He also sent me get well card and fruit hamper. He even gave me extra time off for 
follow up treatment. (M2) 

 

Besides looking into the middle manger’s well-being, top management also created various 

opportunities to help potential managers learn, grow and experience professional career 

development and promotions. Indeed, such efforts have resulted in a high level of job 

satisfaction among middle managers. This was clearly reflected in what these four managers 

have to say about their superior’s supportive and nurturing behaviours:  

      

M5: I appreciate (sic) and I am grateful to my boss. He has given me the opportunities 
to learn and allow me to handle various tasks, thus allowing me to meet objectives and 
contribute to the company.  
 
M2: My boss (top management) shares with us a lot of information in terms of work. 
He taught me a lot of things when I first joined. I will always remember his kindness to 
me.  
 
M7: I have opportunities to attend work related training because my boss allowed me 
time off to do so. I have been promoted several times and appreciate the opportunities 
to grow. My boss supported has me throughout these years. 
 
M6: When I started working here, I was a foreman. Then I was promoted to 
supervisor. I have been promoted on a yearly basis. My mentor (top management) 
taught me a lot at work gave me opportunities and kept asking me to try and do my 
best.  They (top management) helped me a lot.  
 
 

This concept of relationship with top management focused on the positive relationship that 

middle managers had developed with their direct supervisor (top management). It was 

through this satisfying and supportive relationship that these four managers experienced 

various opportunities that allowed them to learn, grow and make meaningful contributions to 

the subject firm. Such a positive relationship between top management and middle manager 

has promoted greater job satisfaction in their work and likely affected how they engaged their 

own subordinates.  

 

Theme M3 Findings 

MJ2: Feelings towards the middle manager role 

This concept generated 10 coded references and was emphasized by four of the managers (M3, 

M4, M6, and M7). In the subject firm, the middle manager plays a significant role as the 

intermediary between top management and employees. This role has its inherent 

responsibilities and accountabilities, which in turn influences how the middle manager feels 
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towards his job. It was interesting to note that the interviewed incumbents held opposing 

views towards their roles as middle manager. 

  

M3, M4 and M7 felt that they were under pressure to engage employees at the same time 

serving as the interface between top management and the employees. These middle managers 

felt pressured to perform this intermediary role because they needed to meet their own 

supervisors (top management) expectations, achieve multiple deliverables in projects, and 

manage their staff. For example, with this comment, M7 shared his concerns in carrying out 

his role:  

 

I feel stressed, especially if we cannot complete projects on time. I have 
no choice but to pressurize them (employee) to get things done such as 
doing over time. I don’t like it but I have no choice. 

 

M3 and M4 who commented about pressure to perform had this to add: “Being the middle 

manager is quite challenging and stressful” and “I do not want any delay and I want work to 

be done fast. Missing a deadline will be a big problem for me. Sometimes, I can’t sleep well 

thinking about work.” From these statements it may be inferred that these managers 

experience pressure to perform while carrying out their roles as middle managers. Here the 

middle managers frequently had to work hard to meet the demands of both sides. Because of 

the pressure to perform, managers may not be able to fully engage their employees. Given the 

stress of their jobs and their mediating role between top management’s demands associated 

with implementing daily operational works, making efforts to engage employee may not be a 

priority for these hurried managers. This observation seemed to be the message given by M3, 

M4 and M7. From the additional interview responses below, the researcher detected a 

conflicting view in middle managers whereby in Theme M1 managers shared their efforts in 

engaging their employees and yet seemed to offer a contrasting perspective here.  

 

M3: I am aware that my boss expects a lot from me. We frequently discuss on meeting 
project deadlines and milestones. This is not an easy job. Our projects are going by 
the hundreds of thousands dollars. Any slip up can be costly and damaging to our 
reputation.  

 

M4: I really want to spend time with my subordinates. But sometimes the workload 
and pace of work can be real stressful. How do we engage our staff when we ourselves 
have to struggle to cope with so many priorities and deadlines?  
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Interestingly, a contrasting perspective was discovered when M6 shared his experience as a 

middle manager. M6’s response to this issue was in stark contrast to that of a hurried and 

stressed out manager who had to deal with the challenges and pressure to perform their roles 

as typified by M3, M4, and M7. In the case of M6, he felt at ease performing his mediating 

role between his supervisor (top management) and engaging his employees. He likened 

working in the subject firm to working within a family, and he had many friends from 

different departments. Although M6 had heavy responsibilities and oversaw multiple 

deliverables on projects, he was very “comfortable with the existing work arrangements” and 

“feel that everything is running smoothly on a daily basis”. He prided himself as an efficient 

manager working with a team of dedicated employees possibly because of his long tenure and 

familiarity with the work demands, M6 was able to confidently interpret top management’s 

expectations into operational plans and goals for his subordinates to implement. It was 

interesting to observe that out of eight managers interviewed only M6 articulated that he felt 

that he was comfortable in his capacity as a middle manager to mediate between top 

management and his subordinates. 

 

In summary, middle managers seemed to harbour mixed feelings towards their intermediary 

roles between top management and the rest of the workforce. How these managers felt 

towards their intermediary roles might likely influence how they subsequently manage their 

subordinates causing an impact on the engagement level in the subject firm that is different 

from managers who enjoy their intermediary roles (such as M6’ response). But this idea is not 

the focus of this dissertation, and could probably be the subject of an entirely new doctoral 

thesis. 

 

6.6 Summary and conclusions 

 

The qualitative findings presented in this chapter offered some meaningful insights into the 

how managers approached their role as middle managers in engaging their subordinates. From 

the results, it can be surmised that there is a complex interconnection among the three 

emerged themes: the middle manager job satisfaction, his perception of the engagement 

construct and how he uses the resources to engage his subordinates. The data from the 

interview provided ample evidence of how the managers engaged the employees through 

seven major resources: training and development, effective communication, bonding activities, 

employee inputs, internal job transfer, compensation, and workplace well-being. The analysis 

suggests that how a manager applied these seven resources is likely influenced by the middle 
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manager’s own job satisfaction level and his perceptions of the employee engagement 

construct. The findings presented a rich and in-depth understanding of managerial 

perspectives of employee engagement as a multi-facet construct that consists of skills, 

proactive behaviours, learning from mistakes, and teamwork in the subject firm.  

    

In order to strengthen and balance the overall understanding of how employee engagement is 

perceived by both managers and employees, the findings in this chapter need corroboration 

from Chapter 7 (Qualitative findings of employee responses – Phase II, Part B). The next 

chapter focuses on the interview responses from employees that will reveal more in-depth and 

richer insights into how employees feel when being engaged at work, which provides 

responses to Research Question 2. Then comparing and contrasting the findings of the current 

chapter (manager interviews) and the next chapter (employee interviews) may help to shed 

more insights into how the engagement construct is viewed by both parties. 
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CHAPTER 7: QUALITATIVE FINDINGS OF EMPLOYEES 

(PHASE II, PART B) 

 

7.0 Introduction  

 

The structure of this chapter parallels that of Chapter 6 to facilitate comparison of analysis 

and results for both chapters. In Chapter 7, the researcher presented the research data and 

provided analysis of the qualitative findings (called Phase II, Part B) of the in-depth 

interviews with the employees in this study. This chapter involved the use of interviews in 

response to Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee 

engagement and how do employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  The use of 

a mixed method approach that involved collection of both quantitative and qualitative data 

was described in detail in Chapter 4. 

 

In Chapter 6, the results and analysis of in-depth interviews with managers was presented, 

which answers the Research Question 1. Chapter 8 will respond to Research Question 3: Are 

there similarities or differences between manager and employee perceptions of employee 

engagement, and what are the implications of these similarities and differences? where the 

quantitative and qualitative responses for both manager and employee are discussed. Chapter 

8 will also discuss the implications of the current study in relation to engagement studies 

conducted in other countries (Research Question 4).     

  

As in Chapter 6, this chapter employs analytical qualitative tools such as word counting, word 

clouds and NVivo mind maps to ascertain key findings of the major themes relating to 

employee perspectives of engagement as they emerge from the interviews. This chapter is 

structured into sections similar to those of Chapter 6. Section 7.1 restates the rationale for 

conducting in-depth interview for employees. Section 7.2 provides the results from the 

employee’s in-depth interviews, and analyses and discusses their perceptions of the 

engagement construct. The themes and results that surfaced from the interview data are 

discussed in relation to Research Question 2. Section 7.2 through 7.6 examines each of the 

three major themes and concepts that emerged from the qualitative data taken from the 

interviews including such issues as employee perception of the engagement construct, 

resources for promoting engagement, and employee concerns. 
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In administering a semi-structured questionnaire developed by this researcher, three major 

themes and concepts related to each theme emerged from the data.  These interview outcomes 

were substantially different from the themes that came out of the interviews given to the 

managers.  Below is an outline of this chapter:  it provides a road map to how the researcher 

organised and interpreted the findings of this set of complex interview data: 

 

7.0 Introduction 
7.1 Gaps in the literature review and rational for qualitative data 
7.2 Overview of Phase II - Part B: Employee perspectives of employee engagement 

7.2.1 Participant demographics: employees 
7.2.2 Results of raw data and emerging themes 
7.2.3 Major themes that emerged from interviews with employees 

7.3 THEME E1: Job resources promoting EE (4 findings total) 
ER1: Supportive management 
ER2: Workplace learning and development 
ER3: Positive workplace relationship  
ER4: Employee participation 

7.4 THEME E2: Employee perceptions of EE construct (3 total findings) 
EP1: Work role 
EP2: Task enjoyment 
EP3: Proactive behaviour 

7.5 THEME E3: Factors affecting EE (3 total findings) 
EF1: Negative working relationship 
EF2: Lack of recognition and inadequate reward 
EF3: Job related stress 

7.6 Summary and conclusions 
 

Chapter 7 is concerned with responding to Research Question 2. In Section 7.1 readers are 

reminded of some of the key issues highlighted in the Literature Review.  Section 7.2 and 

subsequent sections reveal how the employees responded to survey questions regarding their 

feelings of being engaged at work. Qualitative analytical tools-namely word clouds and word 

charts were the principle means by which to record the ideas that were expressed by the 

employees during their interviews.  To supplement the analysis, NVivo mind maps reflect the 

major themes and concepts that emerged. Finally, Section 7.6 summarises these results in 

terms of how the employees perceived the engagement construct and also revealed their 

concerns with regard to the workplace     

  

7.1 Gaps in literature review and rational for qualitative data 

 

This section reiterates some of the key findings in the literature review in Chapter 2.  

Employee engagement is a multi-dimension construct (Kahn, 1990) that has been interpreted 

by various researchers differently resulting sometimes in creating contradicting definitions 
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(Macey and Schneider, 2008). At the same time, Newman and Harrison (2008) criticised 

researchers for not accurately describing the engagement construct due to misuse of 

psychological terms like states of mind, traits or attitudes that overlapped with other existing 

well-established constructs. The lack of an established definition (Carasco-Saul, Kim, and 

Kim, 2015) provided the opportunity to examine this construct from a uniquely Singaporean 

perspective. Hence, to fill this research gap in the literature, Research Question #2 was 

developed: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? How do employees 

feel when they are in the state of engagement? 

 

To answer this subjective question, it is not possible to use an objective, unbiased quantitative 

method since different employees may perceive engagement differently through the 

participants own unique ‘lived’ experience.  In order to comprehensively answer this research 

question, both quantitative data (see Chapter 5) and qualitative data (Chapter 6 for managers 

and Chapter 7 for employees) were collected in order to present a balanced perspective on this 

topic. Individual responses could be analysed by using in-depth interviews to collect data 

from both groups. This chapter and the previous one focused on establishing the perception of 

engagement experiences through qualitative interviews with managers and employees. The 

data was collected via a semi-structured questionnaire developed by this researcher. The 

questionnaire was designed to closely follow the format and structure of the well-established 

Q12 survey tool used by Gallup that measures employee engagement. 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 6, most engagement surveys have been conducted from the 

employee perspective (Gallup Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a) and rarely have these 

surveys reflected management’s points of view on employee engagement (Xu and Cooper-

Thomas, 2011). Therefore, this research is an opportunity to examine the differences between 

how managers and employees perceive the engagement construct (Research Question 3). The 

anticipation is to respond to this literature gap by investigating the engagement construct from 

both party’s points of view. Moreover, this study aimed also to know if there were any 

overlapping similarities and differences in manager and employee perspectives of the 

engagement construct. This chapter will present the data and provide in-depth analysis of the 

employee findings.  Chapter 8 reflects on these findings, comparing and contrasting these 

results with respect to the original Research Questions. The various implications, similarities, 

and differences between the two groups’ perception of the engagement construct will be 

presented.      
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Since this study is conducted in the context of a Singaporean firm, it will be interesting to find 

out how is the Singaporean EE findings compared to other countries (Research Question 4). 

This discussion forms part of topics discussed in Chapter 8.  

  

7.2 Overview of Phase II – Part B: Employee perspectives of EE 

 

The interview data for this research was collected from an engineering firm operating in the 

Singapore construction industry. The current chapter offers a detailed view of how employees 

perceived the engagement construct through a series of in-depth interviews conducted with 10 

of the firm’s employees. 

 

There are two parts to this chapter. The first part, Section 7.2 is a collection of rich interview 

data taken from the subject firm’s employees. This section organizes the qualitative data into 

the three emergent themes:  (1) individual employee perspectives of employee engagement; (2) 

types of job resources that promote engagement; and (3) factors affecting engagement in the 

subject firm. The second part (Section 7.3 to 7.5) analyse these findings in detail using word 

count charts, word clouds and NVivo mind maps to illustrate how these themes and concepts 

are interlinked. 

 

The results of both sets of data from Phase II (Chapter 6 for managers and Chapter 7 for 

employees) are based on a set of semi-structured open-ended questions designed by this 

researcher derived from the internationally recognised Gallup 12 survey on employee 

engagement. The use of this qualitative tool was to provide additional details and depth to the 

quantitative data collected in Chapter 5 for both managers and employees. 

 

To reiterate, in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 this researcher has justified using the Gallup Q12 as a 

valid and reliable instrument for Phase I data collect as it is both theoretically sound (related 

to Kahn, 1990) and also endorsed by academic scholars for use in engagement research. 

Again, based on the same rationale, for Phase II, this researcher has developed a set of semi-

structured interview questions derived from the Q12 for qualitative data collection from the 

employees. Under the post-positivism research paradigm (Creswell, 2009) adopted for this 

study, the process of first collecting quantitative data (Phase I) followed by qualitative data 

(Phase II) is in line with the said worldview. This researcher has closely paraphrased the semi 

open-ended interview questions according to the Q12 and Kahn’s (1990) study to ensure that 

the participants were partially guided under these two sources while still having the freedom 
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to express their feelings. This approach to designing the interview questions fits into the 

Creswell’s (2009) post-positivism paradigm. 

 

The employee interview process 

To recap, in Chapter 4, it was highlighted that top management selected the employees to 

participate in this interview process. The selection process for choosing participants for their 

lived experience precluded a random sample approach.  Therefore, participants were drawn 

from the subject firm based on their years of service and the department they worked in. All 

participants i.e., employees have worked at least six months in the subject firm and were 

drawn from seven departments: administration, human resources, project, accounts, design 

and drafting, quantitative survey, and building information modelling. This purposeful 

approach to participant selection was to ensure that each department/function was at least 

represented by one employee with the relevant lived experience to share with the researcher.   

 

The interview began with the researcher asking questions related to the employee’s job 

satisfaction level, their perception of the engagement construct and how they experienced 

engagement in the work place. While these concepts were derived from the literature on 

engagement studies, the topics were presented to the employees in an open-ended, flexible 

way to capture any new themes that might surface from the interview process. 

 

NVivo 10 (QSR International, n.d) was used to analyse the interview data. This software 

allowed spoken words and ideas to be coded into a format that could be interpreted with a 

range of graphical presentation tools. These mind maps and visual representations of words 

would help the researcher find recurring patterns and explore deeper meaning for the 

population being studied. 

 

The Framework Analysis approach (Ritchie and Spencer, 2002) provided the structure for 

analysing the interview data. This framework is suitable for this study as it provided a 5-stage 

guided approach towards analysing and interpreting the collected data. Please refer to Chapter 

4 and Chapter 6 for the detailed discussion of this framework. 

 

Themes that emerged from the interview process 

The interview data is presented in three summary tables: (1) Table 7.1: Employee’s frequency 

of discussion of concept; (2) Figure 7.2: Major Themes that emerged from employee 

interviews in percentage of coded reference (3) Figure 7.3: Three major themes emerged from 
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Research Question 2. The below section describes the various dimensions of the employee’s 

personal experiences and views on the engagement construct. The various themes that 

surfaced from the interview with these employees were supported by spoken statements 

consisted of concepts/ideas most frequently mentioned. Three major themes emerged from the 

interview data with the employees working in the subject firm: 

Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  

Theme E2: Employee perception of EE construct 

Theme E3: Factors affecting EE 

 

7.2.1 Participant characteristics: employees 

The sample consisted of 10 employees representing various functional departments of the 

subject firm: Administration, Accounts, Human Resources, Design and Drafting, Quantity 

Survey, Project, Operations, and Building Information Modelling. They were either 

executives, engineers, designers/draft persons, or administrators. The participants’ general 

profile was as follows: 

 

Gender: four male, six female  

Age group range: 22 to 35 years old and above  

Education: secondary and higher  

Length of service: six months to 4 years 

 

To ensure confidentiality and anonymity of these 10 participants, each was randomly assigned 

an interviewee code and no names were used in this study. The code ranged from E1 to E10 

with the ‘E’ representing ‘employee’ to distinguish them from managers (Chapter 6, Phase II, 

Part A).  

 

7.2.2 Results of raw data and emerging themes   

Word clouds is a visual presentation tool used to illustrate the summary of a large body of text. 

Key words frequently used are indicated in various font sizes and colour (Wang, Zhao, Guo, 

North, and Ramakrishnan, 2014). NVivo was used to create a word cloud generated from the 

employee’s interview transcripts. This word cloud allowed an overview of the participants 

most frequently cited words, phrases and ideas before proceeding to an in-depth examination 

for relevant concepts and themes (Sinclair and Cardew-Hall, 2008).   
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Figure 7.1 below illustrates that the most frequently used words and phrases, which included 

feel, work, employee engagement, information, colleagues, and satisfied. The researcher had 

expected these words and phrases to emerge as a result from repeat listening of the audio 

transcriptions of the interviews. These frequently used key words and phrases were found to 

be interlinked with the various identified concepts that surfaced from the interview data. 

 

Figure 7.1: Word cloud derived from words/phrases used by employees 

 

 

This study collected interview data and examined it in terms of concepts and themes that 

formed the interviews with the employees of the subject firm. The relative significance of 

themes was organised from the most important to the least importance based on the number of 

references that were made to each concept during the interview.  

The researcher reviewed the relative significance of themes and concepts according to how 

often the employees referred to them in relations to EE themes and concepts. Table 7.1 

illustrates the results of numbers of employees who referred to the EE concepts/themes as 

well as the numbers of times these themes / concepts were being commented upon. The more 

the participants spoke about a certain concept, the more significant it was to the participant.  
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Table 7.1:  Employee’s frequency of discussion of concept 
No. of employees Importance 

of concept 
Percent  

1 
Weak 

10%  
2 20%  
3 30%  
4 

Moderate 
40%  

5 50%  
6 60%  
7 

Strong 

70%  
8 80%  
9 90%  
10 100%  

Source: created for this research 

 

The more times participants referred to certain words, phrases or topics-directly or 

indirectly—the greater significance was assigned to these words. Such words, phrases or 

topics, when organised into groups of relative importance, emerged as major concepts or 

themes in this study. 

 

When using the NVivo software, the term coding refers to the counting of the number of 

times a word, phrase or idea appeared during the course of an interview or survey. Such was 

the case with this researcher’s use of NVivo.  

 

7.2.3 Major themes that emerged from interviews with employees  

This research examined the concepts related to employee perception of the engagement 

construct. The coding results offered empirical evidence of the varying degree of significance 

of the ideas and concepts that surfaced. There was a total of 290 coded references that 

supported the emergence of three major themes in relation to how the employees perceived 

the engagement construct.  

The three major themes were as follows:  

 

Job resources promoting EE (Theme E1, 48%) 

Employee perception of EE construct (Theme E2, 31%) 

Factors affecting EE (Theme E3, 21%) 

 



200 
 

The three major themes are presented in Figure 7.2. It appears that the job resources 

promoting employee engagement were the most important to the employees followed by the 

two remaining concepts in decreasing order of importance. 

 

Figure 7.2: Major themes emerged from employees’ interview in percentage of coded 

references  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sourc

e: compiled from interview data 

 

The major themes consisted of a cluster of related concepts that may influence an employee’s 

perception of engagement in the subject firm. The concepts that formed the major themes 

were interlinked and became the basis of the themes. These themes and concepts were 

analysed and outlined in the following manner with detailed commentaries: 

 

Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  

Theme E2: Employee perception of EE construct 

Theme E3: Factors affecting EE 

 

In response to Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee 

engagement and how do employees feel when they are in the state of engagement? A detail 

conceptual map that depicts how the three themes were interconnected with the employee 

engagement construct (Figure 7.3) was developed. A conceptual map is a graphic 

representation of how various concepts are related to one another (Hager, Scheiber, and 

Corbin, 1997). The map is also a useful tool to organise and structure knowledge. Figure 7.3 

48%

31%
21%

Theme 1: Job resources

promoting EE

Theme 2: Professional

employee perceptions of

EE

Theme 3: Factors affecting

EE
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is a conceptual map representing an overview of how employees responded to Research 

Question 2. In the next few sections, the researcher used the NVivo mind maps to present a 

more in-depth analysis of each theme. Under each of the major themes, the researcher 

described and commented in detail the various related concepts associated with the theme 

concerned.  

 

Figure 7.3: Three Major Themes Emerged from Research Question 2 

 

Source: compiled from interview data  

 

7.3 Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE 

 

Four concepts emerged from this major theme which produced the greatest number of coded 

references compared to the other two themes. The following set of concepts describes the 

types of job resources to which employees have access at the subject firm. Under Theme E1, 

there were four concepts identified: ER1: Supportive management, ER2: Workplace learning 

and development, ER3: Positive workplace relationship, and ER4: Employee participation.  

 

As Theme E1 was so prevalent, a detailed NVivo mind map was developed to illustrate the 

employee overwhelming responses to three of the most significant subthemes: 7.4/ER1: 

Supportive management that generated 54 coded references by 10 employees (Table 7.2a and 



202 
 

Figure 7.4a); 7.4/ER2: Workplace learning and development that generated 30 coded 

reference by 10 employees (Table 7.2b and Figure 7.4b) and 7.4/ER3: Positive workplace 

relationship that generated 33 responses by nine employees (Table 7.2c and Figure 7.4c). 

 

Generally, the employees were satisfied with the availability of job resources. Interestingly, 

three of four the resources were directly controlled by management: supportive management, 

workplace learning and development, and employee participation. Management largely 

determined which employees had access to these resources. These job resources were 

essential to promote engagement among employees as it facilitated their work and 

involvement in their roles. The fourth resource ie., positive work place relationship was the 

only job resource that management did not have direct control over. However, general 

management practices seemed to indirectly shape the work place relationship and work 

environment. The following sets of concepts explained the importance of these four job 

resources that fostered employee engagement development in the subject firm (Table 7.2). 

The group of related concepts that formed this major theme were: 

 

Table 7.2: Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE 

Concepts Coded 
reference 

No. of employee 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

ER1: Supportive 
management 

54 10 540 (41%) 

ER2: Workplace learning and 
development 

30 10 300 (23%) 

ER3: Positive workplace 
relationship 

33 9 297 (22%) 

ER4: Employee participation 21 9 189 (14%) 
Source: compiled from interview data 
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Figure 7.4: Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE 

  

 

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  

Supportive management 

 

Table 7.2a:  Supportive management – 10 employees, 54 coded references 

Employee  Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

E1 C1-C5 1. My Operation Manager. He really cares for  us  
2. He informed me that my performance is so far so good.  
3. I have a caring boss.  
4. She would ask me if there is anything that I’m not satisfied what or I am facing any 

problem in my work. 
5. This company gives us many opportunities to do our job.  

E2 C6-C11 6. He fixes it if there is a problem. 
7. He gave feedback about my performance 
8. No one except the Operations Manager  
9. He’s encourages me to identify areas for improvement in our department and come up 

with a plan to do it.  
10. He asked me to develop my skills and knowledge beyond my current job scope  
11. My boss is helpful. Whenever I encounter any problem with my software he will find a 

solution for it. 

E3 C12-C15 12. The Operations Manager looks after our wellbeing 
13. If I have any work related needs I can inform my manager and he usually will some 

suggestions or solution for it 
14. My boss will tell me directly if my performance is not up to his expectations.  
15. My manager will speak to me directly and let me know which areas I can improve. 

E4 C16-C22 16. What I saw was his concern for the staff. When one of the employee fell sick he asked 
another colleague to send the employee home. If the employees is hospitalised, he also 
personally visit the employee there. 

17. He does not just care about your work. He also encourages you to find a more productive 
way to work and not just stay in the comfort zone. That way you will not improve.  

18. You can direct any question to him and he will give you some solutions 
19. He created a programme for us to key in a petty cash amount in Excel format and it will 

automatically post the information to the accounting system and other project system. No 
need to key in the same information twice. Saves us a lot of time. He's a brilliant guy.  

20. My manager is a considerate person. Very few bosses are like him.  
21. We give him a call. He still supports us. 
22. When we raise an issue to him he will listen to it and will give us a suggestion or a 

solution. 

E5 C23-C32 23. The Operations Manager and my direct manager.  
24. I appreciate the effort put in.  
25. Our management did not limit us. In order to complete my work we are allowed to refer 

to other colleagues for more information either by calling or email or do whatever is 
necessary to get the job done. 

26. The management let us do our best by supporting us 
27. It was during the performance appraisal. My manager will point out to me the technical 

issues that I have overlooked. She would than suggest how I can improve those areas.   
28. Management recognised my experience, my effort towards the company, towards my 

colleagues 
29. Our Operations Manager wants me to improve my soft skills so that can become a better 

person which is beneficial for my own future.  
30. My boss recognised my experience and being helpful to other colleagues. 
31. When I face any problem, I’ll feedback to the management and they will try to solve it 

for us 
32. The management also care for me, care for us 

E6 C33-C35 33. He talks to me about my work progress. 
34. My manager cares for me.  
35. My boss is planning to update my software. It will make my work easier and more 

productive  

E7 C36-C39 36. The Operations Manager, he really good to me.  
37. I am really quite happy working here. I feel like we are family. 
38. He really takes care of me.  
39. The boss said I have done a really good job. I feel that I need to work harder for him. 

E8 C40-C45 40. It's the same person (Operations Manager). 
41. He will give me some suggestions on how to work; how to solve my problem. 
42. I do best every day, because I have a boss to support me 
43. He will let me make my own decisions as long as it is within company policy 
44. I am motivated to do better 
45. When I feel stress he will talk to me. I will feel better 

E9 C46-C53 46. I think only the Operations Manager cared about me 
47. He did an analyse of my strengths, and weaknesses explained it to me and also gives me 
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some suggestions for improvement. 
48. He spoke to me a few times on my strengths and weaknesses.  
49. I am touched because I know that my boss cares for me 
50. I feel the management is quite concerned about my personal well-being. 
51. The Management is quite supportive of the work I am doing  
52. I think the management cares for my well-being 
53. The OM visits the project offices regularly and represents head office to in decision 

making. That way we don’t have to go back and forth between HQ and site office for 
approvals. Saves us a lot of time. We respect him for that. 

E10 C54 54. My manager said I did a good job but I need to improve on my communication because I 
am weak at it 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Figure 7.4a:  Supportive management – 10 employees, 54 coded references 

 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Theme E1 Findings 

ER1: Supportive management 

This concept generated 54 coded references and was mentioned by all 10 employees of the 

subject firm. Supportive management was considered of the most important job resources that 

enabled employees to accomplish their work. Managers played a significant role in engaging 

the workforce through various means such as useful information, objective performance 

feedback, budget, training opportunities and emotional support. Besides offering helpful 

resources to employees, the current study also found that supportive management has resulted 

in better job satisfaction, involvement and enthusiasm among employees.  

 

The Operations Manager is the one person who was frequently mentioned by the employee in 

relation to supportive management. Seven of the 10 employees (E1, E2, E3, E5, E7, E8, and 

E9) reported that the Operations Manager was the most caring and concerned person in the 

subject firm. Interestingly, the Operations Manager was mentioned even by employees who 

do not work directly under this manager.  

 

E2, E3, E4, E5 and E6 appreciated their managers for supporting them in providing job 

related resources to enable them work effectively. For instance, E4’s manager once modified 

a software program so that she only needed to key in the financial data once in Excel format 

and it would then be automatically posted to another accounting software. This redesign of 

work process had helped improved her productivity. E4's manager was like a mentor to her 

which was why she would approach him for help when she encountered work problems 

  

Another employee, E8 reported that she was able to do her best because the Operations 

Manager empowered her to make decisions. She felt motivated to do better each time he 

offered her opportunities to apply her skills and talents to her work. Similarly, E9 a project 

engineer, was appreciative of the Operations Manager’s support. The Operations Manager 

regularly visited project offices to check on the work progress. During the visits, he would 

address issues that needed head office approval. That way, the engineers and project managers 

need not travel back to the head office to seek approval. The Operation Manager’s effort to 

improve various projects efficiency had earned him respect and appreciation from various 

project personnel. According to E5, she was satisfied that there were ample opportunities for 

her to her best at work. In this instance, her manager played a significant role in providing her 

a supportive work environment where she was able to carry out her work with autonomy and 

relevant resources.  
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Seven of the employees (E1, E2, E3, E5, E7, E8, and E9) agreed that it was crucial for their 

manager to provide performance feedback. Interestingly, an unusual management anomaly 

was observed:  the person who regularly provided performance feedback to these employees 

was the Operations Manager. Yet, it should be noted that these employees rarely mentioned 

their direct managers as the person who provide them with performance feedback. This was 

rather unusual because normally, it is the direct supervisor (manager) who discussed 

performance issues with their subordinates, not the Operations Manager.  

 

The Operations Manager regularly conducted performance feedback discussions with both E5 

and E8. He would identify areas that both employees needed improvements and suggested 

how they might do so. Similarly, for E9, the Operations Manager would take time to discuss 

with the project engineer his strengths and weaknesses. Such feedback sessions although 

humbling at times helped E9 improve his performance. These employees found such feedback 

sessions useful to their job and appreciated the Operations Manager’s efforts to support them 

in their work and career development.  

 

E7 commented that the Operations Manager was ‘really good to me’ and supported his design 

and drafting work. It was because of the Operations Manager that E7 continued to work in the 

subject firm despite work challenges. This sense of commitment was due to a sense of 

obligation that E7 had for the Operations Manager:  

  

The Operations Manager, he was really good to me. I am really quite happy working 
here. I feel like we are family. He really takes care of me. He said I have done a really 
good job. I feel that I need to work harder for him. 

 

The general narrative by these employees reflected their satisfaction with the support that 

management offered in the form job resources and performance feedback, care and concerns. 

Supportive management had provided relevant resources that enabled the employees to 

accomplish their work. It was interesting to learn that the Operations Manager seemed to be 

the only manager who actively cared for these employees’ performance and wellbeing.  
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Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  

Workplace learning and development 

 

Table 7.2b:  Workplace learning and development – 10 employees, 30 coded references 

Employee  Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

E1 C1 1. The company actually send me to be trained to improve my writing skills. 

E2 C2 2. They sent us to attend software training. 

E3 C3-C5 3. He encourages us to take up courses.  
4. He is concerned that we don’t have enough training to do our job.  
5. HR also encourages me to upgrade my skills at work. 

E4 C6-C9 6. If you want to be skilled in this field (ACCA) then you have to request for 
sponsorship to attend certification classes. The company will only provide 
sponsorship after you have worked for one year. Sponsorship comes with bond.  

7. I am involved with work and at the same time I was also studying. It’s very 
stressful when the exam (certification) is round the corner. You will see me very 
stressed up.  

8. I think it's very important for the employee to learn on the job.  
9. To me, no matter how smart you are you will still be stuck in the same post if you 

are not willing to learn. Things are changing so fast these days 

E5 C10-C14 10. Work obstacles help me learn how to solve problems and enrich my experience. In 
future, I know how to better deal with these kinds of problems.   

11. My manager will guide me but will not limit me to what I want to learn. I can also 
explore learn on my own.  

12. What makes an employee grow in a company is how he solves problems. That’s 
why a company needs their employees to learn on the job.  

13. This company is a good place for me to work and grow. Many learning 
opportunities around here.   

14. She will remind me of my job scope 

E6 C15-C22 15. Recently, the company was awarded a new project and I learnt so much in just this 
one project.  

16. When I am involved with more projects I will have the opportunity to learn on the 
job.  

17. I would like to get more work, so that I can get more experience and gain more 
experience. 

18. I learn more and more each day.  
19. Last month, the boss come to me and told me that that if I want to go for any 

courses to improve my skills just let him know. 
20. The boss told me that the company only sends employees to attend courses after the 

employee has been working with the company for at least one year.  
21. I think I'm proud of that because I'm the only one who has been offered to attend 

the course even though I have worked with the company for less than a year. For 
me is that is something special. 

22. There are others who have worked longer than me. Yet the company is not paying 
for their course fee. I think that says a lot about my case. 

E7 C23-C24 23. My manager trains me and wants me to learn more skills. It’s on the job training for 
me 

24. We are the first generation to study 3D modelling in Singapore. 

E8 C25-C26 25. He asks us to learn and improve our writing skills 
26. He encourages me to learn other skills I need to do my job learn through practice. 

E9 C27-C28 27. He encourages me to learn and attend external courses related to my job 
28. For me, learning is done on the job. When I’m on this project, technically, I am 

learning every day. On site you will learn a lot of new things daily. 

E10 C29-C30 29. He suggested that I can further improve my skills by attending BCA courses. 
30. I learn a lot from my experience working in this company 

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Figure 7.4b: Workplace learning and development – 10 employees, 30 coded references  

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

 

Theme E1 Findings  

ER2: Workplace learning and development 

This concept generated 30 coded references and was emphasised by all 10 employees. 

Workplace learning is a process whereby an employee interacts among formal, informal and 

incidental learning situations to solve work related problems and perform better (Moon and 

Na, 2009). In the subject firm, work place learning and development included employees 

learning on the job, guidance and coaching by managers, and attendance at external courses.    

 

E4 shared her experience where her last job offered her limited exposure in the area she 

wanted to specialise. Upon joining the subject firm, she was able to learn about her desired 

specialisation and enjoyed her working experience. She was thankful that the subject firm 

offered her an opportunity to learn on the job despite her limited experience in in her desired 

field. 

 

E6 appreciated the opportunities that she had while learning on the job in her specialisation.  

She liked her job which allowed her to learn new skills and knowledge in various aspects of 

technical engineering work. In fact, the more project work she carried out the more she learnt. 

With her new knowledge and skills, she was able to apply these to her next project. Such 
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learning experiences were helpful in promoting engagement:  in her case, it allowed her to 

apply her skills and talents to solve work problems that in turn benefitted the subject firm.  

 

According to E4, an engaged employee is someone who not only does her work well but also 

is willing to learn the deeper skills of the job. Personnel whom are working in the 

construction industry environment were expected to adapt to the ever-changing work 

environment with new demands frequently being added to their job descriptions. One way to 

facilitate this adaption was to learn on the job. Furthermore, for an employee who wanted to 

make meaningful career progress, he needed to learn as much as possible about the job so that 

he could take on more responsibilities. This narrative could be best summarised in E4’s 

statement below: 

 

To me, no matter how smart you are you will still be stuck in the same post 
if you are not willing to learn. Things are changing so fast these days. 
 

Similarly, E5 considered the subject firm “a good place for me to work and grow. There are 

many learning opportunities around here”. During the course of her work, she regularly faced 

work related problems and challenges and she had to learn to overcome most of them in order 

to accomplish her work. Her approach was positive and pragmatic:      

 

Work obstacles help me learn how to solve problems and enrich my 
experience. In the future, I know how to better deal with these kinds of 
problems.   

 

E3, E6, E7, E8, and E9 were frequently encouraged by the Operations Manager to ‘take up 

courses’ and further their skills to increase their value. E6 was told by the Operations 

Manager that she was free to attend any courses related to her work:  

 

Last month, the boss (Operations Manager) came to me and told me that 
that if I want to go for any courses to improve my skills just let him know. 
He told me that the company only sends employees to attend courses after 
the employee has been working with the company for at least one year. 
I'm proud of this because I'm the only one who has been offered to attend 
the course even though I have worked here for less than a year. For me 
that is something special. There are others who have worked longer than 
me. Yet the company is not paying for their course fee. I think that says a 
lot about my case. 

 

From the above analysis it could be surmised that the subject firm offered a relatively 

conducive workplace where most employees were able to participate in workplace learning 
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and develop their work skills. More importantly these employees were motivated to learn and 

willing to grow and contribute to the subject firm.  

Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE 

Positive workplace relationship 

Table 7.2c:  Positive workplace relationship – 9 employees, 33 coded references 

Employee Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

E1 C1 1. The people here are okay. If I were to go to another big company I will face more than 
here. My previous company has only less than 10 people but they also have many people 
issues. 

E2 C2-C5 2. It’s not just about work. They care for you outside work  
3. At a personal level like how you develop yourself 
4. Employee engagement for me is how much you share through your company in regards 

to your work.   
5. Of course I teach other colleagues, if they need the help. 

E3 C6-C10 6. Yes, sometimes we talk about personal issues. They are concern about my personal 
matters. 

7. It is a team work here.  We cannot work alone.  
8. My colleague from HR, Jean. She is a nice person to talk to. 
9. Sometimes, I would approach my colleagues for work but if they are busy at work, they 

would tend to offer help when they are done with their own work.  
10. Not fair to expect others to help you while they themselves are occupied, right? 

E4 C11-C16 11. Sometimes there is, like colleague issue although later that we are ok. 
12. Jean. Having a best friend at work is important  
13. Having a best friend at work is important.  
14. After work we can go shopping. The way we talk to each other is different from the way 

we talk to the other colleagues. We shared about personal issues like family and other 
matters.  

15. For me it is a way to destress after a long day at work. I find this very helpful for me to 
gain some balance in my life. 

16. On the way home we talk to each other, it's different, we just simply talk whatever we 
want to talk, we never care about the work, because we know each other so even if any 
sensitive topic we can talk and not affecting our relationship 

E5 C17-C23 17. I have good colleagues, helpful colleagues  
18. She will care for me as a person other that during work time, then we discuss our daily 

life, especially personal issues.  
19. Yes. My colleagues and my management. They are my friends  
20. Sometimes after working overtime, we chitchat a bit and talked about how the day went. 

She will ask me are I am okay, am I tried from work. After a hard day’s work, it’s really 
nice to know that you have a friend you can talk to. Someone to share your worries and 
complaints instead of carrying it on your own shoulders. Other colleagues also looked 
out for me.  

21. They took care of me the last time when I fell sick. They’re concerned about me and they 
will help me if I have any issues or problems. They will suggest a solution when I needed 
one. 

22. She is working in the same department and of course, and a colleague in another 
departments and a resigned employee also.  

23. Still best friend and good friend 

E7 C24-C26 24. Show respect for each other. 
25. After work, we hang out and go for drinks  
26. It’s about developing a good working relationship and creating a better working 

environment. Especially to create a better working environment 

E8 C27-C28 27. I still follow my HR rules when I hang out with my friends. 
28. I have a few friends at work 

E9 C29 29. I've two persons I'm closer to at work. 

E10 C30-C33 30. They should work together as a team and help each other especially if there are problems 
as the workplace. 

31. Yes, I have. He is someone from project site. He is a good friend. 
32. I like teamwork because if you have a design problem we can work together with each 

other to solve it.  
33. We just cannot do it alone. There are just too many people involved and the skills needed 

to solve problems come from everyone.    

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Figure 7.4c:  Positive workplace relationship – 9 employees, 33 coded references 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Theme E1 Findings  

ER3: Positive working relationship and environment   

This concept generated 33 coded references and was mentioned by nine employees (E1, E2, 

E3, E4, E5, E7, E8, E9, and E10). The subject firm operates in the Singapore construction 

industry characterised by tight deadlines and deliverables. It is a high pressure and stressful 

work environment where employees likely experience stress. According to Khan (1990), in 

order for these employees to perform well they would need to work in a conducive and 

supportive work environment where teams and colleagues are able to work cooperatively, 

allowing them to feel safe to fully involve themselves in their work roles. 

 

E3 shared her positive experience whenever she needed help from others. She firmly believed 

that colleagues should support and cooperate with each other as this helped to promote 

reciprocity at the work place. Everyone benefits from such a relationship and “It is team work 

here. We cannot work alone.” In the same vein, E2 also felt that employees should share what 

they learnt on the job so that they can know each other’s roles better and be able to support 
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each other when the need arose. For E2, his approach to promoting a supportive and 

cooperative workplace relationship was teaching his colleagues what he has learnt from the 

3D modelling technology and how the knowledge could improve their productivity, especially 

in the technical aspects of the projects. 

 

E5 and E10 were relatively satisfied with the working relationship they developed with their 

colleagues and team members. E5 commented that she had “good colleagues, helpful 

colleagues” while E10 reported that he enjoyed working in a team and lauded the importance 

of working as a team:   

 

I like teamwork because if you have a . . . problem we can work together to 
solve it. We just cannot do it alone. We need different skills to solve problems 
in a project. And these skills come from different people. 
 

E1, E3 and E4 generally agreed that with the exception of a few individuals, most colleagues 

were cooperative and willing to support each other at work. Colleagues were still on talking 

terms with each other although there were areas for improvements especially in 

communication. E10 expressed this sentiment in the following words:  

 

They (employees) should work together as a team and help each other 
especially if there are problems in the workplace. 

 

Another employee (E7) commented on the need to respect each other while working in a team 

as it promoted better cohesiveness and healthy working relationships. According to E7 “It’s 

about developing a good working relationship and creating a better working environment”. 

This is necessary because the employees worked on projects that required team members with 

varied skills to work collaboratively. A positive and healthy working relationship facilitated 

their ability to work together. 

 

On a personal level, E2, E3, E4, E5, E9, and E10 all have at least one personal friend at work. 

This person was also a colleague. The common experience centred on how this colleague 

(friend) cared for them both at work and on a personal level. These friends encouraged each 

other to develop personally at work or support each other on issues like family and outside 

interests. E5 shared the following comments about her colleagues and close friend:  

 

Sometimes after working overtime, we chitchat a bit and talked about how 
the day went. After a hard day’s work, it’s really nice to know that you have 
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a friend you can talk to-someone to share your worries and complaints 
instead of carrying it on your own shoulders. Other colleagues also looked 
out for me. They took care of me the last time when I fell sick. They’re 
concerned about me and they will help me if I have any issues or problems. 
They will suggest a solution when I need one. 

 

For E4 having a best friend at work was important because it allowed her to share her 

personal issues with someone she trusted and could relate to. Both of them would spend time 

together outside work doing shopping and having meals. They frequently talked about 

personal matters like family and their private lives. When work pressure built up, E4 

frequently found the need to release her tension by talking with someone who understood her 

work demands: 

  

Having a best friend at work is important. After work we can go shopping. 
We shared about personal issues like family and other matters. For me it is 
a way to destress after a long day at work. I find this very helpful for me to 
gain some balance in my life. 

 

In summary, positive working relationships and a supportive environment helped employee to 

work better. Colleagues supporting each other by sharing and teaching each other their work 

knowledge and solving problems as team.  Having a colleague as a close friend also helped to 

reduce work stress and these factors possibly improved engagement level.  

 

 

Theme E1 Findings  

ER4: Employee participation 

This concept generated 21 coded references and was emphasised by nine employees (E1, E2, 

E3, E4, E5, E6, E7, E9, and E10). Based on the interview results, the majority of the 

employees agreed that their opinions influenced management decisions to varying degrees. 

However, three of the employees do not agree that their inputs made any difference to 

decision-making due to various reasons. The next few paragraphs provide a more in-depth 

analyse of these two contrasting findings from the same group of employees interviewed.    

 

Six of the interviewed employees (E2, E5, E6, E7, E9, E10) agreed that their opinions were 

relatively important to their managers and colleagues. According to them, the main reason for 

management accepting their suggestions was because the suggestions were sound and 

workable. 
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When E6 needed to make changes in her work, she would propose it to her manager and 

explain the rationale behind the suggested changes. Her manager would offer her feedback on 

the soundness of the proposal. If the proposed changes were considered sound and workable 

the manager would usually accept it. Similarly, for E9 and E10 it was the soundness and 

workability of their suggestions that determine if management would take their inputs 

seriously. E9’s views carried substantial weight because he was familiar the entire project. 

Before offering his suggestions, E9 would collect the necessary data and analyse them before 

meeting his manager. This ensured that his recommendations were based on facts and 

evidence. 

 

For E2, his job played a pivotal role in converting the 2D technical drawings to 3D models. 

His views were important and taken seriously by his manager and colleagues as evident in the 

following transcripts: 

 

In meetings, I will bring up issues that I feel are important to the design 
and installation works. In the past few weeks I was asked to visit a few sites 
to review how the installation works were done. My boss wanted to hear 
from me first-hand what I think of the work done on site compared to the 
3D models.  

 

Based on E2, E6 and E9 experiences, it could be assumed that employees were actively 

involved in decision making. At the least, the management would take these employees’ 

inputs into consideration when making decisions. It was likely that such employees felt 

involved and engaged in their work. 

 

However, it must be noted that not all employee inputs were taken seriously by the 

management. An inexperienced employee’s opinion for obvious reasons would not be taken 

seriously by management. Such was the case according to E3’s experience. When she offered 

suggestions to solve work related problems her manager did not take them seriously because 

E3 was a relatively new employee in the subject firm. In a similar experience, E4 shared her 

experience in how her views were not considered by her manager. After working for half a 

year in the subject firm, she started offering suggestions on how her work could be done more 

efficiently. None of her suggestions were accepted by her manager since E4 was still 

considered inexperienced. It can hence be surmised that the perception of having experience 

in terms of length of time on the job played a significant role in offering inputs to 

management. 

 



216 
 

E1 commented that her opinions were not taken seriously because she lacked the authority to 

make decisions. Also, her work related suggestions frequently involved other colleagues. She 

shared her situation as follows: 

 

My position does not allow me to make many decisions. In the . . . Department, my 
opinions are not important because I am not the decision maker. We simply follow 
what management wants us to do. When it concerns . . . the boss will not let anyone 
influence his decision.  

 

For instance, when financial decisions were involved, it needed to work with the project 

managers to achieve that objective. For this reason, E1’s opinions carried much less weight 

when compared to the rest of the stakeholders. 

 

In the subject firm employee inputs influenced management decisions to a certain degree. 

Management preferred sound and workable proposals from employees who were experienced 

and had seniority on the job. The reasons some employee opinions were not considered 

important was due to such issues as perceived inexperience, lack of decision-making authority, 

and suggestions that involved other departments. 

 

7.4 Theme E2: Employee perception of EE construct  

 

The following cluster of concepts describes the employee engagement construct that surfaced 

from the interview data collected from the employees. Three sets of interconnected concepts 

were identified and are listed in Table 7.3. This cluster of concepts form the engagement 

construct as perceived by the subject firm’s employees. It appeared that these employees 

unanimously held the belief that work role was the most important component in the 

engagement construct. This emphasis on work role was likely because employees have to 

work in a deadline-driven, fast-paced work environment in the construction industry. Such an 

environment has little room for slack performance and a non-performing employee may 

impede others’ work performance. The following set of concepts explains how the three 

concepts form the employee engagement construct in a Singaporean construction engineering 

firm (Table 7.3). The concepts that constitute this theme are: EP1: Work role, EP2: Task 

enjoyment, and EP3: Proactive behaviour. 
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Table 7.3: Theme E2: Employee perception of EE construct 

Concepts Coded 
reference 

No. of employee 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

EP1: Work role 43 10 430 (56%) 
EP2: Task enjoyment 26 8 208 (28%) 
EP3: Proactive behaviour 21 6  126 (16%) 
Source: compiled from interview data 
 

Figure 7.5: Theme E2: Employee perception of EE construct 

 

Source: compiled from interview data7 

 

Theme E2 Findings 

EP1: Work role 

This concept generated 43 coded references and was emphasised by all 10 employees. Work 

role, as defined by Murphy and Jackson (1999), refers to an individual’s “performance 

responsibilities associated with one’s employment” (Murphy and Jackson, 1999, p. 335). All 

employees agreed that an engaged employee was someone who fulfilled his work role and 

who worked hard to achieve the goals set out for that role. Employees working in the 
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Singapore construction industry face both a demanding and challenging work environment. 

However, these employees understand their work role performance is crucial for their career 

and to the subject firm’s survival in an unforgiving and competitive construction industry 

environment. To clearly illustrate the detailed findings, Table 7.3a and Figure 7.5a were 

developed to offer an in-depth interpretation of EP1 findings of the 43 coded responses of all 

10 employees. 

 

Table 7.3a:  Work Role – 10 employees, 43 coded references 

Employee Coded 
reference 
number 

Coded responses 

E1 C1-C4 1. My job is important because we are dealing with money.  
2. I cannot make a mistake when I make payments.  
3. I just do the best for my job.  
4. The job is important. If I make mistakes means we have problem.  

E2 C5-C6 5. Because they can’t start doing their job if my job isn’t done.  
6. So they need my drawing. When thing goes wrong it means that everything gets affected. 

E3 C7-C9 7. I am I charge of keying in project information into the database and this is important for all 
staff as they would be using this information.  

8. I cannot make mistakes here or else everyone will be affected. 
9. Do your job well and help others when you have the time.  

E4 C10-C11 10. The way they handling the work, that is important.  
11. Do the part, do our part of the job, and try to improve it in another way, in a better way.  

E5 C12-C20 12. He should work according to the mission / vision of the company 
13. It’s how the employee feels towards his job scope, how he will carry out the work and using 

certain methods to get the job done. 
14. Because if I’ve done my job properly it will ease them to do their job better and then the 

company will make more profit, then you have a lot of benefits.  
15. I try to work to help each other but at the same time try to make the job scope clear.  
16. Of course we should work professionally; we're helping each other 
17. If there’s a lack of information I will just tell them “Hey, this is your work and I need this 

information” and of course management will know they didn’t do their job properly since they 
did not fill in those information that I needed.  

18. Every time they’re not doing their job properly, I will not do my part.  
19. I will help them by reminding them. It still happens frequently. It's just a matter of urgent or 

not urgent. 
20. By doing their jobs properly. 

E6 C21-C25 21. I'm in the design area, I need to calculate the sizing, the air flow and I need do it correctly.   
22. If I calculate it wrongly then the site installation people who depend on my drawings will face 

problems.  
23. I feel my job is important 
24. For myself, I do my best for the work, I do my best.   
25. When I'm designing I focus more and do the best for myself. 

E7 C26-C30 26. Do my job properly.  
27. My job is important.   
28. Last two months, during the Chinese New Year, I was on leave. Around seven days.   
29. When I came back everything cannot move, especially drawing, everything, operation, 

everything, especially – all the things are stalled. 
30. Everybody have their roles and responsibilities.  

E8 C31-C33 31. Be punctual 
32. Follow the rules and regulations of the company by wearing safety equipment   
33. You have to show your cooperation because you signed your appointment letter; you have to 

read through your job description 

E9 C34-C39 34. An engaged employee needs to do your best in your job.  
35. Employee engagement means you should carry out your work to the best of your ability.  
36. This is important for my job to look after the financial side of the project.  
37. Part of my job is to watch over the financial side of the project.  
38. Money is important. There are costs to the company so I have to look at the money.  
39. This is job is quite important 

E10 C40-C43 40. Because all the work we do - because we need get the design right  
41. We need to design how much or decide on the materials we need to use.  
42. We need to calculate altogether and they come in with, and we need, it is important what we 

need, material and the things we need to do and we come with the result.  
43. Because if we did not do our jobs correctly there will be problem. 

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Figure 7.5a: Work role – 10 employees, 43 coded responses 

 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 

 

In the subject firm, an engaged employee was someone who was involved in his work. This 

was supported by E7 who commented that every employee had his or her own roles and 

responsibilities while E8 emphasised the need to “follow the rules and regulations of the 

company”. Also, E5 suggested that engagement was about how “how the employee feels 

towards his job scope, how he will carry out the work and how he will use certain methods to 

get the job done”. Similarly, E9 considered an engaged employee as someone who “carried 

out his work to the best of his ability”. E4 went beyond just the work role by suggesting that 

an engaged employee not only needed to do his part of the job well but should also frequently 

find ways to improve his work. Further, as a member of the subject firm, the engaged 

employee should also help other employees when he is available (E3).  
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E1, E2, E3, E5, E6, E7, E9, and E10 from 3D Modelling, Administration, Accounts, Design, 

and Project agreed that their work roles were important and contributed to their department 

and subject firm’s overall performance. E2, E6, E7, and E10 considered their work role as 

important because their technical outputs were crucial to projects. They must ensure they 

perform the calculations correctly, “get the design right” and choose the right type of 

materials for installation usage. If any aspects of the design went wrong, the rest of the 

projects from fabrication right through to installation will be adversely affected.  

 

Both E1 and E5 shared that by performing their work role well, they enabled their colleagues 

to carry out their work more effectively resulting in higher productivity and profits. One of 

the employees explained the importance of the job in the following way:    

 

My job is important because we are dealing with money. I cannot make any 
mistakes when I make payments. I just do the best for my job. I don’t think I 
am an important person in this company. But the job that I do is important. 
If I make mistakes it means we lose money.  

 

Upon closer observation, these 10 employees’ work roles were varied and interrelated. For 

example, an employee was responsible for setting up the project information database that 

included the whole spectrum of vital information ranging from scope and duration of the 

project, milestones, manpower deployed, technical specifications, and budgets for various 

stages from design to installation, equipment, and raw material cost. The work role needed the 

employee to ensure that all this information was correctly entered into the database because 

employees from various departments like design, accounting, and engineering depended on 

this information to carry out their work. A single mistake made in this database would have a 

knock-on adverse effect on the entire project.  

 

Another employee, E5 reported similar work role experience like those of E3 albeit in a 

different way. In order for her to carry out her work smoothly she needed information and 

cooperation from the relevant employees. She emphasised that it was important for these 

employees to do their job according to their work role so that she in turn could do her work 

efficiently:          

 

Whenever they don’t do their job, I will not be able to do my part. Or worst, 
I get delayed. I try to help them but at the same time I will emphasis my job 
scope to them. I will do what I can to help but at the same time the job 
descriptions and guidelines set by the management should be made clear. 
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We're helping each other. I might need this colleague’s help in future, so I 
will help them. This is how we fostered our relationship.  

 

Broadly, the employee’s perception of engagement revolved around how the employee should 

perform his work while at the same time finding ways to improve his work. Due to the nature 

of the interconnectivity of their work roles, employees need to help one another. In summary, 

the employees seemed to suggest that a key feature of employee engagement involved 

fulfilling one’s work role to one’s utmost ability.   

 

Theme E2 Findings 

EP2: Task enjoyment 

This concept generated 26 coded references and was highlighted by eight employees (E2, E4, 

E5, E6, E7, E8, E9, and E10). Task enjoyment is a mental state of subjective well-being at 

work, according to Bakker, Van Veldhoven, and Xanthopoulou (2010), whereby an individual 

derives enjoyment and emotional feelings from performing certain tasks that are part of a job.  

 

During the interview the employees expressed enthusiasm about their jobs and shared ‘lived 

experience’ on how they enjoyed the various aspects of their jobs. Six of the employees were 

happy with their jobs because it allowed them to put their skills to good use. These employees 

were required to use a variety of skills and abilities to complete their work tasks. They shared 

their enthusiasm and happiness in the following verbatim quotes: 

 

Yes I like (my job) because I’m using the new software to convert 2D shop 
drawings to 3D model. Not many people can do that here. It is an 
achievement for me. 
 
I enjoy whenever I do the designing. I love designing, that’s why I apply for 
this position.   
 
I really like the technical issues. Especially the design aspects of the job. I 
am creating something from nothing. The result is fulfilling. 
 
E8: My job requires me to interact frequently with other colleagues. I help 
them when I can and enjoyed doing it. But I enjoyed it even more when my 
colleagues share their work experiences with me. So much that I can learn 
from them. 
 
E9: I feel satisfied when I complete my work. I get to do what I like. Doing 
it well gives me a good feeling.  
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E10: I am an outdoor person. I like to be on the move. That’s why the 
project site is my favourite place-all the activities and moving parts. The 
satisfaction comes from seeing the project through from start to finish.  

 

One interviewee, a Project Engineer whose position required him to apply a range of skills 

and knowledge including problem-solving, communication, negotiations, and technical skill, 

which kept him engaged at work. He was grateful that he was able to apply the skills and 

knowledge learnt both at school and the workplace. He shared that the more he applied his 

skills to the tasks, the better he become at performing it. He also felt more confident at his 

work and enjoyed carrying out the tasks. Similarly, another employee was responsible for 

purchasing materials, equipment, and coordination of subcontractor activities. He was happy 

with his current job as he was able to apply what he was trained in. E10 also shared that the 

more he learnt from each project, the better he was prepared to handle the next one. This was 

his reason for enjoying his work.  

 

Three of the employees (E4, E5 and E6) offered a more in-depth description of their emotions 

when they were deeply involved in performing work tasks. They reported a range of positive 

emotions including enthusiasm, excitement, satisfaction, pride, joy, and happiness when they 

were able to perform their best at work. In this regard, the three employees may have in 

varying degrees, the experience positive emotions that are associated with engagement when 

carrying out their tasks based on Khan’s definition (1990). These three employees when 

allowed to perform at their best, described their emotional feelings as follows:  

 

The first employee felt enthusiastic and excited whenever “I get to use my skills and 

knowledge on my job.” She felt motivated when she was able to successfully persuade 

delinquent clients to settle outstanding accounts. This emotional state enabled her to carry out 

her routine tasks well also kept her passion for her work alive. She felt that although her 

“mandate and boring accounting job” may seemed insignificant compared to the more 

exciting project work on site, it provided the financial means to keep the business viable. This 

employee felt she had an important role to play in her department and made a meaningful 

contribution towards the subject firm.          

 

The second employee felt a sense of satisfaction when she was able to perform at her best and 

took pride in her work. She commented that she was given substantial autonomy (“I am not 

limited by all those guidelines”) to do her job as her manager seldom restricts her in how she 

carried out her tasks. Her satisfaction came from her ability to carry ‘out’ her work in an 
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organised and systematic manner. Recently, this employee was able to generate a crucial 

report needed by another colleague at a short notice. This employee experienced pride and joy 

when the colleague praised her for her good work.  

 

A third employee recalled that when she first joined the subject firm she was confronted with 

a tough problem that even stumped her more experienced colleagues. After working hard on 

the problem for several days she finally resolved the issue. Her colleagues were surprised at 

her technical skills and complemented her for the good work. She shared her experience in the 

following verbatim response:        

  

Most of the colleagues are more experience than me. They were quite 
surprised (at what I have achieved). They told me ‘I have been on this job 
for three years yet I cannot do it. You have only been here for two months 
and you can do it?’  And I just say, ‘Yes’ I was so happy. 
 

This employee experienced a great sense of joy and happiness when she was allowed the 

opportunity to do her best in her specialty. She was enthusiastic and animated when recalling 

this episode of her work experience especially when she was complimented by her colleagues 

that she was able to overcome a difficult technical problem that the others were not able to 

solve. 

 

Generally, these employees seemed to enjoy their work. They were likely engaged at work as 

they were able to apply their skills and capabilities to their tasks that allowed them to 

accomplish their work goals. An engaged employee is both committed to his work role and 

likely experience positive emotion when engrossed in the work (Shuck and Wollard, 2010; 

Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker, 2002).  

 

 

Theme E2 Findings 

EP3: Proactive behaviour 

This concept generated 21 coded references and was emphasised by six (E1, E2, E4, E5, E7, 

and E9) of the 10 employees. An employee who exhibits proactive work behaviour would 

take actions to improve one’s current role (Crant, 2000) or exert extra efforts to overcome a 

problem (Morrison, 2011). Such an employee frequently takes self-initiated behaviours such 

as suggesting improvements or identifying potential problems with proposed solutions (Parker 
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and Collins, 2010) in an attempt to change or prepare for the future (Schmitt, Den Hartog, and 

Belschak, 2016).  

 

Three of the interviewees were of the opinion that an engaged employee should behave 

proactively in terms of identifying potential problems and solving them before being 

reminded by management.  One of the participants cited an example in purchasing a set of 

equipment for project use. She outlined her experience in the following situation:  

 

Before issuing the PO (purchase order) we need to obtain management approval. 
Management would usually ask if the project engineer has asked for a discount from 
the supplier. This is a routine question but the project engineers rarely ask the 
supplier for discount even though they know management will make this comment. I 
am concerned about such matters because it is something that these engineers should 
do. They are the ones who requested and sourced for the equipment. So, I would send 
an email or call the engineer in charge to remind him to check for price discount 
before releasing the PO to him. People do not appreciate my concerns. They just think 
that accounts department is a busybody. 

 

From this employee’s perspective, the project engineers could have been more proactive and 

taken the necessary actions instead of waiting for her department to prompt them to do what 

they should have done in the first place. Therefore, this employee felt she was a more 

proactive employee than the project engineer as she self-initiated the action to resolve the 

matter before management raised further questions regarding the purchase order. By being 

proactive, she had gone beyond her job description as an Accounts Executive and had helped 

her colleagues to perform their role. 

  

E5 considered an engaged employee as someone who helped his manager to solve problems 

without being prompted. Taking ownership of a problem instead of complaining to the 

manager is the hall mark of an engaged employee according to E5. This way potential 

problems and issues could be overcome before they became serious problems. This 

observation was also raised by E2 who echoed that  

 

When you find out that something is not right you need to bring it to the 
boss or the team leader. You need to highlight it. That’s what an 
engaged employee should do. 

 

E2 also agreed that taking initiatives to resolved potential problems is the right thing to do at 

the workplace. In his working experience he frequently encountered technical and design 

problems. Instead of turning to his manager for answers he would think through the possible 



225 
 

solutions before taking the problem to his boss. That way he was able to highlight the 

problems to his manager and offer solutions for it. In the event that his manager did not agree 

with E2’s recommendations, both parties could always discuss and work out alternatives. E2 

commented that by proactively identifying problems and thinking through solutions before 

taking the matters to his manager has trained him to be more independent and resourceful.  

 

E9 commented that his proactive behaviour and thinking have helped him on many occasions 

at work. On projects, he needed to constantly scan and identify any potential problems or 

delays on the job site. Due to the interconnected nature of project works, any mistakes or 

delays in one part of the project will invariably affect the rest of the project. Hence, being 

proactive is a necessity because that way any potential problems could be identified and 

prevented before it becomes a full blown one, according to E9.  

 

To E7 being proactive means taking up additional responsibilities without being asked by the 

management. Furthermore, E4 also commented that even when an employee did not know 

how to carry out the task, he should at least take the initiative ask for assistance. This act 

alone to E4 is also a form of proactivity.  

 

Broadly, the general consensus among employees was that an engaged employee is 

characterised by proactive behaviours. The engaged employee is someone who takes 

initiatives to identify problems without being reminded by management before the problem 

becomes a serous one. In sum, an engaged employee is a proactive employee.  

 

7.5 Theme E3: Factors Affecting EE 

 

These same participants expressed some concerns regarding factors that they felt negatively 

affected engagement at the workplace. Apparently, while employees enjoyed their work roles, 

close comradery, and supportive management, ironically, most of the employees felt that their 

engagement level was significantly curtailed by a relatively negative working environment 

that was exacerbated by job stress and inadequate recognition and insufficient reward for 

work contribution. These negative findings seemed to contradict Theme E1: job resources 

promoting EE, where employees lauded positive workplace relationships and supportive 

management as engagement enhancing activities. To address and reconcile these seemingly 

inconsistent and contradictory concepts, the researcher has added Theme E3:  Factors 

Affecting Employee Engagement in response to this set of findings. The following group of 
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concepts describe these employees concerns over the factors that may affect the level of 

employee engagement in the subject firm:  EF1: Negative working relationship, EF2: Lack of 

recognition and inadequate reward, and EF3: Job related stress. Table 7.4 presents a detailed 

breakdown of these concepts: 

Table 7.4: Theme E3: Factors affecting EE 

Concepts Coded 
reference 

No. of employee 
referring to this 
concept 

Total 

EF1: Negative working 
relationship 

23 8 184 (54%) 

EF2: Lack of recognition and 
inadequate reward 

18 5  90 (27%) 

EF3: Job related stress  21 3 63 (19%) 
Source: compiled from interview data 

 

Figure 7.6: Theme E3: Factors affecting EE  

 

 

Source: compiled from interview data 
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Theme E3 Findings  

EF1: Negative working relationship 

This concept generated 23 coded references and was highlighted by the majority of the 

participants:  eight of the employees (E1, E2, E3, E4, E5, E6, E7, and E8). In the subject firm, 

a major concern among the employees seemed to originate from poor working relationships 

among some employees and across departments. Based on their comments it seemed that 

there was a serious lack of communication and cooperation across departments and among 

some, but not all colleagues resulting in various negative consequences.    

 

According to certain employees, their job performance not only depended upon available 

opportunities but also the willingness of other colleagues to work with them. This employee’s 

experience working with other departments were frustrating and non-productive. In this 

instance, the employee needed to invoice clients for work carried out on projects. The invoice 

was generated by a common database shared by Accounting, Quantity Survey and Project 

office. However, when Quantity Survey or Project office did not update the relevant 

information into the database, the affected employee would not be able to generate accurate 

invoices for billing. This inaccuracy resulted in a series of problems on several occasions. 

While the employee made several attempts to resolve this issue by highlighting it to the 

departments involved and to management, nothing was resolved. Both Quantity Survey and 

Projects claimed that they were occupied with more urgent matters and had little time to 

update information in the database.  This employee summed up the situation as follows: 

 

Like I said before, we want to do our job, but others may not provide us 
with the support. Or worst, they refuse to even talk to us. 

 

Employee #2 faced similar experiences when working with another department. His work had 

to conform to specific project requirements. Such specifications should be given to him by a 

particular individual in another department. However, such information was almost never 

conveyed to E7: 

 

Although QS has all the information that (my department) needs, they just refuse to 
share it with us! Each time I have to ask for it. I highlighted this problem to my 
technical manager and you know what he said? He told me that he has been 
complaining about the same problem for the past 10 years! Nothing has changed. 
  

When E7 was unable to receive the necessary project information, it directly affected his work 

and sometimes resulted in delay. A delay in this highly technical department would have a 
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domino effect on the subsequent phases of the whole project. Such delays could have dire 

consequences on the subject firm’s reputation and possible compensation to clients.  

 

Other employees including E1, E3, E4, E6 and E8 viewed the workplace environment rather 

negatively. They were concerned that some of the colleagues would shrink from their 

responsibilities while pushing it to others. E6’s relationship with her colleagues was so bad 

that she detested her working environment. Her experience was also echoed by another 

employee, E8 who felt that certain employees were just not pulling their weight: 

 

Some colleagues are just not cooperative. These tasks are actually their work. Yet, 
they won’t do it. So we have to cover their work. In that case why do we still need 
them around? 
    

Further, one employee felt that the department did not respect his technical inputs. This 

employee felt:  

They think I am their assistant. They just dumped their projects on me and expect me 
to produce drawings on the same day! That’s not how it works in design. I need time 
to study the request and more time to draft the solutions. Many of these requests are 
not even part of my job description. I hate to say this – I think even a cleaner has a 
clearer set of roles and responsibilities than me! Most people here play ‘tai chi’ by 
pushing their responsibilities to others like me.    

 

Part of the negative working relationships could also be attributed to poor communication 

among the employees. For instance, one employee reported that he was not informed of 

changes to technical drawings on several occasions. These uninformed changes resulted in 

mistakes and delays on projects. Below was an excerpt from this employee’s narrative on this 

common problem he faced at work: 

 

I am in charge of updating the technical drawings. But recently, I found that someone 
else has updated the drawing without telling me. And I don’t even know who that 
person was. In some cases, the user who requested for the drawing made the changes 
and did not inform me and that created another set of problem. There is no 
communication among us. These days when I issue the latest drawing, I cannot be 
sure if it is really the latest.  

 

Based on these employees’ confidentially shared experiences, the researcher observed that 

there were serious interdepartmental and collegial working relationship problems. There was 

little communication between some departments even though they were dependent upon one 

another for inputs to carry out their work. Without proper interdepartmental working 
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arrangements, these employees felt that the overall performance of the subject firm would 

likely suffer. 

 

Contradictions between ER3: Positive workplace relationship (Theme E1) and FE1: 

Negative working relationship (Theme E3)  

In Theme E1: ER3: Positive workplace relationship, nine out of 10 employees agreed that this 

was an important job resource that fostered better engagement at the workplace. Employees 

including E1, E3 and E4 shared the same sentiment which was that the subject firm offered a 

conducive workplace and supportive work environment that encouraged colleagues to work 

cooperatively and cohesively. Yet, interestingly in the same interview, these employees 

offered contradictory comments claiming that the workplace was filled with negative working 

relationships among colleagues and across departments resulting in various negative 

outcomes such as poor communication and tense working relationships. 

 

One explanation could be that although in Theme E1: ER3: Positive workplace relationship, 

employees were in general agreement that they felt they worked in a cooperative and 

supporting environment among one another, there were a few exceptions ie., there were some 

employees who were not cooperative or supportive. Three of the interviewed employees 

emphasized that there was room for improvement particularly in communication and 

suggested that employees should work together to resolve problems. The researcher observed 

that employees expressed a desire for positive and supportive work relationships, but the 

contradictions between Theme E1 and Theme E3 suggests that employees’ desires were not 

always corroborated with actual fact.  Three employees commented that the subject firm was 

a rather negative work place because some colleagues were unhelpful and shrank from their 

work responsibilities by pushing work onto others.  

 

Indeed, one of the participants suggested that most of her colleagues were cooperative and 

helpful, except a few individuals. Again, in concept EF1 (Theme E2) this same employee 

commented that she experienced unsupportive colleagues from other departments. This 

apparent contradiction may be explained as an exception rather than the norm.  

 

As part of the reference made to ER3 (Theme E1), one employee highlighted the need to 

respect one another and develop a cooperative working relationship and conducive 

environment. This concept was mentioned again in EF1 (Theme E3) by one employee who 

expressed that he was not given respect by his colleagues. The above discussion on the 
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various contradictions and conflicting comments given by employees in Theme E1 and 

Theme E3 will be evaluated in Chapter 8. In qualitative research, contradictions and research 

anomalies in the data are unique and surprising, and often form the basis for new and unusual 

conclusions. Such is the strength of qualitative research where much richer and meaningful 

answers can be derived from the data collected.       

  

Theme E3 Findings  

EF2: Lack of recognition and inadequate reward 

This concept generated 18 coded references and was highlighted by five of the employees (E3, 

E7, E8, E9, E10). The lack of recognition and adequate reward was reported by 50% of the 

employees interviewed. Even though it may not be a common situation faced by all 

employees, it was important to examine the situation for further analysis. It was clear that half 

of the employees felt underappreciated by their managers as they rarely praised or were 

recognised for their contributions. Such lack of appreciation and inadequate 

acknowledgement for contributions made by these employees is likely to affect employee 

engagement level in the subject firm.   

 

According to E8, her manager seldom praised her for her work. She felt that she would have 

been more motivated if her manager had showed some recognition for her efforts. She 

claimed that she had already done her best, but her manager did not seem to acknowledge her 

hard work and commitments.  

 

Similarly, E3, E9 and E10 felt the same way about their supervisors’ lack of appreciation for 

their work. Their managers seldom praised them or showed any appreciation for their work. 

This sentiment was clearly shared by two interviewees.   E10 said: “Somehow, I don’t seem 

to get much praise or recognition here” and E3 stated: “I have not been praised by my 

supervisor”. For E8, E9 and E10 even when their managers recognised their contributions, 

these were limited to generic phrases like “good job” or “good work”, which those 

interviewees felt were not particularly encouraging. These employees felt that their managers 

should show some sincerity in the appreciation for employee contribution. 

 

On the issue of inadequate reward, one of the most dissatisfied employees felt that he was 

undercompensated for his work load and performance.  
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I don’t work here for the money. I work here because the working environment is like 
a family. I used to do part time teaching (my speciality) which pays better than my 
current job. Sometimes, I am unhappy about my salary because it is so low. There is 
so much work to do here. The volume of work is really high. It’s really hard for me to 
talk to the boss about my pay. He is so good to me. How can I ask him for a pay raise 
when he treated me like a family member?  

 

This employee preferred a more concrete appreciation in the form of higher salary. He 

appreciated how his manager had praised him for his work and contributions. However, 

praises ‘are nice to the ears but it does not pay the bills’ (E7). His opinion was not unique. In 

a similar vein, E8 also offered her views that low salary and long working hours is common in 

the Singapore construction industry. Many employees have to work overtime, especially 

nearer to project deadlines. Coupled with lower than average pay, it was not surprising that 

employees were dissatisfied with their work situation.  

 

In summary, based on the experiences of these employees, it seemed that there was a lack of 

genuine recognition on their efforts and contributions. Apparently, managers did not make 

sincere efforts to show their appreciation for their subordinates’ work. Lower than average 

pay, heavy work load, and extended working hours also contributed to employee job 

dissatisfaction. These apparent factors might negatively affect employee engagement in the 

subject firm. 

 

Theme E3 Findings  

EF3: Job related stress 

This concept generated 21 coded references and was emphasized by three employees. An 

employee may experience job stress when he is unable to accomplish his job requirements 

(French and Caplan, 1972) because he lacks the resources or the abilities to do so. The 

following interviewed employees (E2, E5, and E7) have reported that they experienced work 

related stress caused by various factors. These factors included uncooperative colleagues, 

unclear work roles, long working hours, deadlines, and heavy work load.      

 

Stress is a common denominator for several employees.  The workload was unusually high 

for these employees, requiring them to work long hours. At the same time there were also 

frequent requests for rush jobs that also required attending to, such as the complaint registered 

by E2. E5’s stress stemmed from the ‘incomplete work being passed on’ to her by other 

colleagues. The ‘incomplete work’ usually contained missing information that should have 

been provided when handed over to E5 for processing. Management sometimes questioned 
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her on this matter although it was not her area of responsibility. E5 felt unhappy about the 

matter for herself and the colleagues responsible for the ‘incomplete work’. She reasoned that 

if her colleagues have done their part of the work she would not have to face the stress of 

having to chase after them for the information. Below is an excerpt from her interview 

transcript that reflected her stress and frustration when dealing with such uncooperative 

colleagues:    

 

I need information from various colleagues to complete my work. Many of them will 
not provide the information I need to complete (my job). I have to call them, email 
them or catch them in person. This makes me very stressful. Also, this chasing for 
information made me the least popular person here. Like it or not, I have to do it. 
Sometimes I have to skip lunch just to finish the work. And the work load keeps piling 
up every day. 
 

 

E7 was regularly frustrated by supervisors from various projects. Whenever a supervisor 

could not resolve an installation problem he would bring it back to head office and ask E7 to 

look into the matter. These were usually minor adjustments involving technical fixes of a few 

cm here and there that could have been easily resolved on site. Yet most of the supervisors did 

not want to take this responsibility. They preferred to bring the problem to headquarters rather 

than making the decision in the field. Due to such situations, E7 had to work extended hours 

sometimes up to 12 hours per day. This situation exacerbated E7’s stress level since he was 

already straddled with his own normal work load. E7 summed up his frustration and stressful 

work role in the following narrative:    

 

These are minor issues that a supervisor should know how to handle instead of keep 
referring back to us. The supervisor is the key person in the project office. We are not 
the one who needs to go to the site ‘to fight’ for them. It’s not my job. It’s the 
supervisor’s job. But now it’s looks like I have to do that job. At the moment, most of 
the supervisors are not doing their job. Yes, it’s happening right now. 
 

From the preceding narrations, the researcher noted that there seemed to be a certain level of 

stress and frustration in the subject firm apparently caused by unsupportive colleagues, poorly 

defined work roles and responsibilities, extended working hours, impending deadlines and 

overwhelming work load. These findings will be discussed in Chapter 8.  
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7.6 Summary and conclusions  

 

The qualitative findings in this chapter answers Research Question 2 by allowing employees 

the opportunity to provide in depth personal insights into how they perceived the engagement 

construct and how they experienced the state of engagement. The findings revealed three 

interlinked themes: job resources promoting EE, employee perception of EE construct, and 

factors affecting EE. 

 

The interview data offered evidence on how employees preferred to be engaged through 

supportive management, workplace learning and development, positive workplace 

relationship, and employee participation. The findings also identified three interconnected 

concepts that the employees perceived as employee engagement construct: work role, task 

enjoyment, and proactive behaviour. At the same time the qualitative data also revealed some 

concerns where engagement level might be negatively affected by negative working 

relationship, lack of recognition and adequate reward, and job-related stress factors.  

 

In the process of analysing the various emerging concepts the researcher discovered some 

interesting yet contradictory comments shared by various participants. Such conflicting 

accounts of experience shall be further discussed in Chapter 8: Discussion, Synthesizing 

Quantitative and Qualitative Results and Answering Research Questions (Phase III)   

 

Moreover, to provide a more holistic appreciation of how the employee engagement construct 

is viewed by both managers and employees, the results of this chapter will be compared and 

contrasted with the findings in Chapter 6 (Qualitative findings of manager responses – Phase 

II, Part A). The researcher’s purpose for Chapter 8 are to discuss and evaluate these findings, 

and in so doing, hopes to provide for a better understanding of how both employees and 

manager perceive the engagement construct, not only with respect to existing worldwide 

views on the subject, but also in the Singaporean work context.  
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CHAPTER 8: MIXED METHOD: SYNTHESIS, ANALYSIS AND 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS (PHASE III) 

 

8.0 Introduction 

 

Chapter 8 presents a comprehensive and in-depth discussion of the quantitative and 

qualitative findings derived from a mixed method approach that involved the use of a survey 

and in depth interviews of both managers and employees of the subject firm. This chapter 

synthesizes both sets of research results and addresses the four research questions.  

 

The first part of this discussion centres on the qualitative results from interviews with 

managers (Chapter 6) and employees (Chapter 7) and synthesizes both sets of findings to 

form a holistic model. The second part of this chapter discusses how the quantitative findings 

(Chapter 5) corroborated the results from the qualitative interview data (Chapter 6 and 7). The 

third part of Chapter 8 presents the results from the synthesized quantitative and qualitative 

data and compares these findings with Gallup Q12 engagement surveys conducted globally, 

with the added discussion of these implications for Singapore.  

 

Chapter 8 comprises four sections. Section 8.1 provides discussion of the six themes that 

emerged from the managers and employees interview data.  The discussion merges the two 

sets of data (that is, the two separate perspectives) into a holistic model that summarises how 

the unique interaction among and between both occupational groups mutually shapes their 

perceived construct of engagement. This section also presents key analysis regarding how the 

two sets of themes and concepts converged and diverged. Section 8.2 summarizes integration 

of responses to Research Questions 1 through to 3. Section 8.3 responds to Research Question 

4.  Section 8.4 summarizes the findings of the three earlier sections and offers conclusions.   

 

Synopsis of research 

The present research was based on a single case study of a small engineering firm in the 

Singapore construction industry. The purpose of the research was to investigate how two 

occupational groups - managers and employees perceived employee engagement, which 

included documenting their views on use of the firm’s resources, and chronicling participants’ 

expressed concerns that might affect the engagement level in the subject firm.  
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The current study adopted a mixed method approach in which both quantitative and 

qualitative data were collected and analysed for significant items/ areas related to the 

engagement construct. The research approach was a sequential explanatory design in which 

quantitative data was first collected via a survey questionnaire and then followed by 

qualitative data collected through in-depth personal interviews. Both data collection tools 

were modelled closely after the renowned Gallup Q12 questionnaire to ensure validity and 

reliability. There were three phases to this data collection process. Phase I was designed for 

quantitative data collection and analysis. Phase II was divided into Part A and Part B. Phase II 

Part A was designed for qualitative data collection and analysis of the manager interview data. 

Phase II Part B was designed for qualitative data collection and analysis of the employee 

interview data.  

 

Phase III was designed to compare both quantitative (Phase I) and qualitative data (Phase II) 

collected within the single case study and again to compare these results to the Gallup Q12 

global engagement survey. The Gallup Q12 is a survey that collected data on employee 

engagement from over 195 countries around the world with Singapore being one of the 

participating countries. The aim of Phase III was to compare the subject firm’s employee 

engagement results with that of the Gallup Q12, including that of Singapore as a country.  

 

As this chapter covers a range of discussions including merging and synthesising both 

quantitative and qualitative data, the researcher has provided the following chapter outline to 

help the reader navigate through this series of complex information and knowledge: 

 

8.0 Introduction 
8.1 Discussion  

8.1.1 Managerial perspective 
Theme M1: Manager’s approach to EE 
Theme M2: Managers’ perceptions of EE construct 
Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction 
A proposed framework on factors influencing how managers engage 
employees   

8.1.2 Employee perspectives 
Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  
Theme E2: Employee perceptions of EE construct 
Theme E3: Factors affecting EE 
A proposed framework on how the employees experience engagement   

 8.1.3 Merging the two perspectives 
A proposed holistic model summarising how manager and employee 
interaction shape perceptions of EE 

8.1.4 Convergence and divergence of themes between manager and employee 
perspectives 
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 Theme 1: Convergence and divergence of concepts in job resources 
 Theme 3: Manager and employee concerns 
 Discussion and reflections of two perspectives 

8.2 Summary and merging of responses to Research Questions 1, 2, 3 
 8.2.1 Responding to RQ1: Manager (Quantitative and Qualitative)    

8.2.2 Responding to RQ2: Employee (Quantitative and Qualitative) 
8.2.3 Responding to RQ3: Compare discussion of RQ1 and RQ2 

emphasizing qualitative findings 
 8.2.4 Discussion and reflections of responses to RQ 1, 2, 3 

8.3 Responses to Research Question 4   
8.3.1 Responding to Research Question 4: comparison of merged research 

findings with Gallup survey findings 
  8.3.2 Discussion and reflections of response to RQ 4 
8.4 Summary and conclusions  
 

 

8.1 Discussion  

 

The current study was built on Kahn’s (1990) definition of employee engagement and a 

revised Gallup’s Q12 instrument to examine EE in the subject firm in Singapore. Such an 

approach positioned this research in the positivist stance. At the same time, the researcher also 

recognised that a purely positivistic and deductive approach would not be adequate to 

examine the individual engagement experience that formed part of the research aim. To 

collect such embedded lived experiences, a qualitative data collection method was needed. 

Hence, to comprehensively study EE in the subject firm from the perspectives of both 

managers and employees, a mixed method (quantitative and qualitative) was necessary so as 

to mutually complement each approach. This study is to examine EE through a mainly 

positivistic lens of existing theory using quantitative data while supplementing it with 

qualitative data resulted in this researcher’s adoption of a post-positivistic paradigm (Creswell, 

2009) for the present study, and defended at length in Chapter 4.  

 

The Gallup Q12, according to Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002) is both a valid and reliable 

data collection tool for EE study. The theoretical foundation for the Q12 is linked to Kahn’s 

(1990) three psychological conditions of meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Scholars 

such as Buckingham and Coffman (1999), Luthans and Peterson (2002), Arakawa and 

Greenberg (2007), Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno (2015), Atwater and Brett (2006), and 

Bhatnagar (2007) have also adopted the Q12 as a primary tool for their research on EE.          

 

In Phase I, quantitative data was collected using the Q12-like questionnaires and in Phase II 

qualitative data was collected using personal interview guided by semi open-ended questions 
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(also modelled closely after Gallup’s Q12) to ensure that the participants, while guided, were 

allowed sufficient freedom to express their feelings and thoughts. By combining both Phase I 

(existing engagement theory through quantitative data) and Phase II approach (extension of 

existing understanding through qualitative data), this present study is aligned with the post-

positivism worldview expressed by Creswell (2009).  

 

This section presents the discussions of qualitative findings from both the managers’ (Chapter 

6) and employees’ (Chapter 7) interviews. This section will discuss in-depth, the significance 

of these two sets of findings in relation to the six major themes and related concepts that 

emerged from the interviews with both occupational groups. In merging and synthesising the 

study’s major themes and concepts, this researcher discovered certain patterns of interaction 

and engagement that led him to develop a holistic model for summarising how employee 

engagement in the subject firm is shaped by both occupational groups. The convergence and 

divergence of themes will also be discussed to better understand how similar and different 

concepts between managers and employees formed their perceptions of job resources and 

concerns. The implications of the convergence and divergence of concepts will be discussed 

in relations to EE in the subject firm.       

 

8.1.1 Managerial perspective 

Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employees  

This section presents the discussion of the significance of seven concepts (approaches) used 

by management to engage employees. The Job Demand-Resource (JD-R) model was used to 

explain how these approaches were job resources that facilitated employees in relieving their 

job stress and promoting engagement at the workplace. A separate section is also devoted to 

discussing how one of the concept compensation did not fit into the JD-R model and its 

implications on employee engagement. The discussion would also emphasize that the 

manager’s approaches to foster EE in this particular case study resonates within the context of 

the specific industry itself as well as the national context, and these unique findings may 

provide for a broader understanding to the phenomenon. 

 

Within Theme M1: Manager’s approach to engage employees, six of the seven emergent 

concepts (except MA5: compensation) were activities that could be categorized under the Job 

Demand-Resource (JD-R) model, which is frequently cited in employee engagement studies. 

The JD-R theory is popular among researchers such as Schaufeli and Taris (2014), Bakker, 
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Hakanen, Demerouti, and Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli, 2006) who 

have used it to examine how job demands and job resources impact on employee engagement.  

 

Job demands are significant predictors of work related outcomes such as exhaustion and 

burnout, leading to poor work performance and disengagement (Bakker et al., 2004). On the 

other hand, job resources are accurate predictors of motivation and engagement (Bakker, Van 

Veldhoven, and Xanthopoulou, 2010). Job demands refer to the physical and psychological 

efforts that employees have to maintain to meet either the physical, psychological and/or 

organisational aspects of the job (Demerouti, Bakker, et. al., 2001). Job resources, conversely, 

are the activities related to physical, psychological or organisational aspects of the job that are 

either useful to employees in achieving their work goals, reduce job demands or help them to 

learn and grow so that they can cope with the demands of the job (Bakker et al., 2004). In the 

adopted Job Demands-Resources model it explains how job resources can mitigate the job 

demands originating from work and how employees can experience engagement.  

 

Schaufeli and Taris (2014) argue the JD-R model predict that employees experience burnout 

because of high job demands and insufficient job resources to buffer the stress and demands 

from work. Burnout is characterised by emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, which if 

left unchecked can further deteriorate into dysfunctional work behaviours like low motivation 

and weak commitment to work, thus affecting performance. There are also health problems 

related to burnout such as depression, and heart disease.  

 

To help employees better cope with job demands and pressure, organisations can provide job 

resources such as training, performance feedback, clear communication and workplace well-

being. These activities motivate employees through helping them accomplish their work goals 

and satisfy their basic human needs for independence, connectedness, and competence. When 

employee needs are satisfied they will become engaged and perform their role competently 

leading to positive outcome for the organisation.   

 

It is a well-known fact that personnel working in the construction industry face a myriad of 

pressures (Senaratne and Rasagopalasingam, 2017; Zawawi, 2013) ranging from meeting 

project deadlines to achieving client and construction authority’s requirements. Similarly, 

employees in the subject firm worked under pressure with various project deadlines and other 

job demands. Data revealed that certain managers played an active role in mitigating 

employee’s job-related demands by providing them with job resources. The next few 
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paragraphs outline how these managers provided job resources to employees in the form of 

activities identified in Theme M1: MA1: training and development, MA2: effective 

communication, MA3: bonding activities, MA4: employee inputs, MA5: internal job transfer, 

MA7: workplace well-being. In the process of supporting employees with relevant job 

resources, managers were also promoting engagement in their subordinates.  

 

It must be noted that MA6: compensation was the only concept that was not a job resource as 

it served primarily to satisfy employee hygienic needs that did not help them to cope with job 

demands but may have influenced engagement. This concept will be dealt with separately as 

there were some mixed findings that warrant a discussion in greater detail.  

 

Training and development 

This study revealed that training and development contributed to employee engagement as 

mentioned by all eight managers interviewed. To the managers before an employee could 

become engaged, he had first to be equipped with the relevant skills in order to perform his 

job competently (Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA1). This finding confirms a number of authors, 

among them Kuvaas (2008), Anitha (2014), McNeese-Smith (2001) who commented on 

employee engagement in terms of training and development: employee training develops 

confidence and commitment, growth, better performance and better engagement.   

 

The subject firm being a small to medium enterprise (SME), favoured in-house informal 

training because it was flexible and customisable to meet its unique needs and requirements 

(Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA1), and this confirmed what Kitching and Blackburn’s (2002) 

argument. This study also found that in-house informal training allowed managers to build 

better relationships with their subordinates since it created opportunities for interaction 

between them and this is in keeping with findings by Aragón-Sánchez, Barba-Aragón, et. al. 

(2003). Such opportunities likely enhanced the working relationships and development of 

engagement in the subject firm.  

 

Effective communication 

In the subject firm, effective communication between managers and employees was identified 

as one factor that influenced employee engagement (Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA2). Six of the 

eight managers used various tools such as meeting, briefings and performance feedback to 

convey work instructions and expectations to their subordinates. Through effective 
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communication, managers were able to influence employee performance and likely enhance 

employee engagement as evidenced by such manager comments as: 

 
M3: Open discussion is more meaningful for my staff in terms of better 
performance and engagement;  
 
M4: With better communication I believe people will be more engaged;  
 
M5: Feedback allows improvement and better understanding. Helps with the 
engagement, also;  
 
M6: We talk about our problems openly; Open discussions and 
communications encourage interactions  
 
M7: I would just need to briefly explain to them and they would readily get 
their work done;  
 
M8: Effective communication helps to improve understanding across all 
departments and better cooperation. 

 

The use of effective communication as a means for promoting engagement is consistent with 

Mone and London’s (2009) and Mone, Eisinger, et. al.’s (2011) findings that performance 

feedback lead to better engagement because employees better understand how they fit into the 

larger picture within the organisation.  

 

In the case of the subject firm, participants confirmed that communication, trust, and 

cooperation led to better engagement, which confirmed Peterson (2007); Dirks and Ferrin 

(2002) and others research that open and effective communication builds trust between 

managers and employees and is essential to organisational performance particularly when 

collaborative effort is necessary to carry out tasks and activities (Coletti, Sedatole, and Towry,  

2005).  

 

Bonding activities 

In the subject firm, management made deliberate efforts to promote employee engagement by 

organising regular gatherings, and allocated budgets and resources to support bonding 

activities and participate in the same events with the rest of the employees (Chapter 6, Theme 

M1:MA3 cited by all eight managers). Research has demonstrated that such supportive 

management actions have positive impact on fostering employee engagement. This finding, 

suggests bonding activities helped to create a socially cohesive workplace that promoted 

employee engagement, confirms various research have showed that a positive, trusting and 

supportive workplace climate foster a sense of meaningfulness leading to employee 
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engagement. On top of a mutually supportive work place, additional bonding and relationship 

building activities like incentive trips and after-hour gathering sessions helped to further 

strengthen co-worker relationship with one another in the subject firm which echoes Bakker 

et al. (2006) assertion that a positive, trusting and supportive workplace could have a 

contagion effect and influence employee positively, motivating them to work harder to 

achieve their shared goals.  

 

Employee inputs  

The findings from this study (Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA4) confirmed that employee inputs 

were essential for the firm to engage its employees. This was supported by seven of the eight 

managers interviewed. Peterson (2007) suggested that the most effective way to build trust 

and teamwork was to promote open communication whereby team members were free to 

share comments and provide input in meetings on project related concerns. Also given the 

results-driven nature of the construction business, the subject firm’s management accepted 

employee inputs as part of the decision making process.  

 

Despite Singapore being a collective society (Hofstede, 1980, 2001) where individual inputs 

are not frequently advocated, the subject firm managers were willing to accept suggestions 

and ideas from their employees for practical reasons.  Moreover, the project task-driven 

nature of construction industry organisational structures requires quick decision-making to 

solve daily on-site problems, which empowers employees (Defillippi, 2002; Hobday, 2000).  

The responses of the subject firms’ managers and employees substantiated the writing in the 

literature in this regard.  

 

Internal job transfer  

Managers actively identified potential employees for internal job transfers through 

observation and by securing relevant training opportunities to prepare such employees for 

their new roles (Chapter 6, Theme M1: MA5 cited by five of the eight managers). In the 

process of providing such job resources to their subordinates, managers developed deeper 

relationships with them since it was in the manager’s interest that these employees succeed 

per the raw data in Chapter 6: 

 
M4: …different people have different strengths and weaknesses. As a manager 
I need this information so that I can put the most suitable person to the job. 
 
M5: The manager must acknowledge his skills and allow these employees to fit 
into the most suitable jobs that maximize their abilities.  
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M6: Transferring employees around is common in our business.   
 
M7: I…allow them to try out in the new post.  

 

This arrangement also enabled employees to develop a greater sense of commitment and 

accomplishment to the subject firm. This finding is also in keeping with Van Ruy and Van 

D’s (2011) research who state that employees who are able to apply their skills fully are more 

productive, demonstrate commitment (Hausser, Mojzisch, Niesel, and Schulz-Hardt, 2010) 

and show engagement behaviours at work (Kompaso and Sridevi, 2010), as well as feel a 

sense of achievement would lead to better engagement (Paradise, 2008, Czarnowsky, 2008).   

 

Workplace well-being  

The findings on workplace wellbeing (Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA6) suggested that managers 

acknowledged that how an employee perceived he was being treated at the workplace 

determined if he would be engaged at work. Although only two of the eight managers 

interviewed alluded to this concept it was still necessary to discuss it as it does affect 

employee engagement level at work. Evidence from the subject firm showed that the more an 

employee experienced better wellbeing at the workplace, the more effort he expended to do 

his job, as indicated by M4 and M7’s anecdotal knowledge in helping employees resolving 

personal problems and granting paid day-off for employee to recuperate from heavy work.   

 

In providing support and resources for employee wellbeing, the managers demonstrated their 

concerns for their subordinates, particularly in the areas of personal matters such as family or 

individual difficulties. Employees indicated that managers who genuinely cared for them was 

perceived as taking personal interest in his wellbeing.  In this study, the manager responded 

by provided tangible assistance such as giving time off or bending of company rules to 

accommodate employee needs. Such special arrangements invoked a sense of appreciation on 

the part of the employee thereby requiring him to return the favour, which reflects 

Cropanzano and Mictchell’s (2005) findings where positive workplace wellbeing creates 

forms of higher commitment and loyalty.   

     

Compensation  

The finding in this study (Chapter 6, Theme M1:MA6) seemed to indicate that the managers 

of the subject firm had differing views on how the practice of compensation influenced 

engagement, as evidenced by such conflicting remarks as: M1: “…my people are paid almost 
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the same like others”; M7: “salary plays an important role” in engagement while M8: 

“employee engagement is not so much about salary”. 

 

As mentioned previously on the manager findings (Section 8.1.1), compensation is not a job 

resource as it does not mitigate job demands to reduce possibility of burnout like the 

preceding six resources. This does not mean that compensation has no impact on employee 

engagement. In fact, some studies have found that compensation plays a significant role in 

influencing employee engagement (Gill, and Dugger III, 2014; Saks and Rotman, 2006; 

Ravikumar, 2013; Condly, Clark and Stolovitch, 2003, and Anitha, 2014).    

 

It was interesting to note the differing views held by two managers, M7 and M8. M8 believed 

that employees were adequately compensated, and they were not necessarily motivated by pay 

to work harder. He stressed that other forms of non-financial motivation like training and 

appreciation would be more effective at fostering engagement than compensation alone. 

Indeed, M8’s assertion was supported by Brunetto, Farr-Wharton, and Shacklock (2012) and 

Czarnowsky (2008). M7, however, insisted that the employees were underpaid, and salary 

increment might be a useful means to promote engagement. Both managers were able to cite 

personal experiences and anecdotal evidence to support their respective assertions. Sudies by 

Gill, and Dugger III (2014), Saks and Rotman (2006), and Ravikumar (2013) seem to support 

M7’s assertion that the employees would become more engaged if they were adequately 

rewarded; however, Anitha (2014) claimed that for compensation to be effective in promoting 

engagement, it must be well-designed and relevant to the employee.  

 

From the preceding discussion it may be surmised that in the subject firm both compensation 

and non-compensation factors influenced engagement to varying degrees. The evidence, 

however, showed that monetary compensation was suited for satisfying the employee’s 

hygienic needs while the non-compensation factors like training were more suited to meet 

employee motivational needs, (Udechukwu, 2009).  Ozguner and Ozguner (2014) define 

hygiene needs as an employee’s extrinsic needs such as pay and working conditions that when 

satisfied only lead to no dissatisfaction. Motivators are intrinsic to the job (eg. recognition and 

training) that when met, motivates the employee to work harder. In this sense, both factors 

were necessary to promote employee engagement in the subject firm (Ozguner and Ozguner, 

2014).     
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In summary, Theme M1 discussion on the managers’ approaches to engaging their 

subordinates was underpinned by the JD-R model that predicts that employees with access to 

job resources perform their work role better and are more likely to become engaged. The 

managers used seven types of job resources (training and development, effective 

communication, bonding activities, internal job transfer, compensation, workplace well-being, 

and employee inputs) to engage the employees in the subject firm. Out of the seven types of 

job resources, compensation was the only concept that did not fit into the JD-R model because 

compensation did not directly mitigate job demands to reduce job induced stress. Among 

managers there were also mixed responses regarding whether compensation affected 

employee engagement. 

 

Theme M2: Managers’ perceptions of EE construct  

This section presents discussion of the managers’ perceptions of the EE construct by 

exploring four concepts that surfaced from the interview data. The discussion will relate these 

four concepts to the existing engagement literature in order to compare and contrast how 

manager expectations of engagement in this study differed or overlapped with prevailing 

studies. Other relevant factors such as industry wide trends and national culture were also 

reviewed to determine how these may have influenced the manager’s perception of the 

engagement construct. A separate discussion on team work, which did not fit into existing 

engagement studies will also be presented.  

 

In order to understand how similar or different the manager perception of EE was in 

comparison with existing engagement studies, Table 8.1 (see below) was developed. From the 

comparison study presented in Table 8.1 it may be deduced that the concepts of skills, 

proactive behaviour, and learning from mistakes are largely consistent with those found in 

selected engagement studies. Teamwork, however, was the only concept that was not found in 

the existing engagement research. The next few paragraphs will discuss how the three 

concepts were considered significant dimensions of the EE construct in relation to the 

engagement literature and within the context of the subject firm. The final paragraph will 

cover the teamwork concept that is not found in the selected EE studies. 

 

Skills  

The subject firm’s findings (Chapter 6, M2: ME1) suggested that skills occupied a central role 

in employee engagement. This concept was expressed in comments by seven of the eight 

managers. An employee with the relevant skills was able to perform his work competently. 
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Skilled employees developed confident in their capability and experience higher job 

satisfaction than unskilled ones. Such remarks by the interviewed managers support this 

finding: 

M3: …engaged employees must be skilful in their jobs. 
 
M4: Skills are important at work…. You cannot be engaged if you cannot do 
your job well… the ability of employees to work well with one another, to 
cooperate and coordinate on the job site. 
 
M5: Engaged employees want to learn new skills and gain more experience.  
 
M8: For engagement, I would put more weight in the technical aspects of 
skills...you can’t be engaged without the proper skillsets.  



246 
 

Table 8.1: Comparison of manager’s perception of EE with selected EE definitions 

Selected sources  Definition of EE Current study definition EE by manager overlapping with selected 
sources  

Kahn (1990) The process of “harnessing of 
organisation's members' selves to their 
work roles” (p694) 
 
An employee to become engaged at work, 
three conditions need to be present: 
meaningfulness, safety and availability. 
(p703) 

 
Skills 

• Kahn (1990): meaningfulness 

• Shaw (2005): emotional and intellectual commitment  

• Shuck and Wollard (2010): an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional,   
             and behavioural state  

• Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a): They are in roles that use    
             their talents 
 
Proactive behaviours 

• Frank, Finnegan, and Taylor (2004): discretionary effort exerted by   

• employees in their job 

• Shaw (2005): emotional and intellectual commitment 

• Shuck and Wollard (2010): an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional,   

• and behavioural state dedicated towards desired organisational outcomes” 

• Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a): they are always looking for  
      new and different ways of achieving the outcomes of their roles 
 

Learning from mistakes 

• Kahn (1990):  meaningfulness, safety, and availability 

• Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a): they are always looking for new 
and different ways of achieving the 

  
Teamwork 

• No direct mention in selected EE sources 

Schaufeli, Salanova, González-
Romá, and Bakker (2002) 

“a positive, fulfilling, work related state of 
mind that is characterised by vigor, 
dedication, and absorption” (p.74). 

Frank, Finnegan, and Taylor 
(2004) 

the amount of discretionary effort exerted 
by employees in their job 

Shaw (2005) emotional and intellectual commitment to 
the organisation 

Truss et al. (2006)  ‘passion for work’, a psychological state 
Shuck and Wollard (2010)  “an individual employee’s cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioural state dedicated 
towards desired organisational outcomes” 
(p.103). 

Gallup Employee 
Engagement Centre (2013a) 
 

“An engaged employee is involved in 
and enthusiastic about his or her work. 
Engaged employees are 100% 
psychologically committed to their 
roles. They thrill at the challenge of 
their work every day. They are in roles 
that use their talents, they know the 
scope of their jobs, and they are always 
looking for new and different ways of 
achieving the outcomes of their roles.”  

Source: Table developed from interview data and relevant sources 
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Under mounting pressures, the subject firm needed to fully utilise its workforce by investing 

substantially in training so as to deploy them effectively through job transfer and promotions. 

According to the managers of the subject firm, an employee must possess the right skillset 

and the correct technical competencies before he could involve himself in the job and 

perform his role fully as an engaged employee. 

 

This finding corroborates with Van den Broeck, et. al. (2015) who found that regular skill 

utilization has a positive impact on employee engagement and motivation. Various studies 

have also highlighted that employees who fully utilise their skills regularly tend to be more 

productive (Van Ruysseveldt and Van Dijke, 2011), and experience higher job satisfaction 

and commitment (Hausser, Mojzisch et. al., 2010). Similarly, Kompaso and Sridevi (2010) 

suggested that when employees become more skilful in their work, they require less 

supervision, which in turn leads to better self-efficacy, commitment and engagement. 

Another group of researchers, Lopez, Peon and Ordas (2005) argued that an important skillset 

for employees was the ability to cooperate with his manager and other employees to complete 

the task. Taken together, the findings of this research study confirm that these skillsets were 

equally important for the subject firm’s employees to be able to perform their job 

competently and to become engaged at work.  

 

The managers of the subject firm had emphasized skills (and multi-skilled) as an essential 

part of employee engagement. Skilled employees not only better perform in their jobs, but 

they also developed self-confidence and self-reliance in their capability and became more 

engaged in their work. Such employees were essential to the firm because they contributed 

towards its overall effectiveness, while overcoming the labour shortage problem and saving 

costs at the same time.      

 

Proactive behaviours 

The principal finding in the current study suggested that managers understood that a 

proactive employee was an engaged employee who self-initiated work activities and put the 

interests of the firm before his own (Chapter 6, M2:ME2).  As a concept, proactive behaviour 

was mentioned by six of the eight managers interviewed. Such managerial comments as those 

below support this researcher’s observation: 

 

M1: …when an employee shows that he cares and works hard to achieve his 
goals. He or she is serious about getting his job done well. I have seen a few 
staff working overtime over the weekend to get project done. 
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M3: very supportive of his supervisor in carrying out instructions and always 
be available at short notice especially for urgent work and tasks 
 
M4: …we do have some good workers who take necessary or corrective 
actions when they see things needs to be done. These are the types of 
engaged workers we need…a proactive employee...someone who would put 
himself in my shoes before seeking me for any advice  
 
M5: employees will do the job without complaints  
 
M8: He works very hard and is a responsible person. Prior to leaving, he did 
his best to complete whatever he needed to do. 

 

The engaged employee took initiatives to address work matters without being told by their 

managers. This finding conforms to Bakker and Schaufeli’s (2008) assertion that proactive 

behaviours are associated with engaged employees who are full of vigour, committed and 

deeply involved in their work. Such positive emotions and behaviours in turn triggers 

proactive work behaviours (Parker, Bindl, and Strauss, 2010) allowing the employee to 

actively engage with the work environment (Fritz and Sonnentag, 2007). As reported by the 

managers in this study, proactive behaviours included a range of activities.  These responses 

parallel Parker and Collins’ (2010) assertion that proactive behaviours include suggesting 

improvements or resolving foreseeable work problem before it happens; Grant and Ashford’s 

(2008) taking actions on one’s own accord to manage future outcomes and Salanova and 

Schaufeli’s (2008) pressing ahead when faced with obstacles and challenges.   

 

This finding provided evidence that younger employees were generally more proactive in 

terms of taking up training, job transfers and learning new things than older employees (M1: 

“engaged employees…tended to be younger”; M4: “…more willing to take up opportunities 

like ‘training, job transfers and promotions’). A possible explanation of this phenomenon 

could be that under the Singapore construction industry environment where work is fast 

paced, and change is frequent, younger people are more adaptable and hence able to exhibit 

proactive behaviours to cope with such demands. This finding is consistent with Kossek and 

Lautsch (2008) study that younger employees prefer to take responsibility of their own career 

by seizing various opportunities to further their future.  

 

Learning from mistakes 

The subject firm seemed to value how employees learnt from mistakes to the extent that 

additional training might be initiated to prevent recurrent of similar mistakes (Chapter 6, 
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Theme M2: ME3). Four of the eight managers considered employee willingness to learn from 

their mistakes an essential component of EE. Here the subject firm adopted a positive stance 

whereby when employees made mistakes, these became ‘teachable moments’ to educate 

employees. Some of the excerpts that supported this thinking included “…key thing is… 

lesson must be learnt and not be repeated” (M7); “there will be mistakes made but we have to 

learn and move on” (M4) and “fewer mistakes meant saving money, bigger bonuses for all 

employees, and a ‘win-win’ for all” (M6). 

 

Employees who made mistakes and learnt from it were considered responsible because they 

were willing to change the way they worked to avoid making similar mistakes in the future. 

To the subject firm, these employees were engaged employees who did their best for the 

organisation and were willing to overcome their mistakes. Hence, mistakes were not a 

negative incident, but rather considered a timely learning opportunity for both the employees 

and the organisation.  This finding is largely in line with Harteis, Bauer, and Gruber’s (2008) 

proposition.  

 

For an employee to become engaged, Kahn (1990) maintained that three conditions needed to 

be present. These conditions were meaningfulness, safety and availability. By encouraging 

their employees to learn from their mistakes, the subject firm’s managers were fulfilling a 

call to safety whereby mistakes were made and openly corrected without fear or negative 

consequences. Availability of management support was met when relevant resources like 

training and resource support were provided for erring employees to overcome their mistakes, 

leading employees to develop positive feelings of subsequently doing their work well. 

Employees who learnt to overcome their mistakes found it meaningful to work for the subject 

firm. Hence, according to the subject firm’s managers, the employee became engaged at work.   

 

According to Levitt and March (1988) the ability to learn is crucial for an organisation to 

respond to a rapidly changing business environment, and this was the case in the subject firm. 

For an organisation to learn, it needs to create an environment that supports the learning 

process through appropriate physical surroundings, psychological conditions and cultural 

elements (Hiemstra, 1991). More importantly, a learning organisation needs to encourage 

employees to openly discuss the mistakes and learn from it (Martins and Terblanche, 2003), 

and ensure that the lesson learned is transferred to the rest of the organisation (Garvin, 1993) 

so that organisation-wide learning can take place. From the managers’ narratives in this study, 

some of the characteristics of a learning organisation environment, such as soliciting 
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employee inputs, allowing employees to learn from mistakes, effective communication, and 

training and development were actively cultivated within the subject firm.  

 

Teamwork  

In the current study, teamwork was essential because employees with different skillsets 

needed to work with others within and across various departments to complete projects and 

tasks (Chapter 6, Theme M2: ME4).  Examples of how managers responded to the construct 

of teamwork include: M5 who considered team work as how well employees 

“communicate(d) and cooperate(d)” among themselves to accomplish the assigned task. M6 

viewed engagement as “to get everyone working together to help the company solve 

problems”. Both M6 and M3 also believed that team work involved working together 

harmoniously like “one big family” in a conducive work environment; working out 

differences in a cordial and non-confrontational way because this condition is important for 

higher productivity and business success.   

 

Salas, et. al. (1992) define the word “team” to consist of at least two or more individuals 

responsible for specified roles while working interdependently towards a common goal. 

Generally, in the construction industry, and specifically in the subject firm, teamwork is 

important to ensure that projects are completed on time and within specifications set by the 

construction authorities and clients. According to Hackman (1987) one of the advantages of 

working in teams is the potential for greater versatility, efficiency and innovation when 

compared to working as an individual. This means that teams are more creative and capable 

than individuals at solving complex organisational problems (Sundstrom, DeMeuse, and 

Futrell, 1990). This type of work arrangement was essential for the subject firm to ensure 

timely completion of project.  

 

The concept of teamwork that surfaced from the managers interview data does not appear in 

Bakker and Schaufeli’s (2008) definition of engaged employees, whom they view are full of 

vigour, commitment and involvement. In their study, Bakker and Schawfeli (2008) focused 

on individual employee engagement behaviours and characteristics rather than employee 

interactions with co-workers. While it could be argued that an engaged employee may 

possess these three qualities when working in a team environment, team work as a specific 

concept was never explicitly singled out as an essential component in Bakker and Schaufeli’s 

(2008) definition of engagement, although Katz and Kahn (1978) have written considerably 

about the importance of teamwork in an organisation. Similarly, Bakker et. al. (2006) also 
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reported that although team work was not a component of individual employee state of 

engagement, teamwork was still necessary for the purpose of achieving shared targets and 

goals.  

 

In terms of the individual employee scholars like Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002), Saks 

and Rotman (2006), and Macey and Schneider (2008) stipulated that employee engagement is 

concerned with the individual employee rather than the group while Shuck and Wollard 

(2010) argued that engagement is a personal choice and an individual experience that comes 

from the employee and not something that can be demanded.  

 

Most of these engagement studies are based in Western countries like US and Europe (Khan, 

1990; Salanovaa and Schaufeli, 2008; Van den Broecka, Vansteenkisteb, Wittea and Lensa, 

2008; Sarti, 2014; Consiglio, Borgogni, Tecco, and Schaufeli, 2016) that are predominantly 

cultures based on individualism (Chiu, Kim, and Wan, 2008), and therefore, focus on 

individual contributions, autonomy, personal efforts and capability rather than team work or 

the need for harmony in the workplace. An individualistic culture tends to emphasize 

autonomy, independence, separation, personal needs and individual goals (Triandis, 1994, 

1995; Triandis, McCusker, and Hui, 1990).  Hofstede (1980, 2001) and Trompenaars and 

Hampden-Turner (2000) found comparative differences in cultures among countries such as 

Singapore, which is highly collective and individualist cultures of Western countries (Chiu, 

Kim, and Wan, 2008). In some Western countries, competition in the workplace among 

employees is actually encouraged (Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 

2000) in contrast to a work environment such as that which was observed in this subject firm 

that prides itself on cultivating cooperation and teamwork.  

 

This study surmises that the EE construct in the work environments of many Western 

countries focuses on individual contributions characterised by conscientiousness, attitude, 

autonomy, passion and personal choice as noted by Hofstede (1980, 2001) rather than those 

of groups with such attributes as cooperation and harmony found in collectivist culture. From 

a cultural perspective, Singapore is a highly collectivist society (Hofstede, 1980, 2001) where 

group interests come before individual interests (Kashima et al., 1995). According to both 

Hofstede (1980, 2001) and Kashima et al. (1995) in a collectivist society like Singapore, 

harmony and team work are valued more than those in an individualistic culture. This broader 

cultural context invariably influences how managers think and behave towards the 

engagement construct. It was hence not surprising that the managers viewed an engaged 
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employee as a strong team player, always doing his part for the good of the team and willing 

to put aside his own personal interests for the sake of the firm (group) interests.  

 

Only a few studies pointed out the potential importance of team work as part of employee 

engagement construct leading to overall organisational performance (Anitha, 2014 and Xu 

and Cooper-Thomas, 2011). There are no known published studies on manager’s perception 

of EE, nor studies that emphasize team work as a significant part of employee engagement. 

Again, this researcher would like to point out that the current literature defines EE as an 

individual employee experience and personal choice that has nothing related to team work. 

As of today, this researcher has been unable to uncover any published research that 

corroborates the finding expressed by the managers of the subject firm who assert that 

teamwork is a vital component of their perception of the EE construct.  This finding may be 

the first instance of its kind in the existing EE literature. This finding will be evaluated in 

terms of its potential for contributing to further understanding EE as a global construct, and 

certainly within the Singaporean construction industry context. 

 

In summary, Theme M2 findings revealed that industry trends, work nature, and national 

culture influenced how the subject firm’s managers perceived the EE construct. The 

manager’s perceptions of the engagement construct i.e., skills, proactive behaviour, and 

learning from mistakes were similar to those defined in the selected engagement research. 

Team work was the only concept not found to be aligned with any of the definitions of EE in 

the existing literature. The nature of the project work environment and Singapore’s highly 

collective culture have shaped the subject firm’s managers’ preferences for an engaged 

employee who demonstrates he or she is a team player, and whose behaviour is beneficial to 

the organisation’s work practices. The emergence of team work as a significant dimension of 

EE in the current study is possibly a new contribution to existing knowledge in the study of 

employee engagement. 

 

Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction 

This section provides a discussion of how the managers’ views of job satisfaction may 

influence how s/he treats his subordinates. More specifically, this theme emphasised that a 

satisfied manager would engage his subordinates and treat them the way the manager was 

being treated by his superiors (top management). Under this theme, the manager’s job 

satisfaction was significantly influenced by his relationship with his supervisor (top 
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management) and the manager’s feelings towards his role. These two concepts will also be 

discussed in relation to the contextual factors with relevant supporting theories provided.  

 

Relationship with top management  

According to a survey by Society for Human Resource Management (2014), the number one 

factor promoting overall employee job satisfaction was respectful treatment of employees. 

For the subject firm, these managers (as employees) were treated relatively well and 

respected especially by their direct supervisor (top management) (Chapter 6, Theme M3: 

MJ1). Through this satisfying relationship with top management, middle managers in the 

subject firm experienced opportunities to learn, grow and become fulfilled in their career. 

This discovery confirms Chen, Friedman, and Simons (2014) assertion that a middle 

manager’s satisfaction with their supervisor (top management) is positively linked with how 

the former was being treated by the latter. Indeed, Singh, Vinnicombe and James (2006) 

concur that the more satisfied a middle manager is in his relationship with top management 

(direct boss), the more likely the middle manager will treat his subordinate with care and 

consideration. This notion is known as “trickle-down effect” where middle managers tend to 

pass down the same treatment that they themselves received from the top management to the 

employees.  

 

The underlying theory to this phenomenon is called social learning theory. Social learning 

theory, suggests that individuals can learn from others by observing how they behave and 

model after their behaviours (Bandura, 1977). Such mimicking behaviour was confirmed by 

Wiess (1977) and Singh et al. (2006) who found that subordinates (middle manager) 

frequently imitate their supervisors (top management). In the subject firm, managers were 

likely to treat their subordinates in the same manner that middle managers were being treated 

by their supervisor (top management), such as offering to subordinates opportunities for 

growth through training and development, carer promotions, interesting work, etc. (Chapter 6, 

Theme M3: MJ1). As noted earlier in the section on relationship with top management (MJ1), 

research has also shown that when employees including managers have satisfying 

relationships with his bosses, peers or subordinates, employees are more likely to exhibit 

positive attitudes and commitment to the organisation and become engaged at work, willing 

to put in extra effort to accomplish the work and further the firm’s goal. This study support 

the preceding literature discussed   
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Feelings towards the middle manager role   

Managers expressed mixed feelings when asked about their perception towards their role as 

middle manager between top management and employees. It seemed that at least three of the 

eight managers experienced varying levels of job stress and only one was comfortable in the 

role (Chapter 6, Theme M3: MJ2).  

 
M3: I am aware that my boss expects a lot from me...Our projects are going 
by the hundreds of thousands dollars. Any slip up can be costly and damaging 
to our reputation.  
 
M4: How do we engage our staff when we ourselves have to struggle to cope 
with so many priorities and deadlines? 
 
M7: I feel stressed, especially if we cannot complete projects on time. I have 
no choice but to pressurize them (employee) to get things done such as doing 
over time.  

 

The data revealed that managers experienced work stress, which is consistent with such 

studies as Folkman (2013) who explained that stress is a situation when a person experiences 

demands exceeding one’s ability to cope with it. Senaratne and Rasagopalasingam (2017) 

stated that the inherent nature of the construction industry itself is stress-inducing because of 

its complex, highly fragmented, multiple segmented project orientation managed by temporal 

organisational structures and staffed with diverse personnel and with complex skill sets. 

According to Haynes and Love (2004) managers working in the construction industry 

experience more stress than those working in non-construction industries.  Various other 

studies have confirmed personnel working in the construction industry suffer from a high 

level of occupational stress (Wong et al., 2010; Leung et al., 2011; Zawawi, 2013).  

 

Haynes and Love’s (2004) discussion on stress is caused by various factors like project 

deadlines, volume of work and task difficulty level, coincides with the experiences of three 

participant managers (M3, M4, M7).  It was clear that at least one of the managers (M4) 

exhibited physical symptoms of stress (sleeping difficulty), while others struggled to keep up 

with the demands of their work.  Such occupational stress can also lead to dissatisfaction, loss 

of confidence (Senaratne and Rasagopalasingam, 2017) or even burnout (Maslach et al., 

1996). This finding is significant because the literature has indicated that managers play a 

significant role in engaging employees; a manager who is experiencing severe stress may not 

be able to engage employees effectively.  
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In summary, the discussion of Theme M3 focused on the manager’s job satisfaction in terms 

of how it shaped his approach towards engaging his subordinates. Managers who expressed 

highly satisfied superior-subordinate relationships with his own supervisor (top management) 

seemed better able to provide a highly satisfied superior-subordinate relationship with his 

own employees such as demonstrating care and compassion for their subordinates in the same 

way the managers themselves had been treated by their supervisors (top management). 

However, most of the managers surveyed also reported experiencing stress at work, which 

raises concerns because stress may affect how a manager is able to engage his subordinates. 

 

A proposed framework on factors influencing how the manager engages employee 

The preceding discussion provided an opportunity to propose a framework for integrating the 

three themes that emerged as findings in terms of explaining how the interconnection of those 

three themes influenced how managers engaged their employees. This section offers an in-

depth discussion on the three emergent themes and various supporting concepts relating to 

Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they feel about 

it; how do managers engage their employees? To recap, the premise for asking this research 

question lay in the foundational understanding that managers play a pivotal role in engaging 

employees and shaping employee behaviours in the workplace.         

 

The data that emerged indicated that management support is important for EE and this 

dimension rested squarely on the middle management throughout the three emergent themes. 

This study argues that without management’s active and committed support for employees at 

work, employee engagement will unlikely be possible.  The research confirms that 

management support for their subordinates helps to create a positive workplace environment 

that is conducive for employee to become engaged (Lanphear, 2004). As managers, it is 

crucial that they support their employees through various resources like training and 

development, relevant information, budgets, cater to employee emotional wellbeing 

(Bhanthumnavian, 2003) because active management support promotes better job satisfaction, 

greater involvement, and heighten enthusiasm at work (Schneider, Macey and Barbera, 2009).        

  

From the preceding discussion an integrated framework (Figure 8.1) that explains how 

various factors influenced managers in engaging their subordinates was developed. Based on 

Figure 8.1, how the manager engaged the employee (Theme M1) was influenced by manager 

job satisfaction (Theme M3) and the manager’s perception of the engagement construct 

(Theme M2). This framework proposes that how managers engaged their subordinates was 
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largely shaped by how satisfied these managers were with respect to their own role as middle 

managers and how they perceived the employee engagement construct. The next few 

paragraphs will discuss the interconnectedness of these three themes in terms of each 

manager’s personal job satisfaction.  The manager’s perception of the employee engagement 

construct correspondingly influenced how the manager would engage his subordinates. 

 

Figure 8.1: Factors influencing how the manager engages employees in the subject firm 

 

Source: figure developed for this study  

 

How manager job satisfaction (Theme M3) affects his approach to engage the employees 

(Theme M1) 

It seemed that the majority of managers surveyed were relatively satisfied with the subject 

firm as a place of employment. Consistent with studies by Singh, Vinnicombe and James 

(2006) and Harter, Schmidt and Hayes (2002), managers who reported higher job satisfaction 

tend to experience higher employee engagement themselves and are more willing to engage 

their subordinates since job satisfaction is part of the engagement. Without job satisfaction, 

employee engagement is unlikely to develop. Abraham (2012) for instance, argues that job 

satisfaction is an antecedent to EE, while Garg and Kumar (2012) suggests that job 

satisfaction and compensation are two prime factors that drive employee engagement.  

 

The sense of job satisfaction expressed by managers stemmed from their healthy working 

relationships with their supervisors (top management), relatively positive feelings towards 

their role (position) and generous benefits received. Additional evidence supporting the 

managers’ feelings of high job satisfaction included their longevity in the subject firm (as 

long as 15 years). The findings on high job satisfaction among the managers in the subject 

firm augur well with various studies, among these Chiang and Birtch (2008) and Chi et al. 

(2013) whereby managers usually demonstrate higher organisational commitment and 

stronger than rank and file employees.  
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The other reason why these managers were satisfied with the job was that over their long 

period of service, they received training and development in the firm and experienced career 

opportunities and meaningful work. The managers in the subject firm were generally satisfied 

with their careers since they were already in high positions within the organisational 

hierarchy, which echoes Robinson et al. (2004) findings. Also, as managerial staff they are 

obligated to exhibit higher commitment and dedication to their work (Stalcup and Pearson, 

2001), which probably explains why these managers exhibited higher motivation and greater 

commitment (McBain, 2006) than their subordinates. Taken together, the positive job 

satisfaction found among the subject firm’s managers would encourage them to engage their 

employees in positive ways as reported in Section 6.3 (Chapter 6). This assertion will be 

further substantiated in the next paragraphs of this discussion.             

 

How manager perception of EE (Theme M2) affects his approach to engage employee 

(Theme M1) 

The results from this study suggested how a manager perceived the engagement construct 

likely influenced his choice of approaches to engage the employees (Chapter 6, Theme 1).  In 

this study, all eight managers considered skills, learning from mistakes, and teamwork as 

important parts of engagement, which explained why they emphasised training and 

development to engage their subordinates. Also, managers who were satisfied with their 

personal job success tended to engage their subordinates through bonding activities and care 

more about their wellbeing.  

 

Another approach that managers adopted to engaging employees was effective 

communication per such references made by interviewees such as “Open discussions and 

communications encourage interactions” (M6); “Feedback allows improvement and better 

understanding. Helps with the engagement, (M5); and “With better communication I believe 

people will be more engaged” (M4). Effective communication allowed the managers to 

engage their subordinates by facilitating training and development, bonding activities, 

employee inputs, internal job transfer, compensation, and workplace wellbeing. Without 

appropriate and effective communication between managers and their subordinates, these 

tools would be ineffectual. The evidence from this study is supported in the existing literature:  

Hughes and Rog (2008) content that managers have direct influence over how employees 

behave at work because they control resources and other decision-making activities that 
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shape how employees work and perform.   Moreover, Torres and Kline (2006) suggest that 

managers have an obligation to ensure that their subordinates perform well and deliver results.   

 

In summary, the manager’s approach to engaging their employees was not an isolated and 

independent choice based solely on the manager own intentions and purposes. The above 

Figure 8.2 proposes how a manager engages his subordinate was influenced by two factors ie., 

his personal job satisfaction and his perception of the EE construct. The manager job 

satisfaction level was further affected by two factors ie., his relationship with his superior 

(top management) and the manager’s experience in performing the role of a middle manager. 

This framework summarise how these factors exert varying degrees of influence on the 

manager’s choices in how s/he engages his or her subordinates. The next section will focus 

on the discussion on employee perspectives on effective job resources that foster EE 

development, the EE construct itself, and certain concerns over what may affect their 

engagement level. 

 

8.1.2 Employee perspective 

Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE  

The JD-R Model (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014) was also used to discuss how employees 

perceived the usefulness of job resources available to them, just as it was employed in the 

discussion of how managers engaged employees (Section 8.1.1). According to the Job 

Demand-Resource model, employees with access to relevant job resources are more likely to 

better manage job demands and stress (Bakker, 2011), while improving their engagement 

level at work. Using this model, it was clear that both managers and employees had similar 

perceptions regarding the types of job resources that were relevant to promoting EE in the 

workplace (Chapter 7, Theme E1)  

 

In Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE, the four most coded concepts were resources that 

could be classified under the JD-R model as helping to assuage job demands and promote 

engagement at work. These four coded concepts were (1) supportive management; (2) 

workplace learning and development; (3) positive workplace relationships, and (4) employee 

participation/involvement. Employees in the subject firm operated under a demanding and 

deadline-driven construction environment. Such an environment was stress-inducing for 

employees who were already under heavy workloads. When employees experienced stress 

because they could not cope with the workload and other job demands, their performances 
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suffered.  In more severe cases, employees would experience burn out resulting in 

disengagement from work (Chapter 7, Theme 3: EF3).   

 

In order to mitigate work stress job resources needed to be made available to the employees.  

When employees had access to job resources they used it to mitigate stress and job demands. 

The next few paragraphs will discuss how the employees perceived of these various forms of 

job resources available to them, and the effectiveness of each in fostering engagement. Again, 

the four job resources identified from the interviews with the employees were: ER1: 

supportive management, ER2: workplace learning and development, ER3: positive workplace 

relationship, and ER4: employee participation. These job resources were mostly provided by 

management.  

 

Supportive management 

The present research identified supportive management as an important job resource for 

employees, primarily based on the data provided by the interviewed employees about the 

influence and support given by a single outspoken and clearly persuasive and effective 

manager. (See raw data in Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER1).  It was clear from the information 

supplied by the interviewed subjects about the actions and behaviours of this single manager 

so much so that supportive management is not only an important job resource, but key to 

helping employees better cope with stress from work overload through training, induction 

(Obiora and Iwuoha, 2013), engage in job rotations (Ali, and Farooqi, 2014), empower and 

provide job autonomy (Othman and Nasurdin, 2013), and create higher job satisfaction 

(Wayne, Shore, and Linden, 1997).  

 

It was quickly realized that in the employee interviews that a particular manager stood out in 

providing supportive management (Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER1). These employees’ comments 

illustrated this unusual observation: 

 
E1: My manager…really cares for us. 
 
E3: 12. The manager looks after our wellbeing 
 
E4: What I saw was his concern for the staff. When one of the employees fell 
sick he asked another colleague to send the employee home. If the employees 
is hospitalised, he also personally visit the employee there. 
 
E5: The management let us do our best by supporting us. 
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E7: He really takes care of me. The boss said I have done a really good job. I 
feel that I need to work harder for him. 
 
E9: I think only that manager cared about me. He did an analyse of my 
strengths, and weaknesses explained it to me and also gives me some 
suggestions for improvement. 

 

The manager who was often referred to by employees seemed exclusively able to be involved 

in almost every function including providing performance feedback and offering 

support/solutions to various employees, even those whom he did not actively supervise. A 

possible explanation behind his broad and popular appeal in various areas could be that he 

held a relatively senior position that allowed him to cross over to various departments and 

functions to intervene in their operations with ease.  Also, in an SME such as the subject firm, 

job spans are rather flexible and not clearly defined. The actions of this singular manager 

were apparently acceptable in the firm’s working environment. None of the other managers 

or employees raised any concerns throughout the interview regarding the influential reach of 

this one manager. In fact, they welcomed his involvement. Another reason why this lone 

manager stood out was that perhaps the other managers were so occupied with their daily 

responsibilities that they-at least in the eyes of their employees-did not have the time to 

provide the kind of feedback and demonstration of care and concerns for their subordinates 

that the employees would have preferred. The employees seemed to imply that only one 

manager was actively involved in promoting employee engagement in the workplace, which 

to this researcher seemed to tacitly limit employees’ feelings of employee engagement. This 

finding will be discussed in light of findings on employee stress and negative concerns. 

 

Supportive management can lead to better EE according to Bakker et. al. (2007) and Van 

Vegchel et al. (2005), but this study showed evidence of supportive management that was 

provided by only one manager.  However, this study must similarly conclude that employees 

positively responded to manager support, even if it was given by only the one outspoken, 

popular, charismatic, influential manager.  That manager provided clear evidence that 

management can provide positive influences on employee engagement level because in this 

instance, employees did perceive that this manager cared for and expressed concern for them, 

which motivated employees across all departments of the subject firm to work harder to 

reciprocate in kind (Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER1).  The findings in this study corroborate with 

other EE studies such as those of Cropanzano and Mictchell (2005), Saks and Rotman (2006), 

and Macey and Barbera (2009) that discuss EE in terms of management support, which 

creates a positive work environment including becoming more engaged at work to 
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experiencing higher job satisfaction, becoming more deeply involvement in work, and 

expressing greater enthusiasm towards their work-all features of better employee engagement. 

 

Workplace learning and development 

The overwhelming response to this concept (all 10 employees) confirmed that being skilful 

was crucial at the subject firm (Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER2) as evidenced by the following 

employee feedback during their interviews:  

 
E4: To me, no matter how smart you are you will still be stuck in the same post 
if you are not willing to learn. Things are changing so fast these days. 
 
E5: (This is) a good place for me to work and grow. There are many learning 
opportunities around here…work obstacles help me learn how to solve 
problems and enrich my experience. In the future, I know how to better deal 
with these kinds of problems.   
 
E6: Last month, the boss came to me and told me that that if I want to go for 
any courses to improve my skills just let him know…I'm proud of this because 
I'm the only one who has been offered to attend the course even though I have 
worked here for less than a year.  
 

Workplace learning and development was important because it equipped employees with the 

relevant skillsets and knowledge to perform their work role as Schmidt (2007) also indicated. 

In the subject firm, being competent was important because there was minimum tolerance for 

non-performers in the construction industry. Employees were expected to carry out their 

work role competently. Any mistakes would have significant impacts on the project and 

reflect poorly on the performance of the subject firm (Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER2). 

Furthermore, workplace learning is mandated in Singapore’s construction industry, which is 

undergoing rapid major changes in terms of personnel having to learn new skills sets and 

adopt construction technology on an ongoing basis. These factors may motivate employees to 

take learning and development seriously (Maurer and Tarulli, 1994). This is consistent with 

Hausser, Mojzisch et. al.’s (2010), and Van den Broeck, Schreurs et. al.’s (2015) findings that 

an employee become more skilful at work, he often enjoys higher job satisfaction, better 

motivation and higher productivity and ultimately heightens engagement at work. 

 

Workplace learning opportunities constitute a significant part of an employee’s job 

satisfaction (Rowden and Conine, 2003).  In support of Schmidt’s (2007) findings, most of 

the subject firm’s employees valued learning and development as part of their job (Chapter 7, 

Theme E1: ER2). The current study found that some employees considered being sent for 
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training as a form of recognition and motivated them to work harder. This finding concurs 

with Brun and Dugas’s (2008) research which found learning and development opportunities 

may be perceived as a form of management recognition of the employee potential or 

contributions. At the employee level, the act of being offered paid training opportunities can 

motivate the employee to put in extra effort to his work (Hatcher, 1999). On an organisational 

level, the benefits of a well-trained workforce are many folds, including higher commitment, 

better motivation and lower turnover (Bartlett, 2001; Jalajas and Bommer, 1999).  

 

Positive workplace relationship 

In this study, employees who experienced positive working relations in a supportive 

workplace reported that they were more likely to become engaged (Chapter 7, Theme E1: 

ER3). This finding is in line with Locke and Taylor’s (1990) research that stated that a 

conducive workplace promotes greater meaningfulness in their job, which is an important 

component of engagement (May, Gilson, and Harter, 2004). Although teamwork has not been 

acknowledged in the literature as a key component of employee engagement, Bakker et. al. 

(2006) did confirm the effectiveness of teamwork in his studies of various employee accounts 

of the significance of cooperative team work towards common goals for better results.  

 

Another similar yet distinct finding was that workplace friendship also fostered engagement, 

but in a different manner (Chapter 7, Theme E1: ER3).  Nine of the 10 employees 

interviewed found that having a personal friend at work with whom they were able to relate 

to, made lighter work. This finding is largely supported by research regarding the inherent 

human nature to satisfy the need for friendship and support at the workplace (Campion, 

Medsker, and Higgs (1993), and workplace friendship studies such as those of Levy (2003), 

Sias and Cahill (1998), Jehn and Shah (1997) discuss how workplace friendships generate 

organisational commitment, lower intentions to leave, provisions of information and support, 

and improved interpersonal relationship, and greater work efficiency.  

 

However, Bramel and Friend (1987) also point to the downside of workplace friendships, 

such as too great a focus on social interaction rather than work related goals, or difficulties 

arising from soured relationships leading to poorer job satisfaction or lower productivity 

(Winstead, Derlega, Montgomery, Pilkington, 1995). Ross (1997) noted that workplace 

friendships often work to the benefit of the organisation when the friends’ goals are aligned 

with the organisation’s (Ross, 1997).  
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From the interviews with employees, evidence suggested that the employees generally felt 

that positive workplace relationships in the form of supportive co-workers, workplace 

personal friends, and a conducive working environment at the subject firm created a 

productive and engaged workforce.  This finding was validated by May, Gilson Harter (2004) 

who found that positive working relations and supportive work environments are antecedents 

to a productive and engaged workforce.   

 

Employee participation 

Employee participation is a process whereby employees offer work-related inputs to 

management with a view to influence decision-making (Pyman et al., 2006).  This study 

confirmed that employee participation was noted in varying degrees at the subject firm. Most 

of the 10 interviewees expressed that they were able to influence management in decision 

making, depending on the soundness and workability of the proposals. In addition, employees 

offering their inputs did so only if they possessed the relevant experience and sufficient 

authority to influence the outcomes. Employees who were able to contribute to the decision-

making process felt involved in their work and developed a sense of belonging to something 

bigger. In turn they became engaged as they could see how their input contributed towards 

achieving the subject firm’s goals and performance. E2, for instance explained that “…I was 

asked to visit a few sites to review how the installation works were done. My boss wanted to 

hear from me…what I think of the work done on site compared to the 3D models”, while E9 

and E10 also confirmed that as long as their suggestions are sound and practical, management 

would likely accept them and implement it These few employees agreed that they felt valued 

and appreciated when their inputs were considered seriously by the management. This 

finding is consistent with studies by Cotton et al. (1988) and Wagner (1994) who found that 

when employees are involved in decisions making they tend to experience higher job 

satisfaction and reported better performance. 

 

Employee participation played an important role in promoting employee engagement as 

evident from six of the 10 employees interviewed. Kahn (1990) suggested that when 

employees are involved directly in decision-making in a safe and supportive work 

environment, they become engaged and perform better. This assertion was validated in the 

subject firm case, in so far as managers actively solicited their subordinates’ inputs regarding 

work related issues. Through participating in decision-making, employees fulfilled their 

needs for safety (managers willing to accept employee inputs with no reproach), 

meaningfulness (being able to influence decision), and availability (access to job resources), 
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which in turn fostered engagement, which parallels Kahn’s (1990) finding.  But Long (1979) 

pointed out that two primary conditions must exist before employee participation can take 

place: a safe environment and the employee’s willingness to be involved in the decision-

making process. Based on the interview data with the employees, both conditions existed in 

the subject firm.  

 

In summary, Theme E1 discussion on how employee perceived the relevance of job resources 

(i.e., supportive management, workplace learning and development, positive workplace 

relationship, and employee participation) was also underpinned by the JD-R model. The 

employees considered these four job resources as useful to assuage job demands and related 

stress. These job resources helped them to better cope with the job related challenges and 

allowed them to perform their work role more effectively which in turn lead to better 

engagement at work.    

 

Theme E2: Employee perceptions of EE construct  

This section is a discussion of the employees’ perceptions of the EE construct by examining 

the three key concepts that emerged from the interview data. This discussion will review how 

these three concepts related to the engagement literature and determine how similar or 

different the employee’s perceptions were in comparison with existing research.  

 

To illustrate the similarities and differences between how the employees perceived the EE 

construct and those developed in engagement studies, the researcher developed the Table 8.2 

below. Based on the various conceptualizations laid out in Table 8.2, it may be summarised 

that the three concepts (work role, task enjoyment, and proactive behaviour) discovered in 

this case study are largely consistent with the selected engagement studies.  
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Table 8.2: Comparison of employee’s perception of EE with selected EE definitions 

Selected sources  Definition of EE Current study definition of EE by employees overlapping with selected sources 

Kahn (1990) The process of “harnessing of 
organisation's members' selves to their 
work roles” (p694) 
 
An employee to become engaged at 
work, three conditions need to be 
present: meaningfulness, safety and 
availability. (p703) 

 
Work role 

• Kahn (1990): “harnessing of organisation’s members’ selves to their work 
roles” (p694) 

• Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker (2002): “a positive, 
fulfilling, work related state of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, 
and absorption” (p.74). 

• Shuck and Wollard (2010): “an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional, 
and behavioural state dedicated towards desired organisational outcomes” 
(p.103). 

• Gallup Employee 

• Engagement Centre (2013a) “Engaged employees are 100% psychologically 
committed to their roles. They are in roles that use their talents, they know the 
scope of their jobs, and they are always looking for new and different ways of 
achieving the outcomes of their roles.” 

 
Task enjoyment 

• Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker (2002): “a positive, 
fulfilling, work related state of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, 
and absorption” (p.74). 

• Truss et al. (2006): ‘passion for work’, a psychological state 

• Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a): An engaged employee is 
involved in and enthusiastic about his or her work. Engaged employees are 100% 
psychologically committed to their roles. They thrill at the challenge of their 
work every day. 

 
Proactive behaviour 

• Frank, Finnegan, and Taylor (2004): discretionary effort exerted by 
employees in their job 

• Shaw (2005): emotional and intellectual commitment 

Schaufeli, Salanova, 
González-Romá, and 
Bakker (2002) 

“a positive, fulfilling, work related 
state of mind that is characterised by 
vigor, dedication, and absorption” 
(p.74). 

Frank, Finnegan, and 
Taylor (2004) 

the amount of discretionary effort 
exerted by employees in their job 

Shaw (2005) emotional and intellectual commitment 
to the organisation 

Truss et al. (2006)  ‘passion for work’, a psychological 
state 

Shuck and Wollard (2010)  “an individual employee’s cognitive, 
emotional, and behavioural state 
dedicated towards desired 
organisational outcomes” (p.103). 

Gallup Employee 
Engagement Centre 
(2013a) 
 

“An engaged employee is involved in 
and enthusiastic about his or her work. 
Engaged employees are 100% 
psychologically committed to their 
roles. They thrill at the challenge of 
their work every day. They are in roles 
that use their talents, they know the 
scope of their jobs, and they are always 
looking for new and different ways of 
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achieving the outcomes of their roles.”  • Shuck and Wollard (2010): an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional, 
and behavioural state dedicated towards desired organisational outcomes” 

• Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a): they are always looking for 
new and different ways of achieving the outcomes of their roles 

 
Source: Table developed from interview data and relevant sources 
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Work role 

The employees considered performing one’s work role competently as one of the most 

important aspect of employee engagement, as noted by comments of all 10 employees 

interviewed (Chapter 7, Theme E2: EP1)   An employee’s work role is defined by Murphy 

and Jackson (1999) as the responsibilities and performance related to one’s job. i.e., what one 

was hired to do. According to the employees, an engaged employee should be able to 

diligently complete the assigned tasks and carry out the responsibilities associated to his work 

role, i.e., : 

 

E3: I cannot make mistakes here or else everyone will be affected.  
 
E4: Do…our part of the job, and try to improve it in another way, in a better 
way.   
 
E7: Do my job properly…My job is important. Everybody have their roles 
and responsibilities. 
 
E9: An engaged employee needs to do your best in your job. Employee 
engagement means you should carry out your work to the best of your ability. 
 
E10: Because if we did not do our jobs correctly there will be problem. 

 

There was evidence cited by the respective employees to confirm this assertion. These 

employees have shared the same sentiment that working in the subject firm required each of 

them to first be able to perform their assigned work role proficiently. Only when the 

employee was competent in his work role can he make meaningful contributions to the 

subject firm at the individual level, team and organisational level. The link between an 

individual employee, a team and the organisation are likened to that of a system. The subject 

firm is a system such as described by Katz and Kahn (1978) whereby, employees, teams and 

management work together interdependently to carry out their respective tasks and achieve 

common goals. This means that employees who fulfil their work role also contribute toward 

the team and organisational goals (Cummings and Blumberg, 1987). From the interview data, 

it was inferred that the employee who performed his role proficiently at the individual level 

was also contributing towards the team goals thus ensuring the organisational goals were met.  

 

For the subject firm, the significance of these findings was more pronounced among 

departments with overlapping functions such as, Project and Accounting department where 

interdependent was essential for work to be carried out smoothly. When the employees in 

both departments carried out their work role competently, they contribute positively towards 
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the team/department shared goals of the subject firm and likely the organisational goals 

(Griffin, Neal, and Parker, 2007). On the contrary, when one employee failed to carry out his 

role competently, the other employees work would be affected. These were likely the reasons 

that prompted the interviewed employees to emphasise the importance of individual 

employee work role performance and helping each other where possible to achieve the shared 

team/department goals.        

 

Generally, the work role concept identified in the current study refers to an employee’s 

ability to perform one’s assigned work competently to achieve individual, team and 

organisational goals overlapped with some of the components of the employee engagement 

construct that various researchers have advocated. This include Kahn’s (1990) “harnessing of 

organisation’s members’ selves to their work roles” (p. 694); “a positive, fulfilling, work 

related state of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, 

Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker, 2002, p. 74);  “an individual employee’s cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioural state dedicated towards desired organisational outcomes” (Shuck 

and Wollard (2010, p. 103); and “Engaged employees are 100% psychologically committed 

to their roles. They are in roles that use their talents, they know the scope of their jobs, and 

they are always looking for new and different ways of achieving the outcomes of their roles” 

(Gallup Employee Engagement Centre (2013a). 

  

Task enjoyment 

Task enjoyment was the second most frequently cited experience (eight of the 10 employees) 

in the current study of the employee engagement construct (Chapter 7, Theme E2: EP2). The 

interviewees revealed that they enjoyed their work because they were able to apply their 

skills to work regularly. It was found that challenging tasks allowed them to derive higher 

satisfaction when they finally solved the problem. This result is consistent with Gagné and 

Deci’s (2005) assertion that task enjoyment is an important part of motivation because it 

sustains an individual to persist in the challenging activities.  

  

Employees who enjoyed working on assigned tasks experienced a range of positive emotions 

ranging from enthusiasm, excitement, satisfaction, pride, joy, and happiness:    

 
E6: They (Colleagues) were quite surprised (at what I have achieved). 
They told me ‘I have been on this job for three years yet I cannot do it. You 
have only been here for two months and you can do it?’  And I just say, 
‘Yes’ I was so happy. 



269 
 

E8: …I help them when I can and enjoyed doing it. But I enjoyed it even 
more when my colleagues share their work experiences with me...  
 
E9: I feel satisfied when I complete my work… Doing it well gives me a 
good feeling.  
 
E10:… The satisfaction comes from seeing the project through from start 
to finish.  

 

This finding is consistent with Foo et. al., (2009) and Seo et. al.’s (2010) research on the 

impact of emotion on effort exertion. Their studies found that emotion 

(enjoyment/enthusiasm) precedes work effort i.e., an employee needs to feel that he is going 

to enjoy the task first before the exercising the effort to carry out the task. These emotional 

experiences described by the firm’s employees regarding their task enjoyment are also similar 

to those reported in the following studies on emotional conditions of engagement:  

 

…a positive, fulfilling, work related state of mind that is characterised by 
vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, 
and Bakker,  2002, p. 74). 
 
…passion for work (Truss et al., 2006) 
   
…An engaged employee is involved in and enthusiastic about his or her 
work…They thrill at the challenge of their work every day (Gallup 
Employee Engagement Centre, 2013a) 

 

Other research (Seo, et. al., 2010, and De Cooman De Gieter et. al., 2009) supported the 

evidence that the employees in this research expressed task enjoyment that was beneficial to 

both the individual and the organisation. In the case of the subject firm, employees reported 

that when they applied their skillsets regularly they become more proficient at their work. 

This, in turn, led to better confidence and a higher level of engagement.  In support of this 

study’s finding regarding employee task enjoyment, Seo, et. al. (2010) and De Cooman De 

Gieter et. al. (2009) maintained that employees enjoying their tasks are in an active state of 

mind. This, in turn, creates and commits more energy into the task, resulting in higher task 

performance.  

 

At the same time, employees reported the need to apply a range of skills (communication 

skills, problem solving skills) in their jobs, which explained why they were motivated and 

enjoyed their work, such as the following evidence from the raw data (Chapter 7, Theme E2: 

EP2):  

 



270 
 

I get to use my skills and knowledge on my job;  
 
Yes I like (my job) because I’m using the new software to convert 2D shop 
drawings to 3D model. Not many people can do that here;  
 
I enjoy whenever I do the designing. I love designing; 
 
I really like the technical issues. Especially the design aspects of the job. I am 
creating something from nothing;  

 

This finding matches the Job Characteristics Model (JCM), which suggests that employees 

are more willing to exert efforts on jobs characterised with skill variety, task identity, task 

significance, autonomy, and feedback (Hackman and Oldham, 1975). Jobs with high levels of 

these five characteristics have a positive impact on intrinsic motivation, organisational 

commitment, and job satisfaction (Fried and Ferris, 1987; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990 and 

Gerhart, 1987). Hence, task enjoyment forms a significant part of the EE construct in that it 

motivates and energises employees to work harder and produces benefits for both individual 

employees and the organisation. The task enjoyment concept also overlapped with existing 

definitions of the engagement construct, which suggested that the employees in the subject 

firm were largely engaged at work. 

    

Proactive behaviour  

From the analysis, there seemed to be a connection between an engaged employee and a 

proactive employee (Chapter 7, Theme E2: EP3). This concept was already emphasised by 

the managers in Section 6.4. In the current study, eight of the 10 employees interviewed 

considered being proactive was an important aspect of engagement. An engaged employee 

was someone who helped his manager to solve problem before it become a serious one per 

such comments as these: 

 

E2: When you find out that something is not right you need to bring it to the 
boss or the team leader. You need to highlight it. That’s what an engaged 
employee should do. 

 

This was due to the interconnected nature of project work whereby mistakes in one part of the 

project would have a dominoes-like effect on the rest of the project, according to E9 who 

commented that his proactive behaviour and thinking have helped him on many occasions at 

work. On projects, he needed to regularly check to see if there were any potential problems 

on the job site. In E9’s experience, any mistakes or delays in one part of the project will 

invariably affect the rest of the project. Hence, the need for the individual employee to 
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regularly scan his work environment for potential sources of problems and to solve it before 

it impacted on other aspect of the project. Also, when encountered with a problem, a 

proactive employee must think through the solutions and suggest it to his manager as 

confirmed by E5 who considered taking ownership of a problem instead of complaining to 

the manager is the hall mark of an engaged employee. In E2’s perspective such employees 

are independent and resourceful because they proactively identify problems and think 

through solutions before taking the matters to his manager which condition such employees 

to be more independent and resourceful.  

 

Generally, the employees in the subject firm viewed an engaged employee as a proactive 

employee (E5: an engaged employee help his manager to solve problems without being 

prompted; E7: proactive means taking up additional responsibilities without being asked by 

the management; and E4: (proactive is) when an employee did not know how to carry out the 

task, he should…ask someone to teach him). This finding parallels the definition of 

engagement in such studies as Bakker and Schaufeli (2008) and Khan (1990), whose research 

suggested that an engaged employee is fully committed to his work role and displays 

expanding energy and vigour into his work. These positive emotions and energies in turn are 

then translated into proactive work-related behaviours (Parker, Bindl, and Strauss, 2010) 

leading to better performance and outcomes. The benefits accrued to an organisation with a 

pool of proactive employees include better overall performance and organisational results 

while the employees themselves experience better job satisfaction. 

 

In summary, Theme E2’s discussion focused on how employees perceived the EE construct. 

From the evidence provided by employee feedback, it can be concluded that the employees 

believed that engaged employees were able to perform his work role competently, enjoyed 

his work and self-initiate actions in anticipation of work challenges. These three concepts 

(work role, task enjoyment, and proactive behaviour) were aligned with the existing 

engagement literature validating the current study findings.   

 

Theme E3: Factors affecting EE 

The ten employees who were interviewed raised concerns regarding how three factors may 

affect the engagement level. These included negative working relationships, lack of 

recognition and inadequate reward, and job-related stress. This was a surprising finding since 

most of the interviewee responses centred on the positive aspects of the workplace pursuit to 
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the issues discussed in Themes E1 and E2. The following detailed discussion explores 

possible explanations for these contradictory findings. 

 

Negative working relationships 

Eight of the 10 employees complained about experiencing negative working relationships in 

various forms (Chapter 7, Theme E3: EF1). Such negative experiences included 

uncooperative colleagues who were unwilling to share work information, colleagues pushing 

work onto others, and instances where colleagues did not respect their peers. Certain 

interviewed participants (E3; E4; E7) also reported feeling frustrated by unsupportive and 

irresponsible colleagues. At the interdepartmental level, certain employees complained that 

communication was weak and critical information was seldom shared across departments.  

This researcher detected feelings of frustration and strained relationships among several of 

the employees interviewed. 

 

Poor working relationships might be caused by poor communications at the individual or 

departmental level, given the literature about dysfunctional organisational communication.  

Menon et al. (1996), for instance suggested that if communications among related functional 

units are weak or ineffective, important information necessary for quality output is usually 

not shared, often leading to inferior results.  The interview results confirmed that some 

problems had already resulted because of this work situation. Other negative consequences of 

poor communication include weakened employee commitment (Kramer, 1999; Asamu, 2014), 

and lower engagement in organisations (MacLeod and Clarke, 2009). In a negative working 

relationship, employees will be less willing to do their best for the organisation (Andrews, 

2004).  George and Brief (1996) and Pearson et. al. (2000) content that employees 

experiencing negative emotions can affect their productivity, such as lost time and 

distractions at work worrying over incidents; and development of anxiety, anger.  The 

interview transcripts reflect these issues, including:  E7: “they just refuse to share it (work 

information) with us! Each time I have to ask for it”; and E6: “These tasks are actually their 

work. Yet, they won’t do it. So we have to cover their work!”. This finding was also 

consistent with Pearson et. al., (2000) and George and Brief (1996)’s research where 

employees who are on the receiving end of a co-worker’s negative work behaviours (such 

was in the current study) frequently lost time worrying over the incident developed anxiety, 

anger, and experienced distractions at work.  
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Lack of recognition and adequate reward 

Five of the 10 employees being interviewed were not satisfied with their managers in terms 

of recognition (Chapter 7, Theme E3: EF2). There was a sense of emotional dissatisfaction 

detected among certain employees interviewed in the way they expressed their relationship 

with their managers. For instance, E3, E8, E9 and E10 felt underappreciated by their 

managers because they were seldom praised for their efforts or contributions (excerpt: “I 

have not been praised by my supervisor”). There was also one particular employee who felt 

that he was not adequately compensated for the job and workload:  

 

I used to do part time teaching which pays better than my current job. 
Sometimes, I am unhappy about my salary because it is so low. There is so 
much work to do here. The volume of work is really high. 

  

Two possible reasons may account for the managers’ apparent reluctance to praise their 

subordinates. The first possible reason for managers not taking time to show their 

appreciation for their subordinate’s contribution could be that the managers were simply too 

occupied with their own work and priorities and had little time left for such ‘niceties’. This 

explanation is corroborated by Theme M3:  Manager’s Job Satisfaction, which focused on 

their workload and stress levels. The second reason might be one suggested by Erez (1994) 

and Hofstede (2001) that the Singaporean culture is a high power distant where people 

generally accept unequal power distribution as part of life and subordinates prefer managers 

to make decisions and provide them with clear work instructions.  From the subject firm 

manager’s perspective, subordinates were simply carrying out the work instructions and 

doing what was told so there was no reason to praise him (M6: “We have project meetings, 

staff meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings to ensure everyone follows the 

schedule”; and M5: “I would pose a series of questions to make sure they really can answer 

me and understand what they are required to do”). 

  

The sense of dissatisfaction with the lack of appreciation from management could also be 

detected in employees interviewed. From comments by several employees, appreciative 

behaviour was not often displayed (For example: E8 shared that her manager seldom praised 

her for her work; E10 reported that he did not receive much praises or recognition from his 

boss), thus this point was raised by five of the participating interviewees.  The existing 

literature suggests that employees who are praised by their managers tend to demonstrate 

higher productivity and better work performance (Judge and Piccolo, 2004) as they are more 

likely to work harder to accomplish assigned tasks.  
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With regards to participants’ complaints about low pay, the real issue is the fact that the 

Singapore construction industry is one of the lowest pay masters compared to the 

manufacturing and service industry (Ministry of Manpower, 2017b). Also, small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) possess limited resources to compete with larger organisations in terms of 

compensation packages (Cardon and Stevens 2004). The subject firm unfortunately is both a 

SME and is operating in the construction industry, which puts it in a disadvantaged position 

as an employer. In the context of the current study, the researcher noted well-designed 

compensation packages and appreciative management was not in abundant display at this 

subject firm.  The study by Saks and Rotman (2006) showed that employees who are 

rewarded with higher pay tend to feel obligated to reciprocate their organisation with more 

effort in the form of greater engagement. Khan (1990) summarizes this issue best: how 

valuable the employee perceives his compensation package affects his willingness to be 

engaged at work. 

 

Job related stress 

Although only three of the 10 employees highlighted the issue of job stress (Chapter 7, 

Theme E3: EF3) it was worthwhile to examine this concern in further detail. Evidence 

seemed to show that there could be deeper issues with this concern that might possibly 

explain why employees were not as engaged as they appeared to be. Job-related stress is an 

important consideration because the consequences of poorly handled job stress could result in 

increased turnover, reduced efficiency and lowered staff morale (Larson, 2004).  

 

Interviewees - both managers and employees - noted a number of reasons leading to job 

stress in the subject firm:  role ambiguity where personnel wore “many hats”, incomplete 

information, and work overload: (M3: “Being the middle manager is quite challenging and 

stressful”; M4:“I do not want any delay and I want work to be done fast. Missing a deadline 

will be a big problem for me. Sometimes, I can’t sleep well thinking about work”; E5: 

“…incomplete work being passed on (to me)...makes me stress up”; and E7: “It’s not my job. 

It’s the supervisor’s job. But now it’s looks like I have to do their job”). The various incidents 

mentioned by both managers and employees clearly support this assertion.  The literature 

supported the findings by this researcher.  According to Ismail, et. al. (2013), and Kahn, et. al. 

(1964), the two common causes of job stress are role ambiguity and role overload. Role 

ambiguity refers to when a job is unclear because there is insufficient information on the role, 

objectives or scope of responsibility or unclear expectations from managers and co-workers, 
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and role overload refers to a work situation where long working hours, heavy responsibilities 

and scope of work etc., overwhelmed employee (Ismail, et. al., 2013). These two stressors 

impact workplace morale, performance and job satisfaction. The evidence offered by the 

managers as well as employees attested to these working conditions.  

 

Job-related stress may also have contributed to poor working relationships experienced by 

various employees corroborated by studies by George and Brief (1996) and Larson (2004), 

whose premises were that uncooperative work environments reported higher levels of anxiety, 

anger, and distractions at work, with pent up stress and frustration possibly leading to 

undesirable consequences such as that which was reported in the subject firm. 

 

In summary, the Theme E3 discussion focused on concerns expressed by certain employees 

regarding factors that they felt negatively affected the firm’s engagement level. The factors 

highlighted were negative working relationships, lack of recognition and inadequate reward, 

and job-related stress. The lack of management recognition in particular, reflected the 

employee dissatisfaction towards their relationship with their direct supervisor (manager) on 

to top of the other three other factors. These evidence were in direct contradiction to the 

previous findings in Theme E1 and E2 where a positive and favourable impression was 

formed for which employees promoted EE at work. In light of this, eight individuals out of 

the 10 employees interviewed brought up these negative issues, the situation should attract 

the management attention if more employees expressed these concerns. 

  

A proposed framework on how the employees experience EE   

Based on the discussions of the three principle themes that emerged from the interviews with 

employees, the researcher has developed an integrated framework for the formation of EE in 

the subject firm. Below is Figure 8.2, which explains how the various job resources and 

factors might have influenced overall employee perceptions of the engagement construct. The 

illustrated framework (Figure 8.2) proposes that the employee perception of EE construct 

(Theme E2) was partially influenced by job resources (Theme E1) and factors - both positive 

and negative-affecting EE (Theme E3). What follows in this section discusses how these 

three themes are interconnected with one another and how these likely shaped the way 

employees perceived the engagement construct.  
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Figure 8.2: Factors influencing how the employee perceived the engagement construct 

 

Source: figure developed for this study  

 

This section presents a detail discussion of the three major themes and related concepts in 

relation to the Research Question 2 regarding how employees perceived and participated in 

the construct of EE.  The purpose of this research question was to fill a gap in the literature 

on EE that had not actively compared employee and manager perceptions and experiences of 

engagement within the context of a single, unique working environment, thus the dual focus 

on both the managers (Section 8.1.1) and the employees (Section 8.1.2).  

 

Global studies of the employee engagement construct have produced varied definitions and 

explanation to date. Yet there are few studies that have investigated this phenomenon in the 

form of case study focusing on both managers and employees in a specific industry 

(construction) within a uniquely Singaporean context. It would also be meaningful to 

examine how the employee perceived the engagement construct in this very precise, rarefied 

environment by investigating any number of other variables that might shape the EE 

construct and each individual’s particular experience.      

 

 

How job resources promoting EE (Theme E1) influences employee perception of EE 

(Theme E2)  

Employees may have personal views regarding what constitutes EE.  However, that 

understanding would also be partially shaped by his experience in the workplace and the way 

he was treated by the management and colleagues. Murphy and Jackson (1999) asserted that 

for an employee to effectively carry out his work role he needs to have access to job 

resources such as supportive management, workplace learning and development, positive 

workplace relationship, and employee participation.  
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In the case of the subject firm, employees who have access to supportive management such as 

information, emotional support, and appropriate equipment are able to carry out their work 

roles more effectively.  From the raw data, it appears that the respondents for the most part 

felt that theoretically, job resources, workplace learning and development opportunities 

would allow for a positive workplace environment including cooperative and supportive 

colleagues in which managers and employees communicated and participated in proactive 

mutual decision-making. However, the evidence points to other conclusions: extraordinary 

stress, communication problems, peer conflicts, lack of appreciation and a host of other 

indications of malaise in the subject firm. 

 

The employees believed that theoretically, access to these four types of job resources would 

assist them to effectively carry out their work role and that subsequently employees would 

more likely emphasise that work role and proactivity form a significant component of the 

engagement construct. Hence, it might be argued that how the employee perceived the 

engagement construct could be influenced by availability job resources.  This begs the 

question, did in fact these types of job resources exist in the subject firm, and did the 

employees actually benefit from these job resources? 

 

How factors affecting EE (Theme E3) influences employee perception of EE (Theme E2)  

This research proposes that employee perceptions of EE may also be affected by various 

other factors including lack of recognition and inadequate reward, negative working 

relationships, and job-related stress. The next few paragraphs present a possible connection 

between these factors and how it may have influenced employee perceptions and experiences 

of the engagement construct at work.  

 

Lack of recognition and inadequate reward likely affected how an employee accomplished 

his work role because he would be less motivated to fully carry it out. As suggested in 

Section 8.1.2, employee who believes that his work was not recognised by management and 

complains about inadequate reward might be less willing to put forward his best effort at 

work and hence, be less engaged. Lack of recognition and inadequate reward might have 

prompted at least one of the employees interviewed to rely on work role (doing one’s job well) 

and task enjoyment (deriving meaning from one’s work) as indication of participation in EE, 

rather than defining EE in terms of appreciation from management. 
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Similarly, job related stress might also lower the employee’s task enjoyment level. This, in 

turn, lowers the employee’s engagement level. Over time, such employees might even 

experience ill effects of job stress or burnout. Hence, these employees considered enjoying 

what they do on the job as an essential part of engagement as long as the stress level did not 

overwhelm their ability to cope with it. 

   

At the same time, a negative work place might hinder or even discourage an employee from 

performing his work role fully. Negative working relationships might have prompted at least 

two employees in the subject firm to become more proactive because they do not want to rely 

on sloppy or unsupportive colleagues to do their part of the job. It was likely that proactive 

employees’ self-initiate actions to compensate for uncooperative colleagues in order to 

accomplish required team tasks.  In this case study, however, such an uncooperative work 

environment was not conducive for the long term since these employees would be 

preoccupied with taking actions to compensate for uncooperative colleagues’ behaviours 

instead of concentrating on the work. Such negative working relationships would likely 

hamper productivity and induce stress to diligent, productive proactive employees who would 

have to compensate by working harder to make up for the slack caused by unresponsive 

colleagues.         

 

Overall, it was found that certain employees experienced lack of recognition and inadequate 

reward, negative work relationships, and job stress that partially shaped views of what it 

meant to be engaged at work. The researcher reasonably concluded that an employee’s 

perception of the engagement construct was likely shaped by the presence or absence of these 

three factors. 

 

8.1.3 Merging the two perspectives: A holistic model summarizing how manager and 

employee interaction shape the perception of EE 

In Figure 8.3 below, the researcher has merged both managers and employee perspectives on 

EE into one holistic model that explains how the construct was shaped by these two parties. 

The manager’s approach towards fostering engagement (Theme M1) was mostly influenced 

by his job satisfaction level (Theme M3) and his perception of EE (Theme M2). Through the 

manager, the employee was able to access seven types of job resources (Theme M1) which 

were mostly relevant to them (Theme E1). The employee perception of EE was influenced by 

the types of job resources (Theme E1) and factors affecting engagement (Theme E3).  

 



279 
 

This holistic model summarises the interactions between managers and employees in 

developing engagement in the subject firm. The process is largely consistent with the JD-R 

model theory (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014) which predicts that job resources play a critical role 

in promoting EE at the workplace. The employees in this research who had access to 

sufficient and relevant job resources certainly expressed that they were able to better cope 

with job demands, which resulted in better performance and improved engagement level. 

However, as revealed in the previous section, a lack of certain aspects of job resources forced 

employees to compensate and become engaged using other means. 

   

Figure 8.3: A holistic model summarising how manager and employee interaction shape 
the perception of EE 

 

 

Source: figure developed for this study  

 

8.1.4 Key Finding: Convergence and divergence of themes between manager and 

employee perspectives 

Using a single case study constituting two groups of key players - managers and employees-  

is ideal for investigating the EE construct in depth and in granular detail. A single case study 

research approach allowed for a detailed qualitative investigation on how two different yet 

interdependent key players perceived EE under the same organisational environment. By 

comparing the emergent themes derived from the two groups of participants, the researcher 

was not only better able to corroborate concepts from two different sources, but it also 

improved the accuracy of the overall findings.  

 

The contribution of this thesis was encapsulated in the Figure 8.4: Key Findings: Conceptual 

map of manager / employee interaction towards engagement. This map outlined how 

managers provided relevant job resources (eg. training, supportive management, bonding 
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activities) and accessed by employees thus satisfying their needs for availability, safety and 

meaningfulness resulting in better engagement (Kahn, 1990). The manager’s approach to 

providing job resources were influenced by their own relationship with top management, 

perception of the engagement construct. Employees experience engagement were shaped by 

the availability of job resources, perception of the engagement construct and disengagement 

factors.   

 

Managers who actively provided job resources to their subordinates were in effect promoting 

employee engagement. Through offering appropriate job resources to the employees, the 

managers were signalling to their subordinates that their superior cared for them and 

supported them in their work efforts. Such managers’ actions also satisfied the employees’ 

three prerequisite conditions for engagement: availability, safety and meaningfulness needs 

(Kahn, 1990). Consequently, employees who have access to sufficient job resources tend to 

be more engaged because they were likely to be more satisfied with their three pre-

engagement condition needs.  

 

The qualitative findings from Chapter 6 (manager’s response) and 7 (employee’s response) 

generated a massive volume of concepts and ideas that were coded according to a set of 

guidelines within a predetermined framework. Figure 8.4 clearly display how these concepts 

converged or diverged from each other forming a holistic interaction between management 

and employees:  
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Figure 8.4:  Key Findings: Conceptual map of manager/employee interaction towards 
engagement 

 
 

Source: figure developed for this study  
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Coincidentally, there were three almost identical themes that emerged from the two-interview 

data: Theme M1 regarding how managers approached EE using job resources while Theme 

E1 that of how employees perceived the effectiveness of those job resources offered by 

managers. Similarly, both managers and employees also shared the same Theme 2 which was 

their perceptions of the EE construct. Theme 3 offered a divergence of perspectives for both 

the managers and employees. For the managers, Theme M3 concerned their job satisfaction 

level and feelings about their role as middle manager in fostering EE. For the employees, 

Theme E3 was concerned with the factors that may affect the engagement level in the subject 

firm. The next few sections present a detailed discussion on how the three themes and related 

concepts converged and diverged from each other.          

 

Theme 1: Convergence and divergence of concepts in job resources  

For clarity, it is important to review the similarities and differences between the manager and 

employee perspectives toward job resources allocated to promote EE. The more concepts 

both groups of stakeholders had in common, the more relevant these resources were put to 

use. To illustrate this convergence/divergence in perception of job resources, the researcher 

created the following Table 8.3:  

 

Table 8.3: Comparison between manager and employee views on approach and job 
resources to promote EE 

Theme M1: Manager’s approach 
to engage employees 

Theme E1: Job resources 
promoting EE (Employee) 

Clustering of concepts 
aligned with Kahn 
(1990) EE condition 

MA1: Training and development 
 

ER2: Workplace learning 
and development 

Cluster 1 
Availability 

MA2:  Effective communication 

ER1: Supportive 
management 

Cluster 2 
Safety and availability 

MA3: Bonding activities  
MA5: Internal job transfer  
MA6: Compensation  
MA7: Workplace well-being 
MA4: Employee inputs  ER4: Employee 

participation 
Cluster 3 

Meaningfulness 
No convergence of concepts ER3: Positive workplace 

relationship 
Availability, Safety and 

Meaningfulness 
 

Source: Table developed from interview data 
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Convergence of concepts in Theme 1 
Based on the manager and employee’s Theme 1 findings, both groups concurred that most of 

the job resources necessary for promoting EE were made available to the latter. It should be 

emphasised that the subject firm did make deliberate efforts to promote EE through the seven 

job resources (approaches) per what surfaced from the manager interview data. The 

employees were aware of these resources and used these to improve their work role 

performance. However, out of the seven job resources, the employees only considered three 

clusters of job resources (See Table 8.3: Cluster 1 to 3) as relevant and useful to encourage 

engagement. Employees felt that some job resources were still lacking. This dissatisfaction 

was partially expressed in the form of concerns in Theme E3: Factors affecting EE, i.e., the 

three negative concepts: negative working relationships, lack of recognition and adequate 

reward, and job related stress. These three concepts may have affected these employees’ 

overall EE level at work. A more detailed discussion on Theme E3 will be presented later in 

this chapter.   

 

The three clusters of converging concepts are broadly linked to Kahn’s (1990) employee 

engagement conditions: availability, safety and meaningfulness. According to Kahn (1990) 

these three conditions must exist in order for employee to become engaged at work.  

 

• Cluster 1 is related to availability which is the psychological condition where the 

employee has the physical, emotional and mental abilities to be engaged at work 

(Kahn, 1990).  

• Cluster 2 is associated with both safety and availability. Safety refers the 

psychological condition where an employee experiences no fear of reprisal from 

supervisors or colleagues for just being himself at work (Kahn, 1990).  

• Cluster 3 is interlinked with meaningfulness, which is how an employee values 

his work in relation to his ideals or standards (Hackman and Oldham, 1980; 

Renn and Vandenberg, 1995).   

   

Both managers and employee concurred that Cluster 1 related concepts promoted the sense of 

availability where employees were provided with job resources in the form of training that 

equip them with relevant skill sets to perform their work role. Both parties appreciated the 

importance of skillsets, which had direct bearing on work role performance and 

organisational outcomes. The managers depended on the workforce skills and abilities to 
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deliver the deadline driven projects. Employees without relevant skillsets would not be able 

to accomplish their work, thus affecting the subject firm’s overall performance.  The acute 

shortage of skilled manpower in the construction industry compelled the subject firm to 

concentrate on providing training and developing to its existing employees to compensate for 

the need for skilful personnel.   

 

For Cluster 2 related concepts, both managers and employees agreed that supportive 

management was crucial in promoting a conducive workplace for EE. These job resources 

satisfied both the psychological conditions of availability and safety needs. Availability need 

was met through effective communication, internal job transfer, compensation, which 

provided the necessary resources for the employees to accomplish their work role. Safety 

need was satisfied through bonding activities and workplace well-being where the employee 

felt that they worked in a friendly and caring environment without any fear or worries.  

However, while both parties agreed that supportive management was crucial to positive 

engagement, in fact, employees felt that only one manager capably provided supportive 

management:  employees felt quite unsupported by their supervisors. 

 

The managers and employees also agreed that Cluster 3 concepts of employee participation 

were important to promote EE. For the employee, he would experience greater 

meaningfulness when he was able to influence decision making and witness his contributions 

to the subject firm overall performance. For the manager, having employee inputs improved 

the quality of decision making process and outcomes. This finding showed convergence of 

this concept whereby both parties agreed that employee participation benefited the managers, 

the employees, and the firm as a whole. 

 
Divergence of concepts in Theme 1   
There was clear divergence of opinion between managers and employees for Theme 1:  

Concept ER3: positive workplace relationship. A plausible explanation for this finding could 

be that from the managers’ perspective, positive workplace relationships were not an 

important matter and took for granted that the employees were working cooperatively among 

themselves. Furthermore, the managers might have assumed that existing job resources such 

as bonding activities and workplace well-being were sufficient to foster a positive work 

environment for the employees to work together.  

 

However, due to the interconnectivity of their work, employees earnestly wanted to work in a 

positive work environment in order to accomplish their work with other colleagues. To these 
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employees a positive workplace would satisfy all three psychological conditions for 

engagement (Kahn, 1990) yet surprising was not considered important by the managers. The 

perceptual differences between managers and employees on the significance of a positive 

workplace relationship may now or later cause conflict because of the mismatch of priority 

by management when allocating job resources to promote engagement.      

    

Theme 3: Manager and employees concerns 

Both managers and employees reported differing themes and concepts in Theme 3, which 

ultimately addressed an individual’s job satisfaction. For managers, Theme M3 was related to 

manager job satisfaction, consisted of MJ1: relationship with top management, and MJ2: 

feelings towards middle manager role. For employees, Theme E3 involved factors affecting 

EE in the form of three concepts: FE1: negative working relationships, EF2: lack of 

recognition and adequate reward, and EF3: job related stress. Interestingly, there was one 

common concept that both parties shared – job related stress. 

  

Under Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction, the manager’s treatment of his subordinates 

could be related to how the manager himself experienced job satisfaction, MJ1: his 

relationship with his supervisor (top management) and MJ2: his feelings towards his work 

role as a middle manager. The managers in the current study were generally satisfied with 

their job because the top management has treated these middle managers relatively well by 

offering them various resources such as career promotion, learning and development 

opportunities, adequate compensation, and meaningful work. Consistent with the “trickled-

down effect” (Chen, Friedman, and Simons, 2014) the managers believed that they also 

treated the employees by engaging them with similar resources (see Theme M1: Manager’s 

approach to engage employees).  

 

However, the data clearly showed that the employee felt differently.  They felt that two 

important resources were not made available to them: (1) appropriate recognition and (2) 

adequate reward (EF2: lack of recognition and adequate reward). Employees without access 

to these two job resources reported lower engagement level even though the managers had 

provided seven types job resources (Theme M1: Manager approach to engage employees). 

Certain employees were not satisfied with their jobs due to lack of or insufficient recognition 

and inadequate rewards. This finding was a stark contrast with the managers experience (MJ1: 

Relations with top management) where they enjoyed high job satisfaction and meaningful 

relationship with their supervisor (top management).   



286 
 

Furthermore, the existing job resources were also not sufficient to mitigate effects from 

negative working relationships (EF1) and job-related stress (EF3). In the current study, stress 

was a crucial aspect of the job. This was clearly evident in the comments given by the 

managers and employees during the interviews. Both managers (MJ2: feelings towards 

middle manager role) and several employees (EF3: job related stress) experienced job-related 

stress in varying degrees due to the inherent work environment of the construction industry. 

This is consistent with various studies, which found that the highly fragmented project 

environments and non-regular working patterns have contributed to higher stress (Senaratne 

and Rasagopalasingam, 2017; Zawawi, 2013). Excessive stress may also lead to lower job 

satisfaction (Senaratne and Rasagopalasingam, 2017) or burnout (Maslach et al., 1996).  

 

Discussion and reflections of two perspectives 

Overall, there was broad consensus in Theme 1 (Managers’ approach to EE:  job resources) 

and Theme 2 (Employees:  job resources) for both the managers and employees. Theme 3 

(job satisfaction) was the only theme where both groups of participants differed greatly in 

views, while nevertheless agreeing on a shared finding:  job related stress. The finding is in 

line with Bakker and Albrecht’s (2018) study that found that job demands such as stress can 

weaken the positive link between job resources and engagement resulting in poorer 

performance and lower job satisfaction. This discovery should present a concern for 

management of the subject firm since job stress was experienced by both managers and 

employees.  Conceptual level divergence was found across all three themes in varying 

degrees. The findings from both themes further reflected that EE is closely related to job 

resources availability as theorised by Bailey et al., (2017) who recently conducted a 

systematic review of this subject. The present study also supported that the JD-R theory 

(Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) is still one of the most common theories to date to explain 

how sufficient job and personal resources can help engaged employees in overcoming work-

related high challenges (Tadic et al., 2015).   The JD-R Theory (Job Demand-Resource) 

promulgated by Bakker and Demerouti (2017) simply states that employees who have access 

to relevant job resources can execute their work role more effectively while experiencing less 

job-related stress and burnout. 

 

In Theme 1, both the managers and employees largely agreed that the relevant job resources 

that promoted EE in the workplace were available to the employees. Under Theme 1 there 

was only one concept – ER3: positive workplace relationship that did not overlapped with 

any of the resources from those used by the managers to encourage EE. This raised some 
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concerns as working in a positive work environment was essential to the employees, but this 

same concept was not considered important to the managers. This concern subsequently 

surfaced again in Theme E3. The present study found that for an employee to become 

engaged, a positive workplace relationship was essential which was also supported by 

Barrick et al. (2015) who proposed a related construct called collective organizational 

engagement. Collective organisational engagement is defined as “shared perceptions of 

organizational members…are, as a whole, physically, cognitively and emotionally invested in 

their work.” (p. 8). It is hence not surprising to find a small number of employees in the 

subject firm also desperately seeking for a more conducive working environment where 

employees were committed to their work, willing to help and support each other to achieve a 

shared goal. 

 

In Theme 3, the manager and employees held diverging views represented by conflicting 

themes, but ultimately addressing feelings of job satisfaction.  Managers focused on their 

own job satisfaction while employees were concerned with the factors affecting EE. The 

researcher sensed that job satisfaction level between the two occupational groups could not 

be more contrasting. Even though these two themes mostly diverged in terms of its nature and 

concerns, both managers and employees concurred that job-related stress was a common 

concern.  Again, this finding provided empirical evidence that when employees experienced 

job-related stress as a hindering job demand, it can lead to poorer work performance and 

lower engagement (Bakker and Albrecht, 2018) for both occupational groups. In general, the 

job resources offered to the employees were insufficient to mitigate the negative work 

environment and the job stress they experienced. Both managers and employees experienced 

job-related stress that affected their satisfaction and engagement level.  Employees expressed 

that lack of recognition and inadequate reward further dampened the employee engagement 

experience. Taken together, these factors and variables negatively impacted EE in the subject 

firm. 

 

8.2 Summary and merging of responses to Research Questions 1, 2, 3 

To comprehensively address the four research questions that underpinned this study, the 

researcher developed a framework in the form of Table 8.4 to illustrate how the various 

research questions addressed the types of data and sources of the findings. This section aimed 

to merge and synthesis both quantitative and qualitative findings into a set of holistic answers 

offering a balanced view to the current study. 
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Table 8.4: Answering Research Questions 1 through 4  

Data Type Quantitative analyses Qualitative Interpretation and 
Qualitative Interviews 

Research 
Question 1 

Results from questionnaire – manager 
perception of EE (Chapter 5) 

Interview results from manager 
(Chapter 6) 

Research 
Question 2 

Results from questionnaire –employee 
perceptions of EE (Chapter 5) 

Interview results from employee (Chapter 7) 

Research 
Question 3 

Compare and contrast answers from RQ1 (manager questionnaire +  interview) and RQ2 
(employee questionnaire + interview) 

Research 
Question 4 

Compare and contrast answers from RQ3 to Gallup global engagement survey 

Source: Table created for this research 

 

To reiterate, the four research questions developed in Chapter 3 were:  

 

Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they 
feel about it? How do managers engage their employees? 
 
Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? 
How do employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  
 
Research Question 3: Are there similarities or differences between manager and 
employee perceptions of employee engagement, and what are the implications of 
these similarities and differences? 
 
Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean 
employee engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other countries? 
 
This study adopted a mixed method approach in a single case study to ensure a 

comprehensive and holistic understanding of the EE construct. The research design was a 

sequential explanatory mixed method (Creswell and Clark, 2017) that involved first 

collecting quantitative data using statistical tools and then followed up with qualitative data 

collected in the form of personal interviews. The qualitative data (Phase II) from the 

interview was used to corroborate the quantitative data findings (Phase I) in the hopes this 

information might offer insights into this study that a single method cannot offer. The next 

few paragraphs provide a detailed discussion of the two data sets.  

 

8.2.1 Responding to Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers 

and how do they feel about it; how do managers engage their employees 

Once again, Chapter 5 presented and discussed the quantitative responses from the managers 

and employees in a Q12-like questionnaire survey. The results did not indicate any significant 

findings in terms of how managers perceived the EE construct across such various 

demographic variables as age, gender, and education level. Chapter 6 provided the qualitative 
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findings on the manager’s perceptions of EE in the form of in-depth personal interview. 

Three major themes formed by related concepts emerged from the interview data. 

 

Table 8.5 was developed to present a summary of both quantitative findings (Chapter 5) and 

qualitative findings (Chapter 6) in relations to Research Question 1. Both sets of findings are 

also paired correspondingly to its counterpart to illustrate the linkage between these findings. 

The findings from the earlier chapters were merged, synthesised and presented in a format 

that answers Research Question 1 while at the same time addressed the quantitative findings 

from Chapter 5. 
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Table 8.5: Manager’s perception of EE construct: merging quantitative and qualitative 
findings 

Quantitative findings Qualitative findings 

N = 10 
 
Highest score item was Q10 (M = 4.10, SD = 
0.57) (I, or someone at work, care about my 
subordinate as a person)  
 
Lowest score item was Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 
0.52) (In the last six months, I, or someone at 
work, have/has talked to my subordinate about 
his/ her progress)  
 
 
 
Interpretation: The managers perceived 
themselves as caring and concerned superiors. 
However, they did not do enough in 
communicating with subordinates regarding 
work progress. This could be due to time 
constraint or other limitations. 

N=8 
 
THEME M1: Manager’s approach to engage 
employee employees  
MA1: Training and development 
MA2: Effective communication  

MA3: Bonding activities  

MA4: Employee inputs  
MA5: Internal job transfer  
MA6: Compensation  
MA7: Workplace well-being 

 
 
THEME M3:  Manager job satisfaction 
MJ1: Relationship with top management  
MJ2: Feelings towards middle manager role 

 

• The managers perceived their employees’ 
engagement level as high: mean score of 
3.88. 

• Most managers (79%) perceived the 
employees to be engaged or very engaged.   

• A few managers (21%) adopted a neutral 
standard (mid-point score of 3 out 5) 
towards the construct. 

 
THEME M2: Manager’s perception of EE  
ME1: Skills  
ME2: Proactive behaviours   
ME3: Learning from mistakes  
ME4: Teamwork 
 

Source: Table developed from interview data 
 

What is employee engagement to managers and how did they felt about it? 

The managers were mostly satisfied with their subordinate’s engagement level. This was 

evident in the survey results. The managers perceived their subordinate’s engagement level as 

relatively high: mean score of 3.88 out of 5 with most managers (79%) considering the 

employees engaged or very engaged. To these managers an engaged employee was someone 

who possessed the relevant skill sets (ME1), took actions in anticipation of work challenges 

(ME2), was willing to learn from his mistakes (ME3) and worked effectively as a team player 

(ME4). It must be noted that not all managers considered their subordinates as engaged 

because a few managers (21%) adopted a neutral standard (mid-point score of 3 out 5) 

towards the construct. A possible explanation could be that some of the managers believed 
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that a few of the employees were unable to carry out their work role according to the 

manager’s expectation of an engaged employee.  

 

How did managers engage their employees? 

According to the evidence presented, managers felt they fostered EE in the subject firm 

through training and development, internal job transfer, effective communication, employee 

inputs, bonding activities, workplace well-being, and compensation. The EE literature 

confirms that each of these approaches has varying positive impacts on engagement level and 

this finding was borne out in employee interviews at the subject firm. 

  

The managers actively identified employees for training and development (MA1) because 

relevant skills were essential to performance. An employee needed to be equipped with the 

right skills before he can carry out his work. When the employee can perform, his confident 

would improve and he was more likely to become engaged at work. In order for employees to 

perform in the job best suited for their skills and capability, job transfers were regularly 

provided so employees could be fitted into the right job (MA5). Employees who were in 

occupations that allowed them to best utilise their skill sets derived higher job satisfaction 

and were more inclined to become engaged.  To involve employees in the decision-making 

process, the manager organised meetings and discussions (MA2) during which employees 

were encouraged to provide their inputs (MA4). Employees involved in decision making 

experienced meaningfulness and engagement. To provide a more conducive work 

environment, managers organised various socialising activities (MA3) to create opportunities 

for employees to bond and develop better work relationship. Employees working in a friendly 

and cooperative environment experienced safety and meaningfulness which predisposed them 

to positive engagement. Certain managers also made special efforts to inquire after an 

employee’s personal well-being (MA7), which again, promoted a sense of safety and 

generated employee obligation to work harder in response to the manager’s care and concerns 

towards the employee.  However, the researcher noted that activities discussed in MA7 was 

not universally practiced and most of the credit accrued to a single manager, who was popular 

with employees across all departments.  

 

According to managers, the firm offered reasonable compensation (MA6) package to the 

employees, although employees expressed unhappiness with their compensation, and the 

researcher noted that construction industry compensation is among the lowest in Singapore. 

Although appropriately designed compensation and reward packages can significantly affect 
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an employee engagement level and is indicative of how the firm values employee 

contributions, in the case of this subject firm, employees expressed a different viewpoint.  

Mitigating circumstances such as construction industry low salaries; the subject firm being a 

small enterprise competing among large multinational companies in a highly competitive 

environment, resulted in employees complaining that the firm’s compensation and rewards 

were inadequate.   

 

How managers cared for his subordinates (Q10: I, or someone at work, care about my 

subordinate as a person) 

Most of the managers claimed that they cared about their subordinates a person (Q10: M = 

4.10) at least in two tangible ways - providing job resources such as workplace well-being 

and bonding activities. The managers cared for their subordinates’ well-being by helping 

them resolve their personal problems and provided paid off days for employees to enjoy 

longer rest periods. Besides taking a personal interest in the subordinate’s well-being (MA7), 

management also frequently organised get-together sessions and yearly incentive trips (MA3) 

as opportunities for managers and employees to socialise. Such recreational activities helped 

to foster a sense of belonging and camaraderie between managers and his/her subordinates. 

Through such activities, the manager considered that he was able to know his subordinates 

better and cared for him at a personal level. In these two ways, the managers felt that they 

showed care and concern for their subordinates.   

 

How a manager discussed his subordinate work progress (Q16: In the last six months, I, or 

someone at work, has talked to my subordinate about his/ her progress) 

Managers did discuss with their subordinate their work progress although this item had the 

lowest score (Q16: M = 3.60). Managers used meetings, briefings and performance feedback 

sessions to convey work instructions and performance expectations to employees (MA2: 

Effective communication). However, due to tight deadlines and other priorities, the managers 

were often occupied with more pressing matters and had little time to discuss employee 

progress and development. This was corroborated by the findings that these managers were 

already under pressure from performing their roles as middle management in fulfilling 

expectations demanded from their superiors (top management), meeting various project 

deadlines and managing their subordinates (MJ2: Feelings towards middle manager role). It 

was not surprising that managers felt that they did not spend enough time to discuss work 

progress with their subordinates. Insufficient feedback from managers may have led to 

certain employees making negative comments about their engagement level. 
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8.2.2 Responding to Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about 

employee engagement? How do employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  

Chapter 5 discussed the Q12-like questionnaire survey that managers and employees both 

took part in. The results did not indicate any significant findings in terms of how employees 

viewed the EE construct across various demographic variables. In Chapter 7 through in-depth 

personal interviews, three themes surfaced and were duly reported.  

To provide a clear outline of how both data sets were aligned and corresponded to each other, 

the researcher created Table 8.6 to present a summary of employee quantitative (Chapter 5) 

and qualitative findings (Chapter 7) in response to Research Question 2. The next paragraphs 

present findings from the merged, synthesised, and organised employee data. These sections 

also address how findings from Chapter 5 corroborate with Chapter 7 findings. 

Table 8.6: Employee’s perceptions of EE construct: merging quantitative and qualitative 
findings 

Quantitative findings Qualitative findings 

N = 32 
 
Highest score item was Q24 (M = 4.22, SD = 
0.94) (At my workplace, I have been 
encouraged to develop myself). 
 
Lowest score item was Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 
1.02) (In the past one week, my work is 
recognized or praised 
 
Interpretation: The employees were offered 
ample training and development opportunities 
at the workplace to equip them with the 
relevant skills and knowledge. However, they 
did not experience praise or recognition for 
their work from their manager. 
 

N = 10 
 
THEME E1: Job resources promoting EE  
ER1: Supportive management 
ER2: Workplace learning and development 
ER3: Positive workplace relationship  
ER4: Employee participation 
 
 
 
THEME E3: Factors affecting EE  
EF1: Negative working relationships 
EF2: Lack of recognition and inadequate 
reward 
EF3: Job related stress 

 

• The employee engagement score was 
high: mean score of 3.75.  

• Majority (66%) were either engaged or 
very engaged and only 9% feeling 
disengaged.  

• It was worth noting that 25% of the 
employees took a neutral stance (mid-point 
score of 3 out 5) in the survey. 

 
THEME E2: Employee perceptions of EE 
construct  
EP1: Work role 
EP2: Task enjoyment 
EP3: Proactive behaviour 
 
THEME E3: Factors affecting EE  
EF1: Negative working relationships 
EF2: Lack of recognition and inadequate 
reward 
EF3: Job related stress 

Source: Table developed from interview data 
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How do employees perceive EE and how do they feel when in the state of engagement?  

The employee engagement score was relatively high: mean score of 3.75 out of 5. Majority of 

them (66%) were either engaged or very engaged. According to the respondents, an engaged 

employee was someone who competently performed his work role (EP1), carried out his 

work in a proactive manner without any prompting from his direct supervisor/manager (EP3) 

while at the same time derived enjoyment from carrying out his work (EP2). Regarding the 

state of engagement, the employees reported experiencing a range of positive emotions: 

enthusiasm, excitement, satisfaction, pride, and joy when they were able to apply their skills 

fully to their job. Employees who experienced such positive emotions when carrying out 

tasks were considered to be engaged at work. 

  

A minority (9%) of the employees reported disengagement. The raw data indicated that the 

reasons for disengagement were attributed to negative working relationships (EF1), lack of 

recognition and inadequate reward (EF2), and job-related stress (EF3). Although the number 

of disengaged employees represented a minority point of view, it was a noteworthy concern 

should more employees become disengaged. The quantitative findings also revealed that 25% 

of the employees took a neutral stance (mid-point score of 3 out 5) in the survey. Such 

scoring might be attributable to a reluctance on the part of participants to expressing their true 

feelings, such as the disengagement factors noted in Theme 3: EF1: negative working 

relationships, EF2: lack of recognition and inadequate reward, and EF3: Job related stress.          

 

How employees experience learning and development (Q24: At my workplace, I have been 

encouraged to develop myself). 

The majority of employees have access to learning and development opportunities (Q24: M = 

4.22) because workplace learning and development (ER2) were highly emphasised in the 

subject firm and strongly supported by management (ER1). The subject firm offered 

employees a range of training such as on the job learning, coaching, and external courses in 

both technical and non-technical areas. Supportive management also meant that budgets and 

related resources were allocated for employee learning and developmental activities.    

 

The Singapore construction industry has been undergoing rapid changes in the area of 

construction technology. The subject firm may have been required by law to regularly 

upgrade and refresh its work force skills and knowledge. Employees in the subject firm 

needed to be equipped with relevant skills and knowledge in order to perform their work role 

competently in the ever changing construction environment.  
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How employees experience recognition (Q22: In the past one week, my work is recognized 

or praised) 

The respondents were rarely praised or recognised by their managers (Q22: M = 3.25). This 

finding was corroborated by EF2: Lack of recognition and inadequate reward. In the 

interviews, roughly half of the employees commented that they rarely received praise or 

recognition from their superiors (managers). Even when the managers did praise their 

subordinates, it was usually perfunctory and not sincere. Such management behaviours made 

employees feel underappreciated despite their hard work and efforts. Management’s lack of 

recognition for employee contributions did result in lower employee job satisfaction and 

engagement levels. 

     

8.2.3 Responding to Research Question 3: Are there similarities or differences 

between manager and employee perceptions of employee engagement, and what are the 

implications of these similarities and differences?  

The aim of Research Question 3 was to examine the similarities or differences in responses 

by managers and employees to their perceptions of the EE construct.  This was done by 

reviewing, comparing and evaluating the responses to RQ1 and RQ2 in terms of numerical 

scores, and key words, concepts and themes evoked in the interviews.  The findings presented 

in Table 8.7 systematically organized responses from highest to lowest scores based on 

survey results and qualitative inputs.  

 

Manager and employee scoring of EE (quantitative data) 

Based on the answers to Research Question 1 and 2, it was clear that both managers and 

employees had positive perceptions of the EE construct (mean score 3.88 and 3.75 

respectively). The majority of the managers (79%) believed that the employees were either 

engaged or very engaged at work. Indeed, the employee (66%) themselves felt that they were 

either engaged or very engaged at work. These two findings boded well for the subject firm 

as both occupation groups held the almost the same level of understanding of the EE 

construct. Managers were more optimistic about the employee’s engagement level (79%) in 

comparison to the employee’s self-assessment of their own engagement level (66%). This 

meant that the managers believed that their subordinates were engaged at work and that as 

managers they had done sufficiently well to foster engagement in the employees, while fewer 

of the employees felt themselves engaged.  
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Table 8.7: Summary of manager and employee perceptions of EE construct from responses to RQ1 and RQ2  
 

Answers to Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to 
managers and how do they feel about it; how do managers engage 
their employees 

Answers to Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions 
about employee engagement? How do employees feel when they are 
in the state of engagement? 

• The managers perceived their subordinate’s engagement level as 
high: mean score of 3.88 out of 5.  

• The employee engagement score was high: mean score of 3.75 out 
of 5.  

• Most managers (79%) considering the employees to be engaged or 
very engaged.  

• Majority of employees (66%) were either engaged or very 
engaged themselves 

• A few managers (21%) adopted a neutral standard (mid-point 
score of 3 out 5) towards the construct. 

• Possible reason: some employees were unable to perform their 
work role according to the manager’s expectation of an engaged 
employee. 

• Some of the employees (25%) took a neutral stance (mid-point 
score of 3 out 5) in the survey.  

• Possible reasons: negative working relationships (EF1), lack of 
recognition and inadequate reward (EF2), and job related stress 
(EF3).  

- • A minority (9%) of the employees reported disengagement.  

• Possible reasons: negative working relationships (EF1), lack of 
recognition and inadequate reward (EF2), and job related stress 
(job related stress). 

• Highest score item was Q10 (M = 4.10, SD = 0.57) (I, or someone 
at work, cares about my subordinate as a person) 

• Highest score item was Q24 (M = 4.22, SD = 0.94) (At my 
workplace, I have been encouraged to develop myself) 

• Lowest score item was Q16 (M = 3.60, SD = 0.52) (In the last six 
months, I, or someone at work, has talked to my subordinate about 
his/ her progress) 

• Lowest score item was Q22 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.02) (In the past 
one week, my work is recognized or praised 

• An engaged employee was someone who possessed the relevant 
skill sets (ME1), took actions in anticipation of work challenges 
(ME2), willing to learn from his mistakes (ME3) while working 
effectively as a team player (ME4).  

• An engaged employee was someone who competently performed 
his work role (EP1), carried out his work in a proactive manner 
without any prompting from the manager (EP3) while at the same 
time derived enjoyment from carrying out his work (EP2).  

• State of engagement: employees experienced positive emotion: 
enthusiasm, excitement, satisfaction, pride, and joy when they 
were able to apply their skills fully to their job.  

Source: Table developed from interview data 
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A few of the managers (21%) perceived their subordinates engagement level as neutral.  Data 

suggests one possible reason was that certain managers felt their staff was unable to perform 

their work role according to the manager’s expectation of an engaged employee.  On the other 

hand, a quarter of the employees (25%) took a neutral stance in reporting their engagement 

level, with data suggesting employees were not completely candid about their feelings due to 

negative working relationships (EF1), lack of recognition and inadequate reward (EF2), and 

job-related stress (EF3). Another group of employees (9%) scored very low, again indicating 

a feeling of disengagement due to the reasons listed above.  

 

In conclusion, both managers and employees generally held relatively positive perceptions of 

EE in the subject firm. However, concerns expressed by a minority of employees resulted in 

neutral to negative engagement scores of some of the interviewees to a variety of factors that 

have been discussed above.  

 

Highest and lowest score items for questionnaire survey corroborated with qualitative data 

The comparison of quantitative results for the managers and employees was presented in 

Chapter 5 where the highest and lowest score items were discussed with possible implications 

for the subject firm in terms of engagement level. In this section, the researcher supplemented 

the quantitative findings with concepts that emerged from the qualitative interviews with both 

occupational groups to provide more depth and contextual meaning to the responses. Both 

managers and employees scored highest on Q10: I, or someone at work, care about my 

subordinate as a person (M=4.1), and Q24: At my workplace, I have been encouraged to 

develop myself (M=4.22), respectively.  

 

This strong finding indicated that managers cared for his subordinate at a personal level and 

encouraged him to develop himself through learning new skills and knowledge to keep pace 

with the rapid changing industry environment. The manager cared for his subordinates by 

looking after their well-being (MA7), and organising bonding activities (MA3) while at the 
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same time encouraging them to take up training and development opportunities (MA1) to stay 

abreast with the construction technology and latest work practices. Employees were exposed 

to a range of workplace learning and development opportunities (ER2) that allowed them to 

learn on the job or external courses. Both findings support the notion that an appropriately 

trained competent workforce benefits both the individual employee and the organisation. 

 

Managers and employees scored lowest on items Q16: In the last six months, I, or someone at 

work, have/has talked to my subordinate about his/ her progress (M=3.6), and Q22: In the 

past one week, my work is recognized or praised (M= 3.25), respectively. These findings 

indicated that neither party spent enough time communicating on work progress and 

performance with one another. Although the manager used meetings and other forms of 

communication channels to communicate with his subordinate (MA2: effective 

communication), due to heavy work load and other priorities (MJ2: feelings towards middle 

manager role) the manager did not have sufficient time to discuss performance feedback 

issues, which usually takes time and effort. Furthermore, given that managers were already 

overwhelmed with work (MJ2: Feelings towards middle manager’s role), they did not have 

sufficient time to praise or recognise their subordinate for work (EF2: lack of recognition and 

inadequate reward). When managers did not have time to discuss work progress or take time 

to praise or acknowledge his subordinate’s contributions at work, it resulted to the low scores 

on items Q16 and Q22. This finding was also consistent with and cross validated by the low 

engagement score found in a small number of employees (9%) who indicated they received 

little or no praise or recognition from their manager.  

 

Manager and employee perceptions of the EE construct  

Both manager and employee perceptions of EE construct were coded under Theme 2, which 

produced some convergence and divergence of concepts of the engagement construct. It was 

essential to review the perception of both parties to determine how aligned or differ their 

respective views were on EE construct. The closer both groups of concepts converged, the 

better the alignment between the management and employee’s perception of the engagement 
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construct. This comparison study has serious implications for the subject firm in its effort to 

promote EE at the work place. To better illustrate the two occupational group perceptual 

similarities and differences towards the engagement construct, Table 8.8 was developed:    

 

Table 8.8: Comparison between managers and employees perceptions of 
EE construct 

Theme M2: Manager’s perception 
of EE construct 

Theme E2: Employee’s perception 
of EE construct 

ME1: Skills EP1: Work role 
ME2: Proactive behaviours EP3: Proactive behaviour 
ME3: Learning from mistakes No convergence of concepts 

ME4: Teamwork No convergence of concepts 

No convergence of concepts EP2: Task enjoyment 
Source: Table developed from interview data 

 

Convergence of concepts in Theme 2 

There were two concepts that both managers and employees converge upon: Skills (ME1) 

with Work role (EP1) and Proactive behaviour (ME2) and (EP3). It would be meaningful to 

examine these overlapping concepts so as to better understand the like-minded agreement 

between the two occupational groups. 

 

Skills and work role closely converged because both parties were referring to the same 

concept (work role is related to the employee responsibilities and job performance according 

to Murphy and Jackson, 1999) whereby skills are necessary in order for the work to be 

accomplished. Interestingly, both the managers and employees concurred fully that proactive 

behaviour as significant part of the EE construct. Both parties understood the significant of 

having proactive behaviour and thinking as a vital part of the EE construct. From 

management’s perspective, a proactive employee would self-initiate actions to overcome 

problems without being told by managers. This in turn meant less supervisory effort, better 

allocation of managerial time, energy, and resources. From the employee perspective, being 

proactive at work not only meant that the individual took actions in anticipation of future 

work matters but also at the same time fulfilled one’s work role. A proactive employee has 

better control over the work process and is less likely to be caught by surprise. At the same 
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time, if all employees were proactive, there would be marked improvement to the workplace 

relationship because problems would be identified and dealt with earlier instead of being 

pushed around and escalated into serious problems later. Proactive behaviours not only help 

an employee develop a sense of control over his work but also facilitate a better work 

environment, reduce the need to worry over work and thereby mitigating job demands.  Both 

managers and employees agreed that proactive behaviour formed an important aspect of the 

EE construct.  

 

Divergence of concepts in Theme 2 

There were three concepts that both managers and employee diverged from each other: ME3: 

learning from mistakes, ME4: teamwork and EP2: task enjoyment. The researcher hoped to 

offer more insights into this seeming gap between how the two parties understood these EE 

factors.    

 

For ME3: learning from mistakes concept, managers considered mistakes costly that impacted 

negatively on the bottom line of the firm and its reputation. Managers preferred employees to 

make as few mistakes as possible. The value of learning from mistakes outweighed the cost of 

training and coaching employees to avoid making future mistakes. Hence, the more 

employees learnt from their mistakes, the better the firm’s bottom line and performance. Yet, 

learning from mistakes was barely mentioned by the employees in their interviews, indicating 

that this factor was not considered an important issue. Employees were already hard pressed 

for time to finish their work. Many just wanted to complete their assigned tasks and move on 

to the next one since deadlines were imminent. Furthermore, working in a project-based 

environment where jobs were interconnected meant that when mistakes were made, it usually 

involved more than one individual. Consequently, the individual employee may not consider 

the mistake to be his own and might perceive it as a shared accountability. These may have 

prompted managers to highlight the need for employees to learn from their mistakes as part of 

EE. 
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Managers also felt that teamwork was another essential facet of EE because team effort was 

essential for successful project completion. In the current study, the managers were 

responsible for delivering projects to the clients within the agreed scope, budget, and 

timeframe. To meet these requirements, a well-coordinated team environment was essential. 

Here, the manager viewed an engaged employee as someone who was a team player and 

willing to cooperate with others to complete the assigned work. Employees may appreciate 

the need to work as a team to accomplish their work. However, they considered being in the 

state of engagement as an individual rather than a team experience. This was evident in the 

nature of the three concepts in employee perceptions of EE construct: EP1: work role, EP3: 

proactive behaviour, and EP2: task enjoyment. These three concepts have nothing in common 

with team or group experiences. All three concepts centred on solo pursuits ie., an employee’s 

individual work role, personal voluntary work behaviours and enjoyment from doing one’s 

work. Unlike their managers, the employees did not perceive team work as a component of 

EE. 

 

For the employee task enjoyment concept was a significant part of the engagement construct. 

The current study revealed that task enjoyment was derived from the joy of doing one’s work 

well through application of a range of skills. To the employee the ability to enjoy his work 

was central to EE. It provided a sense of achievement and meaning when he accomplished his 

task. He experienced a range of positive emotions and satisfaction from doing his work well. 

Management did not consider the employee’s task enjoyment important because it was not 

easily observed from a third party’s perspective. Furthermore, the manager was more 

concerned with the employee’s ability (skillsets, proactivity, and ability to cooperate) to 

perform his work role competently with minimum fuss. The employee’s state of mind while 

carrying out the task was not obvious and hence not important to the manager.   
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In summary, the manager perceptions of EE centred on observable employee behaviours 

(skills, proactive behaviours, learning from mistakes, and teamwork) that had direct 

implications on the project and the subject firm’s general performance. On the other hand, the 

employee perceptions of EE focused on personal actions (work role, and proactive behaviour) 

and individual experience (task enjoyment). Broadly, there were overlapping concepts valued 

by both occupational groups while non-lapping ones that were considered significant to the 

other party. If left unaddressed, the differences in perceptions of EE between managers and 

employees may lead to undesirable ramifications in future affecting engagement level at the 

workplace.   

 

8.2.4 Discussion and reflections of responses to RQ 1, 2, 3 

Managers perceived EE as a multi-facet construct constituting skills, proactive behaviours, 

learning from mistakes, and teamwork.  Similarly, Bailey, et al (2017) also agreed that EE 

when viewed as a multi-faceted psychological state, are beneficial for the individuals and 

organisations and that good management and leadership practice are key to raise engagement 

levels, validating the subject firm’s management efforts to promote EE so far.   

 

Most of the managers were satisfied with the general level of employee engagement in the 

subject firm with a few managers concerned by certain employees whom they felt were not 

engaged in their work role. The managers used a variety of approaches to engage their 

subordinates with some more frequently used than others. The managers used at least two 

approaches to engage employees: ensuring workplace well-being and organising bonding 

activities. For employees who experience socialising activities at work, Albrecht (2015) found 

that they are more satisfied with their needs for meaningfulness, safety and efficacy which 

further capitalize on the energy and enthusiasm they bring to their role. This evidently led to 

better overall performance.  However, there was insufficient communication between the 

managers and employees in discussing work progress due to the manager’s overwhelming 
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workload. The lack of effective communication between manager and employee could have 

led to lower employee engagement levels. 

 

Employees viewed EE as a multi-dimension construct made up of work role, task enjoyment, 

and proactive behaviour. While majority of the employees felt engaged at work a minority 

expressed disengagement in the form of lack of recognition and adequate reward. Employees 

were exposed to various training and development opportunities to equip them with the right 

skillsets so that they could perform their work. Another group of employees were neutral 

towards EE, possibly affected by negative working relationships, lack of recognition and 

inadequate rewards, and job-related stress. Over time, these factors might lead to greater 

numbers of disengaged employees.  

 

Both managers and employees generally held relatively positive perceptions of EE in the 

subject firm. However, there were concerns from several employees who expressed 

experiencing neutral or disengagement feelings at work. The causes for this range of feelings 

towards engagement could be related to a variety of factors already discussed earlier.  

 

The quantitative data corroborated findings of both managers and employees. The highest 

score items were related to how the manager cared for his subordinates through various means 

while the employee experienced positive encouragement to learn and development themselves 

at work. The lowest score items were also validated. The managers felt that they did not spend 

sufficient time to discuss their subordinates work progress while employees reported lack of 

recognition or praises from their managers. The low score items would likely have negative 

impacts on employee engagement levels. These findings were not unusual since Albrecht 

(2015) has found that performance management plays a key role in facilitating the conditions 

that foster and support engagement. 
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Under Theme 2, both groups agreed with two of the concepts and diverged for the remaining 

three concepts: ME3-learning from mistakes, ME4-teamwork, and EP2-task enjoyment. The 

implications were that management’s perceptions of an engaged employee was different from 

the employees.  Managers believed that engaged employees were willing to learn from 

mistakes and to perform as a team player.  Middle managers considered teamwork an 

important part of the EE construct because it affects the overall performance at the 

departmental and organisational level. Management was more interested in ensuring that the 

project bottom line and corporate level goals were achieved and less concerned with how the 

employee felt (task enjoyment) when they carry out their work.   

 

According to Bakker and Albrecht (2018) engaged employees are open to new experiences, 

develop more creative ideas and are more likely to innovate and be entrepreneurial (Gawke et 

al., 2017; Orth and Volmer, 2017). In addition, such engaged employees are usually more 

inclined to help their colleagues. When individual engagement permeates to the whole team, 

it produces important ripple effects in teams (Gutermann et al., 2017; Van Mierlo and Bakker, 

2018). At the team level, team work engagement has been found to be positively linked with 

team performance (Costa et al., 2015). This was perhaps the reason why the subject firm’s 

managers viewed team work as part of the EE construct. 

 

Employees on the other hand were not interested in the idea of learning from mistakes, did 

not see teamwork as essential to becoming engaged, and greatly valued the pleasures resulting 

from doing a job well, a factor that managers believed was a matter of simply doing one’s job 

well. It is interesting to note that Shuck, Adelson, and Reio (2016) still argue that EE is 

formed at the individual level which co-incidents with the subject firm’s employee’s 

perspective that being engaged means enjoying their tasks and less to do with team or 

learning from past mistakes.  Management’s perception of engagement in this research 

seemed to centre on collective and team orientated, something akin to what Barrick et al. 

(2015) termed as collective organizational engagement.  Such perceptual gap between these 
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two key players may have severe implications on how engagement level develops in future at 

the workplace.    

 

8.3 Responses to Research Question 4   

 

This section answers the Research Question 4 by comparing the current study quantitative 

results of the employee engagement level to those of the Gallup Q12 survey globally. The 

purpose of this research question was to examine how Singaporean employee engagement in 

the form of a single case study compared to hundreds of EE studies of millions of employees 

across the world through the Gallup global engagement survey. The results from comparing 

the subject firm engagement level to Gallup Q12 survey scores was not for the purpose of 

generalising findings. Rather, it was to enable the subject firm to compare its own employee 

engagement level to that of employees around the world and to other firms operating in 

Singapore.  The researcher hoped that the subject firm might identify some insights through 

this comparison to better manage its workforce engagement level.      

 

8.3.1 Responding to Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of 

Singaporean employee engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other 

countries? 

Recall that the quantitative survey results for employees were initially presented in Chapter 5. 

The participants for this engagement study were employees drawn from the subject firm’s 

various departments including Administration, Accounts, Human Resources, Design and 

Drafting, Quantity Survey, Project, Operations, and Building Information Modelling. These 

employees occupational group included executives, engineers, designers/draft persons, or 

administrators.  

 

Forty-two participants (10 Manager and 32 employees) completed a 12-item questionnaire 

modelled closely after Gallup’s celebrated Q12 engagement survey.  To accurately reflect the 
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meaning of each item in the original Gallup Q12, the researcher carefully paraphrased each 

item into the revised 12-item questionnaire used in this study. This arrangement ensured that 

the revised 12-item questionnaire retains the same degree of validity and reliability of the 

original Gallup Q12 (Harter et al., 2009). To ensure that the survey results were comparable 

with those conducted by Gallup, the revised 12-item questionnaire also adopted a five point 

Likert scale (1 to 5), the same score range used in Gallup Q12. In the Likert scale, a score of 

‘4’ or ‘5’ represented the engaged end of the scale, a ‘3’ represented neutral, and ‘1’ or ‘2’ 

represented the disengaged end of the scale. In the current study, the average employee 

engagement score was tabulated by totalling the responses across the Q19 to Q30 and then 

divided by 12. 

  

As Gallup’s global engagement survey focuses only on employees and to ensure a 

comparable study was established only the subject firm’s employee engagement score was 

used for this analysis. For the same reason, the manager’s score on employee’s engagement 

level was not included for comparison with Gallup’s survey. This arrangement would ensure 

external validity and reliability is maintained in the comparative study.  

 

The employee’s engagement survey mean score was 3.75 out of 5 (75%) indicating the 

engaged end of the Likert scale. The majority of the employees (66%) felt engaged or very 

engaged (scored 4 or 5) while a small number of employees (9%) reported disengagement 

(scored 1 or 2). A quarter of the employees opted for a neutral stance (scored 3 out 5) 

indicating non-committal attitudes toward the engagement construct. Taking into the 

consideration the number of employees who were disengagement or expressed neutrality 

towards the EE, the subject firm still reported a high level of engagement at work. 

 

This research utilised the Gallup Q12 global survey results for the purpose of comparing the 

findings of the current study of employee engagement at the subject firm with the general 

engagement scores for Singapore and for the rest of the world. The Gallup Q12 is one of the 
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most commonly used engagement tools because it has a high degree of validity and reliability 

(Harter et al., 2009). The data points that Gallup collected were based on large numbers of 

organisations and employees. The Gallup Q12 survey results used to compare with the current 

study’s was conducted between 2009 to 2013, covering 73,752 participants across 141 non-

US countries and 151,335 US participants (Gallup.com, 2013). At a country-level, only those 

countries with at least 300 participants were sampled in the survey. The Gallup Q12 survey 

for 2013 was chosen for comparison because it coincided with the current study period, which 

began in 2013 and was completed in 2018. Using data sets from roughly the same period for 

comparisons ensured a high level of external validity and reliability.  

 

Table 8.9 below was developed to provide an item by item comparison between the current 

study engagement results vis-à-vis those of the Gallup Q12 global survey. Worldwide, the 

average numbers of engaged employees were 13%, while 63% were disengaged and another 

24% were actively disengaged (Gallup.com, 2013). In the same Gallup study, the Singaporean 

workforce generally performed worse than the global average engagement level. Singaporean 

employees reported a dismally low engagement of 9% with 76% disengaged and 15% 

actively disengaged at work (Gallup.com, 2013). This was a worrying situation that Singapore 

authorities have also been taken notice of because disengaged employees have been estimated 

to burden organisations and the economy at a staggering $4.9 to $6.7 billion dollars annually 

(Gopal, 2004). 
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Table 8.9: Comparison of current study EE score with Gallup Q12 Global Survey 

 
Subject firm EE 
quantitative results from 
survey  
Source: current study 
(2015) 
 

 
Gallup survey results for 
Singaporean workforce  
Source: Gallup.com (2013)  

 
Gallup survey results for 
worldwide 
Source: Gallup.com (2013) 

Majority of employees were 
either engaged or very 
engaged: 66% 

Engaged: 9% Engaged: 13% 
 

A minority of the employees 
reported disengagement: 9% 

Disengaged: 76% Disengaged: 63%  
Actively disengaged: 15% Actively disengaged: 24% 

Some of the employees took 
a neutral stance (mid-point 
score of 3 out 5) in the 
survey: 25% 

NA NA 

 
Highest score item was Q24 
(M = 4.22) (At my workplace, 
I have been encouraged to 
develop myself) 
 
Lowest score item was Q22 
(M = 3.25) (In the past one 
week, my work is recognized 
or praised) 
 

NA 
 
 
 
 

NA 
 

Source: Table developed from interview data and relevant sources 

 

Discussion and reflections on Research Question 4 

The findings in this study produced an astonishing statistic:  the subject firm employees 

scored exceptionally high on the engagement scale. Surprisingly, fully 66% of the subject 

firm’s employees reported being either engaged or very engaged at work. This 66% 

engagement score was considerably higher than Singapore’s national average engagement 

score (9%) and considerably higher than the worldwide average engagement figure of 13%.  

Possible explanations for the subject firm’s high engagement level might include the ample 

training and development opportunities (MA1) that the subject firm offered its employees to 

learn and grow (ER1) on the job. This reason was corroborated with the highest score item of 

Q24 (M = 4.22: At my workplace, I have been encouraged to develop myself), which also 

dovetailed with the employee perception of effective job resources - workplace learning and 
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development (ER2). Other engagement factors may include supportive management (ER1), 

positive workplace relationship (ER3), employee participation (ER4). The results from this 

study pointed out clearly what Albrecht (2015) has revealed on the significance of training 

and development impact of EE. The more training and development are targeted at helping 

employees with the essential resources to do their job more effectively, voice their ideas / 

concerns, the more engaged the employees will become (Albrecht, 2015).  

 

To the managers, they believed that they have been a caring and concerning superior to their 

subordinates (Q10: M = 4.10: I, or someone at work, care about my subordinate as a person) 

by offering a range of resources to facilitate their work and looking after their wellbeing.  Job 

resources included training and development opportunities (MA1), effective communication 

(MA2), bonding and socialising activities (MA3), encouraging employee inputs to decision 

making (MA4), internal job transfer arrangements (MA5), fair compensation (MA6), and 

workplace wellbeing (MA7). This range of job resources created a supportive work 

environment that facilitated the employees to accomplish their work role resulting in 

engagement. The manager’s experience in these areas were largely in line with Bailey, et al’s 

(2017) assertion that good management and leadership practice can help to build a more 

engaged workforce.Both groups concurred that job resources were essential to build an 

engaging work place where employees could perform at their best and contribute towards the 

organisational goals. These findings are consistent with JD-R theory which predicts that 

employees with access to relevant job resources are able to reduce their job demands induced 

stress and carry out their work efficiently (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014); Bakker and Demerouti, 

2017; Bakker and Albrecht, 2018). 

 

Structural variables 

This study highlighted a significant link between structural variables and engagement level. 

Dromey’s (2014) definition of structural variables include organisation size, industry type, 

and job nature are variables that play an important role in fostering better engagement at work. 

Under organisation size, it was found that a small organisation like that of the subject firm 
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enjoyed higher EE because employees knew each other at a personal level and developed 

closer work relationships. In the construction industry, employees worked in project teams 

that required collaborative work behaviour. Working in a team created a sense of belonging 

which boded well with the Singaporean highly collectivistic culture. In the construction 

industry, the final product was usually a completed project in the form of a building or 

structure. This concrete outcome reflected the manifestation of collective efforts of teams of 

individuals who have worked closely together for a period of time. Such results created a 

strong sense of achievement and belonging among the employees. Under job nature, the 

employee occupational type allowed them to operate with a high degree of autonomy that 

created intrinsic motivation (Hackman and Oldham, 1975) resulting in engagement. Together, 

these three structural variables promoted a sense of meaningfulness, safety, and availability 

(Kahn, 1990) that facilitated employee engagement in the subject firm. The implication of 

these findings is that consideration of structural variables may be key to how companies are 

able to engage employees in the future.  

 

Beyond the job resources provided to the employees, other factors like a firm’s size, industrial 

types, and occupation types may also influence employee engagement levels. Study has found 

that organisational size is correlated with engagement. Dromey (2014) informs that smaller 

organisations that hire one hundred or fewer employees tend to report higher engagement. 

Employees working in smaller firms develop closer relationships with colleagues as there are 

fewer of them and everyone is known in the organisation. This type of work environment that 

allows more personal and meaningful relationships to develop, creates a sense of belonging to 

the organisation was reported as positive influences in the interview with the employees in the 

current study (positive relationship: ER3).  

 

Another reason that might account for the subject firm’s exceptionally high EE is the industry 

type in which it functions.  Dromey (2014) found that the construction industry generally 

experiences higher employee engagement than other industries, because in the construction 
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industry, personnel work in tightly knitted teams and collaborate and coordinate closely to 

complete projects. As a result, work relationships are deeper and more meaningful. 

Employees also experienced a sense of achievement when they witnessed their efforts 

accumulating into a completed physical building or structure. Such tangible results boost 

employee job satisfaction and engagement levels in the construction industry, and this too was 

the case in the subject firm.    

 

Studies have also found that occupational types also weigh in on how employees experience 

engagement. Both Dromey (2014) and the Gallup Q12 survey (Gallup.com, 2013) found that 

employees whose work role that permits a high degree of autonomy and decision making such 

as the employees in the current study are more likely to experience higher levels of 

engagement. Evidence from the present study support that most employees in the subject firm 

were able to exercise relatively high levels of autonomy at work, which according to 

Hackman and Oldham, (1975) is one of five job related characteristics that generate intrinsic 

motivation, hence the subject firm’s higher level of employee engagement. 

 

The subject firm was a rare example of a firm that successfully used job resources in 

combination with the inherent nature of organisation size, industry type and occupation type 

to produce such high engagement levels at work.  A unique finding that emerged in this 

research was the acknowledgement of teamwork by management as an essential factor for 

generating positive employee engagement.  The idea of teamwork does not appear in the EE 

literature as an essential component of employee engagement.   

 

Singapore is a highly collectivist society that enjoys team-based work environments where the 

population is more comfortable with making group decisions and prefers to avoid conflict 

(Hofstede, 1980, 2001).  This is consistent with this study’s findings in so far as the subject 

firm enjoyed providing for bonding activities such as incentive trips and get together sessions 

that were more popular than individual based activities. Furthermore, employees working in 
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the construction and building industry are required to work with different teams and groups of 

people from diverse backgrounds to complete projects. Similarly, in the case of the subject 

firm, this type of collectivism culture is further reinforced in the project-based work 

environment where team members rely on one another’s skills and experience to complete 

various phases of the construction project.  

 

Finally, it is proposed that even though the subject firm registered high engagement levels, 

managers and employees may continue to face challenges that could alter workforce 

engagement levels.  Despite the evidence of strong positive levels of employee engagement at 

both the manager and employee level, the researcher interpreted the results with some degree 

of hesitation and caution.  Analysis and evaluation of the raw data included substantiation of a 

sizable number of employees (about 34%) that either reported a non-committal or disengaged 

attitude. It was reported that 25% of the employees took a neutral stance in the same survey. 

Here the researcher cautiously assumed that the neutral score was partially influenced by 

other factors like negative working relationships (EF1), lack of recognition and inadequate 

reward (EF2), or job-related stress (EF3). Such factors surfaced from the interview data with 

employees, who clearly were expressing concerns that might negatively affect engagement 

levels at work. Also, in the same survey, 9% of the employees indicated disengagement.  

Again, a more likely reason for disengagement was the lack of recognition and adequate 

reward which was corroborated by the lowest score item (Q22: M = 3.25: In the past one 

week, my work is recognized or praised).  The group of employees who remained neutral, and 

the small group who self-identified as being disengaged could affect the subject firm’s longer-

term EE levels.  

 

8.4 Summary and conclusions 

 

Based on Gallup Q12 survey and the interview results, the most compelling surprise finding 

was that the subject firm’s employees were the most engaged occupational group compared to 
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the Singapore national engagement average as well as the global engagement average. Most 

of the subject firm’s employees were engaged at work although a small number expressed 

disengagement and a quarter reported a neutral score. The high engagement level among 

employees was attributed to access to job resources, the inherent nature of organisation’s 

small size, industry type and occupational group work practices. However, it should be noted 

that the creeping disengagement among a small number of employees may negatively 

influence future engagement levels in the subject firm. 

 

Most of the managers were satisfied with the employee’s EE level although some employees 

were seen by managers as not engaged at work. The managers were concerned about not 

spending enough time to discuss work progress with their subordinates. Correspondingly, the 

majority of the employees felt they were engaged at work, while a minority of employees felt 

disengaged because of a lack of recognition and inadequate reward for their contributions. A 

sizable group of employees who scored neutral score were either non-committal towards 

engagement or affected by variables like negative working relationships or job related stress. 

 

In the Theme M1 discussion, managers identified seven types of job resources to engage their 

subordinates. This approach was based on JD-R theory that predicted that job resources 

mitigate job demands and promote better engagement. Among the seven job resources, 

compensation did not fit into the JD-R theory. In the discussion of Theme M2, the focus was 

how manager perceptions of EE were shaped by macro factors such as construction industry 

protocols, work practices, and the national culture, which values teamwork and shared 

communications. The manager perception of EE construct was largely consistent with the 

existing engagement literature except for one concept – team work, which does not appear in 

the literature as a component of EE. In Theme M3, the discussion focused on manager job 

satisfaction and how it influenced one’s approach to engage subordinates.  Managers 

approached his subordinates’ wellbeing with care and concern, which was likely the result of 

a ‘trickle-down effect’ where the manager was also being treated similarly by the top 
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management. However, these managers also experience job stress that affected how they 

engaged their subordinates, including their indifference to offering praise to their subordinates, 

not effectively communicating because of job stress and preoccupation with one’s one work, 

and not being able to offer better compensation and awards to employees. 

 

For employees, discussion of Theme E1 involved employee views on the relevance of job 

resources for developing EE at work. This theme was also based on the JD-R theory that was 

used in the manager’s Theme M1 discussion. Employees found that available job resources 

were useful in helping them carry out their work. In Theme E2, the discussion focused on 

employee perceptions of EE.  The three concepts that formed the employee’s understanding 

of the EE construct corroborated with existing studies on engagement. Theme E3 discussions 

involved exploring concerns raised by certain employees regarding negative variables that 

affected the engagement level in the subject firm.  

 

To better understand how both managers and employees viewed job resources, a comparative 

table was constructed to capture Theme 1 and 2 findings. For Theme 1, both occupational 

groups mostly concurred on the same types of job resources that fostered engagement except 

one – positive workplace relationships, which the employees considered essential, but the 

managers did not. In Theme 2, managers and employees shared two overlapping concepts, 

skills (ME1) with work role (EP1) and proactive behaviour (ME2 with EP3), but differed in 

learning from mistakes (ME3), teamwork (ME4) and task enjoyment (EP2). The implications 

were that there were several significant concepts that were important to either occupational 

group, but there was no common understanding regarding these concepts.   

 

A holistic model summarising how manager and employee interaction shaped the perceptions 

of EE was developed by integrating the six themes that surfaced from the interview data of 

both parties. The model suggested that the manager’s approach to engaging the employee was 

influenced by his job satisfaction level and his perceptions of the engagement construct. The 
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employee’s own perception of EE was partially shaped by existing job resources and negative 

factors affecting engagement. This model was mostly consistent with the JD-R theory that 

stipulates that job resources mitigate job demands to promote engagement. 

 

In conclusion, the subject firm’s engagement level was exceptionally high even though there 

were areas of concern that involved a handful of disengaged employees. Under further 

examination, it was found that both managers and employees mostly concurred on how job 

resources facilitated EE development at the workplace. Both occupational groups agreed on 

two of the concepts of EE construct, i.e., skills / work role and proactive behaviour but 

different in others. A summary model to determine how manager and employee interaction 

might shape the engagement construct was built from the concepts and themes that emerged 

from the interview data.  

 

The final chapter, Chapter 9, summarizes the research, addresses the implications for theory 

and management practice in terms of current literature on EE theory, identifies possible 

contributions of this research to the field of study, addresses research limitations, and offers 

future research directions. The methodological limitations of a single case study and 

contextual limitations of the current study will also be addressed. 
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CHAPTER 9:  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS and FUTURE 

DIRECTIONS 

 

9.0 Introduction 

 

This final chapter summarises the background of the research and how the research questions 

were derived from gaps in the EE literature, offers insights and a summary of key findings 

and conclusions, and provides an overview of some of the theoretical and practical 

management implications of this research.  This chapter also suggests how this research may 

contribute to the literature on EE, identifies some of the limitation of the current study, and 

provides suggestions for future research in engagement studies. 

 

Using an in-depth single case study involving mixed methods quantitative and qualitative 

measures to analyze the findings, this research examined EE through the lens of two different 

populations of employees of a small Singaporean construction company with limited sample 

size of 10 middle managers and 32 employees for quantitative survey, and eight middle 

managers and 10 employees for qualitative interview. The study explored how each 

population perceived the engagement construct, comparing and contrasting their similarities 

and differences, and offering insights into the implications of these findings for both the firm 

and also in comparison with worldwide Gallup Q12 engagement surveys. 

 

Upon synthesizing the qualitative findings, a holistic model was developed that summarized 

how managers interact with employees through job resources to shape engagement. 

Simultaneously, quantitative results from the EE survey taken by both parties provided 

findings that led to significant differences between in EE scores of the subject firm compared 

with the aggregate Singapore national engagement ratings and as well as aggregate global 

averages in EE ratings.  

 



317 

There are five sections to this chapter. Section 9.1 presents an overview of the key findings of 

the present study highlighting these areas: employee high engagement scores in comparison to 

the national and international average, types of job resources fostering engagement, 

employees concerns over factors affecting engagement level, and corroboration of 

quantitative and qualitative findings. Section 9.2 focuses on implications for theory and 

management practices in the areas of supportive management and job resources, structural 

variables, and factors affecting engagement. Section 9.3 discusses research contributions to 

EE research in various ways as follows:  (1) development of a holistic model to explain how 

management and employees are able to shape EE; (2) how the use of an in-depth analysis of a 

single case study approach provides for a deeper appreciation of the management and 

employee roles in shaping the EE, particularly in the Singaporean context; (3) validating the 

Job-Demand Resource (JD-R) model in EE studies; (4) implications of the present study in 

comparison with Singapore and global engagement averages; and (5) discovery of factors that 

negatively influence engagement at work. This section also provided recommendations for 

future research directions. Section 9.4 describes the research limitations covering both 

methodological and contextual limitations. Section 9.5 is the final conclusion of this thesis 

that encapsulates the essence of the current study. 

  

To guide the reader through this series of sections the chapter is organized with the following 

structure: 

 

9.0 Introduction 

9.1 Gaps in the EE literature, the four RQs, and the research methodologies employed  

9.2 Summary of key findings 

9.3 Research contributions and future research directions 

            9.3.1 Contributions to theory and management practices  

            9.3.2 Future research directions  

9.4 Research limitations 

            9.4.1 Methodological limitations 

            9.4.2 Contextual limitations 

9.5 Final conclusions 
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9.1 Gaps in the EE literature, the four RQs, the research methodologies employed  

 

Through a single case study, this study aimed to develop a better understanding of how both 

manager and employee perceive engagement, examine the similarities and differences 

between these two occupational groups’ perceptions of EE, and compare the current study 

findings to the Gallup Q12 global survey on engagement and that of Singapore as a country. 

There are seven gaps identified in the engagement literature (see Chapter 2 and 3):  

 

• Gap 1: there is a lack of a universal agreed-upon definition for employee engagement, and 

certainly not from a Singaporean management perspective.  

• Gap 2: there is little research on how top management influences middle managers in the 

way they engage their subordinates.  

• Gap 3: the role of how managers engage their subordinates has yet to be fully explored in 

the global literature, let alone in a Singaporean context.  

• Gap 4: there is a lack of an agreed-upon definition for employee engagement from a 

Singaporean employee perspective.   

• Gap 5: Few studies have been published on how employees feel when in the state of 

engagement.  

• Gap 6: Few studies have been published on how both managers and employees perceive 

engagement and the implications behind it.  

• Gap 7: Singapore’s poor aggregate EE score compared with Gall Q12 EE scores from the 

rest of the world require explaining.  

 

Based on these seven gaps, four research questions were developed to guide this study on to 

topic of how both managers and employees perceive the EE construct and related concerns. 

To recap, the four research questions were:  

   

Research Question 1: What is employee engagement to managers and how do they feel about 

it; how do managers engage their employees 
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Research Question 2: What are employee perceptions about employee engagement? How do 

employees feel when they are in the state of engagement?  

 

Research Question 3: Is there a difference between manager and employee perceptions of 

employee engagement, and what are the implications of these similarities and differences? 

 

Research Question 4: What are the implications of the findings of Singaporean employee 

engagement in comparison to engagement studies in other countries? 

 

Organisation of the research and the chosen research methodology 

The choice of a post-positive paradigm to describe this study was predicated on the 

researcher’s desire to investigate the engagement construct from a preexisting definition 

promulgated by Kahn (1990) and Gallup (Q12).  In so doing Creswell’s (2009) definition of 

post-positivism, that is examination of a subject through mainly a positivistic lens of existing 

theory using quantitative data best suited the exploration of the unique ‘lived’ engagement 

experience of a number of participants in a small engineering firm in Singapore. 

 

This researcher’s stance to examine the EE construct was built on an existing theory and 

further explored in a guided open-ended manner through a mixed method-a method that has 

been supported by various researchers, among them Grant and Giddings (2002) and Lindlof 

and Taylor (2017). The quantitative data collection instrument used in this study was closely 

modelled after the Gallup Q12 (Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes, 2002) ensuring that it is both a 

valid and reliable tool for engagement research. Theoretically, while the Q12 was developed 

around Kahn’s (1990) engagement study for commercial use, nevertheless, academically 

scholars such as Buckingham and Coffman (1999), Arakawa and Greenberg (2007), and 

Radda, Majidadi et. al. (2015) have legitimised the use of this instrument for their work on 

engagement studies. At the same time, to ensure that the qualitative data was collected in a 

guided and yet flexible/open-ended manner, this researcher developed a series of interview 

questions also based on the Q12. The design of semi open-ended questions was to allow 

participants the freedom to express their thoughts and feeling during the interview.  
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The purpose of this research was to examine both manager and employee perceptions of the 

EE construct within a local Singaporean firm. As employee engagement is a relatively new 

topic in Singapore, Yin (1984) suggested that a case study would be suitable to study this less 

unexplored topic, which became the chosen methodology in this study. Also, case study 

design is appropriate for exploring new research areas where existing theory is inadequate 

(Eisenhardt, 1989) or for investigating specific activity within a time frame or location 

(Creswell, 2003), both of which met this study’s requirements. Through a case study approach, 

this researcher was able to collect both quantitative and quality data from two occupational 

groups, and from multiple sources to holistically understand how managers and employees 

interpreted the phenomenon in question.  

 

Another reason this researcher chose a case study approach to explore EE was because there 

was limited EE research in the form of case studies internationally (Brockett, 2006; Johnson, 

2006; Robinson et al., 2004) as well as in the context of Singapore. Hence, the researcher 

argued that a predominantly qualitative case study exploring the EE construct in the 

Singaporean organisation would contribute to fill this knowledge gap. 

 

The nature of this study, that is, the discovery and understanding of the EE construct in the 

eyes of managers and employees positioned itself squarely within the post-positivism research 

paradigm as described by Creswell (2009) in terms of the study’s emphasis on an in-depth 

investigation to determine how this construct was perceived by managers and employees in a 

Singaporean engineering firm. The data for such a study resided within the participant’s 

experience, values, perceptions, whereas a purely quantitative research approach (such as 

survey and questionnaires) could not adequately extract the rich descriptions and unique 

personal engagement experiences at the workplace. Creswell (2005) concurs in his suggestion 

that an explanatory quantitative inquiry approach complemented by qualitative data is more 

appropriate to accessing this type of contextualized data, such as, data collected of individual 
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employees in their natural work setting. Bryman and Bell (2011) supports the idea that 

theoretically, such a quantitative-qualitative approach fits within the post-positivistic 

paradigm of a deductive, exploratory approach to theory testing in research. 

 

This study adopted a single case study approach because it suited the aims of the research i.e., 

to investigate management and employee perceptions of EE within a Singaporean engineering 

firm working in the construction industry. This study did not intend to generalize the results, 

but instead intended to explore in depth the unique challenges facing both occupational 

groups in the construction industry, understand the firm’s contextual environment, and 

analyze how these factors affected the EE construct perceptions.  

 

According to Rowley (2002) a single case study is appropriate in such a study as this because 

it allows a researcher to explore and build up in-depth understanding of a nascent EE 

construct and test some of the current concepts in literature involving data collected from the 

firm. Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) suggests that given the time limit and resource 

constraints, a single case study also allows a researcher to examine the subject firm (case) in 

greater detail than when compared to multiple cases, where more time and resources are 

required.  

 

In doctorate studies, the use of single case study is common. A random search on published 

theses in US, UK, and Australia universities showed that at least 40 theses were based on a 

single case study with varying sample sizes with one of the theses based on as few as 12 

interviewees. In post-positivistic studies, it is the depth and quality of the data that is 

important. As the present research is grounded in the post-positivism paradigm, it is 

appropriate to use a single case study approach involving a small construction engineering 

firm to capture the quantitative data from a small sample size of 10 middle managers and 32 

employees, as well as to conduct qualitative interviews with eight middle managers and 10 



322 

employees. The single case study is hence suitable to collect the detailed information of 

participants lived and varied engagement experiences in a Singaporean context.  

 

Finally, this researcher acknowledges the limitations for a single case study in terms of the 

inability to precisely replicate the study due to the small sample size. This issue will be 

discussed in Section 9.4 in detail. 

 

9.2 Summary of key findings  

 

This research sought to learn how both managers and employees perceived the construct of 

EE in a small engineering firm operating in the Singapore construction industry. From survey 

results and extensive one-on-one interviews with eight managers and 10 employees, six major 

themes emerged that produced eight key findings. These findings offered a variety of insights 

into the intricacies of the interactions between management and employees in the process of 

an organisation working towards developing an engaged workplace. Employee engagement 

was influenced by each group’s experience, perceptions, and expectations of the other group 

as well as other variables at the individual, organisational, industry, and national levels. This 

summary will provide a synthesis of both quantitative (Chapter 5) and qualitative (Chapter 6 

and 7) data collected from the subject firm’s managers and employees through surveys and 

interviews to produce a more comprehensive understanding of the EE construct.       

 

The six themes that emerged were:  

1. Theme M1: Manager’s approach to EE,  

2. Theme M2: Managers’ perceptions of EE construct,  

3. Theme M3: Manager job satisfaction,  

4. Theme E1: Job resources promoting EE,  

5. Theme E2: Employee perceptions of EE construct, and  

6. Theme E3: Factors affecting EE.   
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Each theme produced varied insights into how managers and employees perceived EE, with 

managers focusing on the positive benefits of providing job resources to encourage 

engagement at work, their perceptions of EE construct, as well as their own job satisfaction 

level.   Employees also described positivity and gratitude for specific job resources, and 

shared their own perceptions of the engagement construct, with specific concerns regarding 

certain negative factors affecting their engagement level at work. The common thread among 

these six themes was that while both occupational groups perceived the EE from various 

perspectives under the same organisational and industrial context several common related, 

and defining factors at play emerged from the findings.  These intersecting factors (or 

variables) as well as the differences that emerged from the findings were summarized in the 

development of a holistic map illustrating these exchanges.  Seven key findings are described 

below: 

 

The first came from Theme M1~M3 discussions.  This discussion revealed that managers 

used seven types of job resources to engage employees, which based on the JD-R theory 

predicted that job resources reduce job demands and foster engagement. From the seven types 

of job resources, the managers commonly used training and development to engage the 

employees while workplace wellbeing was the least utilized. However, one of the resources – 

compensation, did not fit the JD-R theory. The Theme M2 discussion found that manager’s 

perceptions of EE were influenced by factors such as construction industry work practices, 

and national culture, which values teamwork and shared communications. The managers’ 

perceptions of EE were in line with the existing literature, except for team work, which is not 

considered part of EE.  The Theme M3 discussion centred on the manager own job 

satisfaction and how the ‘trickle-down-effect’ may have influenced his approach in engaging 

his subordinates. These managers also experienced job stress that may have affected how they 

engaged their subordinates.    
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The second discovery stemmed from Theme E1~E3 discussions. Here, similar to the JD-R 

theory being used to explain Theme M1, in the Theme E1 discussion, employees considered 

most of the job resources useful in facilitating their work and fostered engagement at work. 

The Theme E2 discussion revealed that employees viewed EE as a three-part construct that 

was consistent with the existing literature. The Theme E3 discussion highlighted employees’ 

concerns over the factors negatively affecting the engagement in the subject firm which 

interestingly also included job related stress. 

 

The third discovery was the development of a holistic model summarising how both groups 

interacted to shape the EE perceptions, and that integrated the six themes (Theme M1~M3 

and Theme E1~E3) that emerged from this study. The model explains how the manager job 

satisfaction and perception of EE affected his approach to engage the employees. Similarly, 

the model also explains how the employees’ EE perceptions were shaped by existing job 

resources and negative factors affecting engagement. 

 

A fourth discovery emerged from examining both Theme M1 and E1 for similarities and 

differences. By comparing and contrasting both occupational groups Theme 1 (Theme M1 

and Theme E1) evidence suggested that managers and employees concurred with most of the 

job resources except one – positive workplace relationship (ER3), which was important to the 

employees but not for the managers. This finding implies that both the management and 

employees believed in management’s creation of a positive work environment and positive 

relationships using various job resources such as bonding activities (MA3), and workplace 

wellbeing (MA7) to engage employees. However, management likely took it for granted that 

employees were already working in a comfortable environment thus underestimating the 

significance of a positive work environment which to the employees was important for 

engagement development.     
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The fifth finding was also derived from studying both Theme M2 and E2 together. By 

comparing and contrasting both occupational groups’ perceptions of the EE construct (Theme 

M2 and Theme E2) the evidence was that managers and employees held converging and 

diverging views on what constituted the EE construct; both groups shared two similar 

concepts: skills (ME1) / work role (EP1), and proactive behaviour (ME2 / EP3), but differed 

in learning from mistakes (ME3), teamwork (ME4) and task enjoyment (EP2).  

 

In the fifth discovery, team work was the only concept not found among any of the existing 

literature definitions of EE. In a highly collectivist society like Singapore (Hofstede, 1980, 

2001), harmony and teamwork (Kashima et al., 1995) are essential at the workplace, which 

explains why the subject firm’s managers valued engaged employees who were strong team 

players, did what was best for the team, and placing the group’s (firm) interests above their 

own. The subject firm’s project work environment and Singapore’s collectivist culture have 

invariably shaped the manager’s preference for employees to be engaged as a cooperative 

team player who proactively works for the benefit of the firm. The emergence of team work 

as a new dimension of engagement is a contribution to existing knowledge of engagement 

studies.  

 

The present study found that the managers perceived an engaged employee as somebody who 

possessed the right skillsets, act proactively at work, was willing to learn from mistakes, and 

was an active team player. Employees, on the other hand, viewed an engaged employee as 

someone who was able to perform his work role competently, enjoyed his work, and 

proactively carried out his job. The perceptual differences highlighted how management 

priorities diverged from those of employees. The managers were concerned with deliverables 

and overall results (i.e., project completion within deadline and budget), which explained their 

emphasis on employee skills, and productive work behaviours (proactivity, learning from 

mistakes, and cooperation). Employees, on the other hand, were focused on the satisfaction 

derived from their work (task enjoyment) being carried out competently (work role and 
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proactivity). This divergence in perception between management and employee may have 

implications for future engagement practices.  

 

The sixth important takeaway surfaced when examining both Theme M3 and E3 closely. By 

comparing and contrasting both manager and employee concerns (Theme M3 and Theme E3), 

the evidence demonstrated managers and employees held differing views in the form of 

conflicting themes with a common thread – feelings of job satisfaction (or dissatisfaction). 

Managers expressed varying degrees of satisfaction with their own job while employees were 

concerned with certain factors affecting engagement level. Despite the differing perspectives 

both occupational groups agreed that job related stress was a common concern.   

 

Besides the major revelations that emerged from the preceding interview analysis of this 

research, several surprising and unusual findings also surfaced in the quantitative survey (see 

Chapter 5). The next few paragraphs will explain these survey findings and how they 

corroborated with the interview (qualitative) data from Chapters 6 and 7 to provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of the subject firm’s engagement behaviours and practices.    

 

The seventh discovery originated from comparing both occupational groups’ survey results 

with those from Gallup Q12. The revelation was the surprising high engagement level among 

66% of the subject firm’s employees who scored 3.75 out of 5, which was significantly higher 

than Singapore’s national average engaged workforce of 9% and the global score of 13% for 

engaged employees. At the same time, an overwhelming majority of the managers (79%) also 

viewed the employees as either engaged or very engaged (3.88 out of 5). Both occupational 

groups held highly positive views of the subject firm level of engagement.  

 

These astonishing results of the subject firm’s high engagement could be due to the 

availability of training and development opportunities (MA1) in the subject firm supporting 

employees to learn and grow (ER1) which was validated by the highest score item of Q24 (M 



327 

= 4.22: At my workplace, I have been encouraged to develop myself) and employee’s positive 

reception of job resources – workplace learning and development (ER2). Other relevant 

factors may include supportive management (ER1), positive workplace relationship (ER3), 

and employee participation (ER4). The current study found that an engaged employee was 

characterised by: competency in work role (EP1), proactivity (EP3), and enjoyment of his 

work (EP2). Engaged employees who were able to fully apply their skills to work, 

experienced a state of engagement in the form of positive emotions.  

 

From management’s perspective, managers believed that they were caring and concerned 

about their subordinates (Q10: M = 4.10: I, or someone at work, care about my subordinate 

as a person) by providing various job resources to support them: training and development 

opportunities (MA1), effective communication (MA2), bonding and socialising activities 

(MA3), encouraging employee inputs to decision making (MA4), internal job transfer 

arrangements (MA5), fair compensation (MA6), and workplace wellbeing (MA7).  

 

By comparing both managers and employees highest score items: Q10: I, or someone at work, 

care about my subordinate as a person (M=4.1), and Q24: At my workplace, I have been 

encouraged to develop myself (M=4.22), respectively, the implications were clear:  Managers 

cared for their subordinates and supported their development to stay relevant at work through 

looking after their well-being (MA7), organising bonding activities (MA3) and encouraging 

them to take up workplace learning (MA1) so as to stay abreast with the work practices. 

Employees were also offered relevant learning opportunities (ER2) on and off the job. Both 

managers’ and employees’ findings corroborated the importance of having trained employees 

at an individual and organisational level.       

 

The high engagement score was also corroborated by the manager’s perception of the general 

engagement level in the subject firm. The managers perceived the EE level of employees 

higher than the employees had perceived themselves. Generally, both managers and 
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employees perceived a high engagement level in workplace. The exceptionally high 

engagement in the subject firm could be attributed to several factors: (a) good management 

practices in terms of resources provided to employees, (b) the size of the subject firm, (c) the 

nature of the employee’s jobs and (d) business and industry influences that helped to 

characterize the subject firm. 

 

The eighth and final discovery stemmed from comparing the managers and employees’ lowest 

score items from the survey.  Despite the optimistically high engagement score, the lowest 

survey scores revealed some areas of concerns among managers and employees. By 

comparing both managers and employees lowest score items Q16: In the last six months, I, or 

someone at work, have/has talked to my subordinate about his/her progress (M=3.6), and 

Q22: In the past one week, my work is recognized or praised (M= 3.25), respectively, the 

implication was obvious: both parties did not spend enough time to discuss work progress 

despite the availability of communication channels (MA2) (such as, meetings) partly because 

of the manager’s heavy workload (MJ2) and little time to discuss work performance or 

recognise/praise employees for their contributions (EF2).  

 

The manager’s inactive communication with employees on their performance had also 

indirectly resulted in the low engagement (disengagement) score among 9% of the subject 

firm’s employees. This small number of employees had the lowest score (1 or 2 out of 5) on 

Q22 and likely because there was a lack of recognition and inadequate reward given (EF2), 

negative working relationships (EF1), and job related stress (EF3). Although this finding may 

represent a small group of employees, it was still worth noting. Furthermore, it was noticed 

that a quarter of the employees took a neutral stance (mid-point score of 3/5) possibly also 

due to negative working relationships (EF1), lack of recognition and inadequate reward (EF2), 

job related stress (EF3) or the fact that participants were just not willing to reveal their true 

feelings. Similarly, a few of the managers (21%) viewed their subordinates’ engagement as 
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neutral, likely because they did not believe certain employees performed their role up to the 

manager’s expectations.  

 

9.3 Research contributions and future research directions 

 

There were four issues taken from the study that require addressing and have implications for 

theory and management, namely, 

 

(1) Supportive management and job resources,  

(2) Perceptions of employee engagement construct,  

(3) Structural variables, and  

(4) Factors affecting engagement.  

 

The next section discusses these areas in relation to the engagement literature and 

management practices.           

 

Supportive management and job resources 

There was a high level of engagement found in this study, indicating that supportive 

management played a significant role in promoting engagement at work. Managers directly 

determine the employee’s work routines, provides rewards and punishment, and allows access 

to the types of job resources (Smidt, 1998). This finding is consistent with various other 

studies where managerial behaviours (Xu and Copper-Thomas, 2011) exert both indirect 

(Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004) and moderating effects (Bakker et al., 2007) on engagement 

levels. Generally, these studies confirmed that managers exert direct and consequential 

influence on an employee engagement level and performance at work. To promote an 

engaged workforce the manager needed to be actively involved in supporting the employees. 
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The empirical evident supported the JD-R theory (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014) which stipulates 

that employees with access to relevant resources are able to carry out their work role and 

experience lower levels of job related stress and burnout. In the current study, almost all the 

seven job resources were either directly or indirectly provided by the manager or part of the 

organisational policies. The implications for management practice were obvious that 

management held the key to engagement at work. A manager’s propensity to provide job 

resources to his subordinate determined the employee’s engagement level. Hence, managers 

must carefully consider how s/he approaches the employee when promoting engagement at 

the workplace.  

 

It was interesting to note that these approaches/job resources surfaced concurrently from both 

manager and employee interview data therefore, representing the appeal and importance of 

job resources to both occupational groups. When combined with job resources described by 

employees, there were a total of eight resources that emerged from this study. Three of the job 

resources: training and development, effective communication, and employee participation 

were discussed in the Literature Review (Chapter 2). The remaining five approaches/job 

resources were not covered in the literature review discussion: positive workplace relationship, 

bonding and socialising activities, internal job transfer arrangements, workplace wellbeing, 

and fair compensation. The existence of the three job resources: training and development, 

effective communication, and employee participation in the present study was validated by 

the extant literature on how job resources impact on employee engagement.  

 

From the employees’ comments, it was evident that training and development as a job 

resource not only equipped employees with the relevant skillsets to carry out their role 

efficiently, which is in agreement with Goldstein and Ford (2002) but it also helps them to 

learn and growth with the firm, improve their confidence in their capability and level of 

engagement, and produce better results at the individual, team and organisational level which 

are consistent with the works of Anitha (2014), Paradise (2008), and  Czarnowsky, (2008).     
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This study also found that effective communication as a job resource improved engagement at 

work through clarifying job performance requirements. The managers in the study who 

communicated clearly minimised employee worries over work problems resulting in less job 

stress for the employee. As evidenced in the data and as corroborated in the literature, i.e., 

Bakker, et. al. (2005); Mone, et. al. (2011) and Smither and London (2009) through effective 

communication in the form of performance feedback, employees are able to appreciate their 

role and contributions towards the firm’s strategy thereby experiencing positive feelings at 

work. The findings in the current study confirmed the citations noted above. As a job resource, 

employee participation allowed employees in the study to actively influence management 

decision making process. This resource helped to build trust and commitment among 

employees (Marchington and Suter, 2013), and creates better work performance (Wagner, 

1994) that likely led to engagement. The findings from the present study were consistent with 

the engagement literature cited above.  

 

Having reviewed the three job resources that were discussed in Chapter 2 in relation to the 

present study, it was meaningful to examine the implications of the remaining five 

resources/approaches that emerged from this study and that are not explicitly mentioned in the 

EE literature:  

 

(1) Positive workplace relationships,  

(2) Bonding and socialising activities,  

(3) Internal job transfer arrangements,  

(4) Workplace wellbeing, and  

(5) Fair compensation  

 

Although these approaches/job resources were not mentioned directly in the literature review, 

some of it: positive workplace relationships, bonding and socialising activities, internal job 
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transfer arrangements, and workplace wellbeing could be related to Kahn’s (1990) three 

psychological pre-requisite conditions (i.e., availability, safety, and meaningfulness) for 

engagement to take root. These new findings may contribute to the literature on EE in terms 

of possible additional means by which engagement may be encouraged in the workplace. 

 

Perceptions of employee engagement construct 

The current study revealed that both managers and employees viewed the EE construct both 

similarly and differently simultaneously. Both occupational groups perceived EE as a multi-

facet construct made up of a range of other concepts. The managers perceived the EE 

construct as a composite of skills, proactive behaviour, learning from mistakes, and teamwork. 

The employee in contrast viewed the EE construct as a mix of work role, task enjoyment, and 

proactive behaviour.  

 

The data in this research revealed that managers and employees both shared common 

understanding of two overlapping concepts: skills / work role and proactive behaviour. The 

implication of this finding may be of significance on future management practice: this finding 

implies that skilled employees may, in fact, be able to play a more active role at work with 

less need for supervision.  

 

In terms of differences, both managers and employee perceived three EE concepts differently:  

learning from mistakes, teamwork and task enjoyment. While managers agreed that learning 

from mistakes was an important aspect of engagement, employees rarely paid attention to this 

concept. Although managers considered teamwork as an essential component of the 

employee’s sense of engagement, the concept was not entirely respected by employees who 

focused more on individual performance and quality inputs. Task enjoyment was important to 

employees and not acknowledged by managers, who expressed considerable stress even 

though they felt appreciated by their own superiors (top management). 
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Structural variables  

The current study discovered that structural variables and engagement levels are significantly 

related to each other. To reiterate Dromey’s (2014) definition of structural variables in 

Chapter 8, an organisation’s size, the industry within which it operates, and the nature of jobs 

are structural variables that influence the level of engagement within an organisation. This 

study found that a small organisation like that of the subject firm reported higher engagement 

because employees knew their colleagues on a personal level and had a close working 

relationship with each other. Also, working in the construction industry meant that employees 

operated in project teams  which required collaborative work behaviours. Employees working 

in project teams experienced a sense of belonging which suited Singaporean collectivistic 

society. The final product in the construction business was either a building or structure, 

which was a concrete manifestation of collective team efforts of individuals working 

collaboratively together for a period of time. These results created a strong sense of 

achievement and belonging among the employees of the subject firm. For the job nature 

variable, it was found that the employees in this study were able to work with a high level of 

autonomy where employees experience intrinsic motivation (Hackman and Oldham, 1975) 

leading to engagement. Taken together, these structural variables fostered a sense of 

meaningfulness, safety, and availability, which according to Kahn (1990) could result in 

engagement in the subject firm. These findings are a key consideration for companies who 

wish to promote EE in future.      

 

Factors affecting engagement 

There were several factors that surfaced from this research, which may require the attention of 

any organisation facing these issues: negative working relationships, lack of recognition and 

inadequate reward, and job related stress.  

 

Consistent with the findings of the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (2012) 

this research confirmed that a negative workplace may leads to lower productivity, poor work 
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morale and weaker engagement. The evidence of several employees in the subject firm 

expressed feelings of disengagement due to these stated issues was also in line with 

Branham’s (2005) findings where employees who are underappreciated for their work 

contributions reported lowered engagement level. Similarly, fair reward and compensation 

was found to correlate with how employees perceived the organisation recognising their 

contributions. This finding is in line with Ghosh, Rai, Chauhan, Baranwal, and Srivastava 

(2016) study, which indicated that rewards and recognition are significantly correlated to EE 

and commitment. Understandably, organisations that overtly express appreciation and 

recognize employees for their work contributions will find employees more engaged at work. 

 

In the present study, it was found that work related stress is a major factor that negatively 

affects engagement as it is closely associated with burnout (Bakker, et. al., 2005). According 

to Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001, p. 396), employees (or managers in the case of this 

study) who are exposed to extended emotional and job stress develops burnout that is 

characterised by “exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy” resulting in withdrawal of his 

physical, emotional and mental labour from work (Kahn, 1990). A burnout employee thus 

becomes a disengaged employee. The negative effects of excessive work stress impacts on 

both managers’ and employees’ performance and engagement level. 

 

9.3.1 Contribution to theory and management practices 

This study attempted to provide a clearer understanding of the EE construct and the 

management practices required to engage their workforce through the lens of an in-depth case 

study of a local Singaporean engineering firm in the construction industry. A holistic model 

was created to offer an alternative approach to understanding engagement by way of 

illuminating, in a single table, the key findings of this study.  The model underscores the 

importance of the managerial role as a resource provider, highlighting the similarities and 

differences of the perceptions of the engagement construct by two occupational groups and 
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discovered the factors that may lead to disengagement at work.  Broadly, this study may have 

contributed to the engagement literature in six areas:  

 

First, the research has offered a holistic model that summarizes how manager and employee 

interactions through the provision of and access to job resources influences the engagement 

level in the unique work environment of this subject firm. The model seeks to convey an 

alternative view of EE in terms of how job resources partially shape the engagement construct. 

This model highlights the important role played by managers in fostering employee 

engagement. Concurrently, employee perceptions of engagement are also moderated through 

the interactions with his/her managers in the process of accessing job resources.  

 

Second, the current research shed light on how managers perceived the EE construct 

differently from employees in part because of the nature of their jobs and because of different 

expectations and other related variables. At the same time, the results also revealed how 

employees viewed the engagement construct in relationship to the job resources provided by 

management. A qualitative case study comparing manager and employee perspectives of the 

EE within a single firm has not yet been published as of the presentation of this research study.   

 

Third, this research validated the effectiveness of Schaufeli and Taris’s (2014) (2007) Job 

Demand-Resource (JD-R) model use in gauging EE at the workplace. The JD-R model 

provided the foundation to organize the raw data and clarify that the availability of relevant 

job resources, when provided at the appropriate time, assists employees to better cope with 

job demands, perform better and experience engagement at work. The JD-R model also 

provided the blue print for the creation of the holistic model in this study.  

 

Fourth, the present research presented a single case study approach examining the EE 

construct in the Singaporean construction industry. This approach offered a unique 

perspective as it may be the only study of its kind to deeply explore the hidden nuances that 
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mass surveys of employee engagement may likely miss. The single case study approach 

perfectly suited the purpose of this research.   

 

Fifth, the surprising results from this case study when compared to the Gallup Q12 

international survey highlighted a rare example of a Singaporean engineering firm defying the 

national trend of low engagement. This exceptional example of a highly engaged organisation 

warrants greater examination for its practices, which may lead to future studies in employee 

engagement in Singapore and elsewhere.  

 

Finally, the negative factors that influenced engagement in this case study confirmed the EE 

literature in terms of how negative working relationships, lack of recognition and inadequate 

reward, and job related stress can lead to poor engagement.  Evidence suggests that 

appropriate changes in management policies and provision of relevant job resources may 

mitigate negative factors to weigh on positive engagement.  

 

The findings in this study may provide both theoretical and practical contributions to the 

growing body of knowledge and a deeper appreciation of the various aspects of employee 

engagement. This research may have contributed to a deeper understanding of the manager’s 

role in promoting engagement allowed for a greater appreciation of the differences in 

perceptions of engagement by different occupational groups and, provided an incentive and 

curiosity for applying the case study approach and mixed methods methodology to future 

phenomenological, investigative studies of employee engagement.  

 

9.3.2 Future research directions 

For future research, and to replicate this study, a proposition is that a multiple case study 

approach be used to investigate the EE construct in the construction industry, both locally and 

globally. This proposed approach may have the benefit of overcoming the inherent limitations 

of a single case study approach that is typically not able to be generalized to a larger 
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population, which another research methodology might provide. Future researchers may wish 

to consider building on the current single case study and replicate it across several 

organisations in the construction industry including main contractors, consultants and 

architecture firms. A multi-case study of EE within the same industry may provide better 

validity and reliability of findings. By comparing the results of a few case studies across the 

same industry, common issues and best practices can be identified and shared among HR 

practitioners, managers and academic management theorists. The findings may provide 

insights into how best to increase levels of engagement in the construction industry.   

  

Singapore is a knowledge-based economy where 84% of the working population are 

employed in the service sector, such as banking, finance, hospitality, and retail (Ministry of 

Manpower, 2017). Understanding the specific causes of engagement and disengagement in 

the service sector may be helpful for management as well as the country’s various economic 

and human resource ministries to address the currently low levels of engagement in Singapore. 

In-depth studies into specific service industries such as the hotel and food services - notorious 

for its high employee turnover (Ministry of Manpower, 2017) and poor levels of engagement 

- might find it helpful to uncover the reasons behind such disengagement behaviours and 

provide impetus to implement changes to address this negative trend. 

 

In this research only middle managers were examined in relation to how they influence EE. 

The role of senior management in influencing line employees was not fully investigated. This 

researcher suggests further research using a case study approach that examines how senior 

managers make strategic choices (i.e., mission, vision and core values) and how these 

strategic choices influence workforce engagement levels. Such studies can add another 

dimension to the study of engagement in the search for more effective engagement 

management practices.   
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For future research, a suggestion is an investigation of a handful of chosen organisations that 

have been certified under the Business Excellence (BE) framework (Enterprise Singapore, 

2018). These organisations have been certified to have operated under internationally 

benchmarked BE frameworks to promote engagement from senior management through to 

line employees. To date, there have been a few, if any, studies conducted on the engagement 

practices of these BE-certified companies.  In-depth studies using a mixed method approach 

of personal interviews and focus group discussions may glean insightful lessons from these 

highly effective organisations. The researcher hopes that the best practices from such 

excellent organisations can be spread to other firms that are looking for ways to improve 

employee engagement at work.   

 

In the present research, during the interview with the employees, it was apparent to the 

researcher that the technical specialists (such as, engineers and designers) were more engaged 

than the generalists (such as, administrators and professional support staff). This revealed a 

possible area for further research. The role of technical specialist was hierarchically higher 

and more prestigious than those holding generalist positions. It will be meaningful for future 

researchers to look into the role of job ranking / positional hierarchy and their impact on 

employee engagement.      

 

9.4 Research limitations 

 

Research studies often have limitations. This study was no exception. The research methods 

adopted in this study came with inherent limitations. The use of a small sample size from only 

one single engineering firm in the Singaporean construction industry does not allow for 

generalisation of findings to other firms or to non-construction industries. There is a caution 

to readers not to generalise the findings (both quantitative and qualitative) of the current study 

to other firms, industries or contexts.  Despite these limitations, the researcher firmly believes 

that the results derived from this study were based on sound choices of research strategy and 
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methodologies, and analytically rigor. The quantitative survey results from this research study 

were subjected to statistical tests of validity and reliability, and the qualitative interviews 

subjected to thorough analysis using a variety of qualitative data analytic tools including word 

counting, word clouds, and NVIVO in keeping with scientific standards for assuring validity 

and reliability.  The findings are considered valid and reliable.      

 

9.4.1 Methodological limitations 

The current study was based on a single case study. The researcher has rigorously defended 

the use of a case study in Chapter 4 (Research Methodology) supported by the evidence of 

many single case studies successfully employed in doctoral theses. However, there are 

limitations to the use of a single case study. One such limitation is that the single case study 

of an engineering firm cannot be generalized to other non-engineering firms, nor to other 

engineering firms until further longitudinal studies of a like kind are conducted to determine 

the validity, reliability and consistency of such a methodology   

 

Further, this research adopted a mixed method approach to collect data in a case study. 

Although a mixed method design may capture more valid and reliable findings, nevertheless 

its inherent limitations must be acknowledged. Some of the mixed method approach 

limitations were identified by Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) who concluded that 

methodological purists would argue that a researcher should only adopt one paradigm instead 

of mixing both (quantitative and qualitative) into one. The arguments for a preference for a 

single method over a mixed method focused on the possibility of conflicting results using two 

different methods. Mixed method approaches are also more expensive to implement and take 

longer to complete compared to a single method approach.  

 

Finally, the sample size was limited with only 10 managers and 32 employees for quantitative 

data collection (Phase I), and 8 managers and 10 employees for the qualitative data collection 
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(Phase II). Both sample sizes may not be representative of the national average as it was 

drawn from one organisation and limited to the construction industry in Singapore.  

 

Based on the preceding discussions, the researcher again cautions readers not to generalize the 

findings of this study to other organisations.  To reiterate, the aim of this research was not to 

generalize its findings to other business contexts. Rather, this research was intended to serve 

as a foundation for future research into the Singaporean EE construct, particularly in terms of 

how both manager and employee perceptions of EE were shaped and by what factors at the 

firm, which may accrue to the industry and national level.  

 

9.4.2 Contextual limitations 

The context of the present study was based in the region of Singapore, an Asian country.  

Singapore is a multiracial society governed by a single ruling party. As a country, Singapore 

is one of the most advanced South East Asia countries with a comprehensive infrastructure, 

and a highly educated workforce that is typically characterized as a Western developed 

economy. Nevertheless, the majority of its citizens are Chinese who hold predominantly 

Confucius values. More specifically, the chosen organisation is a small engineering firm 

operating in the Singapore construction industry. All these variables put this research in a 

specialized situation as it is the first Singapore-based EE study of its kind, the first involving a 

case study approach, and the first comparing manager and employee responses to the 

engagement construct.  These variables are unlike engagement studies conducted in mostly 

Western countries, which are mostly quantitative surveys targeting employees. Thus, this 

study is methodologically distinctive, and takes place in a specific location with its complex 

culture, values and industrial context. Again, it needs to be acknowledged that these variables 

have created a unique case whereby the context of this study is limited to the Singaporean 

construction industry environment. The findings from this study should therefore be 

interpreted only within the context of the Singaporean construction industry, and even then, 
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the results of this should not be generalized either to the construction industry nor to non-

construction sectors, within or outside Singapore.    

 

9.5 Final conclusions 

 

This study has achieved its aims of exploring the EE construct through a single case study 

from the dual perspectives of both managers and employees. A holistic model was created 

from this research that explains how both occupational groups interacted through job 

resources and in the process shaped their perceptions of the engagement construct. The model 

also provided empirical evidence of how job resources helped employees to work efficiently 

as predicted by the JD-R theory. 

 

This present research has hoped to provide a better understanding of how managers played a 

pivotal role in developing EE through providing relevant and timely job resources to 

employees.  The study also provided empirical quantitative and qualitative evidence from two 

occupational groups, the managers and employees who are key stakeholders in fostering EE. 

 

The most surprising revelation from the Q12 survey and interview results was that the subject 

firm’s employees were the most engaged people compared to the Singapore national average 

EE score of 9% and global engagement average of 13%. Sixty-six percent of the subject 

firm’s employees were engaged at work while 25% adopted a neutral stance, and 9% were 

disengaged. Reasons for high engagement were job resources availability, organisation’s size, 

industry type, and occupational group work practices. However, the small group of 

disengaged employees may serve to warn management of its potential to dampen engagement 

levels in the future.  

 

The quantitative findings in the present study suggested an unusually high level of 

engagement in the subject firm that is clearly above the national and global engagement 
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averages. This sterling result warrants a more detailed study of the management practices in 

the subject firm so that other organisations may learn from the subject firm’s best practices in 

engaging employees. The qualitative findings revealed a plethora of ideas, issues, concepts 

and themes that added multiple dimensions to the study of engagement. The famous words of 

Benjamin Franklin: “a small leak will sink a great ship” may bode well to managers in 

instances where employees express negative levels of engagement, and astute managers are 

able to offer timely and appropriate actions to minimise and stem these negative factors.  

 

The contribution of this thesis was captured in the Conceptual map of manager / employee 

interaction towards engagement (Figure 8.4). This map explained how managers provided 

appropriate job resources to satisfy employees’ pre-engagement conditions needs leading to 

engagement. The model predicts that managers who made job resources available to 

employees were indirectly creating a conducive work environment for engagement to flourish. 

Such managers’ actions also satisfied the employees’ three prerequisite conditions for 

engagement: availability, safety and meaningfulness. As a result, employees who had access 

to job resources tended to be more engaged because they were likely to be more satisfied with 

their engagement needs.  

 

The development of the Conceptual map of manager / employee interaction towards 

engagement  provided a preliminary explanation of how manager and employee interactions 

through job resources shapes the development of positive or negative engagement levels in 

the workplace. A range of concepts and issues surfaced from this case study research that laid 

the foundation for future research.  

 

In conclusion, it is hoped that this study contributed to a better understanding and 

appreciation of how high levels of engagement were generated and were effective as viewed 

through the lens of managers and employees working and interacting together in a small 

engineering firm in the Singaporean construction industry.  Their despite feelings of neutral 
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and negative levels of engagement- resulted in a positive engagement score that far exceeded 

Gallup Poll scores of engagement, both nationally and globally.  
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APPENDIX: Coding of key words / ideas / concepts emerged from manager interview 

 

Skills (Under Employee Engagement concept) 

1. M3: They are skilful in their jobs. 

2. M3: They have been with me quite some time. I realize that they are quite comfortable 

with their work (skilful) hence won’t approach me quite often.  

3. M2: First, employees can work well for company.  

4. M2: Employees also need to help company to improve. 

5. M4: I need people with good attitude and appropriate technical skills.  

6. M4: They need the ability to work well.  

7. M4: To me attitude and skills are two important areas at work.  

8. M4: The ability to follow instructions is important also. 

9. M4: Good attitude is the ability of the workers to work well with one another, cooperation 

and coordination at the job site too. 

10. M8: Employee engagement is not so much on salary. I would weigh in terms of technical 

aspects, skills and improvements.  

11. M8: I would explain to them the importance of learning and not to waste time. 

12. M7: It would usually take about 6 months to fully get a new employee to be totally 

familiar with his work. For foreign workers (mostly Indians and Chinese), it may take a 

longer time for them to adapt. 

13. M6: We want our operation staff to be versatile.  

14. M6: So if in case if one is sick, the other can help out.  

15. M6: So we know the basic of one another’s job. 

16. M5: They want better pay hence they work very hard.  

17. M5: Some want to learn new skills and gain more experience. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 19: If you are to describe the current level of employee 

engagement in your company now, what are the three words you would use? 

 

Favouritism  

M5: Improvement is needed.  

M8: Room for improvement.  

M5: I somehow feel that some team managers are not handling matters in a fair manner.  

M5: Perhaps it is due to favouritism.  

M5: This is my observation. I feel that all workers should be given equal opportunity to show 

that they can work.  

M5: Hence, there is a probation period of 3- 6 months for my workers. I will check on their 

progress and see how they are managing their work.  

M5: If they are not doing well, I will talk to the worker personally and highlight the areas that 

need improvement.  

M5: If they perform well, I will end the probation period earlier.  

M5: My foreman will sometimes assist me in guiding the workers. 
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M8: Emotion is also the main concern.  

M8: We have people complaining about different departments 

 

Communication  

M2: Average. Lack of communication within departments.   

M2: There may be repeated processes and some are unclear of workflow.  

M8: Language barrier is also another problem.  

M8: One may feel neglected if there is no common language spoken.  

M8: We have foreigners who cannot express well due to language barrier.  

M8: I have one staff who nearly quit his job as he could not speak the common language with 

others.  

M8: He felt frustrated and left out. 

 

Contentment (3x3=9) 

M1: Caring management, training opportunities and good welfare.  

M4: I think everything is OK. 

M7: I am quite satisfied with the current situation. 

 

Harmony (4x2=8) 

M3: Helpful and some form of bonding. 

M6: Hence I believe harmony is important for a successful business. 

M6: We need to continue to be like a family and make improvements.  

M6: I will try to be the mediator if any conflict arises among workers.  

 

Concepts identified in Question 18: Is there anything else you would like to share with 

me regarding your experience in employee engagement?  

 

Communications (6x4=24) 

M5: I believe employee engagement is good communication with workers.  

M4: As I have said earlier, communication is important for all of us to work well together.  

M2: He shares with us a lot of information in terms of work.  

M5: From here, we can better understand what their work attitude is  

M5: How they can contribute to the company. 

M3: Communication needs to be improved. 

 

Contentment (6x3=18) 

M2: I am happy working here for 16 years. 

M6: I feel very happy to see that I have improved throughout the years  

M7: We started off as a small company and to date, we have grown quite a lot.  

M7: I can see improvements in various departments 

M7: Overall, I find it ok as most of the workers put in efforts at work.  

M7: Yes, I am satisfied with my staff performance. 
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Caring supervisors (8x2=16) 

M6: I am very grateful to my bosses.  

M6: They helped me a lot.  

M2: He shares with us a lot of information in terms of work.  

M2: He taught me a lot of things when I first joined. 

M2: He was very concerned about me, asking my condition.  

M2: My boss takes care of me very well.  

M2: There are more occasions where he shows his concern for me.  

M2: There was this time I was driving and encountered an accident.  

 

Concerns (3x2=6) 

M8: My concern is that I may be too busy and I am not aware of what is happening.  

M4: It’s a team business here. 

M8: I would feel that some staff would only think of themselves and not for the company. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 17: What are three things you can do to engage your 

subordinate?  

Communication (10x4=40) 

M8: Communication and encouragement.  

M1: I think we need to work on communication. 

M4: The whole idea boils down to communication.  

M4: With better communication I believe people will be more engaged. 

M5: Communicating is important so that we are clear on what we need to do.  

M4: They must also be able to carry out instructions.  

M5: Communicate with my workers, listen to their feedback and offer advice for them.  

M5: Feedback allows improvement and better understanding.  

M4: I would want my workers to better understand my style of working and I also want to 

better understand them. 

M5: As a manager, I want to be a good listener and hear them out as they may have personal 

problems.  

 

Job Demands–Resources Theory  

 

Job demands 

M3: Staff may feel happier and they do not have to work for too long hours. 

M8: I also get my manager to do presentations on salary increment, asking them for opinion 

rather than just spoon- feeding them with information.  

 

Job resources 

M3: If we are specialised in one area, we can focus well.  

M3: I want to choose who are the customers I want to work with and be specialised in my 

work area which I am strong in.  
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M8: Next is to get every one more involved in different areas not only within their own scope 

of work. (JR) 

M8: In this way, it helps them to have a better sense of ownership. 

M3: Recognition in these areas are important for engagement. 

M5: At least I can help them if needed so that they can focus better on work.  

 

Compensation (6x3=18) 

M3: Salary is one main thing.  

M3: Bonus and awards too.  

M7: Monetary motivation such as bonus, incentive trips and words of encouragement. 

M8: I don’t think it is money that motivate them.  

M8: Not sure how they feel after they walk away with the bonus. 

M8: They may be happy for the moment when they get the bonus.  

 

Concepts identified in Question 16. Is there a training and developmental policy for 

employees? Please tell me more about this policy’? Is it applicable to all employees? 

 

Training types (12x7=84) 

M4: Training such as new installation and ducting. This is internal training. 

M6: We have technical training in several areas. 

M1: Workers will have to attend technical training.  

M2: Attending courses at BCA. 

M5: We have technical training, such as safety courses and new equipment training.  

M2: We do have management training. 

M5: Workers need to be certificated as competent operators in order to work on the new 

equipment. 

M1: For general employees, we have English course as part of training 

M3: Such as English programs and some technical courses. 

M7: We have talks fortnightly at our sites 

M6: We have in-house training.  

M6: Sometimes I receive information from my suppliers and I will share with my workers. 

M7: We keep the workers updated on safety issues and work procedures.  

 

Policy and practices (11x6=66) 

M8: Our company provides training and course for most of our employees.  

M7: Those are mandatory training for them. 

M5: We have to meet the government’s requirements in terms of offering training for the staff. 

M5: Workers need to be certificated as competent operators in order to work on the new 

equipment. 

M8: We need them to be trained for their jobs. 

M3: Yes, we have a lot of training programs.  

M8: I think they are quite well care for in this area.  

M1: We can request for training, subjecting to budget.  
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M1: Of course priority is given based on employee’s status in the company.  

M1: Every year for management staff we have to clock in 10 hours of training.  

M4: They (workers) have to attend training twice a month.  

 

 

Concepts identified in Question 15: Are employees given ample opportunities to use 

their skills and talents at work? What are some examples of such opportunities in your 

company?  

 

Identifying potentials employees for suitable job (13x4=52) 

 

M4: If we observe that a particular worker has a certain set of skills, we will groom him to 

become better.  

M4: We do keep a lookout for workers who can perform out of their usual job scope.  

M5: He must be able to show that he can manage in the department he wants to go to.  

M5: The manager must acknowledged his skills and they get paid for additional skills (related 

to work) they know. 

M5: They have targets to achieve.  

M6: I have my way of checking and keeping records on who are the appropriate people for 

each project. 

M6: I need to know which person is suitable for which job.  

M6: I need to plan for the main person what he needs to do;  

M7: I do give them the opportunity to do what they are good at if they let me know. 

M7: I would observe them 

M7: I would then allow them to try out.  

M7: If a particular worker is good at certain area(s) of the work, we would allow him to fully 

utilize his abilities on that area(s). 

M7: Some would also approach me to tell me more about their previous work experience and 

where their strengths are.  

 

Promotion (1x1=1) 

M2: I had an employee who wanted to get promoted but he did not get it.  

 

Training (4x3=12) 

M3: The boss will give us chances, for instance, the junior staff get to do presentations for 

clients.  

M3: This is good for them to build up rapport with clients.  

M4: We do keep a lookout for workers who can perform out of their usual job scope.  

M5: The company gives workers opportunities to upgrade to learn new skills and attend 

training.  

 

Internal job transfer (5x2=10)  

M1: For my current assistant, she is going to be transferred to the HR Department.  
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M1: She shows interest in HR.  

M1: The management would consider giving them the opportunity to be transferred to another 

department. 

M5: He must be able to show that he can manage in the department he wants to go to.  

M5: Yes, for example, if a worker from the aircon unit wants to transfer to the ducting unit, 

he can do so.  

 

Employee personality and attitude (3x3=9) 

M1: Sometimes it depends on the person’s personality and attitude.  

M2: For some, if their expectations are not met, they will quit.  

M4: This is not easy as we also need to consider other factors such as having a positive 

attitude. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 14: What do you think engaged your employees? Any 

personal experience to share? 

 

Performance feedback (9x4=36) 

M1: Giving them feedback is also crucial.  

M1: They need to know about their performance. 

M7: From the appraisals, we can assess the performance of the workers using performance 

indicators. 

M7: We have performance appraisal held twice a year.  

M3: Some feel that there is no direction given.  

M8: I explain to them what they need to do and they know clearly what their direction is.  

M8: So I would say a sense of direction is more important than money. 

M8: The staff is more interested to know their prospects with the company and what the 

company can do for them.  

M8: They would want me to share with them how they are performing at work, what the 

company is expecting from them in terms of skills or human interaction etc.  

 

Compensation (9x3=27) 

M8: From my experience, of course the staffs are happy upon receiving bonus.  

M8: I see their happy faces but that’s it.  

M8: Like I said, I don’t think is money. 

M4: I believe money is what the workers look out for.  

M4: They definitely would want bonus.  

M4: Of course, with increment.  

M5: They want better pay hence they work very hard.  

M5: I consider the salary among foreign workers as well- paid.  

M5: They have over-time pay and meal allowances.  

 

Training (2x2=4) 

M5: Some want to learn new skills and gain more experience. 
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M8: I talk to them about training and development.  

 

Promotion (2x2=4) 

M2: I had an employee who wanted to get promoted but he did not get it. Hence he left.  

M4: Promotion also. 

 

Organisational policies (6x2=12) 

M1: I think work procedures are very important.  

M1: They need to know what they are doing. 

 

When workflow poorly organised? 

M3: There is a problem with the company’s workflow too.  

M3: I find that the workflow’s change is too frequent, causing a lot of problems.  

M3: For instance, the work handled by the one department was passed to another temporarily 

but eventually it becomes part of our work.  

M3: It seems we are doing more work. 

 

Benefits (5x2=10) 

M5: Transportation is provided.  

M5: The living conditions in the dormitory are conducive.  

M5: They have clean bathrooms and spacious rooms as compared to other dormitories. 

M7: We have incentive trips every year.  

M7: Staff who showed good performance at work are given incentive trips  

 

Communication & trust (3x1=3) 

M6: We talk about our problems openly.  

M6: Open discussions and communications encourage interactions.  

M6: Also, trust is also important for employee and manager to work well together. 

 

Workplace wellbeing (3x1=3) 

M4: We would also try to understand their personal problems since they are away from their 

home countries.  

M4: We want them to work with a peace of mind.  

M4: For instance, if a worker encounters problems at home, we will fly him back to allow 

him to have time to settle his issues back at home. 

 

Leadership (2x1=2) 

M3: Without a good supervisor to guide the new staff, they will feel neglected.  

M3: Maybe some of the supervisors are not experience enough to guide the new staff.  

 

Concepts identified in Question 13: What are some of the employee benefits in your 

company? Do you think these benefits are effective in engaging employees? 
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All eight managers agreed that the benefits were effective in engaging employees.  

 

BENEFITS TYPES 

Incentive trips 

M1: We have the incentive trips. 

M2: They do appreciate this incentive trips. They get to know one another better. 

M2: We have incentive trips to Taiwan. It is fully paid by company. 

M3: We have company trips too. It is an annual event.  

M4: Yes, the trips and incentives are good 

M5: It is a time for everyone to bond. 

M6: We have incentive trips too.  

M7: The workers enjoy such benefits to interact and foster better relationships. 

M8: Incentive trips (annual event) and overseas trips. We went to Genting and Taiwan. The 

trip is about 4-5 days. Not all could make it. Some can’t due to VISA issues and work permit 

issues. We still make sure that they can travel. 

M8: So I suppose the three things are incentive trips, bonus and opportunity for training that 

keep the staff going. 

  

Get together sessions 

M3: HR celebrates birthdays for the staff.  

M3: We have a get together session once a month for all staff. 

M5: Sometimes on public holidays, the bosses will organise mini parties with buffet for us. 

There are good food and drinks. We make sure food is catered for workers of different 

nationalities. We also have lucky draws for workers to win prizes. 

M6: When we are done with our projects, we will go for celebrations, drinks and dinner.  

M7: Sometimes after work, we tend to gather and have drinking sessions together.   

 

Bonus  

M7: Our bonus is higher as compared to other companies.  

M8: Bonus is something which most staff look forward to. Performance is tied to bonus. 

Every level has a certain requirement 

M8: So I suppose the three things are incentive trips, bonus and opportunity for training that 

keep the staff going. 

 

Training (1x1=1) 

M8: One example is a supervisor. The company sponsored him for studies to get a Specialist 

Diploma at BCA (Building and Construction Authority).  

 

Promotion (2x2=4) 

M8: So I suppose the three things are incentive trips, bonus and opportunity for training that 

keep the staff going. 

M8: He was promoted and felt grateful for the opportunity given. 
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Off days 

M7: We are given (additional) days off during major holidays seasons. 

  

 

Concepts identified in Question 12: What do you think is your role between top 

management and your subordinates in employee engagement? How do you feel about 

this role? 

 

(i) Manager’s role between top management and subordinates in promoting employee 

engagement 

 

Effective communication 

• M7: We have a systematic workflow 

• M5: I would pose a series of questions to make sure they really can answer me and 

understand what they are required to do. 

• M4: Coordination also plays an important role. 

• M4: The person in charge of coordination needs the required skills and expertise to 

convey instructions. 

• M6: He (manager) gives very clear instructions to all under him. 

• M7: Everyone is clear of what is going on.  

• M8: They can talk to me and I provide feedback to them. 

• M7: They would also help me to convey messages to the workers 

• M4: He needs to explain everything clearly to the workers on what needs to be done. 

• M8: Sometimes I need to explain to my middle management on certain issues which we 

don’t see eye to eye. Ultimately we put emotions aside and get work done. 

• M1: We have lunch together within the department to better know one another.   

 

Meetings 

• M7: We of course will have our own group meetings. 

• M1: We have a lot of meetings- projects, departments and staffs. 

• M7: During meetings, I keep them posted of on-going projects and update them on new 

projects. 

• M3: I feel that meeting is necessary so that we can all sit down to discuss 

• M3: Now, we seldom have meetings, so sometimes we may have hiccups at work 

• M3: Perhaps due to our busy schedule we are having fewer meetings 

• M3: I hope I can start having regular meetings soon despite our busy work. 

• M7: The supervisors would sometimes represent me for meetings if I am not available 

 

Meeting top management expectations 

• M5: I have to meet management’s objectives 

• M3: I have to meet the expectations of the top management 

• M3: It is sometimes hard for me to meet the expectations of the top management 

• M1: I feel that I need to monitor, understand top management’s requirements and meeting 
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deadlines. 

• M1: I need to monitor projects completion to ensure all works are carried out. 

• M5: If I do not meet these objectives, workers who are under my supervision will get 

affected. 

• M3: I have to pass part of the load to my workers. I will do my best to meet their (top 

management) expectations 

 

Poor communication 

• M4: Yes, communication is a problem at times too.  

• M5: When their HODs ask them to complete certain work which they are not sure, they 

will still go ahead to do it without informing the HODs that in fact they can’t handle the 

task. 

• M5: HODs will deem that the worker is incompetent while the worker feels that he has 

put in his best effort even though he has done the wrong thing. 

• M5: Sometimes the workers feel that their HODs or management do not appreciate their 

efforts put in at work. 

• M5: It resulted in conflicts. 

• M5: At times some workers are ‘fearful’ of their HODs 

• M4: Sometimes we have complaints from clients then we know that the new staff has 

done something wrong 

• M4: New staff might not be aware of the work situation.  

• M4.They (new staff) are unsure who to seek help from. 

 

Conveying top management intentions to employees 

• M2: I need to convey to my staff what the senior management wants. 

• M1: Sometimes I do have difficulties conveying to my staff what the top management 

wants.  

• M7: I have to let them know what is happening and what is expected from them.  

 

Feedback to top management 

• M6: If I encounter any problems, I would approach my top management.  

• M1: But we can feedback to top management if we have any problems.  

• M6: They (top management) would offer me advice and help me.  

 

 

(ii) How do you feel about this role? 

 

Pressure to perform  

• M3: Quite challenging 

• M6: I do not want any delay and I want work to be done fast.  

• M7: I have no choice but to pressurize them to get things done such as doing over time 

• M7: I feel stressed. Especially if we cannot complete projects on time 
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Comfortable 

• M6: I am friendly to those around me even though we are from different departments. 

• M6: I am very comfortable with the current working arrangement. 

• M6: I feel I have done my part, everything is run smoothly on a daily basis 

• M6: We are like a whole family. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 11: Do your employees have good friends at work? 

 

‘Yes’ 

• M2: She may have a few (friends) 

• M5: I can say that many have friends here 

• M1: I think my direct report has a few good friends. 

• M4: The workers tend to find friendship and belonging among their country men 

• M7: Some even manage to make friends with other nationalities especially when they 

work with each other on projects.  

• M8: Relationship among staff not a problem.  

• M8: I can only say that for those whom I work regularly seem to be a happy lot 

• M6: My workers and supervisors work well together 

• M4: They feel quite at home working here 

 

‘Not sure’ 

• M8: Can’t say for all 

• M3: I am not sure.  

• M1: I can’t say for all the employees 

• M5: I not sure if all have good friends 

 

Spending time together with co-workers 

• M6: I join them for drinks too when time permits.  

• M4: They frequently go for drinks and entertainment after work. 

• M6: They chill out at the coffee shops after a hard day’s work. This is a clear sign of 

friendship and good relations 

• M5: We are all good friends and hang out with each other for drinks and meals after work. 

If you consider that good friends then, yes. 

• M7: My workers are from different countries and they hang out with their countrymen 

frequently after work for leisure and meals 

• M1:  They frequently have lunch together. 

• M8: They commonly have lunch and meals together and get along quite well. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 10: Generally, do you feel that your employees are doing 

quality work? 

 

Reasons 

Costly mistakes and time wasting 
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M5: In my areas of responsibilities, zero defect is a must. No errors allowed.  

M5: (Mistakes) costs money and time. To fix a problem waste so much.  

M6: Having fewer mistakes help the company save money and bigger bonus for all 

M6: A win-win situation.  

 

Learning from mistakes 

M7: Of course nobody is perfect and poor quality / mistakes do happen 

M4: Nobody wants to make mistakes intentionally, right?  

M4: There will be mistakes make but we learn and move on.  

M7: Key thing is lesson must be learnt and not be repeated.  

M8: Those who do not may be monitored and if necessary training and corrective actions 

taken. 

 

Committed and reliable staff 

M4: I have honest and hardworking people. 

M6: From past experience, I can see workers doing more than their fair share to help the 

project completed on time and within budget.  

M7: I can say from years of experience here, my staff are a reliable team and they did a fairly 

good job 

 

Concepts identified in Question 9: Does the mission/purpose of your company make 

your employees feel that their job are important? Why? 

 

‘‘Yes’ 

Direction & purpose 

M3: This is important if it concerns the reputation of the company. 

M3: Our mission can give some direction and purpose for employees. Makes them feel like 

part of the team.  

M6: I think having a clear purpose makes employees feel they belong to something bigger.  

M5: I always tell my people to do a good job because what they do is important to the 

company success. 

M8: I would like my staff to feel that their job is important towards the success of the 

company. I hope they see it the same way too.  

 

‘No’ 

Unawareness 

M1: I am not sure. 

M4: I can’t be sure. 

M5: Have not thought about it before. 

M7: I am an operation man. Getting the job done correctly and on time delivery is above 

everything else. Whether mission / purpose make the people feel motivated or not has never 

cross my mind. 

M2: Not all the staff buy into this mission / purpose thing. 
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M2: I guess getting the work done is number one.   

 

Concepts identified in Question 8: Are the opinions of your staff important? In what 

ways? 

 

‘Yes’ 

Usefulness and nature of inputs 

• M1: I would say yes if they are useful and related to the job. 

• M4: If the ideas sound doable, usually I would accept them 

• M6: Depending on the nature of the problem. If the suggestion sounds practical and it 

doesn’t cost a lot I usually would let my staff try out the ideas 

• M5: Yes, their opinions are important.  

• M2: However, if it is on personal matter, like training, work arrangement, I do listen to 

my staff.  

• M2: If it is issues of company policies and technical matters, depending on the situation, I 

sometimes ask my people for their opinion also. 

 

Managers’ dependence on employees for inputs 

• M3: I don’t have all the answers to the problems, you know. 

• M5: My responsibilities covers a wide range of operations and I need every good idea I 

can get from my guys 

• M4: I discuss work problems frequently with my supervisors and would ask them for 

solutions. 

• M5: I always welcome any suggestions from anyone to improve workshop safety 

standards and operations efficiency. 

• M7: I consult my foreman and supervisors regularly to hear from them what’s happening 

on job site and the grounds 

• M7: They are my ears and eyes and I take their opinions seriously 

• M7: I need them just like they need me.    

 

‘No’ 

Non-negotiables 

• M2: Some of the technical aspects of the job are not about staff opinion or not. 

• M8: Sometimes managers are not supportive of staff’s ideas. 

• M2: The client’s requirements are above staff opinions. Like it or not. 

• M6: In other cases where it involves customer’s requirements then I will need to proceed 

carefully. 

• M8: Sometimes, I have to reject good ideas because it is not want the customer wants. 

That’s our line of business. 

 

Employees’ ability to contribute 

• M4: For workers, what they think about their work is less important for me. 
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• M8: Workers’ ideas are restricted as managers may have other concerns. They feel that 

they don’t have the freedom to try out something new. 

• M4: We just need them [workers] to follow instructions correctly 

• M4: Opinions are less important with their [workers] work. 

 

Concepts identified in Question 7: Do you think your employees know what is expected 

of them at work? Why? 

 

Reasons for ‘Yes’ (6 out of 8 managers) 

 

Communication 

M6: I have to plan and explain to them their various projects.  

M6: We have project meetings, staff meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings to 

ensure everyone follows the schedule  

M7: I would just need to briefly explain to them and they would readily get their work done. 

M7: In case of unusual events, they would call me. 

M5: We have daily meetings to discuss work- related and safety issues 

M4: We have weekly and site meetings. 

M4: We will all sit together for discussions, work plans and manpower arrangement. 

 

Organisational control 

M5: All machines need to be operated safely so as to prevent danger from happening.  

M5: I always remind them to put safety as the first objective as I want to achieve zero 

accident in the workshop.  

M5: I have standard procedures for them 

M1: Some routine work and tasks are to be completed. We follow work procedures.  

M3: They can follow work procedures properly. 

M2: Yes, we have a work procedure for her to follow. 

 

HRM practices 

M1: HR will also conduct orientation. 

M1: HR will issue job description to new staff. 

M8: I started pushing for training and upgrading as the government has already highlighted 

major changes in our industry 

M6: I train them in the same way as I was being trained when I first joined. 

M6: I train them very hard to understand what is required. 

M8: We are required to offer a lot of training to embrace new technology. 

 

Reasons for ‘Maybe’ (2 out of 8 managers) 

 

Resistance to Change 

M8: My main concern now is that they don’t see the big picture. Especially for senior staff, 

they don’t see the need for change. 
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M8: The sense of engagement does not really exist without my efforts to push them forward 

M8: I understand that now is the transition period. They have to manage between 2D and 3D 

technology, resulting in more work. 

 

Inexperience 

M2: She sometimes will make mistakes. 

M2: She is new so I will give her time to adapt.  

M2: She is a fresh graduate hence needs more time for training 

 

Concepts identified in Question 6: How do you know if an employee is engaged? Any 

examples? 

 

Conscientious 

1. He or she is serious about getting his job done well. 

2. He will do the job without complaints 

3. He works very hard and is a responsible person. 

4. However due to personal reasons, he had to leave the company. Prior leaving, he did his 

best to complete whatever he needed to do. 

5. I feel that she can do well and will finish her work. 

6. I guess it is when an employee shows that he cares and work hard to achieve his goals. 

7. I have seen a few staff working overtime over the weekend to get project done.  

8. In terms of unhappiness at work, I would definitely welcome them to feedback to me once 

the work is done. 

9. Surprisingly while I was doing my rounds, there was a lot who seemed quite engaged in 

their work. 

10. They are very supportive 

11. They will be around if I need them. 

12. We do have some workers who take necessary or corrective actions 

 

Skills 

1. I feel that she can do well and will finish her work. 

2. We want our operation staff to be versatile. 

3. So we know the basics of one another’s job. 

4. So if in case if one is sick, the other can help out.  

 

Proactive behaviour 

1. We do have some workers who take necessary or corrective actions.  

2. These are the types of engaged workers we need. 

3. He would put himself in my shoes before seeking me for any advice 

 

Disengaged behaviour 

1. M3: I must initiate most of the work. I plan everything for them.  

2. M3: They will wait for me to go to them. 
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3. M4: Some workers who have problems with the aircons will keep quiet. 

4. M4: They should take the initiative to contact the supervisor or foreman to ask for help 

 

Concepts identified in Question 5: What is employee engagement to you? 

 

Skills 

1. I would weigh in terms of technical aspects, skills and improvements. 

2. I need people with good attitude and appropriate technical skills 

3. They are skilful in their jobs. 

4. To me attitude and skills are two important areas at work 

5. The ability to work well 

6. The ability to follow instructions is important 

7. Employees also need to help company to improve 

8. Employees can work well for company 

9. They are quite comfortable with their work hence won’t approach me 

10. Engagement to me is to get them (my staff) to understand what they are doing. 

11. Take about 6 months to fully get a new employee to be totally familiar with his work. 

12. For foreign workers (mostly Indians and Chinese), it may take a longer time for them to 

adapt. 

 

Attitude 

1. I need people with good attitude and appropriate technical skills. 

2. To me attitude and skills are two important areas at work 

3. Good attitude is the ability of the workers to work well with one another, cooperation and 

coordination at the job site 

4. The ability to follow instructions is important  

5. The negative side will be the workers who get emotional as work goes wrong and when 

they feel stressful. They will start to think negatively. 

6. I assigned a job to this person. He will start giving negative responses such as 

complaining that he cannot finish the work. It shows that the person did not even attempt 

to try. 

 

Supervisor support 

1. The manager has to take care of their staff, monitor their work and know their progress. 

2. I tend to observe and monitor my staffs’ progress 

3. Only that way will the employees work hard for the company 

4. I would explain to them the importance of learning and not to waste time 

5. Engagement to me is to get them (my staff) to understand what they are doing. 

 

Teamwork 

1. How we communicate and cooperate. 

2. Positive means there is connection between me and my fellow co- workers. 
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3. Good attitude is the ability of the workers to work well with one another, cooperation and 

coordination at the job site 

4. To get everyone work together to help the company solve problems 

 

Passion 

1. If I notice any of my staff who I feel that they have the passion to achieve at work, I would 

take extra effort to talk to them 

2. Staffs are passionate about their work 

 

Salary 

1. Salary plays an important role 

2. Employee engagement is not so much on salary. 

 

 

Concepts identified in Question 4: Job satisfaction 

 

Score ‘3’ 

Changes 

• Infrastructure wise, there is a lot of new technology. 

• They [clients] expect certain standards in the products so we have to keep up. 

• Keep up with higher standards. 

• With government initiative, we have to do coordination in 3D format instead of the usual 

2D format 

• A challenge for the whole industry so whoever who can’t keep out will eventually be 

phased out.  

• The nature of work [has] shifted 

• This company was started in 1975. The pace started to move faster around the 80s and 

90s.  

• The last two decades the company was growing rapidly.  

• The last few years we were growing at a faster pace. 

• We won’t be able to cope in the future  

• A lot of room for improvement 

• Still room for improvement 

Attitudes 

• We are actually quite ok as we are not a very big company 

• The attitude of the people is important 

• Quite difficult to change the mindset. 

• The mind-set of our staff still remains unchanged.  

• They complained that work cannot be done this way. 

• Staff is not planning for the future, they are prefer status quo 

Politics  

• Everybody still works together with some friction 

• Most people are quite cooperative, and politics level is quite ok 
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• I don’t want to entertain politics. 

• If I hear anything, I will investigate and bring out a neutral stand 

Staff Demographics Differences 

• There is a mix of long serving and new staff. 

• The demand from staff, the different generation of staff, with better educated ones and 

also staff who have been with the company since the 80s 

• Younger consultants and engineers joining us hence the older generation must catch up. 

• Need to connect well with the younger generation.  

Communication 

• Main concern is the English language ability of the staff.  

• Communication is important for coordination. 

 

 

Score ‘4’ 

Contentment 

• I like my job 

• I am currently satisfied with my position  

• I have been here so long.  

• It means I am satisfied 

• I feel it is above average. 

• We are happy with that [current workplace]. 

• I appreciate and I am grateful to my boss. 

Benefits 

• The company has several benefits and training for staff.  

• There are incentives and increment for staff.  

• We have incentive trips. 

• This [incentive trip] is a good time to motivate all the staff and get everybody together. 

Relationship with supervisor & opportunities to grow / contribute 

• I appreciate and I am grateful to my boss. 

• He has given me the opportunities to learn and allow me to handle various tasks,  

• [thus] allowing me to meet objectives and contribute to the company. 

 

 

Score ‘5’ 

Relationship with supervisor & opportunities to grow / contribute 

• Many chances to learn and progress with the company 

• I have opportunities to attend work related training 

• My mentor taught me a lot at work  

• [My mentor] Gave me opportunities  

• [My mentor] Kept asking me to try and do my best. 

Career advancement 

• When I started working here, I was a foreman. Then I was promoted to supervisor. 

• I have been promoted on a yearly basis 
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• If not I won’t be here for 10 years 

Autonomy 

• I appreciate the freedom given at work 

• I am given the authority to manage a team of people 

 

Training & development: 33 coded reference 

1. M1: Every year for management staff we have to clock in 10 hours of training.  

2. M1: For general employees, we have English course as part of training. Of course 

priority is given based on employee’s status in the company.  

3. M1: We can request for training, subjecting to budget.  

4. M1: Engineers and supervisors will have to attend technical training.  

5. M2: Attending courses at BCA. 

6. M2: She is a fresh graduate hence needs more time for training. 

7. M2: More training will help to reduce mistakes 

8. M2: We do have management training. 

9. M3: Such as English programs and some technical courses. 

10. M3: The junior staff get to do presentations for clients as a form of training.  

11. M3: Presentation (training) is good for them to build up rapport with clients.  

12. M3: Yes, we have a lot of training programs.  

13. M4: Some employees have to attend training twice a month.  

14. M4: Training such as new installation design and ducting requirements. This is 

internal training. 

15. M5: Some want to learn new skills and gain more experience. 

16. M5: The company gives everyone opportunities to upgrade to learn new skills and 

attend training.  

17. M5: We have technical training, such as safety courses and new equipment training.  

18. M5: We have to meet the government’s requirements in terms of offering training for 

the staff. 

19. M5: Site supervisors need to be certificated as competent in order to work on the new 

equipment. 

20. M6: I train them in the same way as I was being trained when I first joined. 

21. M6: I train them very hard to understand what is required. 

22. M6: Sometimes I receive information from my suppliers and I will share with my 

workers.  

23. M6: We have in-house training.  

24. M6: We have technical training in several areas. 

25. M7: We keep everyone updated on safety issues and work procedures.  

26. M7: Those are mandatory training for them. 

27. M7: We have talks fortnightly at our sites 

28. M8: I started pushing for training and upgrading as the government has already 

highlighted major changes in our industry 

29. M8: I talk to them about training and development 
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30. M8: One example is a supervisor. The company sponsored him for studies to get a 

Specialist Diploma at BCA (Building and Construction Authority).  

31. M8: Our company provides training and course for most of our employees.  

32. M8: We are required to offer a lot of training to embrace new technology. 

33. M8: We need them to be trained for their jobs. 

 

Effective Communication: 23 coded references  

 

1. M3: Open discussion is more meaningful for my staff in terms of better performance 

and engagement 

2. M3: We have regular appraisals; my subordinate wants to know their performance and 

what’s the future for them 

3. M4: I would want my workers to better understand my style of working and I also 

want to better understand them. 

4. M4: We will all sit together for discussions, work plans and manpower arrangement. 

5. M4: With better communication I believe people will be more engaged. 

6. M5: I would pose a series of questions to make sure they really can answer me and 

understand what they are required to do. 

7. M5: As a manager, I want to be a good listener and hear them out as they may have 

personal problems.  

8. M5: Communicate with my subordinates, listen to their feedback and offer advice for 

them.  

9. M5: Feedback allows improvement and better understanding. Helps with the 

engagement, also.  

10. M5: We have daily meetings to discuss work- related and safety issues 

11. M6: I have to plan and explain to them their various projects.  

12. M6: Open discussions and communications encourage interactions.  

13. M6: We have project meetings, staff meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings 

to ensure everyone follows the schedule  

14. M6: We talk about our problems openly.  

15. M7: I would just need to briefly explain to them and they would readily get their work 

done. 

16. M8: Regular communication and encouragement is important for cooperation and 

better engagement.  

17. M8: I encourage my employees during performance appraisals. 

18. M8: My staff expects regular feedback on their performance  

19. M8: Sometimes I need to explain to my subordinates on certain work issues which we 

don’t see eye to eye. Ultimately we put emotions aside and get work done. 

20. M8: They can talk to me and I provide feedback to them on their career path and 

future with the company.  

21. M8: People need to know their future with the company. There must be some purpose 

for them.  



399 

22. M8: When people feel that they are part of the company they are more connected to 

work – engagement is easier. 

23. M8: Effective communication helps to improve understanding across all departments 

and better cooperation.  

 

M3 practiced giving regular feedback to their subordinates on their work performance.  

M3 stressed that meaningful and open discussions with their subordinates about their job 

performance led to improved performance and higher engagement.  

M3’s subordinates expected regular feedback on their work progress and on the direction that 

the firm was heading.  

 

M4 stressed that in a complex construction project, the manager not only must communicate 

effectively within his area of responsibilities but also work closely with other departments.  

M4 who stressed that effective communication had helped his subordinates understand his 

leadership style better, which in turn led to better working relationships and performance. He 

also added that through better communication he developed a deeper understanding of his 

subordinates’ concerns at a personal level 

 

M5: would require his subordinates to paraphrase work instructions back to him to ensure 

correct understanding.  

M5, communication in both directions helped to build better understanding between managers 

and subordinates.  

M5 suggested that better communication will likely make employees more engaged at work.  

 

M6: I have to plan and explain to them their various projects. We have project meetings, staff 

meetings, and manpower arrangement meetings to ensure everyone follows the schedule. So 

far my people know what they are expected to do on the job sites. 

 

M7: “to briefly explain to them and they would readily get their work done.”  

 

M8 reported that through effective communications managers were able to promote better 

understanding among employees, foster a greater sense of cooperation across various 

departments, and engender better employee engagement.  

M8 firmly believed that professional employees are driven by a sense of direction and 

purpose. Hence managers who provide regular performance feedback help to remind the 

employee how his work was connected to the firm’s future and direction, thus providing a 

sense of belongingness. Here employees preferred that their managers inform them of their 

career prospects and what future plans the firm had for them.  

M8’s subordinates expected regular feedback on their work progress and on the direction that 

the firm was heading. 

M8 practiced giving regular feedback to their subordinates on their work performance.  

M8 stressed that meaningful and open discussions with their subordinates about their job 

performance led to improved performance and higher engagement. 
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APPENDIX: Coding of key words / ideas / concepts emerged from employee interview 

 

22. What is one thing you would suggest to improve employee engagement in your 

company? 

 

Work Procedures (26x4) 

E8: We should have one work procedure handbook.  

E8: Because I don't think everyone is clear with their job score.  

E8: Some of them are older staff and they just will stick to their old ways of doing things.  

E8: Now my operations manager is trying to make things more the work clearer.  

E8: Even my GM also asked for this (work procedure).  

E1: I see my management is changing this now.  

E1: He does the procedure, organises the procedure.  

 

Example 1_ 

E1: This person go to help another person and he gets scolded by management. Because he's 

doing the things he should not do, he shouldn’t be doing that job. This happens because there 

are grey areas.  

E1: Because when one person helps another for a while, the other person will think it is 

natural and expected the help to continue.  

E1: But that person should not have help in the first place since it was not his job.  

E1: Maybe his actions have confused the other colleagues.  

E1: The person being helped may think that it is natural and expected the help to be 

permanent.  

E1: So when the helper stops helping the person receiving help feels confused and wondered 

why the help had stopped.  

 

Example 2 

E1: When I want to issue an order for  a new project, this new project details should be keyed 

into the database, but this database doesn’t have this record of this data because someone did 

not key it in.  

E1: Keying data is not my work, but I need this data to do my work, because I’m the end-user. 

E1: If this order is issued late, it means the project cannot get the materials. I will jeopardise 

the work. 

 

E5: The job scope should be made clearer to everyone.  

E5: So that everyone knows their job scope and if the other colleagues would help if they 

could.  

E5: But as this company is growing bigger and bigger, that’s why there are a lot new issues 

that doesn’t happen frequently are now becoming more frequent 

E5: It does happen once in a while and because these are still not covered under the ISO 

procedure that’s why it cause issues and management tries to computerise the work but this 

may take time to monitor and make improvements.  
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E5: Management didn’t say that they are going to do it but I can see that it is done step by 

step which will lead to the account being computerised.  

E5: The accounts department is related to many departments there’s a lot of different 

documents so that’s why in order to minimise all that paperwork and increase the 

productivity, management are trying to improve the other departments in order to increase all 

the productivity by computerising the procedures 

E5: In today’s information age, information needs to be available very fast, that’s why they’re 

still doing all those changes. 

E9: I feel that if the direction of any job scope could be clearer, so those people know what’s 

the purpose.  

E9: Because of this, what they are doing and why they are doing it, it’s better for  them.  

E9: So maybe they can be more engaged.  

 

Communication (15x2) 

E3: I think communication needs to be improved.  

E3: Important information needs to be communicated correctly.  

E3: There are occasions where work was not done properly due to miscommunication. Not a 

major problem so far. 

E9: Communication issues, sometimes everyone’s busy, people don’t have time to look after 

the matter.  

E9: Example, I just instruct somebody to do something at a job site, maybe explaining what’s 

the reason behind it, like asking him for some data. But in the end he may gave me something 

that is not what I want.  

E9: Language can be an issue, but I think the other issue is we are from different departments.  

E9: You can communicate but the other person but whether he can clearly understands the 

issue is another matter.  

E9: Sometimes you just give an instruction to do something, but this guy doesn’t know why 

you are doing it and actually there might be some problem and the end product is not what 

you want.  

E9: For project site, such things happen frequently.  

E9: So actually he doesn’t know what the other departments are doing.  

E9: Accounting may not understand the projects site and need to know how we can sort this 

out.  

E9: Personally, I feel maybe they need to have some basic understanding (of project site).  

E9: Not much is done in this area. Sometimes I had to spend time trying to explain these 

things to them.  

E9: The more common items, what people are doing on site, what’s the technical terms. For 

example, for accounting when they put up the purchase order, contracts, there are quite a lot 

of technical terms. Sometimes, they need to have some basic understanding what we do on 

project. 

E9: Any shop terms that they don’t understand and that I could explain to them.  

E2: Sharing of knowledge.  

E2: And helping the colleagues, employees.  
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E2: Colleagues should help each other. 

E2: You know sometimes we feel like they just drop the job onto us even though we don’t 

know how to do the job.  

E2: Some help or explanation will be good. I’m sharing that because it has happened before. 

E2: Because when I’m loaded with work yet they give me another job.  

E2: I know someone else who can do this job better than me but they still give the job to me.  

E2: I don’t have a choice as they are more senior than I am so I just had to accept it even 

though I am overloaded.  

 

Working Conditions (5x1) 

E4: The first thing is have a 5-day work week.  

E4: Currently, we are having a five and a half day work week. But usually we full day on 

Saturdays. I think it's too long,  

E4: I am learning to control myself to get the work done before Saturday and then on 

Saturday I come and attend meetings, at least not dragging the work to next week, try your 

best not to.  

E4: I heard a lot of colleague complain on the same day, especially projects they work for six 

days. A lot of pressure. Because after Saturday then you only have a day to rest, and then 

Monday you resume your work. It means it's short.  

E4: And another thing is colleague commitment. I think it should be better to think about 

others, to consider about others so that we can work in harmony. 

 

 

Compensation as a form of control (7x1) 

E10: Sometimes they are working long, they are good performance and attitude.  

E10: Sometimes we need to control them. Control them meaning, sometimes they are 

hardworking because they want more salary, sometimes competitor offer higher and since 

they get more salary and then they go out.  

E10: And then we need to train another new guy and so maybe we need to keep them training, 

maybe they take quite long for them to learn.   

E10: So we need to control them, meaning what they want, maybe sometimes a bigger salary, 

money, or we need to increase pay.  

 

 

Managers need to better manage their staff issues (8x1) 

E7: Management. Each department has the HOD, head of department.  

E7: Those HOD, must listen to what their staff problem.  

E7: So that no need to talk more just within that department solve the problem.  

E7: HOD to look into their staff’s problems.  

E7: Last six months one of my ex-colleagues resigned.  

E7: Before she resigned she work under the design & drafting department and then she and 

the HOD fought with each other.  

E7: She is an artist. When the design goes wrong she should keep quiet and solve the 
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problem. E7: Instead, she makes the problem bigger and bigger.  

E7: The other departments are also affected. Example, you are the HOD, and then you and I 

had a disagreement over work. As the boss you should be able to settle the matter within the 

department but instead the whole issue become a problem that also affected the other 

departments. HOD seemed unable to keep things under control. 

 

 

Favouritism (5x1) 

E6: I think it is just the cultural problem.  

E6: I'm not sure because most of the employees feel that the management is unfair and that 

should be corrected first.  

E6: That is the most basic thing. The housing allowance is an example. But there are also 

other smaller things the management may not be aware of. To the employees it is quite 

obvious. 

E6: Because the employee should be happy in this company, right, so that they can work 

happily, and they can do properly their jobs for this company.   

E6: If they are not happy about the management of the company that I think will not be good 

for the company.   

 

E10: Control the workers because what they want is sometimes for their family.  

E10: A new worker come in to our company may or may not be better. So, we need to control 

the existing workers and staff.  

E10: By discussing what the reason why they are leaving. You need to control what they want 

why they are leaving. To identify them and then pay them well. 

 

21. Is there anything else you would like to share with me on your employee engagement 

experience 

 

Attitude (4x3) 

E1: I have one staff; because he keeps asking the same questions on work procedure every 

time, but I already told him the answer, but he keeps asking the same question the next time.  

E4: I think the most important to me is attitude.  

E4: Attitude comprises of a lot – like respect for seniors, respect each other, not just it's our 

colleague, then how you face your tasks, how you solve problems, and I think it's those are 

important. 

E9: Engagement is because I feel liable for the project myself. Yes. So no choice. You have  

to be proactive. 

 

Salary (4x1) 

E7: One thing, the salary.  

E7: Of course everybody likes money.  

E7: We are not a robot. You can say nicely I have done a good and go in my ears only.  

E7: This does not pay my bill. Yes, I need to eat.  
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Workplace learning & development 

 

1. E1: It's not about encouraging me to learn. The company actually send me to be trained yo 

improve my writing skills. 

2. E2: They sent us to attend software training.  

3. E3: He encourages us to take up courses.  

4. E3: He is concerned that we don’t have enough training to do our job.  

5. E3: HR also encourages me to upgrade my skills at work. 

6. E4: If you want to be skilled in this field (ACCA) then you have to request for 

sponsorship to attend certification classes. The company will only provide sponsorship 

after you have worked for one year. Sponsorship comes with bond.  

7. E4: I am involved with work and at the same time I was also studying. It’s very 

stressful when the exam (certification) is round the corner. You will see me very stressed 

up.  

8. E4: I think it's very important for the employee to learn on the job.  

9. E4: To me, no matter how smart you are you will still be stuck in the same post if you 

are not willing to learn. Things are changing so fast these days.  

10. E5: Work obstacles help me learn how to solve problems and enrich my experience. In 

future, I know how to better deal with these kinds of problems.   

11. E5: My manager will guide me but will not limit me to what I want to learn. I can also 

explore learn on my own.  

12. E5: What makes an employee grow in a company is how he solves problems. That’s 

why a company needs their employees to learn on the job.  

13. E5: This company is a good place for me to work and grow. Many learning 

opportunities around here.   

14. E5: She will remind me of my job scope. 

15. E6: Recently, the company was awarded a new project and I learnt so much in just this 

one project.  

16. E6: When I am involved with more projects I will have the opportunity to learn on the job.  

17. E6: I would like to get more work, so that I can get more experience and gain more 

experience. 

18. E6: I learn more and more each day.  

19. E6: Last month, the boss come to me and told me that that if I want to go for any courses 

to improve my skills just let him know. 

20. E6: The boss told me that the company only sends employees to attend courses after the 

employee has been working with the company for at least one year.  

21. E6: I think I'm proud of that because I'm the only one who has been offered to attend the 

course even though I have worked with the company for less than a year. For me is that is 

something special. 

22. E6: There are others who have worked longer than me. Yet the company is not paying for 

their course fee. I think that says a lot about my case. 

23. E7: My manager trains me and wants me to learn more skills. It’s on the job 
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training for me 

24. E7: We are the first generation to study 3D modelling in Singapore.  

25. E8: He asks us to learn and improve our writing skills 

26. E8: He encourages me to learn other skills I need to do my job learn through practice.  

27. E9: He encourages me to learn and attend external courses related to my job 

28. E9: For me, learning is done on the job. When I’m on this project, technically, I am 

learning every day. On site you will learn a lot of new things daily.  

29. E10: He suggested that I can further improve my skills by attending BCA courses. 

30. E10: I learn a lot from my experience working in this company  

 

Procedures (2x1) 

E1: I'm very unhappy regarding the work procedure.  

E5: Because I believe that all those ISO procedures, workflow, has really made all that work, 

if followed correctly the work will be done properly  

 

Politics (10x1) 

E5: Every company has their own politics.  It's just whether it is on the table or under the 

table.  

E5: Here, I think it is under the table. 

E5: If we can behave in such a way I think then all the issues can be brought up on table to 

discuss  

E5: If all those things are brought up on the table and discussed openly, then the employees 

will not feel like they are pinpointing each other. 

E5: If our employees can take all those things as work issues and not personally. 

E5: That way we can work things out properly.  

E5: Just take it…it's not personal.  

E5: It was my suggestion but I’m not pinpointing any person.  

E5: I just want to get things done only.  

E5: I think that the politics should be under the table in order to work towards a harmonious 

solution. Nothing personal.  

 

 

Emotions (Affect) 

E5: Because when I really feel angry and start to take it on the others, both sides will get 

emotion and the situation will become hard to control 

E5: Of course I am still complain about things while working with my colleagues but I try not 

to because I know that all this will upset their emotion  

E5: If I try to say it positively then even if it may be a big problem but because we had this 

conversation, our words, our thinking are more logical it may make the problem feels a little 

smaller.  

 

Work role (11x1) 

E5: We have fostered our relationship in such a way.  
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E5: I try to work to help each other but at the same time try to make the job scope clear.  

E5: I can help you, but I will let the person know that this is your job.  

E5: I am helping you and you need to know.  

E5: I will share what I can, but at the same time the guidelines by the management and both 

colleagues should be made clear.  

E5: Of course we should work professionally; we're helping each other 

E5: If there’s a lack of information I will just tell them “Hey, this is your work and I need this 

information” and of course management will know they didn’t do their job properly since 

they did not fill in those information that I needed.  

E5: Every time they’re not doing their job properly, I will not do my part.  

E5: I will help them by reminding them. It still happens frequently. It's just a matter of urgent 

or not urgent. 

E5: I might need this colleague to help me to do other things, so I will help them 

E5: Sometimes I feel working in a family and sometimes nothing personal after that issue, 

that previous issue will still continue to work.  

 

20. In the last year, have you had opportunities at work to learn and grow? If ‘yes’, 

please share more details  

 

Yes: All 10 employees had opportunities at work to learn and grow in the past 12 moths   

 

Job rotation (6x3) 

E5: Last year I was in GL, which is General Ledger...then in this position, management needs 

me to make the whole accounts process and then assist the management.  

E5: Opportunity, yes, because it will enhance my future career growth because by doing this 

job I’m able to learn full set accounting and...GL covers everything,  

E5: At the same time I can get in touch with a lot of different people because I also need to 

assist Accounts Receivable to chase and to list all the customer papers and need money, well, 

in a sense I’m not to make them feel bad about me. 

E1: Management also promised me next year I will be doing the GL.  

E1: I’ve changed from admin and now to accounts.  

E7: But I also learn know how to do other things.  

 

19. In the last six months, has someone at work talked to you about your progress? If ‘yes’, 

please share more details 

 

Yes=9 

No=1 

 

Note: Almost all employees commented that only ONE person (the Operations Manager) 

have spoken to them about their progress. 

 

NO: E10: I never had anyone talk with me. No.  
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18. Do you have a best friend at work?  

Yes: 8 / No: 2 

 

Friendship (13x8=104) 

 

YES 

 

E4: Jean. Having a best friend at work is important  

E5: She is working in the same department and of course, and a colleague in another 

departments and a resigned employee also.  

E3: My colleague from HR, Jean. She is a nice person to talk to. 

E5: But not a really, still best friend and good friend 

E6: Best friend.  

E7: Indian guys. My colleagues are Indian guys.  

E8: I have a few.  

E9: I've two persons I'm closer to. 

E10: I have.  

E4: After work maybe we can go shopping.   

E7: After work, we hang out and go for drinks. 

E4: The way we talk to each other is different from the way we talk to the other colleagues. 

E4: On the way home we talk to each other, it's different, we just simply talk whatever we 

want to talk, we never care about the work, because we know each other so even if any 

sensitive topic we can talk and not affecting our relationship. 

E5: She will care for me as person other that during work time, then we discuss our daily life, 

especially those issues.  

E8: I still follow my HR rules when I hang out with my friends. 

 

17. Are your associates (fellow employees) committed to doing quality work?  

 

Job stress and related factors (32x2=64) 

 

E5: It makes me stress also because these incomplete work when being presented to 

management, management would question us.  

E5: It makes me feel so stressed, although I know it is not my issue and the management does 

not blame me 

E5: It makes me feel so stressed because they don’t perform their job at the minimum level.  

E5: It really is not my problem but I just don't want to cope with this unnecessary stress. 

E5: But I’m still not feeling so good about myself and the other colleagues.  

E7: I'm also quite busy, from Mon to Fri.  

E7: I never checked if they are doing a good job or not.  

E7: Especially for the projects. OIC means the officer in charge.   

E7: Okay, let’s say for one construction site, he’s the key person very important and 
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responsible for the project.  

E7: We might be important, but not so important as the OIC.   

E7: But if OIC don't know anything how can he settle problems and how will the problems be 

settled? This has caused some problem.  

E7: If the OIC knows his job well, he don’t have to keep coming back to head office to tell us 

shift 5cm here increase 10cm there.  

E7: These are minor issues and a capable OIC should know how to handle them and make the 

necessary adjustments instead of keep referring to us.  

E7: The OIC IS the key people in the office. They do is a very important job.  

E7: Based on project they should take more responsibility so that we can all follow their 

decision.   

E7: We are not the one who needs to go to the site to fight.  

E7: Of course I am not the one who to fight for them on site. It’s not my job.  

E7: At the moment, the OIC are not doing their job. Yes, it’s happening right now.   

E7: I'm the office staff only. I cannot be the one who tells them what to do.   

E7: It should be the OIC’s job. But now it’s looks like I have to do that job.  

E7: If OIC want me to help him fight on site I can share my experience with him 

E7: The only thing is that they always think that they are the very important person.  

E5: I also noticed their trouble and issues, then I would take the initiative to ask them.  

E5: In order to complete my job I take the initiative. I don’t want to deal with all that kind of 

stress 

E5: If I can help I will help to solve it. That’s why sometimes accounts have to chase people 

for information.  

E5: I will do whatever as long as it's not beyond my principles like chase them, ask them, call 

them to get the information. 

E5: Everything, as long as I get the thing done to satisfy the external and internal party.  

E5: Sometimes I will try to solve the problem without their knowledge.  

E5: Just want to make sure I’ve met the requirements, because sometimes, the priority of the 

management and the employees may be different. 

E5: When the colleague is new to the company I try to explain to them what their work 

impact has on my work so that when they pass on their jobs to Accounts they can provide the 

information we need so that we will not have to spend time to assist them to fill in the 

information 

E5: It takes 15 minutes for me to get the information but they can do it in five minutes 

because they are more proficient and experienced than we are.  

E5: I need to make extra efforts to call them to ask for the information which could have been 

provided at the same time when they pass the work to us. 

E5: Even a few of the more senior employees still don’t provide the information I needed 

when passing the work to me.  

  

 

Attitude (9x1=9)  
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E8: Some of them. Every time we teach, the one guy, every time we teach; we teach him, like 

ten times, nine times, he'll still say, I don't know.  

E8: Not from ours. Some procedure, or… every time this is like a…  

E8: I think he.. not committed.  

E8: He has his own team of workers but so he's working for one he will just ask.  

E8: It depends on his mood. He will just call and ask for help.  

E8: Account will teach him all the procedure many times.  

E8: He will still say ‘I don’t know…you didn't teach me. You didn't tell me.”  

E8: People do not communication enough work. They don’t want to do their job.  

E8: Not that they don’t know how to do it. 

 

Deadlines (4x2=8) 

E2: I don’t think so.  

E2: Because for me sometimes the deadline is very tight for us…for me the quality would be 

affected.  

E2: What happens is you’re thinking would be I need to finish this but the limited timing 

makes it difficult to do a quality job. 

E9: My fellow employees are doing quite okay. But sometimes due to schedule (deadlines) 

you have to sacrifice the quality.  

Mistakes (4x1=4) 

E10: Some are, maybe someone makes mistake somewhere.  

E10: Everybody can make mistakes.  

E10: But sometimes when someone makes mistake, we help them.  

E10: They do but sometimes, somebody is busy and makes a mistake a bit but generally they 

are okay. 

 

Supportive management 

 

Who: Operations Manager (E1, E2, E3, E5, E7, E8, and E9) 

 

E1: My Operation Manager. He really cares for us  

E1: He informed me that my performance is so far so good.  

E1: I have a caring boss.  

E1: She would ask me if there is anything that I’m not satisfied what or I am facing any 

problem in my work. 

E1: This company gives us many opportunities to do our job.  

E2: He fixes it if there is a problem. 

E2: He gave feedback about my performance 

E2: No one except the Operations Manager  

E2: He’s encourages me to identify areas for improvement in our department and come up 

with a plan to do it.  

E2: He asked me to develop my skills and knowledge beyond my current job scope  
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E2: My boss is helpful. Whenever I encounter any problem with my software he will find a 

solution for it.   

E3: The Operations Manager looks after our wellbeing 

E3: If I have any work related needs I can inform my manager and he usually will some 

suggestions or solution for it 

E3: My boss will tell me directly if my performance is not up to his expectations.  

E3: My manager will speak to me directly and let me know which areas I can improve.  

E4: What I saw was his concern for the staff. When one of the employee fell sick he asked 

another colleague to send the employee home. If the employees is hospitalised, he also 

personally visit the employee there. 

E4: He does not just care about your work. He also encourages you to find a more productive 

way to work and not just stay in the comfort zone. That way you will not improve.  

E4: You can direct any question to him and he will give you some solutions 

E4: He created a programme for us to key in a petty cash amount in Excel format and it will 

automatically post the information to the accounting system and other project system. No 

need to key in the same information twice. Saves us a lot of time. He's a brilliant guy.  

E4: My manager is a considerate person. Very few bosses are like him.  

E4: We give him a call. He still supports us. 

E4: When we raise an issue to the management they will listen to it. Sometimes they will give 

us a suggestion or a solution.  

E5: The Operations Manager and my direct manager.  

E5: I appreciate the effort put in.  

E5: Our management did not limit us. In order to complete my work we are allowed to refer 

to other colleagues for more information either by calling or email or do whatever is 

necessary to get the job done. 

E5: The management let us do our best by supporting us 

E5: It was during the performance appraisal. My manager will point out to me the technical 

issues that I have overlooked. She would than suggest how I can improve those areas.   

E5: Management recognised my experience, my effort towards the company, towards my 

colleagues 

E5: Our Operations Manager wants me to improve my soft skills so that can become a better 

person which is beneficial for my own future.  

E5: My boss recognised my experience and being helpful to other colleagues. 

E5: When I face any problem, I’ll feedback to the management and they will try to solve it for 

us 

E5: The management also care for me, care for us,  

E6: He talks to me about my work progress. 

E6: My manager cares for me.  

E6: My boss is planning to update my software. It will make my work easier and more 

productive  

E7: The Operations Manager, he really good to me.  

E7: I am really quite happy working here. I feel like we are family. 

E7: He really takes care of me.  
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E7: The boss said I have done a really good job.  

E8: It's the same person (Operations Manager). 

E8: He will give me some suggestions on how to work; how to solve my problem. 

E8: I do best every day, because I have a boss to support me 

E8: He will let me make my own decisions  

E8: I am motivated to do better 

E8: When I feel stress he will talk to me. I will feel better.  

E9: I think only the Operations Manager cared about me 

E9: He did an analyse of my strengths, and weaknesses explained it to me and also gives me 

some suggestions for improvement. 

E9: He spoke to me a few times on my strengths and weaknesses.  

E9: I am touched because I know that my boss cares for me 

E9: I feel the management is quite concerned about my personal well-being. 

E9: The Management is quite supportive of the work I am doing  

E9: I think the management cares for my well-being.  

E10: My manager said I did a good job but I need to improve on my communication because I 

am weak at it 

 

16. Does the mission/purpose of your company make you feel your job is important? 

Why? 

 

Yes (Nine) 

 

Work role behaviours  

 

3D Modelling 

E2: Because the bosses are satisfied with work.  

E2: Because they can’t start doing their job if my job isn’t done.  

E2: So they need my drawing. When thing goes wrong it means that everything gets affected. 

 

Design 

E10: Because all the work we do - because we need get the design right;  

E10: We need to design how much or decide on the materials we need to use,  

E10: We need to calculate altogether and they come in with, and we need, it is important what 

we need, material and the things we need to do and we come with the result.  

E10: Because if we did not do our jobs correctly there will be problem. 

 

E6: I'm in the design area, I need to calculate the sizing, the air flow and I need do it correctly.   

E6: If I calculate it wrongly then the site installation people who depend on my drawings will 

face problems.  

E6: I feel my job is important. 

 

E7: My job is important.   
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E7: Last two months, during the Chinese New Year, I was on leave. Around seven days.   

E7: When I came back everything cannot move, especially drawing, everything, operation, 

everything, especially – all the things are stalled. 

 

Admin 

E3: I am I charge of keying in project information into the database and this is important for 

all staff as they would be using this information.  

E3: I cannot make mistakes here or else everyone will be affected. 

 

Accounts 

E5: Because if I’ve done my job properly it will ease them to do their job better and then the 

company will make more profit, then you have a lot of benefits.  

E5: And then it feels good when everybody, it feels like a family. 

 

E1: My job is important because we are dealing with money.  

E1: I cannot make a mistake when I make payments.  

E1: I just do the best for my job.  

E1: I do not think I am an important person in this company.  

E1: The job is important. If I make mistakes means we have problem.  

E1: For this position, it can be replaced by another person. 

 

Project 

E9: This is important for my job to look after the financial side of the project.  

E9: What I understand is the main aim of the company is to make money.  

E9: Part of my job is to watch over the financial side of the project.  

E9: Money is important. There are cost to the company so I have to look at the money.  

E9: This is quite important.  

15. At work, among colleagues and managers, are your opinions important?  

 

Employee voice (21x9=189) 

 

“YES” 

 

E7: Sometimes I highlight we should not do something they would listen to me.  

E10: They will listen to my suggestions.  

Soundness of ideas 

E9: I mean, if my opinion is reasonable, since I am in charge of projects or for the issues 

pertaining to the project, then I will give my opinions.   

E5: I think the management would take my opinion as one of their considerations but whether 

they consider it at the end... 

E10: Sometimes when we face tight schedules they will ask me what I think about the 

materials or facing any problems.  
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Nature of job 

 

E2: It’s important because all the info because they do it right before we are doing the 2D 

only so whenever they do the installations on site so we have to identify what will be the 

height of everything.  

E2: Now because you can see direct (from the software) so all the information for example it 

is on the bottom of that.  It is really a bonus for them because I can directly show them what 

will be the location of this.  

E2: More information is needed. When it does in the meeting if I want to rise up something I 

can do this.  

E2: And they will listen to me and take it seriously. For example previously, we’re just 

working in the office in the past few weeks but when I asked to go visit the site and review on 

the work. 

 

E6: When I need to change the design, I propose to my manager, this one is going out, this 

one over here, whatever, I discuss with him. Then my manager feedback to me it is good or 

not.  And if it is good he will accept them. 

 

From inexperience to experience 

E4: At first I realise I know nothing about accounting except academic, but my academic also 

not very strong.  

E4: Because I’m not a pure accouting student; I am from banking and finance. I just follow, 

not just blindly, at least I follow, I ask, and then I just get the work done.  

E4: About half a year later I realised maybe I can do more and then I would make suggestions 

then she said, you may do it this way, but still she insisted her way is the best, I don’t know 

why.  

E4: But still I follow my own way as long as I get the same results like hers. 

 

‘NO’ 

 

Lack of decision making authority 

E1: For my position there is really not many things I can make decisions.  

E1: In the accounts department my opinion is not so important because we are not the 

decision maker.  

E1: We just follow instruction because I’m not the head of department so my opinion actually 

is not important.  

E1: I’m talking about decision, the accounts department cannot decide anything on any matter 

because the boss is the person to decide things.  

 

Cooperation 

E1: For some areas that I have a say, I cannot come up with a solution because this will need 

many people to cooperate with me.  
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Inexperience 

E3: No, because I am still at the learning stage.  

E3: I don’t think what I say can have an impact in this company. 

 

14. Is there someone at work who encourages your development? Who is this person? 

How does he or she encourage you?  

All 10 employees agreed that it was the Operations Manager, Wai Heng who encourages 

them to develop themselves. 

Job design (3x2=6) 

 

Job enrichment  

E2: Yes the time we meet when this new department was set up he asked me to lead the team 

in our department next door to learn the new things.  

 

Job enlargement 

E7: We do reception ourselves, even the PC cleaning we do by ourselves, even the software 

issue, do it ourselves.  

E7: Especially learning new skills.  

 

13. Does your superior, or someone at work, seems to care about you as a person? How 

do you feel at those moments? 

 

 

Relationship with Co-Workers (9x4=36) 

E2: I feel…I’m a person…because at least in that case I…in that case I can think that it’s not 

just about work.   

E2: It’s also…it’s not just about work it also seems like there…they care for your…outside 

work?  

E2: At a personal level like how you develop yourself. 

E3: Yes, sometimes we talk about personal issues. They are concern about my personal 

matters. 

E10:  Yes, I have. He is someone from project site.  

E10: He is a good friend. 

E5: Yes. My colleagues and my management.  

E5: Before we start work or maybe after work we are doing over time, we chitchatting later, 

like, we will ask, are you okay, I’m fine, and that we greet each other in the morning when we 

see our colleagues and they take care of me when I’m sick.  

E5: They’re concerned and then they will help me and if I have any issue or problem they will 

suggest a solution when I need a solution. 

 

12. How do you feel when your supervisor recognised or praise you for doing good work?   

Intrinsic motivation (derived from job) 12 x 3 = 36  
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E7: Yes, it’s – very happy.  
E4: When we meet the target we feel happy.  
E4: Of course it's not just my contribution, it's my colleagues as well. It’s a team effort.  
E4: The relations is generally good.  
E4: I am much happier here. 
E1: Yes, I also don't think that I can do such a thing when others cannot do. It is very 
satisfying.  
E7:  Yes, it’s – very happy.  Satisfaction means, you means by works or by salary?  By works, 
I am really satisfied. 
Example (Job) 
E4: It is account receivable.  
E4: So it's very stressful, it was very stressful because it was near CNY and every company 
wants to hold on to their cash.  
E4: At same time we also need the money not just for the external payment but also for the 
bonus.  
E4: No, he did not mention specifically. In my department currently three colleagues. I am the 
latest (newest). They briefed me how much money we need.  
E4: In a staff meeting, a general meeting, the boss drew a conclusion for it. We know we 
managed to meet the target.  
 
 
Extrinsic motivation (derived from outside job) 11 x 7 = 77 
E9: We spent some effort there are a few instances where my efforts are recognised. My 
superior. Maybe, good job.  
E5: I felt appreciated that my manager recognised my efforts, yes, I appreciated it. 
E10: I feel appreciated but I don’t seems to get much praise or recognition here. 
E4: Because we work hard for it and the boss praised us.  
E4: The boss said well done, good job to the whole department.  
E8: I think last year. My manager seldom praise.  
E8: Doing my work he said, just get something done. But overall, from last year till now, I'm 
still under stressed, and I… He told me that I lost focus. I lost focus.  
E8: I just had to take over full scope of HR. I joined middle of September 2013 I was taking 
charge of part of HR. After one year, Oct 2014, I started to take over full scope of HR.    
E8: I was just trying to cope but so far still ok but when it comes to submitting income tax, I 
don't feel I can cope at all. Mostly, you see we've got a lot of work. We've got to key a lot of 
details. Car benefits included and other allowances need to be keyed in. These are benefits-in-
kind. But when we take a lot of time to do the keying all the data, but when doing submission 
it only takes ten seconds. 
 
Not satisfied (2x2=4) 
E3: I cannot say so. I have not been praised by my supervisor before.  
E7:  For the salary it is not quite satisfied. Especially, I work here not because of the salary, I 
work here because the working environment is quite like a family, for each other.  I do part 
time teaching. I teach design. I receive that salary two times more than my current job. I 
sometimes I really quite angry because my salary very low. It’s really hard to talk to the boss. 
If the boss is really good to me how can I talk to him?  Yes, really tough, right?  It’s really 
hard to talk.   

 

 

11. In the last seven days, have you received recognition or praise for doing good work? 

Please provide one example. 



416 

 

No=E1, E2, E3, E4, E5, E6, E8, E9 (Seven Nos: These 8 emees did not receive any praises 

from their supervisors for the past one week. A few have received praises earlier.) 

Yes=E6, E7, E10 (Three yes) 

 

‘No’ for the last seven days 

E1: Not for the last week.  

E2: No. 

E3: No. E3: Not even for the past few months.  

E4: No. 

E5: No.  

E6: Last seven days, I think don't have.  

E8: I didn't receive any praise. 

E9: No. 

E10: No, they never praise.  

 

‘Yes’ for more than one week ago 

E6: I think the last two months. E6: I think last three months, in December, three months, yes. 

E3: Sometimes, my manager would tell me to work harder.  

E3: They only want me to learn more and work harder. 

E7: Yes. I find out from the Internet, and I create a 3D modelling, can see on the PTS.  

E7: Yes, the boss, today, right.  Yes, (the boss said) I have done a really good job.  

 

10. How do you think an engagement employee should behave? 

 

Fulfil ones work role (13x7=91) 

E9: An engaged employee needs to do your best in your job.  

E5: Besides finishing all of those, maybe jobs and everything,  

E5: By doing their jobs properly. 

E7: Do a good job.   

E3: Do your job well and help others when you have the time.  

E4: The way they handling the work, that is important.  

E5: He should work according to the mission / vision of the company 

E8: Being punctual.  

E8: Follow the rules and regulations of the company by wearing safety equipment (for 

workers).  

E6: For myself, I do my best for the work, I do my best.   

E6: When I'm designing I focus more and do the best for myself. 

E7: Do job properly.  

E8: You have to show your cooperation because you before you signed your appointment 

letter up you have to read through your job description 

 

Proactive behaviours (8x5=40) 
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1. E1: Because my accounts department also assists on purchase of equipment.  

2. E1: This equipment is use for the project.  

3. E1: After they get the quotations the account department sometimes know this price is 

not correct.   

4. E1: We just ask them, did you ask for a discount?  

5. E1: This word is very important maybe you just lost this chance to get a better price.   

6. E1: Our account department issued this order, before issue we need to get approval 

from management, so the account department is the first person to see the comments from 

management asking who is going to get discount, but why our project engineers did not 

ask for discount even though they know management will make this comment and you 

should do something about it.  

7. E1: I feel it's very worrying, just worry, why, because why, okay?  

8. E1: Sometimes I give them a reminder, but I feel like I am being a busybody.  

9. E1: People do not appreciate mine concerns. If I do this they just think that accounts 

department is a busybody.  

10. E2: And also suggest whenever I encounter issues, problems, so I will suggest to my 

boss that this is the thing. 

11. E2: When you find out something that you need to bring it to the boss or the team 

leader, you need to highlight it. I think for me that’s it. 

12. E4: Although maybe the person may not be smart, at least know he should put in an 

effort to ask someone to maybe teach her or teach him.  

13. E5: …Initiative to her superior and share my problems with my superior so that things 

will be solved before an issue gets worse and cannot be solved.  

14. E5: He needs more initiative to assist his superior.  

15. E5: Yes, and then try to prevent all those issues from becoming problems.  

16. E7: Take more responsibility. 

17. E9: Commitment and proactive to resolve issues.  

18. E9: An engaged employee needs to be proactive and do your best in your job.  

19. E9: Don’t wait for problem to come to you. Solve it first. 

20. E9: For my example, sometimes you have to liaise with main contractor. 

21. E9: You should look out if you see anything wrong on site, any delays, from other 

parties because ultimately it will affect your work. 

 

 

Teamwork (4x4=16) 

E3: It is a team work here.  We cannot work alone.  

E5: Work with our boss in order to get things done.  

E10: They should work together as a team and help each other especially if there are problems 

as the workplace. 

E7: Show respect for each other.  

 

Commitment (5x2=10) = new lit 
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E4: Attitude like commitment to the work, at least he or she knows what they are doing, 

understand and put the effort in.  

E1: We have one staff, even though she was sick she also would come to work.  

E1: It's not so healthy, but when I saw her I was just respectful.  

E1: She has fever for seven days, but my manager had to send her to hospital. 

E1: Every day she will still come to work despite her fever. 

 

9. (Overall Satisfaction) On a 5-point scale, where “5” is extremely satisfied and “1” is 

extremely dissatisfied, how satisfied are you with (your company) as a place to work? 

5=E10 

4= E1+E5+E9 

3= E2+E3+E4+E6+E7+8 

 

Co-worker and team relationship (9x7=63)   

E5: I have good colleagues, helpful colleagues. 

E6: Because I don't like the environment because in this company, most other employees.  

E8: Makes some people pushing their work to others. Even though it is their own 

responsibility. They just don't do it. But they're asking someone else to help.  

E8: Asking someone for help, even though it's not really it is not related.  

E8: They are not cooperative because we have to do things for others because our own job job 

scope it's already a lot, but we still have to cover your area. What for I hire you? 

E3: It’s the people that we need to improve. 

E4: Sometimes there is, like colleague issue although later that we are ok.  

E1: The people here is okay. If I were to go to another big company I will face more than 

here. My previous company has only less than 10 people but they also have many people 

issues.  

E10: I like the teamwork because sometimes if you’ve got a problem because we have a 

project team and then if a design comes in then, and we need to work together with each other 

and need each other to work because we cannot do it alone.  

 

Benefits (6x4=24) 

E5: The company has a very good working environment.  

E1: I think it's about the benefits, the benefits - bonus, travel.  

E10: The benefits are also very good for me.  

E10: One of the benefits is the company provide a car for me so we manage our job as we 

need to go sites for meeting. 

E3: I think the benefits are quite good. 

E1: Everybody around me, my family say that our company is very good, it's very good. 

 

 

Equipment & resources (3x3=9) 

E4: Sometimes I think, like, what we need, we have it like the equipment.  

E9: This is quite it’s quite okay where the hardware support is there.  
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E5: We have enough of those resources to perform our duties, of course, there’s still 

incompletenes, so that’s why I choose four.  

 

8. What is employee engagement to you? 

 

Co-worker relationship (14x3=42)  

 

E7: Something like, just, it’s making a co-relationship or making, making the better working 

environment.  

E7: Especially for the better working environment.  

E7: I graduated from Singapore - BCA Academy.  

E7: At first I really thought that – I do designing because I wanted to start from zero, I want to 

start from zero because I just graduated last year.   

E7: So I want to…I specialise in mechanical engineering, green buildings technology.  

E7: Something like the project engineer they do really think that I am their assistant.  

E7: But sometimes I would say most of the project engineers, they think that I am their 

assistant, or something like that.  This is how I feel like.  

E7: Last time I never refuse, right now I refuse, because it’s really hard to work and every day 

I start working around 8.30, nine o'clock, receive the phone call, and this is urgent.  9.15, the 

other one also…It’s also urgent.  Even the cleaner also have their roles and responsibilities.  

E7: There is a need to respect each other. So before I working here I work at that Siemens. At  

Siemens, I face the one problem; the one good thing is they do respect even the cleaner.  

Those kinds of respectful things.  

E7: What I feel is that most of the people here they play ‘tai chi’, throwing jobs at each other.  

E3: Sometimes, I would approach my colleagues for work but if they are busy at work, they 

would tend to offer help when they are done with their own work.  

E3: Not fair to expect others to help you while they themselves are occupied, right?  

E2: Employee engagement for me is how much you share through your company in regards to 

your work.   

E2: So we need to enhance it and then…of course I teach other colleagues, if they need the 

help.  

 

Concerns (8x5=40) 

E10: Medium. Yes, they still do their job. 

E3: There is still room for improvement.  

E6: I feel that employee engagement is in the middle.   

E6: I think I have. For me I am not such a low level, or not a high level, I'm in the middle so 

that the…I have no idea. 

E6: I'm not sure.  

E7: I don't know how to explain that.  

E8: It means how the employee thinks and feels?  

E8: Some employees don't feel satisfied with the wage…don’t feel satisfied with the working 

days... 
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Work role (5x4=20) 

E9: Employee engagement means you should carry out your work to the best of your ability. 

E9: Commitment and proactive to resolve issues.  

E5: It's how an employee feels towards his or her job scope, how they will perform, with what 

principle in order to do their work. 

E7: Everybody have their roles and responsibilities.  

E4: Do the part, do our part of the job, and try to improve it in another way, in a better way. 

Improve on it, not just that, we need to improve ourselves.  

 

7. How do you feel when you have the opportunity to do what you do best?   

 

 

Resistance to change (8x2=16) 

E2: I feel better because I know I will learn a lot from it. Yes, a learning experience.  

E1: I still have work to do. In this company every year I will learn something new if I have 

time.  

E1: But I need more experience and if I keep doing the same things I cannot gain new 

experience.  

E1: I only have the chance to learn if I am free but I can’t show that I am too free.  

E1; I’m actually a person who do not really like to change, I really like to learn but this is 

management decisions so I do it; I have no choice.  

E1: Even though I don't like it; I don't like to change.  

E1: It does not mean that I don't want to do this; if the management force us to do it I think I 

can learn some things.  

E1: If the management don’t force us to learn another thing I think I will just stay on the same 

job.  

 

Emotions (5x3=15)   

E2: Very exciting. 

E4: I feel excited when I get to use my skills and knowledge on my job.  

E6: Most of the colleagues who have more experience there, about two or three year 

experience are quite surprised.   

E6: They told me ‘I cannot do, I have been drawing three years ago already, I cannot do that.  

You have been two months only, you can do that.’   

E6: And I just say, yes. I'm so happy. 

E5: It makes me feel satisfaction with my own work, because I am not limited by all those 

guidelines. 

 

Skills utilisation (5x2=10) 

E9: I guess so.  
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E9: For my current job, there’s quite a lot of areas actually that do quite a lot of different 

types of things, I'm still feel that I have the chance to do my best using my strengths.  

E9: Ideally, I would like to apply what I have studied at work. That way, I will be more 

involved in the job. 

E10: Yes, because one day, I mean since each project is different what we need to do, the 

meeting. 

E10: This job allows me to do my best because we have various piping and ducting work and 

these are what I am trained for. 

 

Weak Communication skills (4x1=4) 

E1: One word, challenge, because my English is not so good, and I need to deal with outside 

people.  

E1: Yes, it means that company image is at stake. 

E1: Also, I need to deal with clients and I need communication skills to do that well.  

E1: When we collect payments we need to work carefully.  

 

Yes = Seven. E1, E4, E5, E6, E7, E9, E10 

No = Three. E2, E3, E7 (Yes&No)  

 

6. At work, do you have the opportunity to do what you do best every day?  

Majority of the employees (E1, E4, E5, E6, E7, E9, E10) were given opportunities to do what 

they do best at work frequently. However, there were three employees (E2, E3, E7) who 

commented that they were not given enough opportunities to perform at their best at the 

workplace. 

Work overload (8x1)  

E2: Because sometimes for example I want to focus on this then some of my colleagues ask 

me to do another tasks and they tell me it’s urgent.   

E2: Then my momentum to do this project is affected.  

E2: I want to finish this job because at least then I can go on to do the other one.   

E2: But sometimes they insist, I need do it.  

E2: Because we get so many jobs frequently.  

E2: It affects the quality of the job.  

E2: For this new software.  

E2: Because I’m the only one who knows this software so every time I encounter…because 

those…that’s the good thing also my boss is pushing this. So that’s why I came here to this 

company so… 

 

5. Do you have the materials and equipment you need to do your work right?  

Software and hardware (12 x 8 = 96)  

E1: Accounting system provided by software vendor. 

E2: Computer  

E3: Generally, I have the necessary tools and equipment that I need to do my job.  
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E4: He created a programme for us to key in a petty cash in Excel, after that we need to key in 

another time to UBS.  

E4: PC software, like software up to date and also another, like, programme 

E4: UBS accounting software, so he created a programme, there are many programmes that 

he created, one of them is for petty cash, so once we key into Assess so we can export from 

Assess into UBS.  

E5: Software such as accounting software, Excel, and the internet and all the stationery and 

all the information.  

E5: Yes. Software, hardware.  

E6: I have some about, mostly yes, I use computer.  

E7: In the whole company my PC is the most expensive around $7,000.   

E7: Yes. The Auto CAD, Auto Desk and other hardware and software.  

E8: We will be using UBS.  

 

.  

 

Problems (10x3=30) 

E8: The software doesn't meet our requirements.  

E8: Yes, it's giving us problem.  

E8: CPF contribution is most important for Singaporean but the software always make 

mistakes.  

E6: More updated software needed. 

E6: Actually, software is not quite good.   

E10: Sometimes where they cannot deliver the materials on time due to project lead time.  

E10: We do faced problems in materials on site sometimes. 

E10: Yes. Sometimes you have a problem because or maybe there is a delay for our job. 

E10: Because sometimes we submit and they haven’t confirmed.  

E8: But we need to change them.  

 

4. Do you know what is expected of you at work? Provide some examples. 

 

 

Job Tasks (23x8=184) 

E1: Collect payments.  

E1: Example, my manager asks why am I not paying that supplier, and it’s because I haven't 

the correct invoices.  

E1: Let's say I want to issue a claim to a client, so I need to get agreement first, the agreement 

is between that department and the client, but the agreement is not done up by that 

departments so I cannot do my job.  

E1: And the other department are not doing their job.  

E1: Because we are the end-user and if we don’t get right documents we cannot do our job.  

E1: But actually that is not my job.  
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E1: However, I have to face this person but this person cannot provide me what I want so I 

need to go out to assist this person.  

E1: I would still need to go and help them to get what they need so that I get what I want.  

E1: If they don’t want to solve this issue so I need to call up the client.  

E2: Also the when we are going to do the 3D modelling I have to provide Flash detection and 

also all the issues I will encounter I need to highlight all that.  

E4: Perform the task in a way of efficiency and effectiveness.  

E4: To reduce the paperwork, to reduce the redundancy of the work.  

E4: Yes, he always says that you can work but at least you must perform it in an efficient 

manner.  

E7: Do the job fast. That’s the priority. Right now.   

E7: Finish the project and finish the jobs faster.  

E7: I should do for the job is work faster, finish job faster.  

E5: In order to meet their deadline so that they can get their information they need. 

E8: For the salary, I have to make sure every month I meet my deadline.  

E8: For workers I know income is very important to them.  

E8: I work overtime because for workers I know they need to send money home  

E8: So I make sure I meet the deadline.  

E9: My main job is to ensure that the project run smoothly.  

E10: Because, let’s say I work at this site, then we are sharing the information altogether, 

maybe the design came down and what we need to do, we’re on site, we follow the site, the 

progress 

E9: Sometimes you can foresee some problems and you can settle these issues. 

 

Organisational control (7x13=91) 

E3: I am aware of what I need to do.  

E8: Yes, I know what's expected. (HR) 

E1: For my duty, it's very clear to let me do my job.  

E2: Yes. I can say that I know it’s to provide drawings according to the submission date.  

E1: I have a work procedure.  

E1: We have a procedure that states what we need to do, and how to do it.  

E2: We have the timetable…for example we receive the project at least one week to two 

weeks we have to finish the project.  

E7: He (My manager) will explain in progress what should I do, the things I need to do.   

E7: He explains what time now, whether I do my job myself. 

E3: My manager and senior would highlight to me what I need to do. 

E4: That’s the way he reminded me to, not just reminded me, our department, to get the work 

done, not just, like, take a long time.  

E2: Yes. I can say that I know it’s to provide drawings according to the submission date.  

E5: There are some guidelines and expectations which my superior has told me, and then 

from all the experience those kinds of information were included in my jobs cope, or work 

procedures.  
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Work Life Balance (8x1=8) 

E4: At first he does not wish us to stay late for work. He wants us to have work life balance. 

E4: He's our OM (Operations Manager). Our office hour is 8.30am to 5.30pm.   

E4: It is possible for us to, like, using a programme.  

E4: Not really, but not stay too late.  

E4: Now I think it's better.  

E4: Regularly till 10.  

E4: When I first joined here I was staying until about ten.  

E4: Yes, he instructed us to review our standard of operation.  

E4: Yes, he took action to improve all this (to reduce the need for working late).  

 

Organisational culture (6x1=6) 

E1: But in this company culture even if it is not our department work we also need to help 

out. E1: Even if it is another department's work.  

E1: After a while, this becomes (getting agreement done) my job.  

E1: I understand from my manager that this is the company culture.  

E1: She did not really say so, but what I see and what I hear makes me think this is true.  

E1: It's not only this company. Every company has its own culture, right? 

 

Inexperience (2x1=2) 

E2: It’s not very clear because our department has just starting so we are just…the problem is 

we’re just learning because before I’m from the design and drafting department changed to 

this one (3D Modelling).   

E2: Since we are starting from this new department now we are just learning and that all we 

are exploring now. 

E6: I don't think so, because most of new employees don't know how their job should 

progress or what the procedure is and what they should do.   

E6: For me it is to do the drawings while they just need the drawings when they need to 

submit to the main contractor.   

E6: Most of the new employees don't know what is the procedure so that they come to me and 

keep asking me when will your drawing be ready?  

E6: My drawing can only be ready after their decision on which brand of air con they prefer is 

made.   

E6: They don't give me the discretion on which brand to use, and which size to use, and yet 

they come and ask me “When will you finish your drawing?” I cannot reply them. 

 

3. Which parts of your job do you enjoy most? 

Task enjoyment (10x19=190) 

 

E1: Well, just scheduling. Calling up clients.  

E1: Yes, calling clients to introduce myself.  

E1: If they can provide me what I want (payment), then I feel good. 
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E2: Yes I like that. (software) 

E2: Because I’m using the new software of how I’m doing the 3D model all…from the shop 

drawing we convert it from 2D to three dimensional.  

E4: This is something that I like to do.???  

 

E5: All organised and then it will be easier for others when you need the information to 

proceed with work.  

E5: Because it makes me feel so satisfied when all the paperwork is done properly and in 

sequence.  

E5: I like to organise things in the proper way. 

E5: Paper work arrangement.  

E5: Because it makes me feel so satisfied when all the paperwork is done properly and in 

sequence 

 

E6: I enjoy whenever I do the designing. 

E6: I love designing, that’s why I apply for this position.   

 

E7: Especially the design aspects of the job.  

E7: I really like the technical issue.  

 

E8: My job requires me to interact frequently with other colleagues. I help them when I can 

and enjoyed doing it. But I enjoyed it even more when my colleagues share their work 

experiences with me. So much that I can learn from them.  

 

E9: I feel satisfied when I complete my work. Doing it well gives me a good feeling. 

 

E10: I am an outdoor person. I like to be on the move. That’s why the project site is my 

favourite place. All the activities and moving parts. The satisfaction comes from seeing the 

project through from start to finish.  

 

 

Challenges (3x3=9) 

E1: Yes, because they let me feel it’s a work challenge.  

E1: I don’t really like the challenge, but just try to do my best.  

E9: Personally, I actually love the challenge to solve these problems.  

E8: I'm trying to help them.  

E8: When I saw them they are having in trouble, stress, I like to have a talk with them.  

 

Learning (1x7=7) 

E4: Previously, I graduated from Banking and Finance and started working as a management 

trainee.  

E4: Later, I was transferred to marketing.  

E4: That was in my previous job.  
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E4: In the other company, but I decided to do further studies so I looked for accounting job, as 

a back up plan.  

E4: I wish to study ACCA, so I must get some experience.  

E4: I like the learning.  

E4: So this company offered me a chance to learn in practical work. 

 

Lack of co-worker support (11x2=22) 

E1: Yes, some of them. There are advantages and disadvantages working with this kind of 

people.  

E1: These people are very effective people, so when you want to ask them to help you they 

will say this is not my job; he just will do his part.  

E1: He'll say this is not mine, it's very clear. There’s not many of such people in this 

company.  

E1: The advantage is, he does his job well. I will not need to trouble myself with these people.  

E1: For an effective person, there is no need to help him to do his work. There are very few of 

these people in this company. 

E1: Unlike when I was with the another type.   

 

E9: As long as I get my part done, I don't care what you need, there are many ways to do the 

work, but you just care about yourself, you don't care about others.  

E9: If you do it another way maybe you can.   

E9: Do not make trouble, but, like, don’t be self-centred.  

E9: I'm not saying I’m selfish, I don't care, I just want my work to be done, I don't care what’s 

your part.  

E9: If you did not help others because that not your job.  

Management support needed (3x1=3) 

E5: The management need to help to balance all this, solve this incomplete work and delayed 

work 

E5: The management need to keep a close watch on all this information which can prevent all 

these problems from happening in the first place. It can impact the image of the company.  

E5: But management didn’t describe it as our job scope.  

 

Negative working relationship 

 

E1: But only the procedure is unclear. There is a very grey area.  

E1: Department and department working relationships. It's not take over another department’s 

job.  

E1: It’s to assist another depart do their job.  

 

E2: For example I’m updating the drawing and then I didn’t know someone changed the 

drawing and then they did not inform us.  

E2: It’s the culture. Not enough communications.  

E2: There is a lack of coordination among the different departments. 
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E2: There is a lack of information. Give them the latest drawing and then this thing happens it 

changes or they never informed us to…but there is an update or so once I give the latest 

editions to them…But I’m not…I’m sure that this is the latest because I know that.  

E2: When something like that happen and we didn’t know who made the changes.  

 

E4: But then we have to find a way, maybe we need to talk to them and it's a waste of time. 

E4: We need to talk again whether to key in or not or our side to key in to get the work done, 

it really is not our responsibility.  

E4: For example, at least some information must be keyed in first, then from there 

Accounting can generate from the database, but when we need to key in, no basic information 

is in.  

E4: I think in our department quite often complaint about this.  

E4: I think it’s normal in most companies. At least it is not a serious problem. We still can 

talk with each other. 

E4: I think it's not just us, it’s also another department, that’s what our friends say.  

E4: In our past we didn’t really, the best way is we perform, we do what is in our job scope. 

E4: In the other departments they should support us with the necessary documents.  

E4: It is coming from certain departments. It is. It’s about supporting of internal departments. 

E4: Like I said before, we want to do our job but sometimes others may not provide us with 

the support. Or worse, refuse to coorperate with us. 

E4: Of course sometimes, how I perform is also dependent on others (department)  

E4: The documentation, when we need it we don’t have it. 

E4: The environment...? I think support, colleague support is another obstacle.  

E4: This an on and off problem.  

 

E7: I'm not too sure about the communication, but what I know is that each department don’t 

communicate much with the others.  

E7: It’s really quite tough to work, but you can’t refuse, because even if you change the whole 

company doesn’t change.  

E7: Let’s say, if I do designing, I need to show it to the technical manager.  

E7: Once the design ready it will move to the project, but the three, those three departments 

(QS, Design and Project) need to link, need to communicate more with each other. The 

problem is QS finish job already successful awarded the project already but Design don’t 

have information.  

E7: Once the technical manager approves it I need to give to the OIC.   

E7: QS doing the tendering and once the tending convert to project...what are you going with 

that project depend on, before the project’s done the design that I can get it.   

E7: The OIC don’t want to listen, those kind of communication, whatever, they just settle… 

they also just want to finish jobs, same like me.   

E7: There is not enough communication.  

E7: They did give their documents - supplier names, whatever, we need to ask again. 

Incomplete information provided.  

E7: This is a daily problem.  
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E7: What is the purpose of you changing?  

E7: When I first join, I try to highlight those problems but my technical manager say you 

better raise the matter in the meeting.  I ask him, why don’t you raise the problem?  He said 

he already complained about it for the past 10 years! 

E7: Yes, it’s the culture. Long time already. 

 

E8: Just not communication. 

 




