African Journal of Psychological Assessment
ISSN: (Online) 2617-2798, (Print) 2707-1618

e AOSIS

Page 1 of 9 . Original Research

A psychometric evaluation of the 17-itemed Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale in Uganda

Authors:
Ibrahim A. Musenze! ®
Thomas S. Mayende? ®

Affiliations:

‘Department of Economics
and Management, Faculty of
Management Sciences,
Busitema University, Tororo,
Uganda

’Department of Business
Management, Faculty of
Business, ICT University,
Iganga, Uganda

Corresponding author:
Ibrahim Musenze,
ibramusenze@yahoo.com

Dates:

Received: 17 Dec. 2018

Accepted: 18 Sept. 2019
Published: 29 Jan. 2020

How to cite this article:
Musenze, |.A., & Mayende,
T.S. (2020). A psychometric
evaluation of the 17-itemed
Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale in Uganda. African
Journal of Psychological
Assessment, 2(0), a8. https://
doi.org/10.4102/ajopa.v2i0.8

Copyright:

© 2020. The Authors.
Licensee: AOSIS. This work
is licensed under the
Creative Commons
Attribution License.

Read online:
E E Scan this QR
., code with your
' smart phone or
mobile device
to read online.

CrossMark

This study aimed at the establishment of the psychometric properties of the 17-itemed Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale (UWES-17) itemed factorial structure. This was done by examining
the similarities and differences in terms of model fit of the tri-factor model to a one-factor
model. Using a cross-sectional design, confirmatory factor analysis was used to evaluate the
17-item uni-dimensional and the 17-item tri-factor UWES respectively on a sample of 323
education assistants (professional teachers) in Uganda. The study confirmed an 11 -item tri-
factor Uganda’s primary school sample (UWES-Ug) as a reliable and parsimonious factor
structure within this cohort. The sample was restricted to teachers and this limits the
generalisability of the findings. On account of these results, the study sample evidently attests
to the fact that work engagement is best represented as a tri-factor construct in the Ugandan
context. This study contributes to theory by confirmation of the three-factor structure of work
engagement in developing countries through use of perceptual data from a Ugandan sample.
This is a pioneer empirical study that validates the UWES 17-itemed scale in Uganda.

Keywords: UWES-Ug; UWES-17; psychometric evaluation; work engagement; Uganda.

Introduction

Engaged teachers can be conceptualised as teachers ‘who feel energetic and dedicated, and are
absorbed by their work’ (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008, p. 188). This implies that such
personnel work hard (have vigour), are immensely involved in teaching work (are dedicated) and
feel happily engrossed (are absorbed) in their work (Bakker et al., 2008). These teachers experience
positive emotions comprising happiness, joy and enthusiasm; experience enhanced psychosomatic
health; are capable of designing their own job and personal resources (like getting support from
others) and transmit their engagements to others (Bakker et al., 2008).

The issue of engaged teachers is now a global matter. For instance, because of its importance, a
scale has been developed to better visualise it (Sasmoko, Doringin, Indrianti, Goni, & Ruliana,
2018). Annual attrition rates have been on the rise in the teaching profession, and more interestingly,
many teachers report low levels of engagement (OECD, 2005). Past studies suggest that highly
engaged teachers are less likely to want to quit their jobs (Klassen et al., 2013); yet, low attrition
levels among teachers do not necessarily signify high levels of engagement.

Over the years, Uganda has persistently faced acute and unequal distribution of its primary
school teachers across regions and schools (MoES, 2016). Attrition levels among primary school
teachers were severe following the introduction of universal primary education (UPE) in 1997.
The inception of UPE resulted in high pupil enrolment, necessitating mass teacher recruitment,
and meanwhile, salaries for the teachers have been gradually rising, though still low (MoES,
2014b). Between 1997 and 2010, enrolment shot up from 2.9 million to over 8.0 million (MoES,
2014b), and since then, the number is increasing steadily. The UPE programme has increased
workload leading to a poor pupil-teacher ratio (PTR). According to the Education Management
Information System report (2014a), in 2001, the PTR in government-aided schools was 98:1, while
in privately run schools, it was at 58:1. This has since improved to 54:1, though it is still above the
national average target of 45:1. As a result, the government of Uganda via the implementing body
(the Ministry of Education and Sports), adopted some policy interventions including the
construction and rehabilitation of schools; buying of text books and co-curricular materials;
implementation of teacher training and development policies; implementation of measures to
deal with teacher absenteeism (hard-to-reach, hard-to-stay); and strategies for teacher retention
and syllabi reforms among others (MoES, 2014b). Besides, unqualified teachers, hereafter referred
to as licenced teachers (LTs) were recruited for the delivery of primary education services. Though
LTs proved to be useful over time, challenges related to competence persisted. It is worth pointing
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out that both LTs and qualified teachers in Uganda, remained
vulnerable to high rates of attrition (MoES, 2014a, 2014b,
2016).These policy interventions are yet to materialise into
completely reasonable enrolment and retention rates as will
be determined through regular staff head-counts.

Attrition levels are predominantly high in the countryside
where, in addition to greater need, teachers grapple with an
increased workload because of massive pupil enrolment,
poor remuneration, hard-to-reach areas and lack of or poor
accommodation facilities (Kagolo, 2013). Attrition denotes a
reduction in the number of workers as a result of retirement,
resignation or death and attrition rate refers to reduction rate
in size or number of workers (India, 2019). Primary school
teacher attrition rates differ widely across diverse settings
and agenda (Kagolo, 2013; MoES, 2014a), signifying an array
of interacting factors such as engagement that determine
primary school teachers” decision to remain working in a
particular school.

Research has repetitively confirmed that workers who
are engaged in their work contribute considerably to
quality service delivery, productivity and innovation
(Konermann, 2012; Salanova, Agut, & Peir6, 2005). Engaged
workers exhibit extraordinary energy and enthusiasm at
work. Therefore, work engagement has significant effects
for organisations. It does not only trigger exceptional
performance, but also enhances organisational commitment
and customer loyalty (Halbesleben, 2010; Salanova et al.,
2005).

According to Vallieres and McAuliffe (2015), Carr et al. (2012),
Vallieres, McAuliffe, Hyland, Galligan and Ghee (2017),
organisational psychology (OP) is increasingly considered a
significant field to help overcome the current challenges of
human resources in organisations. Organisational psychology
has the unique ability to broaden our present perception of
the issues that lower staff attrition. An appropriate grasp of
the psychological issues that contribute to a durable teacher
engagement in their workplaces is regarded important
(Wurie, Samai, & Witter, 2016). Current research calls for
greater and better evidence to lessen high attrition levels
through the development and at some point, the testing of
the level of engagement using a durable and reliable tool. In
view of this, the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), a
17-itemed variant, has been adopted and used among
employees both in the highly-developed and mid-developed
countries (Ahmed, Majid, & Zin, 2016; Shimazu et al., 2008;
Storm & Rothmann, 2003). Presently, available research
examining the scales’ factorability, reliability and validity for
individuals from low-developed countries, with the exception
of Vallieres, et al.’s study of 2017 in Sierra Leone, is limited,
and specifically invisible in Uganda. This study is therefore a
response to the calls for testing of the UWES in different
multi-cultural settings (cf. Balducci, Fraccaroli, & Schaufeli,
2010; Petrovié¢, Vukeli¢, & Cizmié, 2017; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2003; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006).

Also, though earlier studies have revealed acceptable
reliability and validity under diverse contexts; for instance,
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in a multi-national setting involving some European,
Scandinavian and African countries (Schaufeli et al., 2006), in
Brazil (Vazquez, dos Santos Magnan, Pacico, & Hutz, 2015)
and in Hong Kong (Fong & Ho, 2015), to mention but a few,
there remain many unsettled issues surrounding the scale’s
dimensionality, or whether its replication would provide
similar results across continents and countries.

Moreover, debates on the UWES are yet to be reconciled and
present several lacunae. For instance, some evidence suggests
that a nine-item uni-dimensional scale, presents better and
robust results over the three-factor 17-itemed scale (Schaufeli
et al., 2006; Seppdld, Mauno, Hakanen, Kinnunen, Tolvanen,
& Schaufeli, 2009). Further, it is still unclear if the three-
dimensional, 17-item UWES (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) offers
identical and reliable results along contrasting demographics
and work situations (Seppidld, et al.,, 2009). Factorial
frameworks meeting acceptable thresholds abound. Some
support has been provided for the uni-dimensional factor
structure (Alok, 2013; De Bruin, Hill, Henn, & Muller, 2013;
Fong & Ho, 2015; Sautier et al., 2015; Shimazu et al., 2008;
Vallieres et al., 2017), some for the bi-factor model
(Kulikowski, 2017) and some for the original tri-factor model
(Hadassah & Balducci, 2013; Lathabhavan, Balasubramanian,
& Natarajan, 2017). Therefore, the findings in regards to the
UWES’ dimensionality are still inconclusive.

For the case of Uganda, a dearth of studies providing
evidence relating to the UWES application exists. Therefore,
testing the psychometric properties of the UWES (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2003) specifically in Uganda, and sub-Saharan
Africa in general, might contribute to knowledge growth in
terms of its validation, generalisation in developing countries
and application in workplace situations. Its properties need
to be re-examined so that it can be applied in individual and
organisational settings with more rigour. To fill the above
gaps, we set to examine the psychometric properties of the
UWES-17. The specific objectives were, (1) to evaluate the
factorial validity by comparing the fit of the tri-factor model
to that of the uni-factor model (which assumes that all items
load on one single underlying dimension), (2) examine the
scale’s reliability using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient on a
Ugandan sample.

Methods
Participants

From a total population of 1700 education assistants
(primary school teachers), as obtained from the updated
staff list from the Directorate of Human Resources as of
30 January 2018 - from a district local government in Uganda,
a sample of 323 respondents were selected to complete the
UWES-17 questionnaire. However, only 225 questionnaires
were retrieved and therefore, judged usable. The usable
questionnaires constituted a response rate of about 70%.
Participants were neither identified by names in the research
process nor coerced into taking part in the study - they
could leave at any stage of the research. The mean age was
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3848 years (SD = 10.00), with 54% being female. In terms of
educational background, 45% of the sample had, at the least,
graduated from higher educational institutions, with a
diploma in education, while, the majority (55%), had a basic
certificate in education. In order to draw a sample for this
study, we relied on suggestions by Yamane (1967), and Krejcie
and Morgan (1970), generating a sample of 323 and 313
respectively. We used a sample size of 323 based on Yamane’s
guidelines because it gives exact values. Later, we adopted a
simple random technique to draw a sample of 323 participants
from a population of 1700 primary school teachers. We
considered the following inclusion criteria: all participants
had to be formally employed and duly appointed by the
district service commission (a body charged with primary
teachers” recruitment in the district as either education
assistants, senior education assistants, principal education
assistants, deputy head teachers, and head teachers).

Measures

In order to evaluate work engagement, the UWES’s short
version UWES-17 (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) was adopted.
This is a self-report scale that was scored on a 5-pont Likert
rating scale: 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Vigour
was assessed using six items, dedication using five and
absorption using six questions. The choice of UWES-17 was
dictated by its extensive usage, parsimony in terms of
empirical validation and its capacity to evaluate staff’s work
engagement regardless of their specialised and work-related
focus (Seppald, 2013; Sinval, Pasian, & Maroco, 2018). Since
Uganda uses English as an official language, and considering
that all the respondents were literates, there was no need for
back and forth translations.

Procedures

Consistent with the work of Hinkin (1998), in order to
develop and test the adequacy of the UWES tool, we
conducted a pilot test on 10 employees from private primary
schools. The respondents filled in a self-report tool (UWES-
17). Using the district education officer, and the district
constituent inspectors as contact persons, we accessed
the respondents and distributed the questionnaires for
completion. The participation was voluntary and respondents
were not required to indicate their names on the questionnaire.
Out of 323 questionnaires that were physically distributed,
225 were retrieved constituting a response rate of
approximately 70%. An attempt was undertaken to explain
the aim of the study to participants. The authors ensured the
participants consent was given by means of signed consent
forms that were completed before commencing the study.

Statistical analysis

In validation of the scale, a confirmatory factor analysis
technique executed in AMOS 21.0 (Arbuckle, 2012) was
relied on. The psychometric validity of two UWES versions
(i.e., the 17-itemed uni-dimensional scale, and the 17-itemed
three-factor scale) was validated. Confirmatory factor analysis
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(CFA) was conducted using the maximum likelihood
estimation procedure to determine the appropriateness of both
the uni-dimensional and tri-factor models. The goodness of fit
of the models was assessed based on the following conventional
benchmarks: the goodness of fit index (GFI) > 0.8, adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI) > 0.8, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) >
0.9, the comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.9 and the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) < 0.06 (Hu & Bentler,
1998). To examine the reliability of the scale, Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients (o) that were the determinants of internal
consistency and homogeneity were assessed. Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients (&) having a value of 0.70 and above were
used as the cut-off threshold (Amin, 2005; Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994). The above test posted values of 0.86, and 0.72
for the uni-dimensional and tri-factor models respectively.

Fit indices

We used multiple fit indices to evaluate model fit (for
instance, absolute and incremental). The absolute model fit
was examined with the Chi-square (y?) index and the fit of
the alternate models was compared with the y* difference
test consistent with Satorra and Bentler’s (2001) guidelines.
Rule of the thumb suggests that a non-significant y? statistic
signifies robust model fit (Kline, 2011). Further, in the *
difference test, a non-significant decrease in ? relative to the
change in the number of degrees of freedom (df), shows that
the constrained model is satisfactory. The baseline model is
more acceptable if there is a significant reduction in y* The
models’ fits were also assessed through other fit statistics.
The RMSEA (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) provides an estimate
of the difference between the hypothesised model and the
true population model. RMSEA adjusts for errors of
approximation in the population (Bollen, 1989). RMSEA
depicts the error of approximation and the values of 0.06 and
below indicate better fit of the model (Hu & Bentler, 1998);
values less than 0.08 but above 0.06 indicate reasonable
model fit; while values above 0.08 indicate poor model fit
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The incremental fit of the models
was assessed through the non-normed fit index (NNFI), and
the CFI. The NNFI and CFI measure model improvement by
comparing the hypothesised model’s fit statistics with an
independence model. According to Hu and Bentler (1999),
the CFI and NNFI statistics of 0.95 and above indicate good
model fit. We also adopted goodness of fit (GFI) and AGFL
According to Kim (2007), GFI and AGFI values that are above
0.90 indicate acceptable fit statistic.

Common method variance

In order to minimise common method biases, and given that
the data were collected from the same source, we undertook
several safeguards based on the recommendation of
Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Podsakoff (2012) and Williams
and McGonagle (2016). Initially, respondents were informed
that their identities were to remain anonymous and
information gathered from them would remain confidential.
None of them had to fill in their names in the survey
instrument. Secondly, instead of grouping questionnaire
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items under the construct to which they were associated, the
items were randomly ordered. This technique aided in the
reduction of the probability of priming effects produced by
item entrenchment (embeddedness). Thirdly, three survey
sessions were conducted a week apart, which helped to
suppress consistency themes. We additionally conducted the
Harman'’s one-factor test to spot the common method bias
threat (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). In this
analysis, the first factor did not account for the greatest
variance (30.1%), which is less than the 50%. All factors
explained 68.3% of the total variance. This finding further
suggests a tolerable common method bias.

Ethical considerations

Prior to carrying out this study, ethical clearance was
obtained from the Faculty of Management Sciences of
Busitema University under the ethical clearance number:
FGSEC No. 14/18/2.

Results
Descriptive statistics

The means, standard deviations and inter-correlations of the
variables are reported in Table 1. Dedication is positively
related to vigour (r = 0.450, p < 0.01), and absorption is
positively related to vigour (7= 0.347, p < 0.01) and dedication
(r=0.520, p <0.01).

Factorial validity of the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale in Uganda

The CFA results of the uni-dimensional and the tri-factor
models of the UWES-17 in Ugandan context are shown in
Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2. Regardless of the underlying
factor structure, uni-dimensional model of the UWES-17 fits
the data poorly with RMSEA of 0.103 beyond the mentioned
criteria. The Chi-square test (y* = 399.412/df = 119) was
significant (p = 0.000), well above the acceptable limits.
Other fit indices such as CFI (0.327), NFI (0.277), TLI (0.251),
GFI (0.811), and AGFI (0.757) were below the prescribed
criteria.

For the tri-factor UWES-17 model, a slightly acceptable fit
to data was established. RMSEA was 0.067, which met

TABLE 1: Means, standard deviations and inter-correlations among variables (N = 225).
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the threshold values of below 0.08 (Browne & Cudeck,
1993). The lower Chi-square, from the Chi-square test was
marginally better compared to the uni-dimensional model
(x* = 231.369/df = 116), and the model was significant
(p =0.004). Other fit indices such as CFI (0.721), NFI (0.681),
TLI (0.675), GFI (0.896) and AGFI (0.862), though below
the prescribed criteria, were marginally acceptable in
comparison to the uni-dimensional model. In view of the
above, the tri-factor model of the UWES-17 moderately
fit the data. Therefore, further analysis was based on the
tri-factor model of the UWES-17.

Post hoc analyses

Given the moderate, but not acceptable fit of the tri-factor
model of the UWES-17, the attention moved from model test
to model development. In view of the high standardised
residuals of six items: that is vigour = item 4, item 5 and item
6; dedication = item 4, and item 5 and absorption = item 5, a
decision was taken to re-specify the model with the above
items deleted, one at a time. Model re-specification was
therefore based on further scrutiny of descriptive and
reliability statistics, the modification indices and on
theoretical considerations (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-
Roma, & Bakker, 2002). Therefore, the tri-factor model was
re-specified with its parameters freely estimated. The re-
specified tri-factor model showed better fit of the data (> =
46.870/df = 41) and was non-significant (p = 0.244). Analysis
revealed a RMSEA of 0.025, which met the prescribed criteria
of less than 0.06 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Other fit indices
such as CFI (0.969), NFI (0.952), TLI (0.958), GFI (0.965) and
AGFI (0.964), showed that the re-specified model was robust
as it appropriately fit the data. We therefore, confirmed an
11-item tri-factor UWES-17 model in Uganda’s primary
school sample (UWES-Ug). The fit statistics are presented in
Table 3, while the standardised factor and descriptive
statistics for the confirmed 11 item tri-factor UWES-17 model
is shown in Table 4 and Figure 3. Further, the critical ratio
values used for determining the level of statistical significance
for estimated parameters for the scale items were within the
range of 34.087 and 86.487, well above the suggested
minimum of > = 1.96 and all the items were statistically
significant at 0.001.

Variables M SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

i Age 31.58 6.56 1

2 Gender 0.42 0.50 0.14 1

St Vigour 5.01 4.44 0.60 0.320%** 1

4. Dedication 4.41 0.86 -0.17 0.280%** 0.450%** 1

5. Absorption 5.03 1.15 -0.18 0.053** 0.347** 0.520%* 1

SD, standard deviation.

#% 1 <0.01.

TABLE 2: Confirmatory factor analysis results.

Scale 22 daf V4 RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI TLI NFI
1-factor 399.412 119 0.000 0.103 0.811 0.757 0.327 0.251 0.277
3-factor 231.369 116 0.004 0.067 0.896 0.862 0.721 0.675 0.681

RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; GFIl, goodness of fit index; AGFI, adjusted goodness of fit index; CFl, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker—Lewis index; NFI, normed fit index.

http://www.ajopa.org . Open Access



http://www.ajopa.org

Page 5 of 9 . Original Research

@
o6 | LINT(VGR1) e e1) 0.30
1
500 | LINT(VGR2) {: @ 031
1
1.06 LINT(VGR3) “ @ 032
1 1
LINT(VGR4) e @ 0.42
1
LINT(VGRS) }: @ 0.43
1 1
LINT(VGRS) e @ 0.34
1
LINT(DDN1) i: @ 1.10
1
500 LINT(DDN2) }: @ 0.41
1
UWES_1_Factor 0.81 :i LINT(DDN3) i: @ 0.75
0.57 | 1
| LINT(DDN4) e 210 057
0.43 1
| LINT(DDNS) I: 11) 1.14
-0.03 : L
ooe | LINT(ABN1) e 12) 1.42
1
028 | LINT(ABN2) }: e13) 091
1
002 LINT(ABN3) e @ 0.61
1
0.17 LINT(ABN4) }: ©15) 0.81
1
053 LINT(ABNS) }: 16) 0.90
1
LINT(ABN6) }: 17) 0.04
22 =399.412; df = 119; p = 0.000; RMSEA = 0.103; GFI = 0.811; AGFI = 0.757; CFl = 0.327; TLI = 0.251; NFI = 0.277
FIGURE 1: Uni-dimensional Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-17.
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FIGURE 2: Tri-factor Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-17.
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TABLE 3: Confirmatory factor analysis results.
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Scale

x2 af p

AGFI

CFI

TLI

NFI

3-factor/default model

46.87 41 0.244

0.964

0.969

0.958

0.952

RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; GFl, goodness of fit index; AGFI, adjusted goodness of fit index; CFl, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker—Lewis index; NFI, normed fit index.

TABLE 4: Standardised factor loadings, standard errors, and descriptive statistics for the UWES-17.

Factorial structure Scale item CR p P SE Mean SD
Vigour At my work, | feel bursting with energy 85.134 0.691 R 0.041 3.5200 0.62020
At my job, | feel strong and vigorous 86.487 0.599 ok 0.041 3.5573 0.61696
When | get up in the morning, | feel like going to work 80.512 0.466 i 0.043 3.4800 0.64835
Dedication | find the work that | do full of meaning and purpose 34.087 0.095 ok 0.072 2.4438 1.07539
| am enthusiastic about my job 77.227 0.710 ok 0.045 3.4482 0.66976
My job inspires me 51.615 0.562 K 0.060 3.0934 0.89900
Absorption Time flies when | am working 40.142 0.177 ok 0.080 3.1956 1.19410
When | am working, | forget everything else around me 53.880 0.312 el 0.064 3.4400 0.95768
| feel happy when | am working intensely 74.684 0.639 R 0.052 3.9111 0.78553
| am immersed in my work 64.889 0.635 ok 0.060 3.8933 0.90000
It is difficult to detach myself from my job 52.426 0.532 o 0.066 3.4444 0.98551
p, unstandardised beta regression coefficient; p, level of significance; SE, standard error of regression; SD, standard deviation.
*%%, < 0.001.
1 1
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FIGURE 3: Tri-factor Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-Ug.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the psychometric
properties of the UWES-17 in a Ugandan sample of primary
school teachers. We aimed to evaluate the factorial validity in
particular through comparison of the fit of the three-factor
model to that of the one-factor model, which postulates that
all items load on one single underlying construct. This study
was inspired by the need for determination of the most
robust and parsimonious technique of scoring this popular
and extensively-used measure in an exclusive cultural
setting. Substantial arguments exist in the extant literature as
to whether the UWES-17, is a uni-dimensional psychological
construct or a tri-factor construct. Findings of the CFA,
offered support for a tri-factor UWES-17 model within the
staff category of primary school teachers.

Findings confirmed an 11-item tri-factor UWES-17 model
in Uganda’s primary school sample (UWES-Ug). This is

http://www.ajopa.org . Open Access

essentially in line with previous research that did not find
evidence for a uni-dimensional construct of work engagement
(Lathabhavan et al., 2017; Hadassah & Balducci, 2013). This
may suggest that among Ugandan employees (particularly
the primary school teachers studied), work engagement
measured by the UWES-17 still denotes a three underlying
factor structure (vigour, dedication and absorption) rather
than one. The uni-dimensional UWES-17 model displayed
poor item discrimination. The items were poorly correlated
(the correlations ranged from 0.30 to 0.47). The high
correlations between the three factors — vigour, dedication
and absorption, ranging between 0.89 and 0.94, would point
to a uni-dimensional structure, though the excellent fit of the
data of the correlated tri-factor model provided support for
the three different, although highly correlated factors. This
finding is in line with the work of Schaufeli et al. (2006), who
argue for uni-dimensional scale in multiple regression
studies because the three sub-scales of vigour, dedication and
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absorption could lead to problems of collinearity and tri-
factor scales, in studies that rely on structural equation
modelling in work engagement research like this one.

Further, inspection of the factor loadings for both uni-
dimensional and tri-factor UWES-17 models provided
superior statistical evidence for the tri-factor model owing to
its superior and robust statistical fit indices. Given the high
correlations between the 11-item tri-factor-confirmed work
engagement model, the strong evidence of multi-
dimensionality besides, the robust as well as acceptable
model fit indices observed, we argue that the tri-factor model
offers the finest statistical representation of the UWES-17 in
the Ugandan sample. Also, in accordance with the suggestions
of Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), the internal consistency
of the 1l-item three-factor UWES-Ug was adequate. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient () for all three factors (vigour,
dedication and absorption) was substantially higher than
0.78. These findings indicate that the 1l-item UWES-Ug
version is a dependable measure of work engagement in
the Ugandan milieu of primary school teachers. The
demonstration that the UWES-17, developed in a particular
cultural context, reveals same psychometric properties in
other cultural contexts (Uganda) confirms its validity. The
current findings are consistent with the past literature that
that suggests that the tri-factor UWES-17 is an encouraging
instrument for carrying out cross-cultural research on work
engagement (cf. Balducci et al.,, 2010; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2003; Schaufeli et al., 2006). Furthermore, the current findings
also suggest that the UWES-Ug might be useful for measuring
engagement levels in diverse organisation settings. Therefore,
the tri-factor model of the UWES-Ug offers a unique benefit
of being the most parsimonious and fast scoring tool that
could be adopted for usage by education managers.

Implications for theory and
practice

The current study presents significant implications for
theory and practice. To begin with, the findings validate
and extend the tri-factor structure of work engagement to
developing countries by using data from a Ugandan sample.
Therefore, an attempt has been taken towards appreciating
the significance of the construct of work engagement within
organisations (i.e., in Uganda’s education sector). This
research is important as work engagement studies in Uganda
can further develop with the availability of a validated and
reliable research tool. This is in response to the calls by
Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), Schaufeli et al. (2006), Balducci
et al. (2010) and Petrovi¢ et al. (2017), for testing of the UWES
in different multi-cultural settings. Therefore, examining the
psychometric properties of the instrument might hasten
work engagement studies in Uganda. Moreover, this
study attempted to address a dearth of academic works on
work engagement from low resourced countries (Storm &
Rothmann, 2003; Valliéres et al., 2017). This finding provides
evidence of the 11-item tri-factor model of work engagement
across a spectrum of occupational settings. Further, a revised
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and shorter measure of work engagement with only 11 items
(UWES-Ug) offers a parsimonious understanding of the
work engagement construct. With the 1l-item work
engagement instrument, managers could gain from the
advantage of applying a shorter work engagement tool in
occupational settings, with the likelihood of obtaining a more
comprehensive understanding of work engagement. Also,
from an organisational perspective, this study may be of
help in the establishment of the extent to which work
engagement represents the most appropriate scale. This
might improve the usability of the instrument by the
managers and thus boost employee productivity and
organisation competitiveness.

Limitations

This study is not immune to limitations. The respondents
were taken from only one sector, that is, primary education.
Accordingly, there is a risk that the particular features of
this sector (such as leadership, remuneration, location and
professional training) influenced the study outcomes. This
may call for future research on this area with multiple
samples. Secondly, the cross-sectional research design
adopted by this study, curtails comprehensive observations
on the instrument’s reliability and validity. Future studies
should consider the longitudinal approach to unmask the
validity of the tri-factor UWES-17 in the Ugandan context
so that better conclusions on the adequacy of the scale can
be drawn. Thirdly, this instrument validation study relied
on self-reported data that may have caused the threat of
common method bias. Storm and Rothmann (2003), point
out that studies like this one which rely on self-report
measures face this challenge.

Conclusion

This study underscores the context-specific validity of the
UWES in the social and economic milieu of Uganda. The
findings have demonstrated that the 11 item tri-factor UWES
Uganda version has excellent psychometric properties and
factorial structure in line with the theoretical model.
Accordingly, this confirms that the UWES-Ug version is
applicable in the Ugandan context in empirical settings and
for practical aims. On account of the established research
findings it can be inferred that in Uganda work engagement
is a tri-dimensional construct comprising vigour, dedication
and absorption.
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