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The objective of this master’s thesis was to provide a holistic view of work-related 
engagement as a construct, and to examine engagement antecedents in the context 
of new work. Work-related engagement is a measurable state-like psychological 
condition which is expressed as a positive orientation towards work. Work 
engagement consists of vigor, dedication, and absorption. Some scholars make a 
distinction between work engagement and employee engagement in which case the 
latter is seen as a more comprehensive construct describing also the employee’s 
personal or occupational relationship with an organization. In this study the context 
of new work is defined as consisting of heterogeneity of careers, temporary 
organizing, and atypical work roles, all of which are influenced by digitalization and 
globalization. 
 
The methodological approach in this study was triangulation of quantitative and 
qualitative research methods, i.e. mixed methods research. Quantitative survey 
results were used to find out decisive engagement antecedents in three work profile 
clusters. Qualitative interview analysis was used to define differences in 
engagement antecedents between two atypical work roles, those of interdependent 
teamwork and autonomous expert tasks, and also for exposing positive and 
negative influences on engagement in the context of new work. 
 
The results of the quantitative study confirmed the role of personal resources and 
organizational identification as engagement antecedents in expert work roles, and 
indicated that there are differences in engagement antecedents between expert 
work profiles. The findings of the qualitative study further corroborated the results of 
the quantitative study, and in addition revealed new previously unidentified factors 
leading to engaged behavior, such as curiosity, passion for work, and flexibility. The 
results and findings of this master’s thesis emphasized the importance of adjusting 
human resource management practices in organizations towards finding a fit 
between current and prospective employees and designed work tasks. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

During the last decade organizations, professionals, and even the media have been 

deeply interested in the possibilities offered by the concept of work engagement and 

its positive effects in organizational contexts where concentrating on solving 

problems or avoiding threats can no longer provide sustainable solutions. Work 

engagement and positive psychology are needed to balance and diversify the 

totality of well-being at work. There is a need for means which can be used for 

promoting worker and organizational well-being in a world which is becoming more 

hectic and where uncertainty is the norm. (Hakanen 2009.) 

1.1 Research background and significance 

Pfeffer (2005) foresaw that in the near future organizations can no longer rely solely 

on technology, regulated markets, and economies of scale to achieve competitive 

advantage, and human resources, i.e. human capital, have become essential for 

organizational success. Today, organizations are faced with economic challenges 

which are dealt with restructuring, downsizing, and outsourcing. This has led to a 

need to consider employees as a capital investment. This human capital investment 

may well be the key for organizations’ sustainable competitive advantage (Macey & 

Schneider 2008a; Luthans & Youssef 2004) as the significance of knowledge work 

keeps increasing. The competitive advantage of engaged employees is based on 

their capabilities to be innovative and to take the initiative in restructuring their job 

resources to be more in line with organizational goals (Bakker, Demerouti, & 

Xanthopoulou 2012a; Pohonţu, Baulant, & Rusu 2012). 

The key to developing a productive and effective workforce and retaining talented 

employees is to strengthen the relationships between employers and employees 

(Hicks, O’Reilly, & Bahr 2014). It is also up to the employees themselves to take 

responsibility for their own personal development (Cooper 2005). A focus on 

employee engagement is able to provide results for both of these aspects. 

Many researchers admit that employee engagement may be to some extent ‘old 

wine in new bottles’ (see e.g. Macey & Schneider 2008a & 2008b). However, Macey 
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& Schneider also emphasize that employee engagement may be a key to future 

competitive advantage in the world of business and especially with knowledge 

workers (ibid.). Stronger employee engagement manifests itself in increased work 

effort, higher productivity, lower turnover levels, as well as increased customer 

satisfaction and loyalty, all of which translate into added shareholder value for the 

organization (Richman 2006). 

Employee engagement is a multi-faceted construct which is closely linked with 

motivation, commitment, satisfaction, as well as trust – and these concepts have 

been under academic scrutiny for decades. However, as the world of work is 

changing rapidly facing digitalization and global competition of resources, it is 

necessary to take a new critical look at employee engagement in the light of new 

ways of organizing work, especially knowledge work. In addition to understanding 

the different forces at play in employee engagement in the context of new work it is 

also necessary to be able to measure these forces and assess the significance of 

various cause-and-effect relationships. This master’s thesis takes a step towards 

providing tools for assessing the significant antecedent factors in engagement 

development in the context of new work, and analyzing significant relationships 

between these variables. 

1.1.1 Relevance and purpose 

The organizational as well as working time boundaries have become blurred along 

with increasing amounts of temporary organizing and atypical work roles. Flexibility 

and job autonomy as opposite ends of a pole are becoming the new norm, 

particularly among knowledge workers. (Hakanen, Rodríquez-Sánchez, & 

Perhoniemi 2012.) Employee engagement has become one of the most significant 

ways of increasing productivity globally, and the behavioral aspect of work-related 

engagement has become crucial in increasing performance (Gruman & Saks 2011). 

The manifestations of work-related engagement have been connected in several 

studies to the significance of personal resources such as self-efficacy, self-esteem, 

and optimism together with the importance of social support (Hakanen et al. 2012). 

For these reasons it is important to first see how the construct of employee 

engagement has evolved during the last decade and then to understand the context 
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in which today’s knowledge workers operate. Together this knowledge provides a 

picture of engagement in the context of new work. 

1.1.2 Research gap 

Several scales have been developed for measuring work or employee engagement 

(Saks & Gruman 2014; Christian, Garza, & Slaughter 2011) but ultimately only one 

scale has been validated by other researchers besides their original creators and in 

several countries, including Finland, as well. This is the Work and Well-being Survey 

UWES (Utrech Work Engagement Scale) developed in the Netherlands by Arnold 

Bakker and Wilbur Schaufeli in 2002. The UWES was originally developed as a 17-

item scale but reduced for pragmatic reasons down to 9 items in 2006 (Schaufeli, 

Bakker, & Salanova 2006). 

The UWES scale was developed in times of steady work relationships and has only 

been tested in traditional organizational settings. It is still a valid measure of work 

engagement as such but it might not be capable of measuring work-related 

engagement in atypical knowledge work relationships in the changing context of 

work, and thus provide understanding of employees’ attitudes towards change 

which can have a significant effect on engagement development (Elias 2009). Nor 

does the UWES scale provide tools for supporting mechanisms for work-related 

engagement in the context of new work as the scale cannot be used for assessing 

the significant factors in the development process of work-related engagement in 

this new context. This research gap in scholarly literature has been identified by 

both Hakanen (2016) and Gilson, Maynard, Jones Young, Vartiainen, & Hakonen 

(2015). Based on a personal interview with Jari Hakanen in February 2016, to his 

knowledge quantitative data on engagement antecedents in atypical work roles has 

not been collected in Finland. 

1.2 Research problem statement 

In the beginning of this master’s thesis project the following research problem 

statement was created: What are the decisive engagement antecedents in the 

context of new work? To be able to discuss the research problem there was a 

need to begin the research process by studying scholarly literature on work and 
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employee engagement, as well as on the context of new work. Due to a lack of 

literature reviews or clear definitions of the context of new work some non-scholarly 

publications were also included in the literature review on the context of new work, 

such as reports from global consulting firms, and managerial articles written by 

journalists. Based on the literature studied, a set of hypotheses and research 

questions were created to be able to provide empirical illustrations of the abstract 

construct of engagement in the context of new work which by its nature is both a 

quantitatively analyzable and qualitatively explainable construct. 

1.3 Delimitations of the research project 

As with all research projects, some interesting topics needed to be eliminated from 

the scope of this research project. Frequently, gender is used as a distinctive factor 

in statistical analysis. With reference to Schaufeli et al. (2006) who during the 

development process of the shorter version of the Work & Well-being Survey 

(UWES) came to the conclusion that gender lacked practical significance in their 

sample of 15,000 respondents, differences between genders in the engagement 

development process were not looked into in this research project. Cultural 

differences would certainly have been an interesting influential aspect for evaluation 

in the engagement development process but was unfortunately beyond the scope 

of this thesis as very few of the respondents were other than of Finnish origin. 

The daily or hourly fluctuations in the levels of work engagement among employees 

have been a rising topic among some scholars (see e.g. Bakker 2014 for an in-depth 

overview and current directions on this topic). This approach would have demanded 

an ethnographic approach carried out as a field study as the research method, and 

was thus also beyond the scope of this thesis project. 

Negative aspects of work or employee engagement are mostly ignored in this 

master’s thesis. The dark sides of engagement (Sonnentag 2003), burnout and 

workaholism, are briefly described as counter constructs of engagement but not 

concentrated on in-depth in this thesis. Another important line of research to keep 

in mind are the work-family relationships (Hakanen, Peters, & Perhoniemi 2011) 

which were also ignored in this master’s thesis. 
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1.4 Research methodology and process 

The research methodology chosen for this master’s thesis was a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative research processes, i.e. mixed methods research. It was 

hypothesized that some new theoretical contributions might be achieved during the 

research process, and thus it was decided that a quantitative approach alone would 

not be able to provide satisfactory answers to a construct analysis in a context which 

is relatively unexplored territory. Thus after a careful orientation to research 

literature on both the engagement construct and the context of new work, the 

engagement construct in the context of new work was operationalized – that is, the 

measurable characteristics of this construct were connected to the theoretical 

contributions studied. Based on the results from the statistical analysis a further 

interview analysis with an inductive research approach was conducted for the 

purpose of discovering the latent characteristics of the engagement construct in the 

context of new work. 

Research processes are seldom this straightforward, however, and the actual 

research process in this study consisted of several stages of going back and forth 

with scholarly literature, qualitative interview data, and the quantitative survey data; 

some of these stages took place concurrently. As a conclusion to the empirical 

research project the findings from both empirical processes were synthetized to 

provide a detailed description of engagement antecedents in the context of new 

work. This research methodology enabled providing tools for both further scientific 

inspection of the construct and the development of a measurement instrument for 

this specific context, while also affording some observations for managerial and HR 

processes in organizations where temporary organizing and atypical work roles are 

common. The results of this master’s thesis can later be used for scale development 

and providing tools for managerial tools as shown in Figure 1. 



17 

 

Figure 1. Role of the master’s thesis as a preparatory study 

1.5 Key definitions 

Engagement is a measurable psychological state-like concept which can have a 

significant impact on performance increase through employees’ positive orientation 

towards work (Jeung 2011) and is expressed as employees’ responsibility and 

commitment to their work (Britt & Bliese 2003). 

Personal engagement is the employment and expression of the positive orientation 

towards work task behaviors, personal presence, and role performances. It consists 

of meaningfulness, safety, and availability as equally important determinants of 

personal engagement. (May, Gilson, & Harter 2004; Kahn 1990.) 

Work engagement consists of job resources and personal resources. It is a unique 

positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor 

(expressed as high levels of energy and resilience), dedication (strong involvement 

and passion for work), and absorption (a pleasant state of work immersion). 

(Yalabik, van Rossenberg, Kinnie, & Swart 2015; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-

Roma, & Bakker 2002). 

Employee engagement “is a desirable condition, has an organizational purpose, 

and connotes involvement, commitment, passion, enthusiasm, focused effort, and 

energy” (Macey & Schneider 2008a, 4). It is thus a multidimensional construct which 



18 

includes all positive attitudinal and behavioral aspects that employees have towards 

an organization (Kumar & Pansari, 2015). 

As of today, no widely used definition of the context of new work exists but in this 

study it is defined as heterogeneity of careers, freelancing, and temporary 

organizing, all of which are influenced by digitalization and globalization. 

Temporary organizing is defined as concerning a group of people who are working 

together on a complex task for a set period of time (Bakker 2010). No future 

interactions will necessarily take place with the same people (Saunders & Ahuja 

2006). Temporary work roles are examples of atypical work roles where the job 

contract is made for a specific purpose or a specific project (Kiggundu 1981). 

Atypical work roles are defined as the opposite of typical work roles which are full-

time, regular work relationships with a single employer, and reach over a longer time 

span. Atypical work roles are not socially secure; the number of working hours and 

regular income are not guaranteed. (European Observatory of Working Life 2017.) 

1.6 Structure of the thesis 

This master’s thesis consists of six chapters. The first chapter is an introductory 

chapter which summarizes the contents of the following chapters and sets the stage 

for describing engagement development in the context of new work. The second 

chapter is a conclusive analysis of the engagement construct together with a 

description of measuring engagement in work-related contexts. The third chapter 

presents what is currently known of the context of new work paying particular 

attention to scholarly articles on work-related engagement in this context. 

The fourth chapter presents the chosen research methodologies and justification for 

choosing a mixed methods approach for this master’s thesis. Fifth chapter consists 

of the empirical part of this master’s thesis. Both the quantitative and the qualitative 

research processes, methods, data used, and the research results and findings are 

presented in detail together with a synthesis on the main findings. The final chapter, 

chapter six, draws conclusions on the mixed methods research project and its 

results, and casts a look on the reliability and validity of the entire research project, 
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as well as reflecting on the scientific and practical uses of the research results. The 

chapter ends with pointing out the limitations in this study and suggestions for future 

research needs on engagement in the context of new work. 
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2 THE ENGAGEMENT CONSTRUCT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 

There is no one single definition of work-related engagement, and many human 

resource management professionals are reluctant to make such a definition, 

concentrating instead on the possible positive consequences of engagement in the 

context of work. During the last decade, it has become evident that practitioners and 

scholars discuss work or employee engagement in different manners and with 

different emphasis (Macey & Schneider 2008b.) In this thesis, the terms work 

engagement and employee engagement are used interchangeably in the context 

of work-related engagement unless otherwise specifically emphasized, as many 

scholars have chosen to refer to one or the other with no clear distinction between 

the terms. 

According to Macey and Schneider (2008a) drawing on relevant literature, employee 

engagement can be looked at as psychological state engagement, behavioral 

engagement, and trait engagement, manifested in work-related behavior as well as 

personal characteristics and values. Common to all definitions of employee 

engagement is that it “is a desirable condition, has an organizational purpose, 

and connotes involvement, commitment, passion, enthusiasm, focused effort, 

and energy” (ibid., 4). 

According to many researchers, the meaning of employee engagement is unclear 

(Schaufeli 2013; Macey & Schneider 2008a). Davis (2010) points out that this is 

quite a common dilemma in academia. When a construct is not clear researchers 

will settle for one meaning suitable for their purposes and ignore the other possible 

meanings. It might be altogether possible that a consensus about the meaning of 

employee engagement cannot be reached or that researchers will settle for 

employee engagement existing as an umbrella term consisting of different types of 

engagement and elements of near constructs (Hicks et al. 2014; Bakker, Schaufeli, 

Leiter, & Taris 2008). 

The construct of employee engagement cannot be directly linked to resourceful jobs 

or performance behavior but these should be looked at in connection with research 

on and practice of employee engagement (Schaufeli 2013). Employee engagement 
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is also a source of work motivation and motivational behavior and it is frequently 

associated with freedom and autonomy in work-related activities and decisions 

which means that engaged employees often can have a say as to where they want 

to put most of their effort and energy in relation to their work context (van Beek, Hu, 

Schaufeli, Taris, & Schreurs 2012). One of the most interesting aspects of current 

research on the topic of employee engagement is the relationship between work 

engagement and multi-foci commitment, such as organization, client, and team 

(Yalabik et al. 2015). Newer forms of this trend can also include engagement 

towards social networks or communities, or even value-based causes. 

2.1 Origins and existing theories of work-related engagement 

Defining a multi-faceted construct is complicated. There have been numerous 

attempts at defining the construct of work-related engagement and creating a robust 

theory. The attempts share some similarities and differ on other matters, as shown 

in chapter 2.1.4 Definitions of the engagement construct. One of the leading 

researchers on work-related engagement, Arnold B. Bakker, is convinced that there 

is enough empirical evidence proving that work-related engagement is an 

independent construct (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter 2011a). 

2.1.1 Positive psychology and psychological capital 

The main idea behind positive psychology is that developing human strengths is 

more effective than trying to eliminate human weaknesses (Ojanen 2007), and that 

shifting the focus of psychology from pre-occupation with worst things in life to 

building positive qualities (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi 2000) is more productive. 

This rise of positive psychology originated by Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi in the 

beginning of the 21st century led to an interest in work-related well-being and the 

emergence of a new work-related concept in academia, i.e. work engagement. 

Research on human behavior and motivation has been strongly oriented towards 

negative theories and finding remedies for negative states (Hakanen 2009; Ojanen 

2007; see also e.g. the early works of Bakker and Schaufeli listed in the references). 

The ideas behind positive psychology and psychological capital management can 

be used effectively to direct “people’s talents, strengths and psychological capacities 
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toward achieving worthwhile productive, ethical, sustainable outcomes and result in 

competitive advantage” (Luthans & Youssef 2004, 157-158). 

Research has shown that work engagement may have positive individual and 

organization consequences which in turn could even protect employees from 

depression as engagement is such an energetic psychological state that it is able to 

mobilize personal resources even in mentally challenging conditions (Hakanen & 

Schaufeli 2012). Already in 2002 Luthans (698) called for “the study of positively 

oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can be 

measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in 

today’s workplace”. 

Psychological capital refers to such personal resources which result in individuals’ 

positive self-evaluations about their ability to control and have an impact on their 

environment. Personal resources can predict desirable work-related outcomes and 

function as important predictors of work engagement because the more significant 

they are the more such individuals are intrinsically motivated to pursue their goals 

which in turn results in higher performance. Of such work-related personal 

resources resilience seems to be most strongly related to work engagement. 

(Bakker et al. 2011a; Bakker et al. 2008.) The most commonly mentioned personal 

work-related resources are self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience (Bakker & 

Demerouti 2008; Luthans & Youssef 2004). 

Self-efficacy (also referred to more commonly as self-confidence) is “one’s 

confidence in his or her ability to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and 

courses of action necessary to execute a specific course of action within a given 

context” (Luthans & Youssef 2004, 153).1 Self-efficacious people look for 

challenging tasks and are highly motivated to accomplishing their goals 

successfully. Luthans & Youssef’s research shows a positive relationship between 

self-efficacy and work-related outcomes such as organizational commitment, job 

satisfaction, and organizational effectiveness. 

                                            
1 For the original article on the role of self-efficacy to behavioral patterns see Bandura (1977). 
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Hope is a motivational state based on goals, agency, and pathways. People with 

high sentiments of hope are capable of developing ways for achieving desired goals 

and more able to look for alternative solutions for alternative pathways. (Luthans & 

Youssef 2004.) 

Optimism “allows individuals to take credit for favorable events in their lives, 

boosting their self-esteem and morale” and relate negative events to external and 

situation-specific incidents (Luthans & Youssef 2004, 153.) 

Resilience is defined as “the capacity to bounce back from adversity, uncertainty, 

failure, or even positive but seemingly overwhelming changes such as increased 

responsibility”. Resiliency also means being capable of developing protective 

mechanisms for risk reduction. (Luthans & Youssef 2004, 154.) 

Also happiness, compassion, and emotional intelligence (Luthans & Youssef 2004) 

as well as self-esteem (Airila, Hakanen, Schaufeli, Luukkonen, Punakallio, & Lusa 

2014; Bakker & Demerouti 2008) can be listed among work-related personal 

resources. 

2.1.2 Positive organizational behavior 

Positive organizational behavior (POB) is defined as “the study and application of 

positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can 

be measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in 

today’s workplace” (Luthans 2002, 59) and thus it incorporates the characteristics 

of psychological capital into psychological states which are measurable and which 

can result in performance improvement (Luthans & Youssef 2004). 

Researchers interested in POB have focused on micro-level, i.e. individual 

psychological states and human strengths which have the possibility of causing a 

direct impact on performance. Thus this new trend of looking at work-related issues 

with a positive approach has been seen as contributing to individual growth and 

organizational success (Jeung 2011.) 
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2.1.3 Theories associated with the engagement construct 

Several existing theories are mentioned in research literature in relation to 

definitions of employee engagement. The most commonly mentioned theories are 

Social exchange theory (SET), Conservation of resources theory (COR), and Self-

determination theory (SDT). 

One of the most influential conceptual paradigms for understanding workplace 

behavior is the Social exchange theory. Its origins can be traced back to the 1920’s 

in anthropology, social psychology, and sociology. According to SET, social 

exchange involves a series of interdependent interactions which create obligations 

that have the possibility of turning into high-quality relationships. (Cropanzano & 

Mitchell 2005.) These relationships tend to evolve into trusting, loyal, and mutual 

commitments over time assuming that both parties have abided by the preset rules 

of the exchange (Saks 2006). 

Conservation of resources theory was originally developed by Hobfoll in late 

1980’s to explain why people seek to retain, protect and build their resources and 

why it is threatening to them to think about the potential loss of such resources 

(1989, 513). Such psychological strain can develop under three conditions: “(1) 

when resources are threatened, (2) when resources are lost, and (3) when 

individuals invest resources and do not gain the anticipated level of return” 

(Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli 2006, 508). The development of the Job Demands-

Resources model (see chapter 2.4.1) has later been greatly influenced by the 

assumptions set forth in the Conservation of resources theory. 

As much of the work on motivational constructs, Self-determination theory was 

developed by Deci & Ryan in the 1970’s. According to SDT, human being are 

inclined towards interesting and enjoyable activities, willing to exploit their 

capabilities to the full, and for searching connectedness with other people. Personal 

growth and motivation are based on interactions between individuals and their 

environment. (Deci & Ryan 2000.) A major distinction is made between intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is based on autonomy and self-

determination, while most work-related behavior is based at least partly on extrinsic 

(i.e. influences outside the individual) motivation. (van Beek et al. 2012). 
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The three basic innate psychological needs of relatedness, competence, and 

autonomy are supported by the social or work environments (Deci & Ryan 2000). 

Satisfaction of these psychological needs results in positive work-related outcomes, 

such as task persistence, superior performance, job satisfaction, positive work 

attitudes, organisational commitment, and psychological well-being (van Beek et al. 

2012; Gagné & Deci 2005). 

2.1.4 Definitions of the engagement construct 

After Kahn’s groundbreaking work on personal engagement in 1990, the work-

related construct of engagement was for nearly two decades referred to as job 

engagement or work engagement in the academic literature. From 2009 onwards, 

employee engagement, originating from the practitioner side, has emerged existing 

as a term side by side with work engagement. Saks (2006) was the first academic 

to claim that there is a difference between work engagement and organizational 

engagement. Most academic researchers see work engagement and organizational 

engagement as related but separate constructs, although some claim that there is 

a significant overlap between the two constructs (Yalabik et al. 2015, 1605). The 

concept of organizational engagement has thus far received little attention in the 

academia. The database Scopus lists some interest in the topic during 2012-2014 

(Figure 2). It is possible that in the next years research focus will shift from 

organizational engagement towards other forms of societal engagement, such as 

network or community engagement, due to profound changes in working life which 

have significant effects on organizational structures. 



26 

 

Figure 2. Database Scopus on organizational engagement publishing between 

2005-2016 

There have been four lines of engagement research according to Simpson (2009) 

based on her literature review from 1990-2007. These are 

- Personal engagement (Employing or expressing oneself physically, 

emotionally or cognitively during work role performances.) 

- Burnout/engagement (Engagement is seen as a direct opposite of burnout; 

the two existing at opposite ends of a pole.) 

- Work engagement (Positive and fulfilling work-related state of mind which is 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption.) 

- Employee engagement (An individual’s involvement and satisfaction as well 

as enthusiasm for work in organizations.) 

Shuck (2011, 307-316) sees four possible approaches for defining the existing state 

of employee engagement. At the time of his article, no approach dominated the 

academic field. The approaches are 

1. Needs-Satisfying Approach by Kahn in 1990 

2. Burnout-Antithesis Approach by Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter in 2001 

3. Satisfaction-Engagement Approach (which overlaps with job satisfaction and 

job involvement) by Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes in 2002 
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4. Multidimensional Approach by Saks in 2006 

Shuck (2011, 317) provides an extensive literature review on each of the 

approaches, and concludes that “although each approach proposes a different 

perspective, the varying approaches remain clear and unanimous in conclusions: 

the development of employee engagement in organizations has the potential to 

significantly impact important organizational outcomes” (see also Palvalin, 

Lönnqvist, & Vuolle 2013). 

As there seems to be no accepted approach to work-related engagement there does 

not seem to exist a single theoretical framework for the construct either. One of the 

most robust attempts at creating a framework for employee engagement has been 

suggested by Schaufeli (2013, 15-21). His theoretical framework consists of 

1. The needs-satisfying approach (Kahn 1990) 

- Three psychological conditions exist: meaningfulness, safety, and 

availability. 

- If psychological conditions are satisfied, engagement is likely to occur. 

2. The Job Demands-Resources model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & 

Schaufeli 2001) 

- Demands require sustained physical or mental effort. 

- Resources energize employees, encourage persistence, and assist in 

focusing on work-related tasks. 

- Most empirical support for this theory is in relation to work 

engagement. 

3. The affective shift model (Bledlow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kühnel 2011) 

- The shift explains the dynamic nature of work engagement (an 

interplay of positive and negative affect). 

4. Social exchange theory (originating from Homans, Thibault, Kelley, & Blau in 

the 1950’s) 

- Relationships evolve into trusting, loyal, and mutual commitments 

over time if reciprocity of rules is followed. 

- Empirical support for relativeness to employee engagement is limited. 
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One thing that most of academic researchers seem to agree on is that there is no 

accepted theory of work-related engagement. A significant part of research literature 

deals with engagement as an opposite pole of burnout (Cole, Walter, Bedeian, & 

O’Boyle 2012; Hakanen 2009). Thus the independence and uniqueness of the 

construct has become questionable. Lately, opposing views have been published 

however. According to Saks & Gruman (2014) engagement is seen not as opposite 

of burnout but of disengagement. They provide a new theory of employee 

engagement based on Kahn’s (1990, 1992) theory of personal engagement (see 

chapter 2.3.1) and the Job Demands-Resources model, the JD-R model (see 

chapter 2.4.1), both of which have become the cornerstones in the development for 

work-related engagement theory. Their theory is called The Integrative Theory of 

Employee Engagement (Figure 3). In addition to Kahn’s three psychological 

conditions and the JD-R model, Saks & Gruman’s theory includes various types of 

employee engagement and links all the elements into a coherent framework. Saks 

& Gruman call for future research in developing new measures for employee 

engagement which are in line with their new theory. 

 

Figure 3. An Integrative Theory of Employee Engagement (Saks & Gruman 2014, 

173) 

There is a lot of controversy as to whether the experience of engagement is a state 

or trait. Trait-like engagement explains why one person might feel engaged at work 
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while another does not, whereas state-like engagement explains why someone is 

more engaged at work one day but not another day (Bakker et al. 2012a). 

Sonnentag (2003) and Schaufeli et al. (2002) have declared that they see 

engagement as likely to remain relatively stable over time, but some of the most 

recent articles (e.g. Bakker et al. 2012a) have emphasized the state-like qualities of 

engagement. 

2.2 Near constructs of work-related engagement 

As a relatively new construct, work-related engagement has been a target for 

ongoing debate as to its originality as a construct. It is vital for a new construct to be 

able to justify its existence and to show its ability to discriminate against adjacent 

constructs (Hallberg & Schaufeli 2006) in order for us to be able to define a distinct 

nomological network to prove its uniqueness. Already in 1955 Cronbach & Meehl 

stated that “a necessary condition for a construct to be scientifically admissible is 

that it occur in a nomological net” (Cronbach & Meehl 1955, 290). 

Saks & Gruman (2014) provide strong arguments for the originality of employee 

engagement as a construct. They list numerous researchers who have made the 

distinction between engagement and its near constructs. For example Hallberg & 

Schaufeli (2006) have empirically shown that engagement, job involvement, and 

organizational commitment are distinct constructs, and Rich, Lepine, & Crawford 

(2010) have argued that job satisfaction and job involvement are much narrower 

representations of the self than engagement is. Hakanen (2009) and Schaufeli & 

Salanova (2007a) provide evidence from several studies that engagement is not the 

antipode of burnout (and thus merits a status of an independent construct), and 

Mäkikangas, Schaufeli, Tolvanen, & Feldt (2013) have made similar findings in 

relation to workaholism. 

According to Shuck, Ghosh, Zigarmi, & Nimon (2012) there is clear evidence that at 

structural and fundamental levels employee engagement is empirically separable 

from organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and job involvement (see Figure 

4). 
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Figure 4. Proposed nomological overlap model of employee engagement, job 

satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment (Shuck et al. 2012, 

24) 

2.2.1 Organizational commitment 

The construct of commitment has its origins in sociology and has been used for 

determining work performance (Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe 2004). 

Organizational commitment reflects a need and an obligation to maintain 

membership in an organization (Meyer & Allen 1991). Organizational commitment 

thus refers to a person’s attitude and attachment towards their organization as 

opposed to engagement which is not an attitude but a state of mind and, according 

to some, an individual trait (Saks 2006). 

Meyer & Allen introduced the construct of organizational commitment in 1991. They 

argued that commitment is a psychological state which consists of three separate 

states, namely 
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- affective commitment (emotional attachment to an organization) 

- continuance commitment (the price for leaving an organization) 

- normative commitment (obligation to continue with an organization) (Meyer 

& Allen 1991, 61). 

A distinguishing factor between organizational commitment and employee 

engagement is that organizational commitment is principally concerned with 

employees’ relationship with their organization, not with the actual work (Hicks et al. 

2014) which is the first prerequisite for employee engagement to develop. And 

further, that organizational commitment seems to be more dependent on extrinsic 

motivational circumstances, while employee engagement is more inclined towards 

intrinsic motivational circumstances (Hallberg & Schaufeli 2006). 

The directionality of the relationship between engagement and commitment is 

controversial. Some researchers argue that employee engagement is an 

antecedent of commitment and others that it is an outcome of organizational 

commitment. In the latter case, it is argued that organizational commitment is 

directed towards a target thus being a passive attitude while engagement requires 

active presence of employees. (Yalabik et al. 2015, 1605.) 

2.2.2 Job satisfaction 

Job satisfaction can be seen simply as the measure of how content an individual is 

with his or her job. Maslach et al. (2001, 416) have defined it as “the extent to which 

work is a source of need fulfillment and contentment, or a means of freeing 

employees from hassles or dissatisfiers” thus implying that job satisfaction does not 

deal with the employee’s relationship with the work itself. 

Job satisfaction is an attitude defined as a “positive (or negative) evaluative 

judgment one makes about one’s job or job situation” (Christian et al. 2011, 97). It 

can also be seen as an emotional reaction to job circumstances which are based on 

factors such as superiors, colleagues, and wages (Kumar & Pansari 2014). A 

comparison between job satisfaction and employee engagement reveals the fact 

that employee engagement is a much more active experience (Bakker et al. 2012a). 

The behavioral component is entirely missing from all the scales used for measuring 
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job satisfaction making it more of a passive state. Further, job satisfaction does not 

entail that employees are actually willing to put some extra effort into their work, i.e. 

engage in extra-role performance, which is a direct consequence of employee 

engagement. (Hicks et al. 2014.) 

2.2.3 Job involvement 

The construct of job involvement originates from two research articles in 1979 and 

1982 by Kanungo. He defined job involvement as a “normative belief about the value 

of work in one’s life” which is caused by a person’s history and differs from 

organizational commitment “which refers to a general attitude toward an 

organization as a whole” (Kanungo 1982, 342). Kanungo thus takes a motivational 

approach to job involvement and stresses its cognitive and psychological 

identification with work (Hallberg & Schaufeli 2006). Hallberg & Schaufeli define a 

person who is involved with his or her job as: 

1. someone who finds the job motivating and challenging 

2. committed to work in general, to specific jobs, and to the organization; less 

inclined towards leaving 

3. engaged in professional relationships and in a better position to receive 

feedback (Hallberg & Schaufeli 2006, 120). 

“[J]ob involvement is the result of a cognitive judgement about the need satisfying 

abilities of the job and is tied to one’s self-image” (Saks 2006). It is seen as one of 

the central principles of humanistic management practices, and presupposes that 

managers and employees share the same interests (Kular, Gatenby, Rees, Soane, 

& Truss 2008). 

In comparison with employee engagement it has become evident that job 

involvement is a much narrower construct than employee engagement as it focuses 

only on the relationship between employees and their job, and not with employees 

and their work environment (Hicks et al. 2014) and further, that employee 

engagement is more concerned with how an individual employs his or her self during 

the work performance (May et al. 2004). 
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2.2.4 Counter constructs of burnout and workaholism 

According to Schaufeli, Taris, & van Rhenen (2008, 31) “workaholism, work 

engagement, and burnout are three different kinds of job-related well-being”. 

Maslach et al. (2001, 399) have conceptualized burnout as “a psychological 

syndrome in response to chronic interpersonal stressors on the job” consisting of 

exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced professional efficacy. Workaholism can be seen 

as the dark side of engagement. It has been defined by Schaufeli et al. (2008, 689) 

as “the tendency to work excessively hard in a compulsive way”. 

Burnout can be connected to a variety of negative work-related outcomes. 

Employees suffering from burnout are more often dissatisfied with their jobs, show 

less commitment towards the organization, have more turnover intentions, and 

perform poorer than their colleagues. Burnout is even related to direct health 

complaints such as depression, psychosomatic complaints, cardiovascular 

diseases, sleep disturbances, anxiety, and even acute infections. (van Beek et al. 

2012.) Burnout has a close relationship with the Job Demands-Resources model 

(see chapter 2.4.1), as several studies have shown that high job demands and 

limited job resources can lead to negative working conditions undermining 

employees’ motivation and thus causing symptoms of burnout (Demerouti et al. 

2001). 

Burnout has traditionally been measured with the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) 

scale developed by Maslach in the early 1980’s (Maslach & Jackson 1981). The 

three dimensions of the MBI are 1) emotional exhaustion, 2) cynicism, and 3) 

inefficacy (feelings of personal failure, incompetence, and lack of achievement). 

Despite its popularity, it has also received some criticism due to professional 

efficacy’s low correlations with the other two dimensions of exhaustion and cynicism 

(Gonzáles-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret 2006.) 

Many researchers have claimed that burnout and engagement are exact opposites 

of each other, resulting in the problem of construct proliferation, and thus seeing 

grounds for denying employee engagement the status of an independent construct. 

Later empirical studies (see e.g. Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter 2011b or Hallberg & 

Schaufeli 2006) have consistently proven the invalidity of this claim stating that 
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either employee engagement must be seen as a separate construct or the construct 

of burnout needs to be expanded. Kahn’s much cited work on personal engagement 

from 1990 highlights the connection between engagement and work role 

performance which is not explicitly considered in the burnout theory, and the notion 

of employees’ personal agency also lacking in the burnout theory. Taken together, 

these points may offer a theoretical basis for considering engagement as a construct 

not overlapping with burnout. (Cole et al. 2012.) 

Recent scientific literature shows that hard work at the expense of other important 

life roles, such as family, friends, and hobbies, and a strong internal ambition to work 

hard are core aspects of workaholism (Mäkikangas et al. 2013). Workaholism can 

be divided into two components. Working excessively – which is the behavioral 

component – means that workaholics tend to allocate significant amounts of time 

for work, and continue working above and beyond the reasonable level of work 

demands. Working compulsively – the cognitive component – deals with obsession 

for work and frequently thinking about work even while not working. (Del Libano, 

Llorens, Salanova, & Schaufeli 2012, 690.) 

Despite some similarities, it seems that work engagement and workaholism are two 

distinct concepts (Hakanen et al. 2012). The difference between workaholism and 

employee engagement is that workaholics are reluctant to disengage from their 

work, thinking constantly about work, whereas engaged employees are not 

possessed with the compulsiveness of their work role (Bakker et al. 2008). 

One of the main differences between workaholism and employee engagement is 

also that engaged employees are working hard because they are enjoying it while 

workaholics have a strong inner obsession with their work. Workaholics are 

commonly perfectionists and thus have a tendency to see their work characteristics 

in a negative light (Hakanen et al. 2012) which leads to the conclusion that 

workaholic tendencies are dysfunctional to the individual and thus also to the 

organization (Macey & Schneider 2008b). Engaged employees also take care of 

their social relationships and have less physical or mental work-related health 

problems (Del Libano et al. 2012). 
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2.3 Different forms and levels of analysis of work-related engagement 

Cambridge Dictionaries Online (2016) define engagement as the fact of being 

involved with something, and in relation to work, as the process of encouraging 

people to be interested in the work of an organization. In relation to the work-context, 

Jeung (2011, 64) defines engagement as a “research-based, measurable, and 

psychological state-like concept that provides a significant impact on performance 

improvement through utilizing the positive aspects of individuals”. Britt & Bliese 

(2003) define engagement as an employee’s sense of responsibility towards work 

performance and as committing to work tasks at hand. 

Engagement has thus for a long time been connected with work in a positive manner 

but the first mention of this relationship in an academic journal was made by William 

A. Kahn in Human Relations in 1990. It took nearly a decade for other academics to 

become interested in the topic. From 2002 onwards the database Scopus lists a 

growing interest on engagement. There are close to 2,000 works listed in which job 

/ work / employee engagement is mentioned, and as is evident from Figure 5 below, 

the amount of published material has been increasing every year since then. 

 

Figure 5. Database Scopus on job, work or employee engagement publishing 

between 2002-2016 
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Work-related engagement as a term has existed since the year 1990 when Kahn 

coined these two terms. In the early part of the 21st century, researchers became 

more interested in work-related well-being, and the term work engagement (or job 

engagement) was introduced. Pioneering work was done by researchers such as 

Bakker, Demerouti, Hakanen, Maslach, Schaufeli, and Sonnentag. The term 

employee engagement emerged from the practitioner side but has in the last years 

been taken up by the academia as well. Employee engagement can be argued to 

be the widest of these work-related engagement constructs, as many researchers 

see it as including both personal and organizational engagement. 

2.3.1 Personal engagement 

For several decades researchers have been interested in the relationship between 

an individual employee and his or her role in an organization. When employees are 

able to see their work roles as opportunities for expressing themselves they will be 

able to experience a sense of meaning in their work. (May et al. 2004.) 

According to Kahn (1990), who was the first academic to bring into attention the new 

construct of work-related engagement, personal engagement is “the simultaneous 

employment and expression of a person’s “preferred self” in task behaviors that 

promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, 

and emotional), and active, full role performances” (Kahn 1990, 700). Kahn 

described personal engagement consisting of three psychological states: 

meaningfulness, safety, and availability (ibid.), which are all equally important in 

determining an individual’s engagement at work (May et al. 2004). 

Rich et al. (2010, 619) describe Kahn’s engagement essentially as a unique and 

important motivational construct because it “refers to the allocation of personal 

resources to role performance and also to how intensely and persistently those 

resources are applied”. Kahn later elaborated on his definition adding that when 

“people feel and are attentive, connected, integrated, and focused in their role 

performance” then they are engaged in their work (Kahn 1992, 322). Bakker et al. 

(2008) later exemplified this behavior as manifestations of a psychological presence 

which is assumed to produce positive outcomes at individual and organizational 

levels. 
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May et al. (2004, 12) elaborated personal engagement further by emphasizing that 

for humans to thrive at work, they must be entirely immersed in their work-role. “That 

is, they must be able to engage the cognitive, emotional and physical dimensions of 

themselves in their work.” 

2.3.2 Work engagement 

There is no agreement between practitioners and scientists on a particular 

conceptualization of work engagement, and this is unfortunate, as a mutual 

understanding between the two sides on construct validity is essential for 

meaningful and effective research (Bakker et al. 2011a). Most of research on work 

engagement has its origins in burnout research since many academics – with 

Bakker and Schaufeli at the forefront – have earlier seen work engagement as an 

antipode to burnout (Bakker et al. 2008). 

The most well-known and most cited definition of work engagement has been given 

by Schaufeli et al. (2002, 74) pronouncing that “taking a purely scientific perspective, 

work engagement can be defined as a unique positive, fulfilling, work related state 

of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”. Vigor refers to 

high levels of energy and resilience, dedication refers to strong involvement and 

passion in work, and absorption refers to a pleasant state of work immersion 

(Yalabik et al. 2015; Hakanen 2009). Years later Schaufeli still calls for a precise 

definition for the construct without which its uniqueness becomes blurred and it will 

be confused with its near constructs (Schaufeli 2013). 

Pinder did not yet use the term work engagement in 1998, but he defined work 

motivation as “a set of energetic forces that originates both within as well as beyond 

an individual’s being, to initiate work-related behavior, and to determine its form, 

direction, intensity, and duration” (Pinder 1998 in Meyer et al. 2004, 992) explaining 

what motivated employees are able to accomplish, how they will go about 

accomplishing the set tasks, and how hard they are willing to work to do so (Meyer 

et al. 2004) which all correspond to what we understand by work engagement today. 

The absorption element in Schaufeli’s definition closely resembles flow which was 

defined by Csikszentmihalyi in 1990 as a state of optimal experience characterized 
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by focused attention, mind and body unison, effortless concentration, complete 

control, distortion of time, and intrinsic enjoyment (Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a, 

142). However, as Hakanen (2009) and Hallberg and Schaufeli (2006) also point 

out, what differentiates work engagement from flow is that flow tends to be a peak 

experience while work engagement is more stable and longer lasting. 

2.3.3 Employee engagement 

Employee engagement was originally seen as personal engagement with an 

organization. Saks (2006) was the first academic to make a distinction between 

these two definitions of employee engagement: 1) emotional and intellectual 

commitment to the organization, and 2) the amount of discretionary effort exhibited 

by employees in their jobs. 

Many practitioners and even academic researchers use the terms ‘work 

engagement’ and ‘employee engagement’ interchangeably. As the term employee 

engagement is gaining more ground even in academic circles some scholars claim 

that a clear distinction must be made between the two constructs. Schaufeli & 

Salanova (2011, 40) see employee engagement as a broader construct than work 

engagement stating that it “may include the relationship with the employee’s 

professional or occupational role and with his or her organization”. 

Kumar & Pansari (2015, 68) define employee engagement as “a multidimensional 

construct that comprises all of the different facets of the attitudes and behaviors of 

employees towards the organization”. According to them, there are five dimensions 

of employee engagement, namely 

- Employee satisfaction (the positive reaction of employees to overall job 

circumstances) 

- Employee identification (employees identify themselves as part of the 

organization) 

- Employee commitment (employees are doing more than what is in their job 

description) 

- Employee loyalty (a positive attitude towards the organization) 

- Employee performance (quality of goods and services). 
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2.3.4 Organizational and team engagement 

As already stated above, employee engagement has an inner built element of 

engagement with an organization. It is possible however to further emphasize this 

element and talk about organizational or team engagement. Organizational 

engagement is “the extent to which employees identify with their organisation [sic]: 

its people, values, purpose, and culture. It is about the level of emotional connection 

employees feel toward their organisation [sic], the passion and enthusiasm they feel, 

and their motivation towards supporting the company’s goals” (Hicks et al. 2014, 

12). Strong organizational identification is a crucial element of employee 

engagement which makes employees interested in organizational well-being and 

more willing to strive towards common organizational benefit (Dutton, Dukerich, & 

Harquail 1994). 

Engagement can also occur in groups or work teams, and the appearance of 

engagement in work groups or teams should be empirically investigated as teams 

are becoming increasingly more common as units of work (Rich et al. 2010). 

Collective engagement is not equal to the sum of team members’ levels of 

engagement but instead something exclusive to that particular team. It depends on 

the complex interplay between team inputs, processes, and outputs, as well as 

interactions between team members (Costa, Passos, & Bakker 2014). 

While relatively little is known about employee engagement at group or team levels 

(Truss, Shantz, Soane, Alfes, & Delbridge 2013), there is evidence that employees 

are more engaged in some teams or parts of organizations than in others (Salanova, 

Agut, & Peiró 2005) and that team engagement influences individual level 

engagement (Costa et al. 2014; Bakker et al. 2011a). 

2.4 Antecedents and consequences of work-related engagement 

There are numerous scientifique articles dealing with the antecedents and 

consequences of employee engagement (see e.g. Airila et al. 2014; Saks & Gruman 

2014; Christian et al. 2011; Wollard & Shuck 2011; Parzefall & Hakanen 2010; Rich 

et al. 2010; Hakanen 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli 2009; 

Bakker & Demerouti 2008; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner 2008a; 
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Bakker, Demerouti, Hakanen, & Xanthopoulou 2007; Mauno, Kinnunen, & 

Ruokolainen 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a; Hakanen et al. 2006; Saks 2006; 

Harter et al. 2002) for different perspectives on the topic). For to fully grasp all the 

elements of a construct it is essential to look into its antecedents and consequences. 

Common to most articles dealing with antecedents and consequences of work-

related engagement is that they are based on the Job Demands-Resources model 

introduced by Demerouti et al. in 2001.2  

2.4.1 Job Demands-Resources model 

The Job Demands-Resources model (JD-R model) is currently the most widely used 

method in defining the antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. 

The model was originally developed in the Netherlands and was introduced by 

Demerouti et al. in 2001 as an alternative way for measuring employment well-

being. Based on the model, the working environment can be divided into job 

demands and job resources. Job demands deal with physical, psychological, social, 

and organizational job features which require sustained physical or psychological 

effort from an employee. Job resources deal with physical, psychological, social, 

and organizational job features which help in achieving work goals, reduce job 

demands, and stimulate personal growth, learning, and development. (Gruman & 

Saks 2011, 126-127.) 

The Job Demands-Resources model is a heuristic model specifying how employee 

well-being can be produced by two sets of working conditions. Job demands are 

characteristics of the job which can evoke strain if they exceed the employee’s 

adaptive capability, and job resources are working conditions which the job at hand 

offers to individual employees. Job demands and resources are negatively related 

because job demands may eliminate the mobilization of job resources and because 

high job resources may reduce job demands. (Bakker et al. 2007.) 

The Job Demands-Resources model “is a comprehensive attempt at explaining 

simultaneously the well-being and ill-health of employees, and the related 

                                            
2 See Martela & Jarenko (2015) for a divergent presentation of work engagement antecedents. 
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antecedents and consequences” (Schaufeli & Bakker 2004, 224) as Figure 6 

demonstrates. 

 

Figure 6. The Job Demands-Resources model (Demerouti et al. 2001) 

Figure 6 also exemplifies the fact that if job demands become too constraining they 

can lead to exhaustion and eventually even burnout, whereas lack of job resources 

can lead to disengagement which can – like engagement – have several meanings 

but the most relevant in relation to work situations is by Kahn (1990, 701) stating 

that personal disengagement “is the simultaneous withdrawal and defense of a 

person’s preferred self in behaviors that promote a lack of connections, physical, 

cognitive, and emotional absence, and passive, incomplete role performance”. 

The basic idea behind the model is thus that while job demands can lead to 

exhausting employees’ physical and mental resources, job resources are 

motivational and can lead to positive attitudes, behavior, and well-being. A recent 

modification has been to include personal resources in the model. (Gruman & Saks 

2011.) Figure 7 presents Schaufeli’s (2013) revision of the original model with 

personal resources as significant antecedents of work engagement, and 

organizational outcomes as consequences of engagement. 
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Figure 7. The experience of work engagement and its antecedents and outcomes 

(Schaufeli 2013, 35) 

One of the central hypotheses in the JD-R model is that job resources are capable 

of alleviating the impact of job demands on employees’ well-being (Hakanen, 

Bakker, & Demerouti 2005). However, one limitation of the Job Demands-

Resources model is that it cannot explain which resources are most important for 

developing and maintaining engagement, or why some resources are more 

important to this process than others (Saks & Gruman 2014). 

2.4.2 Antecedents 

One of the most robust attempts at defining all antecedents and consequences for 

employee engagement is the framework offered by Christian et al. (2011). The 

framework in Figure 8 specifies engagement as a mediating variable situated among 

its antecedents and outcomes. The framework is based on the idea that there are 

distal and as well as proximal antecedents. “Distal antecedents such as job 

characteristics, leadership, and dispositional characteristics influence proximal 

motivational factors in order to affect job performance” (ibid., 95.) 
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Figure 8. Conceptual framework, (Christian et al. 2011, 96) 

Most of the research on the antecedents of employee engagement abides by at 

least some of the elements listed in Christian et al.’s framework. Saks & Gruman 

(2014) add that employee engagement might be reflected in personal characteristics 

to an extent which makes it practically impossible to define employee engagement 

in a ‘one-size-fits-all’ manner. For example Airila et al. (2014), Xanthopoulou et al. 

(2009), and Schaufeli & Salanova (2007b) have found in their empirical studies 

personal characteristics, such as self-esteem, and elements of psychological 

capital, such as self-efficacy, hope, and optimism as antecedents of engagement. 

Also in addition to Christian et al.’s framework, Hakanen et al. (2006) and Bakker et 

al. (2007) found good organizational climate and Rich et al. (2010) value 

congruence and organizational support to be among the antecedents of 

engagement. 

2.4.3 Consequences 

Unfortunately consequences of employee engagement have received much less 

attention in the academia than antecedents of employee engagement (Jeung 2011). 
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This is also apparent in Christian et al.’s framework above (Figure 8). Thus most 

research articles dealing with the issue settle for listing improved performance as a 

consequence of employee engagement. Some articles also divide performance 

further into task and contextual performance (Rich et al. 2010) but only few expand 

the list beyond these items. Rich et al. also include organizational citizenship 

behavior as one of the consequences of employee engagement and allege it to 

consist of helpfulness, sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and civic virtue (ibid., 

620). 

Some exceptions to the above are Bakker & Demerouti (2008) who list in-role and 

extra-role performance, as well as creativity and financial turnover as distinct 

element of performance (see Figure 9), and Salanova et al. (2005) who found that 

customer-related issues such as service climate and customer loyalty had 

significant consequences on employee engagement. 

 

Figure 9. The JD-R model of work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti 2008, 218) 

Bakker et al. (2011b) and Shuck, Reio, & Rocco (2011) discuss the effects of 

person-job fit on employee engagement. Job fit deals with the degree to which 

employees feel their personality and value fit are suited with the job at hand (Resick, 

Baltes, & Shantz 2007). Bakker et al. (2011b) believe that engaged employees are 
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working on their person-environment fit which “refers to the congruence, match, or 

similarity between the person and environment” (Edwards 2008, 168). 

There seems to be evidence both for the contagiousness of engagement (Bakker et 

al. 2011a; Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a) and a positive gain cycle between 

antecedent and consequent elements and work-related engagement (Tims & 

Bakker 2010; Xanthopoulou et al. 2009; Hakanen et al. 2008a). In Hakanen et al.’s 

(2008) study job resources led to work engagement and work engagement led to 

personal initiative, which had a positive effect on work-unit innovativeness followed 

by a positive impact on work engagement and back to predicting future job 

resources. Xanthopoulou et al.’s (2009) findings supported the assumption that 

various types of job resources and personal well-being evolve into a gain cycle 

determining an employee’s adaptation to his or her working environment. Put 

together, these results confirm that “engaged employees are characterized by high 

levels of personal resources … that broaden their autonomy to change tasks or 

relational boundaries” (Bakker et al. 2012a, 19). 

2.5 Other influential elements in work-related engagement development 

As has already been mentioned, engagement is a multifaceted construct 

overlapping to some extent with other familiar work-related constructs, such as 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. In addition to these clearly job-

related constructs, there are additional elements which are vital for engagement 

development. These are motivational factors, trust in connection with psychological 

safety, and personal values and value fit. The relationships between work-related 

engagement and these elements are briefly discussed below. 

2.5.1 Motivation and MOA framework 

Motivation is a resource allocation process (Latham & Pinder 2005, 502) and can 

further be defined “as the processes that account for an individual’s intensity, 

direction and persistence of effort toward attaining a goal”. Intensity is the most 

influential element of motivation. It is concerned with evaluating how hard a person 

strives towards a set goal. Direction of effort is consistent with the quality of aligning 

the motivated intensity towards the organization’s goals, and persistence of effort 
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means measuring the time taken to accomplish set goals. Persistence also means 

staying with a task as long as it takes to achieve it. (Robbins, Judge, & Campbell 

2010, 140-141.) 

There are two forms of employee motivation. Intrinsic motivation means that 

employees work hard because the tasks themselves are interesting and challenging 

for them. Extrinsic motivation refers to benefits, e.g. salary, received from 

performing the duties assigned to the individual. (Frey & Osterloh 2002.) The crucial 

role in employee engagement is on intrinsic motivation which according to Frey & 

Osterloch means that employees work hard because the tasks themselves are 

interesting and challenging for them. 

The MOA (Motivation Opportunity Ability) framework was originally created for 

information processing in advertising. Later the model has been used to add value 

to management purposes (Rothschild 1999) and for investigating knowledge 

creation and transfer processes (Argote, McEvily, & Reagans 2003). “Motivation 

captures the individual’s willingness to act; opportunity represents the 

environmental or contextual mechanisms that enable action. Ability represents the 

individual’s skills or knowledge base related to the action.” (Siemsen, Roth, & 

Balasubramanian 2008, 427.) 

According to Siemsen et al. (2008) existing academic literature supports the notion 

that the interaction between motivation, opportunity, and ability has a significant 

positive impact on knowledge-sharing behavior. Sufficient and relevant information 

available to employees has been found as one of the most important antecedents 

of employee engagement (Hakanen et al. 2006). 

2.5.2 Trust and psychological safety 

According to Siebert, Martin, & Bozic (2016, 2-3) three definitions of trust stand out 

from academic literature: 

1. The willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party expected to 

perform a certain action (by Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman1995). 



47 

2. A multidisciplinary conceptualization of trust as a psychological state 

accepting vulnerability based on positive expectations (by Rousseau, Sitkin, 

Burt, & Camerer 1998). 

3. Institutional trust where individuals generalize personal trust to organizations 

(by Lewicki & Bunker 1995). 

Employee trust can exist between employees, between employees and 

supervisors or leaders, between employees and upper management, and also 

between employees and the organization as a whole (Siebert et al. 2016). “Five 

categories of behaviour [sic] have been linked with employees’ perceptions of 

managerial trustworthiness: behavioural [sic] consistency, behavioural [sic] integrity, 

sharing and delegation of control, communication (accuracy, explanations and 

openness) and demonstration of concern” (May et al. 2004, 16). 

Much of the research on employee trust is based on positive expectations about 

organizational goal fulfillment. There are numerous examples in trust literature about 

high trust relationships between the employer and employee which are helping 

organizations to function effectively. But there is also the question of declining levels 

of trust in organizations which cannot be explained entirely by changes in the human 

resource management practices. (Siebert et al. 2016.) 

According to Macey & Schneider (2008a) trust is a crucial antecedent for 

engagement. Trust and respect for a leader motivate employees to exceed 

expectations. Performance which exceeds expectations is vital for organizations as 

employment contracts cannot be made to include all the expectations made to an 

employee. The fundamental motivation for engaged behavior is based on the idea 

of trust reciprocity. Trust is important for intrinsic motivation as well, for extra-role 

performance requires a state of psychological safety. (Sharkie 2009.) 

Psychological safety has been defined by Edmondson (1999, 354) as "a shared 

belief that the team is safe for interpersonal risk taking". It is based on confidence 

that stems “from mutual respect and trust among team members”. Christian et al. 

(2010) claim that successful leadership needs moderators such as trust and 

psychological safety to have a positive effect on employee engagement. 
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Recently, it has been found by Google that psychological safety is the most critical 

trait of successful teams (Lebowitz 2015). Psychological safety is thus becoming a 

pressing factor in the enhancement of employee engagement as much more work 

in the future is believed to be carried out in teams (Rich et al. 2010), even ad hoc 

and virtual teams. 

2.5.3 Personal values and value fit 

One important element of meaningfulness at work (see Kahn’s definition of personal 

engagement in chapter 2.3.1) is the congruence between organizational 

expectations and behaviors valued by individual employees. “Research has 

supported the idea that perceived value congruence facilitates individuals making 

greater personal investments in the pursuit of organizational goals because of the 

experienced meaningfulness of their work roles.” (Rich et al. 2010, 621.) 

Organizations have to be able to count on their employees to act in ways which are 

consistent with organizational objectives such as standards, culture, and values. 

Employee engagement issues have become a matter of concern for organizations 

as employees at all organizational levels are increasingly working autonomously 

and facing unanticipated decision-making situations daily. This means redefining 

the social contract on which the employment relationship is based on. The loyalty-

for-security pact has been cast aside as organizations and employees are more 

tenuously connected, and it needs to be replaced by new elements of employee 

engagement. Employees are looking for commitments where they can feel 

autonomous and be engaged in their work at the same time. (Masson, Royal, 

Agnew, & Fine 2008.) 

Values are listed as one of six areas of worklife by Leiter and Maslach (1999)3; and 

these areas of worklife are a significant factor in creating a suitable engagement 

climate (Bakker et al. 2011a). Value fit between an employee’s self-concept and his 

or her work role will result in a sense of meaningful work and people are known to 

seek out work roles where value fit exists (May et al. 2004). 

                                            
3 The six areas of worklife are workload, control, reward, community, fairness, and values (Leiter & 
Maslach 1999). 
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2.6 Enhancing and measuring work-related engagement 

New forms of working such as freelancing and teamworking are having an effect on 

the traditional employment relationship with no guarantees of job security or internal 

promotion which used to be the cornerstones of the psychological relationship 

between the employer and employee. There is a dire need to understand how 

employees can be encouraged to become – and stay – engaged under the new 

psychological contract. (Sharkie 2009.) To put it another way, companies need to 

focus on hiring, training, and keeping the right kind of people, and adopt the role of 

a facilitator and enabler of best employee capabilities (Kumar & Pansari 2014). 

Staffing practices need to be tailored for selecting the employees who possess high 

self-evaluations and whose values fit with those of the organization (Rich et al. 2010; 

May et al. 2004). 

Researchers suggest that good job fit “provides opportunities for employees to be 

involved in individually meaningful work that affects the development of work-related 

attitudes”. In addition, good job fit provides an incentive for employees for engaging 

in behavior which leads to positive organizational outcomes (Shuck, Reio, & Rocco 

2011, 430). 

There has been a lot of interest in the world of business towards the impact 

employee engagement can have on business performance due to increasing 

competition and globalization. Recent research (Kumar & Pansari 2015) indicates 

that higher levels of employee engagement have an impact on profitability growth, 

and on the other hand there is also evidence that employee disengagement 

increases costs and causes lost company productivity. Gruman & Saks (2011) point 

out that according to statistics, less than a third of employees are confident that a 

company’s performance management process will enable them to improve their 

personal performance, and that the Engagement Gap4 is estimated to cost US 

businesses alone $300 billion a year in lost productivity (see also Hicks et al. 2014 

on other estimates). 

                                            
4 Engagement Gap in organizations occurs when engaged employees are in the minority (Towers 
Perrin Global Report 2008). 
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Shuck (2011, 317) lists several studies which give evidence to the fact that “the 

development of employee engagement inside organizations has the potential to 

significantly impact important organizational outcomes”. Based on Gallup 

Organization’s studies by Harter in 1999, Luthans & Peterson (2002, 376) conclude 

that “the most profitable work units of companies have people doing what they do 

best, with people they like, and with a strong sense of psychological ownership”. 

Macey and Schneider (2008a, 12) emphasize that “it is from the experience of being 

psychologically present in the work – that the work is a part of one’s identity – that 

employee development and productivity will follow”. However, translating this extra 

effort into measures has proven to be a challenge. One of the key issues of engaged 

behavior is the fit between personal values and organizational values. This might be 

one of the reasons explaining why employee engagement among freelancers can 

also be a significant driver of success (ibid.) 

Effective communication with employees has been found to be a significant indicator 

of organizational financial performance. Based on several studies by Watson Wyatt 

in 2003-2007, firms with effective communication procedures showed four times 

higher levels of employee engagement, thus indicating that employee engagement 

is a key driver of this communication-profit effect. (Attridge 2009, 390.) 

Bakker & Demerouti (2008, 215-217) list four reasons why engaged workers 

perform better: 

- Engaged employees experience positive emotions more often and this leads 

to being more productive. 

- Engagement is positively related to good health. 

- Engaged employees are able to create their own resources which has shown 

to lead to a positive spiral. 

- Emotional contagion of engagement behavior occurs between employees. 

Rich et al. (2010) add that engagement at the group or team level can significantly 

amplify organizational performance advantages. 
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2.6.1 Connection with management and leadership practices 

More demands on Human Resource Development (HRD) and Human Resource 

Management (HRM) practices are being evoked as the world of work is changing 

significantly. HRD and HRM practices must be innovative and compelling, and 

beneficial for both the employee and the organization. (Joo 2011.) There is evidence 

suggesting that by designing work roles for employees where they can use their 

knowledge and skills in rewarding tasks within a meaningful social context the HRD 

practitioners can have an impact on engagement levels in various organizational 

contexts (Soane, Truss, Alfes, Shantz, Rees, & Gatenby 2012). Vuori, Toppinen-

Tanner, Pylkkönen, Mutanen, Ristolainen, Larvi, & Nykänen (2009) show that it is 

possible to increase the level of work-related engagement with support and 

facilitation mechanisms in team work. 

Employee engagement carries implications for several HRD practices, e.g. 

“organization development, training and organizational learning, career 

development, performance management, and strategic change processes” (Wollard 

& Shuck 2011, 439). Lockwood (2007) mentions organizational culture as setting 

the tone for employee engagement (see also Shuck & Mogan Herd 2012). Though 

organizational culture is often considered a ‘soft’ element, it can still yield compelling 

and hard business results. Employee loyalty can only be acquired through a culture 

of respect and integrity. (Lockwood 2007.) Employee health and well-being are also 

organizational-level issues (Hakanen et al. 2008a) which can be improved by HRD 

practices. 

One of the main challenges for Human Resource Management is identification of 

mechanisms for improving performance both at the individual and organizational 

levels. Employee engagement’s connection with positive psychology strengthens its 

possibility of becoming the ‘new best practice’ in HRM. “The development of 

engagement within the HRM field provides an opportunity … to consider 

engagement within a societal and cultural context, and in relation to critical 

perspectives that account for the plurality of the employment relationship.” (Truss et 

al. 2013, 2661). 



52 

Research conducted by Gallup Organization in the United States shows that the 

most important impact on engagement levels has to do with how people are 

managed in companies. Unfortunately relatively little research has been carried out 

on this topic and thus the concrete ways of influencing employees by managerial 

actions are not clear. What is known, however, is that employees’ dissatisfaction is 

caused by overwhelming workloads, distant leadership, and lack of development 

opportunities. Employee engagement can only be meaningful if the sharing of 

responsibility between employees and their managers over substance issues is 

genuine and the employee voice, i.e. the possibility of employees to have a say 

about decisions affecting their work is allowed in organizations. (Kular et al. 2008.) 

The ability to make decisions is one of the crucial components of managerial 

capability which positively affects employee engagement (Gözükara & Şimsek 

2016). 

“When leaders have clear expectations, are fair, and recognize good performance 

they will have positive effects on employee engagement by engendering a sense of 

attachment to the job.” That is to say, when employees trust their leaders they are 

more willing to invest themselves in their work because of psychological safety they 

feel. (Christian et al. 2011, 99.) In addition to trust and psychological safety, some 

of the most important elements of successful management and leadership styles in 

connection with enhancing employee engagement are clear, consistent and honest 

communication (Attridge 2009; Lockwood 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a), 

autonomy-supportive management style (Gagné & Deci 2005), giving positive 

feedback (Attridge 2009; Bakker et al. 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a) as well 

as corporate culture, supervisory coaching, and support (Attridge 2009). 

In addition to autonomy-supportive management style, transformational 

leadership has been connected with employee engagement by several researchers 

(see e.g. Gözükara & Şimsek 2016; Bakker et al. 2011a; Attridge 2009; Schaufeli & 

Salanova 2007a). The term originates from Burns’ 1978 and Bass’s 1985 theories 

of leadership, and is described by Yukl (1989) as a process through which 

employees’ attitudes and assumptions are influenced and organizational 

commitment is built. Transformational leaders act as role models and show 

consideration for individual traits in employees. Transformational leadership 
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consists of four characteristics: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 

individualized concern, and intellectual stimulation. (Gözükara & Şimsek 2016.) 

Already in 1993 Shamir, House, & Arthur found that working with transformational 

leaders affects achievement and competency levels of subordinates and increases 

performance. The study by Gözükara & Şimsek (2016) clearly demonstrates 

transformational leadership having a positive effect on employee engagement. 

2.6.2 Measurement of engagement in previous research 

“The important, long-standing challenge for researchers has always been, what are 

the best representations of a person’s experience, and what are the best ways to 

measure these?” (Maslach 2011, 49). Measuring employee engagement has 

become an existing business strategy for improving productivity and attaining 

business goals. It allows an organization to monitor its progress and to examine the 

relationship between employee engagement measures and business results. It can 

also be used for determining what gaps exist in its HRD and HRM practices. 

(Lockwood 2007.) However, employee engagement surveys are valuable tools for 

the organization only when and if they lead to corrective actions with the goal of 

improving organizational effectiveness (Macey & Schneider 2008b). 

Gruman & Saks (2011) emphasize that measurement tools for evaluating employee 

engagement must make sense to both employees and managers. It is critical that 

such measurement tools and the results they produce are accepted by both parties 

for motivation to take corrective action to occur. Based on Gruman & Saks’s study, 

it seems clear that companies could learn a lot about what drives business 

outcomes from their own business-units which score high on employee 

engagement. According to Harter et al. (2002) these research results are also 

generalizable. 

Both Attridge (2009) and Macey & Schneider (2008a) point out that employee 

engagement has so far mainly been measured at the individual level and call for 

more research on measuring employee engagement at the organizational level. 
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“For companies to get the most out of employee engagement, it is imperative that 

they develop a thorough understanding of their current employee engagement 

strategies and the effects those strategies are having on employees” (Kumar & 

Pansari 2015, 70). Kumar & Pansari have developed The Employee Engagement 

Scorecard (Figure 10) for this purpose. The scorecard includes a scale for assessing 

various components of employee engagement and a tool for summing up the 

results. With this tool it is possible to prove that a rise in the level of employee 

engagement results ultimately in higher profitability rates in companies. 

 

Figure 10. The Employee Engagement Scorecard (Kumar & Pansari 2015, 71) 

Also Gruman & Saks (2011) have made an attempt to measure employee 

engagement in a new way, as traditionally employee engagement has been 

measured with engagement surveys based on self-assessment by employees 

which have often been criticized for resulting in common method bias5. According 

to Gruman & Saks this approach has several downfalls in addition to the above 

                                            
5 Common method bias or variance can create a false internal consistency among variables when 
both dependent and independent variables are retrieved from the same recipient(s) (Chang, van 
Witteloostuijn, & Eden 2010). 
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mentioned self-assessment aspect. These downfalls include that potential drivers 

of engagement might not be shared by all employees, modifications of engagement 

drivers are not going to have a lasting effect unless these modifications are 

integrated with the organization and its HR system, organizational level engagement 

surveys are not able to capture individual engagement and its development, and 

finally that these kind of surveys mainly measure engagement feelings or state 

engagement and take no notice of the behavioral aspect of employee engagement 

which is crucial for performance increase. Most existing performance measurement 

models focus on a predictable set of variables such as performance goals, 

assessing performance, and providing feedback. 

Gruman & Saks (2011, 127-128) have developed a model called The Engagement 

Management Model (Figure 11) which takes a performance measurement 

perspective to measuring employee engagement. The model consists of three 

phases: 1) Performance agreement, 2) Performance facilitation, and 3) 

Performance and engagement appraisal and feedback. All of the components of the 

model contribute to employee engagement which then contributes to improved 

performance. 

 

Figure 11. The Engagement Management Model (Gruman & Saks 2011, 128) 
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According to Saks & Gruman (for another listing of existing employee engagement 

scales, see Christian et al. 2011), in addition to the Gallup’s engagement survey – 

which according to the writers actually measures management practices – and the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory – which really measures the level of burnout factors – at 

least seven different scales for measuring engagement have been developed during 

the last fifteen years. These are in chronological order: 

- Rothbard’s 9-item scale (attention and absorption) from 2001 

- Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES); 17-item and 9-item scales (vigor, 

dedication and absorption) from Schaufeli et al. 2002 and 2006 

- May et al.’s 13-item scale (cognitive engagement, emotional engagement, 

and physical engagement) from 2004 

- Saks’s 6-item scale (job engagement and organization engagement) from 

2006 

- Rich et al.’s 18-item scale (Kahn’s three dimensions) from 2010 

- Soane et al.’s 9-item scale (intellectual engagement, affective engagement, 

and social engagement) from 2012 

- Stumpf, Tymon, & van Dam’s 14-item scale (felt engagement and behavioral 

engagement) from 2013. (Saks & Gruman 2014, 163-164.) 

Of all the scales developed, it appears that only the two versions of the UWES scale 

have been empirically tested in several studies, and even the UWES has 

encountered concerns with regard to its validity and usefulness, especially in 

relation to high intercorrelations among the dimensions (see e.g. Shirom 2003; 

Sonnentag 2003). A shortage of academically grounded and practically useful 

measures of employee engagement due to its multifoci nature also raises questions 

of nomological and structural validity of the construct, and Shuck (2011, 318) calls 

for collaboration between academics and HRD professionals “to examine both sides 

of the debate and help mediate the development of measurement tools that fit within 

the perception of important outcomes for both scholars and practitioners” while 

maintaining each other’s professional identities. 
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3 THE CONTEXT OF NEW WORK 

There are several significant factors which are changing the nature of work in the 

21st century. 

1. Communication technology enabling working outside traditional office 

environments. 

2. Demographic changes in employee profiles (e.g. increasing number of 

women employees, aging workforce). 

3. Proliferation of technology in developing countries (resulting in the spread of 

employers being located in developed countries and employees in 

developing countries). 

4. Scarcity of skilled workforce in developed countries. (Aguinis & Lawal 2013, 

6-7.) 

Academic scholars have remained relatively silent on the consequences of these 

fundamental changes to the way of organizing work in the future. These 

fundamental changes may lead to a need to modify long-established theories, or 

even a need to create new theories which in turn might result in a need to look at 

current HRM practices in an entirely new light. (Aguinis & Lawal 2013.) An overview 

of currently existing research literature on the context of new work and its effects on 

employees as well as implications for HRM are presented below. 

Global competition, constant demand for innovation and a tendency towards 

organizing work in projects and assigning teams to work tasks have made the world 

of work more fast-paced and demanding (Turner & Pennington 2015). For 

employees there is a continuous demand for expanding their knowledge base, 

building social networks, and participating in competition. This trend is even further 

strengthened by the increase in computer-based work which means that work is no 

longer tied to an office location and office hours which results in blurring the 

boundary between work and private life. (van Beek et al. 2012.) 

Barley & Kunda predicted in 2001 that stable employment relationships would 

decline in the future as opposed to an increase in contingent work relationships (i.e. 

independent expert work, freelancing, and temporary contracting) and that digital 
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technologies would eliminate or transform certain types of work while creating new 

business opportunities. They also saw an emphasis on interpersonal skills and an 

ability to collaborate in distributed cross-functional teams as a strong future trend. 

For employees this is a challenging position as they are expected to align and 

identify with an organization while at the same time be flexible and ready for change. 

If a balance can be created it is likely that employee efficiency will increase but in 

an unbalanced situation employees may experience feelings of vulnerability due to 

pressures of continuous change and lack of job security. (Kelliher & Richardson 

2011.) 

One of the most important aspects of the context of new work is thus employability 

which is defined “as a person’s ability to satisfy labour market demands in such a 

way that they can retain their job or gain new employment” (Süß & Becker 2013, 

226; see also McQuaid, Green & Danson 2005). The focus of employability is on 

individual skills and competences which are needed both at the technical and social 

level, i.e. co-operation with colleagues, superiors, and customers (Süß & Becker 

2013, 226). These are vital skills for employees in the context of new work where 

boundaryless careers and job complexity are the new norm (Hornung, Rousseau, 

Glaser, Angerer, & Weigl 2010). 

3.1 Changing nature of work 

Digitalization as a term appeared in the 1970s to emphasize “the social 

implications of the “digitalization of society” in the context of considering objections 

to, and potentials for, computer-assisted humanities research”. Today, digitalization 

characterizes “the ways that digital media structure, shape, and influence the 

contemporary world” (Brennen & Kreiss 2014, 6-7.) 

Globalization assisted by digitalization has facilitated the expansion of business 

opportunities beyond national borders (Brennen & Kreiss 2014). Globalization in the 

context of new work means that work is no longer tied to a certain country; 

organizations can have business activities all over the world, and for employees the 

physical workplace of an organization no longer plays a significant role. This has led 
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to an increase in outsourcing and off-shoring as well as a situation where work hours 

are more continual. (Kelliher & Richardson 2011.) 

The speed of digitalization in the form of technical progress and globalization in the 

form of the virtual work context place new demands on knowledge workers. 

Personal characteristics such as flexibility, creativity, and communication skills are 

becoming more decisive determinators of capable employees. (Süß & Becker 2013, 

225; see also Kane, Palmer, Nguyen Phillips, Kiron, & Buckley 2016 and Barnes, 

Green, & de Hoyos 2015 for an in-depth discussion on organizational effects of 

digitalization.) The changing work context requires a move from static knowledge 

and skills to flexibility and continuous change where long-term employment 

relationships are rare. Employees need to collaborate and become part of virtual 

teams, even adopt several simultaneous work roles, which can have significant 

effects on personal engagement and feelings of belonging to a work team. (Kelliher 

& Richardson 2011.) 

One of the new business trends enabled by digitalization is the so-called platform 

economy which means benefiting from a set of online digital arrangements in 

organizing and structuring economic and social activities. Platform economy means 

changing radically the way we work, socialize, and create value. Platforms can 

mediate work in many ways including transformations from independent knowledge 

work to crowdsourcing (i.e. dividing work between participants for cumulative 

results) and by transforming traditional work into tasks which can be performed by 

contractors, or even creating entirely new categories of work and entrepreneurial 

opportunities. Currently, there are no theories as to the effects of these platforms on 

the global economy. (Kenney & Zysman 2016; see also Aguinis & Lawal 2013 on a 

description of eLancing as a work environment.) 

Collaborative technologies allow both synchronous and asynchronous interaction 

between individuals and commonly include platforms enabling digital information 

sharing, retrieval, and storage resulting in increasingly complex work processes and 

access across temporal boundaries. Collaborative technologies can also been seen 

as enablers for socialization, assisting in interconnectivity among employees as 

virtual organizations rely on such technologies to reach distributed team members 
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and facilitate communication. Collaborative technologies can also be used for 

reducing costs of knowledge transfer. (Weber & Kim 2015; for an earlier discussion 

on the topic see Jarvenpaa & Staples 2000.) 

The challenge of reorganizing work due to digitalization and globalization is still in 

its infancy. A global survey by the MIT Sloan Management Review in 2015 states 

that nearly 90 % of managers and executives expect digital trends to have a great 

or moderate effect on their industry but less than half of them feel their organizations 

are currently making necessary adaptations to meet these demands. Typical 

characteristics of digital cultures include an increased tolerance for risk, rapid 

experimentation, willingness to invest in talent, and an emphasis on ‘soft skills’ in 

leadership (Kane et al. 2016, 3-4.) 

From the employee engagement perspective, the importance of organizational 

culture and talent development along with trust building are emphasized in the 

context of new work. Building trust translates to other values such as empowering 

employees to take charge of their own career development and driving new 

knowledge creation through workplace practices. (Kane et al. 2016.) 

3.1.1 Distributed work 

Work arrangements where an employee spends at least some of the regular work 

time outside of a conventional workplace is often referred to as distributed work. It 

describes a work situation where employees can perform their work tasks from any 

place at any time while still having the possibility to remotely accessing 

organizational resources and maintaining regular contact with colleagues and 

superiors. This new form of working has been made possible by the widespread use 

of electronic communication tools in organizations. Research has established a link 

between distributed work arrangements and organizational benefits, such as 

increased performance and productivity, and job commitment. (O’Neill, Hambley, & 

Chatellier 2014, 152.) 

Another form of distributed work is working in distributed teams. “Distributed teams 

are groups of people with a common purpose who carry out interdependent tasks 

across locations and time, using technology to communicate more than face-to-face 
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meetings.” According to prior research, employees are more creative, motivated and 

satisfied with their jobs if they have more control over how and when work tasks 

should be carried out. The challenge of distributed team work has been shown to 

be the establishment of mutual communication norms. (Nurmi 2011, 124, 140.) 

Temporary organizing of work involves fundamental changes both in the manner of 

working as well as in the employer – employee relationship. It will have profound 

effects on core HRM processes such as job design and analysis, workforce 

planning, recruitment, selection, training and development, performance 

management, compensation, as well as legal issues. (Aguinis & Lawal 2013.) A 

general trend towards interorganizational knowledge work includes concepts such 

as independent contracting, freelancing, virtual teams, and peer production 

(Spinuzzi (2012). 

Personality seems to be heavily involved in how effectively employees are able to 

perform in distributed work. Assessing an employee’s personality has proven to be 

a valuable managerial tool in deciding who should be placed in distributed work 

circumstances and how often distributed work arrangements should be used. Most 

important personality traits in relation to distributed work effectiveness are honesty 

and lack of procrastination (i.e. being able to apply self-management skills). (O’Neill 

et al. 2014.) 

3.1.2 Flexibility in work arrangements and job crafting 

Modern career models recognize the fact that individuals are moving between 

countries, industries, professions, firms, functions, and organizational levels. It is 

typical for individuals with these modern career models to be motivated beyond 

extrinsic rewards and place more emphasis on intrinsic motivators, such as aspects 

of personal development and meaningful work. (Sullivan, Forret, Mainiero, & 

Terjesen 2007.) Success in modern career models entails that employers are open 

to individual work preferences and are willing to encourage and support customized 

work arrangements including engaging and motivating differing work personalities. 

This requires a balance between best practices and flexibility at the cost of 

standardized human resource practices. These practices have been created in the 

interests of fairness and efficiency but unfortunately they are ignorant to the needs 
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of individual career planning as the ability to adapt work conditions to changing life 

situations is vital to employees and expresses a noteworthy value proposition on the 

side of the employer. (Johns & Gratton 2013.) 

Today, many people are also experimenting on hybrid career models which are 

characterized by traditional and atypical career elements existing side by side. A 

wish to maintain some level of job security through a steady daytime job 

commitment while at the same time benefiting from job crafting opportunities or 

temporary freelancing is an example of a hybrid career model. (Sullivan & Baruch 

2009.) 

Interest in the outcomes of flexible work arrangements originates from the 1970s 

when researchers became interested in the impacts of flexibility on employee 

performance. At that time, no direct association with performance was found, but 

such arrangements grew steadily in popularity as they represented no large 

additional costs to employers. (de Menezes & Kelliher 2011.) 

“Flexible working policies are normally designed to give employees a degree of 

choice over how much, when and where they work and to help them achieve a more 

satisfactory work-life balance” (Kelliher & Anderson 2010, 84). Flexibility at work can 

be related to contractual flexibility, time flexibility, and locational flexibility (Ruostela, 

Lönnqvist, Palvalin, Vuolle, Patjas, & Raij 2015). There are several possibilities for 

flexibility in work arrangements such as reduced hours, non-standard hours, various 

forms of remote working, and compressed working time (Kelliher & Anderson 2010, 

84). 

The original goal behind flexible working policies was not the intensification of work 

but instead giving employees some degree of freedom in carrying out their work 

tasks. From a social exchange theory perspective it can be stated that employees 

respond to flexible work arrangements by exertion of additional effort in their work 

tasks as a reciprocal acknowledgement of benefits received. (Kelliher & Anderson 

2010.) This kind of acknowledgement of benefits is usually established over time 

and in longer lasting relationships (Molm, Peterson, & Takahashi 1999). 
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Studies show that there are several positive outcomes of flexible work arrangements 

for employees. 

1. A positive impact on job satisfaction. (See also Hakanen 2009.) 

2. Lower levels of strain and stress. (See also Hakanen & Schaufeli 2012; 

Hakanen Schaufeli, & Ahola 2008b; Hakanen et al. 2006; Hakanen et al. 

2005.) 

3. A positive spill-over effect and work-family enrichment. (Kelliher & Anderson 

2010, 84-85.) 

It has thus been argued that flexibility has a direct effect on job satisfaction (Kelliher 

& Anderson 2010; Origo & Pagani 2008; Roehling, Roehling, & Moen 2001). From 

the organizational perspective, the advantages found in research are: 

- Increased productivity 

- Above average financial performance and improvements in quality 

- An ability to attract and retain valued employees 

- Reduced absenteeism 

- Greater employee loyalty and commitment (Kelliher & Anderson 2010, 85). 

The benefits of flexible work arrangements may not be as straightforward as has 

been state above. There are questions as to whether real choices are offered to the 

employees, how fair the organizational practices are, and how their implementation 

is controlled. Flexibility in working can also cause feelings of stress for conscientious 

employees. (de Menezes & Kelliher 2011.) 

Rapid changes in the globalized knowledge economy have resulted in organizations 

placing more emphasis on employee proactivity in shaping their work contexts 

(Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski 2013). There are two established approaches to 

redesigning work. These are formal top-down interventions and proactive bottom-

up processes called job crafting, and there are limitations to both. Top-down 

interventions fail in their ability to create individually optimized solutions while 

bottom-up processes lack the latitude employees would need to modify their own 

jobs. An ideal way for job crafting is to set up or modify work tasks in such a manner 
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that is beneficial both for employers and employees. (Tims, Bakker, Derks, & van 

Rhenen 2013; Hornung et al. 2010.) 

Job crafting has been defined as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals 

make in their task or relational boundaries” (Bakker, Tims, & Derks 2012b, 1360) 

and can be described as a process where employees “actively change the design 

of their jobs by choosing tasks, negotiating different job contents, and assigning 

meaning to their tasks or jobs” (ibid.) for the purposes of increasing their job 

resources and their job challenges. (On other definitions of job crafting see also 

Tims, Bakker, & Derks 2012; Parker & Ohly 2008; Wrzesniewski and Dutton 2001). 

For a more detailed description of job crafting techniques, see Berg et al. 2013 or 

Tims et al. 2013. 

There is a strong positive connection between job crafting and person-job fit (Grant 

& Parker 2009) of which organizations may expect beneficial results if person-job fit 

is assessed regularly (Tims & Bakker 2010). Research shows that a better fit 

between employees and their jobs leads to experiencing work as personally more 

meaningful which in turn leads to enhanced job performance, satisfaction, and 

retention in the organization (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer 2016; Berg 

et al. 2013). Job crafting may best be supported by providing autonomous job 

resources to the employee and by encouraging them into proactive behavior. Other 

personal characteristics which seem to predict a tendency towards willingness to 

job crafting are self-efficacy, self-esteem, and resilience. (Vogt et al. 2016; Bakker 

et al. 2012b; Tims & Bakker 2010.) 

3.1.3 Boundaryless careers 

The concept of boundaryless careers emerged in the 1990s as fresh ideas for the 

nature of careers began to take hold. Profound changes in the nature of the work 

context, such as technological innovations and global interdependencies, made 

scholars and practitioners see careers shaped more by the external environment 

than by traditional organizational career arrangements. (Tams & Arthur 2010.) 

Boundaryless careers can be defined as “sequences of job opportunities that go 

beyond the boundaries of single employment settings” (DeFillippi & Arthur 1996, 

116) and typically 
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1. Involve mobility across the boundaries of separate employers. 

2. Draw marketability outside the current employer. 

3. Depend more on external networks and information. 

4. Break hierarchical reporting and advancement principles. 

5. Are primarily constructed around personal and family commitments. 

6. Are perceived to be relatively free from structural constraints. (Tams & Arthur 

2010, 631). 

Three themes have emerged from the research on boundaryless careers which are 

still valid today. 

1. Reliance on stable employment in large organizations is problematic. 

2. A more networked and learning-oriented economy seems to be in a position 

to provide more opportunities for economic growth. 

3. Changes in society lead to individuals wanting to craft their careers to be 

more in line with their personal values and commitments outside the work 

context. (Tams & Arthur 2010, 632.) 

3.1.4 Freelancing 

The 21st century has seen a strong emergence of a new breed of workers – the 

skilled independent professionals. This new type of an employee continuously 

contracts his or her professional skills to various organizations instead of a 

preference for one steady work relationship. These independent professionals have 

been called portfolio workers or contractors, and most commonly, freelancers. The 

continuously increasing number of knowledge workers corresponds nicely with a 

prediction made by Handy in 1989, who claimed that in the 21st century 

organizations “will have three types of workers (i) professional employees 

representing the core competencies of the organization, (ii) professional freelancers 

contractually hired on a project-by-project basis, and (iii) a contingent workforce 

doing routine jobs” (Handy 1989 in Van den Born & Van Witteloostuijn 2012, 25.) 

“Independent contractors are defined as self-employed individuals who contract or 

sell their services to a client organization on a fixed term or project basis” (Aguinis 

& Lawal 2013, 8). Boundaryless knowledge workers with high levels of skill and 
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experience who are engaging in freelance contract work are clearly distinguishable 

from traditional temporary workers as their preference for short-term contracting is 

often voluntary and they have continuously reported positive outcomes about job 

and career satisfaction. Their reasons for choosing self-employment are various, of 

which the most commonly mentioned are issues in relation to autonomy, flexibility, 

and work life balance. (Van den Born & Van Witteloostuijn 2012.) 

Freelancers are a hybrid between employees and entrepreneurs. They can be 

considered to be employees since most of their work is done for organizations with 

the sole purpose of selling their intangible professional knowledge but their carry the 

risk of steady income level without any organizational guarantees or support. (Van 

den Born & Van Witteloostuijn 2012.) Most frequently, freelancers are found in 

professions in relation to creative work, such as designers, writers, translators, web 

developers, and business consultants (Kubátová 2014). 

Engaging employees on a temporary basis is the solution often offered to 

organizations for the purpose of reducing costs, gaining flexibility, or acquiring 

expert knowledge and skills, and during the late 1980s organizations began to take 

advantage of this new strategy which relieved managers from some of the 

troublesome human relations issues and aided in balancing the workforce during 

economic cycles (Barley & Kunda 2006; Barley & Kunda 2001). It seems that this 

type of entrepreneurship is not atypical but will represent a strong future trend of 

which leveraging career capital (e.g. knowledge, skills, and relationships) and 

exhibiting certain types of career attitudes (i.e. desire for autonomy, independence 

and flexibility, as well as avoidance of long-term commitments) are what will shape 

the context of new work. (Sullivan et al. 2007). 

Relatively little attention has been paid to specific characteristics of freelancing in 

research literature which has focused more on other types of temporary work such 

as working on a part time basis (Süß & Becker 2013). This dearth has resulted in a 

lack of understanding of the consequences of the transition from traditional workers 

to self-employment which go far beyond the issues of job security (Senior 2014). 

The employability of freelancers depends not only on their technical skills but on 

their social and networking skills as well. They must be able to continuously adapt 
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and be flexible to specific circumstantial requirements due to the temporary – often 

project-based – nature of their employment. The temporary nature of their working 

conditions also requires tolerance for insecurity. The vocational success of 

freelancers is heavily dependent on their competence in responding to market 

demands. (Süß & Becker 2013.) In some cases it is possible to talk about ‘forced 

entrepreneurship’ as some people become freelancers only due to a lack of other 

work opportunities (Sullivan & Baruch 2009). 

3.2 New forms of organizing work 

Drucker claimed in 2001 that knowledge will be the key resource of our future work 

society and that the amount of knowledge workers will increase dramatically. He 

also coined the term knowledge worker. There are three distinct characteristics 

which portray typical knowledge-intensive firms. These are knowledge intensity, low 

capital intensity, and a professionalized workforce. (Von Nordenflycht 2010.) 

Knowledge-based resources can be used to facilitate competitive differentiation, 

improved firm performance, and increase an organization’s entrepreneurial abilities. 

All of these matters are considered to be of particular importance in the creation of 

sustainable competitive advantage in an organization. (Turner & Pennington 2015.) 

Organizations which employ a significant number of highly-skilled professionals 

have been the target of a recurring interest in academic research since the 1960s 

as their conflict with a bureaucratic organization seems inevitable. Employees in the 

possession of substantial human capital (e.g. complex knowledge) have a strong 

bargaining power in relation to their employer as their skills are often transferable to 

other organizations (see also Teece 2003). Knowledge workers are changing the 

context of new work in various ways. They master at independent focused work, 

engage in co-operation and team work, their working methods include learning and 

teaching others, and they are interested in socialization, i.e. creating and forming 

relationships. (Kubátová 2014.) 

Scholars claim that highly skilled individuals have a strong desire for autonomy and 

subsequently have a strong distaste for supervision and formal organizational 

processes (Von Nordenflycht 2010). Thus, modern knowledge-intensive 

organizations should design their work practices based on actual work task 



68 

requirements and possible physical absence from the office should be 

counterbalanced with management and contact practices created with the 

assistance of information and communication technology (Ruostela et al. 2015). 

3.2.1 Social networks and online communities 

Traditional strategy development has seen organizations as unities of resources 

where managers make the decisions and employees act on them. The information 

age has created a need to introduce changes to the traditional view of the global 

economy. Instead of being independent unities, organizations need to establish 

alliances between individuals, teams, separate affiliates or even other 

organizations. This has led to an emergence of new complex organizational forms 

– also called hybrid organizing – such as dynamic networks, strategic alliances 

and networks, joint ventures, and temporary organizing. (Turner & Pennington 2015; 

Battilana & Lee 2014) Hybrid organizing includes activities, structures, and 

processes by which organizations combine aspects of multiple organizational forms 

and has even led to new industries, such as biotechnology (Battilana & Lee 2014). 

All of these hybrid forms of organizing require a new understanding of what is meant 

by an organization, and the role of an organization as an employer. 

Research shows that instead of identifying with and experiencing loyalty towards a 

single organization, building and maintaining network connections with likeminded 

individuals is clearly gaining importance among workers of the 21st century (Van den 

Born & Van Witteloostuijn 2012). Social networks may be based on “occupational 

and professional ties, expertise in related technologies, involvement with an 

industry, exchange between suppliers and customers, physical proximity, ethnic 

identity, social class, and even friendship” (Barley & Kunda 2006, 56-57). 

Online communities have become a new social phenomena. Many organizations 

are involved in business transactions by creating a virtual community space to 

function as a profitable online business model where converting unique visitors into 

members has proven very successful, and government officials facilitate online 

community sites where citizens can openly interact with official entities. Other forms 

of online communities are for example professional communities of practice, and 

non-commercial communities of interest created by individual citizens. (Plant 2004.) 
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3.2.2 Project-based organizing and team-based organizations 

In the future, most of the highly skilled technical contractors might see their careers 

as a sequence of projects (Barley & Kunda 2001). There are two types of project-

based organizing (PBO), the type that acknowledges the existence of project work 

and has no qualms about engaging in project work if necessary, and another that 

emphasizes working in projects as a means of strategic differentiation. PBO can 

consist of simple stand-alone organizations to highly complex post-bureaucratic 

organizational structures. PBO is characterized by a high staff mobility, a culture of 

empowerment, a tendency for teamwork, and a close interaction with customers if 

relevant. (Pemsel, Wiewiora, Müller, Aubry, & Brown 2014.) 

While PBO may facilitate knowledge creation, there is the risk of hindering 

knowledge retention and sharing if adequate knowledge governance mechanisms 

are not thought of (Peltokorpi and Tsuyuki 2006). Wiewiora, Trigunarsyah, Murphy, 

& Coffey (2013) also found that varying cultural value sets have an impact on the 

willingness to share knowledge and take advantage of various knowledge sharing 

mechanisms. 

Teams have been defined as “a distinguishable set of two or more people who 

interact, dynamically, interdependently, and adaptively towards a common and 

valued goal/objective/mission, who have been assigned specific roles or functions 

to perform, and who have a limited lifespan of membership” (Costa et al. 416). Team 

members need to coordinate and synchronize their actions in order to work 

successfully (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro 2001). It is usual for team members to 

share resources, customers, and co-workers; sometimes even the same workspace 

(Costa et al. 2014). 

Teaming is a new way of working which means assigning or inviting knowledge 

workers into temporary groups for the purpose of solving problems. Organizations 

use teaming for bringing together experts from various disciplines, also outside the 

traditional organizational boundaries. More and more employees are daily involved 

in multiple teams which “vary in duration, have a constantly shifting membership, 

and pursue moving targets”. Teaming is also beneficial for participants: it helps them 

acquire knowledge, skills, and networks. The role of leadership in teaming has 
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shifted from managing teams to creating suitable circumstances and inspiring team 

members in engaging to tasks at hand as well as building psychological safety by 

embracing failure and conflict tolerance. (Edmondson 2012, 74-75.) 

Carrying out team work can be divided into three phases. The transition phase is 

used for goal specification, the action phases are actual work processes with 

progress monitoring, and finally, the interpersonal processes deal with motivation 

and confidence building and conflict management throughout the task at hand. 

(Marks et al. 2001.) 

Working in teams is based on the collaborative skills of individuals in the team and 

their ability to work together to achieve a common goal (Pohonţu et al. 2012). Teams 

can be faced with functional, organizational, and identity boundaries. Teams with 

functional boundaries consist of members with different areas of expertise, 

organizational boundaries are present when members of the team are from different 

organizations, and identity boundaries exist when team members are 

simultaneously participating in several teams or multiple projects where they have 

differing roles. (Weber & Kim 2015.) 

Recently, working in teams has experienced numerous changes. Information and 

communication technologies have reduced time and space constraints and created 

new work settings such as virtual platforms. Tasks assigned to teams have also 

undergone some changes, the most important of which deals with assigning 

complex problem solving challenges to teams. (Caballer, Gracia, & Peiró 2016.) 

3.2.3 Virtual teams 

Organizations are currently implementing various forms of virtual work 

arrangements where the four key dimensions of virtuality – spatial dispersion, 

temporal dispersion, dynamic structure, and functional diversity – are taken 

advantage of to varying degrees. Spatial dispersion deals with the level of distanced 

geographical locations between organizational members whereas temporal 

dispersion is about the extent of overlap in work hours between employees in the 

same organization. Temporal dispersion typically creates challenges for 

synchronous team interaction. Dynamic structure refers to the degree of turnover 
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among employees and functional diversity to functional assignments and 

backgrounds in an employee’s career. (Weber & Kim 2015, 385-388.) 

Johnson, Bettenhausen, & Gibbons predicted in 2009 that computer-mediated 

technology would revolutionize the way in which employees will be interacting with 

each other in the future, and introduce a reliance on virtual team work (see also 

Toffler 1980 for an early description of knowledge work and on the effects of 

personal computing on the future of work). Today, many organizations are moving 

to collaborative virtual platform work (Johns & Gratton 2013). Computer-mediated 

technology and co-working allow individuals to utilize their professional skills to their 

own needs, without the limitations of traditional work relationships, and working 

around the clock if they so desire. This suggests benefits to organizational 

productivity but may be a double-edged sword due to strain caused by blurring of 

boundaries between work and time off from work (Gilson et al. 2015; Kubátová 

2014). Employers should also be aware of the reasons why some people prefer 

working in a virtual co-working context (Kubátová 2014), such as personality traits 

and preferred behavioral styles. 

The central issue for organizations relying on collaborative technologies is support 

given to employees in interacting with others in their social networks. Lack of face-

to-face contact and direct supervision can have negative impacts on building trust 

in virtual team work. Trust building is crucial for willingness to share valuable 

information to team members. (Weber & Kim 2015; Spinuzzi 2012.) 

Mesmer-Magnus, DeChurch, Jimenez-Rodriguez, & Wildman (2011, 214) offer 

three important insights about knowledge sharing in virtual teams: 

1. Virtuality improves unique knowledge sharing but hinders the willingness to 

share knowledge. 

2. Virtual team members consider unique knowledge sharing abilities as more 

important than openness in knowledge sharing, while face-to-face teams 

value openness in knowledge sharing over the possibility to share unique 

knowledge. 

3. Low levels of virtuality improve the willingness to share knowledge but high 

levels of virtuality start hindering it. 
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These are important insights as knowledge sharing is the primary process through 

which virtual team members benefit from their individuals skills and expertise (ibid.). 

3.2.4 Crowdsourcing and co-creation 

Crowdsourcing as a term was created around 2006. It is defined as “the 

outsourcing of work to a large group through an open call made possible through 

advances in technology” (Barnes et al. 2015, 17). Co-creation is defined by 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy as “[t]he joint creation of value by the company and the 

customer; allowing the customer to co-construct the service experience to suit their 

context”. Co-creation allows joint problem definition at an early stage of the project 

and thus enables customer-tailored solutions to complex problems. (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy 2004, 8.) Crowdsourcing and co-creation in relation to paid work are 

used to emphasize “the focus on platforms and websites where people can search 

and access paid work, which is often, but not always, conducted remotely”. 

Crowdsourcing and co-creation can also be used to enable casual workers who 

have complex needs or circumstances to engage in the labor market with the 

support of information technology. (Barnes et al. 2015, 29.) 

Crowdsourcing is an important trend in innovation, co-creation and product 

development work. It is becoming more common to benefit from crowdsourcing in 

jobs which require specialist skills and knowledge or where versatile expertise is 

needed due to complex task structures. The most substantial benefit of 

crowdsourcing for participants is creating a diverse work portfolio which would not 

be possible otherwise. It is also possible to participate in crowdsourcing regardless 

of time and place. (Barnes et al. 2015.) 

Both extrinsic and intrinsic motivators can lead to an interest in crowdsourcing and 

co-creation. Motivators mentioned in research literature are for example interest and 

enjoyment, possibility for learning, problem-solving challenges, and efficacy as 

intrinsic motivators, and financial gain, recognition, and demonstration of skills as 

extrinsic motivators. Research also suggests that the reasons for crowdsourcing 

and co-creation being effective are based on their voluntariness. Typical personal 

characteristics connected to crowdsourcing and co-creative individuals are 

reliability, responsibility, a positive attitude to work, and self-discipline. The 
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downsides of crowdsourcing and co-creation are low reward levels with no 

traditional job benefits or security. (Barnes et al. 2015.) 
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4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Research methodology is the study or description of methods which can be applied 

within a research discipline. The main division of research methodology in social 

sciences is usually between quantitative or qualitative approaches or methods. 

Methodology does not provide solutions to research questions per se, instead, it 

offers understanding as to which method or set of methods would best fit a specific 

research purpose. 

4.1 Choosing a research strategy and design 

Choosing a correct research strategy is about making choices. According to Yin 

2009) research strategy should serve the research situation. Robson (1995, 40) 

divides research strategies into three groups: experiments, surveys, and case 

studies. Experiments measure the impact of one variable to another variable in 

experimental settings, surveys gather structured data from a sample of the 

population, and case studies collect detailed information on single incidents or a 

small set of incidents in their contexts (Hirsjärvi, Remes, & Sajavaara 2014, 134.) 

Research design includes three elements: philosophical assumptions, strategies for 

inquiry, and specific research methods. The choice of research design should be 

based on the research problem at hand and personal preferences of the researcher, 

not forgetting the audience to whom the research study is aimed at. (Creswell 2009.) 

4.2 Mixed methods research 

Mixed methods research employs the combination of quantitative and qualitative 

research approaches. Social science researchers are facing complex problems due 

to the human element involved in their research, and the combination of these two 

approaches can lead to an expanded understanding of research problems. 

(Creswell 2009.) Mixed methods research can also be referred to as triangulation. 

There are four types of triangulation: methodological triangulation, researcher 

triangulation, theoretical triangulation, and data triangulation (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014). 

Using interview data analysis to provide additional information to results received 

from a survey questionnaire analysis – as in this study – is a typical example of 
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methodological and data triangulations. In addition to triangulation, mixed methods 

research is characterized by being sequential, concurrent, and transformative. 

Empirical data is integrated into the study at different stages of the research process 

based on a rationale of mixing these different types of data, and both emerging and 

predetermined methods can be applied to the analytical processes. (Creswell (2009, 

17.) 

There are four major aspects to consider in designing the procedures for a mixed 

methods research study. These are timing, weighing, mixing, and theorizing. Timing 

refers to whether data collection will take place sequentially or concurrently, 

weighing to priority given to either method, mixing refers to mixing research 

questions, philosophy and interpretation, and theorizing to a larger theoretical 

perspective guiding the entire research design. An example of mixing in this sense 

is a two-phase research project where quantitative collection and analysis of data is 

used to identify determinants in a following qualitative data analysis (Creswell 2009, 

206-208.) This is the research setting in this study. 

4.3 Quantitative research methods 

Quantitative research originates in natural sciences. Central to quantitative research 

are conclusions from prior research, depending on existing theories, presenting 

hypotheses, defining concepts, making a plan for data collection, selecting a 

suitable data sample, preparing the data for statistical purposes, and making 

conclusions based on statistical analyses. (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014, 140.) 

In quantitative studies the researcher tests or verifies a chosen theory by examining 

hypotheses deduced from the theory, locates instruments (i.e. scales) for measuring 

the variables in the hypotheses, and uses these instruments to confirm or abandon 

the theoretical settings based on observations in his/her study. A quantitative 

research process can best be described in terms of understanding what factors or 

variables ultimately influence the outcome. (Creswell 2009.) 
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4.3.1 Survey questionnaire as a strategy for data acquisition 

Surveys are the most common medium in quantitative research. Survey is an 

umbrella-term for questionnaires, interviews, and observations where data is 

collected in a standardized manner and where the participants form a sample of a 

certain population. Standardization in this context means that questions must be 

presented to all participants precisely in the same manner and format. Most 

commonly data gathered in a survey is analyzed by using quantitative analysis 

methods. (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014.) 

Survey questionnaires are seen as an effective means of information acquisition as 

they enable collecting large amounts of data. The same questionnaire can be sent 

to various groups of respondents and combined in a statistical analysis program. It 

is relative easy to estimate the time needed and the incurring costs of a quantitative 

survey. However, there are also weaknesses related to this type of research. 

Typically these weaknesses are related to the sincerity of the respondents, or the 

estimation of their familiarity or unfamiliarity with the research topic. It is also difficult 

to control the number of responses received. (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014.) 

There are many ways for forming questions in a questionnaire. The most commonly 

used ways are open-ended questions, multiple choice questions, and scalable 

questions of which the Likert scale is the most commonly known. Scalability in this 

context means that respondents are asked to evaluate their feelings towards the 

questions by giving a quantitative value on a subjective or objective dimension, most 

commonly expressing agreement/disagreement with a statement. (Hirsjärvi et al. 

2014.) 

4.3.2 Multivariate analysis methods 

The analysis methods used in this quantitative study are all multivariate by nature. 

The term multivariate means operating with several variables simultaneously 

instead of looking at bivariate relationships one at a time. Multivariate analysis 

methods are common in social sciences, where explanations to questions such as 

what factors can explain actions or changes in human behavior are of interest 

(Metsämuuronen 2006; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black 1998). Some 
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characteristics are common to most data analyzed by multivariate methods. These 

are that the data is assumed to represent a larger population, and the number of 

respondents should be close to 200 responses to be reliable. In addition, 

multivariate analysis methods usually require a specialized computer program. The 

analysis results should be interpreted with caution bearing in mind e.g. the effects 

of possible outliers especially in a small sample, or the weaknesses of correlation 

analyses and maximum likelihood estimation which most of the multivariate analysis 

methods are based on. (Metsämuuronen 2008, 8-13.) 

Factor analysis is one of the oldest and most commonly used analysis methods in 

social sciences (Osborne & Costello 2009; Metsämuuronen 2008). Factor analysis 

is used for analyzing the interrelationships, i.e. correlations, in a large group of 

variables and defining common underlying, i.e. latent dimensions which are then 

called factors. Once these dimensions have been determined, factors can be used 

for data reduction by summarizing them into summated scales. These summated 

scales can then be used for further statistical analyses. (Osborne & Costello 2009; 

Hair et al. 1998.) 

There are three main factor analysis types: Principal Component Analysis, 

Exploratory Factor Analysis, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Principal 

Component Analysis (PCA) is seen as belonging to the family of factor analyses 

although some researchers prefer to distinguish it from the other factor analyses 

due to its different mathematical and philosophical origins. PCA is especially well 

suited for reducing the number of variables by combining variables which correlate 

with each other in order to find groups of variables that share some identical 

characteristics. These combinations of variables can then be used in further 

analyses. Factor analysis can also be used in scale development. (Metsämuuronen 

2008.) In the quantitative study in this master’s thesis factor analysis is used for 

identifying dimensions of engagement as dependent variables and for identifying 

independent variables for the research hypotheses. 

Regression analysis is used for describing relationships between variables. In 

multivariate regression analysis there are several independent variables and the 

relative contribution of a single variable to the overall prediction is indicated by 
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weights of the single variables. These weights ensure highest possible prediction 

values of the group of independent variables. Three main objectives in multivariate 

regression analysis can be looking for explanatory factors among a group of 

variables, testing the impacts of already existing explanatory variables, or 

comparing the goodness of fit between known explanatory variables. 

(Metsämuuronen 2008.) This study concentrates on looking for explanatory factors 

among a group of variables. 

In linear regression analysis one or more independent variables are used for 

predicting the variation in a selected dependent variable. If several independent 

variables are used simultaneously, the analysis is called multivariate linear 

regression analysis. The estimated change in the dependent variable is then 

represented by a constant intercept and coefficients of determination (R2) which 

measure the fit between the data and the estimated regression equation. A typical 

research problem where multivariate regression analysis can be used is determining 

which of a set of independent variables explain the variance in the dependent 

variable. (Metsämuuronen 2008; Hair et al. 1998) This is the type of research 

problem set forth in this study. 

The purpose of cluster analysis is to separate the observation data into groups 

which are internally as homogenous as possible and externally as heterogeneous 

as possible. Cluster analysis can be used for classification of objects. It is an 

exploratory analysis technique and appropriate in forming groups according to the 

respondents’ demographic and attitudinal variables (Metsämuuronen 2008.) It is 

best suited for situations where the classification principle cannot be predicted 

(Metsämuuronen 2008) and the technique is needed to identify the groups (Hair et 

al. 1998). 

A newer type of cluster analysis is called two-step cluster analysis which can be 

seen more as a tool than as a single statistical analysis type. It identifies groups by 

pre-clustering as the first step, and by hierarchical methods as the second step. The 

benefit of Two-step clustering is that it automatically selects the number of clusters 

and assesses the cluster quality. (StatisticsSolutions 2017.) There are three 

alternative objectives for cluster analysis: taxonomy description, data simplification, 
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and relationship identification (Hair et al. 1998). This study aims at describing a 

taxonomy, i.e. classifying the characteristics of the context of new work. 

4.4 Qualitative research methods 

The main challenge in qualitative research is a lack of clear methodologies, and thus 

qualitative research is always dependent on the researcher’s interpretations. 

Qualitative research is commonly used in human sciences where the emphasis of 

research is in understanding and interpreting the complex aspects of human 

behavior and their consequences. (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014; Metsämuuronen 2006; 

Amaratunga, Baldry, Sarshar, & Newton 2002.) Using qualitative data is especially 

well-suited for the purpose of locating meanings people place on events, processes, 

and structures in their lives, and for connecting these meanings to the world around 

them (Amaratunga et al. 2002, 22). 

Most commonly qualitative research is based on existing theories. This is called 

deductive research. It is also possible to create new theories by using inductive 

research methods. Qualitative research methods can also provide additional 

understanding for issues where analyzing quantitative data does not provide 

sufficient insight. (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008). This is the rationale for using a 

mixed methods approach in this study. 

In general it can be stated that inductive reasoning is used for making 

generalizations based on single events and deductive reasoning is used for 

explaining single events based on earlier generalizations. However, sometimes 

research processes require both types of generalizations. There is form of 

abductive reasoning where the researcher – based on data analysis – finds 

combinations of events which cannot be explained by previous research. In practice 

abductive reasoning means that in the first stage the researcher aims at using all 

the available information on the event and then adds his/her findings to complete 

the picture, thus going back and forth between research activities, empirical findings, 

and theory for the purpose of expanding the complexity of the phenomena in 

question (Metsämuuronen 2006; Dubois & Gadde 2002). Abductive reasoning 

becomes meaningful in research settings when there is no generally accepted 

theory on the phenomenon, or this is the first instance for doing research on the said 
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phenomenon. (Metsämuuronen 2006.) It seems that work-related engagement has 

not previously been analyzed in the context of new work and thus abductive 

reasoning is the most suitable research method for the qualitative study in this 

master’s thesis. 

4.4.1 Case study interview as a strategy for data acquisition 

It is essential in case studies that the case is constructed in such a way that it is able 

to provide answers to the research question(s) and thus assist in understanding the 

elements of the case material and resulting in solving the research problem. This 

might require adjusting the original idea of the research problem as new interesting 

aspects might reveal themselves in the course of the research process. It is quite 

common in case study analysis that familiarizing oneself with the chosen theory and 

analysis of case study materials take place simultaneously or concurrently. 

(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008.) 

Although Hirsjärvi et al. (2014, 162) list over 40 types of qualitative research 

methods (for a much narrower list of inquiry strategies, see Creswell 2009, 176), 

case studies interviews are clearly the most commonly used strategy for data 

collection in qualitative research (Metsämuuronen 2006). In qualitative interviews, 

the researcher interviews participants one by one or engages in focus group 

interviews, where the number of participants typically ranges from 6-8 persons. 

(Creswell 2009). The main emphasis in interview questions is in unstructured or 

open-ended question types although some amount of data is usually collected with 

structured questions (e.g. demographical data). 

The advantages of interviewing as opposed to other strategies of information 

acquisition are that the process of data collection can be adjusted flexibly due to the 

demands and limitations of the research situation, and that the interviewees can 

usually be contacted again after the interviews if there is a need to make additions 

to the data, or in case of a follow-up research setting. The downsides of interviewing 

as a strategy of data collection are that it is time consuming, and that people in most 

cases shift towards giving socially acceptable answers. Cultural differences also add 

diversity to interviewing as these processes are always context and situation 

dependent. (Hirsjärvi et al. 2014.) 
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4.4.2 The Gioia methodology as an approach for inductive analysis 

The scarcity of methodological procedures and the close ties between the 

researcher and the research create challenges for qualitative research, especially 

in relation to establishing the reliability of research results (Metsämuuronen 2006). 

This dilemma can be alleviated somewhat by the researcher making conscious 

efforts to making the logic behind scientific reasoning visible (Yin 2009). This 

transparency is essential for estimating whether successful theorizing is plausible 

(Pratt 2009). In practice, the reliability of qualitative research can be reached if 

another researcher arrives at a similar logic of reasoning with the same research 

data without having seen the first researcher’s interpretations. (Koskinen, 

Alasuutari, & Peltonen 2005). 

“Inductive methods are those approaches through which researchers attempt to 

generate theory from data.” (Eisenhardt, Graebner, & Sonenshein 2016, 1113). The 

Gioia methodology for inductive studies is designed to bring qualitative rigor into 

conducting qualitative research. It is also an example of grounded theory6 

articulation and aims at meeting “the high standards usually held for demonstrating 

scientific advancement” (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton 2013, 17). 

The purpose of this method is giving voice to the interviewees throughout the 

research process. This course of action also enables new concept development; i.e. 

inductive theorizing. The benefit of the Gioia methodology is that it can be used for 

systematically coding the data and thus revealing elements outside the current 

theoretical framework which arise from the research material. (Gioia et al. 2013.) 

The research process in the Gioia method begins by categorizing informant terms 

extracted from the interview materials into 1st-order concepts without trying to limit 

the number of categories they might belong to. In the next stage, 1st-order concepts 

are categorized into 2nd-order themes. The themes are based on the similarities and 

differences between the 1st-order concepts. At this stage, the researcher also looks 

for emerging new themes suggesting concepts which might help to describe and 

explain the phenomena. Thus the 2nd-order themes can include concepts already 

                                            
6 Grounded theory is an inductive methodology for qualitative research in social sciences which 
involves theory construction through the analysis of data (Martin & Turner 1986, 141). 
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existing in research literature as well as create new ones (adductive reasoning). 

Particular attention should be paid to concepts which do not have adequate 

theoretical referents in existing research literature. (Gioia et al. 2013.) 

2nd-order themes are further distilled into Aggregate dimensions which means 

reducing and combining categories to a more manageable number. These 

Aggregate dimensions help in describing and explaining the phenomena in the 

research material. The data structure of 1st-order concepts, 2nd-order themes, and 

Aggregate dimensions form the basis for a data structure in the research study 

providing a graphic representation of the research process from raw data to terms 

and themes in the analysis. (Gioia et al. 2013.) 

4.5 Research problem statement and research process 

As work-related engagement is by nature both a qualitatively analyzable and 

quantitatively measurable construct, the mixed methods approach was chosen for 

this study. The following research problem statement was created: What are the 

decisive engagement antecedents in the context of new work? From this 

follows that there is a need to study 

1. The history and development of work-related engagement (literature study) 

2. The context of new work (literature study) 

3. Work-related engagement experiences in expert work (survey data analysis) 

4. Similarities and differences in the antecedents of work-related engagement 

in traditional and atypical work roles (survey data analysis, interview data 

analysis) 

The research problem statement above presents a pragmatic knowledge claim. The 

other attributes and characteristics for a mixed methods research approach 

presented in chapter 4.2 are illustrated in Figure 12. Figure 12 describes the 

attributes of a sequential explanatory strategy of inquiry as well as research 

methods (quantitative and qualitative) and research practices (statistical analysis 

with Software Package for Statistical Analysis (SPSS), the Gioia methodology for 

inductive studies) chosen. The aspects of timing, mixing, and theorizing are also 

visualized in Figure 12. Weighing of this research process is close to equal as the 
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quantitative data is the starting point of the research but more time has been spent 

on the analysis of the qualitative data. 
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Figure 12. The research process and timeline 
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5 EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON WORK-RELATED ENGAGEMENT 

ANTECEDENTS 

The empirical research in this study was conducted in two phases. The first phase 

was a survey questionnaire sent to the alumni of Lappeenranta University of 

Technology (LUT) and the statistical analysis of the responses. The second phase 

was a qualitative analysis of interview data retrieved from experts working in 

interdependent complex problem solving teams or autonomous expert freelancing 

work tasks. Some of the stages of the empirical research process were carried out 

concurrently. 

5.1 Empirical research settings and data collection 

As work-related engagement is by nature both a quantitatively measurable and 

qualitatively analyzable construct, a balance between these two research methods 

was the starting point of this empirical research process. There exists a robust 

amount of research literature as well as several scales for measuring and analyzing 

this construct, however, looking at work-related engagement in the context of new 

work is virtually unexplored territory. Thus it was decided to use quantitative 

multivariate analysis methods (i.e. factor analysis, linear regression analysis, and 

cluster analysis) to assess the impacts of personal resources and characteristics of 

the context of new work on the level of and differences in experiences of work-

related engagement in expert knowledge work settings. This was carried out with a 

survey to LUT alumni in autumn 2016. The questionnaire was available to LUT 

alumni for the time period of four weeks, after which there were a total of 172 

responses to the questionnaire. The questionnaire data was then transferred to and 

analyzed with SPSS Statistics 23 which is a comprehensive statistical software 

system for various analytical purposes ranging from data listings and descriptive 

statistics to complex multivariate techniques. 

To acquire a deeper understanding of the differences in engagement antecedents 

between two types of atypical expert work roles in the context of new work two 

independent sets of interview data were analyzed from the work-related 

engagement perspective with a qualitative method (i.e. The Gioia methodology for 
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inductive studies). There were a total of 27 interviews to begin with. After a first read 

the interview data was limited to 22 interviews, excluding owners, customers, and 

financial advisers from the interview data leaving only the expert interview data for 

further analysis. Out of the remaining 22 interviews, 12 dealt with interdependent 

teamwork and 10 with autonomous expert tasks. This research process was begun 

in summer 2016 and took place until the end of the year in several stages. The 

interplay between these two types of data and their analysis is described in Figure 

13 below. 

 

Figure 13. The interplay between quantitative and qualitative data in defining the 

engagement antecedents in the context of new work 

5.2 Quantitative study on engagement in the context of new work 

The target group for the survey on engagement and the context of new work was 

chosen to be LUT alumni as it was envisioned that this group would consist of people 

working in different kinds of work roles – both in the traditional work roles as well as 

newer atypical work roles. It was also assumed that this group of respondents would 

have sufficient command of the English language to be able to answer questions 

related to their own behavior in that language. 
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The questionnaire was created with Qualtrics survey creation tool. It contained 

questions on respondents’ background information, a number of existing scales and 

some self-generated items. Most of the question formatting was based on the Likert 

scale with 1 = Strongly disagree or Never, to 7 = Strongly agree or Always, as the 

extreme ends of the scale. The questionnaire did not contain any open-ended 

questions. Anonymity was promised to the respondents, and no personal 

information (e.g. name, address or place of work) was collected. The questionnaire 

was tested by four people working in LUT after which some minor modifications 

were made to the questionnaire based on their feedback. 

The questionnaire was sent to a total of 3,124 LUT alumni via a link in an electronic 

newsletter. The survey was open for a month during which time 172 respondents 

answered the questionnaire making the response rate 5.5 % which is fairly low but 

typical to this type of questionnaires where answering is based on voluntariness and 

no reminders can be sent. However, the number of responses received was 

sufficient for basic multivariate statistical testing such as factor analysis, linear 

regression analysis, and cluster analysis. The response data was transferred from 

Qualtrics to SPSS Statistics 23. 

5.2.1 Hypotheses and research model 

According to Airila et al. (2014), Saks & Gruman (2014), Xanthopoulou et al. (2009), 

and Schaufeli & Salanova (2007a), personal characteristics and elements of 

psychological capital can predict desirable work-related outcomes and function as 

important factors in engagement development, and according to O’Neill et al. (2014) 

personality has an important role in assessing e.g. self-management skills and 

capabilities for distributed work. Bakker et al. (2011b) and Edwards (2008) discuss 

the importance of person-job fit and person-environment fit to work-related 

engagement, and Resick et al. (2007) emphasize the role of value fit. Thus the first 

three hypothesis deal with the impact of personal resources and organizational 

identification, as well as characteristics of the context of new work to work-related 

engagement. 

H1: Personal resources have significant effects on work-related engagement. 
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H2: Organizational identification has significant effects on work-related engagement 

H3: Characteristics of the context of new work have significant effects on work-

related engagement. 

As personal resources and characteristics of the context of new work can have 

significant impacts on successful HRM processes (e.g. Soane et al. 2012; Joo 2011; 

Wollard & Shuck 2011) it was further anticipated that there would be differences 

between LUT alumni in the impact of personal resources and organizational 

identification, as well as characteristics of the context of new work on work-related 

engagement based on their current work profile. Thus a fourth hypothesis was 

created. 

H4: Significant effects on work-related engagement differ based on the respondents’ 

current work profile. 

Hypotheses in this study are also presented in Figure 14 below. 

 

Figure 14. Hypotheses in the quantitative study 
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5.2.2 Measurement 

The reliability of scales used in a quantitative study and thus the reliability of the 

entire research project is largely dependent on finding scales which best describe 

and measure the construct in question. It is therefore important to estimate the 

suitability of existing scales to the current research project (Metsämuuronen 2006.) 

The survey on engagement in the context of new work contained questions on the 

respondents’ background, a set of existing scales – which were mostly in relation to 

work-related engagement and validated in at least one study – and a number of self-

generated items – which were mostly in relation to the context of new work as very 

few existing scales could be found on this topic. A summary of the measurement 

items used is listed in APPENDIX 1. 

Dependent variables 

The Utrech Work Engagement Scale was originally developed in 2002 as a 17-

item scale but reduced for pragmatic reasons down to 9 items in 2006. The 

shortened version of the scale correlates highly (over 80 %) with the original scale 

and Schaufeli et al. (2006) even recommend using it instead of the original scale to 

avoid problems of multicollinearity7. In addition to Schaufeli and his colleagues, both 

UWES scales have been empirically tested and validated by several researchers 

(see e.g. Mills, Culbertson, & Fullagar 2012 or Mauno et al. 2007) in numerous 

countries. 

Still, even the UWES scales have encountered concerns in relations to their validity 

and usefulness, especially in relation to high intercorrelations among the dimensions 

(see e.g. Shirom 2003; Sonnentag 2003). Contrary to this, Viljevac, Cooper 

Thomas, & Anderson (2012) have found that the UWES-17 scale (and the 

psychological engagement scale of May et al.) measure highest degrees of 

convergent validity. Mills et al. (2012) state that the UWES-9 seems to appear valid 

in use, yield reliable sample scores, and to be able to capture the three-factor 

dimensionality of the employee engagement construct, even better than the original 

                                            
7 Multicollinearity occurs when two or more independent variables are highly enough correlated, so 
that the values of the second variable can be predicted from the values of the first variable with 
substantial accuracy (Metsämuuronen 2006). 
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UWES-17 version does. The UWES-9 scale contains three items for each of the 

dimensions of work engagement, i.e. vigor, dedication, and absorption. Four items 

of the UWES-9 scale were left out of the questionnaire as they corresponded closely 

with items in the other engagement scales. 

The 18-item scale of Job engagement scale by Rich et al. (2010) and the 13-item 

scale of Psychological engagement by May et al. (2004) were used for measuring 

personal engagement. Both scales contain the dimensions of cognitive, emotional, 

and physical engagement which are based on Kahn’s three dimensions of personal 

engagement, namely meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Many of the 

measures were identical, and thus 17 items from the Job engagement scale and six 

items from the Psychological engagement scale were included in the questionnaire. 

Some rephrasing of the items was also executed. 

Independent variables 

Based on a tentative analysis of the qualitative interview analysis there seemed to 

exist a strong emphasis on several personal resources as engagement antecedents 

among the interviewees, and as this was also strongly emphasized in research 

literature studied, self-efficacy was chosen as an independent variable to represent 

capabilities for independent and tenacious work behavior. Self-efficacy was 

measured with Chen, Gully, & Eden’s (2001) 8-item Self-Efficacy Scale which 

originates from Bandura (1977). 

Many interviewees emphasized the role of value fit and the importance of a 

supportive and trusting work climate in the tentative interview analysis. These issues 

were also identified as influential engagement development factors in the research 

literature studied (Bakker et al. 2011b; Resick et al. 2007; May et al. 2004 for the 

role of value fit, and Attridge 2009; Bakker et al. 2007b; Schaufeli & Salanova 2007a 

for supportive and trusting work climate), and thus the 25-item Organizational 

identification questionnaire by Miller, Allen, Casey, & Johnson (2000) was used to 

measure these dimensions. 

As scales for measuring the characteristics of the context of new work are virtually 

non-existent, several questions were formed based on research literature studied. 
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One of the few exceptions to this dearth of existing scales is digitalization – several 

survey models for measuring the effects of digitalization can be found in literature. 

Items in Kane et al.’s (2016) MITSloan Research Report were used for measuring 

the effects of digitalization in the context of new work. 

Based on the literature review on the context of new work measurement items on 

heterogeneity of careers (Johns & Gratton 2013; Sullivan et al. 2007), virtuality in 

the work environment (Weber & Kim 2015; Kubátová 2014; Johns & Gratton 2013), 

and freelance economy (Aguinis & Lawal 2013; Süß & Becker 2013; Van den Born 

& Van Witteloostuijn 2012) with a consideration for project-based organizations 

(Costa et al. 2014) and team-based organizations (Pemsel et al. 2014) were 

created. The final research model in this study is presented in Figure 15 below. 

 

Figure 15. Research model in the quantitative analysis 

5.2.3 Descriptive statistics 

The statistical analysis process was begun with screening the data to see if any 

mistakes or outliers could be found, and by testing the minimum and maximum 

values of the data matrix. Due to the nature of the data collected, no such errors 

were found. The data was thus ready for statistical testing. 

As background information, the respondents were asked to state their gender, age, 

place of residence, university degree, year of graduation from LUT, current work 

status, primary industry, and the size of their organization. Detailed descriptions of 

the wording of background information questions can be found in APPENDIX 1. As 

the background information questions were all self-generated, no recoding 

processes were necessary at this stage. 
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Table 1 and Figures 16-20 present frequencies for the background information. Out 

of the 172 respondents, 101 (58.7 %) were male, 67 (39.0 %) were female, and 4 

(2.3 %) did not state their gender .Most of the respondents (113 persons, 65.7 %) 

were between 25-44 years of age. A clear majority of the responders (117 persons, 

68.0 %) were residents of Southern Finland, and had a bachelor’s or a master’s 

degree in science (113 persons, 65.7 %) as their latest academic degree obtained. 

103 persons (59.9 %) had graduated from LUT within six years. 

83.7 % (144 persons) of the respondents were at the time of the survey working in 

a steady employment relationship, and 7.7 % (13 persons) were working as 

entrepreneurs or freelancers. The respondents were spread through all industrial 

sectors, with the biggest percentages found in Manufacturing (34 persons, 19.8 %) 

and in IT & Technology (32 persons, 18.6 %). Professional services employed 21 

persons (12.2. %) out of the 172 respondents. Over half of the respondents (91 

persons, 52.9 %) were working for organizations employing over 500 people, and 

45 persons (26.1 %) worked for SMEs. 
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Table 1. Respondents’ gender, age, and year of graduation from LUT 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Respondents’ place of residence 

Frequency Percent

Male 101 58.7

Female 67 39.0

Missing 4 2.3

Total 172 100.0

Under 25 4 2.3

25 - 34 65 37.8

35 - 44 48 27.9

45 - 54 30 17.4

55 - 64 18 10.5

Over 64 3 1.7

Missing 4 2.3

Total 172 100.0

Prior to 2000 26 15.1

Between 2000-2009 36 20.9

After 2010 103 59.9

Missing 7 4.1

Total 172 100.0

Age

Gender

Graduation from LUT
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Figure 17. Respondents’ university degree 

 

 

Figure 18. Respondents’ current work status 
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Figure 19. Respondents’ primary industry 

 

 

Figure 20. Size of respondents’ organization 
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5.2.4 Factor development and test of reliability 

In this study, four factor analyses were made. The first factor analysis contained 28 

variables from engagement measurement scales by Rich et al. (2010), Schaufeli et 

al. (2006), and May et al. (2004). For the second factor analysis 19 out of the 25 

variables in the Miller et al. (2000) Organizational identification questionnaire were 

used. Six variables in the questionnaire were excluded from the factor analysis as 

they were not seen as relevant in the context of new work. The third factor analysis 

contained nine self-generated items which were aimed at unraveling the 

characteristics of the context of new work the respondents had experience of. The 

fourth and final factor analysis contained two variables from Kane et al.’s 2016 

MITSloan Research Report on the digital future of organizations, as well as six self-

generated items on the effects of digitalization and heterogeneity of careers on the 

respondents’ current work environment. 

As Principal component analysis is especially well suited for finding groups of 

variables with latent identical characteristics (Metsämuuronen 2008), it was chosen 

as the factoring method. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 

(KMO) was used for evaluating the suitability of the correlation matrices for Principal 

component analysis. The acceptable level of KMO is > 0.6 (Metsämuuronen 2008). 

KMO values were above 0.9 for Engagement and Organizational identification 

factors. Context of new work KMO was 0.717 and Effects of digitalization and 

heterogeneity of careers KMO was 0.602; both acceptable for Principal component 

analysis. 

Communality measures the percentage of variable variance which can be explained 

by the factors. Variables with values < 0.5 are generally eliminated from the final 

factors. (Metsämuuronen 2008.) Eigenvalues represent the level of variance in 

factors; generally only factors with eigenvalues higher than 1 are considered 

significant (Hair et al. 1998). Communalities and eigenvalues with their cumulative 

percentages are presented in Tables 2-5. Varimax rotation method is commonly 

used for simplifying the data structure and for creating uncorrelated factors 

(Osborne & Costello 2009), and was thus chosen as the rotation method in this 

study. A 0.5 loading implies that 25 % of the variance is accounted for, and in most 
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cases variables with rotation values < 0.5 are not included in the final factors (Hair 

et al. 1998). Hence, rotation values below 0.5 are deleted from the tables for clarity. 

The rotated factor loadings are shown in Tables 2-5. 

Based on the criteria above, five factors were formed from the engagement 

variables, as shown in Table 2 below. Variable M10 (I stay until the job is done.) 

was removed due to its low communality. Variable M2 (I often think about other 

things when performing my job.) was problematic as it loaded into two factors. Thus 

it was decided to exclude the fifth factor from further analysis. The final factors for 

engagement were labelled emotional vigor, physical dedication, cognitive 

absorption, and conscientious behavior based on the meaning in the patterns of 

factor loadings. Conscientious behavior was moved to the independent variables as 

it clearly expresses a personality related type of behavior rather than a dimension 

of engagement, and as consciousness had also emerged as a significant personal 

characteristic in the tentative interview analysis. 
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Table 2. Engagement factor loadings 

 

Organizational identification variables originally loaded into three factors with 

several variables having relatively high rotations in two factors and a number of low 

communality values. Altogether eight items were removed in two stages from the 

variables due to this problem, after which 11 items loaded into two factors with only 

two variables having a rotation value > 0.5 for these two factors. This result is 

presented in Table 3 below. KMO remained high throughout the process, starting 

from 0.928 and ending in 0.927. Variable ‘I have a lot in common with others 

employed by my employer.’ was removed due to a low communality value. However, 

variables ‘I talk to my friends about my employer as a great organization to work 

for.’ and ‘I find it easy to identify myself with my employer.’ were left in the second 

factor due to content validity. The final factors for organizational identification were 

hence labelled joint values and sense of belonging and membership based on the 

1 2 3 4 5

I feel positive about my job. R11 0.882 0.882

I am excited about my job. R12 0.848 0.832

I am interested in my job. R9 0.826 0.821

My job inspires me. UWES4 0.804 0.817

I am enthusiastic in my job. R7 0.795 0.839

I feel energetic at my job. R8 0.762 0.802

I am proud of the work I do. R10 0.750 0.726

I feel happy when I am working intensely. UWES6 0.691 0.719

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. UWES2 0.679 0.702

While working, my mind is focused on my job. R13 0.817 0.798

While working, I concentrate on my job. R17 0.796 0.779

While working, I am absorbed by my job. R16 0.742 0.734

While working, I pay a lot of attention to my job. R14 0.741 0.808

While working, I devote a lot of attention to my job. R18 0.677 0.778

While working, I am immersed in my work. UWES8 0.620 0.770

Time passes quickly when I perform my job. M4 0.559 0.579

I exert a lot of energy on my job. R6 0.830 0.823

I strive as hard as I can to complete my job. R5 0.821 0.787

I try my hardest to perform well on my job. R4 0.711 0.776

I work with intensity on my job. R1 0.692 0.725

I devote a lot of energy to my job. R3 0.690 0.762

I exert my full effort to my job. R2 0.598 0.689

I avoid working overtime whenever possible. M11 (R) 0.794 0.642

I avoid working too hard. M13 (R) 0.746 0.754

I take work home to do. M12 0.612 0.593

I stay until the job is done. M10 0.436

I get carried away when I'm working. UWES9 0.852 0.762

I often think about other things when performing my job. M2 (R) 0.525 0.623 0.705

Eigenvalue 14.022 2.033 1.749 1.588 1.448

Cumulative % 50.1 57.3 63.6 69.3 74.4

Factor 1: Emotional vigor

Factor 2: Cognitive absorption

Factor 3: Physical dedication

Factor 4: Conscientious behavior

Engagement

Variables
Communality

Rotations
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meaning in the patterns of factor loadings. The factor loadings for the first and 

second stage of this process are presented in APPENDIX 2. 

Table 3. Organizational identification factor loadings 

 

In the next stage, as exemplified in Table 4, three factors were formed from the 

variables dealing with the context of new work. The third factor consisted of only 

one variable and was excluded from further analysis for this reason. Communalities 

were above 0.5 for all variables. Variable ‘Working in a supervisory position.’ was 

removed from the second factor due to a relative low loading, and as it clearly did 

not belong together with the other variables (i.e. content validity) in the factor. The 

two factors describing the context of new work were labelled virtuality and freelance 

economy. 

Table 4. Context of new work factor loadings 

 

1 2

I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for my employer. 0.835 0.707

I am proud to be employed by my employer. 0.833 0.854

My employer's image in the community represents me well. 0.802 0.794

In general, the people employed by my employer are working toward the same goals. 0.722 0.575

I would describe my employer as a large family in which most members feel a sense of belonging. 0.760 0.647

I talk to my friends about my employer as a great organization to work for. 0.534 0.739 0.831

I become irritated when I hear others criticize my employer. 0.718 0.518

I feel that my employer cares about me. 0.683 0.705

I have a lot in common with others employed by my employer. 0.666 0.489

I find it easy to identify myself with my employer. 0.516 0.603 0.630

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help my employer be successful. 0.595 0.583

Eigenvalue 6.259 1.072

Cumulative % 56.9 66.6

Factor 1: Joint values

Factor 2: Sense of belonging and membership

Organizational identification

Variables

Rotations
Communality

1 2 3

Working in a virtual organization 0.806 0.662

Working in temporary organized teams 0.763 0.652

Working in a project-based organization 0.740 0.637

Working in virtual platforms 0.665 0.536

Working as an entrepreneur or being self-employed 0.883 0.784

Working as a freelancer 0.779 0.716

Working as a member of a start-up company 0.771 0.628

Working in a supervisory position 0.532 0.605

Working part-time 0.832 0.763

Eigenvalue 3.274 1.674 1.036

Cumulative % 36.4 55.0 66.5

Factor 1: Virtuality

Factor 2: Freelance economy

Rotations
Communality

Context of new work

Variables
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Finally, three factors were formed from the effects of digitalization and heterogeneity 

of careers variables. KMO for this factor analysis was quite low, at 0.602, but still 

acceptable. Communalities were sufficiently high for all variables except ‘To what 

extent do you believe digital technologies will disrupt your industry?’ As the 

communality value of 0.496 was only very slightly below the acceptable 0.5 level, it 

was decided to leave the variable in the Effects of digitalization factor where it clearly 

seemed to belong due to content validity. This process is presented in Table 5 

below. The factors were labelled heterogeneity of work tasks, effects of 

digitalization, and changing demands and capabilities. 

Table 5. Effects of digitalization and heterogeneity of careers factor loadings 

 

As expected, Chen et al.’s (2001) Self-Efficacy Scale loaded into a single factor with 

5.394 eigenvalue (67.4 cumulative %) and 0.855 KMO. 

The purpose of calculating summated scales is to create measures which combine 

several variables measuring the same idea into a single variable. This is done in 

order to increase the reliability of the measures. The separate variables can either 

be summated or, more commonly – and also in this study – their average score is 

used in further analyses. At this stage, reverse-coded variables need to be recoded 

so that they align with the rest of the variables. The most commonly used measure 

for assessing summated scale reliability is Cronbach alpha value. The measure 

ranges from 0 to 1, and 0.6 is generally considered to be the lowest acceptable 

value. Additional information on reliability of summated scales can be obtained from 

item-total statistics which give Cronbach alpha values for the particular summated 

scale if the item in question is deleted from the scale. (Benzing, Chu, & Kara 2009; 

Metsämuuronen 2000; Hair et al. 1998.) 

1 2 3

My work tasks will become more heterogeneous in the future. 0.907 0.851

My work tasks have already become more heterogeneous. 0.886 0.800

The amount of challenging work tasks is growing. 0.608 0.510

Digitalization will change the nature of work significantly in the future. 0.879 0.795

Digitalization has changed the nature of my work. 0.825 0.707

To what extent do you believe digital technologies will disrupt your industry? 0.677 0.495

To what extent are you worried or confident that you can develop the skills to thrive in a more digital future? 0.888 0.793

I am able to develop my capabilities as digitalization proceeds. 0.755 0.640

Eigenvalue 2.872 1.438 1.282

Cumulative % 35.9 53.9 69.9

Factor 1: Heterogeneity of work tasks

Factor 2: Effects of digitalization

Factor 3: Changing demands and capabilities

Rotations
Communality

Effects of digitalization and heterogeneity of careers

Variables
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Summated scales were formed from all of the twelve factors. Two reverse-coded 

items (R) in the Conscientious behavior factor (see Table 2.) were recoded at this 

stage. All of the alpha values were above 0.6, although the alpha value for Changing 

demands and capabilities mean was only 0.607. Based on item-total statistics, 

deletion of items from the summated scales would not have increased the reliability 

of the scales significantly. Means and standard deviations, as well as Cronbach 

alpha values of the summated scales are shown in Table 6 below, and histograms 

with normality curves, as well as item-total statistics are presented in APPENDIX 2. 

Table 6. Summated scales and test of reliability 

 

It is interesting to note the exceptionally low average for the Freelance economy 

mean. This shows that the respondents had scant experience of entrepreneurship 

or freelancing, or working as members of start-up companies. 

5.3 Measurement model testing 

The next stage in the statistical analysis process was to build measurement models 

for testing the relationships between dependent and independent variables with 

multivariate linear regression analysis. These measurement models were also 

tested with respect to work profile clusters rendered from two-step cluster analysis. 

Measurement model testing results are used for providing or denying support for 

hypotheses made at the beginning of the study. 

Summated scale
Number

of items
Mean

Standard 

deviation

Cronbach 

alpha

Emotional vigor 9 5.261 0.967 0.961

Cognitive absorption 7 5.381 0.840 0.931

Physical dedication 6 5.451 0.933 0.923

Conscientious behavior 3 4.447 1.028 0.660

Self-efficacy 8 5.602 0.828 0.927

Joint values 4 5.201 0.998 0.878

Sense of belonging and membership 7 4.449 1.146 0.887

Virtuality 4 4.009 1.527 0.762

Freelance economy 3 2.368 1.625 0.788

Heterogeneity of work tasks 3 4.997 1.053 0.776

Effects of digitalization 3 4.711 1.163 0.741

Changing demands and capabilities 2 4.819 0.813 0.607
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5.3.1 Testing relationships between dependent and independent variables 

The research model for the multivariate linear regression analysis in this study is 

presented in Figure 21 below showing emotional vigor, cognitive absorption, and 

physical dedication as dependent variables, and variables for personal resources 

and organizational identification as well as variables for the context of new work as 

independent variables. 

 

Figure 21. Research model for the multivariate linear regression analysis 

The method of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) is used in multivariate regression 

analysis. The purpose of OLS is finding the best possible model where the sum of 

squares of the differences is minimized between the observed responses in the 

dataset and the predicted values of the independent variables. (Metsämuuronen 

2008.) Due to the explorative nature of the study, variables were entered into the 

multivariate linear regression analysis simultaneously, and no variables were added 

or removed during the analysis process. 

The correlation matrix between dependent and independent variables is shown in 

Table 7 below. As Table 7 shows, all of the independent variables correlate with the 

dependent variables. However, two correlation values in the table below are not 

statistically significant. 
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Table 7. The correlation matrix of dependent and independent variables 

 

The basic assumption in multivariate regression analysis is that residuals, i.e. the 

part of the data which cannot be predicted by the model created, are normally 

distributed and homoscedastic (Metsämuuronen 2008). The data is said to be 

heteroskedastic when the error terms show increasing variance and the H0 for 

homoscedasticity needs to be rejected (Hair et al. 1998).The scatter plots showing 

normality and homoscedasticity of the residuals are illustrated in APPENDIX 2. 

Multicollinearity occurs when one variable correlates highly with another variable. 

This may be a problem in multiple regression analysis as it reduces the predictive 

power of single independent variables. (Hair et al. 1998.) The collinearity values 

should not exceed .90 (StatisticsSolutions 2017). Collinearity values for the 

independent variables are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 and Figure 22 below indicate the results of the multivariate linear regression 

analyses in this study. In Table 8 the model fit statistics show the coefficient of 

determination (R Square) which describes the explanatory power of the regression 

equation, i.e. how many percent of the variation in the dependent variable is 

explained by the model created. Adjusted R Square takes into account the number 

of independent variables and the sample size, and the F-test indicates the statistical 

significance of the model if sig. is below 0.05. However, the F-test does not indicate 

Emotional 

vigor

Cognitive 

absorption

Physical 

dedication

Pearson Correlation 0.438* 0.417* 0.351*

N 109 109 109

Pearson Correlation 0.418* 0.313* 0.334*

N 107 107 107

Pearson Correlation 0.605* 0.553* 0.453*

N 107 107 107

Pearson Correlation 0.666* 0.509* 0.468*

N 107 107 107

Pearson Correlation 0.172*** 0.217** 0.116

N 105 105 105

Pearson Correlation 0.080 0.259* 0.213**

N 105 105 105

Pearson Correlation 0.508* 0.521* 0.400*

N 105 105 105

*p < 0.01

**p < 0.05

***p < 0.1

Changing demands and 

capabilities

Conscientious behavior

Self-efficacy

Joint values

Sense of belonging and 

membership

Heterogeneity of work tasks

Effects of digitalization
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the goodness of the model created as such. (Metsämuuronen 2008; Hair et al. 

1998.) 

Regression coefficient is the parameter estimate value of an independent variable. 

It represents change in the dependent variable when the independent variable 

changes one unit. Normally, the Standardized Beta values (ẞ) are reported, and 

they answer the question which of the independent variables have greater effects 

on the dependent variable. Standard error is the expected distribution of an 

estimated regression coefficient, and the t value is the coefficient divided by its 

standard error. T value measures the statistical significance of partial correlations, 

and with sig.-values below 0.05 regression coefficients are statistically significant. 

(Metsämuuronen 2008; Hair et al. 1998.) 

Based on the diagnostic inspection of the multivariate linear regression results, the 

three models created were all statistically significant. Model 1 explained 60.5 % of 

the variation in emotional vigor. When looking at regression coefficients in Model 1, 

conscientious behavior (0.246), joint values (0.208), sense of belonging and 

membership (0.368), effects of digitalization (-0.128), and demands on capabilities 

(0.295) had significant effects on emotional vigor. Thus emotional vigor was affected 

by five out of the seven independent variables, with the strongest effect of sense of 

belonging and membership. Effects of digitalization had a negative effect on 

emotional vigor. 

47.6 % of the variation in cognitive absorption was explained by Model 2 Cognitive 

absorption was significantly affected by conscientious behavior (0.260), joint values 

(0.312), and demands on capabilities (0.327), thus by three out of the seven 

independent variables. Model 3 explained 41.4 % of the variation in physical 

dedication which was similarly significantly affected by conscientious behavior 

(0.224), joint values (0.265), and demands on capabilities (0.186). Cognitive 

absorption and physical dedication were both affected by the same three 

independent variables, with demands on capabilities having the strongest effect on 

cognitive absorption, and joint values on physical dedication. All of the effects were 

stronger on cognitive absorption than on physical dedication. 
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The independent variables of self-efficacy and heterogeneity of work tasks did not 

have a statistically significant effect on engagement dimensions in any of the 

models. The results of the multivariate linear regression analysis provide partial 

support for H1, H2 and H3. 

 



106 

Table 8. Factors explaining emotional vigor, cognitive absorption, and physical dedication 

 

 

Dependent variable
Standardized

Beta

Standard

Error
t Value

Standardized

Beta

Standard

Error
t Value

Standardized

Beta

Standard

Error
t Value

(Constant) 0.584 1.736*** 0.579 2.319** 0.635 2.961*

Conscientious behavior 0.246 0.068 3.368* 0.260 0.067 3.088* 0.224 0.074 2.514**

Self-efficacy 0.008 0.091 0.102 -0.046 0.090 -0.532 0.038 0.099 0.410

Joint values 0.208 0.098 2.093** 0.312 0.097 2.727* 0.265 0.107 2.187**

Sense of belonging and membership 0.368 0.090 3.479* 0.059 0.089 0.482 0.199 0.098 1.544

Heterogeneity of work tasks -0.101 0.069 1.346 -0.014 0.069 -0.162 -0.118 0.076 -1.292

Effects of digitalization -0.128 0.061 1.816*** 0.075 0.060 0.925 0.052 0.066 0.610

Demands on capabilities 0.295 0.089 3.929* 0.327 0.088 3.773* 0.186 0.096 2.026**

Model fit

R Square 0.605 0.476 0.414

Adjusted R Square 0.575 0.437 0.370

Standard Error 0.636 0.629 0.691

F 20.547* 12.215* 9.488*

*p < 0.01

**p < 0.05

***p < 0.1

Model 1

EMOTIONAL VIGOR

Model 2

COGNITIVE ABSORPTION

Model 3

PHYSICAL DEDICATION
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Figure 22. Significant regression coefficients (ẞ) in multivariate linear regression 

analysis 

5.3.2 Testing work profile clusters 

The two-step cluster analysis is based on a distance measure which allows the use 

of both continuous and categorical attributes. In the first step, cases are grouped 

into preclusters using a likelihood distance measure as the criterion for similarity. In 

the second step the preclusters are grouped and the groups are reduced to the best 

number of clusters. The stages in two-step cluster analysis are: selecting the 

variables, removing outliers, interpreting the clusters, and validating the model. 

(Okazaki 2006.) Thus some of the stages in more traditional cluster analysis 

methods – standardization of the variables, deciding on the uniformity measure, 

choosing the clustering algorithm, and deciding on the number of clusters 

(Metsämuuronen 2008) – are performed by the SPSS program in two-step cluster 

analysis. 

Two continuous variables, virtuality and freelance economy, were used as the 

classifying variables in the two-step cluster analysis. No outliers had been identified 

earlier. The auto-clustering algorithm indicated that a three-cluster solution was the 

best model. Statistics in Table 9 show the relatively even distribution of the cases 

into the three clusters, with Cluster 1 containing 38 cases, Cluster 2 containing 29 



108 

cases, and Cluster 3 containing 40 cases. The total of 107 (62.2 %) out of 172 cases 

were included in the cluster analysis. 

Based on the mean values in Table 9 below it was possible to identify and name the 

clusters. Cases in Cluster 1 showed scarce experience neither of working in virtual 

surroundings nor temporary forms of organizing, and little or no experience of 

entrepreneurship or freelancing. This cluster was thus seen as consisting of 

respondents working in traditional work relationships. The cluster was named 

traditional workers. Cases in Cluster 2 showed high mean values for both of the 

classifying variables, and were seen as pioneers in the context of new work having 

experience of several new forms of organizing work. Cluster 2 was named new work 

context pioneers. Cases in Cluster 3 showed a high mean value for virtual 

surroundings or temporary forms of organizing, but had scarce experience of 

entrepreneurship or freelancing. The cluster was thus seen as consisting of 

respondents working virtually for traditional organizations. Cluster 3 was named 

virtual remote workers. The group of clusters were seen as representations of work 

profiles among the respondents of the survey. 

Table 9. Frequencies and mean values of the two-step cluster analysis 

 

Comparing means between work profile clusters 

A comparison of the summated scale mean values between the three work profile 

clusters is presented in Table 10 below. When comparing mean values between the 

three work profile clusters, it was found that mean values for traditional workers were 

Cluster Distribution N % of Combined % of Total

Cluster 1 38 35.5 % 22.1 %

2 29 27.1 % 16.9 %

3 40 37.4 % 23.3 %

Combined 107 100.0 % 62.2 %

Excluded Cases 65 37.8 %

172 100.0 %

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation

Cluster 1 2.421 0.852 1.614 0.815

2 4.750 1.096 4.655 1.136

3 4.981 0.975 1.425 0.512

Combined 4.009 1.527 2.368 1.625

Centroids
Virtuality Mean Freelance Economy Mean

Total
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all lower than for the other two work profiles, and highest for new work context 

pioneers in seven out of the ten variables. Means were clearly higher for new work 

context pioneers and virtual remote workers than for traditional workers in emotional 

vigor, physical dedication, conscientious behavior, self-efficacy, heterogeneity of 

work tasks, and sense of belonging and membership. In general, highest total mean 

values were found in cognitive absorption, physical dedication, self-efficacy, and 

joint values. Closest mean values between the three work profile clusters were 

found in cognitive absorption, joint values, and demands on capabilities. 

Table 10. Mean values for dependent and independent variables in work profile 

clusters 

 

Comparing regression measurement models between work profile clusters 

Based on the diagnostic inspection of the results in Table 11 below, eight out of the 

nine models created were statistically significant and explained from 40.1 % to 73.0 

% of the variation in the dimensions of engagement. When looking at the regression 

coefficients for traditional workers, sense of belonging and membership and 

demands on capabilities had significant effects on emotional vigor. Conscientious 

behavior, joint values, and demands on capabilities had significant effects on 

cognitive absorption. None of the independent variables had significant effects on 

physical dedication. 

Traditional

workers

New work 

context 

pioneers

Virtual 

distance

workers

Emotional vigor 4,9680 5,4760 5,3970

Cognitive absorption 5,2620 5,4950 5,4600

Physical dedication 5,1590 5,7190 5,6330

Conscientious behavior 4,1150 4,7500 4,5940

Self-efficacy 5,3350 5,7370 5,7810

Joint values 5,1010 5,2790 5,3130

Sense of belonging and membership 4,2160 4,7090 4,5430

Heterogeneity of work tasks 4,7980 5,1150 5,1000

Effects of digitalization 4,5700 4,8220 4,8080

Demands on capabilities 4,6580 4,8280 4,9880

Work profile clusters based on Virtuality and Freelance economy (Two-Step Cluster)
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For new work context pioneers, only sense of belonging and membership had a 

significant effect on emotional vigor. Self-efficacy and effects of digitalization had 

significant effects on cognitive absorption, and self-efficacy and sense of belonging 

and membership had significant effects on physical dedication. However, the model 

for emotional vigor with new work context pioneers was not statistically significant. 

Finally, with regard to virtual remote workers, conscientious behavior and demands 

on capabilities had a significant positive effect on emotional vigor, and effects of 

digitalization had a significant negative effect. Conscientious behavior, joint values, 

and demands on capabilities had significant positive effects, and self-efficacy a 

significant negative effect on cognitive absorption. Joint values had a significant 

positive effect, and self-efficacy a significant negative effect on physical dedication. 

Thus compared to the multivariate linear regression analysis of all of the 

respondents, the main differences were as follows. Conscientious behavior showed 

no significant effects on physical dedication in any work profile cluster. Self-efficacy 

showed significant positive effects on cognitive absorption and physical dedication 

for new work context pioneers, and significant negative effects on the same 

engagement dimensions for virtual remote workers, as opposed to no significant 

effects when tested with all of the respondents. For new work context pioneers 

conscious behavior, joint values, and demands on capabilities showed no significant 

effects on any engagement dimension, and for traditional workers no significant 

effects showed on the dimension of physical dedication. Heterogeneity of work tasks 

had no significant effects on any engagement dimension in either analysis method. 

The results of the multivariate linear regression analysis between work profile 

clusters provide support for H4. 
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Table 11. Factors explaining emotional vigor, cognitive absorption, and physical dedication in work profile clusters 

 

 

Emotional

vigor

Cognitive

absorption

Physical

dedication

Emotional

vigor

Cognitive

absorption

Physical

dedication

Emotional

vigor

Cognitive

absorption

Physical

dedication

ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ ẞ

(Constant)

Conscientious behavior 0.138 0.272*** 0.217 0.198 -0.032 -0.013 0.448* 0.408* 0.198

Self-efficacy 0.096 0.241 0.105 0.151 0.560** 0.820* -0.022 -0.214*** -0.246***

Joint values 0.235 0.367*** 0.313 -0.037 -0.199 -0.367 0.216 0.275*** 0.476**

Sense of belonging

and membership 0.414** -0.147 0.081 0.643** 0.278 0.506*** -0.025 -0.016 0.114

Heterogeneity of work tasks -0.158 0.033 -0.165 -0.047 -0.012 -0.188 0.035 0.012 -0.055

Effects of digitalization 0.055 0.227 0.264 -0.006 0.454** 0.080 -0.263** -0.175 -0.112

Demands on capabilities 0.285** 0.268*** 0.040 -0.222 -0.340 -0.140 0.503* 0.469* 0.213

Model fit

R Square 0.673 0.586 0.401 0.442 0.494 0.614 0.730 0.696 0.586

F 8.509* 5.863* 2.775** 2.036 2.513*** 4.090* 11.967* 10.116* 6.263*

*p < 0.01

**p < 0.05

***p < 0.1

TRADITIONAL WORKERS NEW WORK CONTEXT PIONEERS VIRTUAL REMOTE WORKERS
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5.3.3 Hypotheses testing 

The four hypotheses formulated for the quantitative study were 

H1: Personal resources have significant effects on work-related engagement. 

H2: Organizational identification has significant effects on work-related engagement 

H3: Characteristics of the context of new work have significant effects on work-

related engagement. 

H4: The significant effects on work-related engagement differ based on the 

respondents’ current work profile. 

Partial support was presented for H1, H2, and H3 by the statistical analysis of the 

data. High levels of conscientious behavior and joint values increased engagement 

in all three dimensions, while the level of self-efficacy did not have statistically 

significant influences on any of the engagement dimensions. A high level of sense 

of belonging and membership increased emotional vigor. Thus H1 claiming that 

personal resources have significant effects on work-related engagement, and H2 

claiming that organizational identification has significant effects on work-related 

engagement were partially supported by the statistical analysis. 

High levels of demands on capabilities increased engagement in all three 

dimensions, while the level of heterogeneity of work tasks did not have statistically 

significant influences on any of the engagement dimensions. A high level of effects 

of digitalization decreased emotional vigor. Thus H3 claiming that the characteristics 

of the context of new work have significant effects on work-related engagement was 

partially supported by the statistical analysis. 

The results of the multivariate linear regression analysis between work profile 

clusters provided support for H4 claiming that the significant effects on work-related 

engagement differ based on the respondents’ current work profile. Significant effects 

on work-related engagement between traditional workers and virtual remote 

workers were fairly similar. Engagement was increased by high levels of 

conscientious behavior, joint values, and demands on capabilities in both work role 
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clusters. In addition, a high level of sense of belonging and membership increased 

engagement with traditional workers, while high levels of self-efficacy and effects of 

digitalization decreased engagement with virtual remote workers. 

The engagement development profile for new work context pioneers differed 

significantly from the other two work profile clusters. With new work context 

pioneers, high levels of self-efficacy, sense of belonging and membership, as well 

as effects of digitalization increased engagement. Notably, virtual remote workers 

was the only work profile cluster where high levels of statistically significant factors 

decreasing engagement were found. It is also worth signifying that for new work 

context pioneers high levels of self-efficacy and effects of digitalization increased 

engagement, while with virtual remote workers the same factors decreased 

engagement. 

5.3.4 Summary of quantitative analysis results 

This quantitative study set out to find out the decisive engagement antecedents from 

a group of independent variables which were based on research literature studied, 

as well as a tentative qualitative analysis of interview data on atypical work roles. 

The results of the statistical analyses confirm the importance of personal resources 

and organizational identification as factors leading to engaged work behavior. It was 

also shown that the characteristics of the context of new work play a role as 

engagement antecedents. However, some interesting differences between work 

profile clusters were identified. In particular, the opposing effects of self-efficacy and 

effects of digitalization for new work context pioneers and for virtual remote workers 

can have an impact on future HRM processes. This study indicates that high levels 

of self-efficacy can cause disengagement for virtual remote workers. This could be 

explained by virtual remote workers with high self-efficacy not appreciating their role 

as equal members of their organizations, or being indifferent to the sense of 

belonging and membership which have both been shown to increase work-related 

engagement in traditional work contexts. 
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5.4 Interviews on interdependent teamwork and autonomous expert tasks 

The interview materials used in this study were collected by two master students for 

the purpose of studying motivation and trust respectively in virtual interdependent 

teamwork and virtual autonomous expert tasks. As motivation and trust are 

influential elements – some researchers prefer to refer to them as antecedents – in 

engagement development it was thought that these interview materials could be 

eligible for an analysis on work-related engagement as well. It was also seen as an 

advantage that the main focus of the interviews was not on work-related 

engagement but the expressions of engagement would be based on the meanings 

behind the actual statements and be succumbed to an interpretation by the 

researcher who was familiar with the subtleties of the construct. As Keltikangas-

Järvinen (2016) emphasizes, when evaluating a person’s capabilities and their fit to 

the work tasks it is important to concentrate on the actual behavior instead of the 

things people describe as meaningful to them. Thus saying that ‘I normally get better 

results when working with people who share my values.’ is a stronger expression of 

the importance of value fit that saying ‘Personal values are very important to me.’ 

The original interview questions are listed in APPENDIX 3. 

Originally 19 persons were interviewed in relation to virtual interdependent 

teamwork and 15 people in relation to virtual autonomous expert tasks. After the 

first read of the interview materials, seven interview sets were discarded from the 

interdependent teamwork materials and five interview sets from the autonomous 

expert tasks materials as these seven interviewees were not working in a precise 

role relevant to the research purpose. Thus the final number of interviews was 12 

and 10 respectively, and 22 in total. Out of these 22 interviews, two had been made 

in English, the remaining 20 interviews were made in Finnish. 

5.4.1 Case companies as examples of atypical work roles 

Temporary work roles are examples of atypical work roles where the job contract is 

made for a specific purpose or a specific project. Interdependent tasks are tasks 

where successful performance is dependent on the successful performance of other 

team members (Kiggundu 1981). Autonomous work tasks either refer to working as 

a freelancer or working independently and/or remotely (Tims & Bakker 2010). 
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The interviewees were representatives of three companies, Solved – The Cleantech 

Company Ltd., Transfluent Ltd., and Nomovok Ltd. All of the interviewees worked 

for these companies on a freelancer status, thus none of the interviewees had 

permanent work contracts with any of the three companies. Most of the work done 

by the interviewees was carried out on virtual platforms, although in Solved some of 

the project meetings were held face-to-face. Common to all of these companies 

were that they identified themselves as start-up companies and could be considered 

as pioneers in the context of new work where there are no permanent employment 

relationships, no fixed monthly salary, and the amount of work carried out virtually 

varies from a large proportion to working entirely in a virtual context. 

Solved specializes in complex problem-solving tasks which are related to 

environmental, energy-based, or industrial cleantech challenges. These challenges 

come for example from other companies, municipalities, or investors who then act 

as clients for Solved. Solutions to these problems are offered by an advisory service 

and are processed by interdependent project teams representing various fields of 

expertise using a virtual platform for the project work. Problem-solving takes place 

in three stages: Define, Co-create, and Solved. The Define stage is about examining 

and defining the complex challenge. This is done by the expert team together with 

the client. In the Co-create stage the team solves the challenge following the plan 

made during the Define stage, and the final phase Solved is reached when the 

solution is ready to be handed to the client. Experts are thus hired on a project-basis 

and can be either experts who have permanent work relationships somewhere else 

but want for various reasons to participate in this new way of interdependent 

problem-solving or they can be independent freelancers who shape their careers by 

selling their expertise case by case. (Solved 2017.) 

Transfluent is a global translating company which offers translation and proof-

reading services through a virtual platform. Transfluent uses various technical 

applications to make the translation process faster, easier, and more reliable. 

Clients can submit translation requests online, and receive an immediate estimation 

of the duration of the process as well as incurring costs. Transfluent assigns 

freelance translators into their circle of experts around the world based on language 

and aptitude test, portfolios, and other references. Translators receive translation 
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requests online based on the qualifications in their profiles and are paid by the word. 

(Transfluent 2017.) 

Nomovok develops and sells open source software products and services to various 

industry sectors. Nomovok is a hybrid between a traditional company and a virtual 

organization as it employs around 50 open source developers permanently. In 

addition, Nomovok outsources some of its expert work to freelance experts through 

virtual collaboration tools. Experts are hired for specific projects the duration of 

which can vary from three months to several years, and they work as members of 

virtual teams. (Nomovok 2017.) 

5.4.2 Research questions 

As it had already been established in the quantitative study that engagement 

dimensions are affected differently by personal resources and organizational 

identification as well as various characteristics of the context of new work based on 

peoples’ work profiles, the next stage in the empirical process of this master’s thesis 

was to look more deeply into the development process of work-related engagement 

among pioneers in new forms of organizing work. The significance of these factors 

on person-job fit and person-task fit has also been established in research literature 

(Bakker et al. 2011b; Joo 2011, Edwards 2008). 

The following research questions were made: 

RQ1: What are the classic and new factors leading to engagement in atypical work 

roles? 

RQ2: What are the positive and negative influences on engagement in the context 

of new work? 

RQ3: Are there differences in engagement antecedents between experts working in 

virtual interdependent teamwork settings and experts working virtually with 

autonomous tasks? 

Research questions in the qualitative study are also presented in Figure 23 below. 
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Figure 23. Research questions in the qualitative study 

5.5 Interview analysis findings 

The qualitative analysis using the Gioia methodology for inductive studies was 

begun by focusing on finding all of the statements which had a reference to work-

related engagement in the interview materials. After the second read of the interview 

data, all of these inserts were copied down as 1st-order concepts. In the next stage, 

the 1st-order concepts were labelled with categories they were seen as belonging 

to. It is typical for qualitative research that the stages in the research process do not 

follow each other in a chronological order (Eskola & Suoranta 2008). Coding the 

interview data is an iterative process. As the informants are given voice and allowed 

to emphasize significant issues, new categories need to be added, and some of the 

already existing ones need to altered. This is also one of the major advantages of a 

qualitative inductive approach as it reveals unanticipated findings. (Nurmi 2011.) 

After the 1st-order categorization, all references to interviewee names and 

companies were deleted from the data file to guarantee anonymity. 

In the next stage of the research process, the 1st-order concepts were combined 

into 2nd-order themes. The idea behind this process stage was to look deeper into 

the insert than actual semantics – to ask “What is going on here?” and “Are there 

similarities between the 1st-order concepts which were not apparent at first glance?” 
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The 2nd-order themes found in the interview data were described with known 

antecedents of engagement based on research literature studied when a connection 

with existing research literature could be established. However, it became evident 

during the thematizing process that new previously unmentioned factors leading to 

engagement were also identified in the data. 

As a final stage in the analysis process, the 2nd-order themes were combined into 

Aggregate dimensions to help describe and explain the entities found in the 

interview analysis data. The graphic representation of the coding process in an 

Excel file is presented in APPENDIX 4. In the ensuing chapters, inserts from Finnish 

are translated into English following the original idea in the insert as closely as 

possible. Inserts in English are copied as they exist in the original transcripts of the 

interview data. 

5.5.1 Classic and new factors leading to engagement in atypical work roles 

The classic antecedents leading to work-related engagement are described in detail 

in Chapter 2.4 Antecedents and consequences of engagement, and Figure 24 

portrays a summary of these classic antecedents found in the research literature 

studied. 
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Figure 24. Antecedents of work-related engagement based on scientific literature 

studied 

Mauno, Pyykkö, & Hakanen (2005) found in a comparative study among employees 

in three Finnish organizations that the antecedents of engagement can vary based 

on occupational roles. Based on the Gioia method analysis of representatives of two 

different atypical work roles, the factors presented in Figure 25 functioning as 

antecedents to work-related engagement were found in the interview materials. The 

titles in the boxes represent the aggregate dimensions describing the entities of 

engagement antecedents found, and the factors in the boxes signify the 2nd-order 

themes identified. New factors leading to engagement are emphasized in bold. 

Examples of these factors are presented below, with citations from the original 

interview data. 
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Figure 25. Classic and new factors (in bold) leading to engagement in the interview 

data 

Job characteristics and job attitudes 

The effect of job characteristics to engagement development is explained by the 

theory of purposeful work behavior which describes how personality traits and job 

characteristics interactively influence work outcomes. The motivational forces of job 

characteristics result in experienced meaningfulness which trigger off positive work 

outcomes and result in work-related engagement. (Barrick, Mount, & Li 2013.) 

Significance of feedback as well as task significance and enthusiasm are examples 

of traditional job characteristics in the interview data. Distanced human contact 

comes up as a new job characteristic by autonomous experts. 

Self-development is not possible if there is no feedback - both positive 
and negative - on ideas presented. [significance of feedback] 
 
It was very exciting as a job because it is really what I like to do. [task 
significance and enthusiasm] 
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I like, the communication through email and things like that, compared 
to face-to-face communication for a lot of things. [distanced human 
contact] 

Job attitudes deal with organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and job 

involvement which can be seen as near constructs of work-related engagement. Of 

these job attitudes, satisfaction with current work is expressed in the interview data. 

Three new job attitudes for engagement: curiosity, voluntariness and passion for 

work also emerged from the interviews. According to Moreira (2013), members of 

self-organizing teams have been found to share passion for their work (see also 

Kelloway, Inness, Barling, Francis, & Turner 2010 on construct development for 

‘loving one’s job’), and in this study passion for work is explicit with autonomous 

experts as well. 

Well at least the fact that I'm not constantly looking for new job 
opportunities. [satisfaction with current work] 
 
I’m in for curiosity. [curiosity] 
 
Everybody is participating in the project on a voluntary basis, 
participation is not dictated by anyone. [voluntariness] 
 
I wouldn't be doing this if I didn't love what I'm doing. [passion for work] 

Personality traits and psychological capital 

According to Barrick et al. (2013), there is evidence from several empirical studies 

showing that individual differences in personal resources and psychological capital 

play a significant role in explaining employee motivation and behavior. Eby, Butts, 

& Lockwood (2003) report proactive personality, flexibility, and openness to new 

experiences as indicators for successful work performance. Bakker et al. (2012b) 

also found people with proactive personality as more likely to change their work 

conditions intentionally and search for challenges which consequently increased 

their probability for work engagement, and Tims & Bakker (2010) report resilience 

as an instigator for occupational self-direction. Forret & Dougherty (2001) and 

Thompson (2005) found individuals with high self-esteem as more likely to engage 

in networking behaviors. 
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Examples of conscientious behavior, positive affect and optimism, proactive 

personality, self-esteem and self-efficacy, as well as persistence and resilience were 

found in the interview data. 

If the theme is new to me, I need to put some extra effort and spend 
some extra time with it. [conscientious behavior] 
 
Even though nothing is yet certain, we haven't got the gig yet, but still 
we are all involved in ideating. [positive affect and optimism] 
 
I know now that I can, propose myself to do -- or working from home so 
I am motivated to increase my experience, in a way that, I can propose 
each time a better curriculum to other companies. [proactive 
personality] 
 
I'm not afraid of being wrong or humiliating myself. Both have 
happened. [self-esteem] 
 
A theme might arise that I know nothing about, but because I've 
succeeded earlier with other assignments I've known nothing about, I 
will do it anyway. [self-efficacy] 
 
If something interesting and challenging comes along I will work with it 
for day and night. [persistence and resilience] 

Flexibility, strive for excellence, and helpful attitude, all representing personality 

traits or types of behavior, had not been previously listed as antecedents to 

engagement, as well as independence and balance which represents psychological 

capital. 

I'm flexible, both mentally and with my life situation -- flexibility is pretty 
much the key factor in this type of work. [flexibility] 
 
In principle, I want to be proud of every work task I have completed. 
[strive for excellence] 
 
I try to be helpful as much as possible. -- I always try to be kind with 
colleagues, and to help each other. [helpful attitude] 
 
Working with colleagues you often need to wait for other people or 
things to happen; it is not just your own work you can depend on. 
[independence and balance] 
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Leadership roles and rewarding systems 

Bakker et al. (2007) and Hakanen et al. (2006) have found good organizational 

climate to be a major factor in work engagement development, and Bakker, 

Rodríguez-Muñoz, & Sanz Vergel (2016) have found similar effects with job crafting 

behavior manifested in increased social resources, such as seeking for social 

support, or expecting supervisory coaching and performance feedback as a form of 

rewarding (Tims et al. 2012). Managers have significant power in deciding how to 

manage their rewarding systems, including incentives in the form of non-monetary 

rewards (Bakker et al. 2016). Examples of organizational climate, supervisory 

presence, recognition of achievements, and fairness of rewarding systems as 

leadership practices operating as engagement antecedents were found in the 

interview data. 

On many occasions it is more important that communication goes well. 
And that people are nice and supportive. [organizational climate] 
 
The entire [name] team has been very supportive and positive, and it's 
been very easy to work for them. [supervisory presence] 
 
And of course recognition of achievements, being thanked for them, 
social stuff. [recognition of achievements] 
 
[Name] comes and says: “We'll raise your fee." -- To me that shows 
superb management skills when this is not at all expected. [fairness of 
rewarding systems] 

New desirable leadership practices were identified in the form of a controlling role 

of leadership and a transformational leadership style. Transformational leadership 

style is based on the Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)8 according to which “a person 

can be motivated to perform certain behaviors by observing a model’s behavior and 

the consequences of that behavior” (Bakker et al. 2016, 173). 

I kind of waited for [name] or [name] to tell me how they want it done. 
[controlling role of leadership] 
 

                                            
8 Bandura’s (1977) Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) states that people learn from each other by 
observing, imitating, and engaging in modeling behaviors. 
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Ground rules for carrying out work. And they lead the way by showing 
good leadership principles and righteousness. [transformational 
leadership style] 

Value fit 

Value fit – although not by all seen as an antecedent to engagement – plays a 

significant role in how people are attracted to, selected into, and decide to stay loyal 

to organizations or teams (Tims et al. 2013). This is expressed in a state of shared 

values as well as personal value synchronization while the work progresses, as 

shown in the citations below. 

I was given the chance to make the project proposal because they knew 
they could count on me and I shared their set of values. [shared values] 
 
And then of course I haven't taken in anyone expect people with similar 
values as myself, including honesty. [personal value synchronization] 

Classic and new factors leading to work-related engagement are also presented in 

Table 12 below where they are classified based on the atypical work role they 

represent in the interview data. The majority of the new factors leading to work-

related engagement were found in the aggregate dimensions of job attitudes as well 

as personality traits and psychological capital. Many of the antecedents were explicit 

in both atypical work roles studied. However, the majority of the new personality 

traits and elements of psychological capital were identified with autonomous expert 

tasks. 
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Table 12. Classic and new factors leading to engagement in two atypical work roles 

 

5.5.2 Positive and negative influences on engagement in the context of new 

work 

As traditional job design theories suggest that being able to design one’s own job is 

motivational, and that job crafting – especially when it includes changing the context 

of work or the manner in which interaction with others takes place – results in work 

engagement, academics are increasingly interested in finding out the ways in which 

employees influence or shape their work conditions so that the conditions are based 

on individual abilities of the employee and aligned with individual preferences. 

(Bakker et al. 2016.) 

In addition to identifying factors leading to engagement in atypical work roles 

positive and negative statements related to engagement in the context of new work 

were also selected for the Gioia method analysis from the interview materials. As a 

result the aggregate dimensions of engagement strengtheners and insecurities 

weakening work-related engagement were identified in the interview data. The 2nd-

order themes in these aggregate dimensions are described in Table 13 below with 

citations from the original interview data. Strengtheners and insecurities are 

organized by the work role; factors dealing in particular with the virtual work 

environment are listed separately, as most of them were found in both work roles. 

Engagement antecedents Interdependent co-creation Shared Autonomous expert tasks

Job characteristics significance of feedback

task significance & enthousiasm

Job attitudes satisfaction with current work

Personality traits & self-esteem conscientious behavior proactive personality

types of behavior positive affect & optimism persistence & resilience

Psychological capital self-efficacy

Leadership roles organizational climate supervisory presence recognition of achievements

& rewarding systems fairness of rewarding systems

Job characteristics distanced human contact

Job attitudes curiosity

voluntariness

passion for work

Personality traits & helpful attitude flexibility

types of behavior strive for excellence

Psychological capital independence & balance

Leadership roles transformational leadership style controlling role of leadership

& rewarding systems
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Table 13. Engagement strengtheners and insecurities in the context of new work 

 

Engagement strengtheners 

In a study conducted by Kubátová (2014, 573), freedom and flexibility, diversity of 

work tasks, being their own boss, the possibility to choose work location, and 

independence were found as being the major advantages in freelancing. Over 90 % 

of people interviewed stated that they preferred freelancing to their former traditional 

type of job. Particular skills needed in freelancing were according to Barnes et al. 

(2015, 28) e.g. proactive behavior, good time management and planning skills, self-

discipline, and communication skills. Unfortunately researchers are notably silent on 

the positive and negative sides of interdependent teamwork; it seems that this study 

is one of the first attempts at defining these factors in academic literature. 

In interdependent teamwork, novelty value and curiosity, bringing together 

likeminded people, and simply a better way of working were found as engagement 

strengtheners in the interview data, while possibility for independence and solitude, 

flexibility and detachment from the office, freedom in choosing work tasks, and along 

similar lines with interdependent teamworkers, a more meaningful way of life were 

found as engagement strengtheners in working with autonomous expert tasks. 

The opportunities are quite big and that's why I'm in and doing a lot of 
work pro bono. I want to be involved in this and see what could come 
out of this and what are the benefits. [novelty value and curiosity] 
 
Everyone who's involved sees the potential in this. [bringing together 
likeminded people] 
 
This is bringing together people with similar interests. [bringing together 
likeminded people] 
 

Engagement strengtheners Insecurities weakening engagement

Interdependent teamwork novelty value and curiosity need to learn new ways of working

bringing together likeminded people and change old habits

better way of working threat of knowledge exploitation

possibility for unfair task and fee allocation

Autonomous expert tasks possibility for independence and solitude time management and distractions

flexibility and detachment from the office lack of social contacts and support

freedom in choosing work tasks financial worries and future insecurity

a more meaningful way of life

Virtuality increasing independence difficult to control work efficiency

offering new work opportunities communication lacking important signals

distancing effect in difficult situations face-to-face interaction required

challenges in trust building
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In the network anyone can be active. [better way of working] 
 
Maybe here in virtual platform context it's on average easier to bring in 
your effort and knowledge into the project in different situations. [better 
way of working] 
 
There's nobody disturbing you, no busybodies making hassles. 
[possibility for independence and solitude] 
 
I can work independently and make my own decisions. [possibility for 
independence and solitude] 
 
Also as a freelancer, I don't have to suffer some time-heavy office 
environment. [flexibility and detachment from the office] 
 
I can organize my work day whichever way I prefer. [flexibility and 
detachment from the office] 
 
I count as the positive side the fact that I can choose what assignments 
I'm taking on, how many, and when I want to work on them. [freedom in 
choosing work tasks] 
 
I'm working as an entrepreneur because I want to do meaningful work, 
work which is motivating. [a more meaningful way of life] 

Relatively little is known about what kind of effects working in a virtual environment 

can have on people working in that context. Some researchers claim that working 

virtually is entirely devoid of affective content while others see virtuality providing 

more leeway for emotions than a traditional face-to-face work context. (Johnson et 

al. 2009.) Costa et al. (2014) claim that virtual team engagement differs from face-

to-face team engagement, and Gilson et al. (2015) ponder whether the relationship 

between engagement and performance also exists in virtual teamwork, and how 

does engagement manifest itself in this context. Examples of engagement 

strengtheners resulting from virtuality in the interview data are increasing 

independence, offering new work opportunities, and distancing effect in difficult 

situations. 

In a way it gives you more possibilities for sovereignty. [increasing 
independence] 
 
In a way sky is the limit here - the work markets are truly global. [offering 
new work opportunities] 
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But you working at home or virtual office then, people only see the 
things that you actually, produce or what you come up with or you 
create. [distancing effect in difficult situations] 

Insecurities weakening engagement 

The biggest challenges in freelancing are according to Kubátová (2014, 573) finding 

clients, fluctuation of good and bad times, keeping the work-life balance, time 

management, and maintaining productivity. 

Remote workers in particular have been found to experience more work-related 

stress due to a role conflict resulting from simultaneous work and home demands 

(de Menezes & Kelliher 2011), and reduced levels of social support from colleagues 

(Gilson et al. 2015). Due to temporariness of work relationships in interdependent 

teamwork as well as autonomous expert tasks, learning to know co-workers’ styles, 

strengths, and weaknesses might not be possible, let alone practical (Edmondson 

2012; Johnson et al. 2009). Flexible work arrangements can also act as a double-

edged sword, enhancing work engagement by increasing autonomy, while on the 

other hand allowing possibilities for extensive working and workaholic tendencies 

which can have detrimental effects on individuals’ well-being (Hakanen et al. 2012). 

Examples of insecurities weakening engagement in interdependent teamwork 

based on the interview data analysis are a need to learn new ways of working and 

changing old habits, threat of knowledge exploitation, and a possibility for unfair task 

and fee allocation, as opposed to time management and distractions, lack of social 

contacts and support, as well as financial worries and future insecurity in 

autonomous expert tasks. 

The challenge with a virtual platform is that we are not all at the same 
level with computer skills and it creates some problems. [need to learn 
new ways of working and changing old habits] 
 
I'm still used to working with email instead of doing everything on a 
virtual platform. [need to learn new ways of working and changing old 
habits] 
 
Many people are afraid to share their expert knowledge here because 
they don't know for sure who is able to see it. [threat of knowledge 
exploitation] 
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I've sometimes been thinking that [name] has been left with an 
unreasonable amount of work. It's usually the one who delivers the final 
report to the client who needs to patch things up. [possibility for unfair 
task and fee allocation] 
 
One of the biggest challenges is time management. [time management 
and distractions] 
 
When a particular work task gets tricky it's very tempting to be distracted 
by being surrounded with household chores. [time management and 
distractions] 
 
Lack of a social community and how to fill that void must be challenging 
for all of us. [lack of social contacts and support] 
 
Sometime when the tasks are really difficult, you are alone so there is 
no one that can help you. [lack of social contacts and support] 
 
It's never certain if you don't have a written contract. [financial worries 
and future insecurity] 
 
The biggest worry is the financial side, it's quite a rollercoaster with 
balancing income and expenses. [financial worries and future 
insecurity] 

The weaknesses found in relation to virtual communication in research literature are 

e.g. lack of proximity and face-to-face interaction, monitoring work efficiency, 

potential for miscommunication, lack of warmth and non-verbal cues, and scattered 

conversations (Mesmer-Magnus et al. 2011; Nurmi 2011). As the level of virtuality 

increases, people are less likely to be able to develop interpersonal relationships 

needed in effective team processes. Such relationships together with trust, personal 

engagement, and open communication are crucial elements of psychological safety 

and team cohesion. Research shows that teams which are able to benefit from both 

virtual as well as face-to-face interaction experience more positive feelings towards 

their work. (Mesmer-Magnus et al. 2011.) Examples of insecurities weakening 

engagement resulting from virtuality in the interview data are difficulty to control work 

efficiency, communication lacking important signals, face-to-face interaction 

required, and challenges in trust building. 

The results are better if we join our forces for two hours face-to-face 
instead of each of us working independently on the virtual platform for 
two hours. [difficult to control work efficiency] 
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There's been a surprise element in every project being prepared 
entirely on a virtual platform. One that would have been caught on in 
time if we had had face-to-face contact. [communication lacking 
important signals] 
 
I still want to emphasize the importance of meeting face-to-face also. 
[face-to-face interaction required] 
 
I'm quite quickly moving confidential discussions away from the 
platform. [challenges in trust building] 

5.5.3 Answering research questions 

The formulation of the final research questions took place after the results of the 

quantitative analysis process had been established. The research questions were 

aimed at deepening the understanding of the work-related engagement process in 

atypical work roles in the context of new work. Three research questions were 

posed: 

RQ1: What are the classic and new factors leading to engagement in atypical work 

roles? 

RQ2: What are the positive and negative influences on engagement in the context 

of new work? 

RQ3: Are there differences in engagement antecedents between experts working in 

virtual interdependent teamwork settings and experts working virtually with 

autonomous tasks? 

As an answer to RQ1: What are the classic and new factors leading to engagement 

in atypical work roles?, the analysis of the interview data indicated that in addition 

to classic factors leading to engagement, several new antecedents leading to 

engagement could be identified. The most conspicuous finding was that the relative 

role of personality traits and behavior types, as well as various supportive leadership 

roles were significantly emphasized in atypical work roles. Flexibility, strive for 

excellence, and helpful attitude in particular were identified as new types of behavior 

leading to engagement, and mentoring and facilitating processes summarized as 

supervisory presence together with a transformative leadership style also played a 

significant role as engagement antecedents. 
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On the other hand, the role of job characteristics seemed to be less significant in 

leading to engaged behavior in atypical work roles. However, previously unidentified 

job attitudes in the engagement context, such as curiosity, voluntariness, and 

passion for work, seemed to be of great significance as factors leading to engaged 

behavior. Thus it can be said that based on the interview analysis people working in 

atypical work roles seem to require additional types of leadership support and 

feedback systems as compared to people working in traditional work contexts. This 

finding can have significant effects on HRD and HRM practices in the future. 

RQ2 dealt with the positive and negative influences on engagement antecedents in 

the context of new work. Based on the Gioia method analysis, these effects were 

divided into engagement strengtheners and insecurities weakening engagement. 

While divergent engagement strengtheners and insecurities were identified for each 

of the atypical work roles, when looking at the effects of virtuality on engagement 

development, the two groups of respondents were in consensus of the majority of 

the strengtheners and insecurities. The engagement strengtheners in particular 

mirrored closely new factors leading to engagement found in the interview data. 

These factors had to do with novelty value, flexibility and freedom, as well as doing 

meaningful work. One of the most disturbing insecurity weakening engagement in 

interdependent teamwork was the threat of knowledge exploitation, while in 

autonomous expert tasks the main insecurity weakening engagement had to do with 

financial worries and future insecurity. 

Consequently, as an answer to RQ3: Are there differences in engagement 

antecedents between experts working in virtual interdependent teamwork settings 

and experts working virtually with autonomous tasks?, the main differences between 

the two groups had to do with personality traits and types of behavior being more 

significant in autonomous expert tasks, and expressions of value fit being more 

significant in interdependent teamwork. The impacts of the context of new work on 

engagement antecedents were also to a large extent dissimilar between the two 

atypical work roles. 
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5.5.4 Summary of qualitative research findings 

There are many substantial differences between traditional work roles and atypical 

work roles in the context of new work which deal with issues such as duration of 

work contracts, working methods, and income security. The purpose of this 

qualitative study was to look into engagement antecedents in two exemplary atypical 

work roles, those of interdependent teamwork and autonomous expert tasks. 

Several new factors leading to engagement were identified in the interview data 

while some of the classic factors identified in earlier research literature as 

engagement antecedents did not come up. In particular very few job characteristics 

were mentioned in the interview materials. This does not necessarily mean that they 

would not be important factors leading to engagement in the context of new work, 

but that their significance is not as high as in traditional work settings. 

When looking at engagement strengtheners and insecurities leading to engagement 

in the context of new work, it becomes evident that the world of work is facing 

challenges. Some of these challenges deal with the changing nature of work, e.g. 

increase of virtuality, while at the same time the need for teamworking skills keeps 

increasing. Freedom to make individual work-related choices and a lack of social 

contacts and support together with financial insecurity are two opposite ends of a 

pole with friction in between. People are looking for a more meaningful way of life 

and a better way of working while at the same time the threat of knowledge 

exploitation and challenges in trust building in virtual contexts due to lack of face-to-

face contact hinder efficient work flow. When the boundaries between work and 

private life are blurred, time management becomes an issue as well. 

The differences in engagement antecedents found in the interview data point 

towards the importance of adjusting organizational HRD and HRM practices towards 

finding a fit between the type of work roles in organizations and suitability of current 

and prospective employees for designed work tasks. This is evident in particular 

with interdependent teamworkers enjoying the possibility of bringing together 

likeminded people and a chance to work with experts from other professional fields 

as opposed to autonomous experts’ desire for independence, solitude, and the 

possibility to distance oneself in difficult situations. 
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5.6 Synthesis of empirical analysis results and findings 

In chapter 4 Research methodology, the following research problem statement was 

created: What are the decisive engagement antecedents in the context of new 

work? To be able to validate this research statement and discuss the potential 

differences, four hypothesis and three research questions were formulated as 

shown in Figure 26 below. 

 

Figure 26. Hypotheses and research questions in the master’s thesis 

The aim of the empirical analysis in this master’s thesis was to describe the 

construct of engagement and its antecedents in the context of new work. There is a 

plethora of academic literature on work-related engagement as opposed to a dearth 

of meta-analyses on the context of new work. Thus measuring levels of engagement 

dimensions was not seen as an adequate and reliable method for making explicit 

the nature of engagement in the context of new work, and a mixed methods 

approach was chosen as the research strategy and design for this study to bring 

new insights and unidentified factors into the overall description of the construct, 

thus also aiming at revealing elements outside the currently existing theoretical 

frameworks on work-related engagement and the context of new work. 

As presupposed based on a first reading of the interview materials, the results of 

the quantitative analysis gave clear implications of the significance of personality 

traits and types of behavior as factors leading to engagement; some of the 
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characteristics of the context of new work also proved to have a directive role in this 

process. When comparing the three work profiles emerging from the cluster 

analysis, it became evident that varying factors influence the engagement 

development process in different work profiles. Based on the statistical analysis, the 

means for new work context pioneers cluster representatives in engagement 

antecedents and dimensions were also higher than in the other two work profile 

clusters. Thus it became relevant to look more deeply into the significant factors 

leading to engagement in the context of new work. This was established by a Gioia 

method analysis on interview data collected from representatives of two atypical 

work roles in three organizations. 

The qualitative analysis exposed several new factors leading to engagement in the 

context of new work in addition to illustrating which of the classic factors leading to 

engagement were still relevant in this process. These new factors were also clearly 

context-specific with regard to a particular atypical work role. When looking at the 

effect of the characteristics of the context of new work on work-related engagement, 

it was possible to construct a framework of engagement strengtheners and 

insecurities weakening engagement. The differences in these two frameworks 

between representatives of two atypical work roles can provide important insights 

to individual workers as well as HR professionals when looking for the best possible 

person-job and person-organization fit in particular work contexts. 

  



135 

6 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

It seems that the world is moving towards a context of work where traditional work 

or employee engagement is being supported or even partly replaced by new forms 

of work-related engagement which manifest themselves in forms of social 

engagement, and can be directed towards networks, communities, or even issues. 

The challenge with these new directions for engagement is that very little is known 

of the role they play in the development process of work-related engagement which 

also leads to ignorance of suitable managerial mechanisms for providing the right 

kind of support to the knowledge workers of the 21st century. 

Deloitte’s (2017) Nordic Millennial Survey already shows indications for significant 

changes in the decisive value sets of millennials9 on what they see as valuable and 

expect from their employer and their work contexts. Millennials are presuming that 

their employers show social responsibility in addition to being interested in profits, 

and they are doubtful as to whether they will be working for the same organization 

in five years’ time. These kind of attitudinal and behavioral shifts have an impact on 

work-related engagement antecedents as well. 

6.1 Work-related engagement as a scientific construct 

Cambridge Dictionaries Online (2016) define engagement as the fact of being 

involved with something, and in relation to work, as the process of encouraging 

people to be interested in the work of an organization. In relation to the work-context, 

Jeung (2011, 64) defines engagement as a “research-based, measurable, and 

psychological state-like concept that provides a significant impact on performance 

improvement through utilizing the positive aspects of individuals”. An employee is a 

person who works part-time or full-time under an employment contract and has 

recognized rights and duties (BusinessDictionary 2017). 

Kahn published his article on personal work-related engagement in 1990 but it took 

until the beginning of the 21st century for work-related engagement to emerge as a 

                                            
9 Millennials in the Deloitte survey refer to individuals who were born after 1982, have a college or 
university degree, and are currently working full-time in large private-sector organizations. Millennials 
are increasingly taking over senior positions in organizations and are responsible for addressing the 
challenges of the work society and promoting suitable working environments. (Deloitte 2017.) 
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construct in scientific literature. The foundations of the construct are in positive 

psychology originated by Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) which led to an 

interest in work-related well-being. The positive psychology movement was borne 

as an antithesis to research on human behavior which was strongly oriented towards 

negative theories and finding remedies for negative states (Ojanen 2007). 

One of the most commonly cited definitions of work engagement is by Schaufeli et 

al. (2002) defining it as a positive and fulfilling work-related state of mind which is 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor refers to high levels of 

energy and resilience, dedication refers to strong involvement in work, and 

absorption refers to a pleasant state of work immersion (Yalabik et al. 2015). Some 

researchers (Schaufeli & Salanova 2011; Saks 2006) also define employee 

engagement as an individual’s involvement and satisfaction as well as enthusiasm 

for work, and include the effect of organizational context to the definition. Work-

related engagement is a multifaceted construct, the development process of which 

is also greatly influenced by motivational factors, expressions of trust together with 

psychological safety, and value congruence. 

The engagement construct has a strong connection with the Job Demands-

Resources Model created by Demerouti et al. in 2001 as an alternative way for 

measuring employee well-being. The Job Demands-Resources model is a heuristic 

model specifying how employee well-being can be produced by two sets of working 

conditions. Job demands are characteristics of the job which can evoke strain if they 

exceed the employee’s adaptive capability, and job resources are working 

conditions which the job at hand offers to individual employees. The basic idea 

behind the model is thus that while job demands can lead to exhausting employees’ 

physical and mental resources, job resources are motivational and can lead to 

positive attitudes, behavior, and well-being. Hakanen et al. (2008a) have added that 

in best circumstances the benefits of job resources can lead to a positive gain cycle 

between antecedents and consequences of work engagement due to its 

contagiousness. The theoretical framework for the work-related engagement 

construct based on scientific literature studied is presented in Figure 27 below. 
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Figure 27. Theoretical framework for work-related engagement construct 

6.2 The emerging context of new work 

The world of work is going through fundamental changes. The increase of 

autonomous work, job crafting (Berg et al. 2013; Bakker et al. 2012b), continuous 

learning, automation, demand for entrepreneurship (Turner & Pennington 2015) 

together with globalization and digitalization are changing the way work is being 

carried out in many significant ways (Turner & Pennington 2015; van Beek et al. 

2012.) The amount of work done virtually will keep on increasing introducing new 

modes of working such as virtual platforms (Caballer et al. 2016), co-creation teams 

(Johns & Gratton 2013), and crowdsourcing (Barnes et al. 2015). The traditional role 

distinctions of employers, employees and customers is becoming blurred, adding 

new stakeholders into the picture, and creating challenges not only for organizations 

but for authorities as well in the development of virtual services where the demand 

of reciprocity is an essential element of success (Schaufeli 2013). 
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The competitive advantage of engaged employees is based on their capabilities to 

be innovative and to take the initiative in restructuring their job resources to be more 

in line with organizational goals (Turner & Pennington 2015). As the world is moving 

towards a faster-paced society where the number of knowledge workers is steadily 

growing, where atypical work roles are becoming more frequent, and where the rise 

of the platform economy and increasing demand for expert freelancing are creating 

new challenges for employee performance, there is a need to restructure many of 

the existing concepts and ways of measuring them. It has also become crucial to 

look at the well-being of the workforce from a sustainable point of view and offer 

tools and assistance to the current workforce for dealing with these major changes 

(Aguinis & Lawal 2013). Thus there is a need to combine both personal engagement 

and work activity roles in the engagement development process and look at this 

combination in the light of the context of new work. The research literature position 

is described in Figure 28 below where the size of the bubbles also symbolizes the 

amount of scientific literature found for specific contexts. 

 

Figure 28. Research literature position 
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6.3 Influences of the context of new work on engagement antecedents 

According to Barrick et al. (2013) the amount of empirical studies describing the 

simultaneous influence of personal resources and the characteristics of the context 

of new work on engagement is negligible. The purpose of this master’s thesis was 

to make a contribution to this research gap which has also been identified by 

Hakanen (2016) and Gilson et al. (2015). The contribution has been two-fold. In the 

first stage, the significance of personal resources and characteristics of the context 

of new work has been statistically evaluated, and differences in the significance of 

these features between three emerging work profile clusters has been verified. In 

the second stage, a more thorough inspection on the manifestations of engagement 

antecedents in two atypical work roles in the context of new work through an 

interview data analysis has been presented concentrating on the one hand on the 

classic and new factors leading to engagement in atypical work roles, and on the 

other on the positive and negative influences of the context of new work on work-

related engagement (Figure 29). 
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Figure 29. Work-related engagement influenced by the characteristics of the context 

of new work 

6.3.1 Differences in traditional and atypical work profile clusters 

The cluster analysis based on data collected from LUT alumni respondents revealed 

some fundamental differences in engagement antecedents between three work 

profile clusters. Representatives of the traditional workers’ profile and the remote 

virtual workers’ profile shared conscientious behavior, joint values, and demands on 

capabilities as antecedents of engagement. New work context pioneers were clearly 

a hybrid between the other two work profile clusters. For them, self-efficacy, sense 

of belonging and membership, as well as effects of digitalization were significant 

engagement antecedents. They shared some of these engagement antecedents 

with traditional workers, and some with remote virtual workers. New work context 
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pioneers showed higher levels of engagement and related issues in majority of the 

dimensions measured. 

In addition, of particular interest was the finding that augmenting levels of self-

efficacy increase engagement development with new work context pioneers while 

decrease it with virtual remote workers. The same held true for effects of 

digitalization increasing engagement with new work context pioneers and 

decreasing it with remote virtual workers. It can thus be concluded that virtual 

remote workers are not as secure in their engagement development as the 

representatives of the other two work profile clusters, and in this work profile in 

particular the role of leadership presence and support must be emphasized. 

6.3.2 Decisive engagement antecedents in the context of new work 

The role of personal resources as a predictor of desirable work-related outcomes 

and as an important factor in engagement development has been acknowledged by 

several researchers (e.g. Van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker 2015; Saks & Gruman 

2014; Xanthopoulou et al. 2009), and according to O’Neill et al. (2014) personality 

has an important role in assessing self-management skills and capabilities for 

distributed work. 

These findings could be corroborated with the qualitative analysis of interview data 

from representatives of two different atypical work roles, those of interdependent 

teamwork and autonomous expert work. Based on the interview analysis, the role 

of personal traits and types of behavior as predictors of engagement development 

was accentuated, in particular in autonomous expert tasks. In addition to identifying 

factors mentioned in research literature studied, several new antecedents such as 

flexibility, strive for excellence, helpful attitude, and independence and balance 

emerged from the data. These findings were supplemented by a clear signal of the 

importance of supportive leadership presence in both atypical work roles studied 

which in research literature is described as transformational leadership (Gözükara 

& Şimsek 2016) or servant leadership (Jorge Correia de Sousa & van Dierendonck 

2014). 
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6.3.3 Engagement strengtheners and insecurities in the context of new 

work 

The analysis of the role of the context of new work for engagement development 

revealed two sides of the same coin. While both interdependent teamworkers and 

autonomous experts acknowledged the advantages of the context of new work and 

saw it as a new and exciting, even a preferable way of working, they were troubled 

by time management issues and financial worries. For interdependent teamworkers 

the threat of knowledge exploitation was a major concern, and autonomous experts 

missed the social contacts of traditional work environments. 

The aspect of virtuality in the context of new work emerged as a double-edged sword 

as well. While virtuality was seen as an element increasing independence and 

offering new work opportunities, it was also acknowledged that lack of face-to-face 

contact hinders trust development, can lead to misunderstandings, and brings on 

challenges in work task synchronization. 

6.4 Evaluation of the study 

Pratt (2009) emphasizes the balance between theory and data in the description of 

empirical research results, and reminds that especially with qualitative research it is 

important to show the actual data, not just describe it. Throughout the entire 

research process the structure of the theoretical work-related engagement 

framework (Figure 27 above) has been kept in mind when presenting empirical 

research procedures, results, and findings. Particular care with qualitative research 

findings has been taken in showing the original qualitative data, i.e. giving voice to 

the informants. 

6.4.1 Reliability and validity of the research process 

Reliability and validity are crucial criteria in assessing the success of a research 

process. However, they need to be complemented with evaluation of theoretical and 

practical value of the research results together with pointing out the limitations in the 

research process which need to be kept in mind when assessing the value of the 

final research results. 
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In general terms, reliability is the consistency or repeatability of a research project. 

Validity has to do with the research project being able to measure what it is 

supposed to measure. Reliability of a research project is also dependent on the 

methods used for acquiring the data. A survey questionnaire can contain several 

limitations related to reliability which were discussed in chapter four on research 

methodology. In addition, a low response rate together with a relatively small sample 

size, as in this study, can inflict a threat to the reliability of the results 

(Metsämuuronen 2006). 

External validity of a research project can be established by using different samples 

or replication studies (Metsämuuronen 2006). The aim in this master’s thesis was 

to validate some of the results of statistical analyses by findings from qualitative 

analysis of interview data. With regard to research validity in the quantitative study, 

the predictive accuracy of R Squares in multivariate linear regression analysis, and 

the level of cluster quality in the two-step cluster analysis indicated a good level of 

criterion validity. Based on content validity, some items were removed from the 

factors created by Principal component analysis to align with the domain of the 

construct. 

Reliability and validity of qualitative research cannot be evaluated with the same 

criteria used for evaluating quantitative research (Eskola & Suoranta 2008). The 

reliability of a qualitative study is relevant only with reference to its ability to generate 

understanding of a confusing situation, and in general validity of a qualitative study 

is estimated with whether the research findings are applicable in the presented 

research context (Golafshani 2003). In addition, in social sciences it is questionable 

if looking for a single truth can even be practical (Stenbacka 2001). 

Triangulation has become one of the preferable methods for establishing validity in 

qualitative research (Golafshani 2003), and it is also recommended by Creswell 

(2009) for mixed methods research. In this study methodological triangulation and 

data set triangulation were used for establishing validity of the research results and 

findings. 

Amaratunga et al. (2002, 30) summarize five essential steps for assuring research 

quality, and for the estimation of the entire research project’s reliability and validity. 
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1. Knowledge stems from a definable research process. 

2. A research problem has been defined. 

3. A research plan has been formulated. 

4. The outcomes of research results are stated in explicit terms. 

5. The conclusions are documented with adequate clarity and state what was 

done, what was found, and what is the significance of the findings. 

The research process in this study has been described in chapter four where the 

research problem statement has been presented and a research plan formulated. 

The knowledge of work-related engagement as a scientific construct and the context 

of new work were described in detail in chapters two and three. In accordance to 

the research plan, progress of both quantitative and qualitative research processes 

has been described in chapter five together with a careful presentation of research 

results and findings. A synthesis of the conclusions drawn from the research results 

and findings has been presented at the end of chapter five, and summarized in 

chapter six. Chapter six ends with a discussion of theoretical and practical value of 

the study together with pointing out limitations in the research process and making 

suggestions for future research possibilities. 

6.4.2 Theoretical and practical value of the study 

This master’s study is an example of research where the research process has been 

abductive by nature. Existing theory has been corroborated with statistical analyses 

as well as aligning findings in the interview data with existing theoretical structures. 

New elements have been added to the existing theory on work-related engagement 

through an inductive interview analysis creating an update structure of engagement 

antecedents in the context of new work as a theoretical contribution to the existing 

research. During this process some of the existing antecedents have also been left 

out of the engagement development structure in the context of new work as they did 

not come up as significant factors leading to engagement based on the interview 

data analysis. 

The practical value of this study is expressed in drawing conclusions from the 

research results and findings which can be beneficial to managerial practices in 

organizations. Nurmi (2011) calls for an instrument for measuring context-specific 
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job demands and coping mechanisms in distributed work. The results of this study 

provide tools for building an instrument for measuring engagement in atypical work 

relationships and in distributed work contexts. 

The main challenges of management and HR professionals in distributed work 

contexts are related to monitoring employees’ health and well-being, and helping 

them to cope with demands of distance and working with different cultures. 

Mentoring and facilitating processes are needed for the maintenance of social 

resources. (Nurmi 2011.) As a solution to this challenge, intensified managerial 

presence and support, i.e. expressions of transformational leadership style are 

recommended. The benefits of leaders acting as role models for employees, and 

showing consideration for individual preferences were clearly visible as engagement 

antecedents in the interview data of representatives in atypical work roles. 

Virtual collaboration as a way of working is still in its infancy, and workers need 

assistance in learning to cope with this new environment. Time management in the 

form of setting limits and prioritizing tasks are based on self-management skills, but 

need to be supported by management representatives. The appropriate use of 

organizational resources in atypical work roles reduces work overload and lessens 

stress, leading to better productivity as a result (Nurmi 2011). The results of this 

study indicate that the emphasis of HRM processes needs to be directed towards 

evaluating person-job fit and person-organization fit for each work task, and the 

emphasis of managerial processes needs to be directed towards making the 

organizational culture including values, rules and regulations, as well as support 

mechanisms provided clearly visible and understandable for all employees 

regardless of whether they are in permanent work relationships with the organization 

or hired on a contract-by-contract basis. 

6.4.3 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

Certain limitations need to be identified in carrying out this research process which 

could have had an effect on the results and findings displayed. The sample size in 

the quantitative survey was relatively small to begin with, and the fact that no forced 

questions were used – as answering these kind of questionnaires should be based 

on voluntariness – resulted in fairly small work profile cluster sizes. A replication 
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study could add certainty to the findings made based on the statistical analyses of 

the data. 

The dependent and independent variables used in the statistical analyses were 

based on subjective measures and self-evaluation. While this is a common 

procedure in social sciences when evaluating abstract constructs such as 

engagement, it can easily result in common method bias where false internal 

consistency can affect the research results. The use of two independent data sets 

resulting in partially parallel findings somewhat alleviating this dilemma, and in 

addition, using a mixed methods research process enabled bringing about new and 

unprecedented facts which would not have been discovered or corroborated with 

using just one type of research methodology or one set of research data. 

Finally, the use of secondary data created challenges for the qualitative interview 

data analysis. In addition to not being able to formulate specific questions on 

experiences of work-related engagement, the use of secondary data led to some 

compromising situations in the actual analysis process. For one thing everything in 

the interview data had to be evaluated based on its face value as the additional 

information portrayed through body language could not be benefited from, and for 

another, no clarifying questions could be asked, or return to the informants as new 

insights had been revealed during the interview process. 

Bakker et al. (2008) suggest using interventions in engagement research which 

could go beyond cause and effect analysis, and Costa et al. (2014) call for both 

qualitative and quantitative longitudinal research on the effects of team member 

interaction on the engagement development process. The need for updating HRD 

and HRM processes in connection with employee well-being in the context of new 

work has already been established in this study but there is a need for specific 

empirical research, both qualitative and quantitative, on this topic. It would be 

interesting to study more closely work-related engagement with people working in 

virtual remote contexts, as this study showed a somewhat divergent picture of 

engagement antecedents for this work profile cluster. 

In addition to the previously identified research gaps, the validity of the existing 

scales for measuring work-related engagement should be taken under scrutiny as 
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several new factors leading to engagement have been identified, and the effect of 

these factors on the latent structure of the engagement construct in the context of 

new work needs clarification. Future research could also look into the opposing 

poles of engagement and disengagement in the context of new work. It is clear that 

there is a fine line between intensive work engagement and workaholism, and the 

warning signs of crossing this fine line should be made more explicit in the context 

of new work as well. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: Measurement items in the engagement questionnaire 

Please tell us some background information about yourself. 

Gender 

 Male 

 Female 

Age 

 Under 25 

 25 - 34 

 35 - 44 

 45 - 54 

 55 - 64 

 Over 64 

Place of residence 

 Southern Finland 

 Eastern Finland 

 Western Finland 

 Northern Finland 

 Outside of Finland 

University degree 

 Bachelor/Master of Science 

 Bachelor/Master of Business Administration 

 Doctoral degree 

 Other 

Year of graduation from LUT (latest degree) 

Current work status 

 Employed 

 Entrepreneur / Freelancer 

 Unemployed 

 Studying fulltime 

 Retired 
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Which best describes your organization's primary industry? 

 Professional services 

 Education 

 IT and Technology 

 Manufacturing 

 Financial services - Banking 

 Healthcare services - Provider 

 Telecommunications / Communications 

 Consumer goods 

 Energy and utilities 

 Entertainment, Media and Publishing 

 Financial services - Asset management, Private equity 

 Government/Public sector - federal 

 Retail  

What is the size of the organization you are working for? 

 SME, 1-200 employees 

 Medium-sized Company, 201-500 employees 

 Big Company, over 500 employees 

 Not working for any organization 
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How well do the following statements describe your current work environment? 

(Modified from Schaufeli et al. 2006: UWES-9, May et al. 2004: Psychological Engagement, and Rich et al. 2010: Job Engagement) 
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Evaluate the following statements with regard to your current work 

(Modified from Chen et al. 2001: Self-Efficacy Scale) 
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How well do the following statements describe your relationship with your employer? 

(Modified from Miller et al. 2000: Organizational identification questionnaire) 
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How much experience do you have from the types of working below? 

 

How do you see the role of digitalization in the work environment? 
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How do you see the changes in work tasks? 

 

To what extent do you believe digital technologies will disrupt your industry? 

(Kane et al. 2016: MITSloan Research Report) 

 Not at all 

 Small extent 

 Moderate extent 

 Significant extent 

 Great extent 

To what extent are you worried or confident that you can develop the skills to thrive in a more digital work environment? 

(Kane et al. 2016: MITSloan Research Report) 

 Very worried 

 Worried 

 Neither worried nor confident 

 Confident 

 Very confident 
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APPENDIX 2: Additional data on statistical analyses 

Table 1. Organizational identification factor analysis 1st stage 

 

 

 

1 2 3

I would describe my employer as a large family in which most members feel a sense of belonging. 0.777 0.653

I talk to my friends about my employer as a great organization to work for. 0.725 0.508 0.802

I become irritated when I hear others criticize my employer. 0.689 0.483

I feel that my employer cares about me. 0.652 0.704

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help my employer be successful. 0.632 0.587

I find it easy to identify myself with my employer. 0.625 0.626

I have warm feelings towards my employer as a place to work. 0.624 0.558 0.715

I have a lot in common with others employed by my employer. 0.619 0.444

I find that my values and the values of my employer are very similar. 0.572 0.564 0.693

I really care about the fate of my employer. 0.515 0.413 0.442

I am proud to be employed by my employer. 0.790 0.835

I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for my employer. 0.776 0.638

My employer's image in the community represents me well. 0.728 0.739

In general, the people employed by my employer are working toward the same goals. 0.667 0.534

I am glad I chose to work for my employer rather than another organization. 0.586 0.623 0.760

I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with my employer. 0.409 0.457 0.380

My association with my employer is only a small part of who I am. (R) 0.836 0.778

I find it difficult to agree with my employer's policies on important matters relating to me. (R) -0.596 0.599 0.783

I feel very little loyalty to my employer. (R) -0.470 0.478 0.498

Eigenvalue 9.445 1.460 1.189

Cumulative % 49.7 57.4 63.7

Communality
Organizational identification

Variables

Rotations
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Table 2. Organizational identification factor analysis 2nd stage 

 

  

1 2 3

I would describe my employer as a large family in which most members feel a sense of belonging. 0.780 0.665

I talk to my friends about my employer as a great organization to work for. 0.734 0.532 0.827

I become irritated when I hear others criticize my employer. 0.692 0.487

I feel that my employer cares about me. 0.656 0.501 0.719

I have a lot in common with others employed by my employer. 0.642 0.464

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help my employer be successful. 0.638 0.581

I have warm feelings towards my employer as a place to work. 0.637 0.549 0.708

I find it easy to identify myself with my employer. 0.616 0.628

I am proud to be employed by my employer. 0.812 0.852

I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for my employer. 0.780 0.651

My employer's image in the community represents me well. 0.744 0.752

In general, the people employed by my employer are working toward the same goals. 0.669 0.536

I am glad I chose to work for my employer rather than another organization. 0.599 0.633 0.767

I find it difficult to agree with my employer's policies on important matters relating to me. (R) -0.628 0.564 0.773

I find that my values and the values of my employer are very similar. 0.580 0.591 0.696

My association with my employer is only a small part of who I am. (R) 0.902 0.872

Eigenvalue 8.471 1.372 1.136

Cumulative % 52.9 61.5 68.6

RotationsOrganizational identification

Variables
Communalities
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Figure 1. Histograms with normality curves for engagement dimensions summated scales 
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Figure 2. Histograms with normality curves for personal resources and organizational identification summated scales 
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Figure 3. Histograms with normality curves for context and characteristics of new work summated scales 
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Table 3. Item-total statistics with deleted variable for emotional vigor, cognitive 

absorption, physical dedication, and conscientious behavior 

 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Emotional vigor

I am interested in my job. 0.955

I feel positive about my job. 0.954

I am excited about my job. 0.955

My job inspires me. 0.956

I am enthusiastic in my job. 0.954

I feel energetic at my job. 0.955

I am proud of the work I do. 0.959

I feel happy when I am working intensely. 0.960

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. 0.959

Cognitive absorption

While working, my mind is focused on my job. 0.916

While working, I concentrate on my job. 0.916

While working, I am absorbed by my job. 0.922

While working, I pay a lot of attention to my job. 0.913

While working, I devote a lot of attention to my job. 0.918

While working, I am immersed in my work. 0.924

Time passes quickly when I perform my job. 0.935

Physical dedication

I exert a lot of energy on my job. 0.904

I strive as hard as I can to complete my job. 0.913

I try my hardest to perform well on my job. 0.910

I work with intensity on my job. 0.911

I devote a lot of energy to my job. R3 0.905

I exert my full effort to my job. R2 0.914

Conscientious behavior

I do not mind working overtime whenever possible. 0.545

I do not avoid working too hard. 0.530

I take work home to do. 0.619

I stay until the job is done. 0.655
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Table 4. Item-total statistics with deleted variable for self-efficacy, joint values, and 

sense of belonging and membership 

 

  

Item-Total Statistics

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Self-efficacy

I will be able to achieve most of the goals I have set for myself. 0.923

When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 0.915

I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 0.920

In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 0.914

I believe I can succeed at almost any endeavor I set my mind to. 0.916

I will be able to succesfully overcome many challenges. 0.916

I can accomplish most tasks very well. 0.919

Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 0.920

Joint values

I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my 

actions for my employer. 0.866

I am proud to be employed by my employer. 0.799

My employer's image in the community represents me well. 0.815

In general, the people employed by my employer are working toward the 

same goals. 0.880

Sense of belonging and membership

I talk to my friends about my employer as a great organization to work for. 0.847

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to 

help my employer be successful. 0.873

I become irritated when I hear others criticize my employer. 0.892

I feel that my employer cares about me. 0.860

I have a lot in common with others employed by my employer. 0.883

I would describe my employer as a large family in which most members feel 

a sense of belonging. 0.869

I find it easy to identify myself with my employer. 0.868



 

APPENDIX 2, 8 

Table 5. Item-total statistics with deleted variable for virtuality, freelance economy, 

and effects of digitalization 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted

Virtuality

Working in a virtual organization 0.661

Working in temporary organized teams 0.714

Working in a project-based organization 0.726

Working in virtual platforms 0.720

Freelance economy

Working as an entrepreneur or being self-employed 0.692

Working as a freelancer 0.691

Working as a member of a start-up company 0.751

Effects of digitalization

Digitalization will change the nature of work significantly 

in the future. 0.494

Digitalization has changed the nature of my work. 0.583

To what extent do you believe digital technologies will 

disrupt your industry? 0.802
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Figure 4. Scatter plots showing normality and homoscedasticity for emotional vigor 
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Figure 5. Scatter plots showing normality and homoscedasticity for cognitive absorption 
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Figure 6. Scatter plots showing normality and homoscedasticity for physical dedication
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APPENDIX 3: Original interview questions 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON MOTIVATION 

1. Background information 

Please tell us about yourself, for example your age, education, and work experience. 

Your work experience in the present organization? 

What kind of tasks are you supposed to conduct in the present organization? 

How would you describe your work in the present organization? 

2. Freelance- and project-based work 

How did you end up to work as a freelancer / an entrepreneur? 

How would you describe yourself as a freelancer / an entrepreneur? 

How would you describe your way to work / work habits? 

Are you like other freelancers / entrepreneurs or do you somehow differ from them? 

Would you please describe us your experiences of working in projects? 

What kind of positive and negative feelings you have towards freelance- or project-

based work versus full-time work? 

What kind of impact does the temporary nature of work have on your work 

motivation? 

What kind of challenges do you experience in your work? 

Which tasks would you consider the most interesting? 

Which tasks would you consider less interesting? 

On what basis you make your decision to participate in a project? 

How would you describe your personality and your ways of acting while working? 

What kind of challenges and benefits would you see in your personality and ways 

of acting? 

How do you operate when contacting organizations / businesses? 

How do you find out about the projects or businesses that you find interesting? 

Do you have some tips to share? 

3. Knowledge, skills, technology 

What kind of knowledge, skills and other features the work requires from you? 

Are there some things that you should be better at? 
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How relevant is your education background in your work? 

How relevant is creativity in your work? 

Would you describe your experiences of working in virtual teams? 

Are there any challenges in working in virtual teams? 

How do you experience the differences in working at virtual organization versus 

traditional organization? 

What kind of role does the technology and digitality have in your work? 

What kind of requirements does the virtual environment set on your work? 

What kind of skills are required from you when you work at virtual organization? 

What have you learned from the freelance- / project-based work in virtual 

environment? 

4. Motivation 

What kind of role does the work motivation have in work life in general? 

What enhances your motivation when you work? 

Why are you interested in freelance- or project-based work in virtual environment? 

What kind of tasks do you find the most interesting? 

What kind of things in your work have led to significant satisfaction? 

What kind of things in your work have led to significant dissatisfaction? 

What motivates you when you conduct autonomous tasks or you solve problems in 

groups? 

What motivates you to share knowledge while conducting autonomous tasks or 

while solving problems in groups? 

How does the technology and virtual work environment affect your work motivation? 

What kind of compensation are you seeking as a return for your work? 

How much weight do you put on monetary compensation versus non-monetary 

motivators? 

Does the present work guarantee you full salary or is it something you do in order 

to supplement your income? 

How long are you willing to work as a freelancer or as an entrepreneur? 

What if someone offered you a permanent full-time job? 

How do you see the future of this kind of employment? 
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5. Work engagement 

How would you describe your work commitment / engagement? How it appears? 

What are the things in your work that lead to work engagement? 

What kind of things enhance your work engagement? 

In which things do you engage in when you work (For example, are you committed 

to the community / network, to a project, to the individuals in a project, or to 

enhancing your skills and expertise?) 

What may weaken your work engagement? 

What kind of positive things do you see in your work? 

What kind of negative things do you see in your work? 

Would you describe your personal characteristics that may help you to conduct work 

tasks and enhance your work commitment? (For example optimism, effectivity, self-

esteem, tolerance for pressure.) 

What kind of feelings you experience while conducting work tasks? (For example 

vigor, dedication, efficiency, absorption, or inefficiency, cynicism.) 

Can you explain these feelings? What are the reasons behind your feelings? 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON TRUST 

1. The role in the team, familiarity with team members and virtual 

communication 

Have you been working with case company before? If you have, how did you 

become engaged into cooperation with case company? 

At which point did you enter this project and how did you become engaged in it? 

Do you have any previous experience with your team members? What did you know 

about the other participants in this project? 

Did you look for information about your team members or case company when 

entering the project? If you did, what kind of information and where did you look for 

it? 

How much experience do you have about working in virtual environments? Do you 

use virtual tools and platforms to communicate your personal issues, ideas and 

feelings (i.e. through social media, Facebook, Twitter etc.)? 
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2. Communication, interaction, knowledge sharing, relationships in the team 

What kind of knowledge participants have brought into project? In your opinion, what 

kind of knowledge is most valuable to the problem solving? Can you provide an 

example? 

How much have you shared tacit knowledge, i.e. knowledge related to your 

experience, insights etc. Can you provide an example, what has it been and how it 

has been communicated? 

Do you think you are able to use other team members’ tacit knowledge in the 

problem-solving process and how? Has some novel knowledge been created as a 

result? 

In your opinion, is it easy to share your ideas and knowledge freely to others in this 

project and why? What supports sharing them, and what kind of things prevent you 

from sharing your ideas? 

How does the digital platform of case company support the communication between 

members? Does it support tacit knowledge sharing? 

In your opinion, does it feel safe to express your ideas and insights lightly on the 

platform, even if there is a risk that those ideas fail/ don’t work/are not agreed? 

In your opinion, has there been any critical incidents related to communication? Can 

you provide an example of communicational behavior that has supported your 

collaboration, or one that has hindered it? 

Have you or any of your team members communicated some negative 

thoughts/feelings during the project? 

Have you discussed any personal issues in your team? 

How would you describe the atmosphere between team members? In your opinion, 

what is this atmosphere based on? 

In your opinion, were there any competition between team members? How did this 

affect collaboration? 

Can an expert communicate too openly? In your opinion, what kind of openness is 

good in communication? How can expert regulate the openness of their 

communication? 
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3. Perceived risk, goals, normative actions, commitment 

In your opinion, how risky the project is and what kind of risks exist to you, other 

team members, and for the project in general? 

How much have you discussed the goals of the project? 

How would you describe, what are your personal goals in this project? When you 

think of the goals of the other team members, to what extent your goals converge 

with theirs and how do they differ? 

How were you advised to use the platform? Is there some kind of rules of conduct? 

Have they existed from the outset, or have you created them during the 

collaboration? 

How is the problem solving facilitated? Is it monitored and controlled in some ways, 

how? 

Has it been clear to you what is expected from you in this project? Do you think that 

is important to know? 

In your opinion, are there things in the project that should be contracted clearly, but 

so far there are not contracts? 

How committed are you to the project? In your opinion, how committed are the other 

members of the project? Can you describe some concrete signs of commitment, or 

lack of it? 

4. Trust/Critical success factors 

How would you characterize trust in this kind short-term problem solving groups? 

In your opinion, what is trust based on in this project team? What kind of things have 

enabled you to trust your team members? How have you evaluated their 

trustworthiness, what kind of things have you paid attention to? 

Were there things that prevented you from trusting your team members? 

Would you say that there were changes in trust over the course of the project? How 

would you describe it? 

Could you provide an example of a situation or behavior, in which trust has been 

strengthened during this project? (critical incident) 

Has there been any situations or behaviors, in which trust decreased or was broken? 

Could you provide an example? (critical incident) 
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Has it been easy for team members to understand each other? If not, can you give 

some examples of misunderstanding or lack of understanding? 

Has it been easy or difficult for you to be understood by other team members? Have 

you made an extra effort to be understood? 

In your opinion, have the differences in cultural, national and expertise background 

affected trust in your team? If they have, how? 

In your experience of this project team, has there been any attempts to build trust? 

In your opinion, how satisfied have you been on the collaboration and the things you 

have accomplished so far? What kind of things have created 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction? 

In your opinion, what are the three most critical issues for the success project? 

In your opinion, how important has trust and trusting atmosphere been for the 

success of the project? 

Based on your experience in this project, do you have any suggestions how to build 

trust in this kind of project teams? Do you have any suggestions how to enhance 

the overall collaboration in this kind of project? 
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APPENDIX 4. Graphic presentation of the coded interview data 

 

  

INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

Self-development is not possible if there is no feedback - both positive and negative - on ideas 

presented.

feedback as an important self development factor significance of feedback for 

engagement

This work is so interesting that I want to make more time for this and do more of this type of work 

tasks.

being enthousiastic about the work task at hand enthousiasm and task 

significance needed for 

engagement

These are good fellows these three here and I want to help them. But on the other hand I also 

want to see how this type of organizing could work.

helping acquintances as a reason to participate

curiosity as a reason to participate

I'm in for curiosity. being curious about work methods

And then I thought it would be a good idea to try the [name]  platform for this as well. willingness to try out the platform for a new purpose

But maybe it's about experts being involved in [name]  because they want to be best in their 

expertise area and stay above things all the time. And have the possibility of coming up with 

something new and significant which changes everything.

experts are interested in and willing to experiment to be 

among the best

I'm that kind of person that if I'm irritated nothing good comes out of it. voluntariness as a basis for effective working

Everybody is participating in the project on a voluntary basis, participation is not dictated by 

anyone.

voluntariness as a basis for effective working

I would see that it should be more like voluntary work, seeing it as voluntary. Otherwise it becomes 

a responsibility. And when it starts to feel like work it becomes another matter.

a feel of voluntariness as a reason to participate

job characteristics as 

antecedents for engagement

voluntariness needed for 

engagement

NEW job attitude antecedents 

for engagement

curiosity as a work attitude
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INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

It's up to yourself and your own interest how much effort you put into it and how much value you 

see in it.

value creation can be dependent on one's own effort

Sometimes I feel that others are expecting me to take an active role and start doing things when 

I'm asked to participate in something.

willingness to take on an active role if others are being 

passive

When you start working I have the idea that everyone works very efficiently. working in the platform being very efficient

Even though nothing is yet certain, we haven't got the gig yet, but still we are all involved in 

ideating.

willingness to start working without the promise of pay

At this point most of the work is for free, it's investing your own time. being willing to engage in work without the promise of pay

I've been open about participating and that we are doing this stuff. Openness is very important so 

that you don't end up hearing anything to the contrary.

openness as an essential requirement for co-operation

If I don't know someone beforehand I I'll start with an open attitude. choosing to be open in unfamiliar circumstances

My look on life is that if someone steals your idea it was meant to be and something even better 

will come out of it.

positive orientation towards possible setbacks

The world is changing and it doesn't sound at all bad. seeing changes in the world of work as a positive thing

Undoubtedly there is great potential in that platform in many ways. seeing potential benefits in platform work

I myself at least don't have the feeling that I would have held back any information. sense of having shared knowledge freely

It's a struggle: if you are too careful others will be too and in the end we all get very little benefit. being reluctant to share knowledge can lead to inferior 

results (need to tolerate risks)

There is a warm and understanding atmosphere and you are able to confess to not knowing 

something.

courage to be vulnerable in a team environment

I'm not afraid of being wrong or humiliating myself. Both have happened. not being worried about making mistakes

I don't feel like I could't contribute freely everything that I see as beneficial for things to progress. being able to share knowledge freely

More ambitious and unprejudiced. ambitious & openminded personality in the new work context

I don't have any difficulties to share easiness of knowledge sharing

And of course I would want [name]  to get more experience of different types of projects. wanting to help a colleague to increase project experience

There not too much entrepreneurship in Finland and if I have a friend who's brave enough to start 

a new business I'll be happy to give that person my support.

appreciating a colleague's courage to instigate something 

new and wanting to help in its realization

companionable and helping 

attitude (NEW) as a typical 

personality trait and type of 

behavior

conscientiousness as a typical 

personality trait and type of 

behavior

self-esteem and self-efficacy 

as typical personality traits 

and types of behavior

positive affect and optimism 

as typical personality traits

personal characteristics and 

psychological capital as 

antecedents for engagement
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INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

There's a need to organize cooperation in such a manner which is convenient for everyone. Which 

takes kind of herding from the project lead.

importance of team work atmosphere

supportive role of the project manager

On many occasions it is more important that communication goes well. And that people are nice 

and supportive.

importance of communication and atmosphere

What he has communicated on the platform and progressed matters, it has clearly built trust. building trust through communication and ways of working

I think a manager can also be a facilitator. facilitator as a leadership role

He's very active here and seems to be the right kind of person for this. active presence of leadership is vital

But it requires facilitating on the platform. Not much happens without it. need for facilitating in the platform for the project to proceed

This [name]  platform takes care of everyone and also communicates the importance of caring. signalling care through being active in the platform

There's a need for a facilitator who asks direct questions. need for a facilitator to keep communication going

It's probably the role of the facilitator, to provide examples by own behavior. facilitator behavior as an example

[Name]  and [name]  are so nice. They are easy going and appreciative of others. I really like their 

style. They are good in that they don't tell people what to do but concentrate on creating a good 

working atmosphere.

importance of leadership participation and co-operation 

spirit based on voluntariness

Ground rules for carrying out work. And they lead the way by showing good leadership principles 

and righteousness.

management values and way of working behind project 

success

I think greatest thanks must go to the leaders, they are the premise for success. active management behind project success

Managing is maybe not the right word in this context. It's more about facilitating and contributing 

to making cooperation take place smoothly.

seeing managerial facilitating as a natural way of enhancing 

co-operation

[Name]  comes and says: "We'll raise your fee." -- To me that shows superb management skills 

when this is not at all expected.

caring and positive attitude of a leader

I kind of waited for [name] or [name]  to tell me how they want it done. expectance of someone controlling the work NEW antecedent: controlling 

role of leadership required

This project is too small and fragmented in my opinion. I myself at least don't have any interest to 

do any more than what I'm paid for.

not willing to work extra or beyond agreed upon hours

I kinda expected [name]  or [name]  to come up and tell me what they want done. When there's 

not much money and the budjet is small you want to make every hour count.

expectance of someone controlling the work

not willing to work for more than what is being paid for

The bigger the project team the less there is money to be divided. The optimal number of team 

members is not entirely based on the problem definition, it's also about the size of the budget.

money dictating how much effort should be put into project 

participation

[Name]  comes and says: "We'll raise your fee." -- To me that shows superb management skills 

when this is not at all expected.

fairness in the reward system
fairness in rewards

balance and fairness of 

rewarding systems as an 

antecedent for engagement

significance of organizational 

climate and ease of 

communication

transformational leadership as 

a preferred leadership style

need for supervisory presence 

and support

significant leadership elements 

for engagement

balance of work load and pay 

essential for engagement
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INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

When you mix people with different backgrounds it might be difficult to find a common target. different backgrounds might make smooth co-operation a 

challenge

There's need for shared intentions, committing to the project. sharing the feeling of committing to the project theme

I think in Finland the job market is so small that if you continue stealing others' ideas and giving 

them to competitors you'll soon run out of work.

honesty and reputation as demands for working together

I was given the chance to make the project proposal because they knew they could count on me 

and I shared their set of values. -- And then of course I haven't taken in anyone expect people with 

similar values as myself, including honesty.

being able to trust team members based on a value fit and 

value synchronization

It's likeminded people who carry out conversations there. like-minded people make livid group discussions - sense of 

belonging creating engagement

If my ideas are so good I'd be happy if someone copied them and made the world a better place. being willing to share own expertise in order to making the 

world a better place

The unwritten rules which you cannot be sued for. But we can appeal to people that this is how we 

do things here and you didn't abide by the norms.

sense of ethical behavior and unwritten rules

This is bringing together likeminded people who share the same kind of interests. bringing together people with common interests

shared interests and value fit 

needed for engagement 

development

significance of personal values 

and value synchronization
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AUTONOMOUS EXPERT WORK

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

Feedback would be nice, I haven't received any feedback. need to receive feedback

I like receiving feedback, any kind, because it helps me develop my skills. seeing feedback also as one form of personal development

Positive feedback is motivating, it's always nice. receiving feedback is nice and motivating

Customer feedback or at least not getting any reclamations, that's always good. appreciating customer feedback

I like, the communication through email and things like that, compared to face-to-face 

communication for a lot of things.

preferance for contacting people through email as opposed 

to face-to-face

Some people probably need keeping in contact more but for me email and online are very well 

suited.

preferance for working with email and in a virtual platform

Well at least the fact that I'm not constantly looking for new job opportunities. no need to look for other employment as a sign of 

satisfaction
satisfaction with current work

It was very exciting as a job because it is really what I like to do. being enthousiastic about work assignments

I generally apply for a job that I really like. I don't care too much of the amount, I mean, as a main 

target I have, to do exactly what I like to do

importance of being enthousiastic about work assignments

not being after larger earnings

I'm committed because I'm doing it as an evening job even though I work elsewhere during the 

daytime.

willing to work two jobs because of own interest in the 

evening job

I wouldn't be doing this if I didn't love what I'm doing. passion for the job

preference for distanced 

human contact (NEW)

need for and benefits of 

feedback

NEW attitudinal antecedent 

for engagement: passion for 

work

job characteristics as 

antecedents for engagement

job attitudes as antecedents 

for engagement
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AUTONOMOUS EXPERT WORK

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

For me the most challenging thing is where to find the motivation for boring parts of work tasks so 

that I can progress to the more interesting parts.

pushing oneself through boring parts of the work

It's the promise to deliver and then live up to that promise. It's committing to your customers more 

than anything else.

fullfilling promises made to customer as a form of 

commitment

It's an element of commitment, meeting schedules and accepting to do a certain amount of work. schedules and work tasks as a form of commitment

It's like in any kind of team work, if you get involved you have made a commitment to be available 

and do your part of the job for the benefit of the team.

team membership as a form of commitment

If I get involved with something I give it one hundred percent. commitment to assigned tasks

I usually try to be meticulous with all work assignments so that the customer will have no 

complaints.

wanting to work diligently so as to please the customer

If the theme is new to me, I need to put some extra effort and spend some extra time with it. new subject matters require more time and effort

Work quality, doing good work is always important. I'd rather not take on a specific assignment 

than knowing that I will be able to produce top quality.

seeing work quality as such an important factor that is willing 

to skip work proposals if cannot guarantee a satisfactory 

result

If I have accepted a commission I will finish it. The contents or size of the commission play no role. 

It's my promise to the customer.

wanting to keep promises made to a client regardless of work 

content or size

It's my style to rush head on to a job and work very efficiently as soon as I have received it. tolerating no delays when starting a new project

A positive feeling is a good starting point with all good quality work assignments. good work performance requires positive feelings towards 

them

There's an open atmosphere for sharing things which are even slightly connected to the task at 

hand.

open working atmosphere and a positive attitude in sharing 

knowledge in the virtual platform

I need to make a habit of sharing information. It's with your own example that that you show the 

way.

sharing knowledge is essential for good work

one should be a positive example in knowledge sharing

Let's put it this way: it's nicer. There's variation with projects as opposed to doing the same thing 

day after day in the daytime job. It's more refreshing to work on projects.

preferance for project work due to not being stuck with 

carrying out similar work tasks every day

I'm easy to get along with. I like doing stuff with people. enjoying customer contacts

I try to be helpful as much as possible. -- I always try to be kind with colleagues, and to help each 

other.

desire to be helpful towards colleagues

It's motivating to me to share my expertise with people who couldn't do the same thing. It's a 

helping attitude.

willing to help others without sufficient compensation

companionable and helping 

attitude (NEW) as a typical 

personality trait and type of 

behavior

personal characteristics as 

antecedents for engagement

conscientiousness as a typical 

personality trait and type of 

behavior

positive affect as a typical 

personality trait



 

APPENDIX 4, 7 

 

  

AUTONOMOUS EXPERT WORK

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

I know now that I can, propose myself to do -- or working from home so I am motivated to 

increase my experience, in a way that, I can propose each time a better curriculum to other 

companies.

being able to self-organize

I thing it's up to the specific person. I prefer making my own schedules and being able to travel  and 

doing different stuff while working at the same time.

freelancing requires making own schedules, being able to 

travel and multitasking

It's nice to have contact with people but I don't mind working principally on my own or being by 

myself.

feeling comfortable with working alone even though being in 

company of other people is also enjoyable

Being responsible for an entire project is a big responsibility but at the same time liberating that no 

one is watching behind my back or pushing me to make progress.

simultaneous feeling of responsibility and liberation caused 

by lack of continuous control

I'm flexible, both mentally and with my life situation -- flexibility is pretty much the key factor in 

this type of work

flexibility as a key capability in freelancing

Commissions could come any time day and night and around the world and if you happened to be 

available and feeling up to it you could take them on.

being ready to work whenever there are job proposals 

available

I know now that I can, propose myself to do -- or working from home so I am motivated to 

increase my experience, in a way that, I can propose each time a better curriculum to other 

companies.

wanting to improve performance every time

You have to be extremely hard working - if you are not you probably cannot be an entrepreneur. perseverance as a absolute requirement in freelance work

In principle, I want to be proud of every work task I have completed. need to feel proud of work accomplished

I'm always trying to fix things so that I would be more comfortable. aim for continuous improvement in work conditions

flexibility NEW as a typical 

personal trait and type of 

behavior

personal characteristics as 

antecedents for engagement

need to excel in work (NEW)

proactive personality as a 

typical personality trait
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AUTONOMOUS EXPERT WORK

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

As a freelancer as a remote worker you must be able to be independent so to take the task 

completely from the start to the end alone.

need to be independent and ability to complete tasks are 

required in freelancing

Working with colleagues you often need to wait for other people or things to happen; it is not just 

your own work you can depend on.

being able to set own pace for working, not being dependent 

on other people or things

Also I would say now I am used to work from home so it's very difficult to, come back to the 

office. It's a different kind of life

preferance for working at home instead of an office

I choose to work for [name]  -- because, it's an individual work. I don't like anymore the team jobs. preference for independent work instead of team work

I like working alone preference for independent work instead of team work

I'm practically a loner so I don't miss the office atmosphere that much. being happy to work alone; not missing the office 

atmosphere

I am quite self-sufficient, I know what I can do but I'm also able to take on critical feedback. being self-confident about own skills

able to deal with critical feedback

A theme might arise that I know nothing about, but because I've succeeded earlier with other 

assignments I've known nothing about, I will do it anyway.

confidence in own skills for being able to learn and use newly 

acquired knowledge

One needs to be optimistic. I have to have faith that if I am committed I can produce good results. need to be optimistic about being able to produce good 

results

I have good faith that the time I invest will be rewarded in the long run. being willing to put in some extra effort in the hope of better 

work prospects in the future

Of course I am less safe than to be an employed, but I have more chances to find exactly what I 

want because I have seen now that I can apply all over Europe

confidence in future job opportunities

If something interesting and challenging comes along I will work with it for day and night. willing to work around the clock if the task is interesting 

enough

persistence and resilience as 

typical elements of 

psychological capital

independence (NEW) as a 

typical element of 

psychological capital

psychological capital as an 

antecedent for engagement

self-efficacy as a typical 

element of psychological 

capital

optimism as a typical element 

of psychological capital
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AUTONOMOUS EXPERT WORK

CLASSIC AND NEW ENGAGEMENT ANTECEDENTS
Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

It's kind of important that other people look at, things you do. need for control even if working at home
controlling role of leadership 

required

NEW antecedent for 

engagement: supervisory 

control

And of course recognition of achievements, being thanked for them, social stuff. thanks and acknowledgement as a reward recognition of achievements

I've never declined any work commissions so far. They have been sufficiently challenging but not 

too difficult.

no need to decline commissions  as work offered has been 

sufficiently challenging but not too difficult

In the beginning I had the feeling that I could not get help anywhere but of course [name]  is quite 

good, the support these project managers provide has been functional.

appreciating help and support given by project managers

The entire [name]  team has been very supportive and positive, and it's been very easy to work for 

them.

appreciating help and support given by colleagues and 

managers

In the office someone can always be watching behind your back -- But working virtually everyone 

needs to be active, otherwise you look bad.

it is not proper to be a passive supervisor in the virtual 

context

[Name] also needs to think about how to keep their best freelancers committed. managers need to consider how the keep the loyalty of their 

best freelancers

need for supervisory support 

and presence

supervisory support and 

presence as antecedents for 

engagement
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

This freelancing economy they could be the solution. freelance economy as a new form of work

The opportunities are quite big and that's why I'm in and doing a lot of work pro bono. I want to be 

involved in this and see what could come out of this and what are the benefits.

willingness (and curiosity) to be among the pioneers

It seems like a good system. This is the type of activity that networking should be heading towards. co-creation platforms as a future way of networking

Many companies are involved in this just because you can get new work opportunities through it. possibility for new work opportunities

The motivator for big companies could be the possibility to enter global markets. international job opportunities as a motivator to participate

It's a fabulous networking tool. platform as a networking tool

I would see as the advantage of this type of digital platform that it enables experts all over the 

world working with lower costs without the need to travel.

experts around the world being able to work together with 

low costs and without travelling as a benefit of a virtual 

platform

Everyone who's involved sees the potential in this. shared idea of potential worth in platform co-creation

This is bringing together people with similar interests. bringing together people with common interests

And it could also happen that we will end up with a different solution just because there are people 

with varying viewpoints on the same topic working together.

different view points of experts working in co-creation as 

enablers of unexpected solutions

I haven't noticed any competition - it's quite constructive there. non-existent competition in the platform

In the network anyone can be active. being active is easier in a virtual network

And if someone presents an idea or poses a question the others will have time to comment on it 

without time pressure or do some background work before commenting.

communication does not have to spontaneous in the 

platform

The timespans when you are contributing to the project are quite short. - Write your stuff or make 

the comments, that's it.

short and efficient use of time while working in the platform

It's co-creation, the most active experts will do what they are good at. There are no strict or 

binding roles yet.

varying work roles being possible in the co-creation process

Maybe here in virtual platform context it's on average easier to bring in your effort and knowledge 

into the project in different situations.

virtual context making participation and collaboration easier

engagement strengtheners in 

interdependent teamwork

INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

ENGAGEMENT STRENGTHENERS AND INSECURITIES IN THE CONTEXT OF NEW WORK

new work opportunities 

globally

bringing together likeminded 

people

novelty value and curiosity

better way of working
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

You have built yourself a good reputation, why would you screw that up. It's also the social 

pressure restricting system abuse or withholding your knowledge.

wanting to maintain the reputation built earlier

It's more difficult to lead the project than when doing it inside one company with a clear project 

organization.

ad hoc team's capabilities for smooth operation as a 

challenge

In my mind the conversation should stay quite official when the customers can also see everything. desire to keep small talk out of the platform work

In principle anyone no matter in what role they are participating could experience working this way 

as challenging.

different behavior demanded by the new way of working

There should be active questions all the time for you to answer. need for the platform to be continuosly active

Maybe these people are not so used to working in a virtual context. challenge of novelty of operating in a co-creation platform

I was expecting something more conservative, that is what type of work I'm doing with other 

commissions.

expecting a more conservative way of working based on prior 

experiences

The challenge with a virtual platform is that we are not all at the same level with computer skills 

and it creates some problems.

uneven skills in platform operations causing difficulties

I'm that kind of person that I'm not always online. need to be offline occasionally

Young people think quite differently. - It's not even safe to work for just one employer and being 

dependent on that employer.

different generations seeing different kinds of careers as 

preferable or safe

I'm still used to working with email instead of doing everything on a virtual platform. e-mail as a more familiar communication tool than the 

platform

No one has actually asked me anything nor have I volunteered any information. not willing to initiate activities in the platform

INTERDEPENDENT CO-CREATION

ENGAGEMENT STRENGTHENERS AND INSECURITIES IN THE CONTEXT OF NEW WORK

comfortability in the new way 

of working causing challenges

novelty of interdependency 

causing challenges

insecurities restraining 

engagement in interdependent 
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

Maybe they have come here with the idea that they will take advantage of this virtual environment 

in their own business.

possibility of exploiting information available

Maybe some people could start taking advantage of this system if they so wish. possibility of abusing the system

I have no intentions to invite my contacts onto this platform. reluctance to share own contact information due to risk of 

other participants benefiting from them

Own ideas which are still in the development stage should not be spread around if you yourself 

want to benefit from them.

unwillingness to share ideas

It's like I'm not interested in bringing my own contacts onto the platform even if it would be 

beneficial to all but they might be more valuable in my own consulting business.

reluctance to share own contact information due to risk of 

other participants benefiting from them

Very little information was shared on the digital platform. - Ideating did not really properly 

commence there and conversations did not fly.

knowledge sharing as a challenge in the platform

If the customer sees fit to hand the idea to someone else there's nothing we can do about it. risks of free knowledge sharing

It has not been customary to share information about yourself like that, and certainly not in our 

field.

novelty in sharing knowledge freely

How you could protect this system a little so that you would be left with more than just a good 

idea.

need to protect knowledge while working in an open platform

Many people are afraid to share their expert knowledge here because they don't know for sure 

who is able to see it.

fear of consequences for sharing knowledge

It's easier for experts to share information if they are permanently hired somewhere else and only 

working for [name]  temporarily. It's because their livelihood is not dependent on the information 

they possess.

experts' willingness to share knowledge is also dependent on 

other work roles

At some point there is a need to create ground rules for IPR protection. importance of ground rules for ownership of knowledge

I have many good ideas but I have zero ideas on how this could function so that you can share your 

knowledge without losing all the benefits.

risks of knowledge sharing

It's a waste of time to innovate on the platform if I'm not being paid for it. unwillingness to innovate in the platform without certainty of 

a monetary reward

I'm dubious as to the operability of this platform as no consulting expert wants to spend their time 

for innovating on the platform if they are not being paid for it.

consultants not willing to participate in the platform work 

without the certainty of a monetary reward

I've sometimes been thinking that [name]  has been left with an unreasonable amount of work. It's 

usually the one who delivers the final report to the client who needs to patch things up.

task allocation as a challenge
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ENGAGEMENT STRENGTHENERS AND INSECURITIES IN THE CONTEXT OF NEW WORK

knowledge exploitation as a 
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fair task and fee distribution 

causing challenges in 
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engagement in interdependent 
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

Working on a platform saves time and it's easier to participate. But of course ideas are understood 

faster and better face-to-face.

comparing working face-to-face and in the platform

Every tool where you need to write down your message has limitations. I don't think speech can 

necessarily be replaced entirely by a virtual service.

face-to-face interaction cannot be entirely replaced by a 

virtual service

Face-to-face conversation is always livelier than on the platform. preference for face-to-face contact in communication

There's been a surprise element in every project being prepared entirely on a virtual platform. One 

that would have been caught on in time if we had had face-to-face contact.

need for face-to-face contact in project work

I noticed that things could be done there which could not have probably been done in 

teleconferencing, at least not so fast. Things were just happening on the flipchart which would not 

have been possible with virtual tools.

faster and more efficient interaction in a traditional face-to-

face meeting

Certain reports and plans are loaded into the system but it's not the place where you exchange 

opinions.

preference for face-to-face interaction in communication

The results are better if we join our forces for two hours face-to-face instead of each of us 

working independently on the virtual platform for two hours.

working face-to-face as a team being more effective than 

working independently on a co-creation platform

Details and sections can easily be worked on virtually but thinking through the complete picture is 

difficult to administer virtually. It's much more efficient and much faster face-to-face.

face-to-face vs. virtual work context

It was not enough to work just online but we met face-to-face. virtuality being backed up by face-to-face meetings

I prefer working face-to-face. preference for face-to-face contact

I still want to emphasize the importance of meeting face-to-face also. significance of face-to-face contact

It's not enough just to exchange documents on the platform, there must be human contact as well. desire for face-to-face contact while working virtually

Maybe the weakness of the platform is that it is more difficult to get excited about other people's 

ideas. Because they have not been properly introduced it's difficult to get the message through.

need for face-to-face contact in trust building

I'm quite quickly moving confidential discussions away from the platform. need to carry out confidential conversations outside the 

platform

In consulting business meeting the customer face-to-face and building trust is still extremely 

essential also in the future.

customer contact face-to-face and creating trust as 

significant elements in consultation work

The strength of face-to-face conversation is that it creates a working atmosphere and trust in an 

entirely different manner.

strength of face-to-face contact

I probably think that earning trust is faster face-to-face. face-to-face contact leads to trust faster than virtual contact

trust building is more 

challenging in a virtual context

virtual platform work lacking 

efficiency

need for human interaction in 

work

virtual communication lacking 

important signals

insecurities restraining 

engagement caused by 

working in a virtual context
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

There's nobody disturbing you, no busybodies making hassles. no distractions from colleagues while working at home but 

needing self-discipline to concentrate on work

I like entrepreneurship a lot. On a sunny day you can take time off and there's no need to justify 

your doings to your employer. Freedom is absolutely awesome if you can use it wisely.

no need to justify time management to anyone

I can work independently and make my own decisions. being able to work alone and and freedom to make choices

There's no hassle like in a daytime job when your concentration is blown to pieces when someone 

comes along and interrupts by asking for advise. Those kind of problems don't exist when you are 

working in a virtual context.

being able to concentrate on a current task with no 

interruptions in a virtual context

There's a lot of freedom and you can make your own schedules. freedom to make choices and define own schedules

the difference is you get to work for many different companies and you see different, companies freelancers being able to work for several employers

Also as a freelancer, I don't have to suffer some time-heavy office environment escaping the office environment

And then that working is not tied to a certain location, nowadays you can work anywhere. being able to work wherever

Some kind of freedom to decide for yourself - your working pace and whether to work during days 

or nights.

freedom to choose working hours and pace

Flexibility is a good thing, you can do things regardless of time and place, you are not tied to a 

certain location.

flexibility enabling working regardless of time and place and 

not being dependent on location

It has been fun to work from home and when you have the time for it. being able to work at home and take care of time 

management

I can organize my work day whichever way I prefer. being able to make one's own work schedules as a freelancer

sometime in a team in an office, there is someway a collection of jobs so, there is someway, not 

clear, idea of the capabilities of each one so here working from home this is clear because you get 

a task and you have to complete it.

traditional work settings limiting utilization of capabilities

the fact that you cannot go away, for an emergency or to ask some hours or can be complicated 

while here I just stop the clock here.

time management being easier as a freelancer

This has more freedom, I don't have to go to work physically every day. freedom and no need to go to an office every day

I can work from home and independently. For me it's very important and convenient. being able to work at home as an important thing

Good side is, you get to take quite a lot of holiday. -- the company can't push you around so much. employer not being able to dictate when to work and when 

to take time off

it's a lot of the politics you don't have to deal with. -- focus quite strongly on the work compared 

to if you work in an office.

working independently enables a better focus on actual work

You can make your own schedules. being able to make one's own work schedules as a freelancer

engagement strengtheners in 

autonomous work

flexibility and detachement 

from office location and office 

hours in autonomous work
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

As a freelancer there's always the option to decline uninteresting offers. You can just say that you 

are busy at the moment even if you really are not.

being able to decline work offers as a freelancer if they are 

not agreeable

I count as the positive side the fact that I can choose what assignments I'm taking on, how many, 

and when I want to work on them.

being able to choose work tasks, their amount and when to 

work as good sides

It brings a certain amount of freedom although also stress. - You are not accountable for anyone 

else for what you are doing.

not being accountable to anyone else about work-related 

choices

It's my own thing, I'm not accountable to anyone else. Well, maybe a little to my bookkeeper. freedom to make work-related choices

You can make up your own mind. In some instances support and help would be nice, but it's the 

freedom to make choices.

freedom to make work-related decisions (as opposed to lack 

of help and support)

I was thinking that I would never want to work with monthly salaried position again, 

entrepreneurship suits me so well.

seeing the benefits of entrepreneurship clearly outnumbering 

the benefits of salaried work

I'm working as an entrepreneur because I want to do meaningful work, work which is motivating. becomining an entrepreneur because it enables meaningful 

work

It has left a mark on me, I would still be interested to work as a freelancer full time. It is more 

meaningful in that sense.

preferance for freelance work as a more meaningful way of 

working

engagement strengtheners in 

autonomous work

freedom in choosing work 

tasks as a freelancer

independent freelancing seen 

as a more meaningful way of 

working
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

In a way it gives you more possibilities for sovereignty - at least seemingly. virtuality providing even more possibilities to become 

independent

People don't feel like they have to respond so, if someone has, something they really wanna say, 

they will respond but, they don't respond just because they feel they have to.

freedom to choose whether to comment on things in a virtual 

context

It enables freedom, not being dependent on time and place. It liberates you to work in your own 

pace.

virtual work not being dependent on time and place

allowing to work at own pace

If you are thinking about freelancing, it's not just Finland for opportunities but for example other 

European countries where you could work. Much bigger markets from which to choose from.

work opportunities not restricted to Finland in independent 

virtual freelance work

Handy is the first word that comes to mind. It's really a handy and practical way of working with all 

the virtual tools developing.

seeing the virtual context as an enabler for a practical (future) 

way of working

I would never be able to get such versatile commissions because [name]  has the means for doing 

marketing globally.

the freelancer being able to get more versatile projects due 

to global marketing possibilities

I see that in a hundred years this will be the only working method. seeing virtual work as a strong future trend

In a way sky is the limit here - the work markets are truly global. virtuality providing worldwide market opportunities

Virtual surroundings can offer a sort of unlinear compensation for you work efforts. I mean that if 

a translation is good it can have a lot of impact on many things.

doing good work can have unexpected results

But you working at home or virtual office then, people only see the things that you actually, 

produce or what you come up with or you create.

bad mood can be hidden in virtual context

If you are not in a good mood you can hide it behind virtuality. being able to hide a bad mood behind virtuality

It's easier to be stupid here, you don't have to think twice about asking something - just ask. it is easier to ask stupid questions in the virtual platform 

context

new work opportunities are 

created by virtuality
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

It helps me to organize myself, in the office I'm in the work mode and at home it's another mode. need to separate work life and private life

As a freelancer it's really difficult to plan your holidays and other stuff. balancing personal life and freelancing as a challenge

The irregular hours are also a hindrance, they affect your own rhytm negatively. seeing the irregular work hours also as a downside

For a freelancer the watch is the enemy, it runs too fast. for a freelancer time always seems to pass too fast

One of the biggest challenges is time management. meeting up with timetable demands as a challenge

When a particular work task gets tricky it's very tempting to be distracted by being surrounded with 

household chores.

being tempted by distractions while working at home

Motivating oneself is sometimes really hard and challenging. Sometimes I have to give or invent 

myself a strict deadline to become motivated.

need to look for extrinsic motivators to become motivated

after several years I feel myself, losing the contact with the people so too many hours alone in the 

room, can be an issue -- Sometime I miss contact with the colleagues

missing the possibility of social contact with colleagues

It's really important to be able to have contact with other people if you are working remotely. need for social contacts in remote working

Being somewhat social myself, at some point I started missing a team or a work community 

around me.

missing the possibility of social contact with colleagues

Freedom is really nice but it's also very lonely. From that perspective I might prefer working for a 

company.

freedom as a freelancer is positive but also lonely which 

might lead to preferring to work in an office

Social support would be really nice because it's so lonely. loneliness and lack of social support as downsides of 

freelancing

Lack of a social community and how to fill that void must be challenging for all of us. missing social contacts as a challenge for freelancers

The downside is that people might become aliened from the society somewhat. possibility of people becoming loners as a downside of 

freelancing

Of course it's lonely if there are no other people around. It's more challenging to create a feeling 

of shared work effort.

sense of belonging to a community as a challenge when not 

working together in an office

sometime when the tasks are really difficult, you are alone so there is no one that can help you. no support available in challenging situations
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Insert First order Second order Aggregate dimension

It's never certain if you don't have a written contract. without a contract nothing is guaranteed

Negative thing number one is that you have no certainty of next month's income. Negative thing 

number two is of course that there is no system in case of illness or computer break-up because 

you are not working in an office.

no certainty for future income and no backup systems in 

freelancing

Working as an employee is more secure. working in a traditional steady job is more secure

I have tried to take on everything that has been offered. not being able/willing to select jobs

They would have to pay your salary anyway. In this case that risk is transferred to the freelancer. the freelancer has to tolerate the business risk

The biggest worry is the financial side, it's quite a rollercoaster with balancing income and 

expenses.

challenge of balancing the personal budget

If I would be offered a better salary than I'm currently getting from [name]  I would need to 

seriously consider which job to continue with.

returning back to traditional salaried work being possible if 

the money offered is good enough

I would feel more secure with some kind of base salary and bonuses on top of that. desire for a basic wage to feel more secure

But when there's no work there's no income either. income is entirely dependent on work offered

It is motivating in a sense when you know that no money is coming in unless you are typing those 

translations.

income is entirely dependent on work being done

When there were only a few projects it started to feel like a hobby because there's no money 

coming in.

when there are only a few commissions also the money 

coming in is small

You cannot plan your time management, and neither are you able to estimate how much money 

you will get.

insecurity of freelancing caused by not being able to make 

definite schedules and not knowing how big the salary will be

Prattling - it's a waste of time and of course as a freelancer nobody pays you for all these emails. being irritated by time spent in tasks which are not billable

I usually only bill for those hours which I spend sitting at the computer or concentrate on a 

concrete plan. Sitting in a park for a day is not billable even though you would come up with a 

concrete idea during that time.

challenge of assessing when profitable work takes place and 

how to estimate billable hours
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I don't see more challenges in it than in normal office work except communication which is always 

the biggest challenge.

communication as a biggest challenge in virtual customer 

relationships

communication being more 

difficult in a virtual context

In this virtuality job because, you communicate with the other but you don't understand exactly, 

the emotion of the other. -- You don't see the face, you don't see the person in the eyes so you 

don't see what he exactly think. -- In any difficult situation it's always better to take the phone and 

call so to understand what the other guy think.

emotions and thoughts being less identifiable in a virtual 

context

preferance for face-to-face contact in demanding situations

If you are not working face-to-face, sometimes working out a small detail can become too much 

of an issue.

face-to-face interaction makes solving problems easier

I prefer working face-to-face, it's a much easier way to work. working face-to-face being easier than working in a virtual 

context

That's the reason I use a lot of smileys - I believe in those kind of virtual gestures which show your 

humanity amongst the black and white cold text.

need to bring the human aspect into working virtually to 

soften the businesslike communication

When there is something that seems, some kind of conflict on the Skype or on the things written, 

to call the colleague and to clarify by voice so this is one thing very important.

need for one-on-one contact in solving problems

Working virtually still means working with people. We need to remember and take this into 

account.

working virtually does not mean there is no human element

It's only a single tool or a way of working along with the others. It's of course lacking the social 

contacts and going out for lunch together, those kind of breathers.

virtuality means loss of social contacts and breaks shared 

with colleagues

problem-solving seen as more 

demanding in a virtual context
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