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Abstract. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the psychometric properties of the 

modified version of the Work Engagement Scale in the Indonesian context, by adding one 

aspect and test the effect of types of occupation using the multiple indicator multiple 

cause (MIMIC) model for testing measurement invariance. The sample of this study 

included 459 workers in Indonesia using 16 items of the Work Engagement Scale. The 

results revealed that Indonesian respondents have Asian characteristics, but they come 

from various ethnicities and cultures. By including university lecturers and industrial 

workers as respondents and performing confirmatory factor analysis followed by MIMIC 

model, it is discovered that Indonesian employees have satisfactory psychometric 

properties in all four dimensions, which comprise the constructs of the work engagement 

scale. The findings provide an insight into in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model of 

work engagement in Indonesian context consisted of vigor, dedication, absorption, and 

contribution dimensions from theoretical understanding. MIMIC model gives an evidence 

that the occupation types can affect the factor structure of work engagement, indicating 

that measurement invariance are not hold. 

Keywords:  confirmatory factor analysis, indonesian context, mimic models, 

psychometrics, work engagement scale  

 

Indonesia 1  is the biggest archipelagic 

country in the world. With as many as 17 

thousand islands and 270 million more 

people (Worldbank, 2019) from more than 

1,300 ethnic groups (Badan Pusat Statistik, 

2010), it becomes a country with such a 

huge cultural and ethnic diversity. With 

the social condition in the form of the 

plurality of the population in Indonesia, 

some of the concepts that have been 

applied in the Western world are not 

applicable in Indonesia. This has 

implications for its social and cultural 
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diversity, both at the community and i 

organizational levels in Indonesia. 

The socio-cultural conditions of a 

society would influence the work culture 

for employees (Trompenaars & Hampden-

Turner, 2012). The concept of culture 

according to Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) 

is defined as a mental program which 

includes 3 levels: the universal level, the 

collective level, and the individual level. 

Basically, mental programming can mostly 

be learned from the society, groups, or 

organizations and will form specific 

pattern of thinking, feelings, and actions 

called "the software of the mind”. 
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Indonesia is a country with a 

characteristic of collectivism marked by a 

social framework that expects others to be 

part of a group(s) (Hofstede & Hofstede, 

2005). 'Gotong royong” is a value charac-

teristic to Indonesian society which means 

helping one another. In the context of 

Indonesian society which consists of 

various tribes, the nation's slogan is 

Bhinneka Tunggal Ika - Unity in diversity.  

To be successful in the highly 

competitive world today, organizations in 

Indonesia must be able to create 

sustainability. However, the human 

dimensions have yet to garner much 

attention compared to economic and 

environmental dimensions (Spreitzer, 

Porath, & Gibson, 2012) while preserving 

the characteristic culture of Indonesia. A 

key way towards this objective is to have 

employees who are willing to grow and 

thrive, energized, and passionate about 

their work, (Spreitzer et al., 2012), one of 

the concepts related to this is work 

engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). 

Work engagement in the JD-R Model 

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model 

states that when job demands are high 

and job resources/positives are low, stress 

and burnout increase (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2008). The JD-R model of work 

engagement is depicted in Figure 1. 

The job resources and personal 

resources independently and/or combined 

predict work engagement, which have a 

positive impact on engagement when the 

job demands are high. Employees who are 

engaged and perform well are able to 

create their own resources, which then 

 

 

Figure 1. JD-R Model of work engagement 

(Source: Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) 
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foster engagement again over time and 

create a positive gain (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2008). 

 Work engagement and performance are 

interrelated; thus, work engagement is a 

topic that has received global attention 

from experts and human resource 

practitioners since its introduction in the 

1990s (Fong & Ng, 2012; Nerstad, 

Richardsen, & Martinussen, 2010; Petrović 

Vukelic, Čizmić, 2017; Römer, 2016; 

Shimazu et al, 2008; Sinval, Pasian, 

Queirós, & Marôco, 2018). During its 

development, empirical research results 

have shown that high work engagement 

have positive impacts on both individual 

and organizational performance. Em-

ployees with higher work engagement are 

considered to have innovative behavior 

(Agarwal, 2014). Therefore, organizations 

should find employees who are willing to 

contribute more to the organization and 

engaged with their work (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). 

At the individual level, work enga-

gement has impacts on employees’ 

physical and mental health. Employees 

with high work engagement show lower 

incidence of physical illness, less frequent 

absence due to illness, and higher degree 

of life satisfaction (Rongen, Robroek, 

Schaufeli, & Burdorf, 2014; Shimazu, 

Schaufeli, Kubota, & Kawakami, 2012). At 

the organizational level, employees who 

are engaged with their work are more 

productive (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008), 

able to contribute more to the company 

through better work performance, less 

likely to engage in counterproductive 

activities (Reijseger, Peeters, Taris, & 

Schaufeli, 2017) and more loyal to the 

organization (Vokić & Hernaus, 2015). In 

contrast, disengaged employees are more 

likely to be unhappy when performing 

their work (Endres & Smoak, 2008; Gallup, 

2013), to experience burnout, and to leave 

their companies (Masclach & Leiter, 1997; 

Tower Perrin, 2003).  Organizations also 

need employees with high work engage-

ment because engaged and productive 

employees contribute to increased 

organizational profits (Saunders & Tiwari, 

2014). 

There are two schools of thought in 

work engagement (Bakker & Schaufeli. 

2003). The first is from Maslach and Leiter 

who assumed that engagement and 

burnout constitute the opposite pole of a 

continuum of work-related well-being. 

Burnout represents the negative pole and 

engagement the positive pole (Bakker, 

2003). Another way to say is that work 

engagement is a positive antithesis of 

burnout and thus engagement and 

burnout dimensions contradict to each 

other. Work engagement dimensions 

include energy, involvement, and efficacy, 

whereas burnout dimensions include 

exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy 

(Maslach & Leiter, 2008). This viewpoint 

suggests that engagement dimensions can 

be measured with the opposite scores on 

the burnout dimensions in the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory (MBI, Schaufeli et al., 

2002).  

The second viewpoint is from 

Schaufeli et al. (2002), who stated that 

work engagement is an independent 

concept and an antithesis of burnout. The 

most frequently used definition of work 

engagement is as an affective and 

motivational state that aims for positive, 

fulfilling, and satisfactory work (Schaufeli, 

Taris & van Rhenen, 2008), and it consists 
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of three dimensions: (1) vigor – high levels 

of energy, mental resilience, and out-

pouring of efforts; (2) dedication – 

involvement, sense of significance, and 

enthusiasm at work, and; (3) absorption – 

full concentration and focus on one's work 

(Schaufeli et.al, 2002). 

Schaufeli and Bakker’s concept of 

work engagement is different from that of 

Maslach and Leiter's because burnout and 

work engagement have been proven to be 

two different constructs (Schaufeli et al., 

2008). According to Schaufeli and Bakker, 

the concept of work engagement is 

stronger because it is rooted in positive 

psychology and views employees as 

individuals who are able to manage 

resources effectively so that they can work 

optimally (Bakker & Leiter, 2010). 

Work engagement based on the 

second concept is often measured with the 

Utrecht Work Engagement scale (UWES), 

developed by Schaufeli et al., (2002) The 

first version of UWES, the UWES-17, has 

been validated and has good psychometric 

properties with Cronbach's alpha of above 

0.80 (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). While 

UWES is a widely used work engagement 

measurement tool this scale still has some 

issues with its factorial validity 

(Kulikowski, 2017a). Confirmatory factor 

analyses of the UWES-17 suggest that a 

three-dimensional structure is better than 

a one-dimension structure, but the one-

dimension structure is still accepted as a 

tool to conceptualize work engagement 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). 

Furthermore, a study that collected 

data from 10 countries using UWES-9, a 

shorter version of UWES, discovered that 

the three-dimension concept of work 

engagement is better than the one-

dimension concept. However, there is still 

a high inter-correlation among the three 

dimensions and the median correlation 

values of vigor-dedication was 0.95, 

dedication-absorption 0.92, and vigor-

absorption 0.90 (Schaufeli, Salanova & 

Bakker, 2006). This means that Schaufeli 

and Bakker could not present a strong, 

clear structure of work engagement 

dimensions and this provides other 

researchers a chance to explore work 

engagement dimensions. 

The three-dimensional structure of 

work engagement is a concept that has 

been widely used in different countries as 

shown by the many adaptations of work 

engagement measurement tools in China 

(Meng & Jin, 2017), Finland, Greece, South 

Africa, Spain, the Netherlands (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2008), and Malaysia 

(Shahrazad, Sulaiman & Zahoni, 2016). 

Nevertheless, it is important to note that 

not all work engagement studies have 

proven the three-dimensional structure of 

work engagement, including Sonnentag's 

(2003). 

Different research results demonstrate 

that work engagement can be concep-

tualized differently in different countries. 

A study conducted in Poland revealed 

different results in work engagement as 

measured by the UWES. Work engage-

ment in Poland was found consisting of 

two dimensions, vigor and dedication 

(Kulikowski, 2017b). 

Another study also showed a differen-

ce in the construct of work engagement in 

Indonesia. A study of work engagement 

among university teachers by 

Hayuningtyas and Helmi (2015) found a 

new dimension additional to the typical 

three dimensions of work engagement. 
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The fourth dimension was Contribution 

resulting from the testing with exploratory 

factor analysis. The results of the factor 

analysis of these four dimensions before 

they were tested with confirmatory factor 

analysis showed that Absorption had a 

factor loading of 0.907, while the factor 

loading of Vigor, Dedication, and Contri-

bution were, respectively, 0.905, 0.868, and 

0.804.  

The fourth dimension also appeared in 

a qualitative research study with judges. 

Nindhita and Helmi (2018) found Contri-

bution as a dimension in the judge's work 

engagement. Contribution is a value up-

held by a society with collectivist culture 

when interacting with others. It refers to 

the feeling of gratitude, the act of putting 

something down to experience, and the 

feeling of being useful to others for having 

given something useful to others. 

Employees who are able to apply the 

knowledge they have and can contribute 

to others form an attachment to their 

organization (Nindhita & Helmi, 2018). 

The unique finding of the fourth 

dimension of work engagement structure 

in these studies requires further study and 

verification due to different characteristics 

of informants in these studies. 

Hayuningtyas and Helmi (2015) study was 

conducted in some universities and the 

subjects were lecturers, whereas Nindhita 

and Helmi (2018) subjects were judges. 

The data on profit-organization obtained 

from secondary data from Mustari and 

Helmi (2018) also Cahyaningtyas and 

Helmi (2018), meanwhile data of 

university lecturers were acquired by the 

research team. 

The next question was whether or not 

the fourth dimension, Contribution, which 

is part of the work engagement scale also 

applies to for-profit organizations 

considering the fundamental difference 

between for-profit and non-profit organi-

zations in terms of their organizational 

purposes. Therefore, the objective of this 

present study was to explore the four 

dimensions of the work engagement scale 

in Indonesia with university lecturers as 

respondents from non-profit organizations 

and industrial technical workers as 

respondents from for-profit organizations. 

Method 

Participants 

The sample of present study consisted of 

459 workers (65.8% were women) with a 

mean age of 36.30 years (SD = 5.37), they 

were university lecturers (71.2%) and 

industrial workers (28.8%). Participants 

were recruited through various methods, 

including institutional subject pools, print-

ed fliers, Google forms, and email invita-

tions. All data were collected between 

September 2017 and February 2018. 

Research instrument 

This study used the 16 items of the Work 

Engagement Scale (WES) obtained from a 

modification of the Utrecht Work Engage-

ment Scale (UWES-17; Schaufeli, Salanova, 

González-Roma & Bakker, 2002) and an 

exploration of new dimensions in work 

engagement conducted by Hayuningtyas 

and Helmi (2015). Initially, a preliminary 

study was conducted to create a short 

version of the modified UWES-17 scale 

which resulted in four items for each 

dimension in the three-dimensional model 

of work engagement: Vigor (VI), Dedica-

tion (DE), and Absorption (AB). Twelve 
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points were obtained from item analysis 

with corrected item-total correlation 

criteria and the result of a systematic 

review by an expert panel on the item 

relevance to the population of interest.  

Furthermore, the twelve items from 

the short version were added with four 

items from the Contribution (CO) 

dimension based on Hayuningtyas and 

Helmi’s (2015) study. As a result, there 

were 16 items measuring the four 

dimensions of work engagement (vigor, 

dedication, absorption, and contribution); 

the measuring tool was called the Work 

Engagement Scale (WES). The sixteen 

items were used to confirm the model in 

this study through a Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) to add the results of the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

conducted by Hayuningtyas and Helmi 

(2015), with subjects from both non-profit 

organizations (university lecturers) and 

for-profit organizations (employees of 

private companies). 

Method of analysis 

The invariance of the work engagement 

measures across types of occupation was 

investigated by comparing three CFA 

models. The first model was a 4-factor 

model; the second model was second-

order model; and the final model was the 

Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes 

(MIMIC; Joreskog & Goldberger, 1975) 

model, also known as CFA, with covariate 

model used to test the effects of a covariate 

on the structure of work engagement 

measurement. This study used a single 

covariate (i.e., type of occupation) that has 

been coded using dummy coding with 

code 0 representing lecturers and 1 

representing industrial workers. The 

model fit of both models was assessed 

using several model fit indices that are 

robust from sample size (CFI, TLI, RMSEA 

and SRMR) and also using the information 

criteria of model selection (AIC and BIC). 

The analysis used maximum likelihood 

robust (MLR) implemented in Mplus. 

Results 

Confirmatory factor analysis 

Table 1 shows the parameters of good fit 

indices for all of the three proposed 

models. CFI and TLI that show value more 

than 0.95 are categorized as good fit (Hu & 

Bentler, 1998), whereas the one with a 

value above 0.90 is acceptable fit (Bentler 

& Bonett, 1980). RMSEA value below 0.06 

indicates a close fit model, meanwhile the 

value below 0.08 is called as fair fit or 

acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; 

Furr & Bacharach, 2013). In terms of 

SRMR, the value below 0.08 indicates a 

good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998). Chi-square 

value should be small and it is suggested 

to not be a significant result, yet this 

Table 1. 

Model Comparison 

Model 2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR AIC BIC 

4-factor 3653.997** .923 .906 .078 .044 19384.562 19607.530 

Second-Order 253.851** .956 .945 .059 .037 19215.350 19442.448 

MIMIC 278.815** .955 .946 .057 .037 19196.143 19427.370 

Notes: ** is significant with p < .01 

 



HELMI, et al 

212 JURNAL PSIKOLOGI 

parameter tends to be significant when the 

sample size becomes larger. Regarding to 

model selection using the information 

criteria of AIC and BIC, the smaller value 

of both parameters shows the best model 

within the same sample size. 

The first model is second-order, which 

verified the hypothesis of factor structure 

based on a theoretical basis of scale 

development without any modification. 

The factor refers to work engagement 

factor which consists of 4 aspects, namely 

vigor, dedication, absorption, and 

contribution. Based on Table 1, this model 

showed satisfactory value of all parame-

ters. Moreover, the factor loadings for 

second-order were also appeared to be 

satisfactory, with a value of 0.877 (SE = 

0.024), .953 (SE = .014), 0.0937 (SE = 0.014), 

and 0.963 (SE = 0.014) for vigor, dedication, 

absorption and contribution aspect, 

respectively. 

The second model is a multidimen-

sional measurement of work engagement 

based on 4 aspects mentioned above. 

Similarly, the results showed that this 

model met the criteria to be categorized as 

a reasonable fit model. The correlations 

between those four factors were high, 

ranging from 0.772 to 0.915. The two 

highest correlations were found between 

dedication-contribution and absorption-

contribution (r = 0.915 and r = 0.889, 

respectively). Meanwhile, the lowest 

correlations were found between vigor-

contribution and vigor-dedication (r = 

0.772 and r = 0.841, respectively). 

To compare those two models, AIC 

and BIC parameters were mainly 

considered. The best model is indicated by 

the smallest AIC and BIC value among the 

models. Therefore, it can be seen through 

Table 1 that the second-order model had 

AIC and BIC values that were lower 

 

 

Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model of Structure of Work Engagement Scale 

explained by Type of Occupations using MIMIC Model 
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(19,215.350 and 19,442.448 respectively) 

than the ones in the 4-factors model 

(19,384.562 and 19,507.530 respectively). 

To summarize, the model 1 was chosen to 

represent the construct of this work 

engagement scale which then would be 

included in the MIMIC model. 

Multiple indicators multiple causes 

A Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes 

(MIMIC) model was used to assess the 

effect of covariates on the latent factor. 

This study used type of occupations 

(university lecturers and industrial 

workers) as a covariate. The hypothesis 

that underlied this model was based on 

the effects of type of occupations on work 

engagement was expected to be zero, 

indicating measurement invariance. Figure 

1 shows the result of this model. 

The results of the analysis of this 

MIMIC model after modification by 

freeing three residual correlations, showed 

RMSEA value of 0.057, SRMR of 0.037, CFI 

of 0.955, and TLI of 0.946 which indicated 

a good fit, so that it can be concluded that 

this model was a good representation to 

the data. Figure 1 shows that the factor 

loading of the MIMIC model were high in 

both corresponding first and second order 

factors. At the first order level, the factor 

loadings ranged from 0.579 to 0.876. The 

factor loadings at the second order level 

ranged from 0.872 to 0.949. 

In addition, the type of occupation as 

the covariate significantly affected the 

factor structure (β = 0.220; p < 0.01). It 

means that a person working in industrial 

sector will be expected to have higher 

work engagement scores by 0.221 of 

standard deviation as compared to the 

person working on university as lecturer. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the 

measurement model of second-order work 

engagement does not show invariance 

across types of occupations. 

Discussion 

Based on confirmatory factor analysis with 

types of jobs as the covariance, the four 

dimensions of the work engagement scale, 

namely: vigor, dedication, absorption, and 

contribution were proved to be the 

structure of the work engagement scale in 

Indonesia. In other words, these four 

dimensions form work engagement for 

both university lecturers and industrial 

workers. The contributions of Dedication 

and Contribution dimensions to the 

formation of work engagement were quite 

substantial. 

The results of both groups of respon-

dents suggest that, for Indonesian 

employees, a satisfying job not only gives 

meaning to oneself but also benefits 

others. The feeling of gratitude, the act of 

putting something down to experience, 

and the feeling of being useful to others 

are reflections of Contribution as an aspect 

of work engagement which allow indivi-

duals to experience their jobs as fulfilling. 

The emergence of the Contribution 

dimension in the work engagement 

construct was an implication of the Asian’s 

relationalism concept according to which 

an individual considers oneself an integral 

part of the society (Hwang, 2000). It was 

found that someone would be more 

motivated to work when relations with 

other people are considered. This is in line 

with the concept of work motivation 

which does not only focus on the satis-

faction of personal needs or the equality in 
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the distribution of work resources, but also 

on the social dimension (Kim, Yang & 

Hwang, 2006; Liu, 2001). Thus, someone 

would continuously assess one's work 

activities in an effort to maintain one’s 

horizontal interpersonal relationships with 

colleagues and one’s vertical relationships 

with supervisors (Hwang, 2006; Maden, 

2015). The high score of employee engage-

ment correlates with individual achieve-

ment (Falkoski, 2012). 

Contribution itself comes from work 

values and individual aspirations which 

enables employees to feel fulfilled and that 

their work is satisfying (May, Gilson & 

Harter, 2004: Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & 

Velthouse, 1990). Hackman and Oldham 

(1980) and Spreitzer, Kizilos, and Nason 

(1997) support this statement, stating that 

individuals who find their work useful are 

even more motivated to work and work 

engagement is thus created. 

Contribution to others is a charac-

teristic of Asians who have interdependent 

self- construal (Heine, Markus, Lehman, & 

Kitayama, 1999). This perspective says that 

individuals with interdependent self-

construal believe humans are connected to 

each other and individual behavior is 

determined by the public-self component. 

Hence, individuals have their own way of 

thinking, feeling, and acting socially 

oriented. By being socially oriented, indi-

viduals are motivated to fulfill the 

expectations of others. In addition, when 

they meet others’ expectations, individuals 

feel that they are contributing to others, 

which provides them with satisfaction 

(Heine et al., 1999; Markus & Kiyatama, 

1991).  

Individuals in Indonesia have differ-

ent characteristics compared to those in 

Western countries. When expressing 

themselves, Western individuals act 

according to their own will and principles, 

whereas Indonesian individuals pay 

attention to their social responsibilities. 

That is to say, social responsibilities make 

individuals not only follow their own will, 

but also behave according to what society 

expects of them (Suparmi, 2017). Further-

more, Indonesian individuals also 

prioritize relations or social relationships 

with others. In friendship, according to a 

study by Andayani (2016), individuals 

tend to build relationships with people 

who reflect the characteristics of human 

kinship that are rooted in Javanese 

philosophy, the biggest ethnic group in 

Indonesia, such as ngemong, empan papan, 

and tepa sarira. Thus, the quality of a 

friendship illustrates feelings of caring, 

deep closeness, mutual trust, and mutual 

support (Andayani, 2016). 

These cultural characteristics could 

also influence how Indonesians interpret 

their work. When working, individuals 

assess whether their work provides 

satisfaction and happiness based on both 

internal and external factors. Those factors 

are related to social responsibilities and 

individual relations with other people, 

concepts that are deeply rooted in 

Indonesian society. Individuals think that 

their work is fulfilling if it provides 

personal satisfaction as well as benefits 

other people. 

Conclusion 

This present study’s results corroborate 

the importance of taking socio-cultural 

aspects of work engagement into account. 

The fourth dimension of work engagement 
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in a collectivist country like Indonesia is 

contribution. Work engagement in Indo-

nesia both in non-profit and for-profit 

organizations consists of four dimensions: 

vigor, dedication, absorption, contribution. 

Contribution and dedication are dimen-

sions that comprise the largest contribu-

tion. Moreover, from the MIMIC model, it 

can be inferred that the type of occupation 

significantly impacted the factor score of 

work engagement, where the industrial 

worker was expected to have the higher 

value, indicating that measurement 

invariance across types of occupations was 

not present. 

Suggestion 

Our participants in this research seemed to 

have specific characteristics related to the 

findings. Future research may expand its 

scope to include different characteristics of 

employees of both non-profit and for-

profit organizations. Future research 

therefore needs to develop the external 

validity with other scale to ensure the 

findings generalization.  
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