
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wjwb20

Journal of Workplace Behavioral Health

ISSN: 1555-5240 (Print) 1555-5259 (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wjwb20

Why resilient workers perform better: The roles of
job satisfaction and work engagement

Ludmila Kašpárková, Martin Vaculík, Jakub Procházka & Wilmar B. Schaufeli

To cite this article: Ludmila Kašpárková, Martin Vaculík, Jakub Procházka & Wilmar B. Schaufeli
(2018) Why resilient workers perform better: The roles of job satisfaction and work engagement,
Journal of Workplace Behavioral Health, 33:1, 43-62, DOI: 10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719

Published online: 13 Apr 2018.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 2432

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Citing articles: 5 View citing articles 

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wjwb20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wjwb20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719
https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wjwb20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wjwb20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-04-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2018-04-13
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719#tabModule
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719#tabModule


JOURNAL OF WORKPLACE BEHAVIORAL HEALTH 
2018, VOL. 33, NO. 1, 43–62 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719 

Why resilient workers perform better: The roles of job 
satisfaction and work engagement 
Ludmila Kašpárkováa , Martin Vaculíka , Jakub Procházkaa,d and  
Wilmar B. Schaufelib,c 

aDepartment of Psychology, Masaryk University, Brno, Czech Republic; bDepartment of Social, 
Organizational and Health Psychology, Utrecht University, The Netherlands; cResearch Unit 
Occupational & Organizational Psychology and Professional Learning, KU Leuven, Belgium; 
dDepartment of Corporate Economics, Faculty of Economics and Administration, Masaryk University, 
Brno, Czech Republic  

ABSTRACT 
Previous studies have confirmed correlations between resilience 
and job performance, but surprisingly little is known about the 
nature of this relationship. This study sheds light on the roles of 
two important positive dimensions of work-related well-being: 
job satisfaction and work engagement. Data were collected 
from 360 Czech workers in helping professions using an online 
survey. Levels of resilience and perceived job performance were 
indeed positively associated. Using structural equation 
modeling, the best-fitting model showed partial mediation by 
work engagement; conversely, job satisfaction was not found to 
be a mediator of this relationship. Additionally, the finding that 
job performance is related more strongly to work engagement 
than to job satisfaction contributes to the debate about the 
concurrent validity of job attitudes. 
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Stress in the workplace negatively influences individual workers and entire 
organizations. According to the American Psychology Association (APA; 
2009), more than one half of employees report some amount of lost pro-
ductivity due to stress while at work; interestingly, this problem is augmented 
among young workers—roughly six in 10 Millennials and Gen Xers report 
some amount of lost productivity. Therefore, it is desirable to reduce the causes 
of stress, but it is equally important to enable workers to cope with the degree of 
stress that is unavoidable. Enhanced resilience seems to be one of the options. 

The concept of resilience was discussed many years ago as a personality 
trait related to adaptability and coping (Block, 1961). The current conceptua-
lization of resilience as a state emerged in the 1970s from research on the 
resilience of children of mothers with schizophrenia (Garmezy, 1971), and 
a number of later studies confirmed that resilience is not a rare phenomenon 
(Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006). Since then, research on this topic has 
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expanded greatly, and resilience has been investigated in many other 
contexts, such as health care (e.g., McAllister & McKinnon, 2009), education 
(e.g., Jennings, Frank, Snowberg, Coccia, & Greenberg, 2013), social policy 
(e.g., Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000), including work environments (see below). 

When applied to the workplace, resilience is defined as the “positive 
psychological capacity to rebound, to ‘bounce back’ from adversity, uncertainty, 
conflict, failure, or even positive change, progress and increased responsibility” 
(Luthans, 2002, p. 702). Over a decade of research attests to the importance of 
resilience in the workplace for employees’ well-being and performance. Numer-
ous studies have confirmed a weak to moderate relationship between resilience 
and job performance (Krush, Agnihotri, Trainor, & Krishnakumar, 2013; 
Luthans, Avolio, Walumbwa, & Li, 2005; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman 
2007). Moreover, a recent systematic review by Robertson, Cooper, Sarkar, 
and Curran (2015) of studies monitoring the effects of resilience training in 
the workplace reveals that resilience training can improve personal resilience 
and is a useful means of developing not only mental health and subjective 
well-being in employees but also improved performance. 

These first attempts illustrated that resilience training in the workplace can 
enable people to cope better with stress and to be more satisfied and productive; 
consequently, some companies provide resilience training to attain these results. 
However, an exploration of the mechanism of the relationship between resilience 
and job performance is still needed to better estimate which workers would benefit 
from resilience training and under what conditions. Our aim therefore is to extend 
the current research by examining the way through which resilience increases job 
performance, namely, the possible mediating effects of two important positive 
dimensions of work-related well-being—job satisfaction and work engagement 
—on this relationship. Whereas job satisfaction is focused on the affective aspects 
of work, “an evaluative description of job conditions or characteristics” (Chris-
tian, Garza & Slaughter, 2011, p. 97), work engagement is focused on physical, 
emotional, and cognitive aspects of involvement with the job, “a description of 
an individual’s experiences resulting from work” (Christian et al., 2011,, p. 97). 

Given the similarity between work engagement and job satisfaction and 
repeated questioning of the uniqueness of the construct of work engagement 
(Newman & Harrison, 2008), the aim of this study is to assess the possible med-
iating effects of satisfaction and engagement simultaneously. We keep both vari-
ables in one model and identify the mediating effect of each variable in the context 
of the other one. The next paragraphs describe why satisfaction and engagement 
are expected to mediate the relationship between resilience and job performance. 

The mediating role of job satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is a “pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal 
of one´s job as achieving or facilitating one´s job values” (Locke, 1969, p. 317). 
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This attitude toward a job contributes to the health of workers (Faragher, 
Cass, & Cooper, 2005) and to their general life satisfaction (Judge & 
Watanabe, 1993). Satisfied workers maintain better relations with colleagues 
(Swider, Boswell, & Zimmerman, 2011), tend to be absent less often (Steel, 
Rentsch, & Hendrix, 2002) and are less likely to quit than their less satisfied 
peers (Swider et al., 2011), and have a greater commitment to their organization 
(Yoon & Thye, 2002); finally, yet importantly, job satisfaction contributes to 
maintaining high work performance (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001). 

According to previous evidence, resilience attenuates the debilitating effects 
of stress on job satisfaction (Krush et al., 2013). Resilient people can effectively 
regulate their emotions when faced with adversity (Bonanno, Papa, & O’Neill, 
2001), or, even though resilient people experience negative emotions at levels 
comparable to those of their less resilient peers when faced with a stressor, 
they also experience more positive emotions (Cohn, Fredrickson, Brown, 
Mikels, & Conway, 2009). We suppose that resilient workers can effectively 
cope with stress and experience more positive emotions and thus are very 
likely to be more satisfied with their job than their less resilient peers. Weak 
to moderate positive relationships between resilience and job satisfaction have 
been repeatedly reported (Hudgins, 2016; Larson & Luthans, 2006; Matos, 
Neushotz, Griffin, & Fitzpatrick, 2010), and a longitudinal study by Liossis, 
Shochet, Millear, and Biggs (2009) reported that an intervention promoting 
resilience in the workplace led to a significant increase of job satisfaction 5 
months after completion of the program. In turn, job satisfaction helps to 
achieve high job performance (Judge et al., 2001). People who are satisfied with 
their job and feel good about it are supposed to be able to act more effectively 
and to achieve higher performance than those who are not satisfied with their 
job and who invest energy in coping with negative emotions. According to 
broaden-and-build theory, experiencing positive emotions causes a broadening 
of perspectives and a realistic perception of the positive and the negative aspects 
of situations (Fredrickson, 2004). This makes satisfied people more flexible in 
response to changing demands and more open to new experiences (Tugade 
& Fredrickson, 2004); hence, they are better able to achieve high performance. 

We, therefore, hypothesize that if resilience helps people cope with adversity, 
maintain effective interaction, and experience positive emotions, it should 
increase job satisfaction, which in turn should contribute to job performance. 

We are aware of extensive disputes over the role of attitudes in determining 
and predicting behaviors. Based on the theories of Fishbein and Ajzen (e.g., 
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974), who developed the compati-
bility principle for attitudes and their relationships to behavior, attitude–beha-
vior connections are the strongest when the attitude is matched in specificity 
or generality to the behavior. Harrison, Newman, and Roth (2006) noted that 
job satisfaction is an attitude that connotes a broad target. Such an attitude 
should kindle a general, undifferentiated force to engage in (positive or negative) 
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behaviors that manifest the attitude. We, therefore, suppose that if we focus on 
overall job satisfaction and its relationship to overall job performance, we will 
observe a link between the attitude and the behavior. Similarly, Judge et al. 
(2001) concluded that overall satisfaction had a much stronger meta-analytic 
relationship with overall job performance (p = .30) than was previously believed. 

Our reasoning is consistent with the results of previous research. Former 
studies have provided evidence for a weak to moderate positive relationship 
between resilience and job performance (Krush et al., 2013; Luthans et al., 
2007; Luthans et al., 2005), a weak to moderate positive relationship between 
resilience and job satisfaction (Alessandri, Borgogni, Consiglio, & Mitidieri, 
2015; Hudgins, 2016; Krush et al., 2013; Larson & Luthans, 2006) and a 
moderate positive correlation between job satisfaction and job performance 
(Davar & RanjuBala, 2012; Judge et al., 2001; Riketta, 2008). 

Hypothesis 1:  Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between resilience and job 
performance. 

The mediating role of work engagement 

Work engagement is “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 
characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, 
Gonzalez-Romá, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). We refer to engagement as a state 
of mind that is relatively enduring but may fluctuate over time (Schaufeli 
et al., 2002). It has a beneficial effect on employees and organizations, as it 
is positively related to employees’ job satisfaction (Saks, 2006; Schaufeli, 
2011), health (Schaufeli, 2011), organizational commitment (Saks, 2006; 
Simpson, 2009), and task and contextual performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; 
Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009; Balducci, Fraccar-
oli, & Schaufeli, 2010; Christian et al., 2011; Gorgievski, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 
2010) and negatively related to employee turnover (Saks, 2006; Simpson, 2009). 

Resilience is one of the antecedents of work engagement. According to 
Kahn (1990), three psychological conditions are required for engagement: 
meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Kahn’s model of engagement was 
later empirically verified by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004), whose results 
supported the positive relations between meaningfulness, safety and avail-
ability, and work engagement. We suppose that resilience helps to attain all 
three conditions. First, it has been shown that resilient people have developed 
personal resources and positive self-evaluations consisting of self-esteem, 
generalized efficacy, an internal locus of control, and emotional stability 
(Fonagy, Steele, Steele, Higgitt, & Target, 1994; Haglund, Nestadt, Cooper, 
Southwick, & Charney, 2007), and the more positive self-regard a person 
has, the more the goal of self-concordance is achieved (Judge, Bono, Erez, 
& Locke, 2005). Therefore, resilient people are expected to perceive their goals 
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as meaningful. Second, resilient individuals assess potential stressors as less 
threatening than their less resilient peers (Sweetman & Luthans, 2010); thus, 
we expect them to feel that it is safe to engage. Third, they have a sense of 
their ability to control and affect their environment successfully (Fonagy 
et al., 1994); hence, they are supposed to sense the availability of engagement. 

The relationship between resilience and work engagement has also been 
researched in the context of psychological capital (a core factor consisting 
of hope, efficacy, optimism, and resilience), and numerous studies have 
provided evidence that work engagement is an outcome of these psychological 
resources (e.g., Avey, Wernsing, & Luthans, 2008; Paek, Schuckert, Kim, & 
Lee, 2015; Sweetman & Luthans, 2010). 

Subsequently, work engagement helps people to achieve high job 
performance. As a motivational concept, engagement should be related to 
the persistence and intensity with which individuals pursue their task perfor-
mance (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Albrecht (2010) affirmed that 
engaged employees are active agents, feel competent, and set high goals. In 
addition, they have values that match those of the organization, they are 
intrinsically motivated and work is fun for them (Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004). Consequently, they experience positive emotions, which help them 
to concentrate on their work and achieve high individual performance. 
Additionally, they are friendly, willing to help others and positively influence 
their colleagues with their work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008), 
thus increasing the overall performance of those who work in teams. Finally, 
their high engagement contributes to their good health and its associated 
work ability (Demerouti, Bakker, De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001). 

Hence, we assume that resilience increases job engagement, which in turn 
contributes to job performance. Our reasoning is consistent with the results of 
previous research. Former studies have provided evidence for a moderate to 
strong relationship between resilience and work engagement (Mache et al., 
2014; Othman, Ghazali, & Ahmad, 2013; Simons & Buitendach, 2013) and 
a moderate positive relationship between engagement and contextual and task 
job performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009; 
Gorgievski et al., 2010). 

Hypothesis 2:  Job engagement mediates the relationship between resilience and 
job performance. 

Method 

Participants and design 

Three hundred and sixty Czech workers in helping professions filled out an 
online survey. Participants averaged age was 35.74 years (SD = 10.73) with 
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8.5 years of work experience (SD = 9.83). The majority were women (86.67%), 
in accordance with the real quotient of women in the helping professions. 
Health care professionals (94 nurses, 35 physicians, 18 rescuers, and 9 physical 
therapists) and workers in social and pedagogical areas (128 teachers and edu-
cators, 31 psychologists, 21 social workers, 14 special instructors, and 10 per-
sonal assistants) participated in this study. 

Procedure 

As a requirement of this study, participants had to have worked at their 
current position for at least 3 months and for a minimum of 20 hours per 
week. We did not consider those who were new at their jobs or worked less 
than one half of the typical weekly working hours in the Czech Republic 
because we wanted the data to be unaffected by such cases. To obtain a large 
field sample of helping professionals for high external validity and statistical 
power, we recruited participants via websites that connect various groups of 
helping professionals. Participants were guaranteed that their data would 
remain confidential at all times during and after the project. The study was 
conducted in accordance with the APA’s ethical principles and code of 
conduct (2010). 

Measures 

The survey included measures of resilience, job satisfaction, work 
engagement, and perceived job performance, as well as several demographic 
variables as control variables. 

Resilience 
For the assessment of resilience, we used the 10-item version of the Connor- 
Davidson Resilience Scale (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007). This short version 
had demonstrated a high construct validity and a high correlation with the 
original 25-item Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 
2007). The one-factor model showed good fit, χ2 (35) = 93.77, p < .001; 
RMSEA = .056, 90% CI [.042, .069], SRMR = .034; CFI = .96, and all the items 
had salient loadings (.39 − .74) (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007). standardized 
root mean residual (SRMR) = .034; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .96, and 
all the items had salient loadings (.39 − .74) (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007). 
We translated the items from English to Czech and conducted a pilot study 
to evaluate the appropriateness of the Czech version of the questionnaire. 
There were five participants age 25 to 55 years who filled in the form and then 
answered our cognitive interview. Consequently, we have modified the 
wording of some items to make them more understandable to the general 
population and estimated the time needed to fill in the survey. Participants 
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rated each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = never, 2 = exceptionally, 
3 = sometimes,  
4 = often, 5 = nearly always). Later, an analysis of internal consistency 
confirmed the satisfactory reliability of the Czech version of the Connor- 
Davidson Resilience Scale (α = .75). 

Job satisfaction 
The short version of the Job Diagnostic Survey, Scale of General Satisfaction 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1974) was used for the assessment of job satisfaction. It 
consists of three self-evaluating statements rated on a 7-point Likert-type 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither, 
5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree). Prior analysis of the Czech 
version of this method (Vaculik, Vytaskova, Prochazka, & Zalis, 2016) docu-
mented its high internal consistency (α = .95) as well as strong factor loadings 
(0.81, −0.74, 0.84). Our analysis of internal consistency confirmed the satisfac-
tory reliability of the Czech version (α = .84). 

Work engagement 
For the assessment of work engagement, we adapted the 9-item version of the 
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli et al., 2002). It consists of 
nine statements describing how people can feel in the context of work, and 
respondents rate how often they experience these feelings on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = never, 2 = hardly ever, 3 = occasionally, 4 = sometimes, 
5 = often, 6 = very often, 7 = always). The reliability and stability of this 
method were verified by Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006). The scale 
was made as a three-dimensional measure, but recently De Bruin and Henn 
(2013) provided evidence supporting the convergent validity of the three 
subscales, thus pointing toward the presence of a general factor. The findings 
demonstrate that—despite the multidimensionality—the interpretation of a 
total score is justified and preferable (De Bruin & Henn, 2013). We translated 
the items from English to Czech and conducted a pilot study to evaluate the 
appropriateness of the Czech version of the questionnaire. An independent 
analysis of the internal consistency confirmed the strong reliability of the 
Czech version (α = .92). 

Job performance 
We are convinced that the behavior and outcomes of helping professionals are 
generally not countable; hence, we find an objective measurement of perfor-
mance in the helping professions inappropriate. Consequently, we assessed 
job performance by self-evaluation. We used a short form of the Perceived 
Job Performance Inventory (Vaculik et al., 2016) consisting of six self- 
evaluating statements that are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = neither, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly 
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agree). The scale was made as a unidimensional one-factor measure. Prior 
analysis of this method had documented its high internal consistency (α = . 
83). Our analysis of the internal consistency confirmed its satisfactory 
reliability (α = .77). 

Results 

Preliminary analyses 

The assumptions for our analysis were that the resilience and performance scales 
are unidimensional and that it is possible to use the UWES to measure the single 
factor of engagement. We needed to find support for these assumptions to be 
able to form parcels for the abovementioned variables. The confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFAs) using Mplus 6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2011) of one-factor 
models supported the assumptions that the measures of resilience, χ2(35) = 
58.842, CFI = .957, RMSEA = .043, and performance, χ2(9) = 40.329, CFI = .942, 
RMSEA = .098, were unidimensional. The CFI close to .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; 
or over .93 according to Byrne, 1994) indicated good fit of the models with one 
factor. The higher RMSEA of the performance questionnaire should be inter-
preted carefully because of the lower test power of this indicator in analyses with 
small df and small sample size (Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2015). The fit of 
the performance questionnaire is decreased mainly because of the correlated 
residuals of two reverse items (Items 3 and 6), not because of the presence of 
a subfactor of performance in the questionnaire. 

The measure of engagement consisted of three subscales. However, each 
subscale measured engagement as a higher-order construct (CFA with three 
factors corresponding to three subscales of engagement and one higher-order 
factor of engagement: χ2(24) = 190.486, CFI = .956, RMSEA = .099, standard 
factor loadings of subscales on engagement ≥ .883). The CFA indicated good 
fit of the model (Hu & Bentler, 1999); the RMSEA should be interpreted care-
fully, as mentioned above (Kenny et al., 2015). The fit of the model was 
decreased mainly by a small quantity of correlated residuals of items across 
the subscales and the tendency of absorption items to load slightly on the 
other factors. These results supported our intention to use the UWES as a 
measurement of engagement as a latent variable (compare, e.g., with De Bruin 
& Henn, 2013). Moreover, if we considered the UWES unidimensional in 
further analysis, all nine items loaded strongly on a single factor of engage-
ment (the lowest factor loading was .60). 

Model testing 

To test the hypotheses, we estimated the structural equation model (SEM) using 
Mplus 6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2011). We modeled the relationship 
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between employees’ resilience and performance as mediated by engagement 
and job satisfaction. Before conducting the SEM analysis, we formed parcels 
with an equal number of items in every parcel (in line with recommendations 
by Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002) to reduce the number of 
variables in the model and to increase the reliability of the indicators (Graham, 
Tatterson, & Widaman, 2000). We created five parcels for resilience (Items 1  
+ 2, 3 + 4, 5 + 6, 7 + 8, and 9 + 10) and three parcels for performance (Items 1  
+ 2, 3 + 4, and 5 + 6). Based on the recommendation of Graham et al. (2000) we 
created parcels of engagement that were each representative of all the subdo-
mains within engagement (i.e., the domain-representative approach). We 
grouped the first, second, and third items from every subscale together to create 
three parcels (items 1 + 2 + 5, 3 + 4 + 6, 7 + 8 + 9). The job satisfaction scale con-
tained only three items, so we did not create parcels for the job satisfaction vari-
able. After creating parcels, we tested the measurement model in which four 
parcels loaded on Resilience, three parcels loaded on Engagement, three parcels 
loaded on factor Performance and three items loaded on Satisfaction. The 
measurement model had good fit, χ2(71) = 114.907, CFI = .981, Tucker-Lewis 
Index (TLI) = .976, SRMR = .038, RMSEA = .041. 

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for all latent variables.1 

We estimated the model with maximum likelihood estimation (ML). The fit 
indices for the hypothesized model indicated a good fit, χ2(71) = 114.907, 
CFI = .981, TLI = .976, SRMR = .038, RMSEA = .041, according to Hu and 
Bentler (1999). The model explained 25.4% of variance in performance, 
29.7% of variance in engagement, and 19.4% of variance in job satisfaction. 
Although we included two proposed mediators in the model (engagement 
and job satisfaction), there was a strong significant direct path (standard esti-
mation = .366) from resilience (predictor variable) to performance (outcome 
variable) (see Table 2 and Figure 1). However, there was also a strong signifi-
cant path (std. est. = .545) from resilience to engagement and a weak significant 
path (std. est. = .265) from engagement to performance. The indirect effect of 
resilience on performance through engagement was weak but significant (std. 
est. = .145). Engagement weakly mediated the relationship between resilience 
and performance. Thus, we found support for our second hypothesis. 

Furthermore, we found a strong significant path (std. est. = .441) from 
resilience to job satisfaction. Nevertheless, we did not find any significant 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for latent variables.  
SD R P S 

R: Resilience  .009    
P: Performance  .020  .472   
S: Satisfaction  2.071  .441  .283  
E: Engagement  0.375  .545  .397  .786   
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relationship between job satisfaction and performance (std. est. = −.086). One 
could assume that the absence of a path from job satisfaction to job perfor-
mance may be caused by the presence of engagement in the model, which 
shared common variance with job satisfaction. However, we did not find a 
significant path from job satisfaction to performance even in the model with-
out engagement (std. path from job satisfaction to performance = .088, p = .19, 
CFI = .981, RMSEA = .041). Thus, we did not find support for the hypothesis 
that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between resilience and 
performance. 

Table 2. The structural equation model with direct and indirect effects.  
Est. SE 95% CI Stand. est. 

Resilience→Engagement  1.375**  .192  [.998, 1.752]  .545 
Resilience→Satisfaction  1.705**  .278  [1.160, 2.250]  .441 
Resilience→Performance  .445**  .110  [.229, .660]  .366 
Engagement→Performance  .128*  .056  [.019, .237]  .265 
Satisfaction→Performance  –.027  .033  [–.092, .038]  –.086 
Resilience→Engagement→Performance  .176*  .078  [.022, .330]  .145 
Resilience→Satisfaction→Performance  –.046  .057  [–.159, .066]  –.038 
Engagement with Satisfaction  .512**  .058  [.398, .626]  .725 

Note. CI = confidence interval. 
*p < .05; **p < .01.   

Figure 1. Job satisfaction and engagement as mediators of the relationship between resilience 
and job performance. Notes. Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. *p < .05, **p < .01;.  
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We also compared the hypothesized model with the null model and two 
alternative models that were nested in our hypothesized model (see 
Table 3). Model 1 was a model with three independent predictors of perfor-
mance (without an indirect effect of resilience on performance through 
engagement or satisfaction). Model 2 was a model with a full mediation (with-
out a direct path from resilience to performance). Both models had a signifi-
cantly better fit than the baseline model. However, the best model was the 
hypothesized model with partial mediation that contained direct and indirect 
effects, Δχ2

(M1-M3) = 83.762, Δdf(M1-M3) = 2, p < .001; Δχ2
(M2-M3) = 20.412, Δdf 

(M2-M3) = 1, p < .001. 

Discussion 

We studied the relationship between resilience and job performance and 
confirmed that resilience affects the job performance of people in helping 
professions. In addition, resilience is related to two important positive 
dimensions of work-related well-being: job satisfaction and job engagement. 
Resilient people are more satisfied and more engaged at work than their less 
resilient peers. Only work engagement is related to job performance; thus, 
engaged people perform better than their less engaged peers, but satisfied 
workers do not perform better than their less satisfied peers. Consequently, 
we did not find support for our first hypothesis because the role of job 
satisfaction in the relationship between resilience and job performance was 
not significant. In contrast, the results of SEM support our second hypothesis 
that the relationship between resilience and job performance can be partly 
explained by work engagement. Additionally, evidence that work engagement 
offers a unique explanatory variance beyond that of traditional job satisfaction 
is a contribution to the debate about work engagement’s ultimate utility as a 
construct. 

Theoretical implications and future research 

Our findings contribute to the current personnel psychology literature by 
providing further evidence of the relationship between resilience and job 
performance and by partly explaining this relationship by job engagement. 

Table 3. The comparison of alternative models.  
χ2 df CFI RMSEA 90% CIRMSEA TLI SRMR 

M0: Null model  2452.576 91  .000  .268  [.258, .278]  .000  .318 
M1: Direct effects only  198.669 73  .947  .069  [.058, .081]  .934  .143 
M2: Indirect effects only  135.319 72  .973  .049  [.036, .062]  .966  .055 
M3: Direct +indirect effects  114.907 71  .981  .041  [.027, .055]  .976  .038 

Note. Comparative Fit Index (CFI) =; Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) =; Confidence Interval 
(CI)IRMSEA =; Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) =; Standardized Root Mean-square Residual (SRMR) =.   
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This finding is in line with those of Bakker and Demerouti (2008) who 
explained that resilience helps people maintain or even develop personal 
resources despite adversity and reinforces a positive self-image. People with 
a positive self-image choose activities in line with their personal goals, and 
this concordance then increases their motivation to fulfill these goals (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2008). Thus, resilient people tend to be engaged despite 
adversity. Our results are in line with those of recent studies confirming that 
work engagement is indeed related to job performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; 
Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009; Gorgievski et al., 2010). 

To our knowledge, this study is the first to attest that work engagement 
plays a mediating role in the relationship between resilience and job perfor-
mance. Future research should aim to identify other mediators, or eventually 
moderators, of this relationship. A detailed understanding of the functioning 
of the relationship between resilience and job performance would be helpful 
to organizations and supervisors when considering whether resilience training 
should be provided to help health care professionals be satisfied, engaged, and 
productive and determining which group of workers would profit the most 
from such training in the workplace. Additionally, our results suggest that 
work engagement is a useful construct that deserves further attention. 

Furthermore, we found a strong significant path from resilience to job sat-
isfaction, which means that resilience is importantly related to job satisfaction. 
Based on studies by Matos et al. (2010) and Luthans et al. (2006), the relation 
between resilience and job satisfaction should be further investigated. The 
current study provides further evidence of this relationship. Nevertheless, in 
contrast with the common belief that “a happy worker is a productive 
worker,” we did not find any significant relationship between job satisfaction 
and performance. One could assume that the absence of a path from job sat-
isfaction to job performance may be caused by the presence of work engage-
ment in the model, leading to shared common variance with job satisfaction. 
However, we did not find a significant path from job satisfaction to perfor-
mance even in the model without engagement. This finding is in line with 
a meta-analysis conducted by Judge et al. (2001) who collected 254 studies 
focusing on the relationship between job satisfaction and job performance 
and found varying results—the relationship between job satisfaction and 
job performance varied from weakly negative to strongly positive. Similarly, 
Davar and RanjuBala (2012) collected 48 studies in which the relationship 
between job satisfaction and job performance varied from none to strongly 
positive. The substantial variation in the individual correlations may be a 
consequence of numerous variables intervening in this relationship (for more 
details, see Davar & RanjuBala, 2012); for example, global measures (referring 
more to emotions) display somewhat higher correlations with job perfor-
mance than do measures formed from a composite of job satisfaction facets 
(assessing job satisfaction in a more cognitive way) (Judge et al., 2001). The 
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scale we used recognizes job satisfaction in the affective and the cognitive way. 
Further investigation of the relationship between job satisfaction and job per-
formance is still needed. 

Moreover, some researchers are ambivalent about the incremental value of 
engagement over other constructs as a predictor of behavior (Newman & 
Harrison, 2008). Based on our analysis, the different roles of the two positive 
dimensions of work-related well-being in the relationship between resilience 
and job performance reflect that even though state engagement occupies a 
common conceptual space with satisfaction (Macey & Schneider, 2008), they 
represent conceptually distinct constructs with different antecedents and out-
comes (see also Christian et al., 2011). While job satisfaction is focused on the 
affective aspects of work, work engagement is focused on physical, emotional, 
and cognitive aspects of involvement with the job (Christian et al., 2011). 
Work engagement connotes activation, as opposed to satisfaction, which is 
more similar to satiation (Macey & Schneider, 2008). Because of higher levels 
of activation (drive), engaged employees put more effort into their work and 
therefore perform better than merely satisfied employees. This finding 
matches the circumplex model of employee well-being (Salanova, Del Libano, 
Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2014). Thus, careful distinctions between job satisfaction 
and work engagement are meaningful. 

Finally, Kim, Kolb, and Kim (2013) reported nine studies in which work 
engagement was found to mediate the relationship between performance and 
other factors (i.e., self-efficacy, trust, coaching, value congruence, perceived 
organizational support, self-evaluation, transformational leadership, workplace 
ostracism, and procedural justice). Our finding that engagement also mediates 
the relationship between performance and resilience broadens their findings. 

Practical implications 

Stress in the workplace impairs personal and social functioning on the job and 
thus carries real costs for the individual worker, the people affected by him or 
her, and the organization as a whole (Maslach & Leiter, 2008). It represents a 
common problem, as more than one half of employees report some amount of 
lost productivity due to stress at work (APA, 2009). Therefore, it seems crucial 
to reduce the causes of stress where possible and to enable workers to cope 
with the degree of stress that is unavoidable. The current study confirmed that 
a focus on resilience can be one option for addressing stress. 

Resilience represents an important predictor of job performance and is also 
related to two important positive dimensions of work-related well-being: job 
satisfaction and job engagement. Resilient workers are more satisfied and 
engaged at work and attain a better job performance than their less resilient 
peers. These workers are usually healthier (Schaufeli, 2011) and are less likely 
to quit (Swider et al. 2011); therefore, we recommend assessing resilience 
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when hiring new employees and enhancing the resilience development of 
current employees to improve work performance, as well as the satisfaction 
and engagement of workers in organizational settings. 

Resilience is a largely malleable phenomenon (Robertson et al., 2015), and 
as such, it is suitable for intervention based on coaching-related principles, 
mindfulness, and compassion-based principles, or multimodal cognitive- 
behavioral techniques (Haracz & Roberts, 2016), or workplace changes 
(Attridge, 2009). The extant research suggests that resilience training can be 
effective for employees, fostering their mental health and subjective well-being 
(e.g., Arnetz, Nevedal, Lumley, Backman, & Lublin, 2009; Grant, Curtayne, & 
Burton, 2009; Pipe et al., 2012), as well as for organizations, providing perfor-
mance benefits that include improved goal attainment (Grant et al., 2009), 
productivity (Pipe et al., 2012), and observed behavioral performance (Arnetz 
et al., 2009). A systematic review of resilience training in the workplace 
conducted by Robertson et al. (2015) indicated that in general, studies offer 
support for the positive impact of resilience training. As resilience contributes 
to high job performance via job engagement, organizations should consider 
providing resilience training, especially for workers in positions where work 
engagement plays an important role or where the risk of burnout (often 
conceptualized as the opposite of work engagement) is augmented. Resilience 
helps these workers remain engaged despite the stress they experience while 
working; consequently, it enables them to achieve high performance. The 
groups at risk are not only workers in human services and educational 
occupations but all those who face a high workload, have little control over 
their job, lack recognition, work in isolation, perceive their work conditions 
as unfair, or experience values conflicts on the job (Maslach & Leiter, 2008). 

Limitations 

The cross-sectional nature of this study implies that we cannot test causal 
relationships. Where inferred, the directionality of relationships is based on 
and supported by the existing literature. Nevertheless, the theory-building 
foundation and cross-sectional findings can provide insights and at least a 
point of departure for future longitudinal and experimental research. 

Although self-reports seem appropriate for measuring attitudes as well as 
resilience and job performance in certain professions, single-source bias is a 
methodological threat. To disclose possible common methods bias, we 
compared our findings with those of previous studies. Partial results were 
comparable to those that assessed relationships between the same variables 
based on different sources of information, for example, measured the relation-
ship between resilience based on self-report and job performance based on 
objective data and managers’ appraisals (Luthans et al., 2007). Further 
evidence against common method bias is that some of the relationships found 
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between the variables were weak. Nevertheless, future research should address 
more sources of information to confirm the validity of our results. As 
mentioned, for example, peers’ and superiors’ ratings of job performance 
could also be used to reduce the possible bias caused by impression 
management. 

Recognition of the limits of generalizability is important. Our sample 
covered people in various helping professions; thus, we assume our results 
are generalizable to workers in helping professions. Although the analyses 
showed no significant effects for profession, future research may use a more 
diverse sample to replicate the findings and generalize them to all people who 
experience stress in the workplace. 

Overall, this study shows the important role played by resilience for 
employees working in stressful environments. Work engagement as a 
mediator plays a role in explaining the relationship between resilience and 
job performance. This study, therefore, contributes to the clarifying the role 
of resilience in stressful workplaces. 

Note  

1. Descriptive statistics for all parcels and items of job satisfaction and correlations between 
them can be obtained from the first author.  
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