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ABSTRACT
Objective: The basic aim of the present study is to examine the impact of vigor and dedication on task
as well as on contextual performance of employees in telecom sector of Pakistan. Human asset play
their role as backbone in the organization, that’s why organizations in current era focusing on their
development and engagement at workplace.
Methodology: The present study based on 230 respondents (middle level managers) from private
telecom organizations of Islamabad/Rawalpindi.
Findings: results of the study show that vigor and dedication positively and significantly affect task
and contextual performance of employees.
Practical Implication: The present study is beneficial for the management of the Telecom sector
within Islamabad/Rawalpindi as well as for other relevant settings. The future study should take into
account the other dimensions of engagement and performance, replication of this study in other
settings (service oriented / manufacturing organizations) are also recommended.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the 21st century organizations are more focusing on organizational effectiveness through
engagement of employees.According toSaxena and Srivastava (2015) informed that in the
recent age of technology, generally, organizations focusing on engaging employee, because
engaged workforce intellectual and emotionally attached with organizations. Furthermore,
they stated that the concept of employee engagement is being developed still, and
organizations must focus on this phenomenon. Gupta, Acharya and Gupta (2015) argued that
in the business context engagement of employees is widely debatable phenomenon in order to
achieve organizational goals. Until or unless employees at workplace not engaged fully,
organizations can’t achieve their targeted object overall (Rich, Lepine, Crawford, 2010).
According to Kompaso and Sridevi (2010) engagement of employees play its pivotal role in
boosting organizational effectiveness based on performance level of employees (task and
contextual).

Storey (2009) supported the work of Morgan (2004) regarding engagement of employees,
which is based on different level of skills and competencies. According to Macey and
Schneider (2008) organizations think that through the edge of engagement of employees, they
can get competitive advantage in the competing era, as employee engagement helps in
boosting performance of employees. Humphreys (2002) argued that for better employee and
organizational performance in the organizational setting it is very important to understand
attachment of managers towards organization as they influence other employees at
workplace.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Employee Engagement
Almost all organizations want to get competitive advantage through retention of human

talent, engaging employees in their work no doubt is very difficult task but due to their
engagement organizations move upward in the market (Selvarani & Punitha, 2015).
According to Chughtai and Lateef (2015) stated that when managers/supervisors at
workplace encourage their employees, ultimately employees will respond in a proactive
approach  toward their work, ultimately it will affect performance of the organizations.
Bakker and Leiter (2010 cited Saxena& Punitha, 2015) found that when employees feel
meaningful work at workplace then definitely they will engage more. A study conducted by
Khan and Iqbal (2013) found and reported that actual organizational performance is based on
the performance of employees which based on their level of engagement at workplace,
employers just give guidelines to employees who act in an organized manner follow those
guidelines for achieving organizational goals. Adrew and Sofian (2012) stated that human
capital (engaged workforce) within organizations play imperative role for gaining /edge
competitive advantage. Researchers (Rice, Marlow, &Masarech, 2012, pp. 4) defined
employee engagement as “full employee engagement represents an alignment of maximum
satisfaction for the individual with maximum contribution for the organization”. Shuck and
Wollard (2010) also defined the concept of engagement of employees as “an individual
employee’s cognitive emotional and behavioral state directed toward desired organizational
outcomes”.
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2.2 Constructs of Employee Engagement
Sarangi and Vats (2015) in their article precisely highlighted constructs / dimensions of

employee engagement within organizational context as, Vigor: based on the phenomenon of
employees’ keenness toward their work within organization, further they highlighted
Dedication: referred as employees work dedication at workplace till achievement of target
goals” (pp. 226).

2.3 Employee Performance
According to (Shahhosseini, Silong, Ismaill&Uli, 2012) proper implementation of

measuring performance of employees resulted in organizational performance as well as
individuals in working environment. Hersen (2004, pp. 375) stated that mostly studies
conducted on employee performance show that it is aligned with behavioral outcome.
According to Jex (2002, pp. 88) performance of employees can be defined as “all the
behaviors employees engage in while at work”.

2.4 Constructs of Employee Performance
Rich, Lepine and Crawford (2010) conducted study and found that employees’ task

performance affected by dimension of employee engagement in a positive manner at
workplace, besides controlling of other constructs like employees’ involvement, and
employees’ job satisfaction in an organizational setting. Sonnentag (2003) argued that ask
performance of employees, augmented through engagement levels of employees at
workplace. Basically, according to Rotundo and Rotman (2002) stated that task performance
of employees based on their behaviors/action and contribution toward their job and it is
related with production of good or services related matters.

Many researchers (Frese, Grast& Fay, 2000; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng& Tag, 1997;
Frese, Kring, Soose&Zempel, 1996) found and reported the contextual performance as extra-
role behavior of individuals. Morrison and Phelps (1999) explained that actually contextual
performance of employees is the combination of different individuals’ behavior at workplace.
Researchers (Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Motowidlo& Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter,
Motowidlo, 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991) found that in the organizational context both
task as well a\contextual performance different in nature.

2.2 Theoretical Framework
Figure - 1
2.3 Hypotheses Development
H1: Vigor positively and significantly affects task performance.
H2: Vigor positively and significantly influences contextual performance.
H3: Dedication significantly and positively augments task performance.
H4: Dedication affects contextual performance positively and significantly.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study data collected from middle level employees of telecom organizations operating
in Islamabad. This study based on quantitative data, and descriptive in its nature, and the
purposive sampling technique used in this study. After pilot testing, the researcher distributed
230 research questionnaires for final study among middle level management of private
telecom companies (Mobilink/Warid, Ufone, Zong and Telenor) of Islamabad/Rawalpindi.
The study based on different scales like employee engagement scale developed by Schaufeli,
Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma and Bakker (2002), just 11 items of two dimensions (vigor-6,
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dedication-5) taken for the study, and for employee performance used task performance scale
with 5-items developed by Williams and Anderson (1991), and just 5-items taken from the
scale of contextual performance developed by Borman and Motowidlo (1993). The reliability
of the instruments of (vigor, dedication, task and contextual performance) is 0.719, 0.755,
0.706 and 0.727 respectively, the result calculated through the usage of SPSS.

4. RESEARCH FINDINGS

See Table 1 in Appendix
Table-1 shows the results of the respondents in term of their ages. According to this table

79 middle level managers belong to age group of 2-30 years with percentage value 34.3
participated in the survey, while 69 employees (31-35 years) with 30.0%.

See Table 2 in Appendix
Table 2 depicts that in the survey 173 males and 57 female managers participated with

percentage value 75.2 and 24.8 respectively.
See Table 3 in Appendix
In terms of experience group 94 employees belong to the experience group 6-10 years with

40.9%. 55 employees belong the group of 0-5 years (23.9%), 49 employees belong to 11-15
years (21.3%), while 26 employees belong to experience group of 16-20 years (11.3%) and
only 6 employees from 21-25 years group (2.6%).

See Table – 4 in Appendix
Table-4 shows that 202 middle level managers hold Master & higher degree while only 28

employees were just graduate with percentage value 87.8 and 12.2 respectively.
Result of the Hypothesis I & II
See Table – 5 in Appendix
The results of correlation analysis for hypothesis-I (table-5) show that

independentvariables (vigor & dedication) positively and significantly \correlated with
employees’ task performance, as vigor and task performance correlated 0.508, and their
significance level also acceptable (p < 0.01). on the other hand dedication is also positively
correlated with task performance as its value 0.480, and their significance value was 0.000 (p
< 0.01) which is also acceptable and shows relationship between variables. The results further
reveal that vigor and dedication also moderately correlated with each other as their value was
0.553 (p < 0.01).

See Table – 6, 7, 8 in Appendix
The regression results for hypothesis-I & II (depicted I table-6, 7, & 8) show that the

R-square value is 0.315 (31%) which means that 31% variation in task performance id due to
vigor and dedication. The beta score of both variables (vigor and dedication) show that one
unit change in dependent variables is due to independent variables is 0.320 (32%)  and
0.258(25%) respectively. While the significance value is 0.000 (p < 0.05) for both variables,
shows that both predictor influence criterion variable.

Results of Hypothesis III & IV
See Table – 9 in Appendix
The correlation results (table. 9) for hypothesis-III & IV show that both predictors of

contextual performance are positively and significantly correlated with each other, as their
values are vigor and contextual performance (0.540), while dedication and contextual
performance (0.509), on the other hand significance values is 0.000 (p < 0.01) also
acceptable.

See Table – 10, 11, 12 in Appendix
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Regression analysis results for hypothesis-II as depicted in tables (10, 11, & 12) show that
R-square value is 0.355 (35%) it means that 35% variation in contextual performance is due
to the nature of vigor and dedication jointly. While their beta values show that vigor impacts
depended variable 0.340 (34%), and dedication influences dependent variable 0.272 (27%),
and they significantly affected to the criterion variable as their significance value is 0.000 (p
< 0.05).

5. CONCLUSION

Service oriented organization being developed rapidly especially in the third world
countries, and organizations more engaging their employees at workplace for better and
effective results. In this backdrop, the present study conducted to analyze whether vigor and
dedication augment performance of employees at task and contextual level in private telecom
organization. The results show that vigor and dedication play their positive and significant
role in boosting employees’ task and contextual performance at workplace. Vigor influences
task and contextual performance more than dedication in working environment, therefore,
study hypotheses (H1 to H4) accepted in the present study.

The present study might be helpful for management of service oriented organization in
order to cater such favorable policies and training programs through which thy can be
engaged in a better way at workplace and resultantly augment employee performance,
ultimately organizational effectiveness will achieve. Future studies may be conducted on
other sector like manufacturing sector or in hospitality industry with same or other
dimensions of employee engagement and performance. This study was cross-sectional in its
nature, in future longitudinal studies are also recommended, and future studies should be
conducted on top level management as well in telecom sector of Pakistan.
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APPENDIX

Figure – 1

Table 1: Ages’ of Survey Participants
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid 20-25 11 4.8 4.8 4.8
26-30 79 34.3 34.3 39.1
31-35 69 30.0 30.0 69.1
36-40 39 17.0 17.0 86.1
41-45 24 10.4 10.4 96.5
46-50 8 3.5 3.5 100.0
Total 230 100.0 100.0

Table 2: Gender of the Respondents
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Male 173 75.2 75.2 75.2
Female 57 24.8 24.8 100.0
Total 230 100.0 100.0

Contextual
Performance

Vigor

Dedication

Task

Performance

Valid 0-5 55 23.9 23.9 23.9
6-10 94 40.9 40.9 64.8
11-15 49 21.3 21.3 86.1
16-20 26 11.3 11.3 97.4
21-25 6 2.6 2.6 100.0
Total 230 100.0 100.0

Table 3:        Experience of the Survey Participants
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
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`
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Graduate 28
12.2 12.2 12.2

Master’s &Above
Total

202

230

87.8

100.0

87.8

100.0
100.0

Table 5:       Correlation I & II

Vigor Dedication
Task

Performance
Vigor Pearson Correlation 1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N 230

Dedication Pearson Correlation .553** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 230 230

Task Performance Pearson Correlation .508** .480** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 230 230 230

Table 6: Model Summary- I & II

Model R R
Square

Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

Change Statistics

R Square
Change

F
Change

df1 df2 Sig. F
Change

1 .561a .315 .309 .58318 .315 52.175 2 227 .000

Table 7: ANOVA - I & II

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 35.490 2 17.745 52.17
5

.000b

Residual 77.203 227 .340
Total 112.693 229

a. Dependent Variable: Task Performance
b. Predictors: (Constant), Dedication, Vigor
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Table 8: Coefficients - I & II
Model Unstandardized

Coefficients
Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 1.828 .211 8.670 .000

Vigor .320 .060 .349 5.298 .000
Dedication .258 .059 .286 4.342 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Task Performance

Table 9: Correlations –III & IV
Vigor Dedication Contextual

Performance
Vigor Pearson Correlation 1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N 230

Dedication Pearson Correlation .553** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 230 230

Contextual
Performance

Pearson Correlation .540** .509** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 230 230 230

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 10: Model Summary- III & IV
Mo
del

R R
Squar

e

Adjuste
d R

Square

Std. Error
of the

Estimate

Change Statistics
R

Square
Change

F
Chan

ge

df1 df2 Sig. F
Change

1 .596
a

.355 .349 .56497 .355 62.51
4

2 227 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), Dedication, Vigor

Table 11: ANOVA- III & IV
Model Sum of

Squares
df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 39.907 2 19.954 62.514 .000b

Residual 72.455 227 .319
Total 112.362 229

a. Dependent Variable: Contextual Performance

b. Predictors: (Constant), Dedication, Vigor
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Table 12:          Coefficients III & IV

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.B Std. Error Beta

1 (Constant) 1.598 .204 7.820 .000
Vigor .340 .058 .372 5.816 .000
Dedication .272 .058 .303 4.736 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Contextual Performance
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