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Work Engagement and the Management of
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Abstract

This study demonstrated the usage of employee engagement surveys as a turnover 

predictor. An 8-item questionnaire was utilized on a sample size of 336 employees from a 
selected three automobile distributors in Thailand. Engagement mean scores were analyzed 

among mean scores were then used as the turnover indicator. Engagement mean scores for 

each independent factor were then compared with the turnover threshold in order to identify 
the risk-prone turnover group. The study of employment turnover indicator can be viewed as 
the supplement of customary engagement survey as it can reveal employee groups that need 

immediate managerial attention.

Keywords: Employee engagement, Employee turnover, Thailand’s car dealership
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Concept Overview

Employee engagement has long been a known term and a major indicator of                  

organizational health while turnover was viewed as its weak area. This study is designed to 
explore how an organization can effectively use a survey to create a turnover map and 

monitor key areas where future turnover may yet occur. 
The study aims to demonstrate how to identify the gap of mean score responses   

between current and exiting employees at three selected key automobile dealerships in Thailand 

the turnover indicator. These indicators are further aimed at managing employee turnover. 

Literature Review

companies identify the nature of employee engagement. The Aon Hewitt Engagement Model 

Say (consistently speak positive about the organization to coworkers, potential            

 employees, and customers).  
Stay  have an intense desire to be part of the organization). 

Strive (contribute to business success). 
Buckingham & Coffman (1999) prepared 12 questions to measure employee engagement 

known as Gallup Q12. Organizations with a higher Q12 score exhibited lower turnover and 

three categories – engaged, not engaged, and actively disengaged. 

Rothwell (2010) described engagement as a positive attitude toward the job and       
distinguished it from both job satisfaction and commitment.  Engagement was more temporary 

and volatile than commitment and was viewed as intellectually and emotionally bound to 
the organization to the extent that engaged employees felt more passionate about the         
corporate goal and could and would exert their efforts beyond basic job requirements and 

responsibilities to meet their customers’ demands.  Infotech (2011) also outlined the positive 

customer satisfaction.
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Another useful template to examine regarding employee retention is the exit-voice-

dissatisfaction (Hirschman, 1970).  As the name suggests, exit refers to leaving the organization 

or searching for other employment after experiencing strong emotional events.  Voice refers 
to a constructive response to try and improve the situation. However, voice can be weakened 

when most valuable employees choose to quit and leave rather than continue to engage in 
a counterproductive situation. Loyalty can be viewed as being “loyalists” or those who are 
“suffering in silence”, patiently waiting for the problems to resolve gradually.  Neglect refers 

to a reduction of work effort and less attention to quality. It is considered a passive activity 
that has a negative effect on job performance since these employees will demonstrate increasing 

absenteeism and lateness.   In conclusion, employees who experience job dissatisfaction may 

According to Branham (2005), around 95% of voluntary turnover and disengagement 
was avoidable and a collaborative effort between employers and employees. Many companies 

levers revolved around positive management and a good corporate culture. Considering a 

comprehensive analysis of 19,700 exit and current employee survey conducted by Saratoga 
Institute in California, Branham found that 88% of voluntary turnovers are caused by some 

cause other than money. Dewhurst, Guthridge, and Mohr (2009) shed more light on the problem 
by citing the case of an economic slump that offered business leaders a chance to use          

motivators, including praise from immediate managers, one-on-one attention from leaders, 
and a chance to lead projects. In other words, employees need to feel that their companies 

are considerate of their employees’ value, well-being, and career opportunity potentials. 
However, the turnover problem seemed to be more complicated, as some disengaged employees 
might simply quit and leave, while others remain and stay. No matter which road these        

disengaged persons chose to pursue, organization productivity suffered a stall and a downturn. 
Finnegan (2009) indicated that employee turnover costs around 12 to 40% of a company’s 

pretax income and became even more critical if voluntarily leave occurred among top           
performers. 
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To predict future turnover, the company can create a database identifying future 

turnover and its causes. According to Carvin (2002), a turnover indicator compares engagement 
mean scores for current and exiting employee groups. In particular, any areas where the average 

Turnover Indicators. Next, these turnover indicators can be cross-examined by department, 

Research Methodology
This study aimed at determining the engagement perceptions for current and exit 

employees. A work engagement questionnaire was distributed to the sample size of 342     
employees; 336 were collected rendering a response rate of 98%. A 6-point Likert scale ranging 

(Nunnaly, 1978). Independent variables included gender, education, age, working years with 

employed (265), and 71 employees who, after completed the survey, had left the company 
in 6 months (the exit group). Engagement scores were compared between the two groups and 

average for the current employees were tagged as “Turnover Indicators.”

Statistical Analysis and Results
The total engagement mean scores between current and exit employees were 4.36 

analyzed and compared based on the respondent’s employment status (Current vs. Exit). 

counts), Question 4 (I am happy working here), Question 5 (I will recommend this company), 

Question 6 (I have good friends at work), and Question 8 (Number of years I intend to work 
here) wherein current employees had higher mean scores than did the exited ones. An analysis 

of variance between the current and exited employees is shown in Figure 1 and the exited 
mean scores is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 1. An analysis of variance between current and exited employees

QUESTIONS N Mean Std.
Deviation

Std. 
Error Interval for Mean

Min Max

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Q1. My workload is
appropriate

Current 
Employees

265 4.65 1.063 .065 4.52 4.78 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.63 1.210 .144 4.35 4.92 1 6

Total 336 4.65 1.094 .060 4.53 4.76 1 6

Q2. Compensation is
appropriate

Current 
Employees

265 3.91 1.391 .085 3.74 4.07 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 3.61 1.478 .175 3.26 3.96 1 6

Total 336 3.84 1.413 .077 3.69 3.99 1 6

Q3. My opinion counts Current 
Employees

265 4.45 1.080 .066 4.32 4.58 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.11 1.337 .159 3.80 4.43 1 6

Total 336 4.38 1.145 .062 4.26 4.50 1 6

Q4. I am happy working 
here

Current 
Employees

265 4.61 1.156 .071 4.47 4.75 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.28 1.504 .179 3.93 4.64 1 6

Total 336 4.54 1.243 .068 4.41 4.68 1 6

Q5. I will recommend 
this company to others 
as a good place to work

Current 
Employees

265 4.72 1.189 .073 4.58 4.86 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.39 1.419 .168 4.06 4.73 1 6

Total 336 4.65 1.246 .068 4.52 4.79 1 6
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Q7. My company 
listens to customer 
and employee 
suggestions

Current 
Employees

265 4.61 1.179 .072 4.46 4.75 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.45 1.491 .177 4.10 4.80 1 6

Total 336 4.57 1.251 .068 4.44 4.71 1 6

Q8. Numbers of year 
I intend to work here

Current 
Employees

265 4.36 1.818 .112 4.14 4.58 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 3.54 2.157 .256 3.02 4.05 1 6

Total 336 4.18 1.921 .105 3.98 4.39 1 6

Total Current 
Employees

265 4.3642 .88436 .05433 4.2572 4.4711 1.42 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.0869 1.11647 .13250 3.8226 4.3511 1.17 6

Total 336 4.3056 .94321 .05146 4.2043 4.4068 1.17 6

Q6. I have good friends 
at work

Current 
Employees

265 5.04 .912 .056 4.93 5.15 1 6

Exits in Few 
Months

71 4.75 1.262 .150 4.45 5.05 1 6

Total 336 4.98 1.001 .055 4.87 5.08 1 6
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ANOVA

Sum of 
Squares

df Mean 
Square

F Sig.

Q1. My workload is appropriate Between 
Groups

.013 1 .013 .011 .917

Within Groups 400.841 334 1.200

Total 400.854 335

Q2. Compensation is 
appropriate

Between 
Groups

5.041 1 5.041 2.537 .112

Within Groups 663.599 334 1.987

Total 668.640 335

Q3. My opinion counts Between Groups 6.479 1 6.479 5.001 .026

Within Groups 432.759 334 1.296

Total 439.238 335

Q4. I am happy working here Between 
Groups

6.084 1 6.084 3.974 .047

Within Groups 511.332 334 1.531

Total 517.417 335

Q5.  I will recommend this 
company to others as a 
good place to work

Between 
Groups

5.965 1 5.965 3.874 .050

Within Groups 514.294 334 1.540

Total 520.259 335

Q6. I have good friends at work Between 
Groups

4.750 1 4.750 4.792 .029

Within Groups 331.059 334 .991

Total 335.810 335

Q7. My company listens 
to customer and 
employee suggestions

Between 
Groups

1.378 1 1.378 .880 .349

Within Groups 522.762 334 1.565

Total 524.140 335

Q8. Numbers of years 
I intend to work here

Between 
Groups

37.954 1 37.954 10.576 .001

Within Groups 1198.605 334 3.589

Total 1236.560 335

Total Between Groups 4.306 1 4.306 4.896 .028

Within Groups 293.727 334 .879

Total 298.032 335

Figure 1
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The next step in the process was to conduct an indicator score comparison for gender, 
education, working years with company and an engagement level. Turnover indicators would 

For example, both years with company group and the engagement level were found to have 
mean scores lower than the turnover indicator set point. As shown in Table 2, the mean scores 

for 11-15 years work experience employees (4.00) were lower than the threshold value (4.11) 
for Question 3 (My opinion counts). In this regard, management may note the senior work 

experience group and further explore what causes them to feel that way. It is interesting that 

(mean scores between 2.49-3.5 on a scale of 6) and highly disengaged groups (mean scores 

In particular, the highly disengaged group showed remarkably low mean scores when asked 

about their happiness working with the company (1.69) and their intention to recommend the 
company to others (1.56)

Figure 2. The engagement mean scores of exited employees to be used as the turnover 
threshold

Figure 2
and therefore would be used as a turnover threshold
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Descriptive

EDUCATION N Mean Std.
Deviation

Minimum Maximum

Q3. My opinion counts Secondary School 53 4.47 1.12 2 6

High School 42 4.52 1.042 2 6

Technical Diploma 24 4.71 0.955 3 6

Associate Degree 103 4.28 1.256 1 6

Bachelor Degree 111 4.3 1.117 1 6

Master Degree 3 4.67 1.528 3 6

Total 336 4.38 1.145 1 6

Q4. I am happy working 
here

Secondary School 53 4.72 1.007 2 6

High School 42 4.98 1 2 6

Technical Diploma 24 4.58 1.586 1 6

Associate Degree 103 4.49 1.22 1 6

Bachelor Degree 111 4.33 1.337 1 6

Master Degree 3 4.67 1.155 4 6

Total 336 4.54 1.243 1 6

Q5. I will recommend 
this company to others 
as a good place to work

Secondary School 53 4.75 1.09 2 6

High School 42 5 0.963 3 6

Technical Diploma 24 4.54 1.414 1 6

Associate Degree 103 4.59 1.264 1 6

Bachelor Degree 111 4.56 1.36 1 6

Master Degree 3 4.33 0.577 4 5

Total 336 4.65 1.246 1 6

Q6. I have good friends 
at work

Secondary School 53 5.04 0.999 2 6

High School 42 5.14 0.783 3 6

Technical Diploma 24 5.33 0.761 4 6

Associate Degree 103 4.99 1.034 1 6

Bachelor Degree 111 4.79 1.071 1 6

Master Degree 3 5 1 4 6

Total 336 4.98 1.001 1 6

Q8. Numbers of years
I intend to work here

Secondary School 53 4.53 1.867 1 6

High School 42 4.67 1.677 1 6

Technical Diploma 24 4.5 1.956 1 6

Associate Degree 103 4.34 1.85 1 6

Bachelor Degree 111 3.61 1.987 1 6

Master Degree 3 4.67 2.309 2 6

Total 336 4.18 1.921 1 6
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Descriptive

GENDER N Mean Std.

Deviation

Minimum Maximum

Q3. My opinion counts Male 203 4.45 1.161 1 6

Female 133 4.27 1.116 1 6

Total 336 4.38 1.145 1 6

Q4. I am happy working 

here

Male 203 4.59 1.221 1 6

Female 133 4.47 1.277 1 6

Total 336 4.54 1.243 1 6

Q5. I will recommend this 

company to others as 

a good place to work

Male 203 4.7 1.255 1 6

Female 133 4.57 1.233 1 6

Total 336 4.65 1.246 1 6

Q6. I have good friends at 

work

Male 203 5.01 1.036 1 6

Female 133 4.92 0.946 1 6

Total 336 4.98 1.001 1 6

Q8. Numbers of years

I intend to work here

Male 203 4.41 1.876 1 6

Female 133 3.84 1.946 1 6

Total 336 4.18 1.921 1 6
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Descriptive

WORK YEAR N Mean Std.
Deviation

Minimum Maximum

Q3. My opinion counts 1-5 years 293 4.40 1.171 1 6

6-10 years 24 4.25 1.073 2 6

11 15 years 8 4.00 0.926 3 5

16-20 years 5 4.40 0.894 3 5

21-25 years 4 4.75 0.5 4 5

More than 25 years 2 4.50 0.707 4 5

Total 336 4.38 1.145 1 6

Q4. I am happy working 
here

1-5 years 293 4.55 1.267 1 6

6-10 years 24 4.42 1.213 2 6

11-15 years 8 4.38 0.916 3 6

16-20 years 5 5.00 0.707 4 6
21-25 years 4 4.75 1.258 3 6

More than 25 years 2 4.50 0.707 4 5

Total 336 4.54 1.243 1 6

Q5. I will recommend this 
company to others as 
a good place to work

1-5 years 293 4.65 1.301 1 6

6-10 years 24 4.63 0.875 3 6
11-15 years 8 4.63 0.916 3 6

16-20 years 5 4.80 0.447 4 5

21-25 years 4 4.75 0.5 4 5

More than 25 years 2 4.50 0.707 4 5

Total 336 4.65 1.246 1 6

Q6. I have good friends at 
work

1-5 years 293 5.00 1.012 1 6

6-10 years 24 4.75 1.073 2 6

11-15 years 8 4.63 0.916 3 6

16-20 years 5 4.80 0.447 4 5

21-25 years 4 5.25 0.5 5 6

More than 25 years 2 5.00 0 5 5

Total 336 4.98 1.001 1 6

Q8. Numbers of years 
I intend to work here

1-5 years 293 4.16 1.929 1 6

6-10 years 24 3.96 2.032 1 6

11-15 years 8 5.13 1.642 2 6

16-20 years 5 4.80 1.304 3 6

21-25 years 4 4.00 2.309 2 6
More than 25 years 2 5.00 1.414 4 6

Total 336 4.18 1.921 1 6
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Descriptive

ENGAGEMENT Level N Mean Std. 

Deviation

Minimum Maximum

Q3. My opinion counts Highly engaged 210 4.77 0.901 1 6

Engaged 76 4.05 0.978 1 6

Disengaged 34 3.71 1.268 2 6

Highly disengaged 16 2.31 1.195 1 5

Total 336 4.38 1.145 1 6

Q4. I am happy working 

here

Highly engaged 210 5.16 0.679 3 6

Engaged 76 4.12 0.952 1 6

Disengaged 34 3.00 1.101 1 5

Highly disengaged 16 1.69 0.704 1 3

Total 336 4.54 1.243 1 6

Q5. I will recommend 

this company to others 

as a good place to work

Highly engaged 210 5.29 0.682 3 6

Engaged 76 4.20 0.783 2 6

Disengaged 34 3.18 1.114 1 5

Highly disengaged 16 1.56 0.727 1 3

Total 336 4.65 1.246 1 6

Q6. I have good friends 

at work

Highly engaged 210 5.28 0.714 2 6

Engaged 76 4.78 0.888 2 6

Disengaged 34 4.35 1.041 2 6

Highly disengaged 16 3.25 1.844 1 6

Total 336 4.98 1.001 1 6

Q8. Numbers of years I 

intend to work here

Highly engaged 210 5.09 1.469 1 6

Engaged 76 3.21 1.692 1 6

Disengaged 34 2.00 1.231 1 6

Highly disengaged 16 1.56 0.512 1 2

Total 336 4.18 1.921 1 6



89

Table 2. Comparison of Turnover Indicator and Selected Independent Factors

Engagement 

Questions

Turnover 

Indicator

Threshold

Gender 

(Mean score)

Education 

(Mean score)

Years with 

Company

(Mean score)

Engagement Level

(Mean score)

Q3. My opinion counts 4.11 11 to 15 years

(4.00)

Engaged (4.05)

Disengaged (3.71)

Highly disengaged (2.31)

Q4. I am happy 

working here

4.28 Engaged (4.12)

Disengaged (3.00)

Highly disengaged (1.69)

Q5. I will recommend 

this company

4.39 Master’s 

Degree (4.33)

Engaged (4.20)

Disengaged (3.18)

Highly disengaged (1.56)

Q6.  I  have good 

friends at work

4.75 11 to 15 years

(4.63)

Disengaged (4.35) 

Highly disengaged (3.25)

Q8. Number of years 

I intend to work here

3.54 Disengaged (3.21)

Highly disengaged (2.00)

Table 2 shows the indicator score comparison for gender, education, years with company, and engagement level. Turnover 
indicators were shown in groups that found having mean scores less than the indicator threshold. 
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Conclusion  

Among the highly disengaged group, their mean scores were obviously lower than the 

interventions or improvements accordingly.  However, any use of a turnover indicator approach 

must be done cautiously and in a way that it should not misinterpret the circumstance           

Moreover, a turnover situation must be aware of the uniqueness of each organization. Therefore, 

a systematic and periodic follow-up study can help the company research department          
establishing a turnover indicator database in order to manage employee’s turnover. 

It is recommended that any recent situational factors should be monitored since it 
might have some immediate impact on respondents’ views. These factors might include           

a negative effect on mood and morale of respondents during the survey period. Equally                

not be stereotyped and used to jeopardize an employment opportunity of future candidates. 
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With many countries experiencing economic downturns in 2009, there has been 
increased scrutiny of the size, composition and quality of the workforce – with
real concerns by labour and other stakeholders that workplace standards could

must be placed on ensuring decent work, given its fundamental linkage to
sustainable development.

Labour Organization, much practical and operational guidance exists, especially
related to child labour, forced labour and discrimination. The Global Compact
mainly focuses its work in this area on raising awareness of key resources 

and workers on the application of the principles contained in international labour
standards at enterprise level, was enthusiastically welcomed and promoted by
the Global Compact as a mechanism for learning.

their implementation is certainly not easy in all environments. We will continue
to host dialogues and share good practices related to decent work standards,

tackling the worst forms of child labour.
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