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ABSTRACT 

The present study was conducted with the aim of investigating whether perceived 

organizational support or HEXACO personality traits: honesty-humility, emotionality, 
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness was a better predictor of work 
engagement among university teachers. A sample size of 157 university teachers was 

conveniently drawn both online and in person. The HEXACO-PI, Survey of Perceived 
Organizational Support (SPOS) and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) were used 
to measure personality, perceived organizational support and work engagement respectively. 

Multiple Regression Analysis was used to examine the data. The study revealed that 
Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Perceived Organizational Support were significant 
predictors of work engagement. The similarities in beta values suggests that both personality 

traits and perceived organizational support are crucial to work engagement. Limitations as 
well as suggestions for future research are discussed.  

Key words: work engagement, personality, perceived organizational support, HEXACO, 
university teachers 
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INTRODUCTION 

It is the aim of organizations all over the globe to have employees that are able to 
maximize their strengths and channel them towards the achievement of organizational goals. 

In the field of organizational psychology however, the focus of many studies revolves around 
negative work outcomes such as stress, burnout and turnover (Michie, 2002; Ajayi, 2018; 
Salvagioni, 2017; Ochoa, 2018) which are hindrances to the attainment of organizational 

goals and employee productivity. Nevertheless, the advent of Positive Psychology has 
encouraged research on quality of life, personal growth as well as positive work-related 
outcomes namely work engagement (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2001, Kim, Shin and 

Swanger, 2009) as this is more desirable for both the employer and the employee since it 
enhances employee well-being and increases organizational productivity (Nayak, 2016). 
Having employees with high levels of work engagement is crucial as this leads to an increase 

in productivity as well as the attainment of organizational goals (Jackson, 2014; Knutsson, 
2014 & Nayak, 2016). 

The growth in interest on the concept of work engagement has led researchers to 

investigate its antecedents particularly using the Job Demands-Resources model. Schaufeli 
and Bakker (2004) stated that the positive predictors of work engagement are the job 
resources and that the job demands are not significantly related to engagement. However, 

Macey and Schneider (2008) argue that the relationships among antecedents of engagement 
have not been deeply studied thus resulting in an inadequate understanding of the concept. 
Although, Chang (2009) identified that there are generally three sources contributing to 

workplace wellbeing: individual factors; organizational factors (e.g., work demands); and 
transactional factors, which are interactions between individual and organizational factors 

(e.g., perceived support from principal, peers, and administration), theoretical discussions and 
empirical investigations have so far emphasised characteristics of the job which are related to 
the organisational environment. Hence in this study we focus on how individual and a 

transactional job resources such as personality traits and perceived organisational support 
impact work engagement. 

Although there are several studies on work engagement literature focusing on both the 

private and public industrial settings (Persson, 2010; Wetheimer, 2015; Cotes, 2014; 
Simpson, 2009; Chhetri, 2017; Woods, 2013; Pasion-Caiani, 2015; Meintjes & Hofmeyr), the 
trends in research specifically on academic employees in the organisational psychology 

literature have focused on the negative work-related outcomes (Hakanen, Bakker and 
Schaufeli, 2006). Very few studies have been conducted to investigate work engagement in 
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tertiary educational settings (Schweitzer, 2014; Ferrer, 2011). Work engagement is important 
in tertiary educational settings as Alzyoud, Othman and Isa (2015) posit that a highly engaged 

academic work force translates to improvements in productivity and a boost in the image of 
their respective universities. It is thus crucial for academics/teaching staff to be fully engaged 
in their work in order to provide a good learning experience for students as well as to provide 

research that contributes to the improvement of the society. 

While work engagement is deemed crucial in the tertiary educational setting, the 
teaching profession is known for having many job demands which may prevent teachers from 

being fully engaged (Kyriacou & Sutcliffe, 1978; Travers & Cooper, 1996). According to 
Bell, Rajendran and Theiler (2012) the last few decades has seen a global increase of 
demands in universities due to major reductions in government funding of public universities, 

growth of student numbers, increased focus on quality research and teaching, international 
and domestic competition and technological developments (Briggs, 2009; Churchman, 2006; 
Houston, Meyer, & Paewai, 2006; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004; Shah, 2012; Tytherleigh, et al., 

2005; Winefield, et al., 2003). Academics now have increased accountability, pressure to 
publish research, workloads, frequent restructuring, use of short-term contracts and additional 
external scrutiny (Dickson-Swift, et al., 2009; Houston, et al., 2006; Jacobs & Winslow, 

2004; Tytherleigh, et al., 2005; Winefield, et al., 2003). 

Furthermore, Boyd, Bakker, Pignata, Winefield, Gillespie and Stough (2011) 
discussed that the high levels of role conflict among university teachers result from the triple 

demands of teaching, research, and administration. Academic work involves a uniquely high 
level of demand for social engagement or energy devoted to establishing relationships with 

both colleagues and clients (i.e. students) than in other professions (Pianta et al., 2012; 
Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011, Klassen, Yerdelen & Durksen, 2013). Additionally, 
university teachers are also dealing with the pressures of competing demands, such as 

balancing teaching with research, bringing money into the university through research grants 
or publications and attempting to balance traditional workloads with new pressures, such as 
teaching internationally and via online methods (Briggs, 2009; Brown, 2007). University 

teachers are also expected to fulfil multiple role demands within the work setting, for 
example, teaching, research, consultation and supervising research students (Brown, 2007; 
O'Laughlin & Bischoff, 2005). With this increase in demands and pressure, it is necessary for 

university teachers to be armed with the adequate resources to meet these demands and 
enable work engagement. 
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In order for university teachers to be fully engaged in their work, certain antecedents 
need to be present. Majority of work engagement literature dwells much on organizational 

commitment and job satisfaction as key antecedents of engagement (Harter, Schmidt & 
Hayes 2002; Macey & Schneider 2008). Studies have also shown that opportunity for career 
advancement, years of experience, quality of work life, teacher well-being and job 

characteristics are strong predictors of work engagement among teachers (Alqarim, 2016; Bal 
& Bakker, 2010; Minghui, et al., 2018, Skaalvik, 2018). However, few researchers have 
explored the predictive impact of both perceived organizational support and personality traits 

on university teacher’s work engagement in one study. More so, these two variables were 
selected because they represent two levels of analysis, which are transactional and individual.  

With regard to individual factors, there seems to be little research conducted 

regarding the effect of personality factors on work engagement especially using HEXACO on 
academics as participants. Although personality was identified as one of the catalysts of work 
engagement among academics (Chang, 2009), only non-HEXACO characteristics were 

outlined (e.g., low hardiness, type-A personality, lower self-esteem, and high expectations). 
The HEXACO has offered the opportunity to investigate new personality phenomena such as 
the engagement and altruism factors. According to Ashton and Lee (2007), the six factors can 

be divided into two broad facets; altruism and engagement. The Altruism facet is 
conceptualised using the Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness and Emotionality factors. 
Engagement is conceptualised using three dimensions: Extraversion, Conscientiousness and 

Openness. Since engaged employees have high levels of energy, are enthusiastic about their 
work, and are often fully immersed in their work (Macey & Schneider, 2008; May, Gilson, & 

Harter, 2004), it would be interesting to find out which HEXACO personality traits are 
involved in these processes that lead to engagement. One of the questions that we have going 
forward in this research is whether the engagement facet will have a stronger prediction of 

engagement than the altruism facet.  

With regard to transactional factors as catalysts of work engagement, employees’ 
perceptions of organizational support (POS) have proven to be an important factor 

contributing to wellbeing and engagement in the workplace. Perceived organizational support 
is defined as a general belief in which employees feel that their organisation values their 
contributions and cares about their well-being (Krishhan & Mary, 2012; Rhoades and 

Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Martin (1995) defines organizational 
support as the awareness of workers' contribution by the organisation and the importance that 
the organization gives to their well-being. Additionally, POS reflects the type of support that 

develops through employees’ interactions with organizational agents such as supervisors. 
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Gyekye and Salminen (2013) argue that employees with a positive perception of 
organizational support are more likely to be engaged in their work and have stronger feelings 

of allegiance towards their organization. 

Briefly, the contribution of both perceived organizational support (POS) and 
personality traits (HEXACO-PI) on work engagement among university teachers is an 

important gap in research that needs to be filled. The present study thus aims to fill a gap by 
investigating whether a transactional factor (perceived organizational support) or an 
individual factor (personality traits) is a better predictor of work engagement as this has both 

recruitment and management implications (Moy, 2004; Tian, 2018 & Meyes, 2017). 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Work Engagement 

Several studies have revealed work-related demands, work-related resources and 

employee characteristics as predictors of work engagement (Schweitzer, 2014). Work-related 
demands and work-related resources reflect a model known as the Job Demands Resources 
(JD-R) Model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Job demands according 

to Demerouti et al. (2001) refer to “those physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job 
that require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated with certain 
physiological and psychological costs” (p. 501). Job resources on the other hand refer to 

“those physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may be functional in 
achieving work goals; reduce job demands and the associated physiological and 
psychological costs and stimulate personal growth and development” (Demerouti et al., 2001, 

p. 501). Examples of job resources include team cohesion, autonomy, social and 
organizational support.  

Early research on the JD-R model was first used to explain the experience of burnout 
and later work engagement among employees. Studies in Finland and Australia showed that 
educators had the highest job stress and burnout levels compared to workers in all other 

human services and white collar jobs (Kalimo & Hakanen, 2000, Gillespie, et al., 2001; 
Winefield, et al., 2003). However, the majority of teachers are not anxious, stressed, 
unmotivated, or burned-out (Farber, 1984). Quite to the contrary, the vast majority are content 

and enthusiastic (Kinnunen, Parkatti, & Rasku, 1994; Rudow, 1999) and find their work 
rewarding, satisfying and engaging (Borg & Riding, 1991; Boyle, Borg, Falzon, & Baglioni, 
1995). Therefore, in the current study we focus on the positive aspects of university teacher’s 
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work engagement using the Job Demands–Resources Model to explain work engagement in 
an area characterised by high demands and role conflict.  

It has been suggested that the constant availability of job resources promotes work 
engagement, however, when job demands exceed job resources, the result is burnout. Work 
engagement was thus viewed as a continuum, with work engagement on one end and burnout 

on the other end. Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) argue that work engagement is rather an 
independent, distinct concept that is negatively related to burnout. Whereas burnout is 
predicted by job demands, job resources predict work engagement. As a result, work 

engagement is defined and operationalized in its own right as ‘’…a positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterised by vigour, dedication, and absorption’’ (Schaufeli, 
Salanova, Gonza´lez-Roma´, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Vigour refers to high levels of energy 

and resilience in work. Dedication is characterized by strong involvement in one’s work as 
well as a sense of significance and enthusiasm. Absorption is a state of being fully 
concentrated and happily engrossed in one's work.  

Additionally, studies have shown that the socio-demographics of age and tenure 
(years of experience in job role) influence work engagement. Previous research have found 
that older workers report significantly higher levels of work engagement than younger 

workers (James et al., 2010; Ramos & Bauer, 2016). Furthermore, older workers who 
perceived their work as meaningful and had social interactions outside the organization also 
report higher levels of work engagement (Goštautaitė & Bučiūnienė, 2015). Additionally, 

studies have investigated the relationship between years of experience in a job role and work 
engagement. It has been argued that high tenure workers display a steeper drop in work 

engagement (Ramos & Bauer, 2016). This finding has also been confirmed by Ferguson 
(2007) and Truss et al. (2006) who found that the longer employees stay with an organization, 
the less engaged they become. Experience and work engagement were thus reported to be 

negatively related. Research by Yadav (2016), found that after initial years in an organization, 
work engagement levels drop, however, after ten years of experience, work engagement 
steadily rises. Both age and work experience have shown to influence work engagement and 

based on the above literature, they are included as covariates in the present study. 

Personality and Work Engagement 

Research on personality and work engagement have mainly focused on the 

relationship between the Big Five personality framework with work engagement. With the 
exception of neurotism, which has been proven to be negatively correlated with work 
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engagement, findings have been varied as to which personality dimension best predicts work 
engagement. In one study, it was argued that individuals who were conscientious, 

emotionally stable, and extraverted were more prone to experience work engagement (Zecca, 
Györkös, Becker, Massoudi & de Bruin, Rossier, 2015). In another study, emotional stability 
and conscientiousness emerged as the only two unique predictors of high work engagement 

(Inceoglu & Warr, 2012; Kim, Jörg and Klassen, 2019). Other studies found slightly different 
results where high conscientiousness, high agreeableness, and low neuroticism were 
positively associated with work engagement among academic staff (McIlveen & Perera, 2016 

and Hau & Bing, 2018 ). Research conducted among public sector university teachers in 
Lahore, Pakistan discovered that emotional stability, extraversion, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and openness to experience were found to be positively related to work 

engagement (Nayyar, Rana, Farheen, Ghazala, & Taqi, 2013). Emotional stability and 
extraversion were also found to be positively related to higher work engagement as explained 
by Bakker, Boyd, Dollard, Gillespie, Winefield, & Stough, (2010) in their study on a sample 

of academics. With regard to the work engagement sub-scales, Zecca et al. (2015), found that 
there were slight differences in how personality traits predicted vigour, dedication, and 
absorption. Vigour and dedication were more positively related to personality traits than 

absorption. The authors found that the vigour and dedication aspects of work engagement 
were significantly predicted by the extraversion and conscientiousness dimensions, and 
negatively by the neuroticism dimension; only extraversion predicted absorption 

significantly. 

Although the Big Five personality framework has been widely utilised in research, the 

present study utilises the HEXACO model as it has been proven to be a more valid and 
reliable measure of personality (Di Blas & Forzi, 1998, 1999, Szirmak & De Raad, 1994, 
Saucier, Georgiades, Tsaousis, & Goldberg, 2005; Ashton, Lee, & Goldberg, 2004, Ashton 

and Lee, 2007, Church, Reyes, Katigbak, & Grimm, 1997). The HEXACO domain scales are 
a broad spectrum of each personality facet where one end of the scale represents the opposite 
characteristics and behaviours of the other extreme end. Honesty-Humility describes 

individuals with traits such as sincerity, fairness and greed-avoidance. Traits associated with 
Emotionality include fearfulness, anxiety and dependence, (De Vries, Ashton, & Lee, 2009). 
Extraversion describes individuals with traits such as social boldness, liveliness and self-

esteem. Traits linked with Agreeableness include forgiveness, gentleness and patience, (De 
Vries, Ashton, & Lee, 2009). Conscientiousness describes individuals with traits such as 
organisation, diligence and perfection whereas traits associated with Openness to experience 

include inquisitiveness, creativity and unconventionality, (De Vries, Ashton, & Lee, 2009).  

Page !9



 According to Ashton and Lee, (2007), the six factors of the HEXACO can be divided 
into two broad facets; altruism and engagement. Altruism can be described as behaviours that 

benefit the welfare of other individuals (Kerr, Godfrey-Smith & Feldman, 2004). Honesty–
Humility and Agreeableness factors are consistent with two aspects of reciprocal altruism 
(fairness and tolerance), and the Emotionality factor is compatible with kin altruism, that is, 

behaviours that benefits one’s kin members. Engagement is conceptualised using three 
dimensions: Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness. Extraversion is understood in 
terms of an active investment of energy in the social domain, Conscientiousness as an active 

investment of energy in the task domain, and Openness to Experience as an active investment 
of energy in the idea domain (De Vries, Wawoe, and Holtrop, 2016). Extraversion, 
Conscientiousness and Openness to experience may thus be more positively related to work 

engagement as active investments in social, task and idea domains and are likely to be crucial 
to the work of university teachers. Similarly, Akhtar, Boustani, Tsivrikos and Chamorro-
Premuzic, (2014) identified openness to experience, extraversion and conscientiousness of 

the Big Five as predictors of work engagement and termed individuals high on these traits as 
having an “engageable personality”. The altruistic descriptions of Honesty-Humility, 
Agreeableness and Emotionality may not be as strongly related since these factors may be 

more crucial to interpersonal relationships. 

Based on the above literature, the following hypotheses have been formulated: 

H1: Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and 

Openness are positively related to work engagement among university teachers. 

H2: Extraversion, Conscientiousness and Openness are stronger correlates of work 

engagement than Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness and Emotionality among university 
teachers. 

Perceived Organizational Support and Work Engagement 

Perceived organizational support is crucial in the emergence of positive work-related 
outcomes including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, employee productivity and 
organizational citizenship behaviours (Chiang, 2012; Ristig, 2009; McBey, 2017; Ersoy, 

2014; Abou-Moghli, 2015). Additionally, Joy and Chiramel (2016) found perceived 
organizational support to be negatively related to employee withdrawal behaviour and 
turnover intentions (Lew, 2009). The presence of organizational support is thus relevant for 

all organizations.  The organizational support theory (Eisenberger, et al., 1986) posits that the 
emergence of perceived organizational support (POS) comes about through the attribution of 
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human-like characteristics to the organization. As such, the personification of the 
organization is seen through the prescription of policies, norms, culture and codes of conduct 

as well as the power the organisation’s agents exert over individual employees. On the basis 
of the organisations’ personification, employees view their favourable or unfavourable 
treatment as an indication of whether the organization supports them or not. Moreover, 

certain factors are believed to impact employees’ perception of organizational support such as 
organizational rewards and job conditions, and perceived fairness (Baran, Shanock, & Miller, 
2012). 

Additionally, the social exchange theory, (Blau, 1964), provides a broader means of 
understanding perceived organizational support and its related outcomes. The principal idea 
behind the social exchange theory is the concept of reciprocity. Reciprocity describes a give 

and take relationship between two parties. In this regard, when one party receives something 
valuable from the other party, the receiving party feels an obligation to return something 
valuable in response (Bateman & Organ, 1983). Thus, a positive perception of organizational 

support is likely to be reciprocated by favourable work related attitudes such as lower 
intentions to leave and high levels of work engagement, (Kose, 2016). On the basis of the 
social exchange theory, the present study thus perceives work engagement to be a resultant 

exchange for a positive perception of organizational support.   

Several studies have examined the influence of perceived organizational support 
(POS) on work engagement. Research investigating the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and work engagement among Turkish basic and high school teachers 
as well as Iranian high school teachers revealed a significant positive relationship between 

perceived organizational support and work engagement (Kose, 2016; Hajihasani & Kave, 
2016).  Furthermore, in a sample of Turkish primary and middle school teachers, perceived 
organizational support was discovered to be a significant predictor of work engagement 

(Meriç, Çiftci & Yurtal, 2019). Similar results have also been found in tertiary settings. 
Among academic staff in a Nigerian University, perceived organizational support was also 
found to be positively related to work engagement (Najemdeen, Abidemi, Rahmat, & Bulus, 

2018). In a contradicting study however, Ferrer (2011) found perceived organizational 
support not to be a significant predictor of work engagement among Australian academics. 
The study found job characteristics (autonomy, task identity, feedback, and skill variety) were 

significant predictors of work engagement.  

Other studies focusing on manufacturing, health and technology industries similarly 
found perceived organizational support to be positively related to work engagement (Burns, 
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2016; Sitorus, 2017; Yongxing, Hongfei, Baoguo & Lei, 2017). Meta-analytic research have 
additionally found perceived organizational support to be strongly positively related to 

positive work-related outcomes including work engagement (Ahmed, Nawaz, Ali, & Islam, 
2015). Indeed, majority of research points to the fact that POS is positively related to and is a 
significant predictor of work engagement (Dai & Qin, 2016, Abbasi & Haider, 2014, Ahmadi, 

Tavakoli & Heidary 2014). Further research has also shown a positive relationship between 
the perceived organizational support and the three dimension of work engagement, namely 
absorption, vigour and dedication (Ram & Prabhakar, 2011). Based on the above discussed 

literature, the following hypothesis was deduced: 

H3: Perceived organizational support is positively related to work engagement among 
university teachers. 

Personality Traits or Perceived Organizational Support? Which is more important? 

Research has shown that independently, personality traits and perceived 
organizational support (POS) have their role to play in the occurrence of work engagement. 

(Ahmed, Nawaz, Ali, & Islam, 2015, Inceoglu & Warr, 2012; Kim, Jörg and Klassen, 2019).  
Personality traits and POS represent individual and transactional factors respectively and it 
may be likely that one is more important in predicting work engagement. Previous research 

has not addressed this likelihood. Sharma and Bhatnagar (2016) advocates for future research 
to investigate which factor is more important to work engagement. Personality refers to those 
characteristics of the person that account for enduring and consistent patterns of feelings, 

thinking, and behaving (Pervin, Cervone & John, 2005, p. 6). Given its consistent nature, 
personality traits are likely to play a more crucial role to work engagement as compared to 

perceived organizational support. This may be because constant changes in the policies and 
structures of an organization may cause fluctuations in employee’s perception of 
organizational support. It is possible that this context of change (such as major reductions in 

government funding and growth of student numbers) influences employees’ attitudes towards 
the job demands, which in turn could affect their general attitude toward their work and 
perceptions of organizational support (Oreg, 2006). 
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METHODOLOGY 

Sample and sampling strategy 

The sample comprised 157 university teachers derived from five different faculties in 

a Swedish University. The sample was made up of 52.2% (82) male and 47.8% (75) female. 
Participants’ age ranged from 24 to 67 years, giving a mean age of 45.2 years and standard 
deviation of 10.7. Job tenure ranged from 1 to 32 years, with a mean of 7.7 and standard 

deviation of 7.1. Concerning the participants by faculty, (26.1%) 41 were from the Social 
sciences, (21.7%) 34 from Arts and Humanities, (28%) 44 from Technology, (15.9%) 25 from 
Health and Life Sciences and (8.3%) 13 from Business and Economics. The sampling 

strategy utilised was the convenient sampling technique. The convenient sampling technique 
was used since it enabled the researchers to engage only participants who were available and 
willing to partake in the study.  

Measures 

The present study utilised a quantitative research approach and thus employed a 
cross-sectional survey design. A cross-sectional survey was a suitable design since the 

research concentrates on collecting data from the target population within a short period. 
Three pre-established and validated instruments were used as measurement tools for each 
variable of the present study. Measuring instruments consisted of the Survey of Perceived 

Organizational Support by Eisenberger et al. (1986), the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES) by Schaufeli et al. (2002) and the HEXACO personality scale by Ashton and Lee 
(2004). Socio-demographic questions were included at the beginning of the questionnaire. 

Socio-Demographic Data 

Participants were asked about socio-demographic information, such as gender and age 

and work related factors such as experience, position and faculty. 

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) 

The UWES developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002) is a 17 item scale that measures the 

extent to which individuals are engaged in their work. The instrument consists of three sub-
scales measuring the extent to which respondents are vigorous, dedicated and absorbed in 
their work. The UWES is measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 6- Always to 0-

Never. Examples of items include “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”, “ I find the 
work that I do full of meaning and purpose”, “ Time flies while I am working” which 
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measure vigour, dedication and absorption respectively. Reliability analysis for the general 
UWES scale displayed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.90. The sub-scales of the UWES displayed 

Cronbach’s alphas of 0.71, 0.85 and 0.76 for Vigour, Dedication and Absorption respectively. 
The scale thus has as an acceptable level of internal consistency since alpha values are above 
the acceptable level of 0.70 (Cronbach, 1951). High scores on the general UWES and its sub-

scales indicate high levels of work engagement, vigour, dedication and absorption 
respectively. 

HEXACO 

The HEXACO, developed by Ashton and Lee (2004) is a 60-item scale measuring 6 
dimensions of personality, namely Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Openness to experience. Each sub-scale contains 10 

items that measure the construct. The HEXACO is measured on a 5-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 5-Strongly agree to 1-Strongly disagree. Examples of items include  “Having a 
lot of money is not especially important to me” measuring Honesty-Humility,  “I sometimes 

can’t help worrying about little things”, measuring Emotionality,  “In social situations, I’m 
usually the one who makes the first move”, measuring Extraversion, “I tend to be lenient in 
judging other people”, measuring Agreeableness, “I plan ahead and organise things, to 

avoid scrambling at the last minute” , measuring Conscientiousness and  “I’m interested in 
learning about the history and politics of other countries”, which measures Openness to 
experience. Each sub-scale contains items that are reversely scored. Reliability analysis for 

the HEXACO showed Emotionality and Openness to have the most acceptable alpha values; 
0.70 and 0.73 respectively. The remaining sub-scales displayed satisfactory Cronbach alphas; 

Extraversion, 0.68, Agreeableness, 0.68 and Conscientiousness 0.61. Honesty-Humility 
displayed the lowest Cronbach alpha; 0.56. HEXACO authors Ashton and Lee (2004) have 
however asserted that given the brevity of each sub-scale, internal consistencies are not 

expected to be high. The above Cronbach alphas are quite similar to Ashton and Lee (2004) 
who found all HEXACO scales to have an alpha in the 0.70s, thus making them fit for usage.  

Survey of Perceived Organizational support (SPOS) 

The SPOS developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986), is a 16 item scale that measures 
individual’s perceptions of support derived from their organizations. The scale is measured 
on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 5- Strongly agree to 1- Strongly disagree. Examples 

of items on the scale include “The organization cares about my opinions” and “The 
organization is willing to help me when I need a special favour”. Out of the 16 items in the 
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SPOS, 7 items are reversed. Reliability analysis for the SPOS displayed a Cronbach’s alpha 
of 0.93. Higher scores on the SPOS indicates a positive perception of organizational support.  

Procedure 

In order to gather data, both online and paper and pencil questionnaires were 
distributed to participants. 82 questionnaires were distributed to academic staff who were 

available in their respective offices. Participants were assured of anonymity and 
confidentiality of responses to the questionnaire. Additionally, it was made clear in both 
online and paper and pencil questionnaire that participation was not obligatory and as such, 

prospective participants could choose not to fill in the questionnaire. Out of 82 paper and 
pencil questionnaires, 46 completed questionnaires were retrieved, giving a response rate of 
56.1%. In a bid to attain more participants for the research, emails were sent to academic staff 

of the University, with a link to the online questionnaire. A total of 500 emails were sent and 
115 were successfully completed; giving a response rate of 23%. There were no significant 
differences in the responses for work engagement and HEXACO between the data collected 

online and on paper. There was a significant difference for POS F (1, 155) = 4.61, p=.033 
between the online responses (M=53.68, SD=12.01) and paper responses (M=57.91, 
SD=9.16). A total of 4 participants were excluded because they were non-academics/

administration staff. This enabled the final sample of 157 participants and an average 
response rate of 40%. All measurement tools were in English and not in the native 
language(s) of the participants. This may thus have accounted for the low response rate.  

Open Science Practices 

 All the data, statistical codebook, analysis and materials are openly available on 
https://osf.io/xumn7/.  

Data Analysis 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyse the collected 
data. Preliminary tests using Kolmogorov-Smirnov revealed that the work engagement scores 
were normally distributed, D (157) = .05, p = .20. Thus, parametric tests were used to 

conduct further analysis. Correlations and descriptives were calculated among all the 
variables. A hierarchical regression analysis was used in order to investigate which predictors 
(personality traits and POS) could predict work engagement. 
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RESULTS 

Gender differences in Work Engagement, Personality traits and POS 

 In the present study, MANOVA was conducted to obtain a preliminary analysis of 

descriptive statistics across gender (male and female) for all the main variables (Work 
Engagement, POS and HEXACO personality traits). Regarding the mean, Work engagement 
among the sample of university teachers suggests an overall high engagement. There were 

non-significant gender differences in Work engagement, Vigour, Dedication and Absorption 
(See Table 1 for means and standard deviations). 

Table 1  

Descriptive statistics of Work engagement and each of the sub-scales vigour, dedication and absorption; 
personality and POS across gender. 

Note: Work engagement is the total of Vigour, Dedication and Absorption, which are its sub-scales. 

HEXACO responses ranged from M= 30.80, SD= 5.86 for Emotionality to M=39.79, 
SD=4.38 for Honesty-Humility. For HEXACO personality traits, the means show minute 
differences in the personality traits between males and females which were all non-significant 

except for Emotionality, (F (1,155) = 7.42, p = .007, η2 = .046). Gender differences in 
Emotionality, were the highest with females showing 7.78% higher emotionality than males. 

Male Female Overall

Variables M S. D M S.D M S.D F p-value

Work Engage-
ment

68.82 12.15 70.75 11.61 69.74 11.90 1.031 .312

Vigour 23.59 4.35 23.79 4.31 23.68 4.32 0.084 .772

Dedication 21.78 4.45 22.73 3.72 22.24 4.13 2.095 .150

Absorption 23.45 4.54 24.23 4.89 24.23 4.89 1.061 .305

H 39.52 4.88 40.08 3.76 39.79 4.38 0.630 .428

E 29.61 5.62 32.11 5.86 30.80 5.86 7.416 .007

X 34.10 4.44 34.51 4.94 34.29 4.67 0.299 .585

A 32.90 4.76 31.73 5.65 32.34 5.22 1.977 .162

C 38.40 3.94 37.21 4.60 37.83 4.30 3.040 .083

O 38.16 5.36 38.99 5.28 38.55 5.32 0.949 .332

POS 54.23 11.71 55.67 11.06 54.92 11.39 0.620 .432
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There were also non-substantial gender differences in Perceived Organizational Support 
(POS). 

Correlations between Work engagement, Personality traits and POS 

As a preliminary test, Pearson’s correlation values (see Table 2) were reviewed 
between Work Engagement and the extended engagement factors (vigour, dedication, 

absorption) and Personality traits and POS while controlling for age and experience.  

Table 2  

Correlations between Work engagement, Personality traits and POS while controlling for Age and Experience.  

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed). 

It was first hypothesised that all HEXACO factors are positively related to work 
engagement. Contrary to the hypothesis, only Extraversion was related to Work engagement. 

The primary associations yielded effect sizes defined as “medium” in the framework 
proposed by Cohen (1992). A moderate positive correlation was found between Extraversion 
and Work engagement r = .21, p < .01, Vigour r = .25, p < .001, and with Dedication, r = .21, 

p = .001. Extraversion was not significantly related to Absorption. As Extraversion increased, 
reported levels of Work engagement, and the sub-scales Vigour and Dedication tended to 
increase. All remaining personality traits (Humility, Emotionality, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness and Openness) were non-significant.  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.Work engagement

2.POS .465**

3.Honesty-Humility -.012 .125 1

4.Emotionality -.011 .138 .004

5.Extraversion .214** .187* .169* -.289** 1

6.Agreeableness .136 .162* .200* .026 .049 1

7.Conscientious-
ness .102 -.045 .208** .116 -.023 .113 1

8.Openness -.048 -.011 .164* .028 .161* -.098 .09 1

9.Vigour .916** .457** -.022 -.117 .252** .095 .076 -.048 1

10.Dedication .895** .461** -.004 .076 .207** .157 .081 -.064 .760**

11.Absorption .899** .350** -.006 .014 .127 .12 .117 -.02 .729**
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The second hypothesis implied that Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness 
are stronger correlates of work engagement than Honesty-Humility, Emotionality and 

Agreeableness.  Extraversion was the only personality trait significantly related to work 
engagement (See Table 2). All remaining personality traits (Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Openness) were non-significant. Thirdly, POS was 

hypothesised to be positively related to work engagement. A strong positive correlation was 
found between POS and Work Engagement, r = .47, p < .001, POS and Vigour, r = .46, p = .
001, POS and Dedication, r = .46, p < .001, and POS and Absorption, r = .35, p = .001. As 

POS increased Work, engagement through all of its sub-scales increased.  

Regarding Personality traits and POS, a weak positive relationship was found 
between POS and Extraversion, r = .19, p < .01, and POS and Agreeableness r = .16, p < .01. 

The remaining correlations between personality traits and POS were non-significant. 

Predictive effect of HEXACO Personality Traits and POS on Work Engagement  

In order to test the hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 about the role of personality traits and POS 

in predicting work engagement, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. The 
bivariate correlation provided the direction and of the relationships between the variables. 
However, multivariate examination is required to identify the unique contribution of each 

factor. Demographic variables (age and experience), were added to the model as covariates to 
compare with the main variables of interest (personality traits, work engagement and POS).  

In the first step, two control variables entered the regression equation: age and 

experience (See Table 3 for regression coefficients). After controlling for the effects of the 
two variables, the HEXACO personality dimensions entered the regression as the second set 

of predictor variables (step 2). Altogether, the control variables accounted for 3.8% of the 
variance, R2 = .038, p = .051. Age, B  = -.017, p = .875, emerged as non-significant predictor 
of work engagement. However, work experience, B = -.314, p = .053 was marginally non-

significant. This indicates that as work experience increases by 1 unit, work engagement 
marginally decreases by .31.  In the second step, in which HEXACO personality traits were 
added to the equation, the model accounted for 14.3% of the total variance R2 = .143. 

HEXACO showed a unique contribution to the model with a significant increment of 10.4% 
in the explained variance, ∆F (6, 146) = 2.96, p = .009. Age was still non-significant and 
Experience, B = -.39, p = .018 became a significant predictor, while controlling for these 

variables, Extraversion B = .75, p < .001, turned out to be a significant predictor.  
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Table 3 

Hierarchical regression analysis with covariates and predictors of WE showing coefficient and beta values for 
each predictor and 95% bias corrected and accelerated confidence intervals reported in parentheses. 

Note: B = unstandardised beta coefficient were reported.  

∆ R2 B Std. Error Β P-value

Step 1 .038 .051

Age -.017 .107 -.015 0.875

Experience -.314 .161 -.187 0.053

Step 2 0.104 .009

Age -0.021 0.106 -0.019 0.845

Experience -0.385 
(-63, .004)

0.161 -0.229 0.018

HonestyHumility -0.193 0.227 -0.069 0.398

Emotionality -0.007 0.168 -0.004 0.965

Extraversion 0.745 
(.32, 1.17)

0.216 0.287 0.001

Agreeableness 0.247 0.18 0.109 0.173

Conscientiousness 0.338 0.22 0.122 0.127

Openness -0.149 0.181 -0.067 0.411

Step 3 0.156 .000

Age .017 .097 .015 0.864

Experience -.286 .147 -.17 0.054

HonestyHumility -.299 .207 -.108 0.151

Emotionality -.165 .155 -.081 0.288

Extraversion .438 
(.04, .84)

.203 .169 0.033

Agreeableness .128 .165 .056 0.439

Conscientiousness .452 
(.05, .85)

.201 .163 0.026

Openness -.124 .164 -.055 0.452

POS .446 
(.29, .60)

.079 .428 0.000

Total 0.299 .000

Page !19



The third step, in which POS was added to the equation, age and experience were 
non-significant predictors suggesting the possibility of POS as a mediator between 

Experience and Work engagement. The results were quite different from the preliminary 
analysis with a lower coefficient for Extraversion B = .44, p = .033 and Conscientiousness, B 
= .45, p = .026 also turning out to be significant predictors of work engagement. The model 

predicts that as Extraversion and Conscientiousness increase by 1 unit, work engagement 
increases by .44 and .45 respectively. Therefore, the first and second hypothesis was partially 
supported since only Extraversion and Conscientiousness were significant predictors of Work 

engagement and Openness was found to be a non-significant predictor. Honesty-Humility, 
Emotionality and Agreeableness were all non-significant. 

In the third step, POS significantly increased the explained variance by 15.6%, ∆F (1, 

145) = 32.21, p < .001. Similar to the preliminary analysis, POS B = .45, p < .001 emerged as 
a significant predictor of work engagement. This suggests that as POS increases by 1 unit, 
work engagement increases by .45. This thus confirms the hypothesis that perceived 

organizational support is positively related to work engagement. A total variance of 29.9%, R2 
= .299 was accounted for by the model including covariates, HEXACO and POS. The similar 
coefficients (between .44 - .45) suggest that Extraversion, Conscientiousness and POS predict 

Work Engagement with similar strength. 

Predictive effect of HEXACO personality traits and POS on Work Engagement Sub-dimen-
sions 

To further understand the picture of the results on the relationships between the main 
variables, HEXACO and POS, and Work engagement, three additional regression analyses 

were conducted for each sub-dimensions treating vigour, dedication and absorption as 
separate dependent variables (Table 4). 

After separation, the results for absorption were inconsistent with the correlation 

analysis for HEXACO factors (Table 3). Together with Extraversion (B = .142, p = .046) and 
Conscientiousness (B = .149, p = .041) which had a positive effect on vigour, Emotionality, b 
= -.113, p = .042 also turned out to be a significant predictor with a negative effect on vigour. 

POS B = .178, p < .001 was a significant predictor. The model thus predicts that with each 
increase in extraversion, conscientiousness and POS vigour increases by .14, .15 and 18 
respectively. With each increase in emotionality, vigour decreases by -.11. Altogether 28.9%, 

(R2 = .289) of the variance was accounted for by the model (See Table 4 for regression 
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coefficients). Therefore, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Emotionality and POS emerged as 
significant predictors of vigour. 

Table 4 

 Predictors of Vigour, Dedication and Absorption with coefficient and beta values for each predictor. 

Note: ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. 

The results for Dedication were also inconsistent with correlation analysis for 
HEXACO factors. The model predicted that with 1 unit increase in Extraversion, dedication 

increases by .153, (B = .153, p = .027). Only Extraversion had an effect on dedication and 
Conscientiousness was non-significant. All the other HEXACO personality traits were also 
non-significant. Consistent with correlation analysis POS was a significant predictor of Work 

engagement. The model predicted that when POS increases by 1 unit, dedication increases by 
.16 (B = .155, p < .001). The model with both HEXACO and POS accounted for 26.4% of the 
variance, R2 = .264, ∆F (1, 149) = 32.85, p < .001. Extraversion and POS emerged as the only 

significant predictors of dedication. 

Conscientiousness (B = .169, p = .05) was the only personality trait with an effect on 
absorption. All the other HEXACO personality traits were non-significant. POS (B = .145, p 

Vigour Dedication Absorption

B SE β B SE β B SE Β

HonestyHumility -.130 .073 -.132 -0.11 0.071 -0.116 -0.112 0.087 -0.104

Emotionality
-.113* 

(-.22, -.004)
.055 -.153 0.038 0.054 0.054 -0.026 0.065 -0.032

Extraversion
.142* 

(.002, .28)
.071 .153

0.153* 

(.02, .29)
0.069 0.173 0.074 0.084 0.073

Agreeableness .016 .060 .020 0.063 0.058 0.08 0.056 0.071 0.062

Conscientiousness
.149* 

(.006, .29)
.072 .148 0.115 0.07 0.12

0.169* 
(.00, .34)

0.086 0.154

Openness -.043 .058 -.053 -0.057 0.057 -0.073 -0.016 0.069 -0.018

POS
.178*** 

(.12, .23)
.028 .468

0.155*** 

(.10, .21)
0.027 0.427

0.145*** 

(.08, .21)
0.033 0.35

 R2 .289 0.264 .158

P-value <.001 <.001 <.001
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< .001), as expected had a positive effect on absorption. This suggests that with an increase in 
conscientiousness and POS by 1 unit, absorption increases by .17 and .15 respectively. Only 

Conscientiousness and POS were significant predictors of absorption. Together, the variables 
accounted for 15.8% of the variance, R2 = .158, ∆F (1, 149) = 19.31, p < .001.  

Summary of Results 

Based on the analyses, each hypothesis was tested. We conclude the results based on 
the regression analyses because it is stronger and more reliable. Hypothesis 1 (positive 
relationship of honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness 

and openness on work engagement among university teachers) was partially confirmed 
because only extraversion and conscientiousness predicted teachers’ work engagement. 
Hypothesis 2 (stronger positive relationship for extraversion, conscientiousness and openness 

with work engagement than for Honesty-Humility, Emotionality and Agreeableness) was 
mainly supported as extraversion and conscientiousness were stronger predictors of work 
engagement. Honesty-humility, agreeableness and emotionality did not show any significant 

relationships to work engagement. Hypothesis 3 (positive relationship between POS and 
work engagement among university teachers) was confirmed because university teachers’ 
POS was significantly related to their work engagement. Concerning the sub-dimensions of 

work engagement there were slight differences in how personality traits predicted the 
university teachers’ vigour, dedication and absorption independently as compared to the 
composite work engagement. Vigour was significantly predicted the most by the personality 

traits (extraversion, conscientiousness and emotionality). Dedication was significantly 
predicted by extraversion only and absorption by conscientiousness only. POS consistently 

predicted all three sub-dimensions of work engagement. 

DISCUSSION 

 The present study aimed at investigating whether a transactional factor (perceived 
organizational support) or individual factor (personality traits) was a better predictor of work 

engagement. With regard to personality traits, one of the purposes of this study was to 
investigate whether the HEXACO personality traits were significant predictors of work. This 
was partially supported, as only Conscientiousness and Extraversion were significant 

predictors of Work engagement. Honesty-Humility, Agreeableness, Emotionality and 
Opennesss were not significant predictors of Work engagement.  
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One question that we had in this research was whether the engagement facet would 
predict engagement stronger than the altruism facet. The engagement facet was indeed a 

stronger predictor as compared to the altruism facet. Extraversion and Conscientiousness 
were found to be strong predictors of work engagement. However, contrary to previous 
research (Ashton and Lee, 2007 and Akhtar et al., 2015) openness was weak and non-

significant. The altruism facet was neither significantly related nor predictors of work 
engagement. Both Extraversion and Conscientiousness displayed strong beta coefficients that 
were of similar values with Conscientiousness being the strongest predictor of work 

engagement.  

Indeed, in the academic profession, one needs to be confident in one’s key specialty 
so as to propagate knowledge to students. Additionally, being energetic and enthusiastic are 

needed in order to fuel research projects and to provide a good learning experience for 
students. It thus comes as no surprise that Extraversion was found to be positively related to 
work engagement and this thus confirms previous research on the topic (Nayyar, Rana, 

Farheen, Ghazala, & Taqi, 2013). Furthermore, high levels of Conscientiousness enable 
individuals in the academic arena to meet the demands of the job such as the publication of 
research papers, planning and execution of teaching material. This may thus account for 

Conscientiousness predicting work engagement, which in turn confirms previous studies 
(Inceoglu & Warr, 2012; McIlveen & Perera, 2016). Openness to experience was found 
neither to be related nor to significantly predict work engagement. This finding contradicts 

previous studies that argue that Openness to experience was positively related to work 
engagement (Hajiloo, et al. 2015; Hau & Bing, 2018). One would expect university teachers 

to derive some form of idea related engagement by being open to experience since academic 
work is characterised by demands for intellectual curiosity and imagination in order to come 
up with novel research and innovative teaching methods. Honesty-Humility, Emotionality 

and Agreeableness can be deemed as more crucial for investment of energy in interpersonal 
relationships and may not have a direct influence on work engagement, which is centered on 
attitudes towards work (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonza´lez-Roma´, & Bakker, 2002). 

Another question of this study was to conduct further analysis to investigate which 
personality traits were related to and predicted each of the three sub-dimensions of work 
engagement (vigour, dedication and absorption). The further analyses reinforced the effect of 

conscientiousness and extraversion by demonstrating that they both were positively related to 
and predicted the engagement sub-dimensions. It is clear that Conscientiousness and 
Extraversion are the most dominant personality traits influencing work engagement more 

specifically the vigour subdimension. This confirms what has been found in the literature 
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(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011, Kim, Shin and Swanger, 2009 and Kim, Jörg and 
Klassen, 2019). However, quite different from the findings of Kim, Shin and Swanger, (2009) 

and Zecca et al. (2015), extraversion, conscientiousness together with a negative beta for 
emotionality were significant predictors of vigour. Only extraversion was a significant 
predictor of dedication; and instead of extraversion, conscientiousness was a significant 

predictor of absorption. The results indicate the need for a more in depth analysis into the role 
of emotionality and gender differences in predicting vigour. Since gender differences in 
emotionality reveal that females were significantly higher on emotionality than males, this 

may explain the negative beta for emotionality. Further analysis is required to make 
comprehensive conclusions about this finding. 

Taken all together, it may be concluded that lecturers high in conscientiousness are 

more likely to drive their energy into work due to strong responsibility, organizational skills, 
and steadiness (Kim et al., 2009). For extraverted lecturers, dispositional high activity levels 
may motivate and energise them to engage in work-related tasks. In addition, their 

dispositional warmth and gregariousness may promote meaningful social interactions thus 
increasing their dedication to work Perera et al. (2018). Regarding emotionality, the results 
indicate that a lower score of emotionality predicts higher levels of vigour. Since a low pole 

on emotionality indicates less investment in kin and more investment in activities that entail 
risks to oneself and one’s kin, vigour towards work is thus expressed by being brave, tough, 
independent, self-assured and stable (Ashton and Lee, 2007). 

The third hypothesis, which stated that perceived organizational support was 
positively related to work engagement was supported. POS was positively related to work 

engagement as well as to all three sub-dimensions. POS was also a strong predictor of work 
engagement and all three sub-dimensions. The results thus confirm previous literature (Kose, 
2016; Hajihasani & Kave, 2016; Sitorus, 2017; Yongxing, Hongfei, Baoguo & Lei, 2017) and 

further echoes the importance of perceived organizational support in forecasting work 
engagement. Indeed, positive perceptions of organizational support are likely to result from 
policies and structures within an organization that in turn promote employee productivity. 

Furthermore, the results of this study confirm the reciprocity description found in the social 
exchange theory in that work engagement is given in exchange for the positive perception of 
organizational support experienced by the academic staff (Dai & Qin, 2016). This finding has 

several management implications. It is necessary for management to increasingly bring forth 
policies and structures that promote organizational support as in the long run this will 
translate to an increase in employee productivity and the realization of organizational goals. 
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We sought to investigate whether a transactional factor (perceived organizational 
support) or individual factor (personality) was a better predictor of work engagement. The 

results of the present study indicated that HEXACO personality traits (Extraversion and 
Conscientiousness) and POS predicted Work engagement with equal strength. The same can 
be said for the sub-dimensions, personality traits and POS had beta values within the same 

range. Therefore, both individual and transactional factors may be deemed as equally 
important for work engagement. To some extent, engaged workers have specific personality 
traits or at least, specific stable characteristics, and value organisational support. Thus in 

practical terms, this paper has emphasized the possible enhancement of engagement from 
improved organisational support and through personnel selection procedures that focus on the 
identification of activated forms of extraversion and conscientiousness. These traits could be 

activated using situational cues that stem from the organisation, social and/or task cues in 
selection tests or interviews.  In addition, information about those traits can be valuable in the 
development of work engagement through person-focused organisational interventions, task 

assignments and the setting of targets that build on specific individuals’ own strengths and 
energies. Deriving from the JD-R model, rather than focusing on only individual or 
organisational factors to increase work engagement, focus should also be on transactional 

factors together with workplace factors and individual factors (Inceoglu et al., 2012). 
Therefore, work engagement is not only the issue of each individual employee but an 
organizational issue as well, and thus a social responsibility of employers. The JD-R model 

thus offers a valuable heuristic tool to promote the optimal functioning, motivation, and 
flourishing of employees (Linley, Joseph, Harrington, & Wood, 2006). 

Limitations and Recommendations 

Limitations of the study were faced during data collection. Acquiring the academic 
staff as participants proved to be a difficult task as most were unavailable due to their work 
schedules. Furthermore, the sample comprised of university teachers in a Swedish University, 

however, distributed questionnaires were in English. Although English is largely spoken in 
Sweden, the Swedish language remains the dominant mode of communication. This may 
have influenced the responses obtained in the survey. Future studies in Sweden should 

consider translating surveys into the Swedish language in order for better comprehension of 
questionnaire items. Additionally, convenience sampling, which is a non-random sampling 
method was used to gather data. A major limitation of non-random sampling is that the 

sample is not representative of the entire population. This thus lowers the level of 
generalisation of research findings. Future studies should also consider using random 
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sampling techniques which enables every member of the population an equal chance of being 
part of the sample, thus promoting generalisation of research findings.  

Furthermore, the instruments used to measure perceived organizational support and 
work engagement (SPOS and UWES respectively) may have caused some challenges to the 
sample of university teachers. A sample item in the SPOS is “The organization cares about 

my opinions”. The word “organization” may have presented a conflict to the respondents 
since university teachers belong to different sub-divisions within the university such as 
faculty and departments. An individual may view their faculty or department as the 

organization thus perceptions of organizational support is likely to differ. Future studies 
should consider focusing on perceived organizational support as derived from a particular 
sub-division in the university. Concerning the experience of work engagement, university 

teachers are likely to have different attitudes towards performing teaching tasks and research 
work. This may thus have influenced the responses found in the study. In measuring work 
engagement among similar respondents, future studies should consider specifying the 

particular work tasks in order to get an accurate picture of work engagement. 

Additionally, the data collected were in the form of cross-sectional self-reported 
values. One limitation of self-report data is social desirability bias. Social desirability bias is 

the tendency of respondents to report an answer in a way that is deemed to be socially 
acceptable (Grimm, 2010). The presence of this bias may have influenced the responses of 
the present study. Further studies could include longitudinal designs, including experience 

sampling methods (ESM) for the measurement of work engagement, so as to develop causal 
models of personality and work engagement. Further research should also take into account 

the role of mediating processes between personality and work engagement. Personality traits 
are considered as higher-order structures in the trait approach and are related to a great 
variety of important processes that can translate the indirect role of personality. The number 

of personal and transactional factors as variables was limited in the model because the focus 
of this study was on personality traits and perceived organisational support. With more time, 
further studies could extensively research more job demands and resources in one model. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the present study found that both personality (extraversion and 
conscientiousness) and perceived organizational support are equally important predictors of 
work engagement among university teachers. A positive perception of organizational support 

as well as traits such as diligence, organisation, sociability and being energetic are crucial to 
university teachers’ work engagement. 
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