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individual’s engagement and job satisfaction after having
done the work with full of vigor [7]. These two terms have
been defined widely by researchers in previous studies.
According to Bakker and Demerouti (2007), work
engagement is a positive impact that is produced from being
fully engaged during work [8]. Work engagement is
acknowledged as positive, fulfilling and also work related
with thoughts of vigor, dedication and absorption [9], [10],
[11]. Work engagement comprises of three subscales namely
vigor, dedication and absorption has been considered as an
indicator of work well being which is stable and positive
[12].
Work engagement is an important element for an
organization as a basis that contributes towards the increase
or decrease of performance [13], [14]. Recent studies show
that work engagement is directly related with performance
evaluation from supervisors [15], [16], financial status [17],
and customer satisfaction [18]. Early research findings by
Demerouti (2006) show that positive work experience flow
does not necessarily produce positive work performance [19].
Although the difference of job performance between two
different individuals has become a focus in the traditional
model, the nature of flexibility in individual’s performance is
more meaningful [20], [21].
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in theory has
supported the UWES-17 structure based on the correlation
between three factors namely, vigor, dedication and
absorption [22]-[25]. All these studies have shown that the
three work engagement factors have direct and high
relationship with correlations ranging between 0.60 until
0.99. Based on these high correlations, total factor analysis
also was conducted to test the items in UWES as one factor
[22], [23], [25]. However, the correlation of the three factor
structure in theory has shown suitable significance and more
dominant with alternative data that has received support from
previous studies.
A psychometric study in China has tested the construct
through the development of UWES. Apart from the three
factor structure instrument in the original version with 17
items (UWES-17), there was also a shortened and revised
nine-item version (UWES-9). This study tested the
psychometric property based on the Chinese version by
examining its validity, reliability, descriptive statistics and
factor analysis. The survey was conducted in 2009 on 992
employees from more than 30 elderly home services in Hong
Kong. Results of factor analysis produced three factors in
UWES-9 which were more suitable to be used compared to
UWES-17. This finding showed that the internal consistency
was acceptable and a strong correlation based on the factors
in the original version. Consequently, UWES-9 showed an

Abstract—Individuals’ performance at work is determined to
a certain extent on how engaged they are with the work they are
doing. Hence a reliable and valid instrument must be used to
accurately measure work engagement. This study aims to test
the validity and reliability of the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (UWES) in the Malaysian culture. The scale consists of
three subscales which are vigor, dedication and absorption.
This study involved 205 respondents who worked as
salespersons in urban area in the capital city of Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia. They answered the UWES and three other
questionnaires that assess job performance, turnover intention
and job meaningfulness. The analysis showed that the validity
using exploratory factor analysis managed to extract three
factors. However, the factor structures of these three
dimensions were slightly different than the original version.
Reliability of the scale was satisfactory. The findings also
showed significant relations with other criteria namely job
performance, job meaningfulness and turnover intention. This
study provided initial evidence that the instrument that can be
used to measure work engagement in Malaysia. Some
limitations and suggestions were recorded for the purpose of
improvement for future research and guidance to organizations
in developing effective work engagement.
Index Terms—Work engagement, reliability, validity, factor
analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION
Through the emergence of positive psychology [1]-[3],
together with the fact that there are limited positive constructs
related with work well-being, the concept of work
engagement has gained more attention in occupational health
psychology [4].
High work engagement makes a person more motivated at
work and increases their commitment. Work engagement
makes an individual feel that their existence in the
organization is meaningful for their lives to the extent that it
touches the deepest level of their lives and this in turn will
increase organizational performance. The relationship
between work engagement and job performance is usually
undesirable [5], organizational psychologists found that work
attitude actually shows direct relationship with
characteristics of good job performance. Two related
concepts are usually used namely job involvement and work
engagement. Job involvement is the degree in which an
individual is involved cognitively and care about their jobs
[6]. On the other hand, work engagement refers to the
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acceptable psychometric property and its use supported the
studies according to Chinese context [26].
Apart from that, a psychometric study of Japanese version
UWES (UWES-J) was also conducted to examine whether
UWES-J was suitable to be used. A total of N=2334 sample
were used using independent sampling selection. Result of
analysis of the whole construct did not change the three
subscales namely vigor, dedication and absorption. The
internal consistent of the scale was high with α=.92 and test
retest reliability within a two-month range was .66 [27].
In Malaysia, usually most of the psychological tests used
originated from the West and based on the Western culture.
Although most of these instruments were back translated,
existing instruments cannot be ascertained whether it really
measures the construct in the local context. In addition,
established instruments are developed in English which is not
the mother language of Malaysians. As a result, some of the
items could not be understood completely even though it has
been translated into Malay language. Therefore, this
motivates the researcher to test the suitability of the
instrument according to Malaysian culture even though the
measurement was adapted from English version instruments.

contextual performance has seven items while the task
performance contains nine items. The items were scored
based on a four-point Likert scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree and 4=Strongly Agree.
A high reliability was obtained for this scale with α=.74
[30].
3) The Turnover Intention Scale was measured by 6-items.
Three items were taken from a study by Shore and
Martin (1989) while another three items were from
Simmon, Cochran and Blount’s (1997) study [31]-[32].
The scale uses a five-point likert scale with 1=Strongly
Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Uncertain, 4=Agree and
5=Strongly Agree. The scale has a high degree of
reliability with α=.92 and α=.89 [30].
4) The Job Meaningfulness Scale consists of six items
from a study by May et al. (2004) [33]. Reliability of
this scale was α=.70 [33].
TABLE I: FACTOR STRUCTURE OF THE 17-ITEM UWES
Subscale
1
2
Subscale 1, Eigen value = 2.411, % Variance
= 14.19

II. OBJECTIVES
The objectives of this study is to: 1) test the construct
validity of the UWES using factor analysis; 2) test the
concurrent validity by correlating the scores of work
engagement with job performance, job meaningfulness and
turnover intention; and 3) test the reliability of the UWES
using internal consistency method.

Item8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like
going to work

.359

Item9 I feel happy when I am working
intensely.

.703

Item10 I am proud of the work that I do.

.618

Item11 I am immersed in my work.

.772

Item12 I can continue working for very long
periods at a time.

.311

Item13 To me, my job is challenging.

.650

Item14 I get carried away when I’m working.

.068

3

III. METHOD
This was a survey study using questionnaire to collect data
and data analysis employed a quantitative method.
Throughout the research, a number of 213 respondents above
the age of 18 years old who worked as salespersons
participated in this study. However, only 205 completed
questionnaires were used to analyze the data. The
respondents who participated in this study were selected
using purposive sampling. They comprised of 55 male
respondents (26.8%) and 150 female respondents (73.2%).
Majority of the respondents (87.8%) have worked as
salespersons less than six months, while only 12.2% have
worked as salespersons between six to 12 months.
A set of questionnaire consisting of four parts were used to
collect the data and they were:
1) The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) [22]
consisting 17 items and measuring three subscales
which are six items measuring vigor, five items
measuring dedication and six items measuring
absorption. Respondents answered the scale using a
seven-point likert scale with 0 indicating Never and 7
indicating Always. Schaufeli and Bakker (2003)
reported that the UWES has reliability ranging from .80
to .90 [28].
2) The Contextual and Task Performance Scale which was
developed by Goodman and Svyantek (1999) [29]. The

Subscale 2, Eigen value = 1.586, % Variance
= 9.33
Item1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

.359

Item 4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.

.018

Item5 I am enthusiastic about my job.
Item6 When I am working, I forget everything
else around me.

.447

Item7 My job inspires me.

.561

Item16 It is difficult to detach myself from my
job.

.011

Subscale 3, Eigen value = 1.293, % Variance
= 7.61
Item2 I find the work that I do full of meaning
and purpose.

673

.344

.688

Item3 Time flies when I’m working.

.481

Item15 At my job, I am very resilient,
mentally.

.395

Item17 At my work I always persevere, even
when things do not go well.

.488
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

turnover intention which were theoretically related based on
previous studies. The results between work engagement
measured by the UWES and scores of job performance
showed a significant and positive relationship, r=.541,
p<0.01. Concurrent validity of the UWES based on the
correlation between work engagement and job
meaningfulness showed a significant and positive
relationship, r=.828, p<0.01. Finally, the relationship
between work engagement and turnover intention was
significant and negative, r=-.657, p<0.01 which also
provided evidence of concurrent validity for the instrument.
The third objective aims to examine the reliability of the
UWES using internal consistency method. Results showed
that alpha Cronbach for the whole instrument was .514.
Results of alpha Cronbach according to subscale showed that
mixed results with Factor 1=.663, Factor 2 =.358 and Factor
3=.227.

Construct validity of the UWES was conducted using
factor analysis with the aim to testing whether factor analysis
can generate subscales or components or factors as suggested
by Schaufeli et al. (2002) [25]. Factor analysis conducted in
the present study used principal component analysis and
varimax rotation with scree plot to test the data obtained in
this study. Before that, samples were tested to determine
whether it fulfills the measurement sampling adequacy by
using Measures of Sampling Adequacy Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO). The results obtained showed KMO value was .608.
According to Brace et al. (2006), KMO values that can be
accepted is .60 and its value is better when it reaches 1.0 [34].
For this study, the KMO value obtained was .608 indicating
an acceptable value. The KMO value showed that the sample
was adequate and significant (p<0.01). According to Hair et
al. (2005), factor analysis can be conducted if the Sphericity
Bartlett Test is significant at p<0.05 [35].
The results of factor analysis by using principal component
analysis and varimax rotation and scree plot extracted three
factors which contributed a total of 31.12% variance and
produced loadings between .321 and .795. The results are
presented in Table I.
The results obtained showed that three items have very
poor loadings. These items were items 4, 14 and 16 with
loadings between .011 until .068. After examining these
items, the researchers found that the meaning of these items
were unsuitable and have to be eliminated.
Factor analysis was conducted again on 14 items. The
results of factor analysis by using principal component
analysis and varimax rotation and scree plot still managed to
extract three factors which contributed a total of 36.64%
variance and produced loadings between .321 and .795.
These three factors extracted represent somewhat different
subscales than the original version of the UWES. The results
are presented in Table II.
Based on the analysis of the items retained after factor
analysis was conducted, three subscales were compared
again with the subscales in the original version. The first
factor which was vigor was renamed as Excitement
consistent with the changes in the items loaded in this
subscale. This subscale consisted of five items and they were
items 8, 9, 10, 11 and 13. An example of the item in
Excitement is “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going
to work”.
The second and third factors were retained as Dedication
and Absorption. However, results showed that the items
categorized under these two subscales have changed. The
Dedication subscale consisted of four items and they were
items 1, 5, 6 and 7. An example of item for this subscale was
“My job inspires me”. Finally, the third subscale was
Absorption which consisted of five items and they were items
2, 3, 12, 15 and 17. This subscale retained the theme of
absorption as the meaning of these five items indicated
individuals being absorbed in work such as “Time flies when
I’m working”.
The second objective aims to evaluate the concurrent
validity of the UWES. Pearson correlation analysis was used
to examine the relationship between the UWES with other
criteria specifically job performance, job meaningfulness and

TABLE II: FACTOR STRUCTURE OF THE 14-ITEM UWES
Subscale
1
2
Subscale 1, Eigen value = 2.396, % Variance
= 17.12
Item8 When I get up in the morning, I feel like
going to work

.348

Item9 I feel happy when I am working
intensely.

.712

Item10 I am proud of the work that I do.

.576

Item11 I am immersed in my work.

.795

Item13 To me, my job is challenging.

.684

3

Subscale 2, Eigen value = 1.442, % Variance
= 10.30
Item1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

.519

Item5 I am enthusiastic about my job.

.465

Item6 When I am working, I forget everything
else around me.
Item7 My job inspires me.

.570

.567

Subscale 3, Eigen value = 1.290, % Variance
= 9.22
Item2 I find the work that I do full of meaning
and purpose.

.670

Item3 Time flies when I’m working.

.489

Item12 I can continue working for very long
periods at a time.

.321

Item15 At my job, I am very resilient,
mentally.

.386

Item17 At my work I always persevere, even
when things do not go well.

.495

Results of the present study found that construct validity of
the UWES was below satisfactory as a different three-factor
structure was obtained. Although results of factor analysis
were able to extract a three-factor structure as was suggested
by the developers, there were items that loaded on different
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factors. Piia Seppala et al. (2009) opined that the UWES have
some problems in its construct validity when it was used on
different individuals, groups and organizations [36].
Items such as item 4, 14 and 16 were eliminated due to its
unsuitability according to Malaysian culture. This can be
explained through item 14 that states “I get carried away
when I’m working” in which when it was translated into
Malay language means that a person is so absorbed in his or
her work. This translation from English which in the original
language has a positive meaning gives a negative meaning in
the Malaysian context. This shows that a person who is too
focused in his or her work to the extent that he or she ignores
what is happening around him or her.
Based on the psychometric properties of the UWES, the
results found that it differed with the original version. This
can happen due to the difference in the cultural context of the
West and Malaysia. One element in the Malaysian culture is
the practice of cooperation and teamwork. The spirit of
togetherness and sportsmanship is one aspect that is closely
related with the lifestyle and culture of Malaysia. In the
context of Malay community for instance, teamwork culture
has become an identity and inherited in the community. Work
engagement on the other hand, is more individual in nature.
This can be seen through the meaning of absorption or
absorbed in work.

[10]
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[16]

[17]
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[19]

V. CONCLUSION
[20]

This study aims to test the reliability and validity of the
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) in the Malaysian
culture. Generally, this study was able to show the
psychometric properties of the UWES. Although, results
showed a three-factor solution but its items were loaded on
different factors than the original version. This needs more
future research to identify cultural specificity of work
engagement and how Malaysians perceive as desirable work
engagement in order for this construct to depict positive
aspect of work behavior.
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