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ABSTRACT

Substantial evidence supports the idea that engaged workers reach high performance levels. Nevertheless, most research
does not take into account that job performance is multidimensional. The current study aimed to investigate the
relationship between work engagement and performance (task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive
work behaviors, and adaptive performance) and determine whether work engagement provides incremental validity over
the Big Five personality traits in the prediction of performance. A questionaire with the variables of interest was filled in
by 365 workers. Regression analyses revealed that work engagement plays a role in all dimensions of job performance.
Results also revealed the differential functioning of work engagement dimensions, with vigor as the main predictor of
task performance and the second predictor of adaptive performance, even when considering personality. High absorption
decreases task performance but increases contextual performance, while dedication mediates between personality (i.e.,
agreeableness and extraversion) and CWB.

iNo reprimas tu entusiasmo! El papel del compromiso laboral en la prediccion del
desempeiio

RESUMEN

Existe una evidencia sélida sobre el hecho de que los trabajadores comprometidos alcanzan altos niveles de desempefio. Sin
embargo, la mayoria de las investigaciones no tienen en cuenta que el desempefio laboral es multidimensional. El presente
estudio tiene como objetivos investigar la relacién entre el compromiso laboral y el desempefio (de tarea, contextual,
conductas contraproductivas y adaptativo) y determinar si el compromiso laboral aumenta la validez predictiva de los cinco
grandes rasgos de personalidad en la prediccién del desempefio. Se administré un cuestionario con las variables de interés
a 365 trabajadores. Los andlisis de regresion muestran que el compromiso laboral juega un papel en la prediccién de todas
las dimensiones del desempefio laboral. Los resultados también revelaron el funcionamiento diferencial de las dimensiones
del compromiso laboral, siendo el vigor el principal predictor del desempefio de tarea y el segundo predictor del desempefio
adaptativo, incluso cuando se controlan los rasgos de personalidad. Una gran absorcién disminuye el desempefio de tarea,
pero aumenta el contextual, mientras que la dedicacién actia como variable mediadora entre la personalidad (amabilidad y
extraversion) y las conductas contraproductivas.

In recent years, the interest in the area of Human Resources

relationships between work engagement and performance

Management (HRM) and organizational behavior has focused on
employees’ work engagement (Kim et al,, 2019), its role in the
workplace, and its effects on an organization (Shuck & Wollard,
2010). One of these effects is its positive impact on job performance
(Kim, 2014), contributing to organizational goals (Campbell &
Wiernik, 2015). However, it is well known that both engagement
and performance are multidimensional constructs (Bakker et
al., 2023; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Understanding the different

dimensions is useful for practitioners, who may develop various
interventions depending on the performance dimension of
interest. The present paper targets this issue, considering the
three dimensions of work engagement (i.e., vigor, dedication, and
absorption) and the most relevant dimensions of job performance
(i.e., task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive
work behaviors, and adaptive performance). Additionally, we
investigate whether work engagement provides incremental
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validity over the Big Five personality traits, given their prominent
role among the main predictors of job performance (Sackett et al.,
2021).

Engagement at Work

The concept of engagement in the workplace was first put forward
by Kahn (1990) as personal engagement, defined as individual
employees’ commitment to their roles in organizations. Work
engagement is a positive affective motivational state that incorporates
a work-related mindset characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption (Bakker et al., 2023; Schaufeli et al., 2001). Vigor refers
to increased enthusiasm, mental stamina, and eagerness to dedicate
time and effort to one’s work. Dedication refers to feeling one’s work
is worthwile, pride, and passion. Absorption involves being wholly
concentrated on and engrossed in one’s work so that time flies
(Schaufeli et al., 2002).

The level of engagement that individuals have in their job tasks
is a reflection of their involvement and is directly tied to their job
performance (Bakker et al., 2011). The active engagement and
participation of individuals in their professional endeavors generate
a favorable emotional response connected to their job and the overall
work atmosphere (Castellano et al., 2019; Salanova & Llorens, 2008).
Work engagement plays a vital role in organizational management, as
itis closely tied to elevated levels of performance for both individuals
and the organization as a whole (Barria-Gonzalez et al.,2021; Prieto-
Diez et al., 2022).

The significance of work engagement is inherent in its positive
role in employee attitudes, behavior, motivations, and various
organizational outcomes (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 2018;
Bakker et al., 2014). It can directly benefit both the organization
and fully engaged employees (Chen et al., 2020). However, some
individuals may find it difficult to sustain high levels of healthy
work engagement without suffering from exhaustion or deviance.
According to extensive research on this topic, work engagement
affects several organizational outcomes, for instance, employee
turnover, job performance, health and safety, mental health (Kim,
2014), greater job fulfillment, increased proactive behavior, and
higher organizational commitment (Babakuss et al., 2017; Lu et al.,
2016). It is also positively linked to task performance and negatively
to the intention to quit (Monje Amor et al., 2021).

Focusing on performance, engaged workers may perform better
because they feel positive emotions (Bakker & Demerouti 2008),
which encourage them to approach others, be helpful and sociable,
and notice and take advantage of opportunities at work (Cropanzano
& Wright, 2001; Fredrickson, 2003; Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005).

Greater work engagement is often observed in employees who
are actively involved in the organizations, as they display a proactive
attitude, foster innovation, and actively contribute to improving the
organization’s outcomes (Prieto-Diez et al., 2022; Ruiz-Zorrilla et al.,
2020). Engaged workers have high dynamism, interest, vigor, and
positivity (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001) and are more efficient and
productive (Liu et al., 2021). They are also more likely to feel confident
about achieving their objectives and to utilize available resources
better (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). When workers use their personal
resources, it tends to enhance their level of work engagement. It plays
a crucial role within the organizational sphere, being influenced by
a combination of personal and contextual factors (Schaufeli & Taris,
2014).

Employees who are engaged have a higher performance than
employees who are not engaged. They have a positive attitude
towards their work (Bakker, 2009).

The job-demand-resources (JDR) model is a theory that may
explain how work engagement and job performance are linked,
why employees who are engaged in their work can have increased

performance (Bakker et al., 2023). They have a positive attitude
towards their work, wchich promotes new ideas and resources
(Bakker, 2009).

According to the JDR model, job demands and job resources are
the antecedents of work engagement. Job demands are typically the
physical, social, or organizational job characteristics that require
an employee to expend prolonged physical or mental energy.
Job demands impose a physiological toll, such as exhaustion or
weakening (Tu et al., 2022). These physical and emotional stressors
gradually sap workers’ energy, which can lead to high burnout and
low work engagement and performance. In contrast, job resources
are the traits of a job that help to facilitate work fulfillment, reduce
any psychological toll of job demands (Demeroutti et al., 2001), and
have direct and positive effects on employees” work engagement
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Woocheol, 2017). Job resources stimulate
and support employees in their efforts to meet work responsibilities,
increasing work engagement and decreasing burnout (Bakker et al.,
2003; Bakker & Demerouti, 2018; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).

Conjointly, job demands and job resources affect task performance
and have secondary effects on burnout and work engagement (Luo &
Lei, 2021; Xie et al., 2021). Firstly, job demands have been linked to
high burnout and low work engagement, which were both found to
reduce task performance. Secondly, job resources have been linked
to reduced burnout levels and higher work engagement, both related
to increased task performance (Tu et al., 2022) and lower levels of
turnover intention within organizations (Woocheol, 2017).

Much research associates work engagement with job performance
(e.g., Bakker & Bal, 2010; Cropanzano & Wright, 2001; Monje Amor et
al.,, 2021; Tu et al., 2022).

Organizations must carefully consider the level of autonomy they
provide to their employees and organizational factors when designing
strategies to enhance work engagement (Prieto-Diez et al., 2022).

Nevertheless, most research focuses on one or two dimensions at
best (mainly task performance and another), limiting the usefulness
of work engagement-based interventions for performance. We
need empirical evidence that guides practitioners through the
differences in the relationships of vigor, dedication, and absorption
with each job performance dimension.

Job Performance and its Relationship with Work Engagement

Job performance is a multidimensional construct that
includes all the behaviors under a worker’s control that impact
organizational results, varying across organizations and time
(Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2019). There is a consensus that there
are at least three dimensions of performance (Rotundo &
Sacket, 2002): task performance, contextual performance, and
counterproductive behaviors at work.

Task performance refers to workers’ performance regarding the
successful accomplishment of assigned tasks and the fulfillment
of responsibilities (Williams & Anderson, 1991) assumed as
part of their jobs (Che et al., 2021). It measures the employee’s
achievement in delivering the established objectives and also the
quality and quantity of the work (Koopmans et al., 2011). Most
research shows that work engagement is characterized by dynamic
resilience and willingness to put effort into work assignments
(Schaufeli et al., 2002), suggesting a positive relationship with
task performance (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Neuber et al.,
2022; Song et al., 2018).

Contextual performance refers to work functions that do not
directly play a part in the organization’s technical key focus but
are nevertheless advantageous for an organization, for example,
assisting and collaborating with others (Meyers et al., 2020).
Work engagement favorably impacts this performance dimension
(Byrne et al., 2016; Organ & Ryan, 1995), which is assumed to be
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mainly dependent on motivational factors (Sonnentag & Frese,
2002).

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) include employees’
deliberate actions that undermine organizational outcomes
(Muric et al., 2022; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000), such as habitual
tardiness, lack of concentration at work, and reduced effort in
daily work routines (Fernandez-del-Rio et al.,, 2021). Recent
research has reported a negative relationship between work
engagement and this performance dimension (Chen et al,
2020). Some authors consider that CWB has two subdimensions,
organizational deviance for behaviors toward the organization,
and interpersonal deviance for behaviors toward its members
(Fernandez-del Rio et al., 2021). According to prior research, a
negative association between work engagement and both kinds of
deviant behaviors can be expected.

Besides the aforementioned performance dimensions, some
authors suggest incorporating a new dimension based on workers’
adaptive behaviors (Jundt et al.,, 2015), also called adaptive
performance (Ramos-Villagrasa et al.,, 2020). It encompasses
behaviors displayed by workers, which change to suit job demands
(Baard et al., 2014). The relationship between work engagement
and adaptive performance is inconclusive, with some studies
supporting a positive relationship (e.g., Kaltiainen & Hakanen,
2022; Park et al., 2020) while others do not find this relationship
(Nandini et al., 2022). However, this may be explained by the
inconsistent effect of work engagement on different adaptive
behaviors such as creativity, dealing with stress, and others (van
den Heuvel et al., 2020).

The Present Study

Given the literature above, we find a gap in work engagement
literature: more research is needed to investigate which work
engagement dimensions are related to each kind of performance.
Analyzing the two constructs at a dimension level will be useful for
work engagement research and guide practitioners wishing to tailor
organizational interventions that positively impact organizational
outcomes.

In addition to our first objective, we also aim to explore whether
work engagement adds further validity to the predictive models
of job performance when considering personality. Personality,
conceptualizedasthe‘BigFive'(i.e.,Negativeemotionality,Extraversion,
Open-mindedness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness), is one of
the most relevant personal variables in the work setting (Ramos-
Villagrasa et al., 2022). It is also one of the main determinants of job
performance (Sackett et al., 2021), with a significant and positive
relationship between the different performance dimensions, except
for CWB. An exception is Negative emotionality, which shows a
negative relationship with the positive dimensions of performance
and a positive relationship with CWB (Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2019;
Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2020). The relationship between engagement
and personality has rarely been studied (Janssens et al., 2019). The
two variables conjointly have been studied even less as predictors of
job performance. Following a recent meta-analysis by Fukuzaki and
Iwata (2022), around 30% of the variance of work engagement may
be explained by the Big Five, and its associations with personality
traits were as follows: Negative emotionality (p = -.36), Extraversion
(p = .38), Open-mindedness (p = .38), Agreeableness (p = .27), and
Conscientiousness (p = .41). Unfortunately, these authors did not
report results for work engagement at the dimension level. The
literature has previously established the role of personality and
work engagement as predictors of job performance. Considering that
they are related but different constructs, we hypothesize that work
engagement dimensions will increase the explained variance of job
performance over the Big Five personality traits.

Method
Participants

A total of 365 workers from northern Spain participated in our
study. Of them, 207 were female (56.6%) and 159 were male (43.4%).
They were aged between 18 and 65 years (M = 40.13, SD = 13.78).
Regarding education, most of them had a university degree (26.4%),
followed by those having high school studies (23.7%). Regarding work
conditions, 59.2% held a permanent position, 23.4% were temporary,
and the rest held other positions (e.g., internships). Average work
experience was 16.88 (SD = 12.75) years.

The sample was obtained following the snowball technique,
through social networks, with a direct link to the questionnaire
(see Procedure subsection). All the collected questionnaires were
valid, as they were designed so that it was mandatory to answer all
the questions.

Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire

An ad hoc questionnaire was developed, asking participants
about their gender, age, level of studies, type of work position, job
position, and years of work experience.

Big Five Inventory - 2 Short Version (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017)

The Big Five personality traits were measured with the Spanish
version of the short form of the BFI (12 items per dimension). It
uses a five-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree). The dimensions and their observed reliability
were: Negative emotionality (e.g., “[I am someone who] is moody,
has up and down mood swings”; Q = .66), Extraversion (e.g., “is out-
going, sociable”; 0 =.60), Open-mindedness (e.g., “is curious about
many different things”; Q = .62), Agreeableness (e.g., “is compas-
sionate, has a soft heart”; Q = .65), and Conscientiousness (e.g., “is
systematic, likes to keep things in order”; Q = .68).

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli et al., 2002)

The UWES includes 17 items to measure the three dimensions of
work engagement: Vigor, Dedication, and Absorption. Vigor has six
items; a sample item is: “When I get up in the morning, I feel like
going to work” (Q = .86). Dedication has five items; a sample item
is: “I am enthusiastic about my job” (Q = .91). Absorption has six
items; a sample item is: “When I am working, I forget everything
else around me” (Q = .85). Each item was assessed on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always).

Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ,
Koopmans, 2015; Spanish version by Ramos-Villagrasa et al.,
2019).

We used IWPQ Task Performance subscale, which has 5 items.
Participants answer on a 5-point rating scale (0 = seldom to 4 =
always). A sample item is: “I managed to plan my work so that it
was done on time” (Q =.90).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (OCB-C10;
Spector et al., 2010)

The Spanish adaptation by the two authors included in the
Appendix was used. The scale comprises 10 items rated on a 5-point
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Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (every day). A sample item
is: “Worked weekends or other days off to complete a project or
task” (Q =.89).

Workplace Deviance Scale (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Spanish
version by Fernandez del Rio et al., 2021).

This self-report measure assesses the frequency of various
deviant behaviors in the workplace. Participants answer on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (daily). The scale consists
of two subscales: Organizational CWB (12 items, Q = .85) and
Interpersonal CWB (7 items, Q = .62). Sample items are “Taken
property from work without permission” (organizational CWB) and
“Made fun of someone at work” (interpersonal CWB).

Adaptive Performance Scale (Marques-Quinteiro et al., 2015;
Spanish version by Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2020).

This scale encompasses 8 items rated on a 7-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (totally ineffective) to 7 (totally effective). A sample
item is “I quickly decide on the actions to resolve the problem” (Q
=.93).

Procedure

To attract participants, the authors requested their students’
collaboration, distributing a questionnaire with the scales detailed
in the Measures section among workers they knew who voluntarily
agreed to participate. Participants received all the information
about research objectives and the anonymity of their responses in
the questionnaire instructions. Additionally, they could contact the
researchers for clarifications or further information. The research
complies with the ethical criteria of the Helsinki Protocol and the
American Psychological Association.

Data Analyses

The analyses were performed using SPSS v.27 and Jamovi. We
estimated descriptive statistics (M, SD, asymmetry, and kurtosis),
reliability (Q), correlations (Spearman’s rho test), hierarchical
regression analyses and moderation analyis. Regarding hierarchical
regression, we developed a different model with each performance

Table 2. Associations between Variables
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dimension as the criterion (i.e., task performance, contextual
performance, CWB-interpersonal, CWB-organizational, and
adaptive performance). We introduced control variables in Step
1 (gender and work experience), the Big Five in Step 2, and work
engagement dimensions in Step 3. Moderation analyses were
performed with PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2022).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Variables M SD Asymmetry Kurtosis
1. Gender 157 0.50 -0.274 -1.936
2. Age (years) 40.13 13.79 -0.108 -1.302
3. Work Experience (months)  202.58 153.01 0.263 -1.114
4. Negative Emotionality 16.51 4.21 0.202 -0.203
5. Extraversion 20.96 4.03 -0.153 -0.329
6. Open-Mindedness 20.51 3.99 -0.158 -0.175
7. Agreeableness 23.87 3.83 -0.614 -0.107
8. Conscientiousness 23.30 4,22 -0.332 -0.740
9. Vigor Engagement 2539 7.62 -0.688 -0.040
10. Dedication Engagement 20.23 7.83 -0.575 -0.697
11. Absorption Engagement 22.40 8.56 -0.358 -0.571
12. Task Performance 3.00 0.82 -0.726 0.008
13. Contextual Performance 32.78 9.00 0.011 -0.633
14. Organizational Deviance 19.01 8.27 2.166 5.977
15. Interpersonal Deviance 9.17 5.00 3.808 16.833
16. Adaptive Performance 41.28 9.11 -0.890 0.957
Note. N =365.
Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the target variables
in the total sample. All the variables showed values according to
prior literature, including the deviation from normality in the CWB
variables (organizational deviance: asymmetry = 2.166 and kurtosis
= 5.977; interpersonal deviance: asymmetry = 3.808 and kurtosis =
16.833).

Table 2 shows associations between variables. To avoid the above-
mentioned deviations from normality, we used Spearman’s non-
parametric rho test to determine the correlations between variables.
As shown in Table 2, the Big Five personality traits correlated as
expected, with one exception: Negative emotionality was not related
to Open-mindedness (r = -.08, p = .120). Regarding work engagement,

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Gender

2. Age .07

3. Work Experience .01 91+

4, Negative Emotionality 25" .01 -.03

5. Extraversion -.05 -.03 .01 -.25%*

6. Open-Mindedness A1* -.07 -.07 -.08 37

7. Agreeableness 12 .08 .05 =31 21 20"

8. Conscientiousness 5% .07 .06 =28 36" 21 38*

9. Vigor Engagement -.01 .05 .03 -18** 25" 13* A8* 29*

10. Dedication Engagement -.03 .02 .02 =217 25" .09 A7 29%  83*

11. Absorption Engagement .07 .08 .05 -.08 14 .08 A1 A7 82*  .80™

12. Task Performance -.01 -.03 .02 -23% 30 a5 a7v 39 33" 26 17

13. Contextual Performance .04 -.03 -.02 -.06 347 21" .05 217 43% 42" 40 29*

14. Organizational Deviance .02 -.09 -10 19 -16™  -.08 S24%F - 34% 36 27 226" =24 -07

15. Interpersonal Deviance -11* -10 -.06 .10 -.03 -10 =34 -15"  -16"  -10 =14 =16 .02 46**

16. Adaptive Performance .05 -.05 -.01 -23% 33" 20" 34 30" 37 38 28" 35" 33" 20" -13*

Note. N = 365; gender: 1= men, 2 = women.
*p<.05,**p<.0l
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all the dimensions showed high and positive associations with
each other (M, = .82). The high association between age and work
experience is according with prior literature (r = .91, p < .001). The
association of gender with all personality traits, specifically with
Negative emotionality (r=.25, p<.001) and Conscientiousness (r=.15,
p=.005) is relatable.

Concerning the relationships with the criteria, task performance
was related to all the dimensions of personality (M, =.25) and to all
dimensions of work engagement (M, = .25). Contextual performance
was associated with Extraversion (r=.34, p <.001), Conscientiousness
(r=.21, p<.001), Open-mindedness (r=.21, p<.001), and all the work
engagement dimensions (M, = .42). Organizational deviance was
related to all the personality traits except for Open-mindedness (r =
-.08,p=.155M,, of the remaining traits =.23), and to work engagement
(M, = .25). Interpersonal deviance was related to work experience (r
=-11, p=.030), Agreeableness (r = -.34, p <.001), Conscientiousness
(r=-.15, p=.004), Vigor (r = -.16, p = .003), and Absorption (r = -.14, p
=.007). Adaptive performance was related to all the personality traits
(Mm =.28) and work engagement dimensions (Mm =.34).

Hierarchical regression analyses are displayed in Table 3. In the
control variables, age was excluded because of the aforementioned
overlap with work experience. Big Five personality traits are involved
in all predictive models, whilst work engagement only in positive
dimensions of job performance (i.e., task performance, contextual
performance, and adaptive performance). Now we shall discuss the
results model by model.

The first model explains 23.4% of the variance of task performance,
and 5.20% is due to work engagement. The predictors of task
performance were Vigor (p = .416, p < .001), Conscientiousness (p =
235, p <.001), Absorption (p = -.193, p = .042), and Extraversion (f =

128, p=.020).

Table 3. Predictive Models

The second model used contextual performance as the criterion
(27.8% of explained variance, 14.2% due to work engagement).
The predictive variables were Extraversion (p = .242, p < .001) and
Absorption (p =.186, p=.042)

The third model focused on organizational deviance. Although
Step 3 seemed significant (R? = .198, p = .001), none of the work
engagement dimensions was included in the predictive model. Thus,
for parsimony, we considered Step 2, with 16.0% of explained variance,
with Agreeableness (p = -.229, p <.001) and Conscientiousness ( =
-.196, p=.001) as predictors.

The fourth model centered on interpersonal deviance. As the third
step is nonsignificant, we focus on the second one, with 14.8% of
explained variance. Its only predictor was Agreeableness (p = -.403,
p<.001).

The fifth model explained 24.7% of adaptive performance, with
5.9% due to work engagement. The predictors were Agreeableness (f
=.213, p<.001), Vigor (g = .192, p = .048), and Extraversion (f = .157,
p=.004).

The last analyses performed were moderation analyses. According
to Table 4, only five potential moderator effects exists, all with CWB:
Agreeableness x Dedication in organizational deviance, and four in the
prediction of Interpersonal deviance, namely Negative emotionality x
Absorption, Extraversion x Dedication, Agreeableness x Dedication,
and Conscientiousness x Absorption. These relationships were
explored using bootstrapping (5,000 samples) with the PROCESS
Macro. Results showed that only associations involving Dedication
are significant. Thus, low (B=-0.927, p <.001), medium (B=-0.558, p
<.001) and high (B = -0.323, p = .038) levels of Dedication moderate
the relationship between Agreeableness and Organizational deviance.
Low (B = -0.815, p < .001) and medium (B = -0.410, p < .001) levels
of Dedication moderates the relationship between Agreeablenes

Task Performance

Contextual Performance

Organizational Deviance Interpersonal Deviance  Adaptive Performance

R AR p R? AR? p R AR? p R AR p R AR? p
Step 1 (control) .001 .003 .009 .006 .002
Step 2 (Big Five) 182 181 <.001 136 133 <.001 .160 151 <.001 148 141 <.001 189 1187  <.001
Step 3 (Work Engagement) 234 052 <.001 278 142 <.001 198 .039 .001 153 .006 503 247 059 <.001
Coefficients Step 1 i p VIF B p VIF i p VIF i p VIF B p VIF
Gender -.012 815  1.000 .051 337 1.000 .011 .831 1000 -.072 174 1.000 .041 440  1.000
Work Experience .007 .890 1.000 -.003 950 1.000 -.094 .073 1000 -.038 473 1000 -003 954 1.000
Coefficients Step 2 i p VIF B p VIF ] p VIF i p VIF B p VIF
Gender -.024 649 1170 .052 333 1170 .054 310 1170 -.009 .867 1170 .021  .690 117
Work Experience -.014 769  1.010 -.002 973 1010 -.067 171 1.010 -.018 717 1.010 -022 650 1.01
Negative Emotionality -.097 .080 1330 -.003 953 1330 .029 611 1330 -.074 189 1330 -064 244 1.33
Extraversion 166 .003 1340 287 <001 1340 -.075 186 1.340 -.021 706 1.340 198 <.001 1.34
Open-Mindedness -.003 949 1210 .094 .083 1210 .030 571 1210 .004 936 1.210 .036 490 1.21
Agreeableness .010 .862 1320 -.088 122 1320 -229 <.001 1320 -403 <.001 1320 219 <.001 132
Conscientiousness 291 <.001 1380 .100 085 1380 -.196 .001 1380 .018 753 1.380 109  .053 1.38
Coefficients Step 3 3] p VIF B p VIF B p VIF i p VIF B p VIF
Gender -.008 .868  1.20 .043 389 1.200 .049 352 1.200 -.010 .854 1.20 .020 .563 1.20
Work Experience -.013 787  1.02 -.012 787 1020 -.066 173 1.020 -.018 720 1.02 -021 .652 1.02
Negative Emotionality -.079 145 135 .030 563 1.350 .007 .897 1350 -.084 143 135 -034 526 135
Extraversion 128 .020 138 242 <001 1380 -.043 449 1380 -.010 .860 1.38 157  .004 1.38
Open-Mindedness -.009 862 121 .086 .084 1210 .034 518 1.210 .005 932 121 034 507 1.21
Agreeableness .005 927 133 -.090 084 1330 -225 <.001 1330 -402 <.001 133 213 <.001 133
Conscientiousness 235 <.001 146 .037 501 1460  -150 .009 1460 .033 578 146 .052 353 1.46
Vigor 416 <.001 4.40 113 235 4400 -.187 .063  4.400 -.018 .864 4.40 192 .048 4.40
Dedication -.053 554 371 119 172 3.710 -.059 519 3.710 -.061 516 3.71 139 118 3.71
Absorption -193 .042  4.09 186 .042  4.090 .031 737  4.090 -.004 968 4.09 -067 473 4.09

Note. N=365.



56 A. Reig-Botella et al. / Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology (2024) 41(1) 51-60

Table 4. Moderated Regression Analyses

Task Performance Contextual Performance

Organizational Deviance

Interpersonal Deviance Adaptive Performance

R AR p R AR p R AR p R AR p R AR? p

Step 4 (Moderators) .269 .035 .385 315 .037 272 257 .059 .035 263 110 <.001 284 .037 .300
Coefficients Step 4 i p i p B p B p B p
Gender -.016 754 .049 331 .064 217 .023 .661 .025 623
Work Experience -.026 .593 -.022 .644 -.081 103 -.058 241 -.053 277
Negative Emotionality -.385 .262 160 .629 357 .302 298 .387 -428 .208
Extraversion 125 .044 259  <.001 -.029 .640 .011 .865 153 .013
Open-Mindedness .011 .861 .077 182 .070 243 .010 .871 .045 448
Agreeableness .018 .768 -.100 .097 -174 .006 -367 <.001 275 <.001
Conscientiousness 253 <.001 .041 .507 -176 .006 .018 782 .058 .359
Vigor -.026 952 234 .568 247 .563 408 337 -337 422
Dedication -.026 .788 107 248 -.082 392 -.059 541 142 132
Absorption -139 162 233 .015 .012 908 -.025 .801 -.024 .807
NE x Vigor 408 400 =172 714 -484 321 -.485 319 571 233
NE x Dedication -.101 257 -135 120 .056 .530 -.116 194 -.055 .531
NE x Absorption -.016 .876 .077 425 .001 991 .240 .017 .014 .885
E x Vigor -.002 .988 -.083 417 -.084 431 -134 .205 -.004 971
E x Dedication -.040 .688 .088 .360 154 124 218 .029 104 .289
E x Absorption -.016 .875 -.031 751 -.061 .552 -.009 923 -.087 391
0 x Vigor -.016 .870 .037 .704 -144 154 .017 .865 -.007 944
0 x Dedication -138 149 -.015 .874 .037 .703 -.035 719 -.021 .822
O x Absorption 131 174 .036 .698 .0213  .826 -.064 .510 -.009 922
A x Vigor -.043 721 .031 794 -158 196 -.083 494 -.206 .086
A x Dedication 11 216 156 .073 241 .008 258 .004 .060 499
A x Absorption -.067 527 -.187 .071 .001 999 .035 742 .094 373
C x Vigor -.047 .679 -.041 713 139 229 .046 .687 .082 467
C x Dedication -.071 428 -175 .045 .040 .662 139 124 .016 .861
C x Absorption -.014 .887 .201 .031 -.161 .098 -194 .046 -139 146

Note. N = 365; NE = Negative emotionality; E = Extraversion; O = Open-mindedness; A = Agreeableness; C = Conscientiousness.

and Interpersonal deviance, whilst the effect of Extraversion over
Interpersonal deviance s substantially lower when Dedication is low
(B=-0.262, p <.011). All these moderations are shown in Figure 1.

Discussion

This research investigated the incremental validity of work
engagement over the Big Five in predicting job performance. According
to the results, even when considering the Big Five personality traits,
work engagement contributes significantly to predicting three
different kinds of job performance: task performance, contextual
performance, and adaptive performance. The predictive models’
increase due to including work engagement ranges between 5% and
14%. It is also interesting to note the differential functioning of the
dimensions of work engagement: Vigor and Absorption play a role in
different performance dimensions (the former in task performance
and adaptive performance, the latter in task performance and
contextual performance), but Dedication is not involved in any of
the models of job performance. However, Dedication plays a role
as moderator between two personality traits (Agreeableness and
Extraversion) and CWB. These are the main results of our research.
Accordingly, we suggest that practitioners interested in improving
job performance through positive interventions should focus on
Vigor and Absorption more than on Dedication.

Concerning Absorption, it is also remarkable that high levels of
Absorption are detrimental to task performance, but are positive for
contextual performance. This result was unexpected because until
now it had been thought that the higher the work engagement,
the better. However, our results suggest that a high focus on work
issues may lead to helping coworkers, developing and proposing new

ideas, or voluntarily making additional efforts, but not necessarily to
performing the job better. This result highlights the relevance of the
study of work engagement at a dimensional level, at least when job
performance is involved.

Another interesting outcome is that, although work engagement
dimensions are not involved directly in predictive models of CWB,
Dedication is involved as a moderator between Agreeableness and
Extraversion. Considering this result, engagement has demonstrate
this contribution to all types of job performance. The case of CWB is
notable, because their negative impact on organizations (Fernandez-
del-Rio et al., 2021). Practitioners interested in preventing CWB
should focus on promoting engagement and not only organizational
justice (Fernandez-del-Rio et al., 2022).

The joint role of personality and engagement as predictors of
job performance is also striking. In our study, the relevance of
work engagement dimensions is similar to that of personality traits
in the models in which it is involved, except for one: the Vigor
dimension of work engagement is the most relevant predictor,
overcoming Conscientiousness, which is considered one of the most
important predictors of performance (Schmitt, 2014). This result
may be explained according to the recent meta-analysis by Salgado
and Moscoso (2022), who found that subjective well-being is as
important as other relevant predictors of performance, like the Big
Five and cognitive ability. Further research should investigate this
issue, verifying whether it is an artifact of our sample or whether
work engagement may be more relevant than it has been considered
until now.

As a whole, our study contributes to the literature on positive
psychology in general and work engagement specifically, providing
evidence of the significance of this construct for all the positive
dimensions of job performance.
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Figure 1. Moderations between Personality Traits, Dedication, and
Counterproductive Work Behaviors.

Limitations and Further Research

Some limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the
design is cross-sectional, so we cannot be sure of the inferences found
until further longitudinal research confirms them. Second, our study
uses self-report data to measure job performance. Although people
might obtain higher scores in performance due to their positive self-
evaluations, self-reports reduce problems with missing data and
confidentiality and gather data from any occupation (Koopmans et
al,, 2013).

Since we used a snowball methodology to recruit participants,
some limitations may be selection bias, sample diversity, and lack of
control over sample size as may introduce bias in the data and limit
the generalizability of the results.

Despite these limitations, we think the present article highlights
essential issues that can be improved by further research. In that
regard, we encourage conducting studies like this one but in specific

occupations and using cross-cultural research to generalize the
results to other contexts. It would also be interesting to investigate
the relationship between work engagement and other personality
traits, like dark personality (e.g., Dark Tetrad; Fernandez-del-Rio et
al., 2022), and the way their consideration affects the prediction of
job performance.
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Appendix

Spanish Version of the 10-item Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (OCB-C) Version (Spector et al., 2010)

How often have you done each of the following things on your present job?

[¢Con qué frecuencia ha realizado cada una de las siguientes acciones en su trabajo actual?]
a) Never Nunca

b) Once or twice Una o dos veces

¢) Once or twice/month  Una o dos veces al mes

d) Once or twice/week  Una o dos veces a la semana

e)Everyday .......... Todos los dias

1. Took time to advise, coach, or mentor a co-worker
[Dedicé tiempo a aconsejar, instruir u orientar a un compaiero de trabajo)

2.- Helped co-worker learn new skills or shared job knowledge
[Ayudé a un compaiero de trabajo a aprender nuevas habilidades o compartié su conocimiento laboral].

3.- Helped new employees get oriented to the job
[Ayudé a nuevos compaiieros de trabajo a adaptarse al puesto]

4.- Lent a compassionate ear when someone at work had a work problem
[Se presto a escuchar cuando alguien tuvo un problema laboral|

5. Offered suggestions to improve how work is done
[ Ofrecié sugerencias para mejorar la forma de realizar el trabajo)

6. Helped a co-worker who had too much to do
[Ayudé a un companero que tenia demasiado trabajo]

7. Volunteered for extra work assignments
[Se ofrecio voluntario para hacer trabajo extra)

8. Worked weekends or other days off to complete a project or task
[ Trabajé voluntariamente los fines de semana o festivos para terminar un proyecto o tareaj

9. Volunteered to attend meetings or work on committees on own time
[Se ofrecio voluntario para asistir a reuniones o participar en comités de trabajo en su tiempo libre].

10. Gave up meal and other breaks to complete work
[Renuncié a la pausa para comer u otras pausas para terminar el trabajo)
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