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Abstract
Background: The goal of this paper is to present the phenomenon of engagement in actions that go beyond basic professional 
duties, and the factor structure and other psychometric properties of the daily measurements of this construct, which corresponds 
with the growing interest of researchers in the phenomenon of employee engagement, extra-role behaviors and the factors that affect 
them on a daily basis. Material and Methods: The research was carried out among 62 full-time or part-time working students of the 
humanities and social sciences (79% of whom were female), using a 5-day on-line daily survey. The main measure was a modified 
Polish version of the 9-item questionnaire consistent with the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), which was prepared on the 
basis of the adaptation of the State Work Engagement (SWE) questionnaire proposed by Breevaart et al. (2012) to measure daily work 
engagement. Results: The obtained results have shown that the adapted version of the SWE questionnaire is a reliable and valid mea-
sure which can be used to measure daily fluctuations in beyond-duties engagement. The 3-factor multilevel model has a satisfactory 
fit. Conclusions: The study contributes to the current body of literature by examining state engagement in actions that go beyond 
basic professional duties and the validity of its measurement. It also shows that giving employees more autonomy and feedback may 
positively influence their beyond-duties engagement. Med Pr. 2020;71(2):127–36
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THE MEASUREMENT OF STATE ENGAGEMENT 
IN ACTIONS BEYOND BASIC PROFESSIONAL DUTIES

ORIGINAL PAPER

INTRODUCTION

Work engagement and beyond-duties engagement
The topic of employee work engagement has aroused 
great interest among both researchers and practitioners 
of industrial and organizational psychology for almost  
3 decades [1]. Several conceptualizations of this phe-
nomenon have appeared over this period, although not 
all of them have been empirically tested [2]. One of the 
most frequently quoted in the literature is the concept 
proposed by Schaufeli et al. [3, p. 74,75], who define 
work engagement as a positive, fulfilling, work-related 
state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, 
and absorption. The aforementioned components re-
late, respectively, to physical-energetic, emotional and 
cognitive types of engagement [4]. Vigor is character-
ized 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. Dedica-
tion is understood as the sense of significance, enthu-
siasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. Absorption is 
characterized by being fully concentrated and deeply 

engrossed in one’s work, and having difficulties in de-
taching oneself from work. 

A meta-analysis of the correlates of work engage-
ment has shown that its dimensions are positively as-
sociated with job resources such as social support, au-
tonomy, feedback and self-efficacy; work engagement is 
also positively related with positive outcomes at work 
such as organizational commitment, performance, and 
health [5].

As previous research has shown [6], work engage-
ment might also fluctuate within individuals over time. 
Thus, a within-person approach that examines daily 
fluctuations in work engagement has become a sub-
ject of great interest to psychologists in organizations. 
Thanks to such an approach, the characteristics of days 
on which employees show high engagement at work, as 
opposed to days on which their engagement is low, can 
be identified [7].

In a complex contemporary work environment that 
is constantly changing, managers and supervisors ex-
pect employees to be more than just satisfactory job 
performers [8]. As recent research has revealed, employ-
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ees may influence their own levels of engagement [9]. 
Hence, the inclination of engaged employees to under-
take additional actions on their own initiative seems 
a particularly important issue. As the research carried 
out by Sonnentag [10] has indicated, the daily level of 
employee engagement allows proactive behavior to be 
predicted. Other studies have shown that proactive goal 
generation is a strong predictor of individual innovative 
work behavior [11]; therefore, it may be important to 
examine employee engagement in actions that go be-
yond basic professional duties. Of particular concern is 
the need to both introduce a construct that captures this 
phenomenon, and to develop a tool to measure it.

The construct of “engagement in actions that go be-
yond basic professional duties” (shorter: beyond-duties 
engagement) concerns not only the physical-energetic 
component expressed in terms of behaviors, but also 
the thoughts and emotions associated with acting at 
work on one’s own initiative. Such engagement is a rath-
er long-lasting state of mind in which a person takes 
goal-oriented actions and continues them regardless of 
the encountered difficulties and alternative aspirations. 
Devoting a greater amount of physical-energetic, cogni-
tive and emotional efforts to extra-role work activities is 
a profound way for individuals to respond to their own 
needs that cannot be fulfilled by performing work activ-
ities strictly related to their job role. Beyond profession-
al duties, engagement reflects a positive engagement 
which is based on an intrinsic nature of motivation, 
rather than a compulsive drive or other work addiction 
characteristics [12] .

The present paper introduces the phenomenon of 
state engagement in actions that go beyond basic pro-
fessional duties and presents research on the initial 
adaptation of the State Work Engagement (SWE) ques-
tionnaire – the state version of the Utrecht Work Engage-
ment Scale (UWES) – in order to examine the described 
construct. The goal of the conducted research was to 
investigate both the between-person and within-person 
factor structure of the tool, as well as to examine the 
reliability and theoretical validity of the measurement.

Beyond-duties engagement and related constructs
A review of the current literature was undertaken to 
check the current state of the theory and research on 
engagement in actions that go beyond basic profession-
al duties. The search was carried out on the EBSCOhost 
database (last search: June 19, 2018) for the following 
entries: engagement in action, engagement in activi-
ties beyond job duties, self-initiative engagement, and 

extra-role engagement. No relevant publications were 
found for the first 3 entries, but for the last a few pub-
lications were identified in which employee/work en-
gagement was treated as a mediator of extra-role per-
formance [13]. A search was also performed for “state 
engagement.” Only a few recent articles were found that 
referred to state work engagement measured with the 
state version of the UWES questionnaire [14,15].

The literature review also allowed the authors to 
find similar, though not identical, constructs with en-
gagement in actions: proactive behavior, personal ini-
tiative and contextual performance. Proactive behavior 
is defined as “self-initiated and future-oriented action 
that aims to change and improve a situation or oneself ”  
[16, p. 636]. As described by Grant and Ashford [17], 
the most important criterion for identifying proactive 
behavior is the employee’s anticipation, planning and 
focus on the future result that affects themselves or the 
environment; whether the task results from the in-role 
or extra-role is of little importance. Beyond-duties en-
gagement applies only to extra-role activities. Person-
al initiative is understood as “as a constellation of be-
haviors in individuals with the following attributes: to 
be consistent with the organization’s mission, to have  
a long-term focus, to be goal-directed and action-ori-
ented, to persist in the face of barriers and setbacks, and 
to be self-starting and proactive” [18, p. 38]. 

Beyond-duties engagement includes not only activ-
ities intended to implement the mission of the organi-
zation, but also activities aimed at self-development or 
the benefit of other people in the work environment. 
Moreover, both proactive behavior and personal initia-
tive describe only a specific constellation of behaviors, 
while beyond-duties engagement also includes affective 
and cognitive elements – just like work engagement. 
Contextual performance is defined as non-task-related 
work behaviors and activities that contribute to the so-
cial and psychological aspects of the organization [19]. 
These activities include volunteering for additional work, 
following organizational rules and procedures even 
when they are personally inconvenient, and assisting 
and cooperating with coworkers, etc. Contextual per-
formance maintains the broader organizational, social, 
and psychological environment in which the techni-
cal performance takes place [20]. It consists of 4 ele-
ments: persistence of enthusiasm, assistance to others, 
following rules and prescribed procedures, and open-
ly defending the organization’s objectives [19]. Mean-
while, beyond-duties engagement is directed not only 
at the organization’s goals but also at the employee’s 
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personal goals; it also assumes a long-term engagement  
process. 

Overall, 2 fundamental issues based on the literature 
review were found: first, there are a few constructs re-
garding extra-role phenomena; second, none of them 
are defined in terms of a gradual process that includes 
physical-energetic, cognitive and emotional aspects – 
they are focused solely on behaviors. In contrast, the as-
sumption behind the development of a new construct of 
engagement in actions that go beyond professional du-
ties is that motivation is a psychological process which 
includes activation or energy, effort or persistence and 
direction towards goals [21].

Measurement strategy – 
state beyond-duties engagement 
To measure work engagement, Shaufeli and Bakker [22] 
proposed a 17-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES-17), which has already been translated into 29 lan- 
guages. Subsequently, Schaufeli et al. [23] proposed  
a shortened 9-item version of the UWES questionnaire 
which maintains the 3-factor structure of the tool. Due 
to the similarities between the 2 constructs (work en-
gagement and engagement in actions that go beyond 
basic professional duties), to measure the latter, the au-
thors decided to use the modified version of UWES-9.

It was also assumed that – like work engagement – 
beyond-duties engagement might also fluctuate within 
individuals over time, hence the proposal to study the 
phenomenon of state work engagement in actions that 
go beyond basic professional duties. A natural choice 
for measuring this construct was to adapt the state ver-
sion of UWES (SWE). 

Sonnentag et al. [24] defined state work engagement 
(SWE) as a transient, work-related experience that fluc-
tuates within individuals over a short period of time. 
According to these researchers, the measurement of 
the work engagement construct on a within-person 
level can bring threefold benefits. First, it helps in cap-
turing the dynamic variability of the work engagement 
phenomenon: employees are more engaged in work on 
some days than on others [9]. Moreover, as Xanthopou-
lou and Bakker [6] have noted, studies on state work 
engagement suggest that at least one-third of the total 
variance of state work engagement can be attributed to 
within-person fluctuations. 

Second, it helps to identify the situational factors that 
must be present in order for a person to get engaged in 
his or her tasks on a given day. The literature review by 
Bakker [25] shows that on days when employees have 

sufficient levels of job control, they proactively try to op-
timize their work environment in order to stay engaged. 

Third, it can bring stronger evidence about the pre-
dictors and outcomes of engagement than by studying 
this construct at the general level. For example, the re-
search conducted among the scientific and administra-
tive staff of a Dutch university has shown that positive 
emotions have an indirect effect on the level of vigor, 
dedication, and absorption through hope across days of 
the study [26].

The best method to study state-like constructs is the 
daily diary method. The daily diary is a self-report re-
search tool that is completed by respondents every day, 
for a period of several days to several months, and is 
intended to measure daily variability in terms of psy-
chological functioning and response to important life 
events [27]. Daily studies are popular in measuring 
many constructs: stress reactions, emerging and per-
sistence of emotions and feelings, or functioning in 
interpersonal relationships [28]. What might be prob-
lematic is finding the right research tools that should 
be adapted to the daily measurement. For this purpose, 
most researchers shorten the longer tools for retrospec-
tive research, for example by choosing items with the 
largest factor loadings on the scale [29]. However, it is 
unclear whether the quality and configuration of con-
structs at the state-like level is identical to the quality 
and configuration of constructs studied at the trait-like 
level [24]. Hence, research on the reliability and rele-
vance of such tools is needed [30]; this is also true of the 
daily version of the UWES questionnaire. 

In previous studies of the daily levels of engagement 
using the daily diary method, a 9-item version of the 
UWES questionnaire was used. For this purpose, the 
researchers adapted the questionnaire items, adding 
the word “today” at the beginning of each item and re-
spectively changing the forms of verbs. Although most 
diary studies carried out in such a way have shown the 
good internal consistencies of the UWES subscales, the 
factor structure of their state version has never been 
established using a multilevel analysis [30]. Sonnentag  
et al. [24] have not only suggested a study of the levels of 
day-related work engagement to better understand how 
it is related to its predecessors and consequences, but 
they also recommend distinguishing 3 elements of daily 
engagement in work because it is likely that employees 
do not experience vigor, dedication and absorption si-
multaneously. 

Breevaart et al. [30] decided to undertake this task. 
For this purpose, they used data from 3 studies that cov-
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ered a total of 271 people who completed the daily diary 
for 5 consecutive days (a total of 1355 cases). Based on 
the results of previous studies, they assumed that the 
factor structure would be invariant across the levels of 
analysis. Therefore, they decided to conduct a confir-
matory multilevel factor analysis for the 1- and 3-fac-
tor model. It showed that the 3-factor model for SWE 
better fitted the data (CFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.06, BIC = 
30686.5, SRMRwithin = 0.04, SRMEbetween = 0.04) than the 
1-factor model. An additional analysis revealed that 
the factor loadings at the between-level were higher 
(0.67–0.98) than at the within-level (0.59–0.88); also, 
correlations between the 3 factors were higher at the be-
tween-level (0.89–0.99) than at the within-level (0.78–
0.97). They concluded that the adapted version of the 
UWES captured both trait and state work engagement, 
as well as the 3-factor structure of UWES. 

To develop the tool measuring state engagement in 
actions that go beyond basic professional duties, the au-
thors changed the content of particular items in SWE. 
Also, some changes were introduced in the instruction 
to focus the respondents’ attention on activities that are 
not a result of the basic scope of the work responsibili-
ties of the organization.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Participants and procedure
The research was carried out among working students 
of the humanities and social sciences at 4 Polish uni-
versities. The respondents were recruited in 2 different 
ways: through an information group for students on  
a social network and through lecturers who talked 
during their classes about the idea of research and en-
couraged students to take part in it. Those willing to par-
ticipate shared their e-mail addresses and received a link 
to a daily diary on the surveymonkey.com platform [31]. 
The participants were asked to fill in the daily diary in the 
evening for 5 consecutive days, from Monday to Friday. 
During the study, the participants used a pseudonym of 
their choice; this made it possible to match the data ob-
tained on each day with demographic data. To increase 
the likelihood of completing the diary, the participants 
received an e-mail reminding them of their participation 
in the study every day at around 5 p.m.

One hundred and six people participated in the study, 
but the analysis included answers from only 62 people 
who filled in the daily diary for a minimum of 4 con-
secutive days. The sample consisted of 49 women and 
13 men, aged 19–47 (M = 27.46, SD = 6.90), who were 

studying in the daily system (N = 28) or the extramural 
system (a popular form of studies in Poland for adults 
who are unable to attend standard studies for personal 
reasons, N = 34), working full time (N = 34) or part 
time (N = 28). 

Materials
A modified Polish version of the 9-item UWES ques-
tionnaire [23] measuring work engagement was used, 
prepared through adapting the SWE questionnaire pro-
posed by Breevaart et al. [30] to measure work engage-
ment on a daily basis. The purpose of the modification 
was to receive a questionnaire measuring daily engage-
ment in actions that go beyond basic professional du-
ties. In the modified version, the instruction was as fol-
lows: “The following statements are about how you feel 
while performing activities that go beyond your basic 
professional duties – those that are not a result of the 
basic scope of work responsibilities of your organiza-
tion. Please read each statement carefully and decide if 
you felt today this way about your job. If you did not 
have this feeling, choose 0 (zero) on the scale after the 
statement. If you had this feeling, choose the number 
from 1 to 6 that best describes how frequently you felt 
that way.” In addition, in the content of the items, all 
instances of the phrases “work” and “I was working” 
were replaced by the words “actions” and “I was acting,” 
respectively. 

The participants rated items on a 7-point scale from 
0 (“never/strongly disagree”) to 6 (“always/strongly agree”). 
Examples of items are: “Today, my actions inspired me” 
and “Today, I felt proud of the actions that I took.” Prior 
to the research, the intelligibility of the contents of the 
instruction and individual statements were consulted 
with 2 organizational psychologists and 2 non-academ-
ic persons. 

In order to find the relationships between state en-
gagement in actions that go beyond basic professional 
duties and job/personal resources, the following items 
were used: 
 ■ to measure daily autonomy at work – “Today I was 

able to decide how to perform my actions;” 
 ■ to measure the daily sense of competence – “My 

knowledge and skills allowed me to successfully 
perform today’s actions;” 

 ■ to measure daily feedback – “Today, I received a lot 
of feedback from other people about my actions.” 
Although these variables are measured only with 

1 item each that is not derived from commonly used 
questionnaires, such single items have been identi- 
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fied as important indicators of the commonly used  
scales [32].

Strategy of analysis
Research was conducted using the daily diary method. 
In typical diary studies, 2 types of data are obtained: 
from the daily level within a given person and from the 
level of individual persons (between-person), where 
the daily data is embedded in the data at the level of 
persons [33]. A method that simultaneously uses the 
within- and between-person covariance matrices is  
the multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (MCFA). 

The MCFA was conducted in Mplus 7 software.  
To assess the fit of the models, the χ2 test, CFI, RMSEA, 
and SRMR were used. Due to the sample size (35 par-
ticipants × 5 days + 27 participants × 4 days = 283 cases 
for the within-person level) and distributional assump-
tions, the weighted least square mean and variance ad-
justed (WLSMV) estimator was used. Other analyses 
were performed on averaged variables using Statsoft 
STATISTICA 13 software. To observe weekly changes 
in the level of individual factors, analyses with repeated 
measurements were used separately for 5-day and 4-day 
measurements.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics
First, the means, standard deviations, and intercorrela-
tions were calculated for the 9 items at the between-lev-
el of analysis and the within-level of analysis. The corre-
sponding values are shown in Table 1.

Multilevel confirmatory factor analysis
In order to verify the factor structure of the question-
naire, the MCFA was performed for 1- and 3-factor 
models. The analysis showed that the 3-factor model 
had a significantly better fit (Satorra-Bentler ∆χ2(6) = 
69.613, p <0.0001). The fit indices also proved the con-
siderably improved fit of the 3-factor model (Table 2).

The factor loadings of the 3-factor model seen in 
Figure 1 tend to be higher at the between-level (0.57–
1.00) than at the within-level (0.60–0.92). Correlations 
between the 3 factors were very high for both the be-
tween-level (0.82–0.99) and the within-level (0.91–
1.00). This indicates quite strong connotations between 
the factors at both levels; however, it does not indicate 
their identicalness since this was ruled out by the 1- and 
3-factor models comparison test. The models were also 
analyzed under different estimators to exclude coeffi-

cient inflation problems. The obtained structure seems 
consistent with the validation analysis of the question-
naire carried out by the authors of the original version 
of the SWE questionnaire.

Reliability and validity 
of the modified version of SWE
The reliability of the questionnaire was estimated using 
the internal consistency Cronbach’s α coefficient. The 
analysis showed high reliability for all scales of the mod-
ified version of the SWE questionnaire across the days 
of the measurements αvigor= 0.89, αabsorption = 0.86 and  
αdededication = 0.89. The α coefficient estimated for each day 
separately varied between 0.82–0.90 for vigor, 0.78–0.85 
for absorption, and 0.88–0.95 for dedication.

To assess the theoretical validity of the modified 
version of the SWE questionnaire, 3 criteria variables 
were chosen: the sense of autonomy, the sense of com-
petence, and feedback from others. It was predicted 
that state engagement in actions that go beyond basic 
professional duties would positively correlate with the 
average weekly level of these variables. 

Correlation analysis results confirmed all predic-
tions (Table 3). There were statistically significant rela-
tions of the average weekly level of autonomy, compe-
tence and feedback with the factors of daily engagement 
in actions that go beyond the basic professional duties. 
Particularly high correlations of weekly vigor, dedica-
tion and absorption with feedback from others were re-
ported (r values between 0.54 and 0.65). 

To determine if there are differences in the depen-
dent variable between the independent variables such 
as gender, age, study mode and range of working time, 
a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated 
measurements was performed separately for 5-day and 
4-day measurements.

The results of the study did not show any differenc-
es in the daily level of the factors of engagement in ac-
tions that go beyond the basic professional duties for 
people of different ages, different sexes, those studying 
in different modes, and those working full or part time. 
Significant differences occurred only in the overall level 
of engagement in actions that go beyond basic profes-
sional duties on particular days of the week, F (3,180) = 
2.80, p = 0.041). Analyses for the 4-day measurement 
showed that the overall level of engagement in action 
dropped from Tuesday (M = 9.72) to Wednesday (M = 
8.07); however, it rose on Thursday (M = 9.36). It can be 
seen that engagement in action was at the lowest level 
on Wednesdays.
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DISCUSSION

The main goal of the presented study was:
1) to examine both the between-person and with-

in-person factor structure of the modified version 
of the SWE questionnaire to measure engagement 
in actions that go beyond professional job duties by 
using a daily diary study and a multilevel analysis;

2) to test the reliability and theoretical validity of the 
measurement.
The conducted MCFA showed that the 3-factor 

model fitted the data quite well. This means that the 

adapted version of the SWE questionnaire holds both 
trait and state beyond-duties engagement, and there is 
no need to prepare a conceptually different measure for 
the state beyond-duties engagement. As a result, it can 
be concluded that engagement in actions that go beyond 
basic professional duties is a construct that should be 
analyzed at both the between-level (trait engagement in 
action) and the within-level (state engagement in action). 

The relationships between particular items and their 
corresponding factors seem to replicate the overall 
structure of the model proposed by Breevaart et al. [30]. 
The strong correlations between the factors are hard to 
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explain, yet they are also present in the original model. 
It is possible that the close relationship between factors 
indicates the existence of a higher order factor. Unfor-
tunately, it is impossible to reliably test this assumption 
based on this data.

The results obtained indicate that the 3 engagement 
factors are closely related on the between-level and the 
within-level of analysis. Therefore, it may be conclud-
ed that there is 1 factor (engagement in actions that go 
beyond basic professional duties) which is made up of 
3 factors that correspond to 3 aspects of engagement: 
vigorous, affective, and cognitive. Similar to work en-
gagement [23], engagement in actions that go beyond 
basic professional duties can be measured as an inde-
pendent construct. Therefore, depending on the re-
searchers’ predictions about the differentiation of the  
3 factors of beyond-duties engagement in relation to  
the outcome variables, the total score or individual fac-
tors can be calculated.

By analyzing the psychometric properties of the 
adapted version of the SWE questionnaire to measure 
beyond-duties engagement, it can be stated that it is a re- 
liable and theoretically valid measurement. The reli-
ability coefficients for all scales were reasonably high 
for such a short assessment. As predicted, the results 
showed significant relations between the average weekly 
level of autonomy, competence and feedback, and all the 
factors of daily engagement in actions that go beyond 
the basic professional duties. These results are consistent 
with those presented by other authors who have studied 
the relationship between job resources, personal re-
sources and work engagement on the between-level [5] 
and the within-level [34]. This means that employees 
are more likely to undertake additional actions and be-
come immersed in them when they believe that they are 
capable of performing them well, are able to decide how 
to do them, and will receive feedback from their super-
visors, coworkers, partners or clients on how they are 
performing.

Based on the results of analyses with repeated mea-
surements, no significant differences were found in the 
scope of the daily level of engagement in actions that 
go beyond the basic professional duties of working stu-
dents, regarding personal variables such as age, gender, 
or hours worked per week. These results can be inter-
preted in such a way that beyond-duties engagement 
is a state that can be achieved by any person, and its 
incidence or intensity depends mostly on personality 
traits and factors related to the goal or situation of the 
action; however, certain differences appeared in the lev-

el of beyond-duties engagement on particular days of 
the week, with the lowest engagement on Wednesdays. 
This result confirms the thesis that engagement in ac-
tion is a fluctuating state which may change during the 
week. Its lowest level on Wednesdays may be a result  
of the general drop in employee energy in the middle of 
the working week.

Despite its contribution, the study also has some limita-
tions. First, the research group was not large enough, con-
sidering the MCFA. Although no predetermined amount 
of observation is needed to perform the MCFA [30], 
some researchers claim that there should be several 
hundred participants or more [35]. 

Second, the gender distribution was uneven, with 
more than 3 times as many women as men. This pro-
portion more or less corresponds to the gender distri-
bution in the humanities and social sciences in Poland, 
but it does not translate into a proportion of profession-
ally active people. Therefore, in the future, it would be 
worth repeating the research on a larger group of re-
spondents with more men. 

Third, the measurement of state engagement in ac-
tions took place only once a day, with only 44% of the 
respondents completing the daily diary for 4 consec-
utive days. Therefore, in the future, it would be worth 
analyzing the factor structure of the modified version 
of the SWE questionnaire with repeated measurements 
during the day. 

Fourth, the variables used to check the theoretical 
validity of the questionnaire, such as the sense of auton-
omy, the sense of competence and feedback from oth-
ers, were measured only by individual items. However, 
as Debus et al. [32] have stated, the use of single items 
demonstrates more favorable psychometric properties 
than multi-item scales. 

Three additional issues related to the validity of the 
beyond-duties engagement should be resolved in future 
studies that should: 
1) examine the correlations of the beyond-duties en-

gagement with measures of work engagement; 
2) analyze predictive contributions of the new construct 

beyond what can be predicted from a general con-
struct of work engagement;

3) analyze the positive vs. negative nature of engagement 
in additional actions by studying its relationships with 
measures of work addiction and indicators of psy-
chosocial functioning (e.g., anxiety, stress, physical 
health, quality of life, sleep quality, etc.), as well as any 
potential underlying disorders (particularly ADHD 
and obsessive-compulsive personality disorder).
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CONCLUSIONS

The value of this paper is that it introduces a new view 
on employee engagement which includes undertaking ac-
tions that go beyond the requirements of the manager or 
organization. The presented study, using advanced statis-
tical methods such as MCFA, shows that such engagement 
can be measured as both a trait and a state. It is recom-
mended that the presented measure is used in future daily 
diary studies on employees’ attitudes and behaviors in or-
ganizations. Moreover, based on the results of the analysis 
of the relationship between engagement in actions and 
positive work factors, it could be concluded that giving 
employees more autonomy and feedback at work is posi-
tively related to their beyond-duties engagement. Howev-
er, future studies are needed to explore whether encour-
aging employees to additional work is always beneficial.
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