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Abstract: The current study introduces an ultra-short, 3-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. Using five national samples
from Finland (N = 22,117), Japan (N = 1,968), the Netherlands (N = 38,278), Belgium/Flanders (N = 5,062), and Spain (N = 10,040) its internal
consistency and factorial validity vis-à-vis validated measures of burnout, workaholism, and job boredom are demonstrated. Moreover, the
UWES-3 shares 86–92% of its variance with the longer nine-item version and the pattern of correlations of both versions with 9 indicators of
well-being, 8 job demands, 10 job resources, and 6 outcomes is highly similar with an average, absolute difference between correlations of
only .02. Hence, it is concluded that the UWES-3 is a reliable and valid indicator of work engagement that can be used as an alternative to the
longer version, for instance in national and international epidemiological surveys on employee’s working conditions.
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Soon after its introduction in academia (Kahn, 1990)
engagement at work became a very popular topic, particu-
larly in the psychological and Human Resource Manage-
ment (HRM) literatures. In the former it is predominantly
labeled “work engagement,” whereas in the latter “em-
ployee engagement” is used. However, both terms can be
used interchangeably. According to Google Scholar (June,
2016), the number of publications with either “work engage-
ment” or “employee engagement” in the title steadily
increased annually from 13 in 2000 to 814 in 2015, so that
meanwhile over 4,600 scientific publications are available.

Arguably, the most widely used operationalization of
engagement in academic studies is the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale or UWES (Farndale, Beijer, Van
Veldhoven, Kelliher, & Hope-Hailey, 2014). The UWES is
based on in-depth interviews and was introduced as a
17-item self-report questionnaire that includes three dimen-
sions (Schaufeli, Salanova, Bakker, & Gonzales-Roma,
2002):
(1) vigor, characterized by “high levels of energy and

mental resilience while working, the willingness to

invest effort in one’s work, and persistence even in
the face of difficulties”;

(2) dedication, characterized by “feelings of a sense of
significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and chal-
lenge”; and

(3) absorption, characterized by “being fully concentrated
and deeply engrossed in one’s work, whereby time
passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching
oneself” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, pp. 74–75).

Some years later, a shorter version of the UWES with nine
items – three items for each dimension – was introduced
(Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). The UWES-9
assesses work engagement as a unitary construct that is
constituted by three closely related aspects. (cf. de Bruin
& Henn, 2013).

Shortening the original version of the UWES is important
to reduce the demands placed on survey participants, which
requires researchers either to assess fewer constructs or to
assess constructs with fewer items. This dilemma is partic-
ularly salient for employee engagement surveys, which are
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carried out in the business community. Employers usually
impose time constraints for surveying employees during
their work time so that there is increasing pressure on
researchers to develop valid, reliable, yet short measures
without redundant items (Fisher, Matthews, & Gibbons,
2015). Such brief measures also reduce participant’s fatigue,
frustration, and the likelihood of refusing to participate
because the survey is perceived to be too long and time-
consuming (Burisch, 1984).

The aim of the current paper is to introduce an ultra-
short version of the UWES with only three items – one
for each dimension of work engagement. More specifically
we will compare the UWES-3 with the UWES-9 with respect
to: (1) well-validated measures of burnout, workaholism,
and job boredom; (2) internal consistency; (3) relations with
biographical variables (age, education, job tenure); (4)
relations with employee well-being, job demands, job
resources, personal resources, and outcomes. Our expecta-
tion is that the UWES-3 will perform similarly as the
UWES-9 with regard to these four points.

In order to increase the generalizability of the findings
beyond the country in which the UWES was developed
(the Netherlands), we used additional samples from four
other countries, including three languages. The Flemish
sample shares the same language (Dutch) but originates
from another country (Belgium). Finland and Spain repre-
sent two parts of Europe that differ in socioeconomic
history and development. The former represents Scandina-
vian countries with long-standing and well-established
welfare states, whereas the latter represents Southern
Europe with young democracies and recent, major socioe-
conomic transformations. Finally, a Japanese sample is
included because it represents a highly developed East
Asian country with quite different cultural roots.

Hence, the current study sets out to demonstrate in five
national samples that the ultra-short UWES-3 performs
equally well as the longer, well-established UWES-9.

Engagement and Employee Well-Being

Work engagement can be distinguished from other kinds
of employee well-being such as burnout, boredom, worka-
holism, and job satisfaction. From the outset, work engage-
ment was conceived as the opposite, positive pole of
burnout, a work-related state that is characterized by
mental exhaustion (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).
This implies that burnout and work engagement are nega-
tively related. The same is true for job boredom, which,
like burnout, is characterized by low arousal and displea-
sure (Loukidou, Loan-Clarke, & Daniels, 2009), whereas,
in contrast, work engagement is characterized by high
arousal and pleasure. Work engagement can also be distin-
guished from workaholism, which refers to a strong inner

compulsion to work excessively hard (Schaufeli, Taris, &
Bakker, 2008) and which is characterized by high arousal
and displeasure. Finally, work engagement can also be
differentiated from job satisfaction (Christian, Garza, &
Slaughter, 2011). Although both are characterized by
pleasure, levels of arousal are higher for engagement than
for job satisfaction.

Using a fourfold table that emerges after crossing two
polar dimensions – pleasure versus displeasure and activa-
tion versus deactivation – Salanova, Del Líbano, Llorens,
and Schaufeli (2014) confirmed the discriminant validity of
work engagement. More specifically, their cluster analysis
showed that employees who score high/low on energy,
0pleasure, challenge, efficacy, and identification with work
can be classified into each of the quadrants of the fourfold
table that correspond with engagement (activation/
pleasure), workaholism (activation/displeasure), burnout
(deactivation/displeasure), and satisfaction (deactivation/
pleasure).

Hence, based on the presumption that work engagement
can theoretically and empirically be differentiated from
other types of employee well-being, we expect that engage-
ment appears as separate factors vis-à-vis well-validated
measures of burnout, boredom, and workaholism. Unfortu-
nately, this is not possible for job satisfaction because differ-
ent measures were used in the five national samples.
In addition, we expect that engagement correlates nega-
tively with burnout and boredom, and positively with
workaholism and job satisfaction.

Assessing Work Engagement With the
UWES-17 and the UWES-9

The psychometric qualities of the UWES-17 have been
demonstrated in numerous studies in terms of internal
consistency, stability, and construct validity (for an over-
view, see Schaufeli, 2012). An iterative process was used
to reduce the number of items of the original 17-item ver-
sion that started with the selection (on face validity) of
the most characteristic item of each subscale (see Schaufeli
et al., 2006, p. 707). Next, this item was regressed on the
remaining items of that particular subscale and the item
with the highest β value was then added to the initial item.
In the next step, the sum of these two items was regressed
on the remaining items of the subscale and again the item
with the highest β value was added to both items that were
previously selected, and so on. This iterative procedure was
aborted when no substantial variance was added by a
subsequent item. As a result, the UWES-9 emerged, which
performs quite as well as the longer, original version.
For instance, its internal consistency across 10 different
countries varies between .85 and .92, with a median of
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.92 (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Moreover, stability coefficients
of the UWES-9 are about .70 across time lags that span
16–18 months (de Lange, De Witte, & Notelaers, 2008;
Seppälä et al., 2009). After systematically comparing the
UWES-9 and the UWES-17 in a series of psychometric stud-
ies, Mills, Culbertson, and Fullagar (2011) concluded:
“It appears as though the UWES-9 could serve as a viable
– and perhaps even preferable – alternative to the longer
UWES-17” (p. 541). Hence, the UWES-9may be considered
a parsimonious version of the UWES-17 that yields similar
reliable and valid work engagement scores.

Engagement and the Job Demands
Resources Model

We use the Job Demands Resources (JD-R) model as a con-
ceptual framework for investigating the content validity of
both versions of the UWES. This model has been used to
map the antecedents and consequences of work engage-
ment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004). The JD-Rmodel assumes amotivational process that
is sparked by abundant job resources (e.g., job control and
coworker support); that is, positive aspects of the job that
may: (a) be functional in achieving work goals; (b) reduce
job demands and the associated physiological and psycho-
logical costs; (c) stimulate personal growth and develop-
ment. Because of their motivating nature, job resources
foster the willingness of employees to devote their efforts
and abilities to the work task, and therefore induce a state
of work engagement. In its turn, work engagement leads
to various positive outcomes such as work performance
and organizational commitment. In addition, the JD-R
model also assumes that personal resources such as opti-
mism and self-efficacy (i.e., aspects of the self that that refer
to the ability to control and impact one’s environment
successfully) have a positive impact on work engagement.
Conversely, personal vulnerability factors (e.g., neuroticism)
have a negative relationship with work engagement. Finally,
a more recent extension of the JD-R model (Crawford,
Lepine, & Rich, 2010) predicts that challenging job
demands (e.g., mental demands) are positively related to
work engagement, whereas hindrance demands (e.g.,
role conflict) are either unrelated or negatively related.
On balance, the JD-R model assumes that relationships of
work engagement with job resources are stronger and more
consistent than with job demands.

The empirical support for the JD-R model is abundant.
For instance, in their recent review, Schaufeli and Taris
(2014) found that 12 studies confirmed the mediating role
of engagement in the motivation process. In the remaining
four studies partial instead of full mediation was found for
engagement.

Based on the JD-R model it is assumed that both versions
of the UWES are consistently and positively related to job
resources, personal resources, and outcomes, whereas
correlations with job demands are lower and differ in direc-
tion, depending on the nature of the demand (i.e., challeng-
ing or hindering). However, most importantly, it is expected
that the pattern of correlations of the UWES-3 and UWES-9
with the variables of the JD-R model is highly similar.

Method

Sample and Procedure

Five composite, national samples were included in the
current research. Except for the Japanese sample all other
national samples are not representative for the local
workforce.

More specifically, about half of the Finnish sample
(N = 22,117) consists of employees and managers of differ-
ent industries who participated in the same research project
(53%) supplemented with other profession-based subsam-
ples of dentists (13%), dental nurses (2%), judges (3%), fire-
fighters (2%), nuclear safety engineers (3%), workers in the
forest industry (9%), and personnel from schools including
teachers, administrative staff, cooks, and cleaners (15%).

The Japanese sample was drawn from registered moni-
tors of a survey company. A total of 13,564 employed
monitors, who were matched in age, gender, and resident
area to a Japanese representative sample, were randomly
invited to participate in the survey. The final sample con-
sists of 1,968 Japanese employees.

The Dutch sample (N = 38,278) originates from a large
occupational health service and comprises all employees
who participated in psychosocial risk evaluations that were
carried out between 2008 and 2013. Most employees work
in business and financial services (20%), manufacturing
and construction (18%), wholesale and retail (17%), health
care (16%), public administration (7%), and education (7%).

The Flemish sample (N = 5,062) resulted from a two-
stage sampling procedure. First, a representative sample of
20 organizations was randomly selected from all economics
branches in Flanders. Next, within each organization, either
a random sample of employees was drawn (11 organizations)
or all employees were invited to fill out the questionnaire
(9 organizations). The sample is heterogeneous, but not
representative for the Flemish working population.

Finally, the Spanish sample (N = 10,040) is a composite,
heterogeneous sample that includes white and blue collar
workers from different occupational sectors, such as teach-
ers, tile workers, technologyworkers, nurses, andphysicians.

Table 1 shows that the gender distribution differs
markedly: the majority of the Finnish sample is female,
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whereas most Dutch respondents are male. Also the educa-
tional level differs between countries with relatively high
levels in the Finnish sample and low levels in the Japanese
sample. Compared to the other samples, the Spanish
sample is relatively young and thus also has less job tenure.

Measures

The current study includes a large number of variables,
many of which have been measured with different instru-
ments in different national samples. This diversity is not
considered a problem here because we are not interested
in the relationships of the UWES with various variables
per se, but in the similarity in correlations of both UWES
versions with other variables. Moreover, because we used
convenience samples, not all variables have been included
in all national samples.

UWES-3
In all countries the UWES-3 was administered. Based on
face validity, theoretical reasoning, and earlier feedback
from respondents, three items from the UWES-9 were
selected, each or every dimension of work engagement: (1)
“At my work, I feel bursting with energy” (vigor); (2) “I am
enthusiastic about my job” (dedication); (3) “I am immersed
in my work” (absorption). Item 1 was selected because it
refers most unambiguously to the employee’s level of
energy, which is considered a hallmark of vigor. Item 2
was selected because enthusiasm is a high arousal and
pleasurable emotion that is associated with work engage-
ment (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2011). Finally, item 3 was
selected because the other two absorption items either
referred to happiness or were formulated in a too extreme
manner (i.e., getting carried away). The same three items
were used as starting point for the iterative process of item
selection that leads to the shortening of the original
UWES-17 into the UWES-9. This means that item selection
of the current study is consistent with the study that
introduces the UWES-9 (Schaufeli et al., 2006).

Other Study Variables
For an overview of the indicators of well-being and the
measures that represent the four elements of the JD-R
model (i.e., job demands, job resources, personal resources,
and outcomes), see Table 2.

Results

Comparison With Other Well-Being
Measures

Using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the relationship of
both UWES versions was studied vis-à-vis validated
measures of burnout, workaholism, and job boredom (see
Table 3). It was expected that both versions of the UWES
could be discriminated from these three measures. Three
sets of CFAs were carried out for each of the well-being
measures separately to test this assumption. The so-called
multiple-group method was used in which the same model
is fitted to the data ofmultiple samples simultaneously. First,
a null-model was fitted to the data first that assumed that all
items load on one general well-being factor (M0). Next, a
model with each (sub)scale representing a separate latent
factor and no correlated errors between the items was fitted
to the data (M1). Finally, in caseM1 did not fit well enough to
the data, a revised model (M2) was tested in which only
errors between pairs of items within one particular latent
factor (subscale) were allowed to correlate (see also Discus-
sion). This was only the case for one pair of workaholism
items and two pairs of items of the UWES-9 (i.e., #1 and
#2, and #8 and #9). It is important to note that in none of
the revised models, errors between items of the UWES-3
were allowed to correlate. Using the Δw2 statistic the differ-
ence between the0-model and the best fitting model (either
M1 or M2) was tested. A significant value for Δw2 indicates
that themodel with separate factors fits better than a general
well-being model and hence demonstrates that the UWES
can be discriminated from the other well-being measures.

Table 1. Samples

Gender (%) Education (%) Age Tenure

N Men Women Low Middle High M SD M SD

Finland 22,117 30.3 69.7 8.7 22.2 69.1 46.5 10.6 14.4 11.3

Japan 1,968 51.2 48.4 31.1 12.7 56.3 45.2 12.5 11.1 10.4

The Netherlands 38,278 70.8 29.9 16.6 39.7 43.7 43.7 10.4 19.9 11.7

Flanders 5,062 53.1 46.9 18.7 32.5 48.8 40.9 10.2 – –

Spain 10,040 56.6 43.4 5.3 43.5 51.2 36.8 10.3 8.2 8.8

Total 77,465 55.9 44.1 14.8 33.5 51.7 43.6 10.9 15.6 11.7

Notes. For Flanders a tenure classification instead of a mean value is available: 6.5% < 1 years; 29.2% 1–5 years; 25% 6–15 years; 20% 16–35 years;
19.2% > 35 years.
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Burnout
As can be seen from Table 3, the null-model (M0) with one
latent, undifferentiated well-being factor did not fit to the
Finnish and the Dutch data. Next, a four-factor correlated
model was fitted simultaneously to the data of both national
samples that included three latent burnout factors (emo-
tional exhaustion, cynicism, and professional efficacy) plus
one latent UWES factor with 9 and 3 items, respectively.
The original model (M1) that included the UWES-9 did
not fit very well to the data of both countries (Table 3),
but the fit improved significantly (Δw2 = 63,739.14; df = 4;
p < .001) after two pairs of errors of UWES-9 items were
allowed to correlate. As a result, all fit indices for M2 satis-
fied their criteria. Following Byrne (2009) values of NFI,
TLI, and CFI that exceed .90, and a value of .08 or lower
for RMSEA are considered to indicate sufficient model-fit.
The fit of the multifactor model was superior to that of
the 0-model (Δw2 = 210,438.99; df = 18; p < .001 for the
UWES-9 and Δw2 = 125,466.78; df = 12; p < .001 for the
UWES-3), indicating that both UWES versions can be dis-
criminated from the burnout measure.

Workaholism
Again, the null-model (M0) did not fit the Finnish, Dutch,
and Japanese data, either for the UWES-9 or for the
UWES-3. Next, a three-factor correlated model was fitted
simultaneously to the data of these three countries that
included two latent workaholism factors (working exces-
sively and working compulsively) plus one latent UWES fac-
tor with nine and three items, respectively. The original
model (M1) did not fit very well to the data of the three
countries, but the fit of the re-specified model (M2) – with
one correlated error between two workaholism items –

was sufficient, with all fit indices satisfying their criteria.
M2 fitted significantly better to the data than M1: Δw2 =
7,124.53; df = 9; p < .001 for the UWES-9 and Δw2 =
967.54; df = 3; p < .001 for the UWES-3. The fit of the mul-
tifactor model was superior to that of the 0-model
(Δw2 = 38,743.68; df = 18; p < .001 for the UWES-9 and
Δw2 = 15,872.99; df = 12; p < .001 for the UWES-3), indicat-
ing that both UWES versions can be discriminated from the
workaholism measure.

Job Boredom
Finally, the null-model (M0) did not fit the Finnish and
Dutch data. Next, a two-factor correlated model was fitted
simultaneously to the data of both countries that included
one latent job boredom factor and one latent UWES factor
of 9 and 3 items, respectively. The original model (M1) that
included the UWES-9 did not fit very well to the data of
both countries, but the fit of the re-specified model (M2)
– with correlated errors between two engagement items –

was significantly better than that of M1 (Δw2 = 12,882.80;Ta
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df = 4; p < .001) with all fit indices satisfying their criteria.
The fit of the multifactor model was superior to that of the
0-model (Δw2 = 30,908.42; df = 6; p < .001 for the UWES-9
and Δw2 = 12,012.28; df = 2; p < .001 for the UWES-3), indi-
cating that both UWES versions can be discriminated from
the boredom measure.

In sum, factorial validity was demonstrated for the
UWES-9 and UWES-3 vis-à-vis the Maslach Burnout
Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS; burnout), the Dutch
Workaholism Scale (DUWAS; workaholism), and the Dutch
Boredom Scale (DUBS; job boredom). In other words, like
the UWES-9 the UWES-3 can be discriminated from scales
that assess three other types of work-related well-being.

Internal Consistency

The three engagement items are moderately to highly
correlated: vigor-dedication (r = .69 in the total sample;
.64 < r < .75 in the national samples), vigor-absorption
(r = .56 in the total sample; .46 < r < .65 in the national
samples), and dedication-absorption (r = .60 in the total
sample; .46 < r < .54 in the national samples). As can be
seen from Table 2, Cronbach’s α of the UWES-3 are suffi-
cient in all five national samples; that is, they exceed the
generally accepted value of .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994). Because values of Cronbach’s α increase with test
length, α are somewhat higher for the UWES-9 as com-
pared to the UWES-3. Applying the Spearman-Brown
prediction formula, it appears that increasing the test length
of the UWES-3 with six items would yield virtually the
same predicted as observed α-values for the UWES-9 in

the Finnish (.92 vs. .94), Japanese (.94 vs. .94), Dutch
(.93 vs. .94), Flemish (.94 vs. .94), and Spanish (.90 vs.
.90) samples. Hence, reducing the UWES-9 with six items
does not decrease the internal consistency beyond what
can be expected.

Correlations Between Both Versions

Item-total/rest correlations of the UWES-3 and UWES-9
are very high for Finland (.96/.90), Japan (.96/.92), the
Netherlands (.96/.91), Flanders (.95/.88), and Spain
(.93/.85). By definition, the former are higher than the
latter because of partially overlapping items. The mean
correlations of the single items of the UWES-3 with the total
score of the UWES-9 are quite similar across countries as
well, ranging from .80 to .85. Hence, the items that consti-
tute the UWES-3 are highly representative for the pool
of 9 items they were drawn from.

Mean Differences Between Countries

Like the mean values of the UWES-9, F(4, 75,834) =
2,875.44, those of the UWES-3, F(4, 76,128) = 2,282.78, also
differ between the national samples. Post hoc testing using
Fisher’s Least Significant Difference (LSD) test reveals that
mean scores on the UWES-3 and UWES-9 differ systemat-
ically between all national samples with the highest scores
for Finland (M = 4.60/4.61, SD = 1.21/1.18) and the lowest
scores for Japan (M = 2.86/2.77, SD = 1.11/1.23) for the
UWES-3 and UWES-9, respectively.

Table 3. CFA fit indices (multiple-group method)

Concept Countries Model w2 df NFI TLI CFI RMSEA 90% CI

Burnout* Finland M0-9 259,186.52 506 .56 .52 .56 .12 .117–.118

The Netherlands M1-9 68,586.67 492 .88 .87 .88 .06 .061–.062

M2-9 48,747.53 488 .92 .91 .93 .04 .041–.042

M0-3 152,449.14 270 .58 .52 .58 .12 .123–.124

M1-3 26,982.36 258 .93 .91 .93 .05 .053–.054

Workaholism Finland M0-9 46,526.78 456 .59 .54 .59 .10 .095–.097

The Netherlands M1-9 14,907.63 447 .87 .85 .87 .05 .054–.055

Japan M2-9 7,783.10 438 .93 .92 .93 .04 .038–.040

M0-3 19,944.08 195 .59 .51 .59 .10 .095–.097

M1-3 5,038.63 186 .90 .90 .90 .05 .048–.050

M2-3 4,071.09 183 .92 .92 .92 .04 .043–.045

Job boredom Finland M0-9 38,940.06 180 .75 .71 .75 .13 .124–.126

The Netherlands M1-9 20,714.44 178 .87 .84 .87 .09 .090–.092

M2-9 8,031.64 174 .95 .94 .95 .06 .056–.058

M0-3 16,301.16 54 .71 .71 .71 .15 .145–.149

M1-3 4,288.88 52 .92 .93 .93 .08 .075–.079

Notes. M1 = original model; M2 = re-specified model; 9 = UWES-9; 3 = UWES-3; *The Dutch version of the MBI-GS includes 15 instead of 16 items.
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Relations With Age, Level Education,
and Tenure

Mean Pearson product-moment correlations across coun-
tries with age (r = .04/.05) and tenure (r = �.03/�.02),
and Spearman correlations with level with education
(r = .04/.05) are similarly low for the UWES-3 and
UWES-9, respectively. The only correlation that exceeds
.10 is observed for age in Japan (r = .20/.25).

Females score significantly higher than males on the
UWES-3, t(74,501) = �37.70; d = .29, and the UWES-9,
t(74,226) = �.39.99; d = .27. However, mean gender differ-
ences are rather small with values of Cohen’s d lower than
.10 for both UWES versions in all countries, except Finland,
where d-values of .41 and .43 were observed for the
UWES-3 and UWES-9, respectively. Most importantly,
gender differences across all countries were similar for both
UWES versions.

Relations With Well-Being

Generally speaking correlations with well-being are weak to
moderate and in the expected direction (see Table 4);
that is, negative with indicators of ill-being (burnout,
boredom, depression, and psychological distress) and posi-
tive with the only indicator of well-being (satisfaction).
Correlations with workaholism are more complex and dif-
fer between countries. Most importantly, however, the
absolute average difference between the correlations of
indicators for well-being with the UWES-3 and UWES-9 is
very small (.02). Formal testing of these differences is not
very insightful because trivially small differences (e.g., .01
or .02) produce statistically significant results given the very
large sample sizes. In our samples, only a difference of zero
is nonsignificant. So it is safe to conclude that correlations
of the UWES-3 with all six indicators (and nine subscales)
of employee well-being are practically similar to those of
the UWES-9.

As displayed in Table 3, generally correlations are slightly
lower for the UWES-3 compared with the UWES-9, with an
average, absolute difference of only .02 and with almost all
differences less than .05. The most salient exception is the
correlation with workaholism in Japan; here the UWES-3
correlates higher than the UWES-9 with a difference slightly
larger than .05.

Relations With Job Demands

As can be seen from Table 5 work engagement correlates
positively with some demands (e.g., mental demands) and
negatively with others (i.e., role conflicts). Generally, corre-
lations are (very) weak and do not exceed .25. Moreover,

differences in correlations of both versions with job
demands are very small; on average .02. Most correlations
with the UWES-3 are lower than with the UWES-9 (11 vs. 7;
two correlations are similar). However, all differences are
less than or equal to .05 with the exception of work over-
load in Japan, where the correlation with the UWES-3 is
.07 stronger than with the UWES-9.

Relations With Job Resources

Table 6 shows that all correlations with job resources are
positive and in general weakly to moderately strong. All
correlations are slightly lower for the UWES-3 than for
the UWES-9, except for four correlations that are similar.
However, the absolute differences are again very small;
on average .02, with no difference exceeding .05. As pre-
dicted by the JD-R model, compared to job demands corre-
lations with job resources are higher and more consistent.

Table 4. Correlations of the UWES with psychological well-being

Country Well-being UWES-9 UWES-3 Difference

Finland Workaholism (WE) .00a .04b .04

Workaholism (WC) �.11 �.07 �.04

Burnout (EX) �.32 �.29 �.03

Burnout (CY) �.45 �.41 �.04

Burnout (rPE) �.65 �.61 �.04

Job boredom �.53 �.50 �.03

Job satisfaction .43 .40 �.03

Depression �.28 �.26 �.02

Japan Workaholism (WE) .15 .22 .07

Workaholism (WC) .16 .22 .06

Burnout (rPE) �.56 �.54 �.02

Job satisfaction .59 .53 �.06

Psychological distress �.42 �.35 �.07

The Netherlands Workaholism (WE) .11 .14 .03

Workaholism (WC) �.14 �.11 �.03

Burnout (EX) �.41 �.37 �.04

Burnout (CY) �.57 �.56 �.01

Burnout (rPE) �.71 �.68 .03

Job boredom �.38 �.38 .00

Job satisfaction .60 .59 �.01

Depression �.29 �.28 �.01

Psychological distress �.34 �.31 �.03

Flanders Job satisfaction .70 .70 .00

Spain Workaholism .19 .21 .02

Burnout �.38 �.43 .05

Job boredom �.37 �.39 .02

Job satisfaction .58 .56 �.02

Average (absolute) .39 .38 .02

Notes. WE = working excessively; WC = working compulsively; EX =
emotional exhaustion; CY = cynicism; rPE = reduced professional efficacy;
all correlations, p < 001, anonsignificant, bp < .05.
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Relations With Personal Resources

Table 7 shows that correlations with personal resources are
generally moderately strong and only slightly differ
between both UWES versions; (i.e., .02). With only one
exception, all correlations with the UWES-3 are lower than
with the UWES-9. As expected, only correlations with neu-
roticism and external locus of control are negative, as these
are personal vulnerability factors.

Relations With Outcomes

Likewise, Table 8 shows that that correlationswith outcomes
are generally moderately strong and only slightly differ
between both UWES versions (i.e., .02). All correlations are
positive, except for turnover intention,meaning that engaged
employees are not keen to leave the organization. With the
exception of four correlations that are similar, correlations
with the UWES-3 are lower than with the UWES-9.

In Sum

Taken together, the 102 correlations of both versions of
the UWES with 41 different variables – across five national
samples – are virtually identical. Generally speaking,
correlations with the UWES-3 are slightly lower than with

the UWES-9. However, these differences are very small.
On average, the difference in absolute correlations is .02,
whereby in only 5.8% of all cases this difference exceeds
the value of .05, with a maximum of .07.

Discussion

This study demonstrates convincingly that the UWES-9
can be shortened, without any significant loss of informa-
tion, to an ultra-short version with only three items, each
representing one particular aspect of work engagement:
vigor, dedication, and absorption. This is illustrated by the
following results:
� The internal consistency of the UWES-3 is similar to

that of the UWES-9, taken its shorter test length into
consideration.

� Both measures share between 86% and 92% of their
variances, depending on the sample.

� Correlations of both measures with age, level of educa-
tion, and tenure are virtually identical, as is the small
gender difference in mean engagement scores.

� Both measures detect similar mean differences in
levels of engagement across all five national samples.

� The pattern of correlations of both measures with
9 indicators of well-being, 8 job demands, 10 job

Table 5. Correlations of the UWES with job demands

Country Job demands UWES-9 UWES-3 Difference

Finland Work overload �.04 �.01a �.03

Emotional demands �.09 �.07 �.02

Job insecurity �.21 �.18 �.03

Work-home conflict �.15 �.10 �.05

Japan Work overload .10 .17 .07

Interpersonal conflict �.32 �.28 �.05

The Netherlands Work overload .07 .09 .02

Mental demands .20 .21 .01

Emotional demands .01a .01a .00

Interpersonal conflict �.14 �.13 �.01

Work-home conflict �.07 �.08 .01

Flanders Work overload .12 .13 .01

Mental demands .21 .22 .01

Role conflict �.28 �.27 �.01

Job insecurity �.14 �.12 �.02

Interpersonal conflict �.16 �.15 �.01

Spain Work overload .10 .07 �.03

Mental demands .16 .16 .00

Emotional demands .14 .10 �.04

Work-home conflict �.15 �.10 �.05

Average (absolute) .15 .14 .02

Note. All correlations, p < 001, anonsignificant.
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resources, and 6 outcomes is highly similar with an
average, absolute difference of only .02.

� Like the UWES-9, the UWES-3 can be discriminated
from other measurement instruments that assess burn-
out (MBI-GS), workaholism (DUWAS), and job bore-
dom (DUBS).

It was observed that correlations with well-being, job
demands, job resources, personal resources, and outcomes
are marginally lower for the UWES-3 as compared to the
UWES-9. This is the statistical consequence of shortening
the scale, then by doing so coefficient α – which is the lower
bound for internal consistency – is by definition reduced.
Therefore, a larger proportion of the variance is due to
measurement error, so that correlations are diminished.
But please note that differences in correlations with both

versions are very small and not relevant for practice; on
average only. 02, with less than 6% of the differences
exceeding .05.

Moreover, our results agree with the JD-R model that job
resources are stronger and more consistently related to
work engagement than job demands (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Across our samples job
demands are on average correlated about .40 with both
engagement measures, against only approximately .15 with
job demands. Moreover, and in line with other studies
(cf. Crawford et al., 2010), challenge demands such as
mental demands and – to a lesser degree work overload –

are positively related to work engagement, whereas hin-
drance demands such as job insecurity and role conflicts
are negatively related to work engagement. However, some
demands are also inversely related to work engagement in
different samples, such as work overload, mental demands,
and work-home conflict. Most likely, these differences have
to do with the fact that the difference between challenge
and hindrance demands is not as clear-cut as initially
assumed (cf. Schaufeli & Taris, 2014).

Although the aim of this study was not to compare work
engagement across different countries, two interesting dif-
ferences were observed between Japan and the European
countries. First, levels of work engagement are much lower
in Japan than in any other European country. This was
observed previously as well and has been explained by
Japanese culture, which strongly emphasizes harmony
and hence precludes the expression of positive feelings
and experiences because this would place the individual
in a superior position in the group and hence jeopardize
harmony (Shimazu, Miyanaka, & Schaufeli, 2010). Like
the UWES-9, the UWES-3 is able to detect these differ-
ences. Second, the pattern of correlations of both versions
of the UWES is slightly different in Japan, as compared
to the European countries. This applies particularly to
the compulsive component of workaholism that corre-
lates positively to work engagement in Japan, whereas this
correlation is negative in both European samples from
Finland and the Netherlands. Perhaps this can be explained
by differences in work ethic between Europe and Japan.
In contrast to Europe, Japan does not have a self-
enhancement culture and work is closely connected with
self-sacrifice, duty, and toil (Sagie, Elizur, & Koslowski,
1996). Hence, it can be speculated that Japanese employees
may experience their work as engaging and compulsive at
the same time.

Weaknesses and Strengths

The current study has four potential weaknesses. First, con-
venience samples were used for all European countries; only
the Japanese sample was representative for the working

Table 6. Correlations of the UWES with job resources

Country Job resources UWES-9 UWES-3 Difference

Finland Job control .29 .25 �.04

Skill variety .46 .41 �.05

Role clarity .31 .29 �.02

Feedback .45 .42 �.03

Supervisor support .19 .19 .00

Coworker support .32 .29 �.03

Trust in management .34 .32 �.02

Procedural justice .38 .35 �.03

Japan Job control .29 .26 �.03

Low skill utilization �.28 �.27 �.01

Role clarity .39 .39 .00

Supervisor support .36 .34 �.02

Coworker support .32 .30 �.02

Trust in management .43 .38 �.05

Opp. for development .60 .58 �.02

The Netherlands Job control .42 .40 �.02

Role clarity .37 .37 .00

Feedback .44 .42 �.02

Supervisor support .38 .37 �.01

Coworker support .31 .29 �.02

Opp. development .49 .46 �.03

Flanders Job control .16 .15 �.01

Skill utilization .42 .40 �.02

Role clarity .31 .32 �.01

Feedback .34 .32 �.02

Coworker support .30 .30 .00

Procedural justice .29 .28 �.01

Spain Job control .37 .36 �.01

Feedback .26 .26 .00

Supervisor support .22 .20 �.02

Coworker support .12 .11 �.01

Average (absolute) .35 .33 .02

Note. All correlations, p < 001.
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population of that country as far as age, gender, and
residential area are concerned. This restricts the generaliza-
tion of the research findings, but only to a limited degree
because we were not interested in differences across coun-
tries per se but in comparing both versions of the UWES.
So rather than being representative, it is important that the
samples include many different variables that represent
the elements of the JD-R model. The fact that convenience
samples were used also has another drawback, namely that
in different samples different measures of the same
construct have been used (see Table 2). However, this
heterogeneity can also be seen as an advantage because it
allows investigating the comparative validity of both UWES
versions across different operationalizations of similar
constructs. Once more, our objective was not to study the
relationships of work engagement with various other

concepts as such, but to study the differences between both
versions of the UWES.

Second, in order to increase model fit, correlations were
allowed in the re-specified models between pairs of errors
of items from the same (sub)scale. Although it is – generally
speaking – not recommended to allow errors to correlate in
order to improvemodel fit, this is considered to be legitimate
when it can be defended on conceptual grounds (Byrne,
2009), as in the current case. It is important to note that in
none of the models pairs of errors of UWES-3 items were
allowed to correlate and that in all samples the errors of
items 1 and 2 and of the items 8 and 9 of the UWES-9 were
allowed to correlate. Both itempairs, which refer to vigor and
absorption, respectively, overlap in content (“At my work,
I feel bursting with energy” with “At my job, I feel strong
and vigorous” and “I am immersed in my work” with

Table 7. Correlations of the UWES with personal resources

Country Personal resources UWES-9 UWES-3 Difference

Finland Personal initiative .47 .44 �.03

Optimism .45 .39 �.06

Self-efficacy .29 .28 �.01

Japan General efficacy .42 .40 �.02

Self-esteem .40 .37 �.03

The Netherlands Personal initiative .45 .44 �.01

Optimism .53 .49 �.04

Self-efficacy .31 .29 �.02

Extraversion .44 .42 �.02

Neuroticism �.37 �.35 �.02

External locus of control �.18 �.20 .02

Flanders External locus of control �.29 �.27 �.02

Spain Self-efficacy .34 .33 �.01

Average (absolute) .38 .36 .02

Note. All correlations, p < 001.

Table 8. Correlations of the UWES with outcomes

Country Outcomes UWES-9 UWES-3 Difference

Finland Organ. commitment .57 .52 �.05

Turnover intention �.43 �.38 �.05

Workability .37 .35 �.02

In-role performance .42 .37 �.05

Extra-role performance .36 .34 �.02

Japan Overall performance .43 .43 .00

In-role performance .34 .34 .00

The Netherlands Organizational commitment .46 .44 �.02

Turnover intention �.37 �.37 .00

Workability .44 .42 �.02

Spain Organizational commitment .40 .40 .00

Average (absolute) .46 .44 .02

Note. All correlations, p < 001.
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“I get carried away when I’m working”). The pairs of errors
that were allowed to correlate in the other scales (MBI-GS,
DUWAS, and DUBS) usually differed per country. However,
a detailed investigation of the cross-national invariance of
the factor structure of these measures is beyond the scope
of the current article because our focus is primarily on the
UWES. Nevertheless, our results seem to be slightly at odds
with a recent cross-cultural study that showed that a second-
order latent factor model that included DUWAS worka-
holism (working excessively and working compulsively)
and UWES-9 work engagement (vigor, dedication, and
absorption) was invariant across East Asian countries
(Japan and China) and European countries (Finland, the
Netherlands, and Spain; Hu, Schaufeli, et al, 2014). Hence,
it seems that further cross-national research is needed.

Third, in the current study the UWES-3 has not indepen-
dently used from the UWES-9, so that its true reliability and
validity is not yet fully understood. At least not based on the
current study. However, a recent study that integrated the
concept of engaging leadership into the JD-R model
(Schaufeli, 2015) used the UWES-3. Its internal consistency
was high (α = .95) and it appeared that work engagement –
as assessed with the UWES-3 – was related to job resources,
burnout, and various outcomes (e.g., employability and job
performance) according to the predictions of the JD-R
model. Hence, this study supports the reliability and validity
of the UWES-3. Nevertheless, more research is needed.

Finally, an inherent weakness of this ultra-short measure
of engagement is that the three-dimensional nature of
longer UWES versions has been sacrificed in favor of its
brevity. That means that researchers who are interested
in studying these dimensions separately are advised to
use the longer 9- or 17-item versions.

Final Note

The 3-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES) appears to be a reliable and valid indicator of work
engagement that can be used just as well as the longer
9-item version. This ultra-short version not only reduces
the length of engagement surveys in companies but also
opens the possibility to include work engagement in
national and international epidemiological surveys on
employee’s working conditions. These surveys, which are
carried out by NGOs, national government agencies, or
international bodies, are usually very comprehensive and
do therefore not allow the inclusion of longer scales that
are used in academic research.

Acknowledgments

This research was funded by the Research Fund KU
Leuven. The authors wish to thank Auli Airila, Elfi Baillien,

Susana Llorens, Sirpa Lusa, Krista Pahkin, Anne Punakallio,
Willem van Rhenen, and Pedro Torrente for providing and
handling data.

References

Altena, N., & Van Yperen, N. (1998). Functieverandering na een
reorganisatie. Effecten op relatieve deprivatie en werktevre-
denheid [Change in job positions following reorganization:
Effects on relative deprivation and job satisfaction]. Gedrag
en Organisatie, 11, 81–95.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work
engagement. Career Development International, 13, 209–223.
doi: 10.1108/13620430810870476

Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. (2011). Subjective well-being in
organizations. In K. S. Cameron & G. M. Spreitzer (Eds.),
The Oxford handbook of positive organizational scholarship
(pp. 178–189). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Beck, A. T., & Beck, R. W. (1972). Screening depressed patients in
family practice. A rapid technique. Postgraduate Medicine, 52,
81–85. doi: 10.1080/00325481.1972.11713319

Beehr, T. A., Walsh, J. T., & Taber, T. D. (1976). Relationship of
stress to individually and organizationally valued states: Higher
order needs as a moderator. The Journal of Applied Psychology,
61, 41–47. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.61.1.41

Burisch, M. (1984). Approaches to personality inventory construc-
tion: A comparison of merits. The American Psychologist, 39,
214–227. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.39.3.214

Byrne, B. M. (2009). Structural equation modeling with AMOS
(2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work
Engagement: A Quantitative review and test of its relations with
task and contextual performance. Personnel Psychology, 64,
89–136. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational
justice: A construct validation of a measure. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 386–400. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.
86.3.386

Cook, J., & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust,
organizational commitment and personal need non-fulfillment.
Journal of Occupational Psychology, 53, 39–52. doi: 10.1111/
j.2044-8325.1980.tb00005.x

Costa, P. T. Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). NEO PI-R: Professional
manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Crawford, E. R., Lepine, J. A., & Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking job
demands and resources to employee engagement and burnout:
A theoretical extension and meta-analytic test. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 95, 834–848. doi: 10.1037/a0019364

de Bruin, G. P., & Henn, C. M. (2013). Dimensionality of the 9-item
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9). Psychological
Reports, 112, 788–799. doi: 10.2466/01.03.PR0.112.3.788-799

de Lange, A. H., De Witte, H., & Notelaers, G. (2008). Should I stay
or should I go? Examining longitudinal relations among job
resources and work engagement for stayers versus movers.
Work & Stress, 22, 201–223. doi: 10.1080/02678370802390132

Elo, A. L., Skogstad, A., Dallner, M., Gamberale, F., Hottinen, V., &
Knardahl, S. (2000). User’s guide for the QPSNordic: General
Nordic Questionnaire for psychological and social factors at
work. Copenhagen, Denmark: Nordic Council of Ministers.

Farndale, E., Beijer, S. E., Van Veldhoven, M. J., Kelliher, C., &
Hope-Hailey, V. (2014). Work and organisation engage-
ment: Aligning research and practice. Journal of Organiza-
tional Effectiveness: People and Performance, 1, 157–176.
doi: 10.1108/JOEPP-03-2014-0015

W. B. Schaufeli et al., Ultra-Short Work Engagement Scale 589

�2017 Hogrefe Publishing European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2019), 35(4), 577–591

Th
is

 d
oc

um
en

t i
s c

op
yr

ig
ht

ed
 b

y 
th

e A
m

er
ic

an
 P

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

or
 o

ne
 o

f i
ts

 a
lli

ed
 p

ub
lis

he
rs

.
Th

is
 a

rti
cl

e 
is

 in
te

nd
ed

 so
le

ly
 fo

r t
he

 p
er

so
na

l u
se

 o
f t

he
 in

di
vi

du
al

 u
se

r a
nd

 is
 n

ot
 to

 b
e 

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

 b
ro

ad
ly

.



Fisher, G. G., Matthews, R. A., & Gibbons, A. M. (2015). Developing
and investigating the use of single-item measures in organi-
zational research. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
21, 3–23. doi: 10.1037/a0039139

Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The
concept of personal initiative: Operationalization, reliability and
validity in two German samples. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 70, 139–161. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1997.tb00639.x

Goodman, S. A., & Svyantek, D. J. (1999). Person-organization fit
and contextual performance: Do shared values matter? Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 55, 254–275. doi: 10.1006/jvbe.
1998.1682

Grau, R., Salanova, M., & Peiró, J. M. (2000). Efectos moduladores
de la autoeficacia en el estrés laboral [Moderation effects of
self-efficacy on job stress]. Apuntes de Psicología, 18, 57–75.

Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Family, work, work-family
spillover, and problem drinking during midlife. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 62, 336–348. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.
2000.00336.x

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the
job diagnostic survey. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 60,
159–170. doi: 10.1037/h0076546

Hu, Q., Schaufeli, W., Taris, T. W., Hessen, D. J., Hakanen, J.,
Salanova, M., & Shimazu, A. (2014). East is East and West is
West and never the twain shall meet. Work engagement and
workaholism across Eastern and Western cultures. Procedia:
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 1, 6–24.

Jackson, P. R., Wall, T. D., Martin, R., & Davis, K. (1993). New
measures of job control, cognitive demand and production
responsibility. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 753–762.
doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.78.5.753

Kahn, W. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement
and disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal,
33, 692–724. doi: 10.2307/256287

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demand, job decision latitude, and
mental strain: Implications for job redesign. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 24, 285–309. doi: 10.2307/2392498

Kessler, R. C., Barber, C., Beck, A., Berglund, P., Cleary, P. D.,
McKenas, D., . . . Wang, P. (2003). The World Health Organiza-
tion Health and Work Performance Questionnaire (HPQ). Jour-
nal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 45, 156–174.
doi: 10.1097/01.jom.0000052967.43131.51

Kristensen, T., Hannertz, H., Hogh, A., & Borg, V. (2005). The
Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ) – A tool for
the assessment and improvement of the psychosocial work
environment. Scandinavian Journal of Work Environment &
Health, 31, 438–449. doi: 10.5271/sjweh.948

Kunin, T. (1955). The construction of a new type of attitude
measure. Personnel Psychology, 9, 65–78. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1955.tb01189.x

Lehto, A. M., & Sutela, H. (2009). Three decades of working
conditions. Findings of Finnish quality of work life surveys 1977–
2008. Helsinki, Finland: Statistics Finland.

Lindström, K., Hottinen, V., & Bredenberg, K. (2000). Työilmapiiri-
ja hyvinvointibarometri [The Healthy Organization Barometer].
Helsinki, Finland: Työterveyslaitos, Psykologian Osasto.

Lindström, K., Hottinen, V., Kivimäki, M., & Länsisalmi, H. (1997).
Terve Organisaatio -kysely. Menetelmän perusrakenne ja käyttö
[The Healthy Organization Barometer]. Helsinki, Finland:
Työterveyslaitos, Psykologian Osasto.

Loukidou, L., Loan-Clarke, J., & Daniels, K. (2009). Boredom in the
workplace: More than monotonous tasks. International Journal
of Management Reviews, 11, 381–405. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-
2370.2009.00267.x

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., & Norman, S. M. (2007).
Positive psychological capital: Measurement and relation-
ship with performance and satisfaction. Personnel Psy-
chology, 60, 541–572. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.
00083.x

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout.
Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 397–422. doi: 10.1146/
annurev.psych.52.1.397

Mills, M. J., Culbertson, S. S., & Fullagar, C. J. (2011). Conceptu-
alizing and measuring engagement: An analysis of the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale. Journal of Happiness Studies, 13,
519–545. doi: 10.1007/s10902-011-9277-3

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3rd
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Ouweneel, E., Le Blanc, P., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2013). Do-it-
yourself: An online positive psychology intervention to promote
positive emotions, self-efficacy, and engagement at work.
Career Development International, 18, 173–195. doi: 10.1108/
CDI-10-2012-0102

Price, J. L. (1997). Handbook of organizational measurement.
International Journal of Manpower, 18, 305–558. doi: 10.1108/
01437729710182260

Reijseger, G., Schaufeli, W. B., Peeters, M. C. W., Taris, T. W.,
van Beek, I., & Ouweneel, E. (2013). Watching the paint
dry: Validation of the Dutch Bore-Out Scale. Anxiety,
Stress & Coping, 26, 508–525. doi: 10.1080/10615806.2012.
720676

Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the self. New York, NY: Basic
Books.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal
versus external control of reinforcement. Psychological
onographs: General and Applied, 80, 1–28. doi: 10.1037/
h0092976

Sagie, A., Elizur, D., & Koslowski, M. (1996). Work values: A
theoretical overview and a model of their effects. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 17, 503–514.

Salanova, M., Cifre, E., Martínez, I. M., Llorens, S., & Lorente, L.
(2011). Psychosocial risks and positive factors among con-
struction workers. In S. Clarke, C. Cooper, & R. Burke (Eds.),
Occupational health and safety: Psychological and behavioral
challenges (pp. 295–320). Farnham, UK: Gower.

Salanova, M., Del Líbano, M., Llorens, S., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2014).
Engaged, workaholic, burned-out or just 9-to-5? Toward a
typology of employee well-being. Stress and Health, 30, 71–81.
doi: 10.1002/smi.2499

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W. B., Llorens, S., Peiró, J. M., & Grau, R.
(2000). Desde el “burnout” al “engagement”: ¿una nueva
perspectiva? [From “burnout” to “engagement”; a new
perspective?]. Revista de Psicología del Trabajo y las Organiza-
ciones, 16, 117–134.

Schaufeli, W. B. (2012). The measurement of work engagement. In
R. R. Sinclair, M. Wang, & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), Research methods
in occupational health psychology: Measurement, design, and
data analysis (pp. 138–153). New York, NY: Routledge.

Schaufeli, W. B. (2015). Engaging leadership in the Job Demands-
Resources Model. Career Development International, 20,
446–463. doi: 10.1108/CDI-02-2015-0025

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job
resources and their relationship with burnout and engagement:
A multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25,
293–315. doi: 10.1002/job.248

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The
measurement of work engagement with a short questionnaire:
A cross-national study. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 66, 701–716. doi: 10.1177/0013164405282471

590 W. B. Schaufeli et al., Ultra-Short Work Engagement Scale

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2019), 35(4), 577–591 �2017 Hogrefe Publishing

Th
is

 d
oc

um
en

t i
s c

op
yr

ig
ht

ed
 b

y 
th

e A
m

er
ic

an
 P

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

or
 o

ne
 o

f i
ts

 a
lli

ed
 p

ub
lis

he
rs

.
Th

is
 a

rti
cl

e 
is

 in
te

nd
ed

 so
le

ly
 fo

r t
he

 p
er

so
na

l u
se

 o
f t

he
 in

di
vi

du
al

 u
se

r a
nd

 is
 n

ot
 to

 b
e 

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

 b
ro

ad
ly

.



Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., Maslach, C., & Jackson, S. E. (1996).
Maslach Burnout Inventory – General Survey. In C. Maslach,
S. E. Jackson, & M. P. Leitner (Eds.), The Maslach Burnout
Inventory – Test Manual (3rd ed., pp. 208–212). Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Bakker, A. B., & Gonzales-Roma, V.
(2002). The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two
sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of
Happiness Studies, 3, 71–92. doi: 10.1023/A:1015630930326

Schaufeli, W. B., Shimazu, A., & Taris, T. W. (2009). Being driven to
work exceptionally hard. The evaluation of a two-factor
measure of workaholism in The Netherlands and Japan.
Cross-Cultural Research, 43, 320–348. doi: 10.1177/
1069397109337239

Schaufeli, W. B., & Taris, T. W. (2014). A critical review of the Job
Demands-Resources Model: Implications for improving work
and health. In G. Bauer & O. Hämmig (Eds.), Bridging occupa-
tional, organizational and public health: A transdisciplinary
approach (pp. 43–68). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.
doi: 10.1007/978-94-007-5640-3_4

Schaufeli, W. B., Taris, T. W., & Bakker, A. B. (2008). It takes two to
tango: Workaholism is working excessively and working compul-
sively. In R. J. Burke & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), The long work hours
culture. Causes, consequences and choices (pp. 203–226).
Bingley, UK: Emerald. doi: 10.1016/B978-1-038-4.00009-9

Scheier, M. F., Carver, C. S., & Bridges, M. W. (1994). Distinguish-
ing optimism from neuroticism: A reevaluation of the Life
Orientation Test. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 67,
1063–1078. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063

Seppälä, P., Mauno, S., Feldt, T., Hakanen, J., Kinnunen, U.,
Tolvanen, A., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2009). The construct validity of
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale: Multisample and longi-
tudinal evidence. Journal of Happiness Studies, 10, 459–481.
doi: 10.1007/s10902-008-9100-y

Sherer, M., Maddux, J. E., Mercandante, B., Prentice-Dunn, S.,
Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. W. (1982). The self-efficacy scale:
Construction and validation. Psychological Reports, 51,
663–671. doi: 10.2466/pr0.1982.51.2.663

Shimazu, A., Miyanaka, D., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2010). Work
engagement from a cultural perspective. In S. Albrecht (Ed.),
The handbook of employee engagement: Perspectives, issues,
research and practice (pp. 364–372). Northampton, MA: Edwin
Elgar.

Shimomitsu, T., Yokoyama, K., Ono, Y., Maruta, T., & Tanigawa, T.
(1988). Development of a Novel Brief Job Stress Questionnaire.
In S. Kato (Ed.), Report of the research grant for the preven-
tion of work-related diseases from the Ministry of Labour (pp.
107–115) (in Japanese). Tokyo, Japan: Ministry of Labour.

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). Generalized Self-Efficacy
Scale. In J. Weinman, S. Wright, & M. Johnson (Eds.), Measures
in health psychology: A user’s portfolio, Causal and control
beliefs (pp. 35–37). Windsor, UK: NFER-NELSON.

Terluin, B., Van Rhenen, W., Schaufeli, W. B., & De Haan, M. (2004).
The Four-Dimensional Symptom Questionnaire (4DSQ):
Measuring distress in a working population. Work & Stress,
18, 187–207. doi: 10.1080/0267837042000297535

Tuomi, K., Ilmarinen, J., Jahkola, A., Katajarinne, L., & Tulkki, A.
(1998). Work Ability Index (2nd ed.). Helsinki, Finland: Institute
of Occupational Health.

Vander Elst, T., De Witte, H., & De Cuyper, N. (2014). The Job
Insecurity Scale: A psychometric evaluation across five Euro-
pean countries. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 23, 364–380. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2012.745989

van Veldhoven, M., De Jonge, J., Broersen, S., Kompier, M., &
Meijman, T. F. (2002). Specific relations between psychosocial
job conditions and job-related stress: A three-level analytic
approach. Work & Stress, 16, 207–228. doi: 10.1080/
02678370210166399

Received July 13, 2016
Revision received February 24, 2017
Accepted February 27, 2017
Published online October 17, 2017
EJPA Section/Category: I/O Psychology

Wilmar B. Schaufeli
Research Unit Occupational & Organizational Psychology
and Professional Learning
KU Leuven
PO Box 3725
3000 Leuven
Belgium
wilmar.schaufeli@kuleuven.be

W. B. Schaufeli et al., Ultra-Short Work Engagement Scale 591

�2017 Hogrefe Publishing European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2019), 35(4), 577–591

Th
is

 d
oc

um
en

t i
s c

op
yr

ig
ht

ed
 b

y 
th

e A
m

er
ic

an
 P

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

or
 o

ne
 o

f i
ts

 a
lli

ed
 p

ub
lis

he
rs

.
Th

is
 a

rti
cl

e 
is

 in
te

nd
ed

 so
le

ly
 fo

r t
he

 p
er

so
na

l u
se

 o
f t

he
 in

di
vi

du
al

 u
se

r a
nd

 is
 n

ot
 to

 b
e 

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

 b
ro

ad
ly

.


