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Abstract
Employees are expected to achieve optimal task performance. Therefore, workplace well-being is crucial for employees to
enhance their work engagement and, consequently, reach high task performance. This study aims to examine the mediating
role of work engagement in the relationship between workplace well-being and task performance. Utilizing a quantitative
survey method, the research involved 310 employees selected through convenience sampling. The instruments used in the
study included scales for workplace well-being, work engagement, and task performance. The results revealed that work
engagement significantly mediates the effect of workplace well-being on employee task performance. These findings provide a
basis for developing theoretical models of task performance and formulating training programs to enhance employee task
performance, particularly in the field of applied psychology.
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In the contemporary era, organizations are demanded to
continually adapt, learn, and innovate in order to achieve
optimal task performance in the workplace environment,
thereby ensuring the organization’s sustainability and
growth. Conversely, the growing complexity of work ar-
rangements necessitates that employees assume additional
roles and improve their performance to ensure the organi-
zation’s ongoing success (Berg et al., 2017). Consequently,
the primary criteria for employee assessment in the work-
place is task performance. Task performance serves as
the benchmark for organizational selection, development,
compensation, and recognition (Ramos-Villagrasa et al.,
2019). The complex, uncertain, and ambiguous nature
of the world compels employees to strive for perfecting
task performance. Conway (1999) argued that task per-
formance plays a pivotal role. This research endeavors to
contribute to the analysis of models that can influence
task performance.

Campbell et al. (1990) suggests that task performance
is the most important part of business but receives little
theoretical consideration. Campbell et al. (1993) then
focused their studies on task performance, especially on
organizational task performance. As a result, the study
of task performance is increasingly encompassing various
forms of non-work-related behavior that are contextually
specific. Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) suggest that
performance contextually is the drive to achieve organi-
zational goals which can be seen through interpersonal
behavior and motivation.

The achievement of an organization is strongly influ-
enced by the effectiveness of the task performance of office
holders in contributing to the organization (Aguinis, 2013).
Task performance is influenced by several things such as

cognitive skills, expertise, habits, and well-being at work,
so that it can generate responsibility and increase task
performance (Pradhan & Jena, 2016). Task performance
is strongly influenced by workplace well-being (Kundi et
al., 2020). Anwarsyah et al. (2012) suggest that workplace
well-being is very beneficial for individuals and organiza-
tions, individuals who feel prosperous at work can improve
task performance.

Workplace well-being involves human, social and eco-
nomic feelings so it is very important for organizational
development (Colenberg et al., 2020; Jnaneswar & Man-
akkattil, 2021; Liu, 2020). Anwarsyah et al. (2012) suggest
that workplace well-being is the feeling of well-being of
employees obtained from work which can be in the form
of intrinsic and extrinsic values. Ryan and Deci (2000)
suggest that work well-being is a serious study among
social scientists, this is due to the concept of workplace
well-being being a divided concept that is difficult to solve.

Workplace well-being is needed by organizations to
maintain the stability of employee task performance so
that it can continue to increase organizational growth
(Diener, 2013). This is consistent with Smith et al. (2018),
who proposed that workplace well-being has significant
potential to drive employee innovation and high perfor-
mance. Page and Vella-Brodrick (2008) also identify two
critical variables that can enhance both overall organi-
zational performance and task performance. This is in
line with Fisher (2010) who argued that an important
factor that can improve task performance is workplace
well-being. Crede et al. (2007) suggested that workplace
well-being can reduce fatigue at work so that task perfor-
mance increases.

In addition, Kundi et al. (2020) suggests that work-

© GamaJOP 2024. This is an Open Access article, distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

98

https://jurnal.ugm.ac.id/gamajpp
https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/1418887039
dian.novita@unm.ac.id
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/


Gadjah Mada Journal of Professional Psychology (GamaJPP) 99

place well-being has an influence on task performance
through work engagement. Hackman (1980) was the first
person to define work engagement as the process and
phenomenon of employees becoming one with their jobs.
Macey and Schneider (2008) suggest that work engagement
is a strong link between the individual and the workplace,
resulting in a strong relationship. Work engagement can
occur when individuals have strong relationships emo-
tionally with other individuals and cognitively with work.
Furthermore, Schaufeli et al. (2002) suggests that it can
reflect self-evaluation and self-identity in the workplace.
Work engagement is very important in an organization.
Low energy and lack of concentration at work can be
caused by low work engagement which in turn can affect
task performance of employees (Schaufeli et al., 2002). On
the other hand, there is a theory that can explain work
engagement, namely Kahn (1990) who suggests that work
engagement has three preliminary conditions, namely the
meaningfulness of work, psychological security, and the
availability of experience.

Employees have demands to achieve optimal task per-
formance. Thus, workplace well-being for employees is
needed through increased work engagement. Several stud-
ies have established a connection between workplace well-
being, task performance, and work engagement. Harter
et al. (2002) conducted a study of thirty-six organizations
and found that workplace well-being is related to employee
productivity and task performance as well as commitment
and work engagement. Furthermore, Bevan (2010) ar-
gued that workplace well-being and work engagement
reinforce each other and can influence task performance
so as to realize more optimal organizational performance.
Schaufeli et al. (2002) suggested that workplace well-being
can increase individual engagement with work or work en-
gagement which leads to higher task performance. Based
on the description above, this study seeks to investigate
how work engagement mediates the relationship between
workplace well-being and task performance.

1. Methods
1.1 Design and participants
This study uses a cross-sectional survey design involving
employees in Indonesia using a convenience sampling tech-
nique. A total of 310 employees consisting of 144 (46.5%)
male and 166 (53.5%) female, with an age range of 20
to 65 years (M age = 34.9 years; SDage = 10.3) and have
worked for 4 to 9 years (33.9 %). Meanwhile, the data
distribution for workplace well-being (skew = 0.007) and
work engagement (skew = 1.013) has a positive skewness
distribution, which means that the majority of partici-
pants have low levels of workplace well-being and work
engagement. In contrast to task performance (skew =
-0.302) which has a negative skewness distribution, which
indicates that the majority of participants have a high
level of task performance. By looking at the skewness
distribution value which does not exceed the value range
-2 to 2 (Kim, 2013; Winter et al., 2020) for each variable,
which means that the data is normally distributed.

1.2 Procedures
The survey was conducted using the G-Form platform
which contains the objectives, procedures and confidential-

ity of research data. Participants were gathered through
online announcements using social media platforms. All
participants were asked to fill out the consent form, demo-
graphic data, and research instruments voluntarily. Then,
the participants were asked to complete the questionnaire
individually and were encouraged to keep their answers
confidential. Each participant took approximately 5 to 10
minutes to complete the research instrument.

1.3 Instrument
Workplace well-being, measured using the workplace well-
being scale adapted from Bartels et al. (2019). This scale
consists of two dimensions (interpersonal = 4 items and
intrapersonal = 4 items), and is assessed using a 5-point
Likert model (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).
This scale has adequate internal consistency (intrapersonal
α = 0.85, interpersonal α = 0.93). Work engagement,
measured using the work engagement scale adapted from
Schaufeli et al. (2019). This scale consists of three factors,
vigor, dedication, and absorption, which are assessed us-
ing a 5-point Likert model (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). This scale has adequate internal consis-
tency (α = 0.95). Task performance, measured using the
task performance scale adapted from Ramos-Villagrasa et
al. (2019). This scale using the Likert 5-Point model (1
= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), with adequate
internal consistency (α = 0.83).

1.4 Data Analysis
Data analysis begins by testing descriptive statistics to
describe the sociodemographic characteristics of partic-
ipants (f and %), as well as understanding the mean,
standard deviation and normal distribution (skewness) of
all variables. After that, it was continued with Pearson
correlation analysis to see the relationship between the
main variables. Meanwhile, to test the hypothesis as a
whole, the analysis technique used is structural equation
modeling (SEM) with latent variables. The reason for
choosing SEM testing is to obtain accurate analysis re-
sults (Schoemann & Jorgensen, 2021), because SEM is
a full-strength statistical test that focuses on testing the
measurement model and structural model simultaneously,
so that it can confirm the theoretical model based on the
empirical data obtained (Daud et al., 2024). Overall, sta-
tistical analysis in this research uses the R programming
language (v4.3.2) (R Core Team, 2023) using RStudio
software (v2023.12.1) (RStudio Team, 2023) with the R
readxl package (Wickham & Bryan, 2015) which aims
to import excel file, jmv (Selker et al., 2017) aims for
descriptive analysis, metan (Olivoto, 2020) for conduct-
ing correlation analysis and correlation plot, and lavaan
(Rosseel, 2012) for carrying out SEM analysis.

2. Result
2.1 Preliminary analyses
The mean value and standard deviation of all research vari-
ables based on raw data show varying scores. Workplace
well-being has an average value of 2.63 (SD = 0.889), work
engagement has an average value of 1.92 (SD = 0.854),
and task performance has an average value of 2.97 (SD =
0.755). The correlations between the study variables are
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presented in Figure 1(a). Significant positive correlation
between workplace well-being and work engagement (r =
0.50, p < 0.001), and task performance (r = 0.27, p <
0.001). Employees who feel well at work are more commit-
ted to their work and of course improve their performance
in carrying out their duties. Then, work engagement has
a positive correlation with task performance (r = 0.35,
p < 0.001). These results provide a strong foundation
for conducting structural equation modeling analysis. In
addition, Figure 1(b) also reports a significant correlation
between indicators of each research variable.

2.2 Assessment of Measurement Models
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) stated that there are two
stages in conducting SEM analysis: Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) as the first stage, which aims to test the
measurement model, and the second stage, which tests
the structural model. The measurement model consists of
three interrelated latent variables: workplace well-being,
work engagement, and task performance. To increase the
accuracy of parameter estimation, two parcel items were
created as workplace well-being indicators, and three work
engagement parcel items, which are assumed to be multi-
dimensional. In this study, each parcel item consisted of
an average of three or four items being measured. Mean-
while, the latent variable task performance is assumed to
be unidimensional.

The results of the CFA analysis using the Maximum
Likelihood (ML) estimator, focusing on the Full Infor-
mation Maximum Likelihood (FIML) method to address
missing data, indicated that the first model did not fit
the data: x2(32) = 112.080, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.948,
TLI = 0.927, SRMR = 0.042, RMSEA = 0.090 (90% CI
= 0.072 – 0.108). To achieve a fit measurement model,
we respecified the model by correlating residuals between
indicators/items twice, based on modification indices (MI
> 10) (Kline, 2023). The results of the model respecifi-
cation, involving residual correlations between the ded-
ication and absorption indicators/items (MI = 25.429),
showed that the second model was acceptable and fit the
data: x2(31) = 84.245, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.965, TLI
= 0.950, SRMR = 0.049, RMSEA = 0.074 (90% CI =
0.056 – 0.094). Furthermore, the results of the model
respecification involving residual correlations between Tp3
and Tp5 indicators/items (MI = 13.653), showed that
the third/final model (Table 1) was acceptable and fit the
data: x2(30) = 71.389, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.973, TLI =
0.960, SRMR = 0.051, RMSEA = 0.067 (90% CI = 0.047
– 0.087).

Based on model fit testing, the final measurement
model (Figure 2A) was obtained with the lowest BIC
value (7082.044) compared to the BIC values of other
models. Thus, the final model is the most recommended
model and has a strong fit with the empirical research
data (Kline, 2023). Furthermore, the CFA test results
(Table 2) show that the Standardized Loading Factor
(SLF) values for all indicators are above the threshold
value of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2019), ranging from 0.66 to 1.03
(all items are significant, p < 0.001). Thus, each indicator
has a high estimated effect value on the variable being
measured, and it can be concluded that all indicators are
in the valid category. Additionally, the AVE value in this

study ranges from 0.57 to 0.65 (AVE > 0.50) (Hair et al.,
2019), indicating that the indicators in this study are able
to measure the same concept as the latent variable or
are said to be convergently valid. Furthermore, the CR
value in this study ranges from 0.76 to 0.87 (CR > 0.70);
(Hair et al., 2019). Hence, the indicators in this study
demonstrate strong consistency.

The evaluation of discriminant validity (Table 3)**
reveals that the squared correlation values for each con-
struct are lower than the square root of the AVE (shown
as the diagonal values in the table), indicating that each
indicator effectively measures its corresponding construct.

2.3 Model Assessment
After validating the measurement model with the CFA
method, the hypothesis of the relationship or influence
between variables was tested using SEM. SEM analysis
using ML with FIML missing data handling was applied
to test the proposed structural model between workplace
well-being, work engagement, and task performance. The
results show that the hypothesized mediation model with
residual correlation between indicators/items (MI dedica-
tion and absorption, MI Tp3 and Tp5) fits the empirical
data (x2 = 71.389, x2/df = 30, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.973,
TLI = 0.960, SRMR = 0.051, RMSEA = 0.067 [90% CI
= 0.047 – 0.087]). In addition, the results of SEM analysis
(Table 4, Figure 2B) show that workplace well-being has
a positive and significant effect on work engagement (β =
0.67; z = 10.41; p < 0.001). Then the results of the analy-
sis show that there is a significant positive effect between
work engagement and task performance (β = 0.19; z =
2.19; p = 0.029). Other test results also show that there is
a significant positive effect between workplace well-being
and task performance (β = 0.20; z = 2.02; p = 0.043).

Moreover, the findings on the indirect effect indicate a
significant positive impact of workplace well-being on task
performance, with work engagement acting as a mediator
(β = 0.13; z = 2.17; p = 0.030). Significant results were
also shown in the effect of total workplace well-being and
task performance (β = 0.33; z = 4.57; p < 0.001). The
results of the structural model tests indicate that the
proposed theoretical model accounts for 13% (R2 = 0.13)
of the variance in employee task performance.

Figure 2. Measurement and structural model illus-
trating the full mediation effect of work engagement on
the relationship between workplace well-being and task
performance. Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
All path coefficients are standardized.

2.4 Discussion
This study seeks to explore the relationship between work-
place well-being and task performance, with a particular
focus on the mediating role of work engagement. The
initial hypothesis posits that workplace well-being posi-
tively influences work engagement. The findings of this
research are consistent with those of Schuck et al. (2011),
who identified a correlation between workplace well-being
and work engagement. However, Schuck et al. (2011)
study did not clarify the direction of the influence of
workplace well-being on work engagement. This research
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Figure 1
Correlation between observed variables and items

a. Correlation between variables b. Correlation between indicators

Table 1
Measurement Model Fit Index

Models BIC x2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA (90%Cl) SRMR
First model 7111.262 112.080 32 < 0.001 0.948 0.927 0.090 (0,072 – 0,108) 0.042
Second model 7089.163 84.245 31 < 0.001 0.965 0.950 0.074 (0,056 – 0,094) 0.049
Final model 7082.044 71.389 30 < 0.001 0.973 0.960 0.067 (0,047 – 0,087) 0.051

Figure 2
Measurement and structural model illustrating the full mediation effect of work engagement on the relationship between workplace well-being and
task performance. Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. All path coefficients are standardized.
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Table 2
Item Parameters, Average Variance Extracted, and Composite
Reliability

Variables Indicators Estimate SE AVE CR
Workplace well-being Inter 0.80 0.04 0.61 0.76

Intra 0.77 0.04
Work engagement Vig 1.03 0.03 0.65 0.84

Ded 0.66 0.04
Abs 0.68 0.04

Task performance Tp1 0.77 0.03 0.57 0.87
Tp2 0.75 0.03
Tp3 0.76 0.03
Tp4 0.79 0.03
Tp5 0.71 0.03

builds upon previous studies by providing evidence for
the direction of this influence. The results indicate that
workplace well-being significantly and positively impacts
work engagement. Moreover, Judge and Locke (1993) ar-
gue that workplace well-being can foster a positive cycle
within the work environment, leading to increased job
satisfaction and work engagement. Bailey et al. (2015)
suggest that a comfortable work environment enhances
employee welfare, which in turn boosts work engagement.
This aligns with Kahn (1990) assertion that workplace
well-being, encompassing meaningful work, security, work-
ing conditions, social environment, and employee energy
levels, can drive work engagement. Additionally, the re-
sults of this study are in agreement with Adekoya et al.
(2019), who found that workplace well-being and work
engagement contribute to improved employee efficiency
and effectiveness.

The results regarding the impact of work engagement
on task performance align with the initial hypothesis.
This study’s findings are consistent with earlier research
indicating that work engagement enhances the efficiency
and effectiveness of employee performance (Armstrong
et al., 2016; Bailey et al., 2015; Ellis & Sorensen, 2007).
Additionally, other studies have demonstrated that work-
place well-being positively influences task performance
(Adekoya et al., 2019; Armstrong et al., 2016). Fisher
(2010) identifies workplace well-being as a key factor in
improving employee task performance. Colenberg et al.
(2020) highlight the critical role of workplace well-being in
bolstering organizational performance by addressing hu-
man, social, and economic factors. Michaelson et al. (2006)
assert that workplace well-being enhances employees’ qual-
ity of life, thereby contributing to greater productivity.
The concluding findings of this study support the pro-
posed hypothesis that workplace well-being affects task
performance through the mediating role of work engage-
ment. These results are in line with the research of Kundi
et al. (2020), who found that workplace well-being influ-
ences task performance via work engagement. Schaufeli
et al. (2002) observed that low work engagement is associ-
ated with reduced energy, enthusiasm, and concentration
among employees. Furthermore, Schaufeli et al. (2002) em-
phasizes that the energy and enthusiasm employees bring
to the workplace are crucial for managing high-pressure
environments. Bevan (2010) also suggests that workplace

well-being and work engagement are interconnected in
their role in enhancing task performance.

This study concludes that organizational success is
closely linked to employee task performance, which can
be improved by fostering workplace well-being. Moreover,
this research presents a novel perspective on the relation-
ship between workplace well-being, task performance, and
work engagement. In the current context, organizations
increasingly recognize the importance of employee happi-
ness and welfare. Therefore, the insights gained from this
study offer practical implications for organizations striv-
ing to meet these challenges. These findings contribute
to enhancing organizational effectiveness and developing
workplaces that ensure employee well-being.

This study has several limitations that should be ac-
knowledged. First, the cross-sectional design limits the
ability to draw causal inferences about the relationship
between workplace well-being, work engagement, and task
performance. As a result, caution should be exercised
when generalizing the findings. To address this, future
research could employ longitudinal or experimental de-
signs to better capture the directionality and causality of
these relationships over time. Additionally, the reliance
on self-report measures may introduce response bias, as
participants might overestimate or underestimate their
well-being and engagement. To minimize this bias, fu-
ture studies could incorporate objective performance data
or multi-source assessments. Lastly, the study’s sample
population may be limited in scope, reducing the gener-
alizability of the results. Expanding the population to
include diverse industries, regions, and employee demo-
graphics would enhance the robustness and applicability
of the findings.

3. Conclusion
This research highlights that work engagement serves as a
mediator in the relationship between workplace well-being
and task performance. Similar to other studies, there are
certain limitations that necessitate further exploration.
For instance, the reliance on self-report measures may in-
troduce variability based on individual differences among
assessors. Additionally, there is potential for replicating
this study in other culturally diverse contexts, as compar-
ative studies across different cultures can yield valuable
insights. Consequently, cross-cultural research involving
samples from various countries could reveal intriguing
findings and determine whether cultural factors influence
these variables. Future research should also aim to further
clarify the antecedents of the constructs examined. Un-
derstanding these constructs can assist in enhancing work
engagement, workplace well-being, and task performance
where necessary.

To conclude, this study emphasizes the crucial con-
nection between organizational success and employee task
performance, highlighting the essential role of workplace
well-being in driving optimal results. By offering a new per-
spective on the interaction between workplace well-being,
task performance, and work engagement, this research
presents a unique approach for organizations to effectively
address the challenges of promoting employee happiness
and well-being.
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Table 3
Discriminant Validity

Variables Workplace well-being Work engagement Task performance
Workplace well-being 0.76
Work engagement 0.25 0.84
Task performance 0.07 0.12 0.87

Table 4
Results of Hypothesis Testing

Path β S.E z p
Direct effect
Workplace well-being → Work engagement (a) 0.67 0.08 10.41 < 0.001
Work engagement → Task performance (b) 0.19 0.06 2.19 0.029
Workplace well-being → Task performance (c) 0.20 0.09 2.02 0.043
Indirect effect
Workplace well-being → Work engagement → Task performance (axb) 0.13 0.05 2.17 0.030
Total effect
Workplace well-being → Work engagement → Task performance (c + axb) 0.33 0.06 4.57 < 0.001

3.1 Implication
Theoretically, the findings of this study expand the under-
standing of the relationship between workplace well-being
and task performance, with the mediating role of work
engagement. This research provides empirical evidence
that reinforces the concept that workplace well-being sig-
nificantly and positively impacts work engagement, which
in turn enhances employee task performance. Thus, it
supports existing models of workplace well-being while
clarifying the direction of influence between well-being and
engagement. Practically, the results offer important impli-
cations for organizations aiming to create work environ-
ments that support employee well-being. Organizations
that focus on improving workplace well-being, such as
providing comfortable working conditions and promoting
work-life balance, can increase employee engagement and,
consequently, enhance their performance. This approach
can serve as an effective strategy to boost productivity
and achieve long-term organizational success.

4. Declaration
4.1 Acknowledgement
The researchers express their gratitude to the employees
who generously dedicated their time to participate in this
study.

4.2 Conflict of Interest
No conflicts of interest are associated with this research.

4.3 Author’s Contribution
DNS: Conceptualization; Methodology; Writing – original
draft. MD: Conceptualization; Validation; Supervision.
DYN: Methodology; Data Curation; Formal Analysis;
Software; Writing – review & editing. MSZ: Investigation;
Writing – review & editing. DRN: Project Administration;
Writing – review & editing; Visualization.

4.4 Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the re-
search, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

4.5 Orcid ID
Dian Novita Siswanti https://orcid.org/0009-0009-4207-
4503
Muh. Daud https://orci.org/0000-0003-1311-9871
Dwi Yan Nugraha https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5086-
1090
M. S. Zhalifunnas https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8967-
440X
Dibyo Restu Nugraha https://orcid.org/0009-0000-8116-
7731

References
Adekoya, O. D., Jimoh, I., Okorie, G., & Olajide, M. (2019). Signifi-

cance of employee engagement and individual well-being
on organisational performance in nigeria. International
Journal of Science and Management Studies (IJSMS),
35–47. https://doi.org/10.51386/25815946/ijsms-v2i5p104

Aguinis, H. (2013). Performance management (3rd). Prentice-Hall.
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation

modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-
step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411–423.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411

Anwarsyah, W. I., Salendu, A., & Radikun, T. B. S. (2012). Hubun-
gan antara job demands dengan workplace well-being pada
pekerja shift [the relationship between job demands and
workplace well-being in shift workers. Jurnal Psikologi:
PITUTUR, 1(1), 1–11. https://jurnal.umk.ac.id/index.
php/PSI/article/view/34

Armstrong, D., Shakespeare-Finch, J., & Shochet, I. (2016). Organi-
zational belongingness mediates the relationship between
sources of stress and posttrauma outcomes in firefighters.
Psychological Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and
Policy, 8(3), 343–347. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000083

Bailey, C., Madden, A., Alfes, K., Fletcher, L., Robinson, D., Holmes,
J., Buzzeo, J., & Currie, G. (2015). Evaluating the evidence
on employee engagement and its potential benefits to
nhs staff: A narrative synthesis of the literature. Health
Services and Delivery Research, 3(26), 1–424. https://doi.
org/10.3310/hsdr03260

Bartels, A. L., Peterson, S. J., & Reina, C. S. (2019). Understanding
well-being at work: Development and validation of the
eudaimonic workplace well-being scale. PLOS ONE, 14(4),
e0215957. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215957

Berg, S. T. S., Grimstad, A., Škerlavaj, M., & Černe, M. (2017).
Social and economic leader–member exchange and em-
ployee creative behavior: The role of employee willingness
to take risks and emotional carrying capacity. European

https://orcid.org/0009-0009-4207-4503
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-4207-4503
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-4207-4503
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1311-9871
https://orci.org/0000-0003-1311-9871
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5086-1090
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5086-1090
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5086-1090
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8967-440X
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8967-440X
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8967-440X
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-8116-7731
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-8116-7731
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-8116-7731
https://doi.org/10.51386/25815946/ijsms-v2i5p104
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://jurnal.umk.ac.id/index.php/PSI/article/view/34
https://jurnal.umk.ac.id/index.php/PSI/article/view/34
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000083
https://doi.org/10.3310/hsdr03260
https://doi.org/10.3310/hsdr03260
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215957


Gadjah Mada Journal of Professional Psychology (GamaJPP) 104

Management Journal, 35(5), 676–687. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.emj.2017.08.002

Bevan, S. (2010). The business case for employee health and well-
being. The Work Foundation.

Campbell, J. P., McCloy, R. A., Oppier, S. H., & Sager, C. E. (1993).
A theory of performance. In C. W. Schmitt & W. C. A.
Bormann (Eds.), Personnel selection in organizations
(pp. 35–70). Jossey-Bass.

Campbell, J. P., McMcHenry, J. J., & L, W. L. (1990). Modeling job
performance in a population of jobs. Personnel Psychology,
43(2), 313–575. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.
tb01561.x

Colenberg, S., Appel-Meulenbroek, R., Romero Herrera, N., &
Keyson, D. (2020). Conceptualizing social well-being in
activity-based offices. Journal of Managerial Psychology,
36(4), 327–343. https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2019-0529

Conway, J. M. (1999). Distinguishing contextual performance from
task performance for managerial jobs. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 84(1), 3–13. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.84.1.3

Crede, M., Chernyshenko, O. S., Stark, S., Dalal, R. S., & Bashshur,
M. (2007). Job satisfaction as mediator: An assessment
of job satisfaction’s position within the nomological net-
work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psy-
chology, 80(3), 515–538. https : / / doi . org / 10 . 1348 /
096317906x136180

Daud, M., Siswanti, D. N., & Nugraha, D. Y. (2024). The role of
meaningful work as a mediation of political organizations
on employee engagement. Jurnal Psikologi Perseptual,
9(1), 77–88. https://doi.org/10.24176/perseptual.v9i1.
11389

Diener, E. (2013). The remarkable changes in the science of sub-
jective well-being. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
8(6), 663–666. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613507583

Ellis, C. M., & Sorensen, A. (2007). Assessing employee engage-
ment: The key to improving productivity. Perspectives,
15(1), 1–9. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
228341039_Assessing_employee_engagement_the_key_
to_improving_productivity

Fisher, C. D. (2010). Happiness at work. International Journal of
Management Reviews, 12(4), 384–412. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00270.x

Hackman, J. R. (1980). Work redesign and motivation. Professional
Psychology, 11(3), 445–455. https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-
7028.11.3.445

Hair, J. F., Babin, B. J., Black, W. C., & Anderson, R. E.
(2019). Multivariate data analysis (8th). Cengage Learning
EMEA.

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business-unit-
level relationship between employee satisfaction, employee
engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87 (2), 268–279. https :
//doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268

Jnaneswar, K., & Manakkattil, S. M. (2021). Workplace spirituality,
self-compassion and mindfulness as antecedents of em-
ployee mental wellbeing. South Asian Journal of Business
Studies, 12(2), 269–292. https://doi.org/10.1108/sajbs-07-
2020-0258

Judge, T. A., & Locke, E. A. (1993). Effect of dysfunctional thought
processes on subjective well-being and job satisfaction.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(3), 475–490. https :
//doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.475

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engage-
ment and disengagement at work. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 33(4), 692–724. https://doi.org/10.2307/
256287

Kim, H.-Y. (2013). Statistical notes for clinical researchers: Assess-
ing normal distribution (2) using skewness and kurtosis.
Restorative Dentistry & Endodontics, 38(1), 52. https:
//doi.org/10.5395/rde.2013.38.1.52

Kline, R. B. (2023). Principles and practice of structural equation
modeling (5th). The Guilford Press.

Kundi, Y. M., Aboramadan, M., Elhamalawi, E. M., & Shahid, S.
(2020). Employee psychological well-being and job perfor-
mance: Exploring mediating and moderating mechanisms.
International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 29(3),
736–754. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijoa-05-2020-2204

Liu, L. (2020). How chinese conceptualize employee wellbeing. In
The palgrave handbook of workplace well-being (pp. 1–27).
Palgrave Macmillan.

Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee
engagement. Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
1(1), 3–30. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.
x

Michaelson, J., Jeffrey, K., Abdallah, S., & Mahony, S. (2006).
Wellbeing at work. New Economics Foundation.

Olivoto, T. (2020). Metan: Multi environment trials analysis. https:
//doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.metan

Page, K. M., & Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2008). The ‘what’, ‘why’
and ‘how’ of employee well-being: A new model. Social
Indicators Research, 90(3), 441–458. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11205-008-9270-3

Pradhan, R. K., & Jena, L. K. (2016). Employee performance at
workplace: Conceptual model and empirical validation.
Business Perspectives and Research, 5(1), 69–85. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/2278533716671630

R Core Team. (2023). R: A programming environment for data
analysis and graphics. https://cran.r-project.org/manuals.
htm

Ramos-Villagrasa, P. J., Barrada, J. R., Fernández-del-Río, E., &
Koopmans, L. (2019). Assessing job performance using
brief self-report scales: The case of the individual work
performance questionnaire. Revista de Psicología del Tra-
bajo y de las Organizaciones, 35(3), 195–205. https://doi.
org/10.5093/jwop2019a21

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An r package for structural equation
modeling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2). https:
//doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

RStudio Team. (2023). Rstudio: Integrated development for r. RStu-
dio, Inc. Boston, MA. http://www.rstudio.com/

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the
facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and
well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. https:
//doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.55.1.68

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-romá, V., & Bakker, A. B.
(2002). Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71–92. https:
//doi.org/10.1023/a:1015630930326

Schaufeli, W. B., Shimazu, A., Hakanen, J., Salanova, M., & De
Witte, H. (2019). An ultra-short measure for work engage-
ment: The uwes-3 validation across five countries. Euro-
pean Journal of Psychological Assessment, 35(4), 577–591.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000430

Schoemann, A. M., & Jorgensen, T. D. (2021). Testing and in-
terpreting latent variable interactions using the semtools
package. Psych, 3(3), 322–335. https://doi.org/10.3390/
psych3030024

Schuck, K., Keijsers, G. P., & Rinck, M. (2011). The effects of
brief cognitive-behaviour therapy for pathological skin
picking: A randomized comparison to wait-list control.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 49(1), 11–17. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2010.09.005

Selker, R., Love, J., & Dropmann, D. (2017). Jmv: The “jamovi”
analyses. https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.jmv

Smith, T. D., Hughes, K., DeJoy, D. M., & Dyal, M.-A. (2018).
Assessment of relationships between work stress, work-
family conflict, burnout and firefighter safety behavior
outcomes. Safety Science, 103, 287–292. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ssci.2017.12.005

Van Scotter, J. R., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1996). Interpersonal facili-
tation and job dedication as separate facets of contextual
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(5), 525–
531. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.525

Wickham, H., & Bryan, J. (2015). Readxl: Read excel files. https:
//doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.readxl

Winter, T., Riordan, B. C., Pakpour, A. H., Griffiths, M. D., Mason,
A., Poulgrain, J. W., & Scarf, D. (2020). Evaluation of
the english version of the fear of covid-19 scale and its
relationship with behavior change and political beliefs.
International Journal of Mental Health and Addiction,
21(1), 372–382. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-
00342-9

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2017.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2017.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.tb01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.tb01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2019-0529
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906x136180
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906x136180
https://doi.org/10.24176/perseptual.v9i1.11389
https://doi.org/10.24176/perseptual.v9i1.11389
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613507583
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228341039_Assessing_employee_engagement_the_key_to_improving_productivity
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228341039_Assessing_employee_engagement_the_key_to_improving_productivity
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228341039_Assessing_employee_engagement_the_key_to_improving_productivity
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00270.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00270.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.11.3.445
https://doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.11.3.445
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1108/sajbs-07-2020-0258
https://doi.org/10.1108/sajbs-07-2020-0258
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.475
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.475
https://doi.org/10.2307/256287
https://doi.org/10.2307/256287
https://doi.org/10.5395/rde.2013.38.1.52
https://doi.org/10.5395/rde.2013.38.1.52
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijoa-05-2020-2204
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2007.0002.x
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.metan
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.metan
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9270-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9270-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/2278533716671630
https://doi.org/10.1177/2278533716671630
https://cran.r-project.org/manuals.htm
https://cran.r-project.org/manuals.htm
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2019a21
https://doi.org/10.5093/jwop2019a21
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
http://www.rstudio.com/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000430
https://doi.org/10.3390/psych3030024
https://doi.org/10.3390/psych3030024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2010.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2010.09.005
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.jmv
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.525
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.readxl
https://doi.org/10.32614/cran.package.readxl
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00342-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00342-9

	Methods
	Design and participants
	Procedures
	Instrument
	Data Analysis

	Result
	Preliminary analyses
	Assessment of Measurement Models
	Model Assessment
	Discussion

	Conclusion
	Implication

	Declaration
	Acknowledgement
	Conflict of Interest
	Author's Contribution
	Funding
	Orcid ID

	References

