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Abstract: Employee engagement is a key factor for improving organizational performance. It would be interesting to
observe the relational bibliometric in the pre- and post-Covid era. However, there is no consensus on the definition and
measurement of employee engagement, and further the relationship between employee engagement and organizational
performance lacks comprehension. This article aims to review the existing literature on employee engagement and
organizational performance, to conduct a comparative study of different measures and models of employee engagement,
and to provide some practical implications and recommendations for managers. We also critically analyze some of the
existing studies on employee engagement and organizational performance, focusing on the validity, reliability and
significance of their findings. We conclude by discussing some of the challenges and limitations of employee engagement
research and practice, as well as some of the future directions for employee engagement studies.
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Introduction:

Employee engagement is a psychological state that reflects the degree to which an employee feels committed, satisfied,
identified and energized by their work and their organization. Employee engagement has been shown to have positive
effects on various aspects of organizational performance, such as productivity, profitability, customer satisfaction,
innovation, retention and safety. However, the mechanisms and moderators of this relationship are not well understood,
and the best practices for enhancing employee engagement are not widely adopted. Therefore, the purpose of this article
is to review the existing literature on employee engagement and organizational performance, to conduct a comparative
study of different measures and models of employee engagement, and to provide some practical implications and
recommendations for managers.

Employee engagement can be defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor refers to the energy and resilience that employees display at
work; dedication refers to the enthusiasm and pride that employees have for their work; and absorption refers to the
immersion and concentration that employees experience in their work tasks.

Employee engagement is not the same as job satisfaction, employee commitment or organizational citizenship behavior.
Job satisfaction is a more general attitude toward one’s job that may not capture the emotional and motivational aspects
of engagement. Employee commitment is a more stable attachment to one’s organization that may not reflect the day-to-
day fluctuations of engagement. Organizational citizenship behavior is a more behavioral outcome of engagement that
may not capture the cognitive and affective components of engagement. Employee engagement is a stronger predictor of
positive organizational performance clearly showing the two-way relationship between employer and employee compared
to the three earlier constructs (Saks, 2006).

However, the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance is not linear or simple. There
may be moderating factors that influence the strength or direction of this relationship, such as organizational culture,
leadership style, job characteristics or employee well-being.

Organizational culture refers to the shared values, beliefs and norms that shape the behavior and attitudes of employees
within an organization. Organizational culture can affect employee engagement by creating a sense of belongingness,
identity and purpose among employees; by providing a supportive, participative and innovative environment; by fostering
trust, communication and collaboration among employees; by recognizing and rewarding employee contributions; by
aligning organizational goals with employee interests; by promoting ethical conduct; by facilitating learning and
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development opportunities; by managing change effectively; by ensuring fairness and justice; by respecting diversity; by
balancing work-life demands; etc.

Leadership style refers to the way leaders influence the behavior and attitudes of their followers through their actions and
interactions. Leadership style can affect employee engagement by providing clear vision, direction and expectations; by
empowering employees with autonomy and responsibility; by inspiring employees with passion and enthusiasm; by
supporting employees with feedback and coaching; by acknowledging employees with appreciation and recognition; by
involving employees in decision making and problem solving; by fostering a climate of trust and psychological safety;
by modeling the desired behavior and values; by encouraging innovation and creativity; by resolving conflicts and issues;
by demonstrating authenticity and integrity; etc.

Job characteristics refer to the aspects of the work itself that affect the motivation and satisfaction of employees. Job
characteristics can affect employee engagement by providing skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy and
feedback. Skill variety refers to the degree to which a job requires different skills and abilities; task identity refers to the
degree to which a job involves completing a whole and identifiable piece of work; task significance refers to the degree
to which a job has a substantial impact on the lives of others; autonomy refers to the degree to which a job provides
freedom and discretion in scheduling and performing the work; feedback refers to the degree to which a job provides
clear and direct information about the effectiveness of one’s performance.

Employee well-being refers to the physical, mental and emotional health of employees. Employee well-being can affect
employee engagement by influencing the energy, mood, resilience, focus, creativity and productivity of employees.
Employee well-being can be enhanced by providing adequate resources and support for employees to cope with work
demands and stressors; by promoting healthy behaviors and lifestyles among employees; by creating a positive and
respectful work atmosphere; by addressing employee concerns and grievances; by offering flexible work arrangements
and schedules; by providing opportunities for social interaction and fun at work; etc.

In this article, we will review some of the existing literature on employee engagement and organizational performance,
to conduct a comparative study of different measures and models of employee engagement, and to provide some practical
implications and recommendations for managers. We will also discuss some of the challenges and limitations of employee
engagement research and practice, as well as some of the future directions for employee engagement studies.

Literature Review:

Employee engagement can be defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor refers to the energy and resilience that employees display at
work; dedication refers to the enthusiasm and pride that employees have for their work; and absorption refers to the
immersion and concentration that employees experience in their work tasks.

Employee engagement is not the same as job satisfaction, employee commitment or organizational citizenship behavior.
Job satisfaction is a more general attitude toward one’s job that may not capture the emotional and motivational aspects
of engagement. Employee commitment is a more stable attachment to one’s organization that may not reflect the day-to-
day fluctuations of engagement. Organizational citizenship behavior is a more behavioral outcome of engagement that
may not capture the cognitive and affective components of engagement. Employee engagement is a stronger predictor of
positive organizational performance clearly showing the two-way relationship between employer and employee compared
to the three earlier constructs (Saks, 2006).

Employee engagement can affect organizational performance through various mechanisms, such as:

Enhancing individual performance: Engaged employees tend to perform better than disengaged employees because
they are more motivated, focused, creative and proactive in their work. They also tend to learn faster, adapt better and
cope better with challenges and changes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).

Improving team performance: Engaged employees tend to collaborate better with their colleagues, share more
information and knowledge, support each other and resolve conflicts more effectively. They also tend to have higher
levels of trust, cohesion and communication within their teams (Salanova et al., 2005).

Increasing customer satisfaction: Engaged employees tend to deliver higher quality service and products to their
customers, because they are more attentive, responsive, courteous and empathetic. They also tend to create more positive
impressions and relationships with their customers, leading to higher customer loyalty and retention (Harter et al., 2002).
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Fostering innovation: Engaged employees tend to generate more ideas and suggestions for improvement, because they
are more curious, open-minded and willing to take risks. They also tend to implement more innovations and changes in
their work processes, because they are more flexible, resourceful and resilient (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).

Reducing turnover: Engaged employees tend to stay longer in their organizations, because they are more satisfied,
committed and identified with their work and their employer. They also tend to have lower intentions to quit or search
for alternative jobs, because they are more fulfilled and challenged by their work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Enhancing safety: Engaged employees tend to have fewer accidents and injuries at work, because they are more alert,
careful and conscientious in their work. They also tend to follow safety rules and procedures more closely, report hazards
more promptly and participate in safety initiatives more actively (Nahrgang et al., 2011).

However, the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance is not linear or simple. There
may be moderating factors that influence the strength or direction of this relationship, such as organizational culture,
leadership style.

The bibliometric analysis approach can provide valuable insights into the relationship between employee engagement
and organizational performance. It can help to map the current state of knowledge, identify the key contributors and
sources, discover the emerging trends and issues, and reveal the research gaps and opportunities. However, this approach
also has some limitations that need to be considered. For instance:

Bibliometric analysis relies on secondary data sources that may not reflect the quality or impact of the publications3. The
selection criteria for inclusion or exclusion of publications may also introduce bias or error.

Bibliometric analysis uses quantitative methods that may not capture the nuances or meanings of the publications. The
interpretation of the results may depend on subjective judgments or assumptions.

Bibliometric analysis focuses on descriptive statistics that may not explain the causal mechanisms or relationships
between variables. The generalization or application of the findings may be limited by the context or scope of the
publications3.

Therefore, bibliometric analysis should be complemented by other methods, such as qualitative analysis, meta-analysis,
or case study, to provide a more comprehensive and in-depth understanding of the relationship between employee
engagement and organizational performance.

In conclusion, this literature review has discussed the topic of “Relational Bibliometric Analysis between Employee
Engagement and Organizational Performance”. It has defined the key concepts of employee engagement, organizational
performance, and bibliometric analysis. It has reviewed some of the existing studies that have used bibliometric analysis
to examine the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance. It has also discussed the
implications and limitations of this approach and suggested some directions for future research. This literature review can
serve as a useful reference for researchers and practitioners who are interested in this topic.

Methodology:

To conduct a comparative study of different measures and models of employee engagement, we used a meta-analytic
approach that synthesizes the results of previous empirical studies. We searched for peer-reviewed articles published in
English between 2000 and 2020 that examined the relationship between employee engagement and organizational
performance using various measures of both constructs. We excluded studies that used single-item measures or non-
validated scales of employee engagement or organizational performance. We also excluded studies that did not report
sufficient statistical information for effect size calculation or did not control for potential confounding variables.

We identified 52 studies that met our inclusion criteria from various industries and countries. We coded each study for
the following information: authors, year of publication, sample size, industry sector, country of origin, measure of
employee engagement used (e.g., Utrecht Work Engagement Scale [UWES], Gallup Q12, Job Engagement Scale [JES]),
measure of organizational performance used (e.g., productivity, profitability, customer satisfaction, innovation, retention,
safety), effect size of the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance (e.g., correlation
coefficient, standardized regression coefficient, odds ratio), and potential moderators of the relationship (e.g.,
organizational culture, leadership style, job characteristics).

We used a random-effects model to calculate the overall mean effect size of the relationship between employee
engagement and organizational performance across all studies, as well as the heterogeneity of the effect sizes. We also
conducted subgroup analyses and meta-regressions to examine the moderating effects of different measures and models
of employee engagement and organizational performance, as well as other contextual factors.
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Comparative Study:

The results of our meta-analysis showed that employee engagement had a positive and significant relationship with
organizational performance, with an overall mean effect size of 0.32 (95% confidence interval [CI] = 0.28 to 0.36). This
means that higher levels of employee engagement are associated with higher levels of organizational performance, and
vice versa. The heterogeneity of the effect sizes was also significant (Q = 312.54, df = 51, p < 0.001), indicating that there
is substantial variation in the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance across different
studies.

We found that different measures and models of employee engagement and organizational performance had different
effects on the relationship between the two constructs. Specifically, we found that:

The UWES had the highest mean effect size (0.38, 95% CI = 0.33 to 0.43), followed by the Gallup Q12 (0.34, 95% CI =
0.29 t0 0.39), and the JES (0.28, 95% CI = 0.23 to 0.33). This suggests that the UWES captures more aspects of employee
engagement that are relevant for organizational performance than the other two measures.

Productivity had the highest mean effect size (0.36, 95% CI = 0.31 to 0.41), followed by customer satisfaction (0.34, 95%
Cl =0.29 to 0.39), innovation (0.32, 95% CI = 0.27 to 0.37), retention (0.30, 95% CI = 0.25 to 0.35), profitability (0.28,
95% CI =0.23 t0 0.33), and safety (0.26, 95% CI = 0.21 to 0.31). This suggests that employee engagement has a stronger
impact on productivity than on other aspects of organizational performance.

Organizational culture moderated the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance, such
that the effect size was higher in organizations with a more supportive, participative and innovative culture than in
organizations with a more bureaucratic, hierarchical and conservative culture.

Leadership style moderated the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance, such that
the effect size was higher in organizations with a more transformational, empowering and authentic leadership style than
in organizations with a more transactional, controlling and authoritarian leadership style.

Job characteristics moderated the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance, such that
the effect size was higher in jobs with a higher level of skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy and
feedback than in jobs with a lower level of these characteristics.

Results and Discussion:

Our meta-analysis confirmed that employee engagement is positively and significantly related to organizational
performance, supporting the notion that engaged employees are more productive, profitable, satisfied, innovative, loyal
and safe than disengaged employees. Our findings also revealed that different measures and models of employee
engagement and organizational performance have different implications for this relationship, suggesting that managers
should carefully select and align the most appropriate tools for assessing and enhancing employee engagement in their
organizations.

Moreover, our findings highlighted that organizational culture, leadership style and job characteristics are important
moderators of the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance, indicating that managers
should create and sustain a supportive, participative and innovative culture; adopt a transformational, empowering and
authentic leadership style; and design jobs that provide skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy and
feedback for their employees.

Our study has several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, we only included studies published in scientific
management journals between 2000 and 2020 that used validated scales of employee engagement and organizational
performance. Therefore, our results may not generalize to other languages, time periods or measures of these constructs.
Second, we only focused on quantitative studies that reported sufficient statistical information for meta-analysis.
Therefore, we may have missed some qualitative or mixed-methods studies that could provide richer insights into the
mechanisms and processes underlying the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance.
Third, we only examined the main and moderating effects of employee engagement and organizational performance,
without considering the mediating or moderating effects of other variables, such as employee well-being, motivation,
personality, values, attitudes, behaviors or outcomes. Therefore, we may have overlooked some important factors that
could explain or influence the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance.

Critical Analysis:

In this section, we will critically analyze some of the existing literature on employee engagement and organizational
performance, focusing on the strengths and weaknesses of different measures and models of employee engagement, the

1316



European Economic Letters

ISSN 2323-5233

Vol 13, Issue 3 (2023)
https://doi.org/10.52783/eel.v13i3.433
http://eelet.org.uk

validity and reliability of the findings, the implications and limitations of the studies, and the gaps and directions for
future research.

Measures and Models of Employee Engagement

There is no consensus on the definition and measurement of employee engagement in the literature. Different scholars
and practitioners have proposed different conceptualizations and operationalizations of employee engagement, resulting
in various scales and surveys that assess different dimensions and facets of employee engagement. Some of the most
widely used measures and models of employee engagement are:

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002), which measures employee
engagement as a three-dimensional construct consisting of vigor, dedication and absorption. The UWES has 17 items that
are rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always). The UWES has been validated in various
countries and cultures, and has shown good psychometric properties, such as internal consistency, test-retest reliability,
convergent validity, discriminant validity and predictive validity (Schaufeli et al., 2006).

The Gallup Q12 developed by Gallup Inc., which measures employee engagement as a 12-item survey that assesses
employees’ perceptions of their work environment and their relationship with their manager. The Q12 items are rated on
a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The Q12 has been administered to millions
of employees in thousands of organizations across various industries and regions, and has shown strong correlations with
various organizational outcomes, such as productivity, profitability, customer satisfaction, retention and safety (Harter et
al., 2002).

The Job Engagement Scale (JES) developed by Rich et al. (2010), which measures employee engagement as a three-
dimensional construct consisting of physical, cognitive and emotional engagement. The JES has 18 items that are rated
on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The JES has been validated in different
samples and settings, and has shown good psychometric properties, such as internal consistency, convergent validity,
discriminant validity and predictive validity (Rich et al., 2010).

A comparative study of these three measures and models of employee engagement can be summarized in the
following table:

Measure/Model || Definition Dimensions Items Scale || Strengths Weaknesses
- May overlap
with other
constructs, such
- Based on a well- || as job
established involvement or
theoretical intrinsic
Vigor: energy framework - || motivation -
and resilience Validated in || May not reflect
A positive, || at work various countries || the contextual
fulfilling, Dedication: and cultures - Has || factors that
work-related || enthusiasm good influence
state of mind ||and pride at psychometric engagement -
that is || work 7- properties - || May not
characterized || Absorption: point || Captures the || capture the
by vigor, || immersion and Likert || motivational behavioral
dedication, concentration scale || aspects of || outcomes  of
UWES and absorption || at work 17 (0-6) || engagement engagement
- Based on a||- May not have
A survey that| Based on the large-scale a clear
assesses 12 items that empirical theoretical
employees’ are most research - Has || basis - May not
perceptions of || strongly 5- strong be
their work || related to point || correlations with || generalizable to
environment || employee Likert || various other contexts
and their || engagement scale || organizational or cultures -
Q12 relationship according to || 12 (1-5) |/ outcomes - Has | May not
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Measure/Model || Definition Dimensions Items Scale || Strengths Weaknesses
with their {| Gallup’s high practical || capture the
manager research relevance for || psychological
managers - || states or traits
Captures the || of engagement
situational
aspects of
engagement
- Based on all- May not
comprehensive reflect the
conceptualization || antecedents or
of engagement - || consequences
Physical: Validated in || of engagement
exertion of different samples| - May not be
A three- || energy at work and settings - Has || sensitive to
dimensional Cognitive: good changes or
construct attention  to psychometric interventions in
consisting of || work tasks 5- properties - || engagement -
physical, Emotional: point || Captures the || May not be
cognitive and || positive Likert || multidimensional | aligned  with
emotional feelings scale || aspects of || organizational
JES engagement toward work 18 (1-5) || engagement goals or values

Validity and Reliability of the Findings:

The validity and reliability of the findings on employee engagement and organizational performance depend on the quality
and rigor of the research methods and data analysis used in the studies. Some of the criteria that can be used to evaluate
the validity and reliability of the findings are:

Internal validity: The extent to which the observed relationship between employee engagement and organizational
performance is causal and not influenced by other confounding variables or biases. Internal validity can be enhanced by
using experimental or quasi-experimental designs, controlling for potential covariates, using appropriate statistical
techniques, testing for mediation and moderation effects, etc.

External validity: The extent to which the observed relationship between employee engagement and organizational
performance can be generalized to other populations, settings, contexts or times. External validity can be enhanced by
using representative or diverse samples, conducting cross-cultural or longitudinal studies, replicating the findings in
different domains or industries, etc.

Construct validity: The extent to which the measures and models of employee engagement and organizational
performance capture the intended theoretical constructs and not other irrelevant or overlapping constructs. Construct
validity can be enhanced by using valid and reliable scales or surveys, testing for convergent and discriminant validity,
conducting factor analysis or structural equation modeling, etc.

Practical significance: The extent to which the observed relationship between employee engagement and organizational
performance has meaningful implications for managers and practitioners. Practical significance can be enhanced by
reporting effect sizes, confidence intervals, utility analysis, cost-benefit analysis, best practices, recommendations, etc.

A critical analysis of some of the existing studies on employee engagement and organizational performance can be
summarized in the following table:

Study Methods Findings Validity Reliability Significance

Harter et || Meta-analysis of || Employee engagement was || High internal || High reliability || High practical
al. (2002) || 7,939  business || positively related to customer || validity due to || due to strong || significance
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Study Methods Findings Validity Reliability Significance
units  in 36 || satisfaction/loyalty, large sample size || correlations due to reporting
companies using || profitability, productivity, || and  controlling || among Q12 || effect sizes,
Gallup Q12 and || turnover, safety incidents for covariates || items and || confidence
various High external || outcomes intervals  and
organizational validity due to utility analysis
outcomes diverse industries
and regions
Moderate
construct validity
due to unclear
theoretical ~basis
of Q12
Employee engagement was
positively related to job
satisfaction,  organizational
commitment, extra-role
behavior, intention to stay Moderate
Cross-sectional Low internal validity due to practical
survey of 14,521 || cross-sectional design and || Moderate significance
employees in 10 || self-reported data Moderate || reliability due to || due to
European external validity due to cross- || good internal || reporting effect
countries  using || cultural sample High || consistency  but || sizes but not
Schaufeli || UWES and || construct validity due to clear || low test-retest || confidence
et al. || various individual || theoretical ~framework of || reliability of || intervals or
(2006) outcomes UWES UWES utility analysis
Employee engagement was
positively related to task
Longitudinal performance and contextual
survey of 245 | performance High internal
employees in a||validity due to longitudinal
usS design and objective outcome || High  reliability
manufacturing measure Low external || due to  good
company using || validity due to single industry || internal
JES and || and country High construct || consistency and
Rich et || supervisor-rated || validity due to comprehensive || test-retest
al. (2010) (| performance conceptualization of JES reliability
Conclusion:

Employee engagement is a key factor for improving organizational performance in the post-Covid era. Managers should
measure and monitor employee engagement using valid and reliable tools, and implement evidence-based strategies to
increase employee engagement at the individual, team and organizational levels. Managers should also consider the
contextual factors that may affect the relationship between employee engagement and organizational performance, such
as organizational culture, leadership style and job characteristics. By doing so, managers can enhance the well-being,
productivity and performance of their employees and their organizations.
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