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ABSTRACT Work engagement has been threatening to cripple organizational growth and productivity; and it be-
comes crucial to understand whether personality acts as a predictor of employee engagement or not. The purpose of 
present research was to understand the relationship between Personality and Work Engagement. A survey Technique in 
the form of Questionnaires was used. The relevant data was collected from 100 employees working in different depart-
ments of Larsen and Toubro Limited, Mysore. The Riso- Hudson Enneagram Type Indicator is a tool used to assess Per-
sonality and Utrecht Work Engagement Scale is a tool used to assess Work engagement. Calculations were done using 
Correlation and t-test. The results showed that the Personality of the employees is not significantly related to the Work 
Engagement. There is no significant relationship between Gender, Age, Socio- Economic Status and Marital Status with 

Work Engagement And Personality

Introduction
Work engagement is a burgeoning psychological concept 
important for both Occupational Health Psychology and 
Human Resources Management as it has the potential to 
simultaneously serve their purposes of employee welfare 
and organizational performance, respectively (Schaufeli 
& Salanova, 2007). To the individual employee, work en-
gagement signifies good health, well-being, optimal func-
tioning, and favorable performance which in turn mean 
success to the organization (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). 
In other words, “what is good for the employee’s health 
and well-being is generally good for the organization, and 
often vice versa” (p.139). 

Interests in the concept of work engagement began as a 
result of research on job burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, & 
Leiter, 2001). While job burnout is characterized by emo-
tional fatigue and mental detachment from work (Demer-
outi, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001), work or job 
engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work relat-
ed state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, 
and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & 
Bakker, 2002 p.74).

It is important to know how situational and individual fac-
tors, alone and/or together, impact job engagement. The 
examination of an interaction effect between situational 
and individual characteristics has especially been under-
explored not only in the area of engagement, but also in 
the area of burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Studies of in-
teraction effects could tell us why in certain cases, in spite 
of working in the same environment and having access to 
the same resources, some employees thrive in their jobs 
and others do not. Towards this end, Hallberg et al. (2007) 
attempted to investigate how situational aspects like job 
resources and job demands and personal aspects like a 
Type A personality interacted with each other and how this 
interaction affected job engagement.

Personality of the employees can be considered as an 
important variable to affect their engagement levels. For 
instance two employees working in the same environment 
may have different levels of engagement. This difference 

can exist because of their different personality traits. How-
ever, Much research needs to be undertaken in this area 
to understand how individual characteristics and work situ-
ations together influence job engagement. 

In the present study an earnest attempt has been made to 
identify and evaluate the Dimensions of Work Engagement 
like Vigor, Dedication & Absorption and its relationship 
with  basic dominant personality Types like Reformer, Help-
er, Achiever, Individualist, Investigator, Loyalist, Enthusiast, 
Challenger and Peacemaker. The results can be functional 
for both facets of working relations. The true match of job 
and employee will help for the success of employee and 
organization facets. Employees can be conscious about 
what sort of jobs are convenient for themselves because 
inconvenient jobs can effect employees’ well-being nega-
tively. It can cause stress, pain and unhappiness. Organiza-
tions can also be effected from the inconvenient match of 
job and employee. Organizations cannot reach the positive 
outcomes like productivity, efficiency and economically as 
they planned. Because especially in service sector employ-
ees are the most crucial part of production.

Research Methods
Sample
A total of 100 employees working in different departments 
of Larsen and Toubro limited, Mysore were selected ran-
domly between the ages of 23 to 35 years. Among them 
50 were Men employees and other 50 were Women em-
ployees. Participants were from different departments such 
as Engineering department, Finance and few from Human 
Resources, Administration, Quality Assurance, Marketing 
etc, Considerable designation were Supervisors (Supervi-
sors and above Supervisors) and Non- Supervisors (below 
Supervisors and others). Marital Status (Single or Married) 
was taken into consideration.

Measurement tools
The following instruments were used for measuring the 
variables:

1. Personal Information Schedule (2015): The Personal 
Information schedule was prepared by the investiga-
tor tocollect some information of the employees of L & 
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T,Mysore. Schedule consists of information like Name, 
Age,Designation, Department, Job Experience and 
Marital Status.

2. RHETI- Riso-Hudson Enneagram Type Indicator (Riso 
& Hudson, 2007) test is used to assess Personality: 
RHETI consists of 36 questions. RHETI was developed 
in Enneagram Institute by Don Riso and Russ Hudson 
in the year 2007. The Riso-Hudson Enneagram Type In-
dicator (RHETI, Version 2.5) is a personality inventory 
which will be indicating, individual’s Personality type. It 
measures 9 Personality types namely Reformer, Helper, 
Motivator, Romantic, Thinker, Skeptic, Enthusiast, Lead-
er and Peacemaker. The basic personality type is deter-
mined on the basis of top three high scores.

3. UWES- Utrecht Work engagement scale (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2003) test is used to assess work engagement: 
The Utrecht Work engagement scale (UWES) consist of 
17 questions. UWES was developed in Utrecht Univer-
sity by Wilmar Schaufeli and Arnold Bakker in the year 
2003. The Utrecht Work engagement scale (UWES, Ver-
sion 1) is a new concept of work which assesses by us-
ing three scales: vigor, dedication, and absorption. 

Method and Data Analysis
This study was done in natural setting using Survey 
technique. Respondents were not informed in advance. 
They were asked to fill questionnaires in respected 
work setting. A total of 100 questionnaires were equal-
ly distributed as, 50 among Men employees (where 25 
were from Supervisors level and other 25 were from 
Non- supervisor’s level) and remaining 50 among Wom-
en employees (where 25 were from Supervisors level 
and other 25 were from Non- supervisor’s level). For 
these employees three Tools were administered namely, 
Personal Information Schedule to collect personal in-
formation, Riso- Hudson Enneagram Type Indicator to 
assess Personality and Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
to assess work engagement. After administration Cal-
culation and Analysis of data was carried out through 
using Correlation and t- test. Analyses were performed 
using SPSS version 20.

Findings
Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant relationship be-
tween Personality and Work Engagement of employees in 
L & T.

Table1. Shows mean and SD of Personality, Work En-
gagement and its corresponding correlation of employ-
ees

N Variables Personal-
ity

Work Engage-
ment R

100 Mean 13.45 68.96 0.092*

SD 3.78 15.03
* Not significant,         df= 99

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard devia-
tion of personality in employees which is 13.45 and 3.78 
respectively, whereas, the mean and standard devia-
tion of Work Engagement in employees which is 68.96 
and 15.03 respectively. The corresponding correlation 
(r=0.092, p>0.05) indicates that personality does not 
have relationship with work engagement. This hypoth-
esis is accepted, as table 1 shows a non- significant re-
lationship between Personality and Work Engagement of 
employees in L & T, Mysore.

Hypothesis2.1: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Gender and Personality. 

Table2. Shows difference between Gender groups in 
Personality
Groups N Personality Scores
Gender Mean SD t
Males 50 13.48 3.84 0.1*

Females 50 13.40 3.75
*Not significant,       df= 49

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of Male employees in their personality are 13.48 and 3.84 
respectively, whereas, the mean and standard deviation 
of Female employees in their personality are 13.40 and 
3.75 respectively. The t value (t= 0.1, p>0.05) indicates 
that there is no significant difference between males and 
females in their personality aspects. This hypothesis is ac-
cepted, as table 2 shows a non- significant difference be-
tween Gender and Personality.

 Hypothesis 2.2: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Gender and Work Engagement.

Table3. Shows difference between Gender groups in 
Work Engagement

Groups N Work Engagement Scores

Gender Mean SD t

Males 50 69.42 14.70
0.3*

Females 50 68.50 15.50

*Not significant,       df= 49

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard devia-
tion of Male employees in their Work Engagement are 
69.42 and 14.70 respectively, whereas, the mean and 
standard deviation of Female employees in their Work 
Engagement are 68.50 and 15.50 respectively. The t val-
ue (t= 0.3, p>0.05) indicates that there is no significant 
difference between males and females in their Work En-
gagement aspects. This hypothesis is accepted, as table 
3 shows a non- significant difference between Gender 
and Work Engagement.

Hypothesis 3.1: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Age and Personality.

Table4. Shows difference between Age groups in Per-
sonality

Groups N Personality Scores

Age Mean SD t

23-29 69 13.22 4.19
-0.92*

30-36 31 13.97 2.64

*Not significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of employees between age groups 23-29 in their personal-
ity are 13.22 and 4.19 respectively, whereas, the mean and 
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standard deviation of employees between age groups 30-
36 in their personality are 13.97 and 2.64 respectively. The 
t value (t= -0.92, p>0.05) indicates that there is no signifi-
cant difference between the age groups 23-29 and 30-36 
in their personality aspects. This hypothesis is accepted, as 
table 4 shows a non- significant difference between Age 
and Personality.

Hypothesis 3.2: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Age and Work engagement.

Table5. Shows difference between Age groups in Work 
Engagement.

Groups N Work Engagement Scores

Age Mean SD t

23-29 69 67.32 13.36
-1.64*

30-36 31 72.61 17.93

 *Not significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of employees between age groups 23-29 in their Work En-
gagement are 67.32 and 13.36 respectively, whereas, the 
mean and standard deviation of employees between age 
groups 30-36 in their Work Engagement are 72.61 and 
17.93 respectively. The t value (t= -1.64, p>0.05) indicates 
that there is no significant difference between age groups 
23-29 and 30-36 in their Work Engagement aspects. This 
hypothesis is accepted, as table 5 shows a non- significant 
difference between Age and Work Engagement.

Hypothesis 4.1: There will be no significant difference be-
tween SES and Personality.

Table6. Shows difference between SES groups in Per-
sonality

Groups N Personality Scores

Socio- Economic 
Status Mean SD t

Supervisors & 
above 66 13.45 3.85

0.02*

Others 34 13.44 3.69

* Significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of supervisors & above employees in their personality are 
13.45 and 3.85 respectively, whereas, the mean and stand-
ard deviation of other employees in their personality are 
13.44 and 3.69 respectively. The t value (t= -0.02, p<0.05) 
indicates that there is a significant difference between the 
Marital Status groups Supervisors & above and others in 
their personality aspects. This hypothesis is accepted, as 
table 6 shows a non- significant difference between SES 
and Personality.

Hypothesis 4.2: There will be no significant difference be-
tween SES and Work Engagement.

Table7. Shows difference between SES groups in Work 
Engagement

Groups N Work Engagement Scores

Socio- Economic 
Status Mean SD T

Supervisors & 
above 66 69.53 13.96

0.53*

Others 34 67.85 17.10

*Not significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of supervisors & above employees in their Work Engage-
ment are 69.53 and 13.96 respectively, whereas, the mean 
and standard deviation of other employees in their Work 
Engagement are 67.85 and 17.10 respectively. The t value 
(t= 0.53, p>0.05) indicates that there is no significant dif-
ference between the Marital Status groups Supervisors & 
above and others in their Work Engagement aspects. This 
hypothesis is accepted, as table 7shows a non- significant 
difference between SES and Work Engagement.

Hypothesis 5.1: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Marital Status and Personality.

Table8. Shows difference between Marital Status groups 
in Personality
Groups N Personality Scores
Marital Status Mean SD T
Single 47 13.62 4.04

-0.76*

Married 53 13.30 3.56

*Not significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of Single employees in their personality are 13.62 and 4.04 
respectively, whereas, the mean and standard deviation of 
other employees in their personality are 13.30 and 3.56 
respectively. The t value (t= -0.76, p>0.05) indicates that 
there is no significant difference between the Marital Sta-
tus groups Single and Married in their personality aspects. 
This hypothesis is rejected, as table 8 shows a significant 
difference between Marital Status and Personality.

Hypothesis 5.2: There will be no significant difference be-
tween Marital Status and Work Engagement.

Table9. Shows difference between Marital Status groups 
in Work Engagement
Groups N Work Engagement Scores
Marital Status Mean SD T
Single 47 67.74 11.46 0.415*

Married 53 70.04 17.65
*Not significant,       df= 98

Interpretation:
The above table reveals the mean and standard deviation 
of supervisors & above employees in their Work Engage-
ment are 67.74 and 11.46 respectively, whereas, the mean 
and standard deviation of other employees in their Work 
Engagement are 70.04 and 17.65 respectively. The t value 
(t= 0.415, p>0.05) indicates that there is no significant dif-
ference between the Marital Status groups Single and Mar-
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ried in their Work Engagement aspects. This hypothesis is 
accepted, as table 9 shows a non- significant difference 
between Marital Status and Work Engagement.

Conclusions
In the present study, it is found that there is no relation-
ship between Personality and Work Engagement of Em-
ployees working in different departments of L & T, Mysore. 
It is found that Gender, Age and SES have no impact on 
Personality of Employees working in different departments 
of L & T, Mysore. It is found that however Marital Status 
has impact on Personality of Employees working in dif-

ferent departments of L & T, Mysore. It is also found that 
Gender, Age, SES and Marital Status have no impact on 
Work Engagement of Employees working in different de-
partments of L & T, Mysore.  Hence there are significant 
differences among the Employees working in different de-
partments of L & T, Mysore.
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