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Abstract
Presented is a practical employee engagement survey, developed specifically for nonprofits and
other purpose-driven organizations. Employee engagement has been tied to critical outcomes
for managers like reduced turn over, decreased burnout, and greater job satisfaction. This 18item questionnaire measures how employees feel about their role, how safe they feel in their
organization, and how urgent the mission of the organization is in their work. The article
reports the results of the survey which found the questionnaire to have internal validity. The
survey shows promise to be a versatile but simple tool nonprofits can use to improve their
employee engagement and by, extension, their impact.
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Section 1. Introduction
As the nonprofit sector continues to professionalize (Dobrai & Karkas, 2016),
challenges and opportunities await. Purpose-driven organizations must compete against
well-funded private corporations to attract and retain employees. Frequently,
nonprofits do not have additional resources to invest in organizational development.
Other determinants of voluntary turnover, like compensation (Selden, Sowa, 2015), are
also hard for nonprofits to control. Employee turnover and burnout can keep purposedriven organizations from maximizing their social impact. However, these organizations
have an often underestimated advantage: their mission and values. Nonprofits can
leverage this differentiator to engage their employees, propelling the organization
forward.
Employee engagement is an important driver of increased performance (Gruman
& Saks, 2011). Many underestimate the role mission plays in employee engagement.
Investing in organizational development and human resources has been observed to
have a “u-shaped” effect on an organization’s social impact, falling before paying off
(Sanzo-Perez, Rey-Garcia, & Álvarez-González, 2017). However, there are many
prospective benefits for nonprofits investing in organizational development, adopting
human resource practices of their private sector counterparts (Miller, 2018). This study
evaluates how organizations in the social sector, as those in the private sector, might
increase employee engagement through surveys (Duffy, 2016).

Section 2: Literature Review
Employee Engagement
In order to develop the survey instrument, it is necessary to first define
employee engagement. The business community has utilized the term “employee
engagement” colloquially for years before any conceptual framework for it was put
forward (Saks, 2006). In 1990, Kahn’s seminal article “Psychological conditions of
personal engagement and disengagement at work” proposed a theoretical framework
that serves as the foundation of analyzing employee engagement for many researchers,
including myself. It rests among many other measurements of employee attitudes and
organizational involvement including employee satisfaction, organizational
commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, value congruence, and personorganization fit. The following section explores a framework for understanding
employee engagement in purpose-driven organizations.
Kahn (1990) observed camp counselors at work to hypothesize the determinants
of their personal engagement or disengagement with their position. “Personal
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engagement” in the context of his work was defined as “expressing a person’s preferred
self” as opposed to being “robotic,” “detached,” or otherwise obscuring their true selves
in the course of performing their role. According to his research, an individual’s place on
the spectrum between these two points is governed by three psychological conditions:
meaningfulness, safety, and availability (p. 703). Although it is tempting to consider each
of these conditions as binary (work is or is not meaningful), they are evaluated in
degrees asking, “How meaningful is it to bring myself into this performance?”; ”How
safe is the organization’s culture?”; and “How much physically and cognitively available
am I to perform this job?”
The evolution of Kahn’s “personal” engagement to “employee engagement” was
accomplished by Saks (2006), which relied on the quantitative evaluation of Kahn’s
initial framework by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004). Saks identified that Kahn’s
conceptions of personal engagement with an employer could be understood through
social exchange theory (SET). Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) essentialized SET from
decades of research, describing that the quality of the relationship between employer
and employee can influence the employees’ desire to maintain their association and
motivate them to work harder (p. 889). Akingbola (2019), in an interview with me,
explained that SET provides the paradigm through which we can understand the
intrinsic motivations of an employee – beyond the simple monetary exchange between
employers and employees for services rendered.
Saks (2006) puts fourth “job engagement” and “organization engagement” as
subcategories under the umbrella of employee engagement. Job engagement is defined
as the employee’s affinity for the functional aspects of their job, whereas organization
engagement is defined as the employee’s affinity for the organization as a member in its
group (p. 604). Saks echoes Kahn in sketching out employee engagement as the
“cognitive, emotional and behavioral components that are associated with individual
role performance” (p. 602) within the context of the employee-employer relationship.
His decision to subdivide employee engagement is likely informed by SET, as it seeks to
distinguish an employee’s internal factors affecting engagement from factors related to
the quality of the employee’s relationship with the organization. In my interview,
Akingbola (2019) noted that in most cases, “people leave because of the organization,
not because of the job.” Kahn’s (1990) framework, Akingbola explains (2019), is a guide
for evaluating the employee’s self, their job, and their tasks. Thus, it is important to
build upon Kahn’s (1990) individual-focused framework of engagement by including
questions to asses organization engagement like, “To what extent do you trust your
organization?”
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Job engagement and organization engagement are distinguished by Saks (2016)
and others (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Shuck, Reio, & Rocco, 2011) from the concepts
of employee satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship
behavior, value congruence, and person-organization fit. Primarily, any one of these
measurements is assessing the employee’s attitude or opinion of the employer versus
measuring their ability to complete their work physically and socially. In subsequent
studies, the independence of job engagement and organization from these other
measurements was also validated empirically (Akingbola & van den Berg, 2019).
Additionally, Akingbola and van den Berg found that organization engagement is
positively related to job satisfaction and commitment, and job engagement is positively
related to organizational citizenship behavior.
Akingbola and van den Berg (2019) were the first to study job engagement and
organization engagement within a nonprofit context. Their research confirmed that
both employee engagement and organization engagement were tied to critical
outcomes for nonprofit managers (and it could be said managers writ large). Specifically,
they found a significant relationship between employee engagement (organization
engagement and job engagement) and job satisfaction, commitment, and intention to
quit. For this study, questions relating to job engagement and organization engagement
will be adapted from Saks (2006) and May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) as Akingbola and
van den Berg (2019) among others have done.
Mission Engagement
Jeanne Bell, MNA, current Director of Practice at Nonprofit Quarterly and former
CEO of the national nonprofit consulting firm CompassPoint Nonprofit Services, shared
that employee engagement is a critical dimension of nonprofit efficacy. “It’s kind of
pointless to think about the impact [of an organization] and money [financial dimension]
without human alignment and motivations,” Bell told me in during our interview (Bell,
2019). She underscored the critical role of an organization’s mission in attracting and
retaining people.
I hypothesize that measuring an employee’s alignment with a nonprofit’s mission
is critical to understanding the employee’s level of engagement in the organization.
Mission engagement is the degree to which employees feel the organization’s mission is
integral to their work. People need to “see their work inside [the] purpose” of their
organization (Bell, 2019). The prioritization of super-ordinal social goals, like public or
group benefit over private enrichment (Salamon & Anheier, 1997), is among the
defining elements of nonprofit organizations. In our close examination of the individual
performing their role or interacting with their group, we may be losing sight of the part
an organization’s purpose plays in engaging its employees.
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The idea that a company’s mission influences employee engagement is not new.
Shuck, Adelson, and Reio describe that employees connect with their organization
emotionally, and that emotionally engaged employees are more likely to say they
“believe in the mission and purpose of their organization” (2017, p. 957). Feeling
emotionally gratified at work is also explored by Kahn, observing employees experience
“meaningfulness when they felt worthwhile, useful, and valuable-as though they made a
difference and were not taken for granted” (1990, p. 704). Person-organization fit and
value congruence are two adjacent concepts that scholars have used to approximate the
impact of mission on engagement. Moynihan and Pandey found that “importance of
values in terms of the perceived fit between individual values and organizational values”
likely reduced employee turnover in public organizations (2007). Their work converged
with the greater body of research on value congruence. In defining value congruence,
Akingbola and van den Berg (2019, p. 50) described that employees who “buy into” the
mission and values of an organization are more likely to be engaged according to Kahn’s
criteria (1990).
Value congruence is one of the widely studied concepts from which we can base
the mission’s engagement dimension of employee engagement. One may assume that
an individual would not voluntarily take a role with an organization they didn’t believe
in. However, such an assumption treats values as one dimensional when an employee’s
calculation is more complex. In his seminal article on the roots of job satisfaction, Locke
(1969) notes there are at least two dimensions to value judgements: the importance of
the value and the degree to which it is satisfied. He explains, “a man might consider pay
an important value up to a certain minimum, but further pay increments might be
valued less than, say, specific changes in the work content” (p. 330). Similarly, working
in a nonprofit organization may satisfy an employee’s minimum threshold for effecting
social or environmental change. However, the mission of another organization may
ignite a greater degree of fidelity in the employee thus establishing the theoretical
framework for measuring the value congruence between the individual and the
organization.
Akingbola and van den Berg (2019) were the first to study value congruence in
relation to Kahn (1990) and Saks’ (2016) framework of employee engagement. They
found that value congruence is a major antecedent of employee engagement (p. 64).
The concept of value congruence, absent from Saks (2006) framework, is most
reminiscent of Kahn’s (1990) “meaningfulness,” although it transcends the
subcategories of job engagement and organization engagement to measure the
alignment of an individual’s values with those of their organization. They also found
strong evidence to support that value congruence, as expected, is positively related to
job engagement and organization engagement (p. 64).
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Section 3: Methods and Approaches
I followed a three-step process to create a survey instrument to gauge employee
engagement in purpose-driven organizations. I began by reviewing the literature on
employee engagement, summarized in the previous sections of the article, to discover
validated survey questionnaires. Through expert interviews, I determined how to adapt
those questionnaires for this project. Once the new questionnaire was prepared, I
deployed it to a convenience sample of employees at purpose-driven organizations.
Throughout the research discussed thus far, there are a few common themes
among survey designs measuring employee engagement. First, most surveys ask
participants to respond to positive or negative statements. I will adopt this approach as I
believe it minimizes the cognitive load on the survey respondent. Second, responses are
almost exclusively recorded on a five-point Likert scale. This, too, I will adopt, for it
allows a purely quantitative analysis, which I believe will appeal to nonprofit managers
seeking a practical tool for employee evaluation. Finally, many of the studies reviewed
rely on the same questionnaires developed decades ago, some as late as 1990. While I
may alter some words in adapting these questionnaires for this study, I intend to
deviate as little as possible out of respect for the many subsequent studies that utilized
and validated these questionnaires.
To develop a brief survey that will produce actionable insights, I first defined
each employee engagement subcategory. Figure 1 demonstrates the umbrella of
employee engagement, and offers definitions of job engagement, organization
engagement, and mission engagement.
Figure 1. Employee Engagement and Subcategories
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I gathered prompts relating to mission engagement and job engagement from
May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) who were cited by Saks (2008) as the first to
quantitatively test Kahn’s (1990) framework of employee engagement. The
questionnaire May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) developed needed to be split and prompts
recategorized under job engagement and organization engagement. I selected prompts
from their questionnaire that their research found to be positively linked to Kahn’s
conditions of availability, meaningfulness, and safety (p.30). Finally, I grouped the
selected prompts under the appropriate subcategory of employee engagement
according to the definitions offered in Figure 1.
Following the definition of mission engagement, I determined the prompts under
this subcategory must measure:
•
•
•

Alignment – The degree to which the individual and organizations place similar
importance on the same values.
Commitment – The degree to which the individual is motivated by the
organization’s purpose.
Urgency - How relevant the mission is to the individual’s role.

The “alignment” element originates from Locke’s (1969) aforementioned
research on values. The survey should measure if the individual and organization share
values, and how tightly their emphasis on those values match. The “commitment”
element is derived from the foundational research on value congruence by Caldwell,
Chatman, and O’Reilly (1990). They found that value congruence can increase employee
motivation and commitment (p. 257). “Urgency” comes from Bell’s (2019) analysis of
the relationship between employees and the organization’s mission. Employees that are
unable to see themselves in the mission, or find the mission otherwise dated or
irrelevant, are hypothesized to be less engaged.
This process produced the 18-item questionnaire in Table 1. There are six
prompts for each category of engagement, spanning five sources. Each prompt is
mapped back to Kahn’s original framework of employee engagement (1990).
Table 1. Survey Questionnaire
Prompt

Employee Engagement
Type

Kahn (1990)

I feel overwhelmed by the
things going on at my
organization. (r)

Job Engagement

Availability
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I feel emotionally used up at Job Engagement
the end of the workday. (r)

Availability

I can handle the physical
demands of my role.

Availability

Job Engagement

My job fits how I see myself. Job Engagement

Meaningfulness

My job is essential to the
organization.

Job Engagement

Meaningfulness

I like the identity my job
gives me.

Job Engagement

Meaningfulness

What this organization
stands for is important to
me.

Mission Engagement

Meaningfulness

I am proud to tell others
that I am a part of this
organization.

Mission Engagement

Meaningfulness

If the values of this
organization were different,
I would not be as attached
to this organization.

Mission Engagement

Meaningfulness

I feel a sense of
"ownership" for this
organization rather than
being just an employee.

Mission Engagement

Meaningfulness

My work is a part of the
outcomes my organization
seeks to create.

Mission Engagement

Meaningfulness

The mission of my
Mission Engagement
organization, as it is written,
is relevant today.

Meaningfulness
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My interactions with my coworkers are rewarding.

Organization Engagement

Safety

I worry about how others
perceive me at work. (r)

Organization Engagement

Safety

I trust my supervisor.

Organization Engagement

Safety

My supervisor considers my
goals and values.

Organization Engagement

Safety

The organization's internal
rules and procedures
uphold high ethical and
moral standards.

Organization Engagement

Safety

Rules within the
organization are applied
consistently.

Organization Engagement

Safety

With Bell (2019), I created the prompts “My work is part of the outcomes my
organization seeks to create” and “The mission of my organization, as it is written, is
relevant today.” The latter presupposes that those deploying the survey have written
the organization’s mission above the prompt. Together, the prompts seek to gauge the
“urgency” of the organization’s mission. As Bell said, reflecting on her consulting work
with Nonprofit Quarterly, “I’m not working with any clients who aren’t revisiting their
missions” (2019). The stated purpose of the organization is a representation of its values
and relevance to society today. In this prompt, respondents are essentially being asked
to rate the timeliness and urgency of the mission to measure how relevant they
perceive it to be.
A blank version of the resulting survey is available in Appendix D.
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Section 4. Data Analysis
The survey was sent to 30 individuals working in purpose-driven organizations as
a pilot study. Recipients were informed their survey would be anonymous, and it did not
collect personally identifiable information such as the participant’s name, email, age,
race, or gender. The purpose of this deployment was to receive relevant data and
feedback on the questionnaire. I received 25 completed surveys from my convenience
sample of employees. Using the data from the pilot study, I conducted tests to verify the
internal validity of the questionnaire. I also experimented with summarizing the data to
determine how practical the results of the survey might be to nonprofit managers.
Survey responses were coded from one to five to allow for easy interpretation
(Waters, 2019) and parametric analysis. The questionnaire is designed to score overall
employee engagement by finding the average of individual scores. Parametric analysis
was deemed appropriate because the combined responses describe a “personality trait
or attitude” (Boone & Boone, 1990, p. 3). Individual scores are determined by taking an
unweighted average of their survey responses. In addition to analyzing an individual’s
score, or the organization’s overall score, responses can be grouped and averaging
according to subcategories of job engagement, organization engagement, and mission
engagement.
First, I analyzed the survey has a whole, averaging all responses across all
participants. Table 2 shows statistical descriptives of this analysis in the “Overall”
column. Given the survey is hypothesized to be able to measure employee engagement,
I computed a Cronbach’s alpha to determine the extent to which the questionnaire is a
consistent measure of employee engagement (Goforth, 2015). Then I averaged scores
according to engagement subcategory. The questionnaire was found highly reliable (18
items; α = 0.922). The job engagement subscale (6 items; α = 0.790), organization
engagement subscale (6 items; α = 0.834), and mission engagement subscale (6 items; α
= 0813) were also found to be reliable.
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics
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The average scores by subcategory provide the most actionable feedback for
managers deploying the survey. As may be expected for purpose-driven organizations,
mission engagement scored highest on the one to five scale, averaging 4.49.
Organization engagement, the measure of trust and safety within the organization, had
the lowest average – 3.70. In testing the normality of the distribution in responses, it
was observed that all medians fall within the first standard deviation of the mean.
Although, the Shapiro-Wilk’s score is <.001 for mission engagement, based on the
standard deviation, I will assume it follows a normal distribution for now. To interpret
the results, I created a scoring guide to correspond with the possible range of scores
(see Table 3).
Table 3: Scoring Guide
Score

Engagement

5

Strong Engagement

4

Moderate Engagement

3

Low Engagement

2

Moderate Disengagement

1

Strong Disengagement

Twelve of the respondents in the pilot study belonged to the same organization.
To simulate being a manager that has recently deployed this survey, I grouped their
responses and scored them separately from the general population. Figure 2 is a visual
representation of the average scores by subcategory for “Organization 1.” Notably, the
organization’s scores for mission engagement and organization engagement are both
above four, indicating moderate to strong engagement. However, job engagement is
not far behind at 3.972. The overall employee engagement score for Organization 1 is
4.265.
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Figure 2. Organization 1 Engagement Scores by Subcategory

The survey instrument also lends itself to analysis of frequencies. For example, if a
manager at Organization 1 wanted to visualize what was pulling down their average job
engagement scores, they could examine the frequencies of responses for individual
prompts, as shown in Figure 3. In this instance, most respondents gave a neutral or
affirmative response to “I feel overwhelmed by things going on at my organization.”
According to the definition of job engagement, this indicates that people find
performing their role overwhelming. Note that scoring is reversed on this question
when calculating the average.
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Figure 3. Responses to Job Engagement Prompt at Organization 1

Finally, I conducted a factor analysis to determine if responses to prompts across
categories have anticipated relationships. For this exercise, I developed the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Mission engagement will have a positive relationship with (a)
job engagement and (b) organization engagement.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Responses to “I trust my supervisor” will be positively related
to (a) job engagement and (b) mission engagement
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Responses to “I feel emotionally used up at the end of the
day” will be positively related to (a) organization engagement and (b) mission
engagement.
I conducted a regression analysis to determine statistically significant
relationships between survey prompts. The full correlation matrix can be found in
Appendix A, and the prompt key in Appendix B. My analysis found strong support for
H1, mission engagement had a significant positive relationship with job engagement (r =
.674, p < .001), and mission engagement had a significant positive relationship with
organization engagement (r = .784, p < .001). Similarly, H2 found strong support with
the prompt having a positive relationship with job engagement (r = .649, p <.001) and
mission engagement (r = .640, p = < .001). In testing H3, I did not find support for a
positive relationship between the prompt and mission engagement (r = .257, p = 0.215)
but found limited support for the relationship with prompt and organization
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engagement (r = .499, p = .011). While H1 and H2 are accepted, H3 is in part rejected. In
my interpretation, because H1 found positive relationships between the three
subcategories of employee engagement, it is likely that the sample size of the study was
insufficient to establish a relationship between that specific prompt and mission
engagement.

Section 5: Implications and Recommendations
The practical value of this survey rests on its ease of interpretation. In the age of
NPS scores, a simple numeric score between one and five may be superficially
attractive. However, what do managers do with this information? Managers are likely to
look for insights from the survey in three ways: (1) analyzing survey prompts
themselves, (2) exploring the definitions and descriptions of the subcategories, and/or
(3) comparing their results to those of other organizations or national trends.
The first method is applied mostly to managers reviewing individual responses
and response frequencies. In cases where employees provide polarized responses, clear
patterns emerge, as Figure 4 reveals. In this example, the respondent averaged an
overall engagement score of 2.44, placing the respondent firmly in “disengaged.” This
respondent exemplifies the kind of employee organizations could save from burnout if
they reacted appropriately to their survey results. The respondent had a mission
engagement score of 4, organization engagement score of 1.5, and a job engagement
score of 1.83. Although the respondent finds the mission engaging, it is safe to infer
there is a relationship between their low job and organization scores. Reviewing the
prompts themselves, it seems employees are likely emotionally exhausted from feeling
insecure in the office and unsafe with their supervisor.
Figure 4. Disengaged Employee
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The second method, exploring the definitions and descriptions of the
subcategories, can help managers interpret organizational scores. Hypothetical
examples may be key to understanding the subcategories beyond their definitions
offered in Figure 1. For example, I’ve developed the following exercise to illustrate each
of the subcategories.
•
•
•

Job engagement: I am a nurse. How do I feel about being a nurse?
Organization engagement: I can be a nurse anywhere. How do feel about being a
nurse at this organization?
Mission engagement: I am a nurse at this organization. Am I making a difference
through this organization’s mission?

Hypothetical examples could also be visually demonstrated, as in Appendix C.
Pictured are several different scenarios organizations could be experiencing, and how
they might manifest in the engagement scores chart. In most examples, it is assumed
mission engagement will have the highest average score.
The third method is dependent on further research and contributions from
purpose-driven organizations. Larger studies could provide insights on which industries
have the greatest mission engagement or lowest organization engagement. They could
establish an average job engagement score for nonprofits. Studies could evaluate the
ability of engagement scores to predict employee turnover. And longitudinal studies
could observe if survey feedback correlates with changes in the administration of
nonprofits. All these examples would likely increase the practical value of this survey for
managers.

Section 6: Conclusions
This project has developed and tested an employee engagement survey tailored
to purpose-driven organizations. The survey borrows liberally from questionnaires in
previous empirical studies on employee engagement, adapting existing frameworks and
concepts to make a concise survey instrument. A pilot study of the proposed employee
engagement survey demonstrated the questionnaire was internally valid. The survey’s
breakdown of employee engagement into subcategories makes it easier for managers to
interpret and act on their results. Further, by focusing on employee engagement,
managers can measure and address the causes of job satisfaction and employee
turnover.
I started this project to empower nonprofits and their workforce. When we
increase the capacity of the people in organizations, we’re increasing the capacity of the
entire organization. Private corporations leverage many tools to be competitive in a
tight labor market, many of which are out of reach for nonprofits. A purpose-driven

15
organization may not be able to offer higher salaries, modern facilities, or kombucha on
tap. However, they can leverage their mission. The survey presented here borrows a
tool from the private sector and modifies it to emphasize the role mission plays in
employee engagement.
This project is only the beginning of an idea that should be elaborated upon.
Since completing the pilot study, I have noticed substantial interest in this survey and
the insights it could have for organizations. In conversation with participants on the
study, it is clear they found the experience of taking the survey, and interpreting the
results, straightforward and rewarding. Future research should undertake establishing
benchmarks and other reference points by which organizations can contextualize their
own results. Fostering a common understanding of employee engagement, and the role
of mission in it, could benefit all purpose-driven organizations – whether they conduct
engagement surveys or not.

16

List of References
Akingbola, K. (2019, March 21). Phone interview.
Akingbola, K., & van den Berg, H. A. (2019). Antecedents, consequences, and context of
employee engagement in nonprofit organizations. Review of Public Personnel
Administration, 39(1), 46-74.
Andrew, O. C., & Sofian, S. (2012). Individual factors and work outcomes of employee
engagement. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 40, 498-508.
Bell, J. (2019, March 13). Phone interview.
Boone, H. N., Jr., & Boone, D. A. (2012). Analyzing Likert Data. Journal of Extension,
50(2). Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=sso&db=eric&A
N=EJ1042448&site=eds-live&scope=site
Caldwell, D. F., Chatman, J. A., & O’Reilly, C. A. (1990). Building organizational
commitment: A multi-firm study. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 63, 245-251.
Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary
review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874-900.
Duffy, Mollie. W. (2016). New tools for measuring and improving employee
engagement. Stanford Social Innovation Review. Retrieved from
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/new_tools_for_measuring_and_improving_emplo
yee_engagement
Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350. https://doi.org/10.2307/2666999
Edwards, J. R., & Cable, D. M. (2009). The value of value congruence. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 94(3), 654.
Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and
disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692-724.
Gruman, J. A., & Saks, A. M. (2011). Performance management and employee
engagement. Human Resource Management Review, 21(2), 123-136.
Goforth, C. (2015). Using and interpreting Cronbach’s alpha. University of Virginia
Library. Retrieved from https://data.library.virginia.edu/using-and-interpretingcronbachs-alpha/

17
Locke, E. A. (1969). What is job satisfaction? Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 4(4), 309-336.
Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, 1(1), 3-30.
May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of
meaningfulness, safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit
at work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11-37.
Miller, E. W. (2018). Nonprofit Strategic Management Revisited. Canadian Journal of
Nonprofit & Social Economy Research / Revue Canadienne de Recherche Sur Les
OSBL et l’économie Sociale, 9(2), 23–40. Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AuthType=sso&db=a9h&A
N=134724451&site=eds-live&scope=site
Moynihan, D. P., & Pandey, S. K. (2007). The ties that bind: Social networks, personorganization value fit, and turnover intention. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 18(2), 205-227.
Peng, S., Pandey, S., & Pandey, S. K. (2015). Is there a nonprofit advantage? Examining
the impact of institutional context on individual–organizational value
congruence. Public Administration Review, 75(4), 585-596.
Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and
effects on job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 617-635.
Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 21, 600-619.
Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1997). Toward a common definition. Defining the
nonprofit sector: A cross-national analysis.
Sanzo-Perez, M. J., Rey-García, M., & Álvarez-González, L. I. (2017). The impact of
professionalization and partnerships on nonprofit productivity. Service Industries
Journal, 37(11–12), 783–799.
Selden, S. C., & Sowa, J. E. (2015). Voluntary turnover in nonprofit human service
organizations: The impact of high performance work practices. Human Service
Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance, 39(3), 182-207.
Shuck, B., Adelson, J. L., & Reio Jr, T. G. (2017). The employee engagement scale: Initial
evidence for construct validity and implications for theory and practice. Human
Resource Management, 56(6), 953-977.

18
Shuck, B., Reio Jr, T. G., & Rocco, T. S. (2011). Employee engagement: An examination of
antecedent and outcome variables. Human Resource Development International,
14(4), 427-445.
Sullivan, G. M., & Artino Jr, A. R. (2013). Analyzing and interpreting data from Likert-type
scales. Journal of Graduate Medical Education, 5(4), 541-542.

19

Appendix A: Correlation Matrix
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Appendix B: Survey Key
C
D*
E
F
G*
H
I
J
K

Job
Job
Job
Job
Job
Job
Mission
Mission
Mission

My job fits how I see myself
I feel overwhelmed by the things going on at my organization.
My job is essential to the organization.
I can handle the physical demands of my role.
I feel emotionally used up at the end of the workday.
I like the identity my job gives me.
What this organization stands for is important to me.
I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization.
If the values of this organization were different, I would not be as attached
to this organization.
L Mission I feel a sense of "ownership" for this organization rather than being just an
employee.
M Mission My work is a part of the outcomes my organization seeks to create.
U Mission The mission of my organization, as it is written, is relevant today.
N Org
My interactions with my co-workers are rewarding.
O* Org
I worry about how others perceive me at work.
P Org
I trust my supervisor.
Q Org
My supervisor considers my goals and values.
R Org
The organization's internal rules and procedures uphold high ethical and
moral standards.
S Org
Rules within the organization are applied consistently.
T Org
Very briefly, what is the mission of your organization?
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Appendix C: Example Scores by Scenario
Irrelevant Mission

22
Overworked Staff

23
Toxic Supervisor

24
Complete Disengagement
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Appendix D: Example Survey

My job fits how I see myself.

I feel overwhelmed by the things going
on at my organization.

My job is essential to the organization.

I can handle the physical demands of my
role.

I feel emotionally used up at the end of
the workday.

I like the identity my job gives me.
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My interactions with my co-workers are
rewarding.

I worry about how others perceive me at
work.

I trust my supervisor.

My supervisor considers my goals and
values.

The organization's internal rules and
procedures uphold high ethical and
moral standards.

Rules within the organization are applied
consistently.
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What this organization stands for is
important to me.

I am proud to tell others that I am a part
of this organization.

If the values of this organization were
different, I would not be as attached to
this organization.

My work is a part of the outcomes my
organization seeks to create.

The mission of my organization, as it is
written, is relevant today.

I feel a sense of "ownership" for this
organization rather than being just an
employee.
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