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Abstract
The primary purpose of this study was to examine structural relationships of work
engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in selected major Korean
organizations. In the conceptual research framework, work engagement was proposed as
a mediating variable; job resources (autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety)
and personal resources (optimism, self-efficacy, and organizational-based self-esteem) as
antecedents of work engagement; and job performance and turnover intention as
consequences of work engagement. A web-based survey questionnaire translated into
Korean was developed and used in collecting data from five major Korean organizations.
A total of 571 complete responses were used for data analysis, and structural equation
modeling (SEM) was used to examine the research questions.
The data analyses yielded the following results. First, both job resources
(standardized path coefficient [SPC] = .41, t = 4.46) and personal resources (SPC = .42, t
= 4.85) had positive influences on individual employees’ work engagement. Second,
employees’ higher levels of work engagement had a positive relationship on their job
performance (SPC = .62, t = 10.69) and a negative relationship on their turnover intention
(they were less likely to leave; SPC = -.39, t = -.6.91). Third, employees’ work
engagement had partial mediating influences on the relationship between job resources
and job performance (SPC = .25, t = 4.45) and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -3.78);
and also on the relationship between personal resources and job performance (SPC = .26,
t = 4.16) and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -4.13). The mediating effects of work
engagement were additionally examined and confirmed through the Sobel tests (|z| ranges
from 3.76 to 4.41, p < .01).
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Historical Perspectives
In the era of limitless competition, organizations are struggling with new
challenges to remain competitive on a daily basis, and increasingly leaders in
organizations have come to conclude that a competitive advantage to enhance
organizational productivity resides in human resources because other potential resources
such as technology and products could be eventually copied or purchased (Burke &
Cooper, 2005; Koyuncu, Burke, & Fiksenbaum, 2006; Lawler, 2003).
Of potential factors in human resources, work engagement, as an emerging
concept, has gained a great deal of interests and popularity from both practitioners and
scholars in the fields of business, human resource development (HRD), and organization
development (OD) in that work engagement can be an important predictor of
organizationally desirable outcomes (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Jeung, 2011; Luthans &
Peterson, 2002; Saks, 2006; Shuck, 2011; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Wefald, Reichard, &
Serrano, 2011). The concept of engagement in the workplace was first utilized by Kahn
(1990) as personal engagement. Kahn defined personal engagement as "the harnessing of
organization members' selves to their work roles” (1990, p. 694). Since then, many
scholars and practitioners have attempted to conceptualize and understand engagement.
Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker defined work engagement as "a
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication,
and absorption" (2002, p. 74) when employees participate in assigned tasks. In addition,
the term employee engagement, often used interchangeably with work engagement,
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defined as “an individual employee’s cognitive, emotional, and behavioral stated directed
toward desired organizational outcomes” (Shuck & Wollard, 2010, p. 103). On the basis
of those definitions, it can be conceived that work engagement could motivate and
facilitate individual employees to become more involved in their work in depth and
prevent or reduce job burnout. In that vein, engagement could be considered as a
proactive and fundamental approach to organizational outcomes and sustainability. In
other words, since engaged employees have high levels of energy with passion regarding
their jobs and often involve themselves deeply in their jobs (Macey & Schneider, 2008;
May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004), they can be expected to perform better and smarter, which
in turn could lead to enhanced organizational effectiveness and become a strong
foundation for organizations’ sustainability in the long-term perspective. Furthermore,
empirical studies provided supportive evidence that work engagement has influences on
various organizational outcomes such as job and financial performance, turnover
intention, customer satisfaction, productivity, profit, safety, physical and mental health,
absenteeism, and job satisfaction (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Halbesleben & Wheeler,
2008; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Jones & Harter, 2005; Koyuncu, Burke, &
Fiksenbaum, 2006; Laschinger & Finegan, 2005; Medlin & Green, 2009; Rich, Lepine, &
Crawford, 2010; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Bakker, Rhenen,
2009).
In spite of the recognized interest and importance of the positive impact of work
engagement on organizational desired outcomes, according to the results of Gallup
surveys, most employees regardless of types of organizations are not fully engaged in
their job across the world, which indicates that contemporary organizations are facing
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with a serious challenge pertinent to low levels of employees’ work engagement
(Sweetman & Luthans, 2010).
These findings also are applicable to Korean business organization contexts.
According to the results of the Global Workforce Study that Towerson Watson conducted
using a random sample of over 1,000 full-time employees from Korean organizations in
2010, only 6% of respondents were engaged in their work, which is considerably low
compared to the global average rate of 21%, whereas 48% of respondents were
disengaged, which is greater than the global average rate of 38% (Kim, 2010). As the
results of the study suggest, Korean organizations are experiencing considerably low
levels of work engagement. Thus, they have strived to find ways to help and facilitate
employees to become engaged in their work, which would ultimately lead to enhancing
organizational outcomes such as profitability and turnover rate. Considering its
manageable likelihood and potential influences on organizational outcomes, work
engagement is deserving of research attention.
Statement of the Problem
In regard to research on work engagement, two primary problems remain. The
first problem is that in spite of the popularity and relevance of work engagement to
scholars and practitioners as well as the supported assumption that work engagement has
a positive relationship with organizational outcomes, there is a lack of empirical research
on work engagement in the academic literature (Robinsion, Perryman, & Hayday, 2004;
Saks, 2006; Shuck & Wollard, 2010). In addition, most of existing literature pertinent to
work engagement can be found in practitioner journals, which means that it is mainly
based on practice and opinion rather than theory and empirical research (Saks, 2006;
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Shuck & Wollard, 2010). In a similar vein, there is also a serious dearth of research on
work engagement in Korean organization contexts (Lee, Jeon, & Lee, 2011), although
interest is increasing (Kim, 2012). Without sufficient academic literature to examine the
relationships between work engagement and antecedent and consequent variables, the
assumption associated with manageability and potential influences of work engagement
the aforementioned remains untested. Therefore, more scholarly efforts should be devoted
to empirical research regarding work engagement and its relationship with potential
antecedents and consequences in academic literature.
The second problem pertinent to engagement is that since there has been no clear
agreement on the meaning of engagement, work engagement has been conceptualized
through many different descriptions, and thus the definitions and the measures of work
engagement are often regarded as synonymous with other constructs such as
organizational commitment (Robinson et al., 2004; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2010). Similarly, there seems to be no clear distinction between work engagement and
other related concepts such as organizational commitment and job satisfaction in Korea.
Hence, both scholars and practitioners tend to utilize those concepts without specific
distinctions. Furthermore, in Korean academic literature, many scholars tend to use work
engagement, organizational commitment, and job involvement interchangeably with a
similar or same definition. However, Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) urged that although the
concept of work engagement can partially overlap with the concept of job involvement or
organizational commitment, work engagement cannot be confined to either of those
concepts and furthermore is conceptually different from those concepts. Therefore, it is
vital to examine and distinguish those concepts.
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Taken together, a dearth of empirical research regarding work engagement and
no clear distinction between work engagement and other related concepts, especially in
Korean organizational contexts, provide justification for the necessity of this study.
Purpose of the Study
This study primarily aims to examine the structural relationships of work
engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in the Korean major
organizations contexts. Kim (2012) recently conducted a study regarding work
engagement in Korean business context and found the significant causal relationship
between antecedents (i.e., job / psychological / environmental conditions) and
consequences (i.e., cooperation intention, organizational commitment, proactive behavior,
and turnover intention) through the mediating role of work engagement using Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale-17 (UWES-17). In an effort to extend his research, this study,
explores the structural role of work engagement between antecedents (i.e., job / personal
resources) and consequences (i.e., job performance and turnover intention) based on work
engagement model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008) especially in Korean major
organizations contexts using UWES-9 that Kim (2012) recommended in his study.
As mentioned, research on work engagement in the Korean context is needed.
Kim (2012) recently conducted a study regarding work engagement in the Korean
business context and found the significant causal relationship between antecedents (i.e.,
job, psychological, and environmental conditions) and consequences (i.e., cooperation
intention, organizational commitment, proactive behavior, and turnover intention)
through the mediating role of work engagement using Utrecht Work Engagement Scale17 (UWES-17). This study adds to the research by exploring the structural role of work
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engagement in Korean major organizations between antecedents (i.e., job and personal
resources) and consequences (i.e., job performance and turnover intention) based on the
work engagement model proposed by Bakker & Demerouti, 2008. As Kim (2012)
recommended, UWES-9, rather than UWES-17, is used in this study.
Significance of the Study
The primary significance of this study is to make a contribution to the theoretical
knowledge base and related literature regarding work engagement and its relationship
with antecedents and consequences in the workplace settings through empirical research.
In addition, the results of this study could provide a solid research foundation and offer
practical implications for practitioners and employers of Korean business organizations in
terms of human resource development (HRD) and organization development (OD). That
is, results could be utilized to establish policies, strategies, and/or implementations
(Shuck & Wollard, 2010) and to develop programs or workshops to help and facilitate
employees to become engaged, which would ultimately lead to enhancing organizational
desired outcomes.
Research Questions
To discuss the relationships of engagement with each research variable, the
following three research questions were answered:
RQ1. To what extent does each of the following: (1) job resources and (2) personal
resources influence work engagement?
RQ2. To what extent does work engagement influence each of the following: (1) job
performance and (2) turnover intention?
RQ3. To what extent does work engagement mediate the relationship between
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antecedents and consequences?
Limitations
This study has several limitations. First, although the target population of the
study is all Korean business organizations, not all organizations were examined. Thus, it
may limit sample’s representativeness of population in the research and be difficult to
generalize the results of the study across all Korean business organizations. Second, this
study relied only on self reported employee survey data, and results could be affected by
this choice of method. Third, this study includes a limited number of antecedent variables
and consequent variables. That is, there are also other potential variables that might be
relevant that are not included in this research. Thus, the question of the role of work
engagement between antecedents and consequences is not fully answered. Fourth, the
conceptual framework in the study is adopted from theoretical assumptions and emerged
from previous research models and results. An alternative framework might emerge from
the results of this data analysis.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are important to this study:
Work engagement. Work engagement refers to "a positive, fulfilling, workrelated state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption" (Schaufeli
et al., 2002, p. 74). Work engagement is defined as including three components such as
vigor, dedication, and absorption.
Vigor. Vigor refers to “high levels of energy and mental resilience while working,
the willingness to invest effort in one's work, and persistence even in the face of
difficulties” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74).
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Dedication. Dedication refers to “a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration,
pride, and challenge” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74).
Absorption. Absorption refers to “being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed
in one's work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching
oneself from work” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 75).
Job resources. Job resources are defined as “those psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that (a) are functional in achieving work-related goals,
(b) reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, and (c)
stimulate personal growth and development” (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &
Schaufeli, 2007, p.122).
Autonomy. Autonomy refers to “the degree to which a job requires a variety of
different activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number of
different skills and talents of the person" (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 257).
Performance feedback. Feedback refers to “the degree to which carrying out the
work activities required by the job results in the individual obtaining direct and clear
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance” (Hackman & Oldham,
1976, p. 258).
Skill variety. Skill variety refers to “the degree to which the job provides
substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the individual in scheduling the
work and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out” (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976, p. 258).
Personal resources. Personal resources are defined as “individuals’ sense of
their ability to control and impact upon their environment successfully” (Xanthopoulou et
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al., 2007, p.124).
Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to “individuals’ perceptions of
their ability to meet demands in a broad array of contexts” (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007,
p.124).
Optimism. Optimism refers to “the tendency to believe that one will generally
experience good outcomes in life” (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.124).
Organizational-based self-esteem. Organizational-based self-esteem refers to
“the degree which organizational members believe that they can satisfy their needs by
participating in roles within the context of an organization” (Pierce, Gardner, Cummings,
& Dunham, 1989, p. 625).
Job performance. According to Demerouti and Cropanzano (2010), job
performance is comprised of in-role performance and extra-role performance.
In-role performance. In-role performance refers to “those officially required
outcomes and behaviors that directly serve the goals of the organization” (Demerouti &
Cropanzano, 2010, p. 148).
Extra-role performance. Extra-role refers to “discretionary behaviors on the part
of an employee that are believed to directly promote the effective functioning of an
organization without necessary directly influencing an employee’s productivity”
(Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010, p. 148).
Turnover intention. Turnover intention refers to “conscious and deliberate
willfulness to leave the organization” (Tett & Meyer, 1993, p. 262).
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Conceptual Research Framework
The current literature including empirical and conceptual studies on work
engagement shows statistically significant relationships of work engagement between
antecedents and consequences (Bakker & Bal,2010; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008;
Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 2007; Richardsen,
Burke, & Martinussen, 2006; Saks, 2006; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Rhenen, 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli,
2008). In addition, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) suggested a model of work engagement
including significant relationships with antecedents and consequences by reviewing
qualitative and quantitative studies. On the basis of results of current literature regarding
work engagement, it can be conceived that work engagement could be managed and
enhanced by providing appropriate personal and job resources in organizations, which
would ultimately lead to improving organizational desired outcomes such as job
performance and turnover intention.
Through a comprehensive examination of extant literature regarding work
engagement, a hypothesized conceptual research framework based on earlier work by
Bakker and Demerouti (2008) has been developed for this study, as shown in Figure 1. In
the next chapter, work engagement, its relationship between antecedent variables (i.e.,
personal resources and job resources) and consequent variables (i.e., job performance and
turnover intention), is discussed in detail.
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Job
Performance

Personal
Resources
Work
Engagement
Job
Resources

Turnover
Intention

Figure 1. Conceptual research framework. Adapted from “Towards a model of work
engagement,” by A. B. Bakker and E. Demerouti, 2008, Career Development
International, 13, p. 218. Copyright 2008 by Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature
The research conceptual framework that this study employed is based on the
conceptual and empirical literature regarding work engagement and both its potential
antecedents and consequences in the academic and practical fields. Hence, the primary
purpose of this chapter is to review the related relevant literature in a comprehensive way
and determine where this study can fit into the existing and developing area of knowledge
on work engagement. This chapter is comprised of the following sections: (a) work
engagement, (b) the antecedents of work engagement in organizations, and (c) the
consequences of work engagement in organizations. In addition, relationships of work
engagement between its antecedents and consequences are discussed in sections of (b)
and (c).
Conceptualization of Work Engagement
Definitions of engagement. Engagement was first defined by Kahn (1990) as
personal engagement. Since then, many scholars and practitioners have attempted to
conceptualize to better understand engagement. However, since there has been no
agreement among scholars on one definition of engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010),
scholars used many different terms to conceptualize and study engagement (e.g., work
engagement, personal engagement, job engagement, role engagement, active engagement,
and employee engagement). The definition of each term on engagement utilized in the
literature is described in Table 1.
On the basis of analyzing those definitions, three key themes were identified as
important: (a) The primary scope of engagement tends to focus on work roles, activities,

13

tasks, and/or behaviors; (b) Definition seems to capture individuals’ psychological states
such as commitment, satisfaction, enthusiasm, fulfillment, and motivation, and (c) Core
components of engagement are related to organizational consequences (e.g.,
performance). In addition, among different terms on engagement, work engagement and
employee engagement are dominantly utilized in the current literature. Although the two
terms have a different scope on engagement in that work engagement focuses on the
relationship of an individual employee with his or her work, whereas employee
engagement refers to the relationship of the employee with the work as well as the
organization, both terms are typically used interchangeably (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010).
Since engagement in this study focuses on the specific relationship between an individual
employee and his or her work, work engagement defined as “a positive, fulfilling, workrelated state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli
et al., 2002, p. 74) was utilized throughout this study.
Table 1
Definitions of Engagement
Term
Personal
engagement

Engagement

Engagement
Job
engagement

Definition (Sources)
Personal engagement is defined as “the harnessing of organization
members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during
role performance” (Kahn, 1990, p. 694).
Engagement is characterized by energy, involvement, and efficacy
which are direct opposites of the three burnout dimensions such as
exhaustion, cynicism, and ineffectiveness (Maslach & Leiter, 1997).
Engagement refers to “combination of responsibility and commitment”
(Britt, 1999, p. 700).
Job engagement is conceptualized as the positive antithesis of burnout
(Maslach, Shaufeli, & Leiter, 2001, p. 416).
(continued)
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Table 1
Definitions of Engagement
Term
Role
engagement
Active
engagement
Work
engagement
Employee
engagement
Employee
engagement

Employee
engagement

Job
engagement
Job
engagement

Employee
engagement

Definition (Sources)
Role engagement is defined as “one’s psychological presence in or
focus on role activities” with two critical components of attention and
absorption (Rothbard, 2001, p. 656).
Active engagement refers to “the energy invested in the follower role
as expressed by high levels of activity, initiative, and responsibility”
(Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002, p. 737).
Work engagement refers to “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of
mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”
(Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74).
Employee engagement refers to “the individual’s involvement and
satisfaction with as well as enthusiasm for work” (Harter, Schmidt, &
Hayes, 2002, p. 269).
Employee engagement has been defined as “a distinct and unique
construct that consists of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
components that are associated with individual role performance”
(Saks, 2006, p. 602). Employee engagement includes two types of
employee engagement: job and organization engagements.
According to Macey and Schneider (2008), employee engagement
consists of trait, state, and behavioral engagement. Trait engagement is
conceptualized as “an inclination or orientation to experience the
world from a particular vantage point” (p. 5). Psychological state
engagement is regarded as “an antecedent of behavioral engagement”
associated with feelings of energy and absorption (pp. 5-6). Behavioral
engagement is defined as “in terms of discretionary effort or a specific
form of in-role or extra-role effort and behavior” (p. 6).
Job engagement is defined as “a psychological state of fulfillment with
one’s task at work” (Wefald & Downey, 2009, p. 141).
Job engagement is described as “a multidimensional motivational
concept reflecting the simultaneous investment of an individual’s
physical, cognitive, and emotional energy in active, full work
performance” (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010, p. 619).
Employee engagement is defined as "an individual employee's
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral state directed toward desired
organizational outcomes" (Shuck & Wollard, 2010, p. 103).
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Conceptual clarification of work engagement from related concepts. Saks
(2006) maintained that work engagement is a distinct and unique concept distinguishable
from related concepts such as organizational commitment and job involvement. However,
Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) pointed out that it is important to discuss similar concepts
related to work engagement because there is no consensus on the meaning of engagement
and because many descriptions of engagement seem to be new wine in old bottles.
Especially, many researchers in Korea tend to use interchangeably work engagement and
other related concepts such as commitment and job involvement that has similar
meanings (Chang & Hong, 2011; Kim, Yoo, & Ha, 2009; Lee et al., 2011, ).
Job involvement. According to Lodahl and Kejner (1965), job involvement
refers to “the degree to which a person is identified psychologically with his work or the
importance of work in his total self-image” (p. 24). And Kanungo (1982) defined job
involvement as “a cognitive or belief state of psychological identification” (p. 342).
These definitions indicated that job involvement is conceptualized as psychological
identification with one’s work in terms of cognitions. In addition, job involvement is the
result of a cognitive judgment regarding the need satisfying abilities of this job assuming
that jobs are tied to one’s total image (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004). Although job
involvement seems closely related to work engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010), they
are different because work engagement is more concerned with how individuals employ
themselves during the performance of their job, unlike job involvement, and because
work engagement encompasses not only cognitions but also emotions and behaviors as
opposed to job involvement only involving cognitions (May et al., 2004; Saks, 2006).
Furthermore, Hallberg and Schaufeli (2006) demonstrated that work engagement and job
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involvement are empirically distinct concepts by using confirmatory factor analyses.
Organizational commitment. Mowday, Steer, and Porter (1979) defined
organizational commitment as “the relative strength of an individual’s identification with
and involvement in a particular organization” (p. 226). Also, Schaufeli and Bakker (2010)
viewed organizational commitment as a psychological state of attachment and
identification as well as a binding force between individual employees and their
organization. According to these definitions, organizational commitment focuses on an
individual psychological identification in conjunction with a relationship with an
organization. It is aligned with a description that organizational commitment refers to an
individual’s attitude and attachment towards his or her organization (Saks, 2006). In that
context, it can be conceivable that organizational commitment is different from work
engagement in that work engagement is not an attitude but a state and that the focus of
work engagement is the relationship between an individual employee and his or her role
performance, whereas organizational commitment is concerned with the relationship
between individual employees and their organization (Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2010). Hallberg and Schaufeli (2006) empirically confirmed that work engagement and
organizational commitment are distinct concepts. Furthermore, Schaufeli and Bakker
(2010) suggested that work engagement is an antecedent to organizational commitment.
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction in organizations is a well-known construct
widely used by both scholars and practitioners. Locke (1969) defined job satisfaction as
“the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or
facilitating the achievement of one’s job values” (p. 316). Also, Tett and Meyer (1993)
described job satisfaction as “one’s affective attachment to the job viewed” either entirety
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or particular aspects (p. 261). These definitions indicate that job satisfaction mainly
involves an affective component (e.g., emotional state and affective attachment) and a
cognitive component (e.g., appraisal) compared to work engagement involving cognition,
emotion, and behavior. In that vein, Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) also explained the
difference between job satisfaction and work engagement stating that job satisfaction
considers an individual employee’s affect or emotion about or toward work, whereas
work engagement considers his or her mood at work. In addition, Macey and Schneider
(2008) proposed that job satisfaction comes to one of aspects of engagement when
assessed as enthusiasm, feelings of energy, and positive affects states. In that sense, it can
be conceivable that work engagement is a broader concept than job satisfaction.
Roles of work engagement examined in the literature. In order to understand
conceptually and practically work engagement in organizations, it is imperative to
examine the relevant literature in terms of roles of work engagement. In that sense, the
roles of work engagement in the workplace were investigated by searching and reviewing
31 related empirical studies. They are briefly described with a purpose given for each in
Table 2.
The roles of work engagement are an input, outcome, mediator, and both an input
and outcome between antecedents (e.g., job/organizational resources, job demands, job
quality, personality, and/or structural empowerment) and consequences (e.g., job
performance, turnover intentions, organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
productivity, and/or profit) in organizations. Among 31 empirical studies, 14 of them
examined roles of work engagement as a mediator, 7 of them as an outcome, 5 of them as
an input, and 5 of them as both an input and an outcome. This result demonstrates that
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although researchers have been interested in all of three roles of work engagement in
their studies, the prevailing conceptualization of work engagement is that researchers
tend to concentrate on its role as a mediator between work environments including
personal and job resources and various organizational outcomes including job
performance and turnover intention. In the light of research tendency on work
engagement, this study also examined work engagement as a mediator in terms of the
relationship between work environments (i.e., antecedents) and organizational outcomes
(i.e., consequences).
Table 2
Roles of Work Engagement in the Empirical Literature

Sources
Sonnentag (2003)

Schaufeli &
Bakker (2004)
Salanova, Agut,
& Peiro (2005)

Hakanen, Bakker,
& Schaufeli
(2006)
Llorens, Bakker,
Schaufeli, &
Salanova (2006)

Purpose
To investigate the effect of day-level recovery on
work engagement and proactive behavior when
working
To examine a research model specifying
predictors and consequences of engagement and
burnout
To investigate the mediating role of service
climate between work engagement and
organizational resources and employee
performance and customer loyalty
To investigate how job resources of teachers are
related to their health problems and
organizational commitment by burnout and work
engagement
To test the Job Demands-Resource model at the
same time in two countries utilizing different
samples

Engagement
role
Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

(continued)
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Table 2
Roles of Work Engagement in the Empirical Literature

Sources
Richardsen,
Burke, &
Martinussen
(2006)
Saks (2006)

Salanova &
Schaufeli (2008)
Xanthopoulou,
Bakker, Heuven,
Demerouti, &
Schaufeli (2008)
Bakker &
Xanthopoulou
(2009)
Xanthopoulou,
Bakker,
Demerouti &
Schaufeli (2009a)
Bakker & Bal
(2010)
Rich, Lepine, &
Crawford (2010)
Wefald,
Reichard, &
Serrano (2011)
Harter, Schmidt,
& Hayes (2002)

Purpose
To examine the relationship among personal
characteristics (type A personalities), job
demands, job resources, police cynicism, work
engagement, and work and health outcomes
To examine a model of the antecedents and
outcomes of employee engagements (job and
organizational engagements) associated with
social exchange theory
To examine the mediating role of work
engagement between job resources and proactive
behavior when working
To investigate whether daily fluctuations in
colleague support predict daily job performance
by work engagement and self-efficacy

Engagement
role
Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

To investigate the crossover of daily work
engagement at work

Mediator

To examine how daily fluctuations in job
resources are related to day levels of personal
resources, work engagement, and financial
returns
To investigate individual relationship among
work engagement, job resources and
performance on a weekly basis
To develop theory that positions job engagement
as a core factor among individual characteristics
and organizational factors and job performance
To define and examine the interrelationships of
multiple conceptualizations and measures of
work engagement in the nomological network
To investigate relationships between employee
satisfaction and employee engagement and
business outcomes at the business-unit level

Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

Mediator

Input

(continued)
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Table 2
Roles of Work Engagement in the Empirical Literature
Engagement
role
Input

Sources
Luthans &
Peterson (2002)

Purpose
To test the conceptual fit of Gallup's employee
engagement measure and to analyze the role of a
manager's self-efficacy between employee
engagement (cognitive and emotional) and
managerial effectiveness

Jones & Harter
(2005)

To test a model of relationships between dyad racial Input
composition, engagement, and intent to remain

Halbesleben &
Wheeler (2008)

To investigate engagement and embeddedness and
relative roles of them in predicting turnover
intention and job performance

Input

Bakker &
To investigate the role of empathy in the crossover
Demerouti (2009) process and the relationship between men’s
engagement and job performance.
Kahn (1990)
To investigate the conditions at work in which
people personally engage and disengage

Input

May, Gilson, &
Harter (2004)

Outcome

To investigate the effects of three psychological
conditions (meaningfulness, safety, & availability)
on employee's work engagement

Outcome

Hakanen, Bakker, To examine the relationship among job demand, job Outcome
& Demerouti
resources, and work engagement
(2005)
Lohman (2005)
To investigate environmental factors and personal
Outcome
characteristics that influence engagement of public
school teachers and HRD professionals in informal
workplace learning activities
Mauno,
Kinnunen, &
Ruokolainen
(2007)

To examine the relationships between job demands
and resources and work engagement

Outcome

(continued)
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Table 2
Roles of Work Engagement in the Empirical Literature
Engagement
role
Outcome

Sources
Xanthopoulou,
Bakker,
Demerouti, &
Schaufeli (2007)
James, Mckechnie,
& Swanberg
(2011)

Purpose
To investigate roles of three personal resources
such as self-efficacy, organizational-based selfesteem, and optimism in predicting work
engagement and exhaustion
To investigate the relationship between six
dimensions of job quality and employee
engagement among age-diverse retail workforce

Laschinger &
Finegan (2005)

To examine a model linking structural
empowerment to work engagement and health
outcomes
To investigate potential antecedents and
outcomes of work engagement

Input
Outcome

To examine the relationships among goal setting,
work engagement, workplace optimism, and
performance

Input
Outcome

To examine the Job Demands-Resources model
provide its longitudinal evidence
To build and examine theory addressing the
relationship among empowering leadership,
creative process engagement, and creativity
associated with intervening variables

Input
Outcome
Input
Outcome

Koyuncu, Burke,
& Fiksenbaum
(2006)
Medlin & Green
(2009)
Schaufeli, Bakker,
& Rhenen (2009)
Zhang & Bartol
(2010)

Outcome

Input
Outcome

Antecedents of Work Engagement
Halbesleben (2010) asserted that researchers have put much effort on scrutinizing
all kinds of potential causes of work engagement and that the primary focus of the
research is related to work related resources that promote work engagement in
conjunction with diverse theories including job demands-resources theory (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008), job characteristics theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980), and
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conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). In addition, all of these theories above
support that resources should enhance engagement. There are many potential resources to
predict and promote work engagement, but this study focused on job resources and
personal resources as antecedents of work engagement based on the conceptual
framework regarding work engagement proposed by Bakker and Demerouti (2008)
because job resources are the strongest predictors of work engagement (Hakanen &
Roodt, 2010; Hakanen et al., 2006; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).
Job resources. Job resources refer to “those psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that (a) are functional in achieving work-related goals,
(b) reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, and (c)
stimulate personal growth and development” (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.122). Simply
speaking, job resources are working conditions providing job related resources for
employees (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010). The term job resources came from the job
demands-resources (JD-R) model that emphasizes the relationship between job resources
and employee well-being including work engagement (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010). The JDR model was first introduced by Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001). In
association with JD-R model, it is supposed that job resources play either an intrinsic
motivational role in that they encourage growth, learning, and development of individual
employees by satisfying basic human needs (e.g., autonomy and competence) or an
extrinsic motivational role in that the resourceful work environments (e.g., performance
feedback and social support) are essential to accomplish work related goals (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008). In either case, the outcome from each motivational role is positive and
leads to work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Hakanen & Roodt, 2010;
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Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). In that context, it can be assumed that employees are engaged
and consequently committed to the organization that supports employees to achieve their
work related goals and presents opportunities for growth, learning and development by
providing job resources (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010).
Furthermore, according to Bakker, Demerouti, and Verbeke (2004), job resources
can be categorized into the following levels: (a) organizational level (e.g., salary, career
opportunities, and job security); (b) the level of interpersonal and social relations (e.g.,
supervisor and colleague support and team climate); (c) the level of the organization of
the work (e.g., participation in decision making and role clarity); (d) the level of the task
(e.g., autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety).
Among those different levels of job resources, especially job resources in the task
level are closely associated with the job characteristic theory that emphasizes the
underlying motivational and well-being potential of the task level resources through the
links among job characteristics, psychological state, and personal and work outcome in
the model (Bakker et al., 2004; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Hakanen & Roodt, 2010).
Since the primary focus of this study is employees’ engagement related to work, it can be
reasonable that job resources in the task level are well aligned with work engagement in
that those resources aforementioned are regarded as job characteristics. Thus, with regard
to job resources, this study employed the task level of job resources such as autonomy,
performance feedback, and skill variety as antecedents of work engagement.
Autonomy. According to Hackman and Oldham (1976), autonomy is described
as “the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and
discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to
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be used in carrying it out” (p. 258). Hackman and Oldham believed that autonomy is
associated with experienced responsibility for work-related outcomes in that it provokes
individual employee’s feelings regarding his or her responsibility for the work related
outcomes such as high quality of work performance and low turnover.
Performance feedback. Performance feedback is described as “the degree to
which carrying out the work activities required by the job results in the individual
obtaining direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her performance”
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 258). Hackman and Oldham (1976) asserted that
performance feedback is related to knowledge of the actual results regarding work
activities so that it may have a positive impact on work related outcomes (e.g., work
performance, work motivation, and low turnover).
Skill variety. Hackman and Oldham (1976) refer skill variety to “the degree to
which a job requires a variety of different activities in carrying out the work, which
involve the use of a number of different skills and talents of the person” (p. 257).
Hackman and Oldham also maintained that skill variety is associated with experienced
meaningfulness of the work in that an individual employee finds a task meaningful when
the task requires related skills and abilities to the individual to work on activities, which
may lead to personal and work related outcomes such as work satisfaction, work
performance, and low absenteeism and turnover.
Relationship between job resources and work engagement. With regard to
linking job resources to work engagement, empirical studies showed that job resources
had a positive impact on work engagement in the workplace (Bakker & Bal, 2010;
Hakanen et al. 2005; Llorens et al., 2006; Richardsen et al., 2006; Salanova & Schaufeli,
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2008; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Rhenen, 2009; Xanthopoulou et
al., 2009a). Schaufeli et al. (2009) conducted one year longitudinal study to examine the
impact of job resources (i.e., autonomy, performance feedback, social support, and
learning opportunities) and job demands on work engagement, burnout, and sickness
absenteeism among a sample of 201 telecom managers in Netherlands. Participants were
asked to complete a questionnaire and the collected data were analyzed by structural
equation modeling (SEM). Schaufeli et al. (2009) found that increases in all of job
resources including autonomy and performance feedback led to enhancing work
engagement over one year. Also, Salanova and Schaufeli (2008) carried out a crossnational study to investigate the mediating role of work engagement between job
resources (i.e., performance feedback, job control, and task variety) and proactive
behavior in the workplace among 724 employees from two independent samples (i.e.,
386 technology employees from Spain and 338 telecom managers from Netherlands).
The questionnaire was utilized to collect data from participants and the gathered data
were analyzed by SEM. The results of the study showed that all three of job resources
including performance feedback were associated with high levels of work engagement
and further work engagement mediated the influence of job resources on proactive
behavior. In addition, Hakanen et al. (2005) conducted a study to examine how 1,919
Finnish dentists in the public sector managed to cope with job demands and their
engagement related to work through job resources (i.e., professional skill variability, job
control, innovativeness, positive patient contacts, and peer contacts). The questionnaire
survey and hierarchical regression analysis were employed to collect and analyze the data.
The results of the study revealed that all of job resources including professional skill
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variability were helpful in dealing with the high demands in dentistry and helped dentists
to keep engaged and that job resources also reduced the negative impact of job demands
on work engagement.
Personal resources. Personal resources are aspects of the self or positive selfevaluations that are generally related to resiliency and refer to individual employees’
sense of their ability to successfully control and impact on their environment (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).
Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) urged that employees holding personal resources are
confident about their abilities and potentials and optimistic about their future so that they
may discover or create more aspects of their environment, which leads to confronting
goals and consequently to promoting work engagement. In addition, according to
Xanthopoulou et al. (2009a), researchers put an emphasis on the role of personal
resources in describing the psychological underlying relationship between job resources
and work engagement due to the assumption that personal resources can link job
resources to work engagement and consequently to organizational outcomes such as
performance.
In spite of capabilities and positive impact of personal resources on work
engagement, most of studies have focused on the relationship between job resources and
work engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Given this situation, it is important and
necessary to comprehensively examine the relationship between job resources, personal
resources, and work engagement. Hence, this study includes personal resources as
another important predictor of work engagement, and among potential personal resources,
this study focused on three typical and key resources such as optimism, self-efficacy, and
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organizational-based self-esteem in that all of them are fundamental factors of individual
adaptability and are crucial for both individual psychological well-being in general and
work-related well-being in particular (Hobfoll, 2002; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, 2009a).
Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy has been one of major constructs that may predict
work-related effectiveness over decades (Luthans & Peterson, 2002). Self-efficacy refers
to “individuals’ perceptions of their ability to meet demands in a broad array of contexts”
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.124). Bandura (1997) also described that self-efficacy is a
generative ability in which behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and social skills should be
effectively organized to carry out a great number of purposes or to accomplish their goals.
Bandura (1997) and Sweetman and Luthans (2010) urged that self-efficacy is related to
getting absorbed in the job and investing high levels of energy and effort to accomplish
goals of the job. In that sense, it can be argued that self-efficacy has a positive
relationship with more positive physical and emotional well-being (i.e., work engagement;
Bandura, 1997). Furthermore, self-efficacy is an essential contributor to performance
achievement (Hobfoll, 2002).
Optimism. Optimism refers to “the tendency to believe that one will generally
experience good outcomes in life” (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.124). Optimism has an
influential role in people’s approach to their job through high levels of optimism
expecting success when faced with a challenge (Sweetman & Luthans, 2010). Thus,
optimism may lead to more stable goal-directed action and have a positive impact on
well-being (Hobfoll, 2002). In that sense, it can be posited that optimism helps individual
employees to be more psychologically available by expecting positive outcomes so that
more psychological availability can lead to high levels of engagement related to work

28

(Kahn, 1990; Sweetman & Luthans, 2010).
Organizational-based self-esteem. Organizational-based self-esteem as selfevaluation is another important factor for individuals’ work-related well-being (i.e., work
engagement; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a). Pierce et al. (1989) defined organizationalbased self-esteem as “the degree which organizational members believe that they can
satisfy their needs by participating in roles within the context of an organization” (p. 625).
Pierce et al. also urged that employees who hold high organizational-based self-esteem
possess a sense of personal adequacy as members in an organization and satisfied needs
from their previous work experiences so that organizational-based self-esteem reflects
employees’ perceived values from their job within the organization; it consequently leads
employees to considering themselves vital, meaningful, and worthwhile in their
organization. In that sense, it can be assumed that like self-efficacy and optimism,
organizational-self-esteem is related to work engagement and even organizational
outcomes including job performance (Hobfoll, 2002; Pierce et al., 1989).
Relationship between personal resources and work engagement. Empirical
literature has supported the positive relationship between personal resources and work
engagement (Luthans & Peterson, 2002; Mauno et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007,
2008, 2009a). Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2007) conducted a study to examine the role
of three personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy, organizational-based self-esteem, and
optimism) in predicting work engagement and exhaustion among a sample of 714 Dutch
employees. A questionnaire was employed to collect data from participants and the
gathered data were analyzed by SEM. The results of the study revealed that self-efficacy,
organizational-based self-esteem, and optimism (i.e., personal resources) were positively
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related to work engagement and partially mediated the relationship between job resources
and work engagement. Another study was conducted by Xanthopoulou et al. (2009a) to
investigate how daily fluctuations in job resources including autonomy are related to
employee's levels of personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy, self-esteem, and optimism),
work engagement, and financial returns among 42 fast food workers in Greece.
Participants were asked to complete questionnaires and a diary booklet for five
consecutive days and the collected data were analyzed by multi-level analysis. The results
of the study found that all of three day-level personal resources aforementioned had a
positive relationship with work engagement and mediated the relationship between job
resources and work engagement. In addition, Luthans and Peterson (2002) carried out a
study to test the role of a manager’s self-efficacy between employees’ work engagement
and managerial effectiveness among 449 employees in USA (i.e., 170 managers, 158
managers’ subordinates, and 121 managers’ peers). The results of the study showed that
manager's self-efficacy was positively related to his or her subordinates’ work
engagement and played a partial mediating role in the relationship between the
subordinates’ engagement and a multiple measure (self, subordinates, and peers) of the
manager's effectiveness.
Consequences of Work Engagement
Job performance. Although job performance is the most common and widelyused term by both scholars and practitioners, it is very hard to conceptualize an overall
definition of performance across jobs and situations because employees work on a great
number of tasks and some of tasks are not even described in their formal job descriptions
(Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). The current literature has shown that there are
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different ways to conceptualize job performance: (a) overall performance (Bakker &
Xanthopoulou, 2009; Medlin & Green, 2009; Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005), (b) in-role
performance (Halbesleben &Wheeler, 2008), (c) in-role and extra-role performance
(Bakker & Bal, 2010; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009), and (d)
task performance and organizational citizenship behavior (Rich et al., 2010). As shown in
the empirical studies, there are more than several ways to describe and examine the
individual level of job performance, but half of studies aforementioned employed job
performance in terms of in-role and extra-role dimensions.
According to Demerouti and Cropanzano (2010), job performance can be
described as in-role performance and extra-role performance. The in-role performance is
described as “those officially required outcomes and behaviors that directly serve the
goals of the organization” and extra-role is described as “discretionary behaviors on the
part of an employee that are believed to directly promote the effective functioning of an
organization without necessary directly influencing an employee’s productivity”
(Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010, p. 148). On the basis of the definitions of in-role and
extra-role performance (i.e., job performance), it can be assumed that two dimensions
describe the whole range of individual job performance in that both of dimensions
involve not only required outcomes and behaviors for organizational goals but also
proactive behaviors for the organization, and extra-role performance also contains
organizational citizenship behavior (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). Therefore, when it
comes to conceptualizing and examining job performance, two dimensions of job
performance (in-role and extra-role performance) were employed in this study.
With regard to the relationship between work engagement and job performance,
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Bakker and Demerouti (2008) explained four reasons why engaged employees perform
better than non-engaged employees: (a) positive emotions including happiness and
enthusiasm, (b) better health, (c) ability to mobilize resources, and (d) crossover of
engagement. In addition, most managers and leaders in organizations believe that
employee well-being has a significant and positive relationship with job performance
assuming that if individual employees are happy, they are willing to put effort in their job
with high energies and better able to deal with challenges (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009;
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000). Furthermore, recent empirical studies have demonstrated
that work engagement had a positive relationship with job performance. Xanthopoulou et
al. (2008) conducted a study to examine whether fluctuations in colleague support as a
typical job resource on a daily basis predict day-levels of job performance through work
engagement and self-efficacy among 44 flight attendants in an airline company.
Participants were asked to complete a general questionnaire and a diary survey for three
months and the data were analyzed by multi-level analyses. In the study, performance
was characterized by in-role and extra-role performance. Xanthopoulou et al. (2008)
found that work engagement played a mediation role in the relationship between selfefficacy and performance. Moreover, colleague support and self-efficacy were positively
related to performance through work engagement. Also, Bakker and Demerouti (2009)
conducted a study to investigate whether empathy moderates the crossover effect of
women’s work engagement on the men’s work engagement and to examine the
relationship between men’s engagement and job performance among 525 Dutch workers:
175 women, 175 women’s partners (men), and 175 men’s colleagues. Three types of
questionnaires were distributed to gather data, which were then analyzed by moderated
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structural equation modeling (MSEM). Job performance was described by in-role and
extra-role performance. Their study revealed that men’s work engagement and especially
their dedication were positively related to both in-role and extra-role performance.
Besides, Bakker and Bal (2010) carried out a study on the relationship between weekly
work engagement and performance. Their study aimed to examine the intra-individual
relationship between work engagement, job resources, and performance among 54 Dutch
teachers. Participants were asked to complete a weekly questionnaire every Friday during
five consecutive weeks and the collected data were analyzed by multi-level analyses. In
the study, performance was characterized by in-role and extra-role. The results of the
study showed that weekly work engagement was found to be positively related to weekly
job performance. In addition, work engagement mediated the relationship between weeklevels of job resources such as autonomy and opportunities for development and weekly
performance.
These results support that work engagement has significant implications and
influences for individual employees’ job performance (Leiter & Bakker, 2010). In that
context, it is conceivable that there is a positive relationship between work engagement
and job performance in organizations.
Turnover intention. In addition to job performance, scholars have put much
effort into examining turnover intention of employees toward their organizations
(Carmeli & Weisberg, 2006; Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; Kim, 2012). Turnover
intention is also a vital issue to organizations in association with retaining human capital
to keep competitive (Carmeli & Weisberg, 2006). Tett and Meyer (1993) defined turnover
intention “conscious and deliberate willfulness to leave the organization” (p. 262). In
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other words, turnover intention is an individual subjective estimation pertinent to the
possibility that the person will leave his or her organization in the near future (Carmeli &
Weisberg, 2006).
Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, and Meglino (1979) maintained that the primary
determinants of turnover intention are satisfaction and attraction expected utility of
present job and alternative jobs/roles. Also, Mobley et al. asserted that the immediate
precursor of turnover behavior is considered to be turnover intention. In that sense,
employee’s turnover intention is a powerful predictor of his or her future behavior
(Carmeli & Weisberg, 2006; Shuck, Reio, & Rocco, 2011) and the strongest precursor to
actual turnover (Egan et al., 2004).
In regard to the relationship between work engagement and turnover intention,
current empirical literature has shown that work engagement is negatively related with
turnover intention (Kim, 2012; Koyuncu et. al., 2006; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004; Shuck et. al., 2011; Wefald et. al., 2011). Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) conducted a
study to examine a research model specifying possible antecedents and consequences of
burnout and engagement among 1,698 Dutch workers: 381 from an insurance company,
202 from an occupational health and safety service, 507 from a pension fund company,
and 608 from a home-care institution. The participants were asked to complete
questionnaires by a letter, which were then analyzed by structural equation modeling
(SEM). The results of the study showed that work engagement had a negative
relationship with turnover intention and mediated between job resources and turnover
intention and that turnover intention was positively related to burnout. Saks (2006) also
carried out a study to examine a model of the predictors and outcomes of job and
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organizational engagement among 102 Canadian employees from a variety of jobs and
organizations. Participants were guided to complete a survey and then the collected data
were analyzed to test hypotheses proposed by multiple regression analysis. The study
revealed that both job engagement and organizational engagement were negatively
related to turnover intention and mediated the relationship between antecedents (i.e., job
characteristics, perceived organizational support and supervisor support, rewards and
recognition, procedural justice, and distributive justice) and turnover intention. In
addition, Wefald et al. (2011) carried out an empirical study to investigate the
interrelationships of multiple conceptualizations and measures of work engagement in the
nomological network among 382 professional employees from a financial institution. The
participants were asked to complete an online survey; the gathered data were analyzed to
test proposed hypotheses through a series of hierarchical regression analysis as well as
SEM. The results of the study showed that work engagement was negatively and
significantly related to turnover intention and positively related to job satisfaction and
affective commitment. The study also demonstrated that work engagement mediated the
relationship between personality (i.e., extraversion, openness, neuroticism,
conscientiousness, and agreeableness) and work outcomes such as turnover intention.
Moreover, Shuck et al. (2011) performed a study to test relationships of work engagement
between antecedents (i.e., job fit, affective commitment, psychological climate) and
consequences (i.e., turnover intention and discretionary effort) among 283 workers from
four different industries. The participants were asked to complete an online survey; the
collected data were then analyzed to examine those hypotheses proposed through
correlational and hierarchical analyses. The results of the study showed that work
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engagement had a significant relationship with turnover intention and predicted lower
levels of employees’ turnover intention. Furthermore, Kim (2012) conducted a study to
examine the structural relationships of work engagement between antecedents (i.e., job,
psychological, and environmental conditions) and consequences (i.e., cooperation
intention, organizational commitment, proactive behavior, and turnover intention) among
612 employees from seven Korean business organizations. The participants were asked to
complete an online survey; the collected data were then analyzed to test those hypotheses
proposed through multiple regression analysis and SEM. The results of the study showed
that work engagement had a significantly negative relationship with turnover intention.
On the basis of the conceptual and empirical literature above, it can be assumed
that turnover intention is a major predictor of employees’ actual turnover which is an
imperative issue to organizations in terms of the employee retention, and there is a
negative relationship between employees’ work engagement and their turnover intention
in organizations.
Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the comprehensive review of relevant literature regarding this
study has been discussed so as to establish a theoretical and empirical foundation for
understanding and supporting the proposed research framework for this research. As
discussed in the previous chapter, this study primarily aims to examine the relationships
of work engagement between its antecedents and outcomes in organizations based on the
conceptual framework suggested for the study.
In order to attain the purpose of the study, both theoretical and empirical
literature was examined in terms of definition and potential relationship with work
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engagement. First, conceptualization of work engagement was reviewed and discussed in
three ways: (a) examining 13 definitions regarding engagement; (b) clarifying the
concept of work engagement from related concepts such as job involvement,
organizational commitment, and job satisfaction; and (c) investigating roles of work
engagement in the empirical literature. Second, in terms of antecedents of work
engagement, job resources including autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety
and personal resources including self-efficacy, optimism, and organizational-based selfesteem were defined and discussed in conjunction with work engagement. Finally, in
terms of consequences of work engagement, job performance and turnover intention were
defined and discussed in association with work engagement. The next chapter discusses
specific methods and procedure of this study.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The primarily purpose of this study is to examine the structural relationships of
work engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in the Korean major
organizations contexts. For the purpose of the research, this chapter discusses the
following sections: (a) population and sample, (b) research variables, (c) instrumentation,
(d) translation, (e) data collection, and (f) data analysis.
Research Questions
In order to discuss the relationships of work engagement with each research
variable, the following three research questions were addressed:
RQ1. To what extent does each of the following: (1) job resources and (2) personal
resources influence work engagement?
RQ2. To what extent does work engagement influence each of the following: (1) job
performance and (2) turnover intention?
RQ3. To what extent does work engagement mediate the relationship between
antecedents and consequences?
Population and Sample
Population. The population for this study is all employees in major
organizations in Korea. According to Small Business Survey Statistics System (2011) in
South Korea, the numbers of employees in what can be regarded as Korean major
organizations based on the company size and industry are listed in Table 3.
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Table 3
Numbers of Employees for Major Organizations Based on Industries
Industries

Number of Employees for
Major Organization

Real estate activities and renting and leasing

More than 50

Sewerage, waste management, materials recovery and
remediation activities

More than 100

Education

More than 100

Membership organizations, repair and other personal
services

More than 100

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

More than 200

Electricity, gas, steam and water supply

More than 200

Whole sale and retail trade

More than 200

Accommodation and food service activities

More than 200

Financial and insurance activities

More than 200

Professional, scientific and technical activities

More than 200

Arts, sports and recreation related services

More than 200

Mining and quarrying

More than 300

Manufacturing

More than 300

Construction

More than 300

Transportation

More than 300

Information and communications

More than 300

Business facilities management and business support
services

More than 300

Human health and social work activities

More than 300

As shown in Table 3, the employee size considered as major organizations in Korea
varies across industries from more than 50 full time employees to more than 300 full time
employees. However, in an effort to ensure that data is collected from major
organizations, this study used the criterion of employee size for major organizations and
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is operationally defined as any Korean organization that has more than 300 full time
employees in the private industrial sector.
In addition, according to Korean Statistical Information Service (2011), the
numbers of employees and organizations across Korean industries investigated in 2009
are shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Numbers of Employees and Organizations Based on Size of Employees in Korea
Number of Employees
per Organization

Number of
Organizations

Total Number of
Employees

Percent of Total
Employees (%)

1 - 4 employees

2,723,977

4,881,624

29

5 - 9 employees

318,883

2,031,361

12

10 - 19 employees

135,434

1,793,410

11

20 - 49 employees

75,498

2,260,152

13

50 - 99 employees

25,022

1,706,469

10

100 - 299 employees

11,692

1,841,102

11

300 - 499 employees

1,632

622,162

4

500 - 999 employees

956

654,416

4

More than 1,000
employees
Total

464

1,027,319

6

3,293,558

16,818,015

100

Note. Number of employees reflects full time employees.
Since this study defined a major organization as an organization that has more than 300
workers in Korea, the population of Korean major organizations includes 3,052
organizations and 2,303,897 employees (i.e., accounted for 14% of total number of
Korean employees) based on recent Korean national data by year 2009.
Sample. A sample is a selected group or a subset from a population representing
all members of a defined class (Urdan, 2010). In order to determine the sample size for
the study, three key factors such as confidence level, confidence interval, and the
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population size should be considered (Krueger, 2001). Because this study considers a 95%
confidence level and a 5% confidence interval, and the population defined in this study is
2,303,897 employees (see Table 4), the minimum estimated sample size of this study is
384 (Krueger, 2001; Creative Research System, n.d.). However, since this study
employed structural equation modeling (SEM) to analyze the collected data, a ratio of at
least 10 participants per observed variable is recommended (Bentler & Chou, 1987;
Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Given that this study includes 54 observed variables for
data analysis, the appropriate sample size of the study is at least 540.
Research Variables
For the purpose of this study, on the basis of a model of work engagement
proposed by Bakker and Demerouti (2008), job resources and personal resources served
as the independent variables, and organizational outcomes (i.e., job performance and
turnover intention) were the dependent variables. In addition, work engagement as a
mediator and demographic information (e.g., gender, education, and industry) of the
participants were included in this research.
Independent variables. In this study, the independent variables are the job
resources and personal resources (i.e., antecedents of work engagement). Job resources
associated with the task level include three dimensions such as autonomy, performance
feedback, and skill variety. In addition, personal resources as another independent
variable consisted of three key and typical dimensions including self-efficacy, optimism,
and organizational-based self-esteem (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Dimensions,
definitions, and sub-questionnaires of the independent variables are summarized in Table
5.
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Table 5
Independent Variables in the Study
Variables

Dimensions

Definition / Sub-Questionnaire

Job

Autonomy

the degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in

Resources

carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number of different
skills and talents of the person (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 257)
My job gives me complete responsibility for deciding how and when the
work is done.
My job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment
in carrying out the work. (Reverse code item)
My job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how I do the work.

Performance

the degree to which carrying out the work activities required by the job

feedback

results in the individual obtaining direct and clear information about the
effectiveness of his or her performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p.
258)
My job is set up so that I get constant “feedback” about how well I am
doing.
Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me to
figure out how well I am doing.
My job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am
performing well. (Reverse code item)

Skill variety

the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence,
and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in
determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976, p. 258).
My job requires me to do many different things, using a number of
different skills and talents.
My job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.
My job is quite simple and repetitive. (Reverse code item)

(continued)
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Table 5
Independent Variables in the Study
Variables

Dimensions

Definition / Sub-Questionnaire

Personal

Self-efficacy

individuals’ perceptions of their ability to meet demands in a broad
array of contexts (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.124)
I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough
If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I
want.
I am certain that I can accomplish my goals.
I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
Thanks to my resourcefulness, I can handle unforeseen situations.
I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.
I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my
coping abilities.
When I am confronted with a problem, I can find several solutions.
If I am in trouble, I can think of a good solution.
I can handle whatever comes my way.

Optimism

the tendency to believe that one will generally experience good
outcomes in life (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p.124).
In uncertain times, I usually expect the best.
It’s easy for me to relax.
If something can go wrong for me, it will. (Reverse code item)
I’m always optimistic about my future.
I enjoy my friends a lot.
It’s important for me to keep busy.
I hardly ever expect things to go my way. (Reverse code item)
I don’t get upset too easily.
I rarely count on good things happening to me. (Reverse code item)
Overall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad.

Organizational-

the degree which organizational members believe that they can satisfy
their needs by participating in roles within the context of an
organization (Pierce et al., 1989, p. 625)
I count around here.
I am taken seriously around here.
I am important around here.
I am trusted around here.
There is faith in me around here.
I can make a difference around here.
I am valuable around here.
I am helpful around here.
I am efficient around here.
I am cooperative around here.

Resources

based self-esteem
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Dependent variables. The two organizational outcome dependent variables of
this study are job performance and turnover intention. Job performance consists of in-role
performance and extra-role performance, and turnover intention is a surrogate variable
for employees’ actual turnover. Dimensions, definitions, and sub-questionnaires of the
dependent variables are summarized in Table 6.
Table 6
Dependent Variables in the Study
Variables

Dimensions

Definition / Sub-Questionnaire

Job

In-role

those officially required outcomes and behaviors that directly serve the

Performance

performance

goals of the organization (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010, p. 148)
I achieve the objectives of the job.
I fulfill all the requirements for my job.
I perform well in the overall job by carrying out tasks as expected.

Extra-role

discretionary behaviors on the part of an employee that are believed to

performance

directly promote the effective functioning of an organization without
necessary directly influencing an employee’s productivity (Demerouti
& Cropanzano, 2010, p. 148)
I willingly attend functions not required by the organization, but helps
in its overall image.
I take initiative to orient new employees to the department even though
not part of my job description.
I help other employees with their work when they have been absent.

Turnover intention

conscious and deliberate willfulness to leave the organization (Tett &
Meyer, 1993, p. 262)
I frequently think of quitting my job.
I am planning to search for a new job during the next 12 months.
If I have my own way, I will be working for this organization one year
from now (Reverse code item).
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Mediating variable. The mediating variable of this study is work engagement,
and work engagement is comprised of three dimensions including vigor, dedication, and
absorption. Dimensions, definitions, and sub-questionnaires of the mediating variable are
summarized in Table 7.
Table 7
Mediating Variable in the Study
Variables

Dimensions

Definition / Sub-Questionnaire

Work

Vigor

high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the

Engagement

willingness to invest effort in one's work, and persistence even in the
face of difficulties (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74)
At my work, I feel bursting with energy.
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
Dedication

a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge
(Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74)
My job inspires me.
I am enthusiastic about my job.
I am proud of the work that I do.

Absorption

being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one's work, whereby
time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching oneself from
work (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 75)
I feel happy when I am working intensely.
I am immersed in my work.
I get carried away when I’m working.
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Instrumentation
Work engagement. There are several instruments available to measure
engagement. However, in this study the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)
designed by Schaufeli et al. (2002) was used to measure individual employees’ levels of
work engagement when working within their organization because a majority of
empirical studies have used and adapted the UWES to study work engagement and it has
been used in the Korean context (Kim, 2012; Song, Kolb, Lee, & Kim, 2012). The
UWES is a self-report questionnaire and contains the three dimensions of work
engagement such as vigor, dedication, and absorption. The UWES initially consisted of
24 items, but Schaufeli et al. (2002) removed 7 items after psychometric evaluation and
reduced to 17 items (i.e., UWES-17): 6 items of vigor, 5 items of dedication, and 6 items
of absorption (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). Although the UWES-17 has
internal consistencies (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha) usually between .80 to .90 in the literature,
Schaufeli et al. (2006) revealed that UWES-17 can be reduced to 9 items (i.e., UWES-9)
by examining the data from 14,521 people of 10 different countries through CFA and testretest reliability. Their study also showed that values of Cronbach’s alpha for the total
UWES-9 varied from .85 to .92 across all national samples, and in terms of each subscale, Cronbach’s alpha for vigor ranged between .60 and .88; Cronbach’s alpha for
dedication ranged between .75 and .90; and Cronbach’s alpha for absorption ranged
between .66 and .86. Therefore, this study used UWES-9. As described above, the
UWES-9 has three sub-scales to assess levels of work engagement, and each sub-scale
consists of three items. All items of the UWES-9 was presented with a 7-point Likert
scale with a range from (0) never to (6) always. Examples are as follows: “At my job, I
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feel strong and vigorous” and “My job inspires me.”
Job resources. The term job resources came from the job demands-resources
(JD-R) model that emphasizes the relationship between job resources and employee wellbeing including work engagement (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010). Among different levels of
job resources (e.g., organizational level and task level), this study mainly focused on the
task level of job resources that consist of three dimensions such as autonomy,
performance feedback, and skill variety in that the primary focus of this study is
employees’ engagement related to work. With regard to measuring employees’ levels of
job resources (i.e., autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety), most empirical
studies on the relationship between those job resources and work engagement primarily
used or revised a job content instrument developed by Karasek (1985) or a job
characteristic instrument developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975, 1980). Specifically,
the job content questionnaire was more frequently utilized to assess autonomy and
performance feedback, whereas the job characteristic instrument was employed to assess
autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety. Since this study defined job resources
as the task level of resources including autonomy, performance feedback, and skill variety,
the job characteristic instrument was more appropriate to this study. However, the job
characteristics consist of five sub-dimensions (i.e., autonomy, performance feedback,
skill variety, task significance, and task identity), and each sub-dimension is comprised of
three items. Thus, this study adapted three dimensions of the job characteristics
aforementioned with a total of 9-item scale. In terms of the internal consistencies of the
three dimensions, Saks (2006) reported that Cronbach’s alpha for job characteristics
including all five dimensions as job resources was .79. Also, a recent study (Johari, Mit,
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& Yahya, 2010) showed values of Cronbach’s alpha for three dimensions: autonomy
with .82; performance feedback with .79; and skill variety with .61. In addition, Salanova
and Schaufeli (2008) reported that Cronbach’s alpha for performance feedback was .65.
All three dimensions, which each dimension consists of a 3-item scale, was used with a
7-point Likert response scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.
Examples of each of dimension are as follows: autonomy (e.g., “My job gives me
opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do the work”); performance feedback
(e.g., “My job is set up so that I get constant feedback about how well I am doing”); and
skill variety (e.g., “My job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills”
and “My job requires me to do any different things, using a number of different skills and
talents”).
Personal resources. Personal resources are aspects of the self or positive selfevaluations that are generally related to resiliency and refer to individual employees’
sense of their ability to successfully control and impact on their environment (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).
In this study, personal resources consist of three dimensions such as self-efficacy,
optimism, and organizational-based self-esteem. Although there are not so many studies
on the relationship between personal resources and work engagement, recent studies have
a tendency to use same instruments to assess those three dimensions aforementioned
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009b).
These instruments as self-questionnaires used in the studies above are briefly summarized
in Table 8.
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Table 8
Instruments of Self-Efficacy, Optimism, and Organizational-Based Self-Esteem
Dimension
Self-efficacy

Instrument
Scale
Self-questionnaire of 10 items
4-point Likert
(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) (1= absolutely wrong, 4 =
absolutely right)
Optimism
Self-questionnaire of 10 items* 5-point Likert
(Scheier, Carver, & Bridges,
(1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally
1994)
agree)
Organizational- Self-questionnaire of 10 items
5-point Likert
based Self(Pierce et al., 1989)
(1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally
esteem
agree)
Note. *Among 10 items of optimism, only 6 items (items 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, and 10) are used to
obtain an overall score, and the rest of items (items 2, 5, 6, and 8) are only filler items.

Xanthopoulou et al. (2009a) modified the instruments so that each dimension
was comprised of two items and showed their inter-item correlations: self-efficacy with a
range from .42 to .71; optimism ranged from .31 to .56; and organizational-based selfesteem ranged from .69 to .92. In addition, two other studies (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007;
Xanthopoulou et al., 2009b) utilized original items (i.e., each dimension with 10 items)
and yielded a good internal consistencies of three dimensions: self-efficacy with .86 or
higher; optimism with .76 or higher; and organizational-based self-esteem with .88.
Furthermore, Xanthopoulou et al. (2009b) showed that the internal consistency of
personal resources including three dimensions ranged from .86 to .90, and Xanthopoulou
et al. (2007) revealed that correlations between personal resources and three subdimensions ranged from .45 to .69 (p < .001). Since those instruments demonstrated good
internal consistency and correlations in the studies cited here, this study used those
instruments; each dimension consists of 10 items, each with its own Likert-type scale (see
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Table 5). Examples of each of dimension are as follows: self-efficacy (e.g., “I am certain
that I can accomplish my goals” and “I can handle whatever comes my way”); optimism
(e.g., “In my certain times, I usually expect the best” and “I hardly expect things to go my
way”); and organizational-based self-esteem (e.g., “I am important for the organization”).
Job performance. Although there are several ways to conceptualize job
performance, this study employed two dimensions of job performance (i.e., in-role and
extra-role performance) because both of dimensions involve not only required outcomes
and behaviors for organizational goals but also proactive behaviors for the organization,
and extra-role performance also contains organizational citizenship behavior (Demerouti
& Cropanzano, 2010). With regard to measuring in-role and extra-role performance,
recent studies on the relationship between work engagement and job performance
(Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, Demerouti, & ten
Brummelhuis, 2012; Gorgievski, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2010; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008)
have used the instrument developed by Goodman and Svyantek (1999). The Cronbach’s
alpha for in-role performance across the studies above ranged from .77 to .87 and; the
Cronbach’s alpha for extra-role performance across the studies ranged from .69 to .77.
Since the instrument have been preferably used with a good internal consistency in
research, this study used the instrument to assess in-role performance with three items
and extra-role performance with three items as a self-report questionnaire. All items of inrole and extra-role performance were presented with a 7-point Likert scale with a range
from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. Examples are as follows: in-role
performance (e.g., “I perform well in the overall job by carrying out tasks as expected”)
and extra-role performance (e.g., “I willingly attend functions not required by the
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organization, but helps in its overall image”).
Turnover intention. Since employee’s turnover intention is a powerful predictor
of his or her future behavior (Carmeli & Weisberg, 2006; Shuck et al., 2011) and the
strongest precursor to actual turnover (Egan et al., 2004), this study employed the
turnover intention construct to predict employees’ actual turnover. With regard to
measuring employees’ turnover intention, recent studies on the relationship between work
engagement and turnover intention have used a three-item scale developed by Colarelli
(1982) to assess levels of employees’ intention to leave their organization, and the
internal consistency of the three-item scale ranged from .75 to .82 (Kim, 2012; Saks,
2006; Shuck et al., 2011). Since this scale has a relatively higher internal consistency than
other measures, this study utilized the three-item scale as a self-report questionnaire and
used a 5-point Likert response scale with a range from (1) strongly disagree to (5)
strongly agree. Examples are as follows: “I frequently think of quitting” and “I am
planning to search for a new job during the next 12 months.”
Translation
Most of the measures (i.e., survey questionnaire) adopted for this study were
originally developed in English (i.e., original language). Hence, in order to utilize the
measure in the Korean contexts, all the measures were translated into the Korean version
(i.e., target language). The translation technique used in this study to ensure adequacy of
translation process is back-translation, which is also called double translation or forwardand backward- translation, explained by McGorry (2000) and Maneesriwongul and
Dixon (2004). The detailed process is described in Figure 2.
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Step 1.
The instrument in the original language (i.e., English version) is translated into the
오류! 참조 원본을 찾을 수 없습니다.
target language (i.e., Korean version) by a bilingual HRD professional who earned
a doctoral degree in the United States.

Step 2.
The target language version from Step 1 is translated back into the original
language by another bilingual HRD professional who earned a doctoral degree in
the United States.

Step 3.
The researcher compares both versions (i.e., English and Korean versions) of the
instrument to check for inconsistencies and discrepancies of translation.

Step 4.
If there are any inconsistencies or discrepancies of translation, the researcher
checks with both HRD professionals who translated the instrument and makes
modifications to the translation.

Figure 2. Back-translation process of a survey instrument.

Data Collection
The data collection for this study was conducted by the following steps: (a)
completing a survey questionnaire, (b) receiving the approval of the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) for the protection of participants, and (c) conducting the survey
questionnaire in major Korean organizations.
Completing a survey questionnaire. The data collection began by finalizing the
survey questionnaire based on the research framework (see Figure 1). The survey
questionnaire included all the measures for the research variables (i.e., independent
variables, dependent variables, and a mediating variable) as well as questions related to
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demographics of the participants. The demographic-related questions elicited participants’
basic information such as gender, age, level of education, job position, years of work
experience, division or department, and their organization’s industry.
Approval of the IRB. In order to comply with established Pennsylvania State
University regulations and to ensure the protection of human subjects (i.e., participants)
in this study, the approval of the IRB should be secured prior to administrating the survey
questionnaire. For the approval of the IRB, the researcher submitted an application of
Exempt Research from IRB Committee Review Category 2 to the Office for Research
Protections (ORP) at the Pennsylvania State University, and the Pennsylvania State
University IRB approved the research.
Conducting the survey questionnaire. The survey questionnaire was conducted
by adapting a survey implementation procedure from Dillman (2000). First, an initial
contact with managers in HR/HRD departments of Korean major organizations was
performed either by e-mail or by phone to explain the purpose of the study and to ask for
their permission to implement the survey within their organizations. Then, seven
HR/HRD managers in five major Korean organizations who expressed an interest in and
gave permission for the survey were identified. Afterward, the survey was sent to the
HR/HRD managers in the major Korean organizations and then the HR/HRD managers
on behalf of the researcher distributed it to potential participants through their
organizations' Intra-Net server system. The survey questionnaire consisted of an e-mail
cover letter, specific instructions, a statement of confidentiality, and a hyperlink to the
survey questionnaire created by the web survey system of the Pennsylvania State
University, Qualtrics (see Appendices A and B).
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At the beginning, the potential participants were informed of all the important
information regarding the research (e.g., how to contact the researcher and the purpose
and significance of the study) and then were asked to consent to the survey. Participants
who consented were asked to complete the survey questionnaire. Anonymity and
confidentiality of participants’ personal information were clearly explained in text that
appeared both in the questionnaire and in the consent letter. Potential threats to
anonymity and confidentiality that result from online collection of data were explained in
the letter (see Appendices A and B). Furthermore, as an effort to increase the response
rate of participants, reminder emails including the gentle request of completing the
survey were delivered to participants by HR departments after one week and three weeks.
Following this process, the online survey was sent to approximately 2,600 employees,
and a total of 623 responses (responding rate = 24%) were collected through Qualtrics for
seven weeks. However, since there were 52 incomplete responses, finally 571 cases
excluding the incomplete responses were analyzed in this research.
Demographic information about the sample is presented in Table 9. With regard
to gender, 84.2% of the total respondents were male, 14.4% were female, and 1.4% of
them did not answer the question. Of the total respondents, 80.5% were in their thirties or
forties (30-39 years: 54.8%; 40-49 years: 25.7%), and 86% of the total sample had
graduated from a 4-year college or higher. With regard to the work position, 76.4% of the
total respondents had managerial positions (general manager/general assistant manager,
21.4%; manager, 30.8%; assistant manager, 24.2%).
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Table 9
Demographic Information (n=571)
Response (n=571)
Variable

Value

Frequency

%

Cumulative %

Gender

Male

481

84.2

84.2

Female

82

14.4

98.6

Not Answered

8

1.4

100

~ 29 years

78

13.7

13.7

30 ~ 39 years

313

54.8

68.5

40 ~ 49 years

147

25.7

94.2

50 years ~

22

3.9

98.1

Not Answered

11

1.9

100

High School

26

4.6

4.6

2-year College

42

7.4

12.0

3-year College

1

0.2

12.2

4-year College

331

58.0

70.2

Graduate School

160

28.0

98.2

Not Answered

11

1.9

100

General Manager /

122

21.4

21.4

Manager

176

30.8

52.2

Assistant Manager

138

24.2

76.4

Staff

118

20.7

97.1

Not Answered

17

3.0

100

R&D

217

38.0

38.0

IT & Internet

22

3.9

41.9

Marketing / Sales

41

7.2

49.1

Manufacturing

43

7.5

56.6

Management Support

196

34.3

90.9

Others

40

7.0

97.9

Not Answered

12

2.1

100

Age

Education Level

Work Position

Assistant General Manager

Job Area

(continued)
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Table 9
Demographic Information (n=571)
Response (n=571)
Variable

Value

Work Year

Industry

Frequency

%

Cumulative %

~ 1 year

48

8.4

8.4

1 ~ 5 years

153

26.8

35.2

6 ~ 10 years

155

27.1

62.3

11 ~ 15 years

62

10.9

73.2

16 ~ 20 years

94

16.5

89.7

21 years ~

49

8.6

98.3

Not Answered

10

1.8

100

Manufacturing

360

63

63

Professional, Scientific, and

111

19.4

82.4

Others

88

15.5

97.9

Not Answered

12

2.1

100

Technical Activities

More than half of the respondents (72.3%) worked either in R&D (38%) or in
management support (34.3%), and the majority of the participants (82.4%) worked either
in the manufacturing industry (63%) or in the professional, scientific, and technical
activities industry (19.4%). Of the total respondents, 62.3% had been working for their
organizations for 10 years or less.
Data Analysis
This study focused on the research questions to investigate the structural
relationships of work engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in the
selected major Korean organizations. In order to answer the research questions, the
survey questionnaire was administered, and the collected data from the survey was
analyzed in depth by utilizing statistical analysis techniques — primarily employing
structural equation modeling (SEM) – provided by Linear Structural Relations (LISREL)
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for Windows release 8.8 and Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for
Windows Release 19.0.
Relationships among research variables. In order to examine the relationships
among the proposed research variables in the conceptual research framework of this study,
structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed. Application of SEM was conducted
by using the six-step approach of Kline (2011): (a) model specification, (b) model
identification, (c) measure selection and data collection, (d) model estimation, (e) model
respecification, and (f) reporting the results. Model specification is to represent research
hypotheses in the form of a structural equation model (Kline, 2011). The conceptual
research framework for this study (See Figure 1) was developed based on the extant
literature, and the structural equation model of this study is depicted in graphical form in
Figure 3.

Figure 3. Structural equation model of the research.
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With regard to model identification, “a model is identified if it is theoretically
possible for the computer to derive a unique estimate of every model parameter…. The
term ‘theoretically’ emphasizes identification as a property of the model and not of the
data” (Kline, 2011, p. 93). If a model is not identified, it needs to be respecified;
otherwise, the results may be meaningless regardless of the sample size. The model used
in this study is a fully latent structural regression (SR) model, in which each of the latent
variables in the structural model is a factor measured by multiple indicators (Kline, 2011).
Thus, the two-step rule was used as a requirement (i.e., sufficient condition) to evaluate
the identification of the SR model (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2011). That is, both the
measurement part of the model as the first step and the structural part of the model as the
second step need to be identified in order for the SR model to be identified (Kline, 2011).
With regard to the measurement part of the model for this study, according to
Kline (2011), since there was no cross loading (i.e., factor complexity = 1) and no
correlated error in each measurement of the model (i.e., job resources, personal resources,
work engagement, job performance, and turnover intention), it was regarded as a standard
CFA model. Since every measurement as the CFA standard model has at least three
indicators, based on the three indicator rule of the standard CFA model, the measurement
part of the model satisfies the first step of the two-step rule.
Regarding the structural part of the model, since there were no feedback loops or
reciprocal causation and no correlations among disturbances in the structural model, it
was regarded as a recursive model (Kline, 2011). Because all recursive structural models
were identified, the structural part of the model was identified, which means the second
step was also satisfied. Therefore, the model (i.e., SR model) in this study was identified
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according to the evaluation of the two-step rule.
Measure selection and data collection are to choose appropriate measures, gather
the data, and screen them. Model estimation is to examine how well the specified model
explains the data by evaluating the model fit and then to interpret the parameter estimates
for specific effects. However, if evaluation of the model fit is poor, model respecification
(or model modification) should be considered by eliminating and/or freeing free
parameters (i.e., paths) in the model. Reporting the results as the final step describes the
results of SEM analysis as accurate and complete as possible (Kline, 2011). Among the
six steps of SEM, the former three steps (i.e., model specification, model identification,
measure selection and data collection except data screening) were already implemented
and described in Chapter 3. Thus, the rest of the steps (i.e., data screening in data
collection, model estimation, model respecification if needed, and reporting the results)
were implemented and are described in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4
Results
Chapter 4 reports the results of statistical data analysis proposed in the previous
chapter. The purpose of this study is to examine the structural relationships of work
engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in selected major organizations
in Korea. For the purpose of this study, the following three research questions guided this
study:
RQ1. To what extent does each of the following: (1) job resources and (2) personal
resources influence work engagement?
RQ2. To what extent does work engagement influence each of the following: (1) job
performance and (2) turnover intention?
RQ3. To what extent does work engagement mediate the relationship between
antecedents and consequences?
Reliability, Correlation, and Normality
Before analyzing the collected data for this study in SEM, reliability, correlation
matrix, and normality were assessed.
Reliability and correlation. To assess the internal consistency for each of the
measures, Cronbach’s alpha was used. The results of the internal consistency for each
measure (i.e., latent variable) and associated basic descriptive statistics (i.e., mean and
standard deviation) are summarized in Table 10. The results indicate that all measures
used in this study showed an acceptable level of reliability (α ranges from .71 to .94;
Urdan, 2010). In addition, Pearson correlation indicated no potential problem with
multicollinearity in that all bivariate correlations were less than .85 (|r| < .85; Lei & Wu,
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2007).
Table 10
Mean, Standard Deviation, Cronbach’s Alpha, and Correlations Among Latent
Variables(n= 571)
M

SD

α

1

1. Autonomy

4.83

1.123

.73

1

2. Performance
Feedback
3. Skill Variety

4.62

1.109

.73

.470

1

5.19

1.075

.78

.333

.260

1

4. Job Resources 4.88

0.833

.79

.802

.767

.695

1

5. Optimism

3.81

0.574

.79

.342

.289

.279

.402

1

6. Self-Efficacy

3.01

0.394

.90

.277

.269

.293

.370

.489

1

7. Organizational-

3.68

0.526

.91

.462

.334

.332

.499

.450

.525

1

3.50

0.404

.92

.452

.369

.371

.527

.827

.784

.817

1

5.01

0.980

.94

.430

.482

.383

.572

.482

.472

.488

.593

1

5.37

0.710

.81

.346

.339

.279

.426

.427

.585

.645

.672

.537

1

2.17

0.793

.71

-.274

-.312

-.244

-.367

-.333

-.156

-.306

-.341

-.366

-.267

Variable

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Based SelfEsteem

8. Personal
Resources
9. Work
Engagement
10. Job
Performance
11. Turnover
Intention

1

Note. α = Cronbach’s Alpha; M = mean; SD = standard deviation. All correlations are
significant at the 0.01 level.
Normality. To test normality of the variables, skewness and kurtosis values were
examined using PRELIS. First, univariate normality was checked (see Tables 11 and 12).
As Table 11 shows, all p-values of skewness except p-values of WE5 (p = .568) and SE310 (p = .134 to .952) were significant (p < .05), which means that the data did not have a
normal distribution. However, Table 12 shows that all variables had mild skewness value
(i.e., -1.5 < skewness < 1.5; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Regarding kurtosis, p-values
of 22 variables (out of 53 variables; e.g., WE5, PF1, and SV1) were significant at the .05
level (see Table 11). However, Table 13 shows that all kurtosis values were between -1.3
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and 7 so that it can be considered that the data had a mild form of univariate nonnormality.
Table 11
Test of Univariate Normality
Skewness

Kurtosis

Variable
WE1

Skewness

Kurtosis

Variable
Z-Score

P-Value

Z-Score

P-Value

-2.780

0.005

-0.197

0.844

Z-Score

P-Value

Z-Score

P-Value

OP1

-6.106

0.000

2.856

0.004

-5.809

0.000

0.641

0.521

WE2

-2.914

0.004

-0.772

0.440

*

WE3

-3.147

0.002

-1.829

0.067

OP4

-3.725

0.000

0.067

0.946

0.845

*

-6.211

0.000

0.520

0.603

WE4

-2.881

0.004

-0.195

ROP3

ROP7

WE5

-0.571

0.568

-2.283

0.022

*

-7.134

0.000

2.935

0.003

WE6

-5.408

0.000

0.989

0.323

OP10

-7.515

0.000

5.045

0.000

WE7

-5.416

0.000

0.582

0.561

OBSE1

-4.337

0.000

-0.750

0.453

WE8

-3.964

0.000

0.206

0.837

OBSE2

-5.275

0.000

1.797

0.072

WE9

-4.387

0.000

1.075

0.282

OBSE3

-3.519

0.000

1.649

0.099

AU1

-5.751

0.000

-1.607

0.108

OBSE4

-6.595

0.000

4.311

0.000

*

-6.756

0.000

-2.207

0.027

OBSE5

-5.891

0.000

4.345

0.000

AU3

-6.512

0.000

0.342

0.733

OBSE6

-4.247

0.000

0.418

0.676

PF1

-4.174

0.000

-3.723

0.000

OBSE7

-5.927

0.000

4.127

0.000

PF2

-6.167

0.000

1.416

0.157

OBSE8

-6.387

0.000

4.632

0.000

*

-4.013

0.000

-6.427

0.000

OBSE9

-3.264

0.001

0.415

0.678

SV1

-8.096

0.000

3.190

0.001

OBSE10

-5.009

0.000

4.902

0.000

SV2

-6.223

0.000

1.182

0.237

JP1

-8.479

0.000

4.520

0.000

*

-6.703

0.000

-0.664

0.507

JP2

-5.571

0.000

-0.128

0.898

SE1

3.265

0.001

-0.491

0.624

JP3

-5.363

0.000

-0.145

0.885

SE2

-3.876

0.000

3.415

0.001

JP4

-6.075

0.000

0.609

0.542

SE3

1.498

0.134

1.473

0.141

JP5

-6.115

0.000

2.373

0.018

SE4

0.293

0.769

1.434

0.151

JP6

-8.470

0.000

4.858

0.000

SE5

-0.139

0.889

-0.450

0.653

TI1

3.551

0.000

-2.876

0.004

SE6

-0.549

0.583

1.417

0.157

TI2

7.876

0.000

2.676

0.007

*

9.016

0.000

4.063

0.000

RAU2

RPF3

RSV3

SE7

0.129

0.897

-1.041

0.298

SE8

0.411

0.681

2.927

0.003

SE9

0.183

0.855

4.920

0.000

SE10

0.061

0.952

1.528

0.126

ROP9

RTI3

Note. WE = work engagement; AU = autonomy; PF = performance feedback; SV = skill
variety; SE = self-efficacy; OP = optimism; OBSE = organizational-based self-esteem; JP
= job performance; TI = turnover intention; *R = reverse coded.
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Table 12
Univariate Summary Statistics
Variable

Mean

SD

T-Value

Skewness

Kurtosis

WE1
WE2
WE3
WE4
WE5
WE6
WE7
WE8
WE9
AU1
*
RAU2
AU3
PF1
PF2
*
RPF3
SV1
SV2
*
RSV3
SE1
SE2
SE3
SE4
SE5
SE6
SE7
SE8
SE9
SE10
OP1
*
ROP3
OP4
*
ROP7
*
ROP9
OP10
OBSE1
OBSE2
OBSE3
OBSE4
OBSE5
OBSE6
OBSE7

5.018
5.128
5.301
4.865
4.275
5.441
5.222
4.748
5.082
4.72
4.921
4.851
4.403
4.79
4.673
5.405
5.128
5.051
3.228
2.877
3.14
3.051
2.867
3.009
2.863
3.028
3.042
3.011
3.778
3.702
3.616
3.797
3.954
4.028
3.347
3.571
3.651
3.739
3.853
3.42
3.765

1.102
1.103
1.092
1.169
1.371
1.14
1.196
1.261
1.159
1.424
1.477
1.284
1.426
1.201
1.497
1.169
1.239
1.437
0.503
0.583
0.524
0.549
0.589
0.57
0.6
0.516
0.483
0.549
0.722
0.876
0.809
0.922
0.857
0.742
0.829
0.683
0.708
0.678
0.643
0.783
0.684

108.829
111.074
115.962
99.469
74.494
114.055
104.379
90.004
104.821
79.224
79.618
90.252
73.769
95.265
74.573
110.432
98.86
83.971
153.235
118.034
143.067
132.893
116.269
126.214
113.997
140.325
150.49
130.982
125.104
100.993
106.827
98.415
110.238
129.776
96.517
124.938
123.257
131.755
143.191
104.432
131.573

-0.287
-0.302
-0.327
-0.298
-0.058
-0.589
-0.59
-0.418
-0.467
-0.632
-0.765
-0.732
-0.442
-0.686
-0.424
-0.961
-0.693
-0.758
0.34
-0.408
0.153
0.03
-0.014
-0.056
0.013
0.042
0.019
0.006
-0.678
-0.64
-0.391
-0.692
-0.818
-0.873
-0.461
-0.573
-0.368
-0.743
-0.65
-0.45
-0.655

-0.058
-0.161
-0.325
-0.057
-0.387
0.196
0.102
0.022
0.217
-0.293
-0.377
0.05
-0.553
0.303
-0.779
0.867
0.243
-0.142
-0.112
0.956
0.318
0.308
-0.104
0.303
-0.206
0.769
1.687
0.333
0.744
0.116
-0.006
0.089
0.772
1.761
-0.157
0.407
0.366
1.359
1.376
0.067
1.269

(continued)
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Table 12
Univariate Summary Statistics
Variable

Mean

SD

T-Value

Skewness

Kurtosis

OBSE8

3.841

0.636

144.319

-0.715

1.526

OBSE9

3.604

0.721

119.403

-0.34

0.066

OBSE10

4.012

0.62

154.706

-0.54

1.676

JP1

5.644

0.789

170.95

-1.021

1.466

JP2

5.028

1.058

113.604

-0.61

-0.044

JP3

5.445

0.864

150.674

-0.584

-0.048

JP4

5.194

1.205

103.021

-0.674

0.109

JP5

5.587

0.914

146.015

-0.679

0.581

JP6

5.335

1.042

122.311

-1.02

1.651

TI1

2.448

1.036

56.497

0.372

-0.46

TI2

1.986

0.959

49.501

0.927

0.681

*

2.072

0.989

50.034

1.11

1.239

RTI3

Note. WE = work engagement; AU = autonomy; PF = performance feedback; SV = skill
variety; SE = self-efficacy; OP = optimism; OBSE = organizational-based self-esteem; JP
= job performance; TI = turnover intention; *R = reverse coded.
Second, multivariate kurtosis was examined. The relative multivariate kurtosis
had a value of 1.174, which means the data was inflated by 17.4% compared to a
perfectly normal distribution. Also, the results of multivariate normality in Table 13
indicate that the data did not have multivariate normality because all p-values of
skewness and kurtosis were significant (p < .05). In sum, based on the results of the
univariate and multivariate normality tests, it can be assumed that, overall, the data had a
mild form of non-normality.
Table 13
Test of Multivariate Normality
Skewness

Kurtosis

Skewness and Kurtosis

Value

Z-Score

P-Value

Value

Z-Score

P-Value

Chi-Square

P-Value

480.565

69.930

0.000

3421.51

31.798

0.000

5901.356

0.000
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Model Estimation
With regard to the estimation method, using standard maximum likelihood (ML)
estimation in SEM requires normality of data. Since the data for the study had mild nonnormality, robust ML estimation was employed to handle the non-normality of the data
(Kline, 2011). For robust ML estimation, the covariance matrix and asymptotic
covariance matrix were used, which were generated by PRELIS in the data screening
stage. To scale latent variables, two approaches are normally used: (a) fixing any one of
the unstandardized factor loadings to 1 for each factor, and (b) fixing factor variances to
constant (Kline, 2011). In this study, the first approach was employed.
To assess the model fit of the structural equation model for this study, the overall
model fit was first evaluated. This study used Satorra-Bentler (SB) scaled chi-square for
robust ML estimation, comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI, also
known as Tucker-Lewis index [TLI]), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) with cutoff criteria (CFI > .95, TLI
> .95, RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .08), as they are most generally reported for the overall
model fit (Hong, 2000; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011; Lei & Wu, 2007). In addition to
the overall model fit, in order to check for possible improper solutions of the model,
individual parameter estimates and their estimated standard errors were examined by
assessing parameter estimates with reasonable signs and magnitudes and reasonable
standard errors (Lei & Wu, 2007). The measurement model was evaluated first, and then
the structural model was evaluated.
Parceling of job resources and personal resources. Prior to estimation of the
measurement model of this study, because the measurement model included a large
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number of variables and factors as shown in Figure 3, models of job resources and
personal resources in the measurement model were assessed to reconstruct those models
by item parceling.
Job resources model. Regarding the overall fit shown in Table 14, the SB scaled
Chi-Square of the CFA model was statistically significant (χ2 (24) = 82.918, p < .001), so
the exact-fit hypothesis was rejected, indicating that the model was not consistent with
the covariance data. However, RMSEA was .0656, which was acceptable because it was
less than .08 (i.e., cutoff criterion); CFI and NNFI were .975 and .963 respectively, both
of which were larger than the desired criterion value (> .95); and SRMR was .0559,
which was less than the desired criterion value (< .08). Therefore, based on the values of
the SB scaled Chi-Square, RMSEA, CFI, NNFI, and SRMR, although the model failed
the Chi-Square test, in terms of the overall model fit, it can be assumed that the model
adequately fit the data.
Table 14
Overall Fit of the CFA Model of Job Resources

Job Resources

SB Scaled Chi-Square (df)

CFI

NNFI

RMSEA

SRMR

χ2 (24) = 82.918, p < .001

.975

.963

.0656

.0559

Regarding the indication of possible improper solutions of the model, parameter
estimates with reasonable signs and magnitudes and reasonable standard errors were
assessed (Lei & Wu, 2007). With regard to the parameter estimates, all factor loadings in
the measurement equations were statistically significant because all |t| values were larger
than 1.96 (p < .05). In addition, all of the path coefficients in the structural equations
were statistically significant (|t| > 1.96, p < .05). Signs and magnitudes of parameter
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estimates in both measurement and structural equations made sense, and there were no
out-of-range values (i.e., r < 1) and no negative variances. Concerning the reasonable
standard errors, standard errors of factors in the measurement equations were smaller
than the standard deviations of their indicators; standard errors of predictors in the
structural equations were also smaller than the standard deviations of their outcome
variables. This indicated that the standard errors were reasonable. Based on these results,
it could be assumed that there were no indications of potential improper solutions,
meaning that the estimation solution of the job resources model was proper. Given the
results of the overall fit and the estimation solution, it could be concluded that the model
of job resources adequately fit the data and the item parceling could be used for the
model as shown in Figure 4 (Matsunaga, 2008).

Figure 4. Job resources model with item parceling.
Personal resources model. Regarding the overall fit shown in Table 15, the SB
scaled Chi-Square of the CFA model was statistically significant (χ2 (296) = 850.198, p
< .001), indicating that the model was not consistent with the covariance data. Thus, the
exact-fit hypothesis was rejected. However, RMSEA was .0573, which was acceptable
because it was less than .08; CFI and NNFI were .976 and .974 respectively, both of
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which were larger than the desired criterion value (> .95); and SRMR was .0563, which
was less than the desired criterion value (< .08). Therefore, based on the values of the SB
scaled Chi-Square, RMSEA, CFI, NNFI, and SRMR, although the model failed the ChiSquare test, in terms of the overall model fit, it could be assumed that the model
adequately fit the data.
Table 15
Overall Fit of the CFA Model of Personal Resources

Personal
Resources

SB Scaled Chi-Square (df)

CFI

NNFI

RMSEA

SRMR

χ2 (296) = 850.198, p < .001

.976

.974

.0573

.0563

Furthermore, the indications of possible improper solutions of the model were
examined. With regard to the parameter estimates, all factor loadings in the measurement
equations were statistically significant because all |t| values were larger than 1.96 (p
< .05). Also, all of the path coefficients in the structural equations were statistically
significant (|t| > 1.96, p < .05). Signs and magnitudes of the parameter estimates in both
measurement and structural equations made sense, and there were no out-of-range values
(i.e., r < 1) and no negative variances. With regard to the reasonable standard errors,
standard errors of factors in the measurement equations were smaller than the standard
deviations of their indicators; standard errors of predictors in the structural equations
were smaller than the standard deviations of their outcome variables. This indicated that
the standard errors were reasonable. Based on these results, it could be assumed that there
were no indications of possible improper solutions; that is, the estimation solution of the
personal resources model was proper. Given the results of the overall fit and the
estimation solution, it could be concluded that the model of personal resources
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adequately fit the data and that the item parceling could be used for the model as shown
in Figure 5 (Matsunaga, 2008).

Figure 5. Personal resources model with item parceling.
Based on these results (Figures 4 and 5), the structural equation model of this
study with item parceling is illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Structural equation model of the research with item parceling.
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Retest for normality. Since item parceling was used in the measurement model
(see Figure 6), normality was reassessed. To test the normality of variables, skewness and
kurtosis were examined with results obtained using PRELIS.
First, univariate normality was checked (see Tables 16 and 17). As Table 16
shows, all p-values of skewness except p-values of WE5 (p = .568) and OP (p = .204)
were significant (p < .05), which means that the data did not have a normal distribution.
However, Table 17 shows that all variables had mild skewness values (i.e., -1.5 <
skewness < 1.5; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Regarding kurtosis, the p-values of nine
out of 24 variables (e.g., WE5, SE, and OBSE) were significant at the .05 level (see Table
16). However, Table 17 shows that all kurtosis values were between -1.3 and 7, so it
could be considered that the data had a mild form of univariate non-normality.
Second, multivariate kurtosis was examined. Multivariate kurtosis analysis had a
value of 1.239, meaning that the data was inflated by 23.9% compared to a perfectly
normal distribution. Also, the results of multivariate normality summarized in Table 18
indicate that the data did not have multivariate normality because all p-values for
skewness and kurtosis were significant (p < .05). In sum, based on the results of the
univariate and multivariate normality tests, it was assumed that overall the data had a
mild form of non-normality.
As the data reflected mild non-normality, robust ML estimation was employed to
handle the non-normality of the data (Kline, 2011). For robust ML estimation, covariance
matrix and asymptotic covariance matrix with Satorra-Bentler (SB) scaled chi-square
were used.
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Table 16
Test of Univariate Normality (n=571)
Variable

Skewness

Kurtosis

WE1

Z-Score
-2.780

P-Value
0.005

Z-Score
-0.197

P-Value
0.844

WE2

-2.914

0.004

-0.772

0.440

WE3

-3.147

0.002

-1.829

0.067

WE4

-2.881

0.004

-0.195

0.845

WE5

-0.571

0.568

-2.283

0.022

WE6

-5.408

0.000

0.989

0.323

WE7

-5.416

0.000

0.582

0.561

WE8

-3.964

0.000

0.206

0.837

WE9

-4.387

0.000

1.075

0.282

AU

-5.478

0.000

0.444

0.657

PF

-3.552

0.000

-0.540

0.589

SV

-7.023

0.000

1.833

0.067

OP

-1.271

0.204

-1.166

0.244

SE

2.914

0.004

3.059

0.002

OBSE

-5.003

0.000

3.452

0.001

JP1

-8.479

0.000

4.520

0.000

JP2

-5.571

0.000

-0.128

0.898

JP3

-5.363

0.000

-0.145

0.885

JP4

-6.075

0.000

0.609

0.542

JP5

-6.115

0.000

2.373

0.018

JP6

-8.470

0.000

4.858

0.000

TI1

3.551

0.000

-2.876

0.004

TI2

7.876

0.000

2.676

0.007

*

9.016

0.000

4.063

0.000

RTI3

Note. WE = work engagement; AU = autonomy; PF = performance feedback; SV = skill
variety; SE = self-efficacy; OP = optimism; OBSE = organizational-based self-esteem; JP
= job performance; TI = turnover intention; *R = reverse coded.
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Table 17
Univariate Summary Statistics (n=571)
Variable
WE1
WE2
WE3
WE4
WE5
WE6
WE7
WE8
WE9
AU
PF
SV
OP
SE
OBSE
JP1
JP2
JP3
JP4
JP5
JP6
TI1
TI2
*
RTI3

Mean
5.018
5.128
5.301
4.865
4.275
5.441
5.222
4.748
5.082
4.831
4.622
5.194
3.813
3.012
3.68
5.644
5.028
5.445
5.194
5.587
5.335
2.448
1.986
2.072

SD
1.102
1.103
1.092
1.169
1.371
1.14
1.196
1.261
1.159
1.123
1.109
1.075
0.574
0.394
0.526
0.789
1.058
0.864
1.205
0.914
1.042
1.036
0.959
0.989

T-Value
108.829
111.074
115.962
99.469
74.494
114.055
104.379
90.004
104.821
102.797
99.542
115.42
158.821
182.71
167.114
170.95
113.604
150.674
103.021
146.015
122.311
56.497
49.501
50.034

Skewness
-0.287
-0.302
-0.327
-0.298
-0.058
-0.589
-0.59
-0.418
-0.467
-0.598
-0.372
-0.803
-0.13
0.302
-0.54
-1.021
-0.61
-0.584
-0.674
-0.679
-1.02
0.372
0.927
1.11

Kurtosis
-0.058
-0.161
-0.325
-0.057
-0.387
0.196
0.102
0.022
0.217
0.072
-0.121
0.417
-0.226
0.818
0.971
1.466
-0.044
-0.048
0.109
0.581
1.651
-0.46
0.681
1.239

Note. WE = work engagement; AU = autonomy; PF = performance feedback; SV = skill
variety; SE = self-efficacy; OP = optimism; OBSE = organizational-based self-esteem; JP
= job performance; TI = turnover intention; *R = reverse coded.
Table 18
Test of Multivariate Normality
Skewness

Kurtosis

Skewness and Kurtosis

Value

Z-Score

P-Value

Value

Z-Score

P-Value

Chi-Square

P-Value

70.152

39.962

0.000

772.866

23.940

0.000

2170.052

0.000
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Assessment of measurement model fit. With regard to the overall fit of the
measurement model (see Table 19), the SB scaled Chi-Square of the measurement model
was statistically significant (χ2 (242) = 951.038, p < .001), indicating that the model was
not consistent with the covariance data. Thus, the exact-fit hypothesis was rejected.
However, RMSEA was .0717, which was acceptable (< .08); CFI was .970 (> .95); NNFI
was .966 (> .95); and SRMR was .0557 (<.08) , which was acceptable. Therefore, based
on the values of the SB scaled Chi-Square, RMSEA, CFI, NNFI, and SRMR, although
the model failed the Chi-Square test, in terms of the overall model fit, it could be
assumed that the model adequately fit the data.
Table 19
Overall Fit of Measurement Model

Measurement
Model

SB Scaled Chi-Square (df)

CFI

NNFI

RMSEA

SRMR

χ2 (242) = 951.038, p < .001

.970

.966

.0717

.0557

Furthermore, the indications of possible improper solutions of the measurement
model were checked through parameter estimates with consideration regarding
reasonable signs and magnitudes and reasonable standard errors. Regarding the parameter
estimates, all factor loadings (standardized factor loadings ranged from .88 to .42, see
Figure 7) in the measurement equations were statistically significant because all of the |t|
values were larger than 1.96 (p < .05). Signs and the magnitudes of parameter estimates
in the measurement equations made sense, and there were no out-of-range (i.e., r < 1) and
no negative variances. The standard errors of the factors were smaller than the standard
deviations of their indicators, indicating that the standard errors were reasonable. Based
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on the results of the overall fit and the estimation solution, it could be concluded that the
measurement model reasonably fit the data.

Figure 7. Measurement model with standardized estimates. WE = work engagement; JR
= job resources; PR = personal resources; JP = job performance; TI = turnover intention.
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Assessment of structural model fit. Given the acceptable measurement model,
relationships among the latent variables in the structural model were examined. With
regard to the overall fit of the structural model (see Table 20), the SB scaled Chi-Square
of the full model was statistically significant (χ2 (247) = 1124.225, p < .001), indicating
that the model was not consistent with the covariance data. Thus, the exact-fit hypothesis
was rejected. However, RMSEA was .0789, which was acceptable (< .08); CFI and NNFI
were .963 and .959 respectively, greater than the desired value (> .95); and SRMR
was .0776, less than the desired value (< .08). Therefore, based on the values of the SB
scaled Chi-Square, RMSEA, CFI, NNFI, and SRMR, although the model failed the ChiSquare test, in terms of the overall model fit, it could be assumed that the structural
model adequately fit the data.
Table 20
Overall Fit of Structural Model

Structural
Model

SB Scaled Chi-Square (df)

CFI

NNFI

RMSEA

SRMR

χ2 (247) = 1124.225, p < .001

.963

.959

.0789

.0776

In addition, the indications of possible improper solutions of the structural model
were checked. Regarding the parameter estimates, all path coefficients in the structural
equations were statistically significant because all of the |t| values were larger than 1.96
(p < .05, see Figure 8). Moreover, squared multiple correlations (R2) in the structural
equations (i.e., reduced form equations due to a mediator) indicated that based on the
Cohen's R2 (i.e., .0196 as small effect size, .1300 as medium effect size, and .2600 as
large effect size; Kotrlik & Williams, 2003), work engagement (R2 = .606) had a large
effect size; job performance (R2 = .235) had a medium to large effect size; and turnover
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intention (R2 = .091) had a small to medium effect size. Signs and magnitudes of
parameter estimates in the structural equations made sense, and there were no out-ofrange (i.e., r < 1) and no negative variances. The standard errors of predictors in the
structural equations were smaller than the standard deviations of their outcome variables,
indicating that the standard errors were reasonable. The results of the overall fit and the
estimation solution indicated that the structural model reasonably fit the data.

Personal
Resources
(PR) ξ
2

γ12 = .42 ( t = 4.85 )

Job
Performance
(JP)η2

β 21 = .62 ( t = 10.69 )
Work
Engagement
(WE) η1

Job
Resources
(JR) ξ1

γ11 = .41 ( t = 4.46 )

β 31 = -.39 ( t = -6.91 )
Turnover
Intention
(TI) η
3

Figure 8. Structural relationships and standardized path coefficient estimates.
Reporting the Results
Based on the results of the model estimation, all proposed research questions
were examined. Standardized path coefficient (SPC) estimates were primarily considered
to measure the magnitudes of the paths among the proposed research variables in Table
21 (see also Figure 8).
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Table 21
Decomposition of Effects in the Structural Model
Standardized Path Coefficient (t-Value)
Path
Direct effect

Indirect effect

Total effect

.42 (4.85)

-

.42 (4.85)

Job performance

-

.26 (4.16)

.26 (4.16)

Turnover intention

-

-.16 (-4.13)

-.16 (-4.13)

→ Work engagement

.41 (4.46)

-

.41 (4.46)

Job performance

-

.25 (4.45)

.25 (4.45)

Turnover intention

-

-.16 (-3.78)

-.16 (-3.78)

.62 (10.69)

-

.62 (10.69)

-.39 (-6.91)

-

-.39 (-6.91)

Personal resources → Work engagement

Job resources

Work engagement → Job performance
Turnover intention

Note. All direct and indirect effects are statistically significant at the .01 level (|t| > 2.58).
RQ1. To what extent does each of the following: (1) job resources and (2)
personal resources influence work engagement?
With regard to Research Question 1, the results in Table 21 show that the direct
effect of job resources on work engagement was statistically significant (SPC = .41, t =
4.46). The direct effect of personal resources on work engagement was statistically
significant (SPC = .42, t = 4.85) as well. In addition, the squared multiple correlation of
work engagement (R2 = .61) indicated that about 61% of the variance in work
engagement was explained by job resources and personal resources, meaning that work
engagement had a large effect size.
RQ2. To what extent does work engagement influence each of the following: (1)
job performance and (2) turnover intention?
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Concerning Research Question 2, the results show that direct effects of work
engagement on job performance (SPC = .62, t = 10.69) and turnover intention (SPC = .39, t = -.6.91) were both statistically significant. In other words, work engagement had a
significant positive impact on job performance, but a significant negative impact on
turnover intention. Overall, about 23.5% (R2 = .235, medium to large effect size) of the
variance in job performance and about 9.1% (R2 = .091, small to medium effect size) of
the variance in turnover intention were explained in the structural model.
RQ3. To what extent does work engagement mediate the relationship between
antecedents and consequences?
With regard to Research Question 3, the results in Table 21 show that the indirect
effects of personal resources on both job performance (SPC = .26, t = 4.16) and turnover
intention (SPC = -.16, t = -4.13) through work engagement were statistically significant.
Also, the indirect effects of job resources on both job performance (SPC = .25, t = 4.45)
and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -3.78) through work engagement were statistically
significant. Furthermore, to ensure the mediating effect of work engagement, Sobel tests
(Sobel, 1982) based on approximate standard errors (Kline, 2011) were additionally
conducted. The results of the Sobel tests, presented in Table 22, show that the mediating
effects of work engagement in the relationship between antecedents (i.e., personal and job
resources) and consequences (i.e., job performance and turnover intention) were
statistically significant at the .01 level (|z| ranges from 3.76 to 4.41). Given the results of
significant indirect effects of antecedents on consequences through work engagement
shown in Table 21 and the results of the Sobel tests shown in Table 22, work engagement
played a significant partial mediating role in the structural model (see Figure 8).
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Table 22
Sobel Tests for the Mediating Effect of Work Engagement
Path: IV → MV → DV

a

SEa

b

SEb

z

PR → WE → JP

1.06

0.219

0.375

0.0351

4.41**

PR → WE → TI

1.06

0.219

-0.340

0.0491

-3.97**

JR → WE → JP

0.514

0.115

0.375

0.0351

4.12**

JR → WE → TI

0.514

0.115

-0.340

0.0491

-3.76

**

Note. IV = independent variable; MV = mediating variable; DV = dependent variable; PR
= personal resources; JR = job resources; WE = work engagement; JP = job performance;
TI = turnover intention; a = unstandardized path coefficient for the path IV → MV; SEa =
standard error of the path IV →MV; b = unstandardized path coefficient for the path MV
**

→ DV; SEb = standard error of the path MV → DV; z = Sobel test statistic. p < .01.

Chapter Summary
This chapter provided the results of various data analyses conducted to
investigate the research questions guiding this study. Given the results of the overall fit
and the estimation solution of the measurement model, the measurement model was
found to fit the data. In addition to the acceptable measurement model, the structural
model was found to fit the data due to the acceptable overall fit and no indications of
improper solutions.
Based on the results of the model estimation, all proposed research questions
were examined. First, with regard to the relationship between antecedent variables (i.e.,
job resources and personal resources) and work engagement, both personal resources and
job resources had significant positive effects on work engagement. Second, regarding the
relationship between work engagement and consequent variables (i.e., job performance
and turnover intention), work engagement had a significant positive effect on job

79

performance, but a significant negative effect on turnover intention. Finally, work
engagement was found to have significant partial mediating effects in the relationship
between antecedents and consequences.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations
This chapter summarizes the research procedures and findings of the study and
explores implications for scholars and practitioners in the fields of HRD and OD. In
addition, recommendations for future research are discussed.
Summary of Research
Research purpose and questions. The primary purpose of this study was to
examine the structural relationships of work engagement between antecedent and
consequent variables in selected major organizations in Korea. For this purpose, the
following three research questions guided this study:
RQ1. To what extent does each of the following: (1) job resources and (2) personal
resources influence work engagement?
RQ2. To what extent does work engagement influence each of the following: (1) job
performance and (2) turnover intention?
RQ3. To what extent does work engagement mediate the relationship between
antecedents and consequences?
Research procedures. Based on the research purpose and questions, the survey
instruments for measuring the research variables were selected and organized. Since the
instruments were originally developed in English, they were translated into the targeted
language (i.e., Korean version) by two bilingual HRD professionals according to the back
translation process of a survey instrument. The survey was created by the web survey
system of the Pennsylvania State University, Qualtrics, and administered to five selected
major organizations in Korea that had expressed an interest in and given permission for
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administration of the survey through their organizations' Intra-Net server system. A total
of 571 complete responses were collected, giving a response rate of 24%. The collected
data from the survey were analyzed in depth by using descriptive and inferential statistics
— primarily employing structural equation modeling (SEM). Application of SEM was
conducted using the six-step approach of Kline (2011): (a) model specification, (b) model
identification, (c) measure selection and data collection, (d) model estimation, (e) model
respecification, and (f) reporting the results.
Research findings. Prior to further data analysis, reliability, correlation, and
normality were assessed. Regarding reliability and correlation, the results showed that
all measures used in this study had an acceptable level of reliability (α ranges from .71
to .94) and Pearson correlation indicated no problem with multicollinearity (|r| < .85).
With regard to normality of variables, both univariate normality and multivariate
normality were examined. The results of the normality tests indicated that, overall, the
data had a mild form of non-normality (see Tables 11, 12, and 13).
In order to handle the mild form of non-normality of the data, this study
employed a robust ML estimation method (i.e., using covariance matrix and asymptotic
covariance matrix with SB scaled chi-square) instead of ML. In addition, since the
measurement model included a large number of variables and factors (see Figure 3),
models of job resources and personal resources in the measurement model were
examined to reconstruct them by item parceling. The results of both models showed that
both models adequately fit the data (see Tables 14 and 15) and that there were no
indications of possible improper solutions. Thus, the measurement model was
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reconstructed with item parceling (see Figures 4 and 5) and consequently the structural
equation model of this study was simplified (see Figure 6).
Given that the measurement model was reconstructed through item parceling, the
normality of variables was reassessed. The results of univariate and multivariate
normality tests indicated that, overall, the data had a mild form of non-normality (see
Tables 16, 17, and 18). Due to the mild non-normality of the data, robust ML estimation
was used. Both the overall fit and the indications of possible improper solutions in the
measurement model were assessed to examine the measurement model fit. Regarding the
overall fit of the measurement model, although the model failed the Chi-Square test, it
could be assumed that the model adequately fit the data (χ2 (242) = 951.038, p < .001;
RMSEA = .0717; CFI = .970; NNFI = .966; SRMR = .0557). With regard to the
estimation solution, the results showed that there were no indications of possible
improper solutions, meaning that (a) all factor loadings (standardized factor loadings
ranged from .88 to .42) in the measurement equations were statistically significant; (b)
signs and magnitudes of parameter estimates in the measurement equations made sense
with no out-of-range (i.e., r < 1) and no negative variances; and (c) the standard errors
were reasonable. Given the results of the overall fit and the estimation solution, it could
be concluded that the measurement model reasonably fit the data.
Based on the acceptable measurement model, relationships among the latent
variables in the structural model were assessed. With regard to the overall fit of the
structural model, despite the failure in the Chi-Square test, it could be assumed the
structural model adequately fit the data (χ2 (247) = 1124.225, p < .001; RMSEA = .0789;
CFI = .963; NNFI = .959; SRMR = .0776). With regard to the estimation solution, the
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results showed that there were no indications of possible improper solutions. Given the
results of the overall fit and the estimation solution, the structural model reasonably fit
the data.
The three proposed research questions were tested based on the results of the
model estimation (see Figure 8 and Table 21). Regarding Research Question 1 (i.e.,
influences of job resources and personal resources on work engagement), the results of
this study showed that the direct effect of job resources on work engagement (SPC = .41,
t = 4.46) and that of personal resources on work engagement (SPC = .42, t = 4.85) were
both statistically significant. With regard to Research Question 2 (i.e., impact of work
engagement on job performance and turnover intention), the results of the study showed
that the positive direct effect of work engagement on job performance (SPC = .62, t =
10.69) and the negative direct effect of work engagement on turnover intention (SPC = .39, t = -.6.91) were both statistically significant. Regarding Research Question 3 (i.e.,
mediating effects of work engagement between antecedents and consequences), the
results showed that the mediating effects of work engagement between personal resources
and job performance (SPC = .26, t = 4.16) and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -4.13)
were both statistically significant. Also, the mediating effects of work engagement
between job resources and job performance (SPC = .25, t = 4.45) and turnover intention
(SPC = -.16, t = -3.78) were both statistically significant. Furthermore, the mediating
effects of work engagement were also examined and confirmed through the Sobel tests
(|z| ranges from 3.76 to 4.41, p < .01; see also Table 22).
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Discussion
The first research question of this study examined the direct effects of the
proposed antecedent variables on work engagement. The antecedent variables were
grouped into two categories—personal resources and job resources. Personal resources
are aspects of the self or positive self-evaluations and refer to individual employees’
sense of their ability to successfully control and impact their environment (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Hobfoll et al., 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). On the other hand, job
resources are working conditions providing job-related resources for employees
(Hakanen & Roodt, 2010) and have multiple aspects of the job (i.e., psychological, social,
and organizational; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Personal resources consist of optimism,
self-efficacy, and organizational-based self-esteem; job resources consist of autonomy,
performance feedback, and skill variety. The results of this study revealed that personal
resources had statistically significant positive and direct effects on work engagement
(SPC = .42, t = 4.85) and job resources had statistically significant positive and direct
effects on work engagement (SPC = .41, t = 4.46). In addition, a combination of job
resources and personal resources accounted for about 61% of the variance of work
engagement. This implies that the more employees gain job resources and personal
resources in Korean major organizations, the more they feel engaged in their work. In
other words, if employees are provided sufficient autonomy, skill variety, and
performance feedback and also have high levels of optimism, self-efficacy, and
organizational-based self-esteem for their work in Korean major organizations, these job
and personal resources help and facilitate them to be more engaged in their work.
Furthermore, this finding is consistent with previous studies (Salanova and Schaufeli,
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2008; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, 2009a), which suggests that both
job and personal resources are positively related to work engagement.
The second research question examined direct effects of work engagement on job
performance and turnover intention. Job performance is individual employees’ in-role and
extra-role performance (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010), and turnover intention is
individual employees’ conscious and deliberate willingness to leave their organizations
(Tett & Meyer, 1993). The results of this study showed that work engagement had a
statistically significant direct and positive effect on job performance (SPC = .62, t =
10.69). This indicates that the more employees are engaged in their work, the more they
produce and show enhanced job performance. More specifically, engaged employees
demonstrate not only officially required behaviors to accomplish individual and
organizational goals (i.e., in-role performance), but also discretionary behaviors to
directly promote organizational effective functioning (i.e., extra-role performance;
Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). It should be noted that work engagement influences
individual employees’ required job activities as well as their volunteer activities that may
ultimately lead to enhancing their organizational effectiveness. This finding is consistent
with previous empirical studies (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009) as
well as an empirical literature review (Kim, Kolb, & Kim, 2012), which suggests that
individual employees’ work engagement is positively related to their job performance.
The results also revealed that work engagement had a statistically significant direct and
negative effect on turnover intention (SPC = -.39, t = -.6.91). This implies that the more
employees are engaged in their work, the less they possess intentions to leave their
organizations. That is, enhanced work engagement of individual employees helps them
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reduce their deliberate and conscious willingness to leave their organization in the near
future. This finding is consistent with those of several previous studies (Kim, 2012;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), which suggests that work engagement is negatively related to
turnover intention.
The last research question of this study investigated mediating effects of work
engagement in the relationship between antecedents (i.e., job and personal resources) and
consequences (job performance and turnover intention). The results revealed that work
engagement statistically significantly mediated the relationship between antecedent and
consequent variables. That is, work engagement had statistically significant mediation
effects on the relationship between personal resources and job performance (SPC = .26, t
= 4.16) and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -4.13). This means that personal resources
(i.e., optimism, self-efficacy, and organizational-based self-esteem) could help and
facilitate employees' engagement in their work, which, in turn, could lead to enhancing
their individual job performance and reducing their willfulness or intention to quit their
job and leave their organizations. This finding is partially consistent with those of some
previous studies (Kim, 2012; Xanthopoulou et al., 2008), which suggests that work
engagement plays a significant mediating role in the relationship between personal
resources, especially self-efficacy and consequences (i.e., turnover intention and job
performance). The results also showed that work engagement had statistically significant
mediation effects on the relationship between job resources and job performance (SPC
= .25, t = 4.45) and turnover intention (SPC = -.16, t = -3.78). This indicates that if
employees are well supported by job resources (i.e., autonomy, performance feedback,
and skill variety), they will be more engaged in their job and consequently produce
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improved job performance and have less intentions to leave their organizations. This
finding is consistent with those of previous studies (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004), which suggests that work engagement plays a significant mediating role
between job resources and turnover intention and job performance. Furthermore, the
results of Sobel tests re-confirmed that work engagement played a statistically significant
mediating role between its antecedents and consequences (|z| ranges from 3.76 to 4.41, p
< .01).
Taken together, both job resources and personal resources could foster and
maintain engagement of individual employees in their work. Consequently, engaged
employees would demonstrate enhanced in-role and extra-role activities to improve
individual and/or organizational performances and reduce turnover intention. This implies
that employees’ work engagement could be managed and enhanced through individualand organizational-level efforts. For example, if organizations provide their employees
with sufficient autonomy and performance feedback regarding their jobs and individual
employees gain appropriate self-efficacy using optimistic thinking, they will obtain
relevant information from diverse feedback, have more ownership and confidence as to
what they do, and be able to cope with difficulties and stress caused by their work. That is,
they will become more energetic, dedicated, and absorbed in their jobs. This also shows
that work engagement is clearly beneficial to organizational outcomes, especially those of
job performance and turnover intention. Ideally, if organizations pay attention to the
potential of work engagement and make an effort to help their employees become and
remain engaged in their jobs, engaged employees will repay the organizations with
enhanced job performance and more intention to stay. Besides, since work engagement
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has a positive impact on both individual employees’ required job activities and their
volunteer activities for their organizations, when organizations create and manage
organizational events and series of team/group activities to enhance their organizational
effectiveness, engaged employees could voluntarily play key or important roles (e.g.,
change agents and opinion leaders) in those activities. Thus, engaged employees might
provide positive and sustainable momentum for organizational change efforts.
In addition to the statistical significance of the findings of this study, the findings
have a practical significance based on the effect size (i.e., Cohen's R2). The results
showed that work engagement (R2 = .606) had a large effect size, job performance (R2
= .235) had a medium to large effect size, and turnover intention (R2 = .091) had a small
to medium effect size in the structural model. Given that effect sizes convey practical
meaningfulness of findings without being affected by the sample size (Kotrlik &
Williams, 2003), all of the research constructs for this study (see Figure 8) had moderate
to strong relationships in terms of practical significance. That is, all of the structural
relationships – (a) direct influences of antecedents on work engagement, (b) direct
influences of work engagement on consequences, and (c) mediating influences of work
engagement between antecedents and consequences – are both statistically and practically
meaningful in major Korean organizations.
Implications
The results of this research suggest several implications for scholars and
practitioners in the fields of HRD and OD. Regarding implications for scholars, the
current study contributes to the work engagement-related literature by validating the
proposed conceptual research framework and confirming structural relationships between
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work engagement and its antecedent and consequent variables in Korean major
organization contexts. This indicates that work engagement is a relevant concept to
Korean business organizations in that it could be enhanced and managed through the
collective efforts of individual employees and their organizations, thereby having a
significant impact on organizational interests (e.g., individual employees’ job
performance and turnover intention). Also, given the results of the engaged rates of fulltime employees in Korean organizations from the Global Work Study conducted by
Towerson Watson (i.e, Korea [6%] versus Global average [21%]; Kim, 2010), more
research efforts to conceptualize and examine work engagement might be important. For
instance, HRD and OD researchers in Korea could continue to conduct more studies by
replicating and modifying the current study in similar or different settings (e.g., diverse
industries). Additionally, researchers could extend results of this study by including other
potential antecedent (e.g., social support and leadership) and consequent variables (e.g.,
creativity and organizational commitment) related to work engagement. Furthermore,
researchers could explore and develop a comprehensive nomological network on work
engagement so as to further understand the dynamics of the relationships between work
engagement and its related variables.
Regarding implications for HRD and OD practitioners, despite relevance and
impact of work engagement, based on diverse discussions with HRD and OD
practitioners in Korea, it seems that employees and even HRD and OD practitioners in
Korean major organizations are in the process of understanding and learning the concept
of work engagement. For instance, some employees seem to understand work
engagement as job satisfaction or workaholism. Given that, it would be more effective
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and efficient for HRD and OD practitioners to focus more attention on individual-level
interventions as initial change efforts of their organizations to help employees understand
what the concept of work engagement means to them and why it is important and
beneficial to them and then to disseminate it across their organizations. Otherwise, such
change efforts would just cause more side effects (e.g., employees resistance and waste of
organizational resources) to organizations. In that context, first, HRD and OD
practitioners could design, develop, and implement training programs or workshops that
may support and facilitate employees’ work engagement in their organizations. This
would begin with clear definition of terms and desired outcomes. For example, HRD/OD
practitioners in an organization need to define and clarify what work engagement means
to their organization either by adopting one of existing definitions or by creating their
own definition and what it is important. The definition and why the concept of work
engagement is relevant to the organization should be agreed and confirmed by their CEO
and/or executives. Then, HRD/OD practitioners could develop and implement brief and
focused workshops to introduce or explain the concept of work engagement within their
organization to employees through followings: (a) how the organization defines
employees’ work engagement with sub-dimensions (e.g., vigor, dedication, and
absorption), (b) how to differentiate work engagement from other similar concepts (e.g.,
workaholism and job satisfaction) (c) why it is relevant and beneficial to both individual
employees and their organization (e.g., manageability of work engagement through
individual and organizational efforts and its positive impact on individual and
organizational outcomes), and (d) what resources could help employees to enhance their
level of work engagement (e.g., job and personal resources). Also, given that employees’
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work engagement could be improved by personal resources such as optimism, selfefficacy, and organizational-based self-esteem, HRD/OD practitioners could develop and
implement training and/or education programs (e.g., stress management, positive thinking,
and managing and improving employees’ self-efficacy and organizational-based selfesteem). Through these interventions, HRD/OD practitioners can clarify and disseminate
the clear meaning and intention of work engagement across the organization and provide
employees with knowledge and skills relevant to enhancing their work engagement.
Employees can understand what work engagement means to them and the purpose of
their organizational effort—reducing resistance to accepting the concept of work
engagement— and put their effort into managing and improving their work engagement.
In terms of workshops for managers and leaders, HRD/OD practitioners could
develop and facilitate workshops to explain what work engagement means within their
organization, why its concept is important to employees and the organization (e.g., its
manageability by leaders and managers and its positive influences in team performance
and work climate), and what benefits managers and leaders can get by paying attention to
work engagement (e.g., enhancing individual and team performance, creating more
synergy through collaboration, and reducing turnover rates). A special focus would be on
what roles managers and leaders need to play in helping their subordinates enhance and
maintain their engagement (e.g., supporting to maintain a reasonable balance between job
demands and job resources, building up work environment with psychological health and
safety, providing each subordinate with individualized support by considering his or her
specific work conditions, and tips as to how to provide their subordinates with
appropriate levels of autonomy and sufficient and frequent performance feedback
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regarding their subordinates’ work; Leiter & Maslach, 2010; Spreitzer, Lam, & Fritz,
2010). Additionally, based on an understanding of the concept and relevance of job
resources, HRD/OD practitioners could collaborate with managers, leaders, and/or
executives on identifying core job resources that each level of the organization (i.e.,
individual employees, teams/groups, or the entire organization) needs to accomplish their
short- and long-term goals within their organization. Organizations could identify their
own core job resources under three categories: (a) immediately accessible job resources,
(b) potentially accessible resources (i.e., available resources but not currently used), and
(c) deficient job resources (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010). Regarding immediately and
potentially accessible job resources, HRD/OD practitioners should support and encourage
each level of the organization actively to utilize them to achieve their work goals. With
regard to deficient job resources, HRD/OD practitioners should put more effort on
making those deficient resources available or finding ways to reduce gaps created by
scarce resources.
Second, HRD and OD practitioners could utilize the results of the study to
establish and implement HR policies that may boost employees’ work engagement in
their organizations. HRD/OD practitioners could either modify or create HR policies to
continuously support and facilitate employees’ work engagement. For example,
organizations could ask leaders and/or managers to have an annual evaluation meeting
with their subordinates to assess and monitor what effort or progress they have made to
improve and maintain their work engagement and what actions individuals and their team
or organization need to take to make it sustainable. Then, leaders and/or managers report
summaries of these meetings to the HR department, including what actions their teams or
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departments will take and what support they need from their organizations. Subsequently,
HRD/OD practitioners could evaluate and monitor individual and collective efforts on
work engagement and analyze and provide organizational resources that leaders,
managers, and/or their subordinates need. In association with this evaluation meeting
policy, if some teams or departments have made significant progress and collective
efforts to enhance employees’ work engagement, HRD/OD practitioners could reward
these teams or departments, and share their progress or success as internal best practices
within their organizations (i.e., reward policy and best practice sharing policy). These can
be designed and implemented either by modifying organizations’ current HR policies or
by creating new policies for work engagement. All of these efforts above could catalyze
and support to make the concept of employees’ work engagement as one of important
norms (i.e., a part of organizational culture) within organizations.
Third, HRD/OD practitioners could monitor and maintain employees’ work
engagement level by utilizing work engagement measurement. They could adapt or
modify ways to measure work engagement (e.g., UWES-17 and UWES-9) and they could
even create their own ways to measure and handle employees’ work engagement within
their organizations. Given that many organizations tend to annually conduct employee
opinion surveys about their job and organization (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational
support, and organizational culture), HRD/OD practitioners could integrate work
engagement-related items into their existing surveys. In doing so, they could examine and
deal with relevant issues regarding work engagement over time and discover
relationships between work engagement and other organizational interests. In this way,
results of the surveys could provide relevant implications based on collective thoughts of
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employees so that HRD/OD practitioners could utilize them to design and implement
organizational short- and long-term interventions including workshops and HR policies.
Recommendations for Future Research
Several recommendations for future research are suggested in regard to further
examination of structural relationships between work engagement and its related
variables. First, in order to generalize findings of this study, future research needs to be
replicated and verified in diverse settings. The target population of this study was limited
to Korean major business organizations with more than 300 employees, and the research
sample data was gathered from selected major organizations. Among the research sample,
more than 80% of participants were male and 63% worked in the manufacturing industry.
Although the findings of this study were both statistically and practically significant,
future studies with more diverse samples are needed to secure more generalizability in
Korean major organizations settings. For example, research samples could involve
various major organizations from different industries (e.g., finance and insurance,
education, construction, and food service) and/or a large number of female employees.
Furthermore, it is recommended that future studies be conducted in Korean organizations
other than the major ones (i.e., small and medium organizations and public organizations).
Such research efforts would enrich the research findings and extend them by comparing
one setting with another (e.g., major organizations / small and medium organizations,
private organizations / public organizations, male / female, and manufacturing industry /
finance and insurance industry).
Second, in order to increase the possibility of generalizing the research findings,
the use of tangible objective measures for research outcome variables is recommended
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whenever possible. Like most empirical studies on work engagement, this study used
self-reported data collected through surveys to measure consequent variables (i.e., job
performance and turnover intention). Although the self-reported survey measure approach
is certainly meaningful and valid, given that tangible organizational outcome indicators
enable HRD/OD professionals to make more convincing arguments on relevant potentials
of work engagement with an increased interest from management (Kim et al., 2012),
using tangible objective measures – e.g., individual performance evaluation records and
actual turnover rates of organizations – would be certainly beneficial to future research.
One of the applications of tangible objective measures on organizational outcomes is an
empirical study of Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2009a) that attempted to measure
performance using financial returns.
Third, since this study includes a limited number of antecedents and
consequences, future studies are needed to extend this research by using other potential
antecedent and consequent variables. These variables could be adapted from the extant
literature. Wollard and Shuck (2011) conducted a structured literature review and
identified 42 antecedent variables: 21 individual antecedents (e.g., value congruence and
perceived organizational support) and 21 organizational antecedents (e.g., leadership and
supportive organizational culture). Also, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) described
antecedents (e.g., social support and supervising coaching) and consequences (e.g.,
creativity and financial turnover) through the JD-R model of work engagement. In order
to further understand and generalize roles and influences of work engagement between
antecedents and consequences, this extended effort for future research is strongly
encouraged.
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Last, in addition to all of the quantitative research efforts suggested above, it is
recommended that future studies employ both quantitative and qualitative research
methods to acquire a more in-depth understanding of the potential roles and influences of
work engagement. The current research focused on the quantitative research method.
However, qualitative approaches could add depth and detail to the research findings of
quantitative research and elaborate the meaning of the findings with expanded dialogue
(Swanson, Watkins, & Marsick, 1999). For example, future research could explore the
quantitative nature of the structural relationships between work engagement and its
antecedents (i.e., job and personal resources) and consequences (i.e., job performance and
turnover intention) identified in this study and gather employees’ critical incident
accounts that would provide details to explain the relationships.
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Implied Informed Consent Form for Social Science Research
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project:

An examination of work engagement in selected major
organizations in Korea: Its role as a mediator between antecedents
and consequences

Principal Investigator: Woocheol Kim
409J Keller Building, University Park, PA 16802
(814) 441-6378; wwk5039@psu.edu
Advisor:

Dr. Judith A. Kolb
310A Keller Building, University Park, PA 16802
(814) 865-1876; jak18@psu.edu

1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research study is to examine the mediating
relationship of work engagement between antecedent and consequent variables in the
Korean major organizations contexts.
2. Procedures to be followed: You will be asked to answer 64 questions on this survey.
3. Duration:

It will take about 10 minutes to complete the survey.

4. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidential. The
data will be stored and secured in a password protected file. However, your
confidentiality will be kept to the degree permitted by the technology used. No
guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the Internet by any
third parties. In the event of any publication or presentation resulting from the research,
no personally identifiable information will be shared because your name is in no way
linked to your responses.
5. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Woocheol Kim at 1-814-441-6378 or
wwk5039@psu.edu with questions or concerns about this study.
6. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntary. Your
employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in the study. You
can stop at any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer.
Refusal to take part in or withdrawal from this study will lead to no penalty or loss of
benefits that you would otherwise receive.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study.
Completion and return of the survey implies that you have read the information in this form
and consent to take part in the research. Please print off this form for your records or future
reference.
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사회과학분야 연구를 위한 참여동의서
펜실베니아 주립 대학교
연구제목:

한국의 대기업 맥락에서 직무 몰입(Work engagement)이
선행 및 후행 요인 사이에 미치는 매개 변인 역할에 관한 연구

연구자:

김우철
409J Keller Building, University Park, PA 16802
1-814-441-6378; wwk5039@psu.edu

지도교수:

Dr. Judith A. Kolb
310A Keller Building, University Park, PA 16802
1-814-865-1876; jak18@psu.edu

1.

연구의 목적: 이 연구는 한국의 일부 대기업 맥락에서 조직 구성원들의 직무 몰입(Work
engagement)이 선행 요인과 후행 요인 사이에서 미치는 매개 변인의 역할을 연구하기 위한
것입니다.

2.

절차: 귀하는 본 설문조사에서 총 64 문항에 응답하도록 요청 받을 것입니다.

3.

소요시간:

4.

비밀보장: 귀하의 연구 참여에 관한 모든 사항은 비밀로 유지되며 귀하의 응답내용에
대해서는 응답자를 추적할 수 없도록 암호화됩니다. 다만, 보안 수준은 이 연구에
사용되는 기술이 허용하는 범위에 한합니다. 임의로 제 3 자에게 보내진 자료에 대해서는
책임을 지지 않습니다. 추가로, 연구결과 발표 시에 개인정보가 누설되지 않을 것입니다.

5.

문의: 본 연구와 관련하여 문의사항이나 의견이 있으시다면, 김우철 (전화 1-814-4416378/이메일: wwk5039@psu.edu)에게 연락하실 수 있습니다.

6.

자발적 참여: 귀하의 연구참여는 자의에 의한 것입니다. 따라서 귀하는 언제든지 자의에
의해 연구 참여를 중단할 수 있습니다. 또한, 귀하의 연구 참여 결정은 귀사에 결코
통보되지 않습니다. 귀하께서 답변하길 원하지 않는 질문에 대해서는 응답을 하지
않으셔도 됩니다. 또한 설문참여 중단으로 인한 어떠한 불이익도 발생하지 않음을
알려드립니다.

모든 설문 문항에 응답하시는데 약 10 분 정도 소요됩니다.

귀하는 18세 이상이어야만 본 연구에 참여하실 수 있습니다.
모든 설문문항에 응답하시고 종료버턴을 클릭하시는 것은 귀하께서 위의 안내사항을 모두 읽
었으며, 참여에 동의한 것을 의미합니다.
향후 참조를 위해 이 양식을 프린트하여 보관하시기를 바랍니다.
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Recruitment Letter
Dear _______________
Hello, my name is Woocheol Kim, and I am a doctoral student at the Pennsylvania State
University in the U.S.A. I am conducting a study entitled “An examination of work
engagement in selected major organizations in Korea: Its role as a mediator between
antecedents and consequences.” This study is being conducted for research. In doing this
study, I am in need of your participation. Thus, I would like to cordially invite you to
participate in the study.
Your participation is voluntary so that you may decide whether you would agree or not to
participate in the study.
For your better understanding, I provide relevant information below. We strongly recommend
that you read this form carefully.
Research background & Selection criteria
The purpose of this study is to examine the mediating relationship of work engagement
between antecedent and consequent variables in selected Korean major organizations. For
this study, any employees who are working for Korean major organizations could participate
if they voluntarily agree to do so. Gender, positions, experiences, and tasks are not used for
participant selection.
Confidentiality
Your participation in this research is confidential. Your confidentiality will be kept to the
degree permitted by the technology used. No guarantees can be made regarding the
interception of data sent via the Internet by any third parties. The data will be stored and
secured in a password protected file. In the event of a publication or presentation resulting
from the research, no personal information will be shared.
Voluntary nature of the study
This participation will be absolutely based on the condition of your voluntary agreement of
participation. Your employer will not know whether or not you have chosen to participate in
the study.
Contacts: You may contact the primary investigator: Woocheol Kim (wwk5039@psu.edu,
1-814-441-6378) at any time if you have any questions and need additional information.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Woocheol Kim
Ph.D. Candidate
The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, USA
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연구참여 의뢰서
__________ 귀하께
안녕하십니까, 저는 미국 펜실베니아 주립 대학교에서 박사 과정을 밟고 있는 김우철이라고
합니다. 저는 "한국의 대기업 맥락에서의 직무 몰입(Work engagement)이 선행 요인과 후행
요인 사이에서 미치는 매개 변인 역할에 관한 연구"라는 제목으로 연구를 진행하고 있습니다.
이 연구 과정에서 귀하의 연구참여가 필요하기에, 귀하께 연구 참여를 정중히 의뢰하고자
합니다.
이 연구참여는 전적으로 귀하의 동의에 따라 진행될 것입니다. 귀하께서 원하지 않으신다면,
언제든지 연구참여를 거부하실 수 있습니다. 귀하의 이해를 돕기 위해서, 중요 사항을 아래와
같이 안내해 드립니다. 주의 깊게 읽어주시기 바랍니다.
연구의 목적 및 참여자 선발과정
본 연구는 한국의 일부 대기업 맥락에서의 직무 몰입(Work engagement)이 선행 요인과 후행
요인 사이에서 미치는 매개 변인의 역할을 연구하는데 그 목적이 있습니다. 연구 참여에
자발적으로 동의한 한국 대기업의 조직 구성원이라면 연구 참여 대상자가 될 수 있습니다.
성별, 직위, 경험, 그리고 직무는 참여자 선발에 고려되지 않습니다.
비밀 유지
귀하의 참여과정은 철저히 비밀로 진행됩니다. 귀하에 대한 보안은 이 연구에 적용된 기술이
허용하는 범위에 한하며, 제 3자에 의한 정보유출에 대해서는 책임을 지지 않습니다.
귀하께서 제공한 자료는 암호화된 안전한 곳에 저장될 것이며, 개인적인 정보는 결코
공유되지 않을 것임을 알려드립니다.
자발성의 원칙
본 연구참여는 전적으로 귀하의 자발적인 의사에 따라 진행됩니다. 또한, 귀하의 연구참여
결정은 회사에 결코 통보되지 않습니다.
연락처
질문이나 의견이 있으시다면 연구자 김우철 (wwk5039@psu.edu, 1-814-441-6378)에게
연락하실 수 있습니다.
감사합니다.
김우철 드림
미국 펜실베니아 주립 대학교
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Notification of IRB Approval
Date: October 26, 2012
From: The Office for Research Protections ‐ FWA#: FWA00001534
Stephanie L. Krout, Compliance Coordinator
To: Woocheol Kim
Re: Determination of Exemption
IRB Protocol ID: 41366
Follow‐up Date: October 25, 2017
Title of Protocol: An examination of work engagement in selected major organizations in Korea:
Its role as a mediator between antecedents and consequences
The Office for Research Protections (ORP) has received and reviewed the above referenced
eSubmission application. It has been determined that your research is exempt from IRB initial
and ongoing review, as currently described in the application. You may begin your research. The
category within the federal regulations under which your research is exempt is:
45 CFR 46.101(b)(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic,
aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public
behavior, unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can
be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the
human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of
criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or
reputation.
Given that the IRB is not involved in the initial and ongoing review of this research, it is the
investigator’s responsibility to review IRB Policy III “Exempt Review Process and
Determination”
which outlines:


What it means to be exempt and how determinations are made



What changes to the research protocol are and are not required to be reported to the ORP



Ongoing actions post‐exemption determination including addressing problems and
complaints, reporting closed research to the ORP and research audits



What occurs at the time of follow‐up

Please do not hesitate to contact the Office for Research Protections (ORP) if you have any
questions or concerns. Thank you for your continued efforts in protecting human participants in
research. This correspondence should be maintained with your research records.
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