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Abstract

We aimed to develop a Japanese version of the Employee Engagement Scale, which was developed by

Shuck, Adelson, and Reio (2017) to measure employee engagement based on Kahn's (1990) theory. A total of

2,173 employees participated in the online questionnaire. The results of confirmatory factor analysis and internal

consistency showed that the Japanese version of the Employee Engagement Scale has the same factor structure

as the original version. We also examined the construct validity by considering relation to presenteeism,

which indicates work performance. Each sub-scale of the Japanese version of the Employee Engagement

Scale positively related to presenteeism, which suggested the construct validity of the Japanese version of

the Employee Engagement Scale. We consequently suggested that the Japanese version of the Employee

Engagement Scale is reliable and valid as a self-reported scale for measuring employee engagement based on

Kahn's (1990) theory.
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1. FUBHIC

PAE, EEHNEHE B O & AEEME 2 FREIC~ 5 Y
A v MY AR (Y - B - Ik 2018) o5
SNTHEY, ZOHICHEDLLIERIZ, #EBT Y7 —
DAY IEBITONTVD (RRFEHE, 2015), HE3E
Brrr—ox v heild, A, &N, T8 4
NVE—DRE L FIWEIC L > THIES NS, HEFICH®
L 7-FEAR A 72 DHURAED & & T&H 5 (Shuck, Adelson,
& Reio, 2017), MF WG EBEORI 2 A L 72
Gallup report®20214EICBNT, ZOITyr—J A Y
N ASSERRIREEIZ S B HEE R, &RD20%12 38 X 70 v
T EAURENT W2 (Gallup, 2021) o BEHESAIADIRESS
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EZ ST TOWY A2 EN TV LR LD 5
PEERT Y=Yk MIRRI O, BEF 2 ED
TV RERDFHE > T b

1L1L.REEISF—T X2 POBLE

MEBT Y 7F—=V A FOMEIZHMOTER LD
&, Kahn (1990) T& %, Kahn (1990) (%, AA H:Z
FofEEZITT A0, BRN, RRAN, BIEWICH S
EHWLEL, ZOLHICBETHWVWYRRALZZY T
Lblwryr—Tk Lz, 2F0, HHIZHEKMGIZHE
HL, iBAMICER L CEER 2D, B EicH
b AHNEEBENFE DOV T WD E X2, ZOMAITT
Y=V AV NRBEICH B L E s (Kahn, 1990). &
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DRFHICE 21, o7 —Y X2y heid, FLEELY
ffioC, FEMMIZMFEL T2 L THD (Ashforth &
Humphrey, 1995)

Kahn (1990) IZ&ED %, BTy 77— X v M,
3OO T ENLKLbDEEZLNTE (B2
Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010; Shuck, Twyford, Reio,
& Shuck, 2014) UL, HEEOBRIIT T 5 M=
PNVF—DBRS THLBAM T =T X2 b, ko
RN T 2 EIERA DR SRR TH 2 BEIH = >~
F=U A b, FLTHREEY LITS7:00178)% L &5
LT BLHIRETH HLITHIN T Y =V XA D3 DT
Hbo HERBT V=T XY ML, BAORME, KF
0, 1T = AV F =A%, (EHOFRN % Z4TI2HA
ENDHZLERBL LRI ZEO T &L L TF
Z 5N Tw% (Rich et al, 2010)

1.2 REBI S - X2 FOBIE

MEBZ =T A POREEIE, BTLHINLD
ZKahn (1990) O#t&IZFESVWTITbRTWwAEHIFT
1372\, Saks and Gruman (2014) 1%, ft¥EET 7 —
DAY POBEIZHW SN E R REOKFA, Kahn
(1990) DHLFHIZWL SRSV TWE L DD, LI
BIEG LRI LR EIZ W E 2R L TWA, Bl 21T,
HHHIZHCONEMETHE T T =T A
F2EETAREE LT (LE2—E LTEE - A -
M, 2021), HAZZGAETHR S (Shimazu et
al, 2008), A dHH &N Twb (Bailey, Madden,
Alfes, & Fletcher, 2017), Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker,
2002) 1%, /N—r T T M ORFORE A M E T B TR
SEPLIEREIN TV D, N=r T e, LT
AV F—DNE 2 TR S NSRR, WO SR
W7 & BRIE OB R TREMRED Z &£ TH S (Maslach
& Jackson, 1981), Utrecht Work Engagement Scaleld,
IV A Y RIN= T DR ORERE T TR
5L EN-E R (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998) (2
FHOWT, HHEBBEZWET LS &Nz, &REHEW
IMHEOEZZWET S (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004)
AARTHEBT Y 77— 4 v s OMEICF A §E 7 R
X, HfEo L 25, Kahn (1990) Tld7Zz <, FIZ/N—
YT N OBEGHIZESN L DODARTH D,

29 L72RIIZHRIE T % 72, Shuck, Adelson, and
Reio (2017) 1%, Kahn (1990) OBz -o < R E
AER L, ZEEEFEHEELMER L TV b, Shuck et
al. (2017) OfERK L 7zEmployee Engagement Scaleld,
Kahn (1990) 285 < 325D M iih&Tdh % BAN L~
FUAYb, BIEMIYS-U XY, TEHT Y
T A bEeENENET BITMREN SRR S

(SN

4 W

NTw5b, Shuck et al. (2017) &, ke4 WA
FadRIZ4 OO AT, RFfEE, TFEES
well-being, BN & OBEE A SRS Z 4 1EB X O
HMEZR L T, Kahn (1990) DBEGgIZHES W71t
KRBT =V A MRMETAHILWY — Vs
\» (Saks & Gruman, 2014) Z & & ZRRIMER S 7z 2
DOREEL, ZLMEICE L CHESEM SN 2 L0 H D
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (] 2 (£Kulikowski,
2017; Viljevac, Cooper-Thomas, & Saks, 2012) L&t il
FEHELE LT, 120FREIZHE> T b,

1.3. AR DO B

AWF7e o H 1, Shuck et al. (2017) @ Employee
Engagement Scale® H RFEM A 1ER L, Z OB
TP B2 BT 5 2L TH D WTMEORES
WA, WISIZ BT 2RO ERE IR & LT
SND T ENELL, AT POREBRIEREILZ 275 H
B UEB TR EEEMET LTV 2IRETHL T
LEY T4 X o (G- d8 - K& 2022) & 0B
ORI S Z U EORF 1T ) TLEY T4 XA
i, SNFITIROUERT Y=Y X Y &R
REEhTws (fl 2 i1XAdmasachew, & Dawson, 2011;
Burton, Chen, Li, & Schultz, 2017). ¥7z, 7L ¥ Y7«
A LT EBUG R PENTTHETDH 5 —T7, KADQuality
of LifeA s, #ieHy—E2ADEIZETHEDY, 78
REOFHLWHRER, EELAERESND (LT - AR
HH, 2006). AffseTid, LB T4 AL L DEHIC
OWC, BfEZ Y=V A PO ENLZ L
D%\ Utrecht Work Engagement Scale & [L#i3 % Z &
T, AAREMEER T 7 — U X v b REORESEZZ
YR ETT 5,

2. Bk

2.1. MEBHE

IT 4 3 O &4k B2173% (55 118754, & 14298
%) ERRE L7ze HlmdEHI22- 66/ T, “FI9EHIT
4345 (SD=1088%) TdH -7z

2.2. & LMRENEE

20194E1LHIC, v I94 YHHEY AF A% WY <
THEERIT o720 WMIRHITE~NOHEMWEE L LT, 3
EDOT 2 A AR=VIE, AENOSMTIAHTH Y,
ZIML VI ERFEHRTHIEZ RO D 2 L THRFIL: % B
HZlEhnwZE, ELWEZRHES 2B 2T
&, BRI BVEAICEEZ R TRWI SR
L7z DLEOHMAZFHACTRZICHET 255121 [H
Hl Ry EMLTY S 2L THESIADOREE %15
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oo B, AEIIE—FE OFBRE O ME RS
B&ICK KB EETITON. T2, SHICIER (ver.
411) = w7z,

2. 3. BEANE
2.3 1.EBI HF—T X B

BET =YX b, BEENZ - XY
b TNV A VO3 TMNRENLHKS
Employee Engagement Scale (Shuck et al, 2016) ®12
HH%Z, FEEDS O A THRIR L7z, FEMEFERL
7t FOFREREEBIINY 2 TV AL—varl
IR L DO ER Z BEICEKHTE TV L 02 MEEL
720 BB, REOHRBLIUONYy 7 TV AL—va vy
i, BIRRSHICIKE L TiTo 720 [ZNZFNOHEHEIZD
W, HTIETFLLDZRIOBATL 7S] EHURL,
[1:Fo/7Z)Ebhv] 256 [6:THEHEH ]
DS TRIE % KD 72,
232 7LESTA XL

WHO Health and Work Performance Questionnaire
(short form) Japanese edition (WHO-HPQ; WHO,
2013) vz HEBE, B ERIL LD 2fhE%:
LTCWABMHMDO ADMEHEOHREZR D 2THEDN O S, &
EoOHERE O, KEOMERELI0E T H1FETHE %
k72, 7B, Kessler, Petukhova, Mclnnes, Harvard
Medical School, Usttin, and WHO (2007) (ZfiEvy, F2E8
DIST F =R Y RAERTHHH T LE T4 Xnk, [
CHFEETEL L OFMED/INT 5 —< v AT 5 H
GOFEBEOINT =< Y ADORETH LM T L E
TARLD 20D/ ERR L2 BAMIZIE, BOH
FO/REIZI0E 2T 72 0E M TLE Y T4 A0
B, BHAHIOREEZMEORETEY, 150§z
025 L20IZFHFE L 72 b D EMM W T L XY T4 XL D

‘e L
2. 3. 3. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

H, BE, WEHOITMRE»S K S HAGE
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale® 444t (Shimazu et
al, 2008) * Hw7zo & PR RESHHEHT>D9HHET,
[0: KLU/ ER—EL 0] 25 [6: »wOBKLE 5 |
D THETHEZ KD 720 SEATHIZETO R E -
EMMREZ L a fs B L CANESEIC L 516
AT ME L2 2 A, ENICBWTiLa =94, 23
BV Tida =82, HEHEIZBWTida =89 W) 4
ZASHEMEAVR Sz (Table 1)

3. &R

3.1 BABHRREEI V-V 4> PREDEFHEE
L EEMDO®KRET

HAZEMGEER LY X — Y A Y PRIEOHFERE %
a3 2720, HERNHN TN 2175720 I, &
[0, ATEIMT Y 77— A~ P O3 TREED SRR X
N5 L) FRRE FARO R %2 0 L7268, &
A1 x?(51) =60201 (p<001), CFI=95 TLI=.93,
RMSEA =007, SRMR=05T&» » 72, & H O K T
B e & Table 21278 L7ze BRI VX =Y A0 M &
BIE Y 5= 2 v b OMIZIE45, PR T Y 5 —
VAU EMTEINT Y=Y A Y FORICIZE9, &S
WLy 7= A2 DEATEINIZ Y =2 2 PO
FATO N T EATE AR S N 7ze WIS MEIC X 5 EiE
WOBF AT 720, HAFEBHERETL Y 75— 2 b
REOTMREZ LI afiieBEL L2, BN
IV =YX Ta=381 BIENZTr—Y 201
Ta=77, Ty —IX 2 s Ta=81Tdho7
(Table 2)

Table 1 BTRREDOTRMETBLERUESIVTLES T+ T LEDEE

TLXYT 4 XL Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

Mean SD a =
At LiEbs) i) B Rl

HAGEMMEES v 77— X v P RE
Mz v 7= A v b 3.70 0.62 .81 407 23" 387 50 477
BBy 7 — A b 3.27 0.74 77 287 08" 507 577 507
TEI Y 7= X2 b 3.32 0.68 .81 447 327 457 547 527
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
W 2.50 1.26 .94 307 157 — — —
B 2.78 1.17 .82 367 207 — —
%A 2.57 1.21 .89 307 177 — —
WHO-HPQ
MO 7 L€y 7 4 X4 63.41 19.17 — — — — — —
M 7 v €y 74 X4 1.05 0.39 — — — — — —

“p<.01
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Table 2 HEEMEFIMIOHER

HH Rl & iy

Fl A= v 75— AV

fLFEE LT e EiE, RYICEFLTHS .56

FFfEFELoBETC2rA Y FEEEZIL > T3 41

S cldfdFicHRL Tw 3 .63

EEfrpiE, B0 LRI AT W B .65
F2 W= v 7 —Y A v b

SO BT W 2 2 iE, AT KRE RERSD 2 72

Ege L <, muemEEE & v b 73

RixattoffideHNAEL w3 71

et olikicowcgic I v b 46
F3 T8Iz v 7 —Y AV b

Hakd oz ftExB2 <, BmcBhlLTtnw? .63

HEINELTH, V%L ELEVERD 61

HF —208h%FIT 5720, FAFERDLEozZ2 XL Tw? .58

SO EEI LT B EEZEL 50, Fd—EBafdvTn 3 61

3. 2. iiubiETE

FROAAREREEREL Yy =V A Y PREOEKT
MRBEE &, RATWIZRIC BT 2 REERERLIZHE - 72 Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale® & FAZ R E, B X O"WHO-
HPQH AGEM O 2IHH 2 HETE S M 7 L €~
TAAXALBLUOHMHTLE Y T4 ZALADHEHIZOW
T, Pl L ERFEETEH L7z (Table 1)

3.3. 7LEC T4 AL EDEE

HARFEMEEB = v 7 — Y 2 ¥ b REORE LS4
WEMRET T 5720, HAFEMEEREZ Y 7= 2 PR
BEOEKETHRES, i, Mm7TLEr 74 XL
L ORI R FH L7z (Table 1o 2O, BIfER D
] & LT 5 Utrecht Work Engagement Scale& 7 L
YT a AN O IR ET 5728, Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale® % F L REE &, #ixtit, #
T LEY T 14 X8 EOMBBREBIZOWTHHEL
7oo MR TLE Y T4 AL EDOBEIZONTIE, 72
Ty r— A2 b (r=40, p<01) B X OFFEIN -
VA=V AV (r=44, p<01) THREEOMHEY, K
BRIy —T X b (r=28 p<01) B X Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale® % F AL R E T WAHRE (s
=30-.36, ps<01) HA N7z MU TLE S T4
AL EDHEEIZOWTIE, BN =YX (r
=23, p<0l), B r—T 2 v (r=32 p<01),
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale®#& (=20, p<.01)
THEWHEP A S NI-—T), IS r =T XA b (r
=28, p<01) B &L UUtrecht Work Engagement Scale®

N EEBETIZIZE A EHBIEAS N o7z (75=.08
=17, ps<0l)o %k, HEFEMERBZ 7= X b
R & Utrecht Work Engagement Scale® % T {7 K EE ]
121E, BLZPREEOHENAA SN (Table 1),

4. BE

AWE7E o H #1E, Shucket al. (2017) ®Employee
Engagement Scale® H ARFEMR ZER L, Z ORESME&
FUPEE B EZ R T AL THolze BIOREZ
R 7215, BEDSEESNLE T LYY T4 XL DR
&, MERBT V=V XA MEMNET 20123 R D
fEH XN TWBHRETH 5 Utrecht Work Engagement
Scalex &L EMMALE L, SHBE21T3%ENR L LT
* A T o2,

4.1 BARBRRER ISV X PREODEFHE
bt 1

AARGEMGEER T Y 7= A v NREDS, R & [FBE
OWNTREEZFOOD, BLUZFOMEICES TR
JEZE OWNWESEIC L2 EEEEHE L2, ET VO
WAEREIZFNFN, CFI&TLIIZ95.L F, RMSEA
120620 F, SRMRIZOSL T ST — F I L CHTIEZF
NDOIVWETIVOIAE L N TS (Hu & Bentler,
1999) . yHIABHE LV OIHFEL LR >TWAH LD
@, CFIXSRMRO M7 5 1%, JER & [6 5k o [ 71 i
DEFND, FT=FIZHTUIT YNNI nEEZONL,
TLIXRMSEAIZ, DFNICZ 0#E#EE FE- TIEW 5
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bOD, TLHXI0 - 95H5FFAHPH & S TBY) (Brown,
2015), HEM TR E OBELGMER, o REOEOE S
BRLISE T REOT SR EEENS b, HARGERIE
EHT -T2 MREX, B E RO R T#E
FrolEz oMb,

4.2 AXFERREEI > F—I 2> PREDOEBRES
o

HAFERIEER T V7 — 2 2 v M REOREBME S Z Y
WERET 5720, HAGEMIEEREZ Y 7= 2 PR
FEDOZRTFRREE, FLEY T4 AL EDOMERRE L
7oo XTI T L X U T 4 ALk ARGEMGEEE = > 7 —
DAY MREOZNRE L ORIIZHFED 555V A
BSA LN, EENTZ oy 7r—Y 2 bEDG, BAamT
Y=V AV MBIUITEIN T Y =T A Y b DT
KT VLYY T 4 AL EORHEDTRD - 72, AT
F=U AT M, EEREPICI o TURENL YT —
A (Kahn, 1990) THY, /X7 4 —< Y AR
T4 TR G AATE R B L7 LEIREE T H AT
BT =Y 2 b (Richetal, 2010) & &b, H
BHICHEONR T+ =~ Y A LMD IERTH D, —
F, BT =D A v ML, BRGTRE B i e AR
LB b (Nguyen, Nguyen, Van Doan, & Tran, 2021),
EAF R AV F—TH 5729 (Rich et al, 2010), /¢
Th =<y AL OB, L) EFENRRMCTE
RC, HTFEIIREINEFZ 26N 5,

M T Ly T4 A0 E HAREREERE T VX —
DAY MREOMEZ, M TLEY T4 XA ak
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale® 4% F 2 K EE & D IC
AN HEEFEELEN LY S ETFTHCEETDH -
720 ik o X 9 12, Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
X, WEEO R L IKIEOMGZ RT/N— T 7 b
(Maslach & Jackson, 1981) @ SUkf D FEFE % thula 2GR
EINTwb, ©F 1) Utrecht Work Engagement Scale T
X, BCEIENZERE SN TN E720, HAGEMR
PWHEBT =T 22 N RIEQKREEIT & Rk s
WTLEY T4 AL EOBEIZFHNDDIZE & o7k
EZHND. BRI, HAFBRIEEELZ Y =2 X2 b
REOBEMW T 7F—=Y 2 " BLOTTEINZ Y r—2
A M, BIENRERZRUNAOIETRELZRETH L Z
EDTRENTIZEEZON D,

M7 LE 74 XL L0, My 7 —
VAVMBIUITHNZ Y =2 X FOA, FHAH
W H DNz FMDOTPIGN G877 =<3 v AL DM
B Lo TR SN DM T LYY T 4 XL DIRE
2OV, EERELOMEELKIREINTRS
(Scuffham, Vecchio, & Whiteford, 2014) . #ikiny 7" L €
YTA XL EDOBE L) IIFVE 00, RIS S —

VAV NEFEIN I Y=Y A Y Mg, EPE ok
LT =< VAL DOMIZHEIIRE Nz, DLED
EI, HHEHORT =< AEET T LY T4 XA
DOIRIEL OBEN A SN/ HARFEREER T 7 — U 2
v MRE, BTSRRI 2wy EEE T v
r'—3 X~ b (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995) ®ill%ER
JEE LT, —EOBBMMaZL4EEHF LWL EEZD
Nbo

4.3 FEDESHDEL

A W 32 T 1%, Shuck et al. (2017)  ®Employee
Engagement Scale® H RFERRAMER S i, ZOEH#ENME
& RE R & YA — EREE R E 7z Kahn (1990)
DHEFHICEDOWIAMER T =V X v P ERBEIET AU
FLWY =A%\ (Saks & Gruman, 2014) Z & 13,
HEOHARIZBWTOREETH o 72720, RIFIENTER
L7-HAGENGEEBE T 77— A PRER, 29 L7
WRANOHRDIDERDHLLDTH Do HAFEIAE
EHI =YXV PREE, BERbEHIN TV
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale& & 12, fit¢(HT
P A M REETALIODOERKEE LV ELLDT
5o

RIS, ARWIFETIER L 72 BARGEIRIE B = > r— 2 %
Y PREWE, EEBNONALE ZBICIEHE R 2 E#R
EEZONL, OARFEMIEER T 7= A 2 R
&, RREIMOMIT, BFOMIT, ATEIR MBI & 550 CRlE
T&5720, &R, H5VIIEMELHED &M
A AT B EDH 5 0% FIWT 28000 & % 50k
Whd b, HEB~NODHY 2 ¥ FEILE, Bk
770 —=F 2% ENTHBY (Padmasiri, & Jayathilake,
2014), PEXEBIZ LT =TV AV PO ADRR LIRS
NTw 59 (Virga, Maricutoiu, & Iancuy, 2021), 4~ A
REFEIRTLBEO—IZD 2 D ELAEENEZ b
o ERIIBF LU=V 20 MIIIHEBOMEYH
L7z (G, 2021), SHRITARELZMEH L7205
REBAFAERLDS, TNETNOMESLHERHEOMK
AL ED TV I ENEENL,

5. {4
KECHEVER T B12H 75T, TATHROIEIC 2
NTEWFRER TR OLEBR#HERY) ICEH#HHB L L
FES. T/, RUZSERIE, HARLHSZEAEICM MRS
IZBWTEES N,
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