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Abstract

Organization have long been interested in the role of management on how employees think and feel about their jobs,
as well as what employees are willing to dedicate to the organization. This study tested the relationship between
employee engagement, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and counterproductive work behavior (CWB).
The author administered 507 participants employee engagement scale, organizational OCB scale, and CWB scale of
service industries in Yogyakarta, Indonesia. Validity and reliability tests were used to evaluate the questionnaire
contents. The result indicated a significant positive relation between employee engagement and OCB and a
significant negative relation between employee engagement and CWB and between OCB and CWB This result also
indicated no differences between employee engagement of female and male. This result shows that there is a
different in mean score of OCB and CWB between male and female.
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1. Introduction

Organizations have long been interested in how employees think and feel about their jobs and what employees are
willing to dedicate to the organization. Researchers have argued that engagement, as a motivational variable should
lead to high levels of job performance (Kahn, 1990; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010; Christian, Garza, & Slaughter,
2011). Engagement is a motivational construct that can be also shared by employee in the workplace. Employee
engagement is fundamentally a motivational concept that represents the active allocation of personal resources
toward the task associated with a work role (Christian et al., 2011). Employee engagement has been found to be
positively related to individual job performance. Studies have found positive relationship between employee
engagement and organizational performance outcomes: employee retention, productivity, and profitability. Employee
engagement would be a predictor to organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and
may lead to intention to leave (Bhatnagar & Biswas, 2010).

Kahn (1990) formally defined engagement as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s preferred
self in task behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive,
emotional) and active, full performances”. Based on the perspective of Kahn, employee engagement is the best
description of a multidimensional motivational concept reflecting the simultaneous investment of an individual’s
physical, cognitive, and emotional energy in active and full performance. Employee engagement is a positive attitude
held by the employee towards the organization and its value. When employees are engaged in their work, they
increase the occurrence of behaviors that promote efficient and effective functioning of the organization. These
behaviors are known as (OCB) which can be defined as individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly and
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system. OCB promote the efficient and affective functioning of the
organization as well as employee performance.

Employee performance or job performance is aggregated value to an organization of the set of behaviors that an
employee contributes both directly and indirectly to organization goals (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Job
performance consists of task performance or in-role performance and contextual performance or extra-role
performance. Several researchers e.g. Rotundo and Sackett (2002) and Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) have
speculated that overall job performance is a function not only of task performance but also of contextual behavior
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such as OCB and counterproductive behavior (CWB). OCB and CWB have been linked in opposite directions. These
constructs are likely to be so strongly negatively related that they may be considered “opposites” (Bennet & Stamper,
2001; Organ & Paine, 1999). OCB will be increased when CWB is decreased, and vice versa.

Kahn (1990) did not explicitly outline a relationship between employee engagement and job performance, but
theoretical research has linked employee engagement to job performance. Employees who are highly engaged in
their work roles not only focus their physical effort on the pursuit of role-related goals, but are also cognitively
vigilant and emotionally connected to the endeavor (Kahn, 1990; Ashforth & Humprey, 1995). In contrast,
employees who are highly disengaged in their work roles withhold their physical, cognitive, and emotional energies,
and this is reflected in task activity that is at best, robotic, passive, and detached (Kahn, 1990). This study attempts to
examine the relationship between employee engagement, OCB and CWB of service organization in Yogyakarta,
Indonesia. Consequently, this study also examines relationship model of employee engagement to OCB, and CWB
of organizational members.

Many studies have been conducted in an attempt to establish the relationship between CWB and OCB, especially
since both of these are said to be dimensions of job performance. The previous researchers found that the relationship
between OCB and CWB have been contradictory. On one hand, OCB and CWB are said to be the extremes on a
single continuum; and this would be reflected by a strong negative correlation between them. If this is the case, then
it would suggest that that if an individual engages in OCB, she or he will not engage in CWB or vice versa. Based on
gender socialization and social role theory, suggested that women are inherently more relationship oriented than
success oriented and engage organizational citizenship than men (Cloninger, Ramamoorthy, & Flood, 2011; Farrel &
Finkelstein, 2007). But men are generally expected to be more heroic and perform more positive high-risk
citizenship behaviors than women (Lin, 2008). Therefore, the objective of this study is also to examine whether
gender affects employee engagement, OCB and CWB.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

Employee engagement is a person’s enthusiasm and involvement in his or her job. Kahn (1990) defined job
engagement as the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles. In engagement, people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performance. Kahn’s engagement
concept is motivational because it refers to the allocation of personal resources to role performance and also to how
intensely and persistently those resources are applied. The engagement focuses on the positive aspects of a person’s
job. Employee engagement is employee willingness and ability to help their company succeed, largely by providing
discretionary effort on a sustainable basis (Little & Little, 2006). Employee is also defined as the involvement with
and enthusiasm for work.

Kahn (1990) found that these were three psychological conditions associated with engagement or disengagement at
work: meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Workers were more engaged at work in situations that offered them
more psychological meaningfulness and psychological safety, and when they were more psychologically available.
Employee engagement is a positive attitude held by the employee towards the organization and its value.
Engagement focuses on work performed at a job and represents the willingness to dedicate physical, cognitive, and
emotional resources to this work. As Kahn (1990), an engaged individual is one who approaches the task associated
with a job with a sense of self-investment, energy, and passion, which should translate into higher levels of in-role
and extra-role performance. Engaged employee will be more vigilant and more focused on their work or tasks, thus,
engagement should be positively related to task performance.

Engagement is a persistent and positive affective — motivational state of fulfillment in employees, characterized by
vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Vigor is high energy, resilience, a willingness to
invest effort on the job, the ability to not be easily fatigued, and persistence when confronted with difficulties.
Dedication is a strong involvement in work, enthusiasm, and sense of pride and inspiration. Absorption is a pleasant
state of being immersed in one’s work experiencing time passing quickly, and being unable to detach from the job.
People who are highly engaged in their jobs identify personally with the job and are motivated by the work itself.
They tend to work harder and more productively than others and are more likely to produce the results their
customers and organizations want.

Employee engagement is a construct that captures the variation across individuals and the amount of energy and
dedication they contribute to their job (Kahn, 1990). Employee engagement has been defined in many different ways
and the definitions and measures often sound like other better known and established constructs like organizational
commitment and OCB, but they are different. Employee engagement is related to organizational commitment, but
the two have important differences (Robert & Davenport, 2002). Job commitment is most commonly defined in
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terms of an individual’s identification with the organization’s goals and values, willingness to exert effort for the
organization and desire to continue as part of the organization. People who are engaged in their jobs tend to be
committed to their organizations, and vice versa. Organizational commitment differs from engagement in that it
refers to a person’s attitudes and attachment towards their organization. Engagement is not an attitude.

In theory, employee engagement and job satisfaction are distinct constructs although these are evidence for overlap
in the definition. The main difference is that engagement emphasizes the cognitive aspect of involvement with job
task, whereas satisfaction focuses on affect (Wefald & Downey, 2009). A stronger theoretical rationale for
explaining employee engagement is found in social exchange theory (SET). SET provides a theoretical foundation to
explain why employees to become more or less engaged in their work and organization. Engagement is the degree to
which an individual is attenuate and absorbed in the performance of their roles (Saks, 2006).

As a relatively new construct, employee engagement is becoming a frequent topic of research ranging from job
performance and organizational commitment to job resources and job burnout (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland,
2010). The focus of engagement is ones formal roles performance rather than extra-role and voluntary behavior
(Saks, 2006). Recent research has found that employee engagement is related to increased job performance (Hakanen,
Baker, & Schaufeli, 2006). Organizational researchers have traditionally focused on task or in-role performance
which represents the extent to which employees effectively perform their official job duties (William & Anderson,
1991; Bowling, 2010). Individual job performance consists of distinct sets of activities that contribute to an
organization in different ways. The narrow aspect of job performance is task performance and contextual
performance. Recently, attention of researchers has been given to extra-role or contextual performance, which refers
to behavior not included as part of an employee’s official job duties that affect the well-being of the organization or
its members.

Contextual performance is the less formal “emergent” behaviors that contribute to organizations less directly
(Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmitt, 1997). These types of behaviors do not contribute directly to organization’s
technical core, but rather, they contribute to the organization by fostering a social and psychological environment
conducive to the accomplishment of work involved in the organization’s technical core. When individuals invest
energy into their work roles, they should have higher contextual performance, which relates to an individual’s
propensity to behave in ways that facilitate the social and psychological context of an organization (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1997). Engagement is thought to be an indicator of employee willingness to expend discretionary effort
to help the employer. Contextual performance was defined as performance that is not formally required as part of the
job but that helps shape the social and psychological context of the organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997).

There are two performance related behavior that go beyond the assigned tasks and responsibilities the positive and
negative behavior (Miles, Spector, Borman, & Fox, 2002). On the positive side, researchers have looked at voluntary
behavior that goes beyond the core tasks which are labeled OCB and contextual performance. On the negative side,
there is independent stream of research concerning detrimental, potentially destructive acts that hurt organization or
coworkers, which are labeled CWB. Perceptions of the work environment relate to positive emotion which is
positively correlated with the occurrence of OCB. Conversely, negative perception of the work environment relate to
negative emotion, which is positively correlated with the occurrence of CWB.

OCB involves voluntary and informal behaviors that can help coworkers and the organization. Recent researches
also indicate that OCB are important parts and predictors of employee engagement in that OCB is conceptualized as
positive behavior and willingness to exert energy for success of the organization. Most researchers have found that to
lead employee engagement are non-financial in their nature. In fact, performance should be linked with reward, but
human resource is not motivated by money alone. OCB can benefit coworkers or the organization’s effectiveness by
influencing the social and psychological commitment of the organization. OCB is behavior that contributes to goals
of the organization by contributing to its social and psychological environment (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).

OCB contribute indirectly to the organization through the maintenance of organization’s social system that supports
task performance (Organ, 1997). OCB has been the many topics of empirical works (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002),
however, the taxonomy of OCB throughout the years has not been completely consistent. Constructs that have
overlapped with OCB include prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986); contextual performance
(Motowidlo, 2000); organizational spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992); and extra role behavior (Mayfield & Taber,
2010). OCB is behavior that is voluntary and not part of formal role requirements and not directly recognized by the
formal reward system. OCB has been known to enhance an organization’s effectiveness, efficiency, and overall
performance by lubricating the social machinery of the organization, reducing friction and increasing efficiency
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(Podsakoff & Mac Kenzie, 1997; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Research from a social
exchange perspective has viewed OCB as a contribution to the organization (Organ & Paine, 1999).

Konovsky and Organ (1996) identified five dimensions belonging to OCB: altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, civic
virtue, and generalized compliance. Altruism refers to voluntary actions that help another person with a problem.
Courtesy includes efforts to prevent a problem with others and to avoid abusing the rights of others. Sportsmanship
refers to any behavior demonstrating tolerance of less than ideal circumstances without complaining. Civic Virtue
refers to constructive behaviors indicating a willingness to participate responsibly in the life of the organization.
Finally, generalized compliance involves discretionary actions beyond the minimum requirements of the
organization in areas of attendance. Empirical and conceptual work in this area suggests two broad categories:
OCBO-behaviors and OCBI-behaviors (William & Anderson, 1991). OCBO is behaviors that benefit the
organization and OCBI is behaviors that immediately benefit specific individuals. The dimensions of OCBO are
generalized compliance and civic virtue, whereas the dimensions of OCBI are altruism, courtesy, and sportsmanship.
This study uses three of five dimensions from Organ and Konovsky (1989) that we can be defined as OCB.

Employee engagement has been examined as a potential predictor in several OCB studies (Rich et al., 2010). One
explanation for why employee engagement related to OCB based upon social exchange theory and the principle of
reciprocity. Employees may perform OCB because it includes an emotional component (Bennett & Robinson, 2000).
This possibility is consistent with models suggesting that extra role behavior is the direct result of employee emotion
(Miles et al., 2002). The social exchange and the emotion-based explanations may be related, because the desires to
reciprocate and positive emotion are both the result of favorable treatment from one’s organization (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). Employee engagement is one of the potential predictor of OCB. Individual who are high in
employee engagement have a tendency to engage in constructive and responsible behavior at work (i.e. OCB).

Extra-role behavior consists of OCB and CWB, but they are different. OCB is extra-role behavior that helps
organizations and their members, CWB is extra-role behavior that are performed with the intention of harming
organizations and/ or their members. OCB has been defined as employee behavior that is at least somewhat
volitional and that improve the functioning of an organization (Organ & Paine, 1999); whereas CWB is defined as
volitional employee behavior that harms, or at least is intended to harm, the legitimate interests of an organization
(Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009). Those individuals who engage in OCB are unlikely to engage in CWB
and vice versa. CWB refers to negative employee behavior that is harmful to the organization or other employees
(Lee & Allen, 2002).

CWRB refers to voluntary behavior in that employees either lack motivation to conform to or become motivated to
violate. CWB also means that employee is not motivated to conform and/ or is motivated to act against accepted
organizational norms. These CWB acts at work can take different forms, for example theft, fraud, sabotage,
absenteeism, physical aggressive and verbal aggressive. Robinson and Bennett (1995) argued that an important
distinction between types of deviance was whether the deviance was directed or targeted at either the organization
(organizational deviance) or at members of the organization (interpersonal deviance).

CWB is overlapped with antisocial behavior, counterproductive behavior, dysfunctional behavior, and organizational
misbehavior (Sacket, 2002; Bennett & Robinson, 2000). CWB is also defined as voluntary behavior that violates
significant organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well being of organizations, its members, or both.
Social exchange theory and reciprocity theory also provide possibility explanation. Employees who are have low
employee engagement might engage in CWB as means of retaliating against their employees for proving an
unpleasant work environment. Employees who are low in employee engagement care relatively little about losing
their jobs and are willing to engage in behaviors that could potentially jeopardize their employment. Based on that
literature review and the previous researches, I can say that the higher employee engagement, the higher OCB and
the lower CWB. Therefore hypotheses can be concluded as below:

H1: The relationship between employee engagement and OCB is positive
H2: The relationship between employee engagement and CWB is negative
H3: The relationship between OCB and CWB is negative

According to the gender socialization theory, women tend to be more relationship oriented. From a social-role theory
perspective, men value success whereas women value relationship. Females cooperated much more than males and
more likely to act in prevent harm and to help around negative outcomes. The results of Kong’s study show that there
exist differences in employee engagement between male and female employees in the company (Kong, 2009).
Female employees value more their jobs than male ones. Research has suggested that the level of employee
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engagement is general is affected by demographic characteristics, the work place, and job demand (Kahn, 1990;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Female employees value more their jobs than male ones. Sarwar and Arwan (2010)
found that there was significant difference in male workplace deviation, and organizational deviation of male and
female primary school teachers. Based on that literature review and the previous researches, a hypothesis can be
concluded as below:

H4: There is no significant gender difference in all variables in this research
3. Method
3.1 Sample and Procedure

This study use self administered questionnaires were distributed to collect individual data on the respondents. The
survey took approximately three months. The sample consisted of 507 employees (with response rate 92 %) of 550
employees from service industries in Yogyakarta Indonesia. The demographic profile characteristics under
investigation include the gender. Of the 507 respondents, 276 were female and 231 were male. Respondents of the
service industries in Yogyakarta Indonesia received pen-and-paper surveys. Respondents were assured of anonymity
and completed the survey during working hours.

3.2 Measures

The instruments were designed for individual level unit of analysis. Each respondent in the study was required to
complete three measures: OCB, CWB, and employee engagement. Questionnaire on the OCB and CWB is taken
from those developed by previous researchers, such as Dalal et al. (2009) and Organ and Konovsky (1989).
Employee engagement was measured using items from Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) and Salanova, Agut,
and Piero (2006). All of the scales were measured on 5-point Likert Scale ranging from 1.

3.3 Reliability and Validity Analysis

To assess the reliability of the measurement items of all the variables, an internal consistency check was carried out.
The Cronbach alpha from the test yielded a record of 0.7330 for employee engagement, 0.7537 for OCB, and 0.6676
for CWB, which is far above the cut-off line of reliability as recommended by Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and
Tatham (2006). Content validity that is used to assess for the measurement instruments was done in the pre-tested
stage by soliciting the expert opinions of two professors from a university who are research specialists in quantitative
methodology and organizational behaviour disciplines. The scale was then pre-tested on 30 respondents who were
the employees that have similar characteristics to the target population as suggested by Sekaran and Bougie (2010).
Factor analysis (FA) was also performed on the construct under study. Factor extraction was executed and any
Eigenvalue that is greater than one (1) will be adopted. To further simplify the interpretation and seek a simpler
structure, the Orthogonal technique and the Varimax rotation was then performed. The varimax rotated principal
components factor revealed one structure factor. The factor loading recorded loading of between 0.538 and 0.729.
Given all the items extracted were recorded above 0.5, three (3) items were deleted. With varimax rotasion and factor
loading of minimum 0,5 as suggested by Heir et al. (2006) the results of construct validity testing are practically
significant.

4. Result

This research uses a questionnaire that is developed by some previous researchers by translating from and
retranslating it to the original language. Factor analysis is carried out to test construct validity. Then, with varimax
rotation and factor loading the minimum of 0.5 as suggested by Hair et al. (2006) are achieved as a result of construct
validity test which is practically significant. Then, the items that have the construct validity with the use of factor
analysis are tested for their reliability. Based on theoretical and empirical estimations relationship between employee
engagement and OCB is positive, relationship between employee engagement and CWB and relationship between
OCB and CWB are negative. Means, standard deviation, scale reliabilities, and inter correlations between all
variables are provided in Table 1.

The result of validity and reliability test show that six items of employee engagement, six items of CWB, and eight
items of OCB are valid with the loading factor were higher than 0.5. The internal consistency reliabilities were
0.7330 for employee engagement, 0.7537 for OCB, and 0.6676 for CWB. Correlation between OCB and employee
engagement was positive and significant (r = 0.312, p < 0.01). As shown in the table, hypothesis 1 was supported.
Correlation between employee engagement and CWB was negative and significant (r = 00.179, p < 0.01). As shown
in the table, hypothesis 2 was supported. Correlations between CWB and OCB was negative and significant (r =
-0.245, p < 0.01). As shown in the table, hypothesis 3 was supported. The low correlation between these variables is

Published by Sciedu Press 50 ISSN 1923-4007  E-ISSN 1923-4015



www.sciedu.ca/ijba International Journal of Business Administration Vol. 4, No. 2; 2013

caused by characteristics of variables. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to examine the discriminant
validity of the study variables. Specifically, I tested a three-factor model in which the employee engagement, OCB,
and CWB items each loaded onto separate latent factors. As expected, this three factor model yielded good fit [y2
(N=507)=27.391; p < 0.000; GFI= 0.966).

<Insert Table 1 Here>

An independent sample t-test was conducted to determine whether there are any significant differences in the mean
scores of the respondents in three variables. T-tests were also conducted to see if gender has any bearings on
employee engagement, OCB, and CWB, and the results are shown in Table 2. Interestingly, it was found that gender
has not effect on employee engagement, but gender has an effect on OCB and on CWB. It was found that females
tend to engage in higher OCB (t (231) = 22.669, p < 0.05) and male tend to engage in higher CWB (t (276) = 4.359,
p <0.05). As shown in the table, hypothesis 4 was partially supported.

<Insert Table 2 Here>
5. Discussion

This finding is at adds with the belief that engagement is predominantly associated with OCB are extra role behavior.
This is because, engaged employees experience a high level of connectivity with their work tasks. Employees strive
toward task-related goals that are intertwined with their in role definitions and scripts. Engaged employees are likely
to perform extra role behavior because they are able to “free up” resources by accomplishing goals and performing
their task efficiently, enabling them to pursue activities that are not part of their job descriptions. Engaged employees
also consider all aspects of work to be part of their domain, and then, they step outside of their roles to work toward
their goals.

Employee engagement covers the basic dimensions of intrinsic motivation, which ensures goal oriented behavior.
High level of engagement increase proactive work behaviors in the sense of personal initiative such as proactive
behavior (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Employees, when they engaged, will be more likely to create a social context
that is conducive to teamwork, helping, voice, and other discretionary behaviors that can lend to organizational
effectiveness (Podsakoff, Whitting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2004). Engagement should be positively related to OCB
because employees who are engaged in their job should not only fulfill their formal role requirements, but should put
forth extra effort to perform other activities that extend beyond their formal role requirement. Engaged employee
works with passion and is more committed to the organization. Employee engagement is the extent to which people
enjoy and believe in what they do, and feel valued by doing it.

Employee engagement focuses on work performed at a job and represents the willingness to do dedicated physical,
cognitive, and emotional resources to this work. An engaged individual is one who approaches the tasks associated
with a job with a sense of self-investment, energy, and passion which should translate into higher levels of in-role
and extra-role performance (Christian et al., 2011). When individuals invest energy into their work roles, they should
have higher contextual performance. Employee engagement is one of the indicators of an employee’s willingness to
expend discretionary effort to help the employer. Employee engagement is predominantly with extra-role behavior.
Engaged employees are likely to perform extra-role behaviors perhaps because they are able to accomplish goals and
to perform their tasks efficiently, enabling them to pursue activities that are not part of their job descriptions.

Rioux and Penner (2001) examined the motivation for OCB and identified three underlying motives: prosocial values
motives, organizational concern motives, and impression management motives. Prosocial values motive is a desire to
help others, be altruistic, and gain acceptance. Organizational concern motive is a pride in and care for the
organization. Impression management motive is a desire to create and maintain a positive image and avoid negative
perceptions from others. Each of these motivational factors includes some kind of reward for the individual, thus
supporting the belief that employees engage in OCB because they believe that such behavior will result in a
favorable outcome for themselves (Finkelstein & Penner, 2004). Rioux and Penner (2001) argued that individuals
choose to engage in OCB because actions meet their own needs and enable them to attain desired outcomes. Motives
to perform OCB are one’s pride in their organization.

Using social exchange theory and organizational support theory as a theoretical basis, the researcher hypothesized
that employees who feel that their place of employment is providing a safe are more likely to become engaged and
display OCB. Social exchange theory provides a theoretical foundation to explain why employees choose to become
more or less engaged in their work and organization. Employee engagement has positive and negative consequences
for organizations. There is some empirical research that has reported relationships between engagement and work
behavior. Employee engagement has been found to be positively related to OCB and negatively related to CWB.
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A relationship between employee engagement and CWB is likely to exist. Employees are likely to demonstrate
deviant behavior in response to negative perceptions of the work situation (Judge, Scott, & Illes, 2006). Positive
perceptions of the work situation were negatively related to workplace deviance. Individuals who are engaged in
their job maintain a positive perception of the work (i.e. proud, enthusiastic, interested) whereas, individuals who are
not engaged may have negative perceptions of the work situation (i.e. hostile, upset, irritable). When employee have
unfavorable perceptions of their situations at work, they are more likely to engage in CWB (Colbert, Mount, Harter,
Witt, & Barrick, 2004). Employee engagement as a positive affective state should be negatively related to CWB.

Engaged individuals are likely to show more positive and less deviant work behaviors (Den Hartog & Belschak,
2012). Employee engagement comes with high levels of energy and activities as vigor is an important component of
engagement. This energy encourages proactive behavior like OCB. Employee engagement is a positive emotional
state that increase level of OCB and decrease level of CWB. OCB and CWB are separate constructs and that it is
indeed possible to engage in both types of behavior at any one time. This result clearly shows a negative relationship
between OCB and CWB, but also that the magnitude of the relationship is relatively small. The research finding is
consistent with the findings of Dalal (2005), Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling, and Nault (2002), and Sackett, Berry,
Wiemann, and Laczo (2006), where all of these researches found only a moderate negative relationship between the
two constructs.

Previous studies on gender differences provided inconsistent findings. For example, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova
(2006) found a weak but vague relationship between work engagement and gender. Previous researchers have also
pointed out that men are socialized to promote themselves whereas women are socialized to be modest in this regard
(Farrell & Finkelstein, 2007). The result of this study said that there is no gender difference was observed in
employee engagement in service industries in Yogyakarta, Indonesia. In our study, there are significant differences
in mean score of male and female were found in OCB and CWB. Mean score of male’s OCB is higher than mean
score of female’s OCB. Bolino (1999) said that the more individual engages in OCB the more likely he or she is to
be seen as good soldier. Men employees are better soldier than women employees in service industries in Yogyakarta,
Indonesia. In the present study we found male employees more dedicated than female. Mean score of male’s CWB is
also higher than mean score of female’s CWB. There is a significant difference in mean score of male and female
employees. This is the Indonesian culture that male is more courageous to do the deviant behavior in the work than
female.

Employee engagement research can benefit from methodological refinements especially with regard to time. Within
person studies need to be conducted to better understand state engagement, and longitudinal research is needed to
measure employee engagement. Future research should continue to expand work engagement’s nomological network,
in particular with regard to work-related criteria. My findings also have potential implications for practice. I have
illustrated that employee engagement might indeed help employers to improve or maintain their competitive
advantage. My results show that employee engagement has positive significant relation with OCB and has negative
significant relation with CWB.

This finding is at odds with the belief that employee engagement is predominantly associated with extra-role
behavior. This in because engaged employee experience a high level of connectivity with their organization.
Managers might be able to increase engagement by designing jobs that include motivating characteristics,
particularly with regard to the significance and variety the task performance. Future research could investigate
whether engagement simultaneously leads to task and contextual performance, or whether engaged employees tend
to prioritize in-role task. In order to shed light on the compound relationship between employee engagement, OCB,
CWRB, and gender, there are need for empirical studies that use diverse research methods (e.g. qualitative research,
quantitative research, action research) in conjunction with the study of comprehensive theoretical models including
power relations and cultural patterns, using gender as analytical framework.

6. Conclusion

Employee engagement is a positive attitude held by the employee towards the organization and its values. Practices
engagement among employees can improve OCB. My research provides one answer in that employees who
exhibited higher levels of engagement were found to contribute to their organizations with higher levels of individual
OCB and lower levels of CWB. Employee engagement is related positively to OCB and negatively to CWB. OCB
and CWB are the separate constructs. Organizationally directed OCB and CWB are different types of behavior.
CWRB is opposed to OCB. Relationship between OCB and CWB requires further research to truly understand and
explain the relationships between these two extra-role behaviors. Gender affects OCB and CWB, but not employee
engagement. My research result may partly be influenced by common method variance because self-report
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questionnaires were used to measure employee engagement, OCB and CWB. Therefore, it is likely that method
variance inflated the relationships among these variables. The primary limitation of the study is its reliance on a
small sample size. The small sample size of respondents may limit the generalization of my results. My respondents
came from a variety of organizations as opposed to a sample drawn from a single organization.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and inter correlations among the study variables

Mean SD a 1 2 3
OCB 3.9246 0.42768  0.7537 1.000  -0.245%%* 0.312%%*
CWB 2.5750 0.51682  0.6676 1.000  -0.179**
Employee Engagement 3.0947 0.57413  0.7330 1.000

Notes: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Table 2. t-test analysis for employee engagement, OCB, and CWB based on gender

Domain Gender N Mean SD df t Sign.

Employee Engagement Male 231 3.0758 0.61121 505 0994  0.319
Female 276 3.1105 0.54176

OCB Male 231 3.9448 0.48180 505  22.669  0.000
Female 276 3.9076 0.37653

CWB Male 231  2.6688 0.46741 505 4359  0.037

Female 276 24964 0.54327
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