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Abstract: The statement claiming that the raised employees’ engagement level will eventually help increase the employees’ well-being and work performance has not previously vastly tested,
specifically within faculty members of higher educational institutions (HEIs). The scarcity of noteworthy studies on the antecedents and outcomes of employee engagement is addressed while a
complete, holistic and comprehensive model is presented in the paper that presents a rational basis on which further testing of the hypotheses could be identified and tested to verify the theory.
Based on the job demands resources model (JDR), it is hypothesized in the current study that
work engagement would be influenced by job resources and also engagement in turn have a positive
impact on employees in role and extra role performance behaviors. We used a non-experimental
design study with a survey sample of N=189 permanent full time teachers participated in the study.
Structural equation modeling were applied to test the model empirically, the results showed that
only one job resource out of three had a positive significant effect on boosting work engagement.
Additionally, the employee engagement at workplace was also found positively and significantly
influencing employees’ self rated performance. The current study also discussed the implications
of these findings with respect to theory and practice.
Keywords: Employee engagement, job resources, employee performance, higher educational
institutions (HEIs).

Introduction
In this contemporary world across globe especially after the start of 21st century, not only
organizational structures are evolving rapidly but the transformation in the workforce is
observed due to due to demographic shifts (Waseem, Frooghi, & Khan, 2016) and workforce
diversity (Yadav & Katiyar, 2017). Today in order for the companies to grow they have
realized the importance of talent management as the secret to their growth (Cappelli &
Keller, 2017), therefore human resource are the only strategic resource to capitalize upon.
Organization today focus on and utilize engaged employees as its strategic partner for being competitive in the business world (Bedarkar & Pandita, 2014) as the scholars realized
that those employees who respond at work with improved level of energy, greater enthusiasm, are able to cope up with hardships and also while working time flies for them are
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actually regarded as engaged employees (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Therefore, employee
engagement because of its significance has received increased attention of researchers’ in
academic, business practitioners, and at governmental level (Yalabik, Popaitoon, Chowne,
& Rayton, 2013; Waseem et al., 2016). This highlights the importance and responsibility
of employing enterprises to provide a supportive culture to their employees where they can
remain committed and highly engaged with their jobs (Storm & Rothmann, 2003; Bailey,
Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher, 2017).
The construct of employee engagement is although not new but is definitely is the
one that required clarification vis-a-vis other work related existing constructs (Macey &
Schneider, 2008; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006) and its theoretical conceptualizations (Shuck
& Wollard, 2010). It is more than 25 years since Kahn wrote first time about ‘personal
engagement’ with work, discussing if the employees opt to invest and engross themselves
fully and authentically in their working roles. Crawford, Rich, Buckman, and Bergeron
(2013); Macey and Schneider (2008) wrote that since then there has been a mushroom
growth in the development of a baffling multiplicity of definitions, measures, theories and
conceptualizations of employee engagement. Study on workplace engagement is not only
receiving interest of the researcher but is also becoming a buzzword which is being considered as HRM’s new best friend in the recent era (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Literature
defines Work engagement as a “positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, &
Bakker, 2002). Vigor has been referred to high levels of energy, mental resistance, a willingness to put effort into one’s work and tenacity even in the time of difficulties (Schaufeli et
al., 2002). Dedication is referred to “a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride
and challenge” in one’s job that is being performed (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Absorption
is elaborated as the extent to which an employee is fully focused and deeply gripped in
his or her work. There are six main distinct streams categorized as engagement conceptualizations, but in the literature most dominant conceptualization which is well studied is
construct and measure of Utrecht Group’s ‘work engagement’, and in terms of theorization
the ‘job demands-resources’ framework is mostly studied (Bailey et al., 2017) . Thus, the
JD-R model helps explaining ‘engagement’ with the principle of; as those employees are
more likely to demonstrate high engagement at their work with high levels of job and/or
personal resources (Albrecht & Marty, 2017; Bailey et al., 2017).
The connection among different work attachment related constructs has been investigated by numerous researchers and scholars of western countries, also work engagement
with its impact on employee performance within various contexts and particularly human
services, but none has studied the integrated framework of the antecedents as drivers of engagement and their impact on employee in role and extra role performances together within
Higher Education sector of Karachi, Pakistan. Waseem, Frooghi, and Afshan (2013) wrote
in order to eradicate poverty and for the society to progress socially and economically education is the only most powerful instrument which ultimately develops responsible citizens
too. The role of HEIs/Universities for shaping the future strengths and socio economic
development of any country can’t be underestimated, objectives of universities are to build
and accommodate literate economy (Parakhina, Godina, Boris, & Ushvitsky, 2017). Education is considered as a vital investment for the socio-economic progress of a country.
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To help develop knowledge and skills based economies education and educationist play an
important role. The employees of the education sector can mark an important difference
and with a dominant influence on the results of organization (Van Wingerden, Derks, &
Bakker, 2017). Therefore, the focus of this study is to establish relationship of engagement
vis performance of the faculty of HEIs, to establish the external validity of the previous
researches on engagement and address the lack of academic literature on the antecedents
and outcome of engagement (Bailey et al., 2017).
Although various researches (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bailey et al., 2017) has previously examined interactions among different personal and job-related factors as antecedents
of work engagement. The combine research on work engagement and performance based
outcome is relatively new (Mone & London, 2018). Performance management helps employers to direct and focus their employees’ efforts but sometimes even currently highly
engaged employees, can experience burnout (Waseem et al., 2016; Mone & London, 2018).

Literature Review
Theoretical Background
The present study based on three models and other relevant theories combine to examine
their impact on employee performance. Previously many studies have strived to explain
engagement and employee performance but few of the models explained the phenomenon
with the integrative approach (Mone & London, 2018) but none within Pakistani context.
Employee performance regarded as the eventual target of the management of any organization shall need to be studied broadly so that the company’s image and productivity
can be enhanced (Frooghi & andSyeda NazneenWaseem, 2016); in line with it the current study has integrated the Job Demand Resource Model-JDR (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008), Social exchange theory and Engagement model by Saks (2006) combine to predict
the employees performance outcome of any organization leading ultimately to customers
satisfaction which is the most dominant desire of any service oriented sector company. In
a recent study was concluded that intervention of job resources at work will ultimately
enhance the level of work engagement and thus improved performance (Van Wingerden et
al., 2017). This current study aims to enrich the scant literature by first time integrating
three models and the relevant theories to help explain engagement vis performance in one
of the most important sector of the country that is education industry, especially within
Pakistani context.

Empirical Studies
Employee Engagement
The concept of ‘personal engagement’ was first conceptualized by W.A. Kahn, who is regarded as an academic parent of the engagement movement (Bedarkar & Pandita, 2014),
for individual roles ‘as the extent to which an individual is psychologically existent in a certain organizational role’ (Kahn, 1990). Later on, Kahn’s model was tested that supported
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the Kahns’ findings stating that psychological surroundings of meaningfulness, protection
and availability are associated with engagement positively. Whereas, engagement was also
defined as an employees positive attitude towards their organization, its values, employees
awareness about business and work context through which organizational efficiency and
effectiveness can be improved (Robinson, Perryman, & Hayday, 2004).
Schaufeli et al. (2002) gave another prominent conceptualization of engagement which
emerges from a fulfilling, positive, work-related state of mind that is categorized by vigor,
absorption and dedication. while working with high levels of mental flexibility and energy
is defined by Vigor; also when someone has the willingness and ability to invest effort in
his work by showing persistence even during work complications. Having a sense of meaning, eagerness, pride, inspiration and challenge is been defined as dedication.. Whereas;
when one remains completely focused and happily engrossed in individual’s work, when
time flies fast and feel hard to detach him/herself from work (Schaufeli et al., 2002), is the
third and constituting element of engagement defined as absorption. Bedarkar and Pandita (2014) wrote that those employees who show following three behaviors, namely Say,
Stay and Strive are actually the engaged employees. Employee engagement is although a
relatively new concept but is being extensively used and well-liked term in organizational
sciences (Robinson et al., 2004). The interest of academicians and practitioners in it is still
emerging, and attributed to the claims that the organizations which leverage on employee
engagement can witness noteworthy direct impact on desired end results (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rana, Ardichvili, & Tkachenko, 2014), using the top down design approach of
the job (Hackman & Oldham, 1976).
Job Resources and Engagement
Studies on antecedents and consequences of employee engagement were conducted by different researchers but the first prominent research in the academic literature on it was
tested by Saks (2006). In the meta analyses by Bailey et al. (2017), sixty-five i.e. thirty
eight (38%) percent of the studies utilized job demands-resources (JD-R) framework to help
explain engagement among which most of the papers also used the UWES. This viewpoint
is originated from job characteristics theory by Hackman and Oldham (1976) which illustrates that the desired psychological conditions which are necessary for engagement can
be generated from different attributes of work design including task significance, support,
autonomy, and feedback. This theory argues that employees who receive both social and
economic benefits from within their organization are more likely to return back to their
organization in the form of positive and affirmative outcomes. In order to prevail over the
limitations of other models on occupational psychology e.g., Job Demands Control Model
and Effort Reward Imbalance Model, (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008) developed the Job demand resources (JDR) model based on the notion that JDR not only focus on the negative
aspects of the job but also study and analyze positive aspects of different characteristics
of job and its health improving effects ultimately (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; De Lange,
De Witte, & Notelaers, 2008).
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Figure 1
The JD-R work engagement model Bakker and Demerouti (2008)

JD-R model concluded by Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001) categorizing the outcomes of work into two different broad classes including job demands and
job resources (See Fig: 1). In this model it was also proposed that any emotional, mental,
physical or undue expectations at job from the employee which are the demands of the job
actually will lead to raised burnout level among the employees. While job resources as the
second broad class of JDR model include, providing support, autonomy, encouraging feedback alleviate the unpleasant effects and helps increase engagement (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007). Therefore, in a nutshell those employees who experience lack of resources along
with high job expectations are more likely to develop high burnout along with decreased
engagement at workplace (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Authors also identified job’s design
and characteristics along with Human resource development practices as the key drivers of
employee engagement in the theoretical models of employee engagement (Rana et al., 2014)
as resources not only are vital on its own but also are crucial to help deal with demands
of the job (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), this notion supports Conservation of resources
(COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2001). Job characteristics theory by Hackman and Oldham (1976)
emphasizes the motivational prospective of job resources, including feedback, autonomy,
support and task significance. Bakker and Demerouti (2007); Sonnentag, Dormann, and
Demerouti (2010) supported that resources like, support, autonomy and encouraging feedback not only help mitigate the adverse effects of job demands but rather help improve
and turn into the positive outcomes of job like engagement. Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2007) used the conservation of resources (COR) theory to support
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that job resources significantly influence engagement through personal resources among
school principals and teachers. Hu and Bentler (1999) conducted a longitudinal study over
the time to analyze the job demands, job resources and employee well being; reported that
those employees under observation who receive less resources exhibited a marked increase
in the level of their burnout but a significant decrease in the level of engagement, this
idea supported the (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2013) view. Therefore we hypothesized the
following:
H1 : There is significant impact of workplace autonomy on teachers’ engagement.
H2 : There is significant impact of feedback on teachers’ engagement.
H3 : There is significant impact of supervisor support on teachers’ engagement.
Engagement and Performance
Scholars undeniably agree that, in this century all managers are determined to increase their
businesses performance thus demands more efficiency and output than any other period
of the history (Mone & London, 2018; Nazir & Islam, 2017) for that purpose managers
have been striving persistently through many challenges to be successful and leading their
company ahead of competitors (Shuck & Wollard, 2010). Bailey et al. (2017) performed
a systematic review of the argument that raised levels of engagement actually augment
the performance of the employee and thus organizations; through an extensive review
of the narrative literature of conceptual and empirical studies. Similarly, Bedarkar and
Pandita (2014) wrote that during any adverse and problematic times employee engagement
nowadays is considered as the most crucial and tool of strategic importance to attain
competitive advantage. This concept of engagement versus performance is also supported
by the JD-R model of work engagement by Bakker and Demerouti (2008) and this notion is
also similar to as suggested by David Guest in 1991 claims that the HR manager has specific
strategies and practices when executed, will result in behavioral and business outcomes.
The existing literature on performance (Williams & Anderson, 1991; Biswas & Varma,
2011) suggests in-role and extra-role as two categories of employee performance. The extent
to which employee execute his/her requirements of the job description is regarded as Inrole performance (Williams & Anderson, 1991), whereas all actions other then the formal
role requirements are suggested as extra-role performance and are totally at employees
prudence (George & Brief, 1992; Bedarkar & Pandita, 2014). Furthermore, all policies
and practices pertaining to HR in modern-day are deliberated with a approach that not
only increases the individuals’ involvement for on-the-job requirements but also encourages
extra-role behavior of employees (Guest, 1997; Budhwar & Khatri, 2001; Biswas & Varma,
2011; Bratton & Gold, 2017).
Van Wingerden et al. (2017) in their study identified that combined intervention of
personal resources and job crafting displayed contributory positive influence on work engagement that resulted in enhanced in-role performance. This finding supports the notion
of Bakker and Xanthopoulou (2013) that in order to deal with the work tasks effectively
it is vital for the employees to have personal resources in an adequate range which in turn
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improve engagement. In various studies highly engaged teachers not only work harder but
were found more innovative in recent studies, does stay longer at jobs (Nazir & Islam,
2017) and were additionally creative at work (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2013). Teachers
while acting as real change agents, help promote the speed of developmental process of
our society only if the issue of Teachers’ performance is addressed appropriately by the
concern authorities (Waseem et al., 2013). Employee engagement is the solution to deal
with the shortage problem and gaining retention of good faculty members in the higher educational institutions (Nazir & Islam, 2017). In spite of that different scholars have shown
keen interests in past, exploring the construct employee engagement and identifying its
relationships with various outcomes (Saks, 2006; Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2013; Bedarkar
& Pandita, 2014; Van Wingerden et al., 2017), however, the prominent empirical studies
on the topic specifically within the higher education context are limited (Daniels, 2016;
Nazir & Islam, 2017). The scarcity of studies on the said topic can be detrimental for those
organizations which are specifically more dependent on their employees in order to outperform, such as the labor intensive education sector. The current study tries to respond
and fill this research gap, by investigating and empirically validating the relationship of
employee engagement and employee performance in Pakistani higher educational context.
Based on the given arguments following hypotheses are suggested:
H4a : There is a significant impact of employees’ engagement on teachers’ in-role performance.
H4b : There is a significant impact of employees’ engagement on teachers’ extra-role
performance.

Contribution of this Study
This study fills in the gap for the need to address the scant literature on the antecedents
and outcome of engagement within educational environment, while; work engagement and
performance based outcome together has appeared fairly recently in academic research
(Mone & London, 2018). Therefore, this study offers important theoretical contributions
to the understanding of the linkage among Job resources, engagement and employees’ self
rated both In-role and extra-role performances; utilizing the JDR model within educational field. The key Job resources emerged from the systematic review of literature was
included in the study to validate it empirically and eventually help boosting engagement
within educational environment. The novel finding within specific context of the study was
that only supervisor support helps in boosting engagement levels on the contrary increased
autonomy and feedback mechanism among faculty members does not have any significant
influence on the work engagement. Our study also revealed that with the combine intervention of personal resources on employees engagement level leads to improved both in-role
performance and extra-role performances. Therefore, it will help engagement practitioners
to identify and promote specific behavioral and thought processes within engaged teachers
while designing interventions and engagement strategies.
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Hypothesized Model and Hypotheses
The given below Figure-2 contains the hypothesized model along with the suggested hypothesized paths. The given paths will be tested empirically in the study:
Figure 2
Proposed hypothesized model

Methodology
Descriptive Analysis
The survey measurement tool was distributed among 250 permanent faculty members
belonging to business schools of Karachi, from which 208 questionnaires were returned
back. After screening of the data, multivariate outliers were detected by using Mahalanobis
distance (D2) critical chi-square function at p <0.001, a total of 19 invalid responses, were
removed and a final count of 189 responses were deemed usable for further analysis. The
collection of sample data using the measurement tool which was written in English took two
months (August 2018 to September 2018) by utilizing both hardcopy and online medium.
The authors adopted for convenience sampling for data collection, as researchers tend
to randomly select from samples of convenience (Tharenou, Donohue, & Cooper, 2007;
Marczyk, DeMatteo, & Festinger, 2005). The assumptions of SEM were checked in order
to carry out the data analysis; including sample size, outliers, normality of the data, scales
and multicollinearity issues (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). As per Churchill
and Iacobucci (2010) suggested for SEM measurements, yet with a small sample size of 50100 responses SEM models can also perform well. Further, Hair et al. (1998) also suggested
that study with 50 to 400 observations is also adequate. Therefore, in our context, the
given study sample size is 189, establishing that in order to perform estimations our sample
set would be sufficient.
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Measures
A survey instrument was prepared so that the hypothesized model can be tested empirically displayed in Fig-2; using the adapted scales from previous published studies. The
questionnaire included two factors and 8 variables namely: Employee engagement (UWES
Scale)-(Vigor, Dedication and Absorption), Autonomy, Feedback, Supervisor support and
employee performance - (In-role & Extra-role behavior). The original 17 item Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale (UWES) was utilized to measure Work Engagement by Schaufeli
and Bakker (2004) using seven- point likert scale. Employee Performance Scale established
by Lynch, Eisenberger, and Armeli (1999) was adopted to measure Employee performance,
which in total comprises of 16 items, out of which in-role behavior measured by nine items,
and remaining seven items used to measure extra-role performance behavior. The three
items scale by Komaki (1986) consistently utilized to measure Supervisor feedback. The
measure of job autonomy was adopted from Ford, Weissbein, and Plamondon (2003) using four survey items. Measures for Supervisor support was adapted from the study of
Anderson, Coffey, and Byerly (2002) comprising of six items in total. A 5-point Likert
scale was used to answer these questions ranging from (1) for strongly disagree to (5)
strongly agree.

Data Analysis
Two statistical softwares SPSS 21 and AMOS 21 were utilized for carrying data analysis
with a sample of N=189. By recognizing the (Hair et al., 1998) rule if value of Karl
Pearsons correlation is > 0.90 identifies that the issue of multicollinearity exists in the
study, values in Table-1 shows that there is no issue of multicollinearity as highest value
is 0.486 between Feedback and Supervisor support (Hair et al., 1998; Lin & Lee, 2004).
Nunally and Bernstein (1978) suggested to check the reliability of the instrument the
Cronbach α value should be more than 0.6, hence in our study after removing 2 items of
Supervisor support, 1 item of Feedback and 4 items from in-role employee behavior, all
Cronbach alpha values of variables were greater than 0.6 (See Table-1).
Table 1
Mean, Standard Deviations and Correlations (N=189)
Mean Std. Deviation
SS
FB
SS
3.7411
1.1003
(0.820)***
FB
3.7777
0.91941
.486**
(0.6720)***
AUT
3.7085
0.91272
.312**
.324**
EE
4.2435
0.96285
0.112
0.099
EPIR
4.1564
0.98317
.147*
.162*
EPER 3.7944
0.8638
0.111
0.111
*** Values in parenthesis shows Cronbach alpha values
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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EPIR
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(0.719)***
.321**
.139*
0.100

(0.860)***
.184**
.179**

(0.685)***
.391**

(0.604)***
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Internal Reliability and Validity of Constructs
Estimation of different indices indicates the fitness of the Measurement model. Measuring validity and reliability ensures the fitness of the instrument and its results, similarly
convergent validity ensures that the items from the instrument highly correlates with the
specific variable with which it should correlate theoretically. The results of Cronbach alpha (Cα), composite reliability (CR) and average variance explained (AVE) are given in
Table-2, establishing the construct and convergent validity. In the current study for all
included variables Cronbach alpha values were found more than the threshold value of 0.6
(Nunally & Bernstein, 1978). Composite reliability being a more appropriate indicator for
construct validity (Lin & Lee, 2004) was also used to measure the reliability of the overall
scale being used. Based on the suggested criterion for ensuring CR (above 0.7) and AVE
(above 0.5) implies the scale as reliable and valid (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), therefore, data
results identifies and accepted in terms of reliability and convergent validity as all the variables surpassed the threshold values, also the composite reliability for feedback is slightly
less than threshold of 0.7 that is 0.676; but as per Hair et al., a CR value between 0.6 to
0.7 would be sufficient if a models construct validity is good with factor loadings greater
than 0.5. So it was concluded in this study no serious issue of validity existed, therefore
the data and constructs can be carried further (Bouwman, Carlsson, Molina-Castillo, &
Walden, 2007; Waseem et al., 2016; Voorhees, Brady, Calantone, & Ramirez, 2016).
Table 2
Cronbach Alpha (CA), Composite Reliability (CR) and Average
Variance Explained (AVE)
Final (33) items
Variables
CRa AV E b CronbachAlphac
extracted in CFA
SS
4
0.818 0.531
0.820
FB
2
0.676 0.511
0.672
AUT
2
0.847 0.740
0.719
EE
16
0.899 0.574
0.860
EPIR
5
0.794 0.759
0.685
EPER
4
0.832 0.555
0.604
Source: Authors Estimation (N=189)
a: CR>0.7 Bagozzi and Yi (1988)
b: AVE>0.5 Bagozzi and Yi (1988)
c: Cronbach > 0.6 Nunally and Bernstein (1978)

Common Method Variance
CFA was performed in the present research with thirty three (33) final loaded items that
signify six factors that are, employee engagement (EE), feedback (FB), autonomy (AUT),
supervisor support (SS), in-role performance (EPIR) and extra-role performance (EPER)
of employees. The CFA model as per Byrne (2013) identifies the relationship between
latent variables and measured items. Results of the convergent validity are given in Table
2 including final extracted items, composite reliability (CR) and average variance explained
(AVE), as the recommended threshold were met the constructs were carried forward for
conceptual analyses. The CFA model fitness relies on estimation different model fit indices
for its efficiency. The literature for that purpose supports on not to rely on reporting
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any single index, a combination of indices for measuring the fitness of the model shall be
reported (Crowley & Fan, 1997).
A combination of Chi-Square test with CFI, RMSEA and SRMR was strongly supported
by Kline (1999), for Chi-Square (Tabachnick, Fidell, & Ullman, 2007) recommended the
threshold value of less than 2, the CFI shall be more than 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Byrne,
1994); the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) as proposed by Browne et
al. (1993) shall be ≤ 0.05 and the Standardized Root Mean square Residual (SRMR) shall
be < 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The authors has utilized the suggestion by McDonald
and Ho (2002) according to which Comparative Fit index (CFI) are the most commonly
reported stated model fitness indice. As these indices are highly insensitive to sample size,
any misleading or the parameter estimates are preferred over other indices, so therefore
following the recommendation by Kline (1999), for measurement of Goodness of fit Table
3 presents the values of indices for four different comparative models along with the final
hypothesized model.
Table 3
Summary of Model Comparisons (N = 189)
Recommended value
<2.0
>0.90
≤0.05 (>0.5)
<0.08
Source
Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) Hu and Bentler (1999) Browne et al.(1993) Hu and Bentler (1999)
Null Model a
2.841
0.455
0.099(0.000)
0.103
Two Factor Model b
3.373
0.458
0.098(0.000)
0.113
Three Factor Model c
2.826
0.583
0.086(0.000)
0.097
Hypothesized Model d (33 items)
1.336
0.944
0.042(0.928)
0.054
SEM
1.512
0.912
0.050(0.921)
0.082
Source: Authors Estimation
a. Null model = 46 items
b. A Two Factor Model = Factor 1(30 Employee engagement & its drivers items), Factor 2(16 Employee performance items)
c. A Three factor Model = Factor 1 (17 items of Employee engagement), Factor 2 (Drivers of Engagement-13 items) and Factor 3
(16 Employee performance items)
d. Hypothesized Model composed of Factor 1 (16 items of Employee engagement), Factor 2 (4 items of supervisor support), Factor 3
(2 items of Feedback), Factor 4 (2 items of Autonomy), Factor 5 (5 items of Employee inrole behavior) and Factor 6 (4 items of Employee
Extrarole behavior)

As shown in above table; the fit indices values suggest our data fits well in the measurement model thus confirming to the existing theories and validating the constructs. As
shown in Table-3 the CMIN/DF value of our final CFA model is calculated as 1.336, CFI
value is calculated as 0.944, RMSEA value is measured to be 0.042 and SRMR is calculated as 0.0544 which satisfied all recommended threshold prescribed by various authors.
In the final measurement many error terms has been incorporated but only within a factor
and not among different factors, as in our measurement model the correlation among error terms has been applied in the way that previously accepted and suggested by various
researchers (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989). Although, the results of our final model
reflect the best fitness and efficiency of model; but the previous studies emphasize that
good fitness models can also have misspecification (Armenakis, Bernerth, Pitts, & Walker,
2007). Therefore to deal with the issue it is recommended to compare alternate models’
fitness results with the hypothesized model (Mulaik et al., 1989; Armenakis et al., 2007).
Based on the recommendation, in this study our final measurement model was compared
with three competing models and the results of this comparison are displayed in Table-3
identifying the superiority of our hypothesized model.
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Structural Equation Modeling
The present study was tested by structural equation modeling (SEM) in order to validate
the theoretical framework and test the hypothesis constructed for the study. Byrne (2013)
suggested the structural model investigates the relationship among latent variables. The
results of our hypothesized structural model are displayed in Table 3 which ensures the good
fit and efficiency of our model evaluated by the value of normed chi-square (CMIN/DF)
= 1.512 significantly lower than the Byrne (2013)’s recommended value of 5, also than the
recommended value of 2 by Tabachnick et al. (2007); CFI = 0.912; and RMSEA = 0.050
(PCLOSE = 0.921). The recommended values reported for different fit indices have been
exceeded for the current study data and therefore our model exhibit good fitness.
Figure 3
The Structural Model Results [Note: *p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01]

Table 4
SEM Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis
Hypothesized Path
Path
H1
EE
<—
AUT
H2
EE
<—
FB
H3
EE
<—
SS
H4a
EPIR
<—
EE
H4b
EPER
<—
EE
Squared Multiple correlations(R-square)
EE
11.50%
EPIR
28.5
EPER 23.60%

Coefficient
0.154
0.006
0.187
0.461
0.477

S.E.
0.082
0.099
0.08
0.099
0.103

C.R.
1.885
0.061
2.348
4.656
4.613

P-value
0.059
0.952
0.019
***
***

Remarks
Not supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

The statistical significance of determinants and outcome for employee engagement were
all tested for their hypotheses given in the study and confirm the validity. Table 4 shows
the results of SEM regression paths, standardized regression weights, standard errors,
critical ratios, probability values and concluding remarks of the hypothesis. The results
suggested the non-significant impact of two drivers of engagement i.e. feedback(FB) and
Autonomy (AUT) on faculty’s engagement at workplace. Whereas, Supervisory support as
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an important job resource do have a significant impact (β = 0.187, p=0.019), on faculty’s
engagement. Further, it is also statistically supported that employees engagement (EE)
do have a significant positive influence on the employees in-role (β = 0.461, p ***), and
extra-role work performances (β = 0.477, p***).
Among three endogenous variables, employees In role work performance behavior (EPIR)
is most vital construct in explaining the engagement model. EPIR explains 28.5% and
EPER explains 23.6% of the variation in engagement model. When engagement (EE) is
raised by one standardized unit, EPIR is enhanced by 0.461 and EPER by 0.477 standardized units. Moreover, confirming the hypothesis H4a and H4b. In total the present
study contains the five formulated hypotheses, out of which three are statistically found
significant from our analysis of the data. Displayed in Figure 3 are the empirical findings
of our research hypotheses.

Discussion and Managerial Implications
This study has significant implications for theory and management practices as it had
promoted the research on EE by including its possible antecedents and consequences, also
clearly conceptualizing the term; thus can have important influences on the managers of
the organizations while decision making on EE strategies.
Bailey (2017) in a meta analyses has identified that many different job resources have
been studied along with engagement, which includes support from supervisor, peer support,
feedback, autonomy and others. In almost all of the studies the results have shown some
degree of positive connection between job resources and engagement, while a study by
Ouweneel et al. (2012) was an exception, in which it was found non-significant association
between the variables under study. Also, in our study only one job resource supervisor
support is found to have positive and significant influence on engagement. Although the
notion resources have a significant impact on work engagement was also assumed in JDR
model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) like previously proven in past study by Xanthopoulou
et al. (2007), but the present study highlights the fact individuals own personality, his/her
personal resources or other individual factors play a more dominant role rather than the
job resources while predicting work engagement (Albrecht & Marty, 2017), such as; those
teachers with high confidence in their abilities i.e. personal resource will most likely are at
ease to ask for or receive performance feedback (job resource) from their department head
or students because of their confidence of handling this feedback, the same is argued by
(Van Wingerden et al., 2017). It is not to conclude that work resources or environment
is not vital in predicting employees’ work engagement behavior; however, we conclude
that taking individual factors into account is essential as well. Still it must be considered
too; that different policies or nature of industry have different effects, thus yield vast
implications for theory building and practices, which future research will need to address.
It is also assumed within Pakistani cultural context more an employee gets the autonomy
to perform at work, due to freedom of work with less monitoring available it may result in
less dedication, thus suggesting controlling factors to be included in future EE researches
which can have important future implications for EE practitioners while formulating their
EE strategies.
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By adopting diverse theoretical perspectives to help explain the influence of HR practices on employee performances has been vastly studied by scholars. Bailey in 2017 examined various studies for performance outcomes of engagement and concluded it can be
categorized under two main sub-headings, the first one as higher level performance outcomes and second as individual performance outcomes. The existing literature by Williams
and Anderson (1991) on performance already suggested two forms of work performancein-role and extra-role. However, only few studies have investigated together the role of
job resources in improving in-role and extra-role performance of employee by fostering
employee engagement (Guan & Frenkel, 2018), supporting the JD-R model assumption
which suggests that by optimizing job demands and job or and personal resources work
engagement and performance can be facilitated and fostered (Bakker & Xanthopoulou,
2013; Demerouti et al., 2001). The argument postulated from JD-R model strengthen the
results of our study where the suggested hypothesis that employee engagement have a significant and positive influence an employee’s in-role and extra-role performance, and thus
this hypothesis was accepted as found to be true. The study is unique as it tried to fill the
scarcity of significant empirical research on the topic of engagement as a mechanism to link
it with employee performances. The majority of previous researchers used cross-sectional,
self- report methods on the topic (Bailey et al., 2017), therefore it is recommended to use
complex methods or time-lagged research designs in future researches. It has been reported
in 2005 that majority of the American workers were found ‘disengaged’ which is referred
to as ‘engagement gap’ is annually costing $300 billion in lost of productivity, although
such type of databases are not available in Pakistan but disengagement problems has been
witnessed here too.
As the present study has incorporated modern theoretical models it sheds light on the
extant literature of employee engagement and thus academia can be benefited by channelizing their efforts by focusing on those aspects that can help foster the engagement level
of faculty members. It is recommended to focus on retaining recruited and developed staff
as it is difficult to replace the knowledge and experience of skilled staff, so that a continuous cycle of teaching and excellence in research can be maintained in higher educational
institutions (Simmons et al., 2002; Nazir & Islam, 2017). Employee engagement requires
continued interactions with the employer to create a state of reciprocal interdependence as
it is an on-going and a long-term process between the two parties (Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005) and realizing this fact is crucial for the management of educational institutions.
Thus; an engaged and committed workforce in a higher educational institute will have positive and great implications for the society (Nazir & Islam, 2017). The result of this study
is considered to have implications for both the engagement and performance literatures,
and for HR practitioners. Therefore it is expected that this study will broaden the scarce
literature on engagement and performance especially within the context of Pakistani higher
education context.

Limitations and Future Research Recommendations
The research is cross-sectional; thus, any inferences regarding causality are limited. Yet,
based on strong theoretical reasoning to presume causal ordering, also reflected later on
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in the statistical analysis Cross-sectional data was gathered for this research survey from
different higher educational institutions of Karachi, Pakistan. Thus, the study can be
carried in other geographical regions of Pakistan in order to corroborate the results of
the findings. Furthermore, avenues for further research in other sectors also opens where
engagement practices actually leads to better performance outcomes such as from medical
practitioners thus validating the results in different contexts.
Also, while this study found that two out of three job resources had a weak and insignificant influence on employees engagement; it may also be attempted in future researches to
explore some other drivers of engagement such as individual factors as discussed above like
monitoring and control factors i.e. style of leadership or type of personalities as predictors
of engagement. It is also suggested to design and implement real engagement practices
in institutions, observe significant changes over time and then validate the outcomes of
engagement thus recommending longitudinal researches, which can be productive for practitioners in academia as well as for researcher
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