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Factors Affecting Faculty Engagement: A Review Literature

*
Naphat Wuttaphan

Abstract

This literature review aims to explore the factors affecting faculty engagement in higher
education which lead to quality of faculty member’s teaching, includes student in the long run and
as a result, it increases university effectiveness as a whole. Five principle factors have been
discovered by consisting of personal characteristics factors, management factors, organizational
factors, job/task factors, and relationship factors. The utilization of this literature review can be
used as a guideline and fundamental information to the top management both public and private
universities in order to design suitable human resource development interventions. Moreover,
consequences of faculty engagement, implications for human resource development and intensive

discussion are also presented.
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Introduction

The past decade until nowadays, the topic of engagement has been emerged and studied in
the field of human resource development (Sak & Gruman, 2014). Moreover both scholars and
consulting companies claimed that employee engagement as a key success factor in order to
enhance organizational productivity and being competitive (Macey, Schneider, Barbera, & Young,
2009; Sak & Gruman, 2014). Higher institution is expected to provide and develop an academics
knowledge, skill and ability to public in order to enhance qualified labor forces for the country
(Commission on higher education, 2008). Faculty members as a labor force working for higher
institutions, the mains responsibilities are teaching, researching, and follow university’s policies
such as student development, academics service as well as supporting tradition and culture (The
office of educational council of Thailand, 2010). It is not surprised why motivation theory is
widely accepted and used in business including educational context, especially to convince faculty
members to work and engage with such duties need to be explored. Like the factors affecting
employee engagement, faculty engagement factors also play critical part to enhance university
effectiveness (Rhoades, 2012). Moreover, higher education industry is an important sector and
play roles as the key factors in order to improve national productivity by developing human
resource as a horizontal dimension , so engaging academics staff, faculty members and students
are worth to enhance national effectiveness (Tight, 2003; Humphreys & Hoque, 2007; Lew, 2009).
The purpose of this literature review aims to discover the factors affecting faculty engagement by
applying the concept of motivation theories, employee engagement as the fundamental concepts to
explain the phenomena under investigation. The benefits of this study will be used as a guideline
for higher institutions executives in order to understand the factors of faculty engagement and
apply in each higher institutes, and moreover the concept of employee engagement in the context

of higher institutions will be advanced.
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Employee engagement to faculty engagement

Employee engagement has been in scholars and practitioners’ spotlight for more than a
decade (i.e., Kahn, 1990; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Saks & Gruman,
2014). It has been further studied and utilized in various fields in various countries across the
world namely China, Finland, Greece, South Africa, Spain, Portugal, The Netherland including
Thailand (Schaufeli, Martinez, Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002; Strom & Rothmann, 2003;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003; Yi-Wen & Yi-Qun, 2005; Rurkkhum, 2010; Xanthopoulos, Bakker,
Kantas, & Demerouti, 2012). However, the definition of employee engagement still not has a
consensus among scholars and practitioners yet. The originality of employee engagement’s
concept has begun by Kahn of work engagement in 1990 by saying that work engagement is
“psychological experiences of work and work contexts shape the process presenting and absenting
their selves during task performance” (p. 694). Moreover, he divided work engagement into three
psychological conditions which are psychological meaningfulness, psychological safety, and
psychological availability (Kahn, 1990). Furthermore, work engagement later on was deeply
studied and extended to employee engagement and job burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 1997,
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Macey & Schneider, 2008). Until at the present, employee engagement
has been viewed into three different background of thoughts from different point of views (Sak &
Gruman, 2014). First concept of engagement was influenced by Kahn (1990) that viewed
engagement from work engagement in term of “psychology state of mind” (p. 694). It includes
individual physical, emotional and cognitional engagement (Truss, Soane, Edwards, Wisdom,
Croll, & Burnett, 2006; Shuck & Wollard, 2010). The second was influenced by the concept of job
burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Carwright & Holmes, 2006). And the third was JD-R model or
Job Demands-Resource (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachrener, & Schaufeli, 2001; Sak & Gruman,
2014). However, the concept of job burnout and JD-R model are closely related to each other (Sak
& Gruman, 2014). However, Shuck, Nimon, and Zigarmi (2015) explored the philosophical
underpinnings of employee engagement, and concluded that three employee engagement

frameworks underpin an employee engagement concept which are, the need-satisfaction
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framework, the burnout-antithesis framework, and the multidimensional framework. For the need-
satisfaction framework similar to the Kahn, and burnout-antithesis similar to Maslach and Letiter’s
concept, and the multidimensional framework consisted of cognitive, emotional including
behavioral components (May, Gilson, Harter, 2004 as cited in Shuck, Nimon, & Zigarmi, 2015)
which associated with personal and role performance of the employee in the organization (Shuck,

Nimon, & Zigarmi, 2015).

Research Methods

In this study, literature review and documentary research are conducted. The publication
data base such as ResearchGate, ScienceDirect, ProQuest, SpringLink and Emerald Management
have been explored and searched by using the keywords of faculty engagement, employee
engagement, student engagement, teacher and instructor commitment, faculty involvement.
Establishing a date and publishing within past 10 to 15 years expect the critical classical and
standard point of references supporting the concepts and theories. By the first round, 109 papers
and articles have been identified by concepts, titles and related areas. Then scoped down to 54
papers remaining by eliminated irrelevant papers, finally 35 papers and articles have been

acknowledged.

Faculty engagement

Faculty engagement is an advanced a related study concepts of faculty job satisfaction,
organizational commitment in higher education and faculty job involvement as well as employee
engagement in higher institutions (Awang & Ahman, 2010; Wong & Heng, 2009; Yahaya, Chek,
& Jizat, 2014). These closely relationships have been differentiated by scholars and practitioners
in the field of both human resource development and psychology (Christian et al, 2011; Sak &
Gruman, 2014). Job satisfaction means an attitude and job situation of employee. Faculty job
satisfaction has applied motivation theory of both Maslow (1943) and Herzberg (1966) to explain

the phenomena under investigation of faculty satisfaction (Wong & Heng, 2009). Organizational
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commitment, according to Mowday, Strees, & Porter (1979) refers to “a steering belief in and
acceptance of the organization’s goal and value; a willingness to exert considerable effort on
behalf of the organization; and a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization” (p.
225). However, its similar to Sak and Gruman (2014) by said that organizational commitment is
“an emotional attachment to one’s organization” (p. 158). Finally, job involvement refers to the
degree of employee’s identity matched with their job (Christian et al, 2011). So, in the other word,
faculty engagement could be an outcome of the integration of faculty job satisfaction,
organizational/university commitment, and faculty involvement somehow that involve faculty’s
both physical behavior and mental mind in order to invest their energy to work enthusiastically for
achieving university missions and goals.

Since there are no consensus of meaning of faculty engagement, employee engagement
has been used to determine faculty engagement in many research in a higher educational context
(Wong & Heng, 2009; Glass, Doberneck, Schweitzer, 2011; Demb & Wade, 2012; Friesen, 2012).
Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) said that “engagement as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of
mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 295) where vigor is a high
level of energy to do the tasks, dedication is a high level of enthusiasm and challenging, finally is
absorption, a fully engrossed and concentrated their works. On the other word, Gebauer, Lowman
and Gordon (2008) stated that employee engagement refers to “a deep and broad connection that
employee have with a company that results in a willingness to go above and beyond what’s
expected of them to help company succeed” (p. 9). Similar to Bakker and Demerouti (2008)
argued that “engaged employees have high levels of energy and are enthusiastic about their work.
Moreover, they are often fully immersed in their work so that time flies” (p. 210). However,
Barman and Saikat (2011) said that

“an engaged faculty will show a high degree of commitment and involvement in the
profession. For him/her teaching is more of commitment than compliance. Important

thing to be noticed here is where this commitment and involvement of a faculty upon?”

(p. 143).
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Engaged faculty performs a better performance than non-engaged faculty because
engaged faculty has a positive emotion, joy, happiness and high energy towards their duty and
work, enjoying of being a good health and creating and handling their job well, yet transferring the
engagement feeling to other faculty members as well (Bakker, Demerouti, 2008; Selmer,

Jonasson, & Laruing, 2014).

Faculty Engagement Factors

According to Smith (2005), in order to foster faculty engagement in higher education,
university need to motivate a professional development by fostering effective leadership within
department, and fostering a feedback loop, moreover, it needs to enhance faculty engagement by
providing faculty empowerment in order to enrich faculty engagement. The similarity with
Hakanen, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2006), they said that the factor of job control, communication,
information, relationship and support from supervisor, and work environment such as innovative
and social climate are positively influence on faculty engagement. Wong and Heng (2009)
concluded that personal achievement and growth, organizational policy, management style,
relationship with direct supervisor and peers, recognition, work itself, and job characteristics (job
responsibility), and overall working condition promote faculty engagement. The conceptual
faculty engagement model proposed by Wade and Demb (2009), they said that faculty
engagement consisted of three connected dimensions which are first, personal dimension, it means
a different in race/ethnicity, gender, values/belief, motivation, epistemology, previous experiences,
family college, attainment status, and age lead to a different in faculty engagement level. Second,
institutional dimension consisted of mission and priority, community involvement, leadership,
type of institution, institutional policies, prestige, budget and funding, faculty involvement, and
engagement structure. Final is professional dimension which are discipline of the profession,
status and rank of teaching profession, length of time in academic, faculty support, professional
community support and socialization that effect faculty engagement. From the dimension of

faculty engagement, to be said that faculty members engaged because they are engaged with
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teaching, providing instruction, doing research and autonomy to design program and activities,
including servicing to public and community (Glass, Doberneck, & Schweitzer, 2011). However,
Barman and Saikat (2011) proposed faculty engagement factors which are institutional
attachment, primary involvement, secondary involvement, recognition and networking, career
orientation and guidance, and credibility including job clarity, clear goal, performance
management and organizational culture that support engagement culture. It was confirmed faculty
engagement factors by Barman and Saikat (2011) that the factors of faculty engagement consisted
of institutional attachment, primary involvement, secondary involvement, recognition and
networking, career orientation and guidance, and credibility. On the other words, Friesen (2012)
said that in order to develop faculty engagement in university, four recommendations from
qualitative research revealed that administrator in university needs to create institution’s value by
creating a clearly communication to faculty member, creating forum for dialogue and discussion
between faculty members and institutional administrators, creating opportunities for intercultural
and international learning experience for faculty members, and establishing an enabling
environment that supports faculty engagement.

On the other hand, Rhoades (2012) — a professor at the center for higher national
education attainment in USA, argued that because of the changing professional employment in
higher education, patterns of students, attendance, and instruction including the challenging of
pressures from stakeholders, and the policy that framed faculty members as the enemy. So higher
institutions needs to prepare to improve faculty engagement by preparing future faculty and
professional development including graduate student socialization, recruit new faculty member
who has a suitable skill and ability including high qualified faculty member, professional
development for current faculty because “faculty are central to quality and completion” (p.3),
including professional performance management as well as reward system for faculty member. So
higher institution has to adjust its policy according to the flexibility and facilitating initiatives and
innovations within institution. Interestingly from Berg, Bakker and Cate (2013) said that to

promote engaged faculty member, higher education top management need to provide the teaching

Volume 8 Number 2 July - December 2016 (2559)



100} HROD JOURMNAL

courses that match with faculty members expertise with their own special area, the notification
from direct supervisor about the appreciation of teaching including the performance feedback of
teaching, small size of the teaching class, autonomy and freedom to design and determine what to
teach and how to teach, appreciation from peers and colleagues, teaching with faculty member in
various fields and disciplines, get a good score from students’ evaluation, more supporting staffs,
recognition from public, suitable compensation, feedback from team and other faculty members.
Another studies which based on equity and expectancy theory, human capital investment, intrinsic
rewards (institutional support for teaching, fair treatment), extrinsic rewards (institutional finance,
faculty union membership, institutional student to faculty ratio), and covariates (gender and
race/ethnicity) are the factors affecting full-time faculty member engagement (Akroyd, Patton, &
Bracken, 2013). Even the faculty engagement has a unique factors of employee engagement, there
are an interconnected point between employee engagement and faculty engagement. The table 1
shows the factors affecting faculty engagement in conclusion from the reviewed literature of
employee engagement, faculty engagement, academic staff engagement and employee
engagement in higher education around the world.

Table 1 Factors Affecting Faculty Engagement

Factors Affecting Authors

Faculty Engagement

Perceived organizational | Whitener (2001); Sak (2006); Fornes, Rocco & Willard (2008)

support

Trust Whitener (2001); Walker (2001); Dutta (2004); Whittington & Galpin

(2010); Ugwu, Onyishi & Rodriguez-Sanchez (2013)
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Factors Affecting Authors
Faculty Engagement

Organization Whitener (2001); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Whittington &

commitment Galpin (2010); Andrew & Sofian (2012); Ghosh, Satyawadi, Joshi &
Shadman (2013); Agyemang & Ofei (2013); Chambel, Castanheira &
Sobral (2014)

Skill variety Bakker (2011); Remo (2012); Ajgaonkar, Baul & Phadke (2012)

Task identity Whittington & Galpin (2010); Ajgaonkar, Baul & Phadke (2012); Remo

(2012)

Task significant

Fornes, Rocco & Wollard (2008); Ajgaonkar, Baul & Phadke (2012);

Remo (2012)

Autonomy Fornes, Rocco & Wollard (2008); Bakker (2011); Ajgaonkar, Baul &
Phadke (2012); Kumar & Sia (2012); Remo (2012); Bethencourt (2012)

Feedback Fornes, Rocco & Wollard (2008); Bakker (2011); Ajgaonkar, Baul &
Phadke (2012); Remo, 2012

Leadership and/or Whittington & Galpin (2010); Bakker (2011); Gruman & Saks (2011);

supervisor support

Reoi & Sanders-Rerio (2011); Bethencourt (2012); Kumar & Sia (2012);

Remo (2012); Anitha (2014)

Performance Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Whittington & Galpin (2010); Bakker

management (2011); Gruman & Saks (2011); Remo (2012); Chambel, Castanheira &
Sobral (2014)

Task variety Hackman & Oldham (1976); Whittington & Galpin (2010)
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Factors Affecting Authors
Faculty Engagement
Organizational Sak (2006); Whittington & Galpin (2010); CIPD (2010); Bakker (2011);

citizenship behavior

Wollard & Shuck (2011); Andrew & Sofian (2012); Rurkkhum & Bartlett

(2012)

Training, development

and learning

Dutta (2004); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010);
Whittington & Galpin (2010); Mohapatra & Sharma (2010); Gruman &
Saks (2011); Andrew & Sofian (2012); Anitha (2014); Chambel,

Castanheira & Sobral (2014)

Rewards May, Gilson & Harter (2004); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010);
Whittington & Galpin (2010); Chambel, Castanheira & Sobral (2014)

Compensation Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Whittington & Galpin (2010);
Mohapatra & Sharma (2010); Bethencourt (2012); Ghosh, Satyawadi,
Joshi & Shadman (2013); Anitha (2014); Chambel, Castanheira & Sobral
(2014)

Relatedness Bethencourt (2012)

Benefit Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Mohapatra & Sharma (2010);

Bethencourt, 2012

Creativity and innovation

Bakker (2011); Remo (2012)

Relationship with peers

Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Bakker (2011); Reoi& Sanders-Rerio
(2011); Andrew & Sofian (2012); Kumar & Sia (2012); Remo (2012);

Anitha (2014)
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Factors Affecting

Faculty Engagement

Authors

Meaningful work/job and

Birt, Wallis & Winternitz (2004); May, Gilson & Harter (2004); Sak

value (2006); Reoi & Sanders-Rerio (2011)
Safety May, Gilson & Harter (2004); Reoi & Sanders-Rerio (2011)
Challenging work/job Birt, Wallis & Winternitz (2004); Fornes, Rocco & Willard (2008);

Whittington & Galpin (2010); Ghosh, Satyawadi, Joshi & Shadman (2013)

Job satisfaction

Igbaria, Meredith, & Smith (1994); Lee (2000); Andrew & Sofian (2012)

Talent management

Dutta (2004); Raju (2004); Bhatnagar (2007); Hughes & Rog (2008)

Work environment

Dutta (2004); Ghosh, Satyawadi, Joshi & Shadman (2013); Anitha, 2014

Work life balance

Walker (2001); Dutta (2004); Sak (2006); Mohapatra & Sharma (2010);

Wang & Walumbwa (2007)

Organizational culture

Ramlall (2003); Ghosh, Satyawadi, Joshi & Shadman (2013)

Recognition

Walker (2001); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Mohapatra & Sharma
(2010)

Career advancement

Birt, Wallis &Winternitz (2004); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010);

Whittington & Galpin (2010); Mohapatra & Sharma (2010)

Job opportunity

Ramlall (2003); Birt, Wallis &Winternitz (2004)

Communication

Walker (2001); Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010); Mohapatra & Sharma

(2010); Andrew & Sofian (2012); Kumar &Sia (2012)
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Factors Affecting Authors
Faculty Engagement
Empowerment Birt, Wallis & Winternitz (2004); Fornes, Rocco &Wollard (2008); Ugwu,
Onyishi & Rodriguez-Sanchez (2013)
Coaching Gruman & Saks, 2011
Clarity Fornes, Rocco & Wollard (2008); Kumar & Sia, 2012

Physical comfort

Kumar & Sia (2012)

Job content

Sharma & Joshi (2001); Mohapatra & Sharma (2010)

Senior management

Gitanjali, Sharma & Sharma (2010)

Participative management

Mohapatra & Sharma (2010)

Organizational justice

Sak (2006); Fornes, Rocco &Wollard (2008); Mohapatra& Sharma (2010);

Gruman & Sak (2011)

Congruency Fornes, Rocco & Wollard (2008)
Organizational policy Anitha (2014)
Workplace well-being Anitha (2014)

Team performance

Song, Lim, Kang & Kim (2014)

Learning organization

Song, Lim, Kang & Kim (2014)

Consequences of Faculty Engagement

The consequence of faculty engagement could be categorized into two states of

consequences which are consequences of faculty engagement to university and to individual
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benefit. For faculty engagement consequences to university, four dimensions have been
discovered which are job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit and
organizational citizenship behavior (Sak, 2006). However, Bhatnagar (2007) said that the output
of engagement could enhance the performance and overall productivity includes the organization
could utilize the engagement in term of managing talent and use as a key to retain high performers
with the organization. In term of individual benefit of being engaged, according to Harvard
Business Review by Baldomi (2013) said that engaged employee not only enhance performance
and productivity but also improves the quality of their work-life and health. They feel that they are
a part of organization that bring a sense of ownership to institutions. Moreover they can feel their
self-complacent of being engaged. Moreover, faculty engagement could plays as mediators’
variables as well. The mediation effects of employee engagement in higher education by Saks
(2006) divided engagement in two levels which are job engagement and organizational
engagement as a main mediator that mediates antecedent of engagement (job characteristics,
perceived organizational and supervisory support, recognition and rewards, procedural and
distributive justices) and consequences (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and OCB).
However, Selmer, Jonasson, and Lauring (2013) found that academic staff engagement mediates

trust, and group conflict.

Discussion

Employee engagement in higher institution, academic staff engagement are the term
represents faculty engagement in different contexts. In higher institution, all faculty members are
expected to teach, research, and services (Rhoades, 2012). Since psychology theory, system theory
and economics theory are the main theory of human resource development by ethics situated as
the ground (Swanson, 1995). Furthermore, the university is seeking to the qualified faculty
members to be the part of its success. For sure that faculty members are the invaluable asset to
enhance the quality of students to be a good citizen in the future in order to drive the national and

the world economy (Rhoades, 2012). Developing engaged faculty member to work efficiency is
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not an easy task because there are some different factors depend on the context and nature of each
university including its culture. However, from the reviewed of factors affecting faculty
engagement. It can be categorized into five main faculty engagement factors which are personal
characteristics, job, organization, management and relationship factor as shown in table 2.
Comparing with other point of views, Wollard and Shuck (2011) categorized employee
engagement antecedent into two which are individual antecedent and organizational antecedent by
saying that
“individual antecedents were defined as constructs, strategies, and conditions that were
applied directly to or by individual employee and that were believed to be fundamental
to development of employee engagement, organizational-level antecedents were defined
as constructs, strategies, and conditions that were applied across an organization as
fundamental to development of employee engagement and the structural or systematic

level” (p.433).

Table 2 Five Factors Affecting Faculty Engagement

Factors Affecting Faculty Engagement

Personal Characteristics Factors - Personal trust - Skill variety
- Personal value - Age
- Education - Experiences of teaching
Management Factors - Performance management - Congruency
- Talent management - Communication
- Empowerment - Senior management

- Participative management

- Training, development, learning and coaching

Organization Factors - Autonomy - Feedback
- Creativity and innovation - Work environment

- Work life balance - Organizational culture

- Recognition - Career advancement
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Factors Affecting Faculty Engagement

- Work pressure - Physical comfort
- Organizational justice - Organizational policy
- Workplace well-being - Learning organization

- Perceived organizational support

- Compensation, rewards and benefit

Job /task Factors - Task identity - Task significant
- Task variety - Task orientation
- Job Safety - Challenging work/job
- Job opportunity - Job security

- Job content

- Meaningful work/job and value

Relationship Factors - Leadership and - Supervisor support
- Relationship with peer - Relationship with
supervisor

On the other hand, Zigarmi, Nimon, Houson, Witt and Diehl (2013) from The Ken
Blanchard company grouped the factors of engagement into three main factors which are job
factors (meaningful work, autonomy, workload balance, feedback and task variety), organization
factors (collaboration, distributive justice, procedural justice, growth and performance
expectation) and relationship factors (connectedness with colleagues and connectedness with
leader), however they call these factors “employee work passion” instead of employee
engagement, and they said that employee work passion goes beyond employee engagement.
However, there are an argument scholars whether engagement causes work passion or work
passion create employee engagement (Zigarmi et al, 2013; Alvi & Abbasi, 2012; Ghosh, Rai &
Sinha, 2014). Moreover, from the empirical studies found that job satisfaction, involvement, and
organizational commitment factors play and share some factors that affect faculty engagement or

academics staff engagement e.g., personal factors and values, achievement, growth or promotional
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opportunity, relationship in organization, management style, organizational culture, working
condition, work itself, workload and work-life balance, perceived organization support, and
organizational justices (Lew, 2009; Wong & Heng, 2009; Awang & Ahmad, 2010; O’Meara,

Sandmann Saltmarsh, & Giles, 2011; Yahaya, Chek, Samsudin, & Jizat, 2014).

Implication for HRD practices

The emerging implication of HRD practices from knowing faculty engagement level and
its factors could help the top management understand the nature of faculty members in the higher
education context. Moreover, knowing an implication for practices is a paramount in order to
levering engagement construct for human resource development (Shuck & Rose, 2013). A deeper
understanding of faculty engagement leads to a university’s broad members could design and
launch human resource development interventions accurately. To implement any HRD
intervention, it needs to be wise and not only focus on the outcome of performance but also focus
on the employee knowledge, skill, attitude, experiences as well as university’s culture in order to
gain trust and encourage faculty members to work effectively. In support, Saks (2006) highlighted
to beware of “engagement-gap” (p.614) for example, training and development interventions lead
to a sense of improving of organizational support, job design intervention could leads to autonomy
of working.

Second, engagement is a long-term process, it might increase or decrease according to
time, and it requires a long-term mutual relationship among faculty member and top management.
This also can be explained by social exchange theory. Moreover, Shuck and Rose (2013) stated
that implication for HRD practices has emerged and consisted of three areas — emerging mission,
emerging purpose, and emerging boundaries. Shuck and Rose (2013) also said that engagement as
a condition, and as an outcome at the same time. So understand engagement, it need to understand
the psychological well-being of employee as well. However, faculty engagement factors itself
have a particular engagement factors deviate from employee engagement in term of self-

engagement, they engaged not only the university provided them a well-being working life, but
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they engagement because they feel proud with this honored profession to develop the youth and
student to grow up or call “self-actualization”. This conditions can be confirmed Shuck and Rose
(2013) by saying that engagement is a condition and outcome at the same time depending on
which dimension of engagement and the worldview of university’s executives through
engagement concept. In order to utilize engagement factors, top management need to concern and
realize about its organizational culture as well as its nature as a baseline before launching any
HRD interventions, some issues are sensitive such as personal value, justices, and trust. On the
other hand, some organization might implement only a few engagement factors, and organization
turns fruitful, but some have to use other intervention to help. Moreover, even many research
found that engagement brought about productivity, top management has to make sure that the

reason of increased in productivity is because of engagement or other exogenous factors.

Conclusion

Higher educational industry has been played the critical role to develop human resource to
be a qualified labor force of the whole nation up to the humanity. From employee engagement to
faculty engagement has its own history, however, engaged faculty member tend to put extra an
effort to enhance the quality of students as well as the competitiveness of the institution. Factors
affecting faculty engagement from this literature review have been categorized into five factors
which are personal factors, management factors, organizational factors, job/task factors, and
relationship factors. Each factors have its own unique story behind, the implementer has to look
deeply in each factors however this literature review concluded the factors affecting faculty
engagement around the world to take a horizontal perspective and be a gateway to open higher
institute and faculty members’ perception to the academic’s profession including other disciplines
as well as the field of human resource development will be advanced and expanded to the

educational context.
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