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TOWARDS AN INSTRUMENT OF MEASURING
THE CONSTRUCT OF LEADERSHIP
BY THE 10 Cs FOR EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Failures are inevitable on the road of organizational success and there the
leader play a vital role in order to convert the failure to a lesson learned to the
success. A “leader,” as defined in the Pocket Oxford English Dictionary (2007),
is a “person or thing that leads and as a person or thing that is the most success-
ful or advanced in a particular area.” Maccoby (2007) answers his own rhet-
orical question: “Who are the leaders we need?” saying that “they are the
leaders motivated to achieve the common good and have the qualities re-
quired to gain the willingness of the followers in a particular culture, at a his-
torical moment, when leadership becomes essential to meet the challenges of that
time and place.” The ability to deal with his/her employees for the purpose
of reaching their full potential, unveiling their hidden talent and maximizing
their financial performance are some of the key abilities a leader should possess.
Truss et al. (2013) state that leaders are capable of inspiring employees and,
just as they can enhance performance, they are also in a position to impact
employee engagement. As mentioned by Opatha (2010), it is also essential
that a leader should have a good personal character.

It is evident that in the past few decades business environments have become
more complex and uncertain and therefore the leader has to play a vital role
(Hysa et al., 2020; Maheshwari, Yadav, 2019; Dewasiri, Banda, 2015; Basri,
Siam, 2019). Leader should maintain high level of virtues in-order to be credible.
The origin of ‘virtue’ is the Latin virtus, which means ‘strength’ or ‘skill’
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(Nowakowski, 2015). Gardner (1990) refers to the two most crucial tasks
within the popular concept that “leadership is motivation and goal setting.”
Leaders should create trust and confidence in a company by being exemplars
of high ethical and performance standards in a blame-free context considering
the components of psychological safety (Seijts, Crim, 2006; Xu, Thomas, 2011).
These are the conditions proposed by Kahn (1990) which lead to employee
engagement. In addition, Macey and Schneider (2008) state that job resources,
job demands and leadership also make an important contribution when it comes
to engaging employees. A theoretical discourse on leadership has evolved,
about which Papalexandris and Galanaki (2009) state:

Such theories are Charismatic Leadership (R. J. House, 1977), Transformational Leader-
ship (Bass, 1985), Visionary Leadership (Westley & Mintzberg, 1998), Authentic Lead-
ership (Luthans & Avolio, 2003) and Shared Leadership (Ensley et al., 2003, p. 367).

Leadership is crucial for employee engagement, especially transformatio-
nal leadership, empowering leadership and leader-member exchange (Bakker
et al., 2011; Macey, Schneider, 2008). Transformational leaders offer a purpose
that transcends short-term goals and focuses on higher order intrinsic needs.
Transactional leaders, in contrast, focus on the proper exchange of resources.

The discourse on the concept of “employee engagement” is far rarer than
the availability of discourse on it. Although a happy and contented employee
is valued by any employer, attracting and retaining such happy and conten-
ted employees is a challenge for a business. One solution is the “engaging
employee,” which has become a buzz word in management circles (Iddagoda
et al., 2016); employee engagement gives an organization a competitive edge
(Bulinska-Stangrecka, Iddagoda, 2020). “Engaged employees” often tend to be
loyal, innovative, creative and customer-oriented while being committed to
maintaining a long-term relationship with the company (Iddagoda, Opatha, 2020;
Bulinska-Stangrecka, Iddagoda, 2020). AON (2018) reveals that they do not
hesitate to go the extra mile with the aim of achieving the organization’s goals.
Therefore as mentioned by Iddagoda and Opatha (2017) and Aldrin and
Merdiaty (2019), employee engagement leads to employee job performance
and organizational financial performance. The next question is how to achieve
employee engagement. Leaders can play a huge role in achieving employee
engagement. They can use the 10 Cs formula for employee engagement sug-
gested by Seijts and Crim (2006).
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1. RESEARCH METHOD

The archival method recommended by Tranfield et al. (2003) was mentioned
in the literature review. The study is quantitative in nature. Full accounts of the
conceptualization and operationalization of the employee engagement con-
struct have been published in the study conducted by Iddagoda et al. (2016).
Due to reasons of space the execution of conceptualization and operational-
ization of the construct of employee engagement is shown in Appendix. The
research design is explained with the six components identified by Sekaran
and Bougie (2010). The study mainly incorporates two theories in deriving
the theoretical assertions, i.e., agency theory and social exchange theory.
The purpose of the study is explanatory or hypothesis-testing. The time hori-
zon of the study is cross-sectional. Correlational data come under the type
of investigation collected through a survey of managerial employees. The extent
of the researcher’s interference with the study is minimal because the study
setting is non-contrived. The unit of analysis is the individual. A self-admin-
istered questionnaire was conceptualized to collect data and a Likert scale as
a five-point scale, i.e., strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly
disagree. Non-probability sampling was the sampling technique. The sample
consisted of 272 persons from a population of 614 and the response rate was
52%. Roscoe (1975), as cited in Sekaran (2003), advocated that the sample size
should be larger than 30 and less than 500. The Statistical Package for Social
Science was used for the analysis.

2. EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Iddagoda at al. (2016) defined employee engagement as the extent to
which an employee gets involved in the job and the organization cognitively,
emotionally and behaviorally. The view of Algarni (2016) is that the concept
of employee engagement has just become visible in the literature on organiz-
ational psychology, human resource management, and business management,
and is associated with proven organizational results of several studies. Accord-
ing to Shuck et al. (2014), employees are likely to be engaged because of the
message of value and support communicated by the ability to attend and
participate. There the leader can play a huge role in order to enhance the level
of employee engagement.
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3. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEADERSHIP
AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Several researches have been conducted on transformational leadership.
Judge and Piccolo (2004), point out that while the result of transformational
leadership is that followers recognize the leader’s need, in the case of the trans-
actional leader, he provides the followers something they want in exchange for
something the leader wants. Avery (2004), as cited in Zhang et al. (2014), state
that the visionary leader (also known as “transformational” or “charismatic™)
adds a future dimension to leadership and requires the emotional involve-
ment of staff. Working through higher-order purposes that appeal to fol-
lowers’ needs and motives is commonly observed among visionary leaders.
It is evident that in engaging employees a leader must be aware of the motives
of employees’ and their needs. The fact that motives and needs are balanced
between individuals and teams is well known among leaders. Motives give a cue
to the leader about what drives their employees. The Leader Member Ex-
change (LMX) theory, as Winkler (2010) points out, conceptualizes leader-
ship as a process of interaction between leader and follower which is esta-
blished on the dyadic relationships between both. Christian et al. (2011) dis-
covered that transformational leadership and leader-member exchange are
positively related to employee engagement.

As Carmeli et al. (2009) found, the participatory decision making process
among top management teams is positively associated with decision effect-
iveness and the firm’s performance. However, Carmeli et al. further state that
positive outcomes can only be observed when the CEO or the leader wel-
comes a participatory role. A leader encouraging employees to be involved
in attaining organizational goals promotes an autonomous work environment.
Carmeli et al. (2009) provide an insight into the view of Seijts and Crim (2006)
that the employees’ value has control over the flow and pace of their jobs, and
leaders are capable of creating opportunities for employees to exercise this
particular control. At this juncture, the leader has to set the boundaries with
the employees. The leader must consider setting the boundaries of activities
with the involvement of employees and with appropriate arrangements so that
they too can contribute to the decision making process. Explaining this con-
cept, Seijts and Crim (2006) discuss how the feeling of “being in on things,”
and of “being given openings” to participate in decision making often reduce
stress while creating trust and a culture in which people are willing to be
personally involved and engaged in problems and their solutions. As suggested
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by Xu and Thomas (2011), leaders whose main concern is reaping the benefits
of employee engagement should be primarily concerned with team building,
developing a genuine interest in the personal development of team members
and celebrating the achievements of the team.

Two leadership dimensions that have a significant influence on employee
engagement have been identified by Papalexandris and Galanaki (2009), namely,
(a) being a good manager or a mentor and (b) articulating vision. Seijts and
Crim (2006) too hold a similar view; in their opinion, “clarity” emphasizes the
importance of the leader communicating a clear vision. The vision or goal of
the senior leadership and departmental heads for the organization, division, unit,
or team is recognized as one major concern of the employees. Seijts and Crim
further explain that employees demand awareness of the importance of organ-
izational goals as well as the most appropriate way to achieve them. Seijts and
Crim evidently consider vigilance, vision, mission, strategies and priorities
among employees about what they do and why they do it/them. Dharmasiri (2011)
explains this by quoting the famous story of how a minor worker answered
President Kennedy in the NASA complex. During the late sixties when the
popular “moon missions” were in operation, President Kennedy who visited
NASA complex took a minute to ask a minor worker sweeping the floor
what she was doing. She came up with an impressive answer; “I am helping
to send a man to the moon.” This can be held as a case of establishing a clear
organizational vision. According to Seijts and Crim (2006), by exemplifying
high ethical and performance standards, good leaders set the ground for build-
ing confidence in an organization. Seijts and Crim attribute this initiative to
a “C” known as “Confidence.” According to Dharmasiri (2011), one of the
possible systems that a leader can put into practice is “walking the talk;”
one’s deeds being what (s)he says. This enables the employees to place greater
trust and confidence in their leaders.

Saks and Gruman (2014) suggest three types of leadership with the aptitude
to influence employee engagement through psychological conditions, job re-
sources and job demands. The three types are transformational, empowering
and leader-member exchange. Hogan and Kaiser (2005) opine that good
leadership promotes effective team performance, which, in turn, improves
the well-being of the incumbents. Seijts and Crim’s (2006) view is that good
leaders consistently attempt to develop employee skills and create small
wins, which will help the team, unit or organization to perform at their best.
Hogan and Kaiser (2005) argue that bad leaders degrade the quality of life of
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everyone under them. Hogan and Kaiser (2005) further state that the bad
leader is responsible for the deep unhappiness of those under him/her.

A Gallup poll of the levels of employee engagement around the world
over a considerable number of years revealed that whoever is named as man-
ager in an organization is one of the most important decision makers, whose
decisions play a significant role in enhancing employee engagement. Accord-
ing to Gallup (2013a), a great manager engages his/her employees in many
ways, with genuine care and concern for his/her employees. By building strong,
trusting relationships with their staff members, the manager can stimulate
a positive and open work environment so that his/her employees sense a no-
tion of support and engagement. As the report of Gallup (2013a) states, great
managers care about individual performance while investing in talent.

In a sample of 1,003 employees in the United States of America (USA),
Gallup (2013b) conducted a study to test the effects of the manager’s approach
on employee engagement and strength. It revealed that one quarter (25%) of
American workers fell into the ignored category, and 40% of these employ-
ees were actively disengaged. This report further revealed that the managers
who focused on their employees’ weakness cut active disengagement roughly
in half, to 22%, proving that even negative attention is better than no atten-
tion at all in employees’ eyes. Gallup (2013b) report also states that by contrast-
ing, for the 37% who agreed that their supervisor focused on their strengths,
active disengagement fell dramatically to 1%.

Hewitt (2015) reveals that leadership is an employee engagement driver
and that leaders are the ultimate creators of a culture of employee engage-
ment. The reason is that they believe “leadership is what makes or breaks the
projects.” Two researchers of organizational behaviour, Seijts and Crim
(2006), present interesting insights through the concept of the “10 Cs for em-
ployee engagement;” principally, the 10 Cs for employee engagement revolve
around what corporate leaders should do to strengthen employee engagement.
Refer to Table 1.
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Table 1. Ten C’s for Employee Engagement

ctz?:fcetz:sr}ilslgc Leadership focus
Leaders must show that they value employees because employee
1. Connect engagement is a direct reflection of how employees feel about their
relationship with the boss.
Most people want to do new things in their jobs. Therefore leaders
should:
— Provide challenging and meaningful work with opportunities for
2. Career carecr.
— Hold people accountable for progress.
— Assign [stretch?] goals.
— Provide jobs enriched by duties and responsibilities.
3. Clarity Leaders must communicate a clear vision.
4. Convey Leaders clarify their expectations about employees and provide

feedback on their functioning in the organization.

5. Congratulate

Leaders should give recognition, and they do so a lot.

6. Contribute

Leaders help people to see and feel how they contribute to the
organization’s success and future.

7. Control

Leaders set the boundaries which cater to the needs of the
employees as well as of the organization.

8. Collaborate

Great leaders are team builders; they create an environment that
fosters trust and collaboration. So the leaders should be concerned
about building teams.

9. Credibility

Leaders should strive to maintain a company’s reputation and
demonstrate high ethical standards.

10. Confidence

Good leaders help create confidence in a company by being
exemplars of high ethical and performance standards.

Source adapted: Seijts and Crim (2006), Dharmasiri (2011).

&7
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4. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE CONSTRUCT OF LEADERSHIP

4.1. REVIEW OF LEADERSHIP DEFINITIONS

Ledlow and Coppola (2011) state that numerous definitions and varia-
tions of definitions are found in the literature and provide a collection of
leadership definitions [of other authors] in his book titled Leadership for
Health Professionals as follows:

— Tannenbaum, Weschler and Massarik (1961) defined leadership as in-
terpersonal influence, exercised in a situation and directed through the com-
munication process, towards the attainment of a specified goal or goals.

— Stogdill (1974) stated that leadership is the initiation and maintenance
of structure in expectation and interaction.

— Peter and Waterman (1982) defined leadership as guiding an organiza-
tion toward success.

— Rauch and Behling (1984) suggested that leadership is the process of
influencing the activities of an organized group toward goal achievement.

— Jacobs and Jacques (1990) stated that leadership is a process of giving
purpose (meaningful direction) to collective effort and causing willing effort
to be expended to achieve purpose.

— Yukl (1994) noted that most definitions of leadership reflect the assum-
ption that it involves a social influence process whereby intentional influence
is exerted by one person over other people to structure the activities and re-
lationships in a group or organization.

Researchers like Ledlow and Coppola (2011) provided a new definition
by integrating the above mentioned leadership definitions. “Leadership is the
dynamic and active creation and maintenance of an organizational culture
and strategic systems that focus the collective energy of both leading people
and managing resources toward meeting the needs of the external environ-
ment utilizing the most efficient, effective and efficacious methods possible
by moral means.” Leadership, according to Tannenbaum et al. (1961), Rauch
and Behling (1984), and Yukl (1994) is “influencing.” Tannenbaum et al.
(1961), Peter and Waterman (1982) and Jacobs and Jacques (1990) believe
that one of the main components of leadership is guiding. Leaders should
guide and influence their subordinates towards achieving the vision. The vision
should be a shared vision to achieve which the leader should inspire. A working
definition of leadership is given below.
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4.2. LEADERSHIP—WORKING DEFINITION

Leadership is inspiring, guiding and influencing people when it is necessary.

5. OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE VARIABLE OF LEADERSHIP

5.1. DIMENSIONS OF LEADERSHIP

Leadership, conceptualized as a system, basically consists of three dimen-
sions: inspire, guide and influence.

5.2. INSPIRE

As Ledlow and Coppola (2011) mention, the responsibility of inspiring
employees to be committed to the organization is on the leader’s shoulders,
and his inspiration, motivation, enthusiasm and excellent communication skills
play a crucial role here. Leaders, as Ledlow and Coppola (2011) believe,
communicate a vision so that the employees are able to assess how situations
and things could be crucial. Several meanings are given in the Pocket Oxford
English Dictionary (2007) for ‘inspire.” One is, “fill[ing] someone with the
urge to do something” and the other, “a person or thing that inspires.” Under
the 10 C’s listed by Seijts and Crim (2006), the element of “inspire” includes
collaborate, congratulate, contribute and connect. Employees, according to
Seijts and Crim, believe that working as teams with the trust and cooperation
of their team members is more efficient than with individuals and teams with
weak relationships. They further state that great leaders become team builders
when they build a nurturing environment that promotes collaboration and
trust. The concept called “collaborate” is the eighth “C”. “Congratulate,” which
is the fifth “C,” according to Seijts and Crim, is where recognition is given
to the employees by the exceptional leader.

The sixth “C,” which is “Contribute,” as Seijts and Crim point out, when
people have the desire to understand that their input matters and that they are
meaningfully contributing to the organization’s success. Leaders must demon-
strate that they value employees, under the first “C,” “Connect,” say Seijts
and Crim. This dimension is measured with statements such as: (1) My leader
is a team builder; (2) My leader gives recognition for my achievements in
the organization; (3) My leader helps me to see and feel how they are contrib-
uting to the organization’s success and future; (4) My leader shows that
he/she values me as an employee. Table 2 elaborates on the elements and
statements of the dimension called “inspire.”
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Table 2. The elements and statements of the dimension called “Inspire”

Element Statement
Collaborate My leader is a team builder.
Congratulate My leader gives recognition for my achievements in the organization.
. My leader helps me to see and feel how they are contributing to the
Contribute L,
organization’s success and future.
Connect My leader shows that he/she value me as an employee.

5.3. GUIDE

Guiding employees when necessary is the task of the leader. A “guide,”
according to the Pocket Oxford English Dictionary (2007), is “a person who
advices or shows the way to other people.” Elements of “guide” are: confi-
dence, credibility, clarity, convey and career, which fall under the 10C’s of
Seijts and Crim. Good leaders help create confidence in a company by being
exemplars of high ethical and performance standards is the view of Seijts
and Crim in 2016. Leaders should strive to maintain a company’s reputation
and demonstrate high ethical standards (ibid.). “C” standing for “Credibility”
encapsulates [compressed] this concept.

Seijts and Crim mention that clarity of purpose in the organization, its de-
sired achievements, and as to how employees of the organization can contribute
to achieve them, are vital. This third “C” called “Convey” (ibid.) indicating
clarifying the leader’s expectations of employees while providing feedback
on their performance is the task of the leader. Thus, good leaders establish
processes and procedures that enable people to master important tasks and
support goal achievement.

That employees desire to be innovative is evident. Similarly, employees’
career development matters as well. Seijts and Crim (2006), agreeing with
this argument, state that leaders are responsible for providing challenging as
well as meaningful work that has potential for career advancement. This
comes under “C” for “Career.” The dimension called guide is measured with
statements such as: (1) my leader helps to create confidence in a company by
being an exemplar of high ethical and performance standards; (2) My leader
strives to maintain a company’s reputation and demonstrate high ethical
standards; (3) My leader communicates clearly the organizational vision;
(4) My leader clarifies his/her expectations of me as an employee and provides
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feedback on my functioning in the organization; (5) My leader provides chal-
lenging and meaningful work with opportunities for career development. Table 3
elaborates on the elements and statements of the dimension called “Guide.”

Table 3. The elements and statements of the dimension called “Guide”

Element Statement
Confidence My leader help.s to crejate confidence in a company by being
exemplars of high ethical and performance standards.
Credibility My leader strives (.tries hzjlrd) to maintain a company’s reputation
and demonstrate high ethical standards.
Clarity My leader communicates the clear organizational vision.
Conve My leader clarifies his/her expectations on me as an employee and
Y provides feedback on my functioning in the organization.
Career My leader provides challenging and meaningful work with
opportunities for career development.

5.4. INFLUENCE

Influence is one of the core constituents of leadership. The Pocket Oxford
English Dictionary (2007) defines “influence” as “the capacity to have an ef-
fect on someone’s beliefs or actions,” which means a leader has control over
his/her subordinates. On the seventh “C” (Control), Seijts and Crim (2006)
state that employees value control over the flow and pace of their jobs,
which enables the leader to create opportunities for them to exercise this
control. “Influence” is measured with statements such as “My leader sets the
boundaries which cater to the needs of the employees as well as the organi-
zation.” Table 4 lists the elements and statements of “Influence.”

Table 4. The elements and statements of the dimension called “Influence”

Element Statement

My leader sets the boundaries which cater to the needs of the

Control o
employees as well as the organization.
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Figure 1 shows the dimensions and elements of the variable of leadership.
(D) stands for a dimension and (E) for an element of the variable of leadership.

Leadership

(D) (D)
Inspire Influence
(E) E) E)
Collaborate Confidence Control
Congratulate Credibility
Contribute Clarity
Connect Convey
Career

Figure 1. Dimensions and elements of the variable of leadership.

6. RELTIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE MEASUREMENTS

The view of Sekaran and Bougie (2010) is that appropriate conceptualiza-
tion and operationalization maintain content validity. Content validity of the
instruments of this study is guaranteed through conceptualization and opera-
tionalization. The question statements were developed for each element of
the dimension.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was done to determine by the results of
KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant
for the constructs of leadership and employee engagement. The survey results
confirmed that both constructs correlate reasonably. Refer to Table 5.
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Table 5. KMO and Bartlett’s test for the construct

Leadership Employee engagement
KMO measures of sampling adequacy 0.917 0.824
Approx. Chi* 1180.615 738.208
Bartlett’s test
. Df 45 66
of sphericity -
Sin 0.000 0.000

Inter-item consistency reliability, i.e., Cronbach alpha for the constructs
of leadership and employee engagement were at a desirable level. According
to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), as cited in Andrew et al. (2019),
Cronbach’s alpha values at or above 0.7 are desirable. Refer to Table 6.

Table 6. Reliability test for the variables

Variable Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient (o)
Leadership 0.896
Employee engagement 0.786

7. INTENSITY OR NATURE OF LEADERSHIP

The variable of leadership is measured with 10 question items. The dimensions
of this variable are inspire, guide and influence. There are 10 elements under these
three dimensions (See Table 2, 3, and 4). The score of the construct of leadership
will be in the range of 10 to 50. This construct’s levels between these limits can be
shown in a continuum. Refer to Figure 2 and Figure 3. The difference in the range
of values can be reckoned as (50-10)/5 = 8. For purposes of analysis, the values
depicted in Figure 2 were transformed to new values. See Table 7.

Very Low Low Moderate High Very High

10 18 26 34 42 50

Figure 2. A continuum for leadership.
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Table 7. Transformation of the levels of leadership

Scale Range of points New values

Very low 10-18 1

Low 19-26 2
Moderate 27-34 3
High 35-42 4
Very high 43-50 5

Table 8. Descriptive statistics for the construct of leadership
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. deviation
Leadership
272 1. . 4.31 701
(Leader 5) 00 5.00 319 0.70
Source: Survey data
Leader5
LeaderS

Figure 3. Histogram of descriptive statistics for leadership.

Source: Survey data
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The mean of 4.319 falls into the category of “high” level of leadership
based on the data depicted in Table 8 and Figure 3. The standard deviation is
0.701, which is small. The minimum is 1.00, which means that the minimum
level of leadership is “very low.” The maximum is 5.00. Based on all this,
the researchers can say the respondents answered within the range of very
low to very high according to the descriptive statistics of “leadership.” Most
of the respondents “agreed” in the five-point Likert scale of the construct of
leadership. Based on these findings it can be concluded that the intensity or
nature of leadership is perceived highly by executives and managers in the
Sri Lankan listed companies.

8. LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Gardner’s (1990) view is that leadership is motivation and goal setting. Truss
et al. (2013) also presented a similar view: leaders are capable of inspiring em-
ployees, and the ultimate result is enhancement of employee job performance.
Eisenhardt (1989) mentions under Agency Theory, that agency relations are
problematic to the degree that the principal and agent have inconsistent aims,
and to monitor the agent’s performance is difficult or expensive for the principal.
The leader, at this point, becomes the principal. Seijts & Crim (2006) elucidate
what corporate leaders should do with the intention of strengthening employee
engagement under their 10 Cs of employee engagement. They state, under the
second “C” called “Career,” that most employees want to do innovative things
in their jobs and how assigning stretch goals by leaders is essential. When it
comes to the Social Exchange Theory, Homans (1958) presents an idea about
social behaviour, which was founded on exchange. According to Homans
(1958), the concept of exchange was not limited to material goods, and this, also
includes symbolic values such as approval and reputation or esteem. Cropan-
zano and Mitchell (2005) suggest, via the Social Exchange Theory that an indi-
vidual prefers to exchange the resources that are equal to the resources that
(s)he has received. A stronger theoretical rationale that explains employee enga-
gement, as Saks (2006) states, is found in the Social Exchange Theory. He further
states that a strong theoretical justification has been laid down in the Social Ex-
change Theory to explain why the employee reacts to work-related resources
that have varying levels of engagement. Seijts and Crim listed Connect, Career,
Clarity, Convey, Congratulate, Contribute, Control, Collaborate, Credibility and
Confidence as the 10 Cs of employee engagement. These 10 Cs point to what
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business leaders should practice in strengthening employee engagement. Anitha
(2014) reveals the impact of employee engagement on employee job perfor-
mance. According to Harter et al. (2002), employee engagement leads to high
levels of organizational financial performance. Researchers like AON (2018),
Christian et al. (2011), Xu and Thomas (2011), Papalexandris and Galanaki
(2009), Seijts and Crim (2006), have ascertained a positive relationship
between leadership and employee engagement. Refer to Figure 4.

Employee Leader

« Employee job 10 Cs for employee
Exchange engagement

performance
—» 1. Connect

* Organization financial

performance . Career

Exchange - Clarity

— . Convey
. Congratulate
. Contribute

. Control

o N N AW

. Collaborate
9. Credibility
10. Confidence

A 4

Employee Engagement

Figure 4. Theoretical assertions derived from social exchange theory.
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The influence of leadership on employee engagement leads to the follow-
ing hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The higher the leadership, the higher the employee engagement.

Testing H1

The investigation of the Pearson correlation matrix of the variables is shown
in Table 3. A one-tailed test was conducted in order to test the non-directional
hypothesis. When the leadership level is high, the level of employee engage-
ment should be high since this is a bivariate hypothesis. Leadership and em-
ployee engagement are highly correlated with a coefficient of 0.220%**. Refer
to Table 9. The relationship between leadership and employee engagement is
highly significant at the level of 0.01. The null hypothesis is rejected since
there is a significant correlation between leadership and employee engagement.

Table 9. Correlation for leadership and employee engagement

Leader 5
Eng 5 Pearson Correlation 0.220"
Sig. (1-tailed ) 0.000
N 272

DISCUSSION

Saks and Gruman (2014) point out ambiguities still present about the con-
cept of employee engagement despite many researches. Statistics show that
there is still a crisis of employee engagement. Gallup which is a survey organ-
ization revealed in 2017 that 31% of employees are engaged in Northern
American (USA and Canada). This is the world’s highest employee engage-
ment rate recorded. In South Asia, according to Gallup (2017) the employee
engagement level is 14% and in Sri Lanka it is 38%. Several researchers
identified a link between leadership and employee engagement. Seijts and
Crim (2006) are among them. Leaders cannot demand a high level of engage-
ment from their employees while standing on the sidelines. Seijts and Crim
(2006), through the ten C’s of employee engagement unveil, what a leader
should do in order to enhance the level of employee engagement. Therefore,
the researchers of the study believe an instrument for measuring the construct of
leadership should have the influence of the 10 Cs of employee engagement.
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Managerial Implications

Leadership also helps enhance the level of employee engagement. This
proves through this study as well since the relationship between the two con-
structs, i.e., leadership and employee engagement, is highly significant.
Therefore the managerial employees as leaders should be concerned about
the practices of enhancing employee engagement. One such set of practices
is the 10 Cs of employee engagement presented by Seijts and Crim (2006).

Research Limitations

The prospective weaknesses of the study which are outside the control of the
researcher are known as the limitations. This is a cross-sectional research study
and it is the most noticeable limitation. According to Saunders et al. (2009),
a cross-sectional study is a particular phenomenon (or phenomena) at a particular
time, i.e., a “snap shot” and a longitudinal study as a study of a particular
phenomenon (or phenomena) over an extended period of time. Due to time
constraints the researchers of this study decided that the time horizon of this
study should be cross-sectional. This is one reason. Another reason is, that it
is a known fact that one of the important goals of any organization is profit
making. For this reason management is reluctant to allow their employees to
spend time answering the questionnaire several times.

Future Research
Longitudinal studies or field experiments also can be carried out since this
study is only a cross-sectional study.

CONCLUSION

It is evident that leadership enhances the level of employee engagement.
Therefore, executives and managers as leaders should be concerned about practices
dealing with enhancing employee engagement. One such set of practices is the
10 Cs of employee engagement. Leadership, conceptualized as a system, basically
consists of three dimensions, namely, inspire, guide and influence. The validated
and well adapted instrument for leadership is provided as a part of this study.
The link between leadership and employee engagement has been strengthened
by the Agency Theory, Social Exchange Theory and the evidence from literature.
The relationship between the two constructs, namely, leadership and employee
engagement, is highly significant. Based on the empirical evidence, it can be
concluded that the intensity or nature of leadership is perceived highly by the
managerial employees in the listed Sri Lankan companies.
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APPENDIX

Conceptualization and operationalization of three variables published in three articles.

Employee engagement

D) (D) D)
Cognitive involvement Emotional involvement Behavioral involvement
(E) (E)
Central life Timeliness
interest (E) (E)
Conscious Consider work — | Attendance
desire and or a job to be
choice to central to
participate in his/her self- Effort
work or a job -concept
— Say
— Stay
— Strive

Figure 5. Dimensions and elements of the variable of employee engagement.

Source: Iddagoda et al. (2016).
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TOWARDS AN INSTRUMENT OF MEASURING
THE CONSTRUCT OF LEADERSHIP
BY THE 10 CS FOR EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Summary

This paper seeks to operationalized the construct of leadership with the influence of 10 Cs of
employee engagement with the intention of measuring it. In addition, it addresses the intellectual
curiosity to know the intensity of leadership of the managerial employees by using this instru-
ment. The relationship between leadership and employee engagement is also examined. The ar-
chival method was used in the literature review. In order to analyze the data relating to 272
managerial employees, structural equation modeling was used. The construct of leadership
operationalized using the 10 Cs formula for employee engagement is suggested. The link between
leadership and employee engagement is also identified based on the theoretical background and
literature-based evidence. The study emphasizes the magnitude leadership instrument using the
10 Cs formula for employee engagement in measuring the relationship between leadership and
employee engagement.

Keywords: leadership; 10 Cs formula; conceptualization; operationalization.

W POSZUKIWANIU NARZEDZIA DO POMIARU KONSTRUKTU PRZYWODZTWA
UWZGLEDNIAJACEGO 10 CS ZAANGAZOWANIA PRACOWNIKOW

Streszczenie

W artykule podjeto prébe operacjonalizacji konstruktu przywddztwa z uwzglednieniem wptywu
10 Cs na zaangazowanie pracownikéw. Podjeto prébe jego pomiaru i zbadania sily przywoédztwa
pracownikéw szczebla kierowniczego z wykorzystaniem tego instrumentu. Ukazano réwniez
zalezno$¢ miedzy przywdédztwem a zaangazowaniem pracownikow. Przeglad literatury opiera si¢ na
metodzie archiwalnej. Do analizy danych dotyczacych 272 pracownikéw szczebla kierowniczego
zastosowano modelowanie réwnan strukturalnych. Zaproponowano konstrukt przywodztwa
zoperacjonalizowany za pomocg formuty 10 Cs dla zaangazowania pracownikéw. Zidentyfikowano
tez zwigzek migdzy przywddztwem a zaangazowaniem pracownikéw, opierajac si¢ na podstawach
teoretycznych i badaniach przedstawionych w literaturze przedmiotu. Podkres$lono znaczenie
instrumentu przywédztwa wielkosciowego wykorzystujacego formute 10 Cs celem zaangazowania
pracownikow w przeprowadzenie badania zwigzku miedzy przywddztwem a zaangazowaniem
pracownikow.

Stowa kluczowe: przywddztwo; formuta 10 Cs; konceptualizacja; operacjonalizacja.



