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Health-promoting leadership, employee health, and workplace civility are the 

driving forces for enterprise development. Meanwhile, employability is the core element 

of employment relationships. The higher the employee's employability is, the higher the 

labor market value, which also has an important effect on employee engagement. Based 

on self-determination theory and social exchange theory, this study explores the effects 

of health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, and workplace 

ostracism on employee engagement in the context of employability. In this study, 

employees of micro, small and medium enterprises were surveyed by convenience 

sampling. Through the cross-section data of 723 valid questionnaires, descriptive 

statistical analysis, reliability analysis, validity analysis, correlation analysis, and 

hypothesis testing were adopted. Based on the empirical research results, 

recommendations are proposed for enterprise managers and subsequent researchers. 

The results show that: 1. Health-promoting leadership has a positive effect on 

employee health and workplace civility. 2. Employee health has no positive effect on 

employee engagement, workplace ostracism has no negative effect on employee 

engagement, and employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between 

employee health and employee engagement, employability has no moderating effect on 

the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 3. Workplace 

civility has a significant negative effect on workplace ostracism. 4. Health-promoting 

leadership and workplace civility have a positive effect on employee engagement, but 

employability has no moderating effect. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the research background, problem statement, research 

objectives, research issues, and explains the significance of the research from both 

academic and practical perspectives and explains the research scope and limitations of 

this study. 

 

1.1 Research Background and Problem Statement 

As a Western proverb goes: Health is not everything, but without health, 

everything is nothing. With the emergence of various employee health incidents both 

domestically and overseas in recent years, employee health has become a practical 

problem, which has attracted more and more attention from practitioners and 

researchers (Di Marco et al., 2016; Giorgi, Arcangeli, Mucci, & Cupelli, 2015). 

According to the research on the life expectancy of the elderly with different 

socioeconomic statuses, it is found that different socioeconomic statuses, such as work 

types, workplace conditions, and occupational class, have a direct impact on the 

physical and mental health of employees. In different socioeconomic statuses, the 

average life expectancy of individuals varies by 5 years (Lallo & Raitano, 2018). 

Boston Consulting Group (BCG) and Ping An Health Insurance Company of China 

jointly launched "Chinese Enterprise Employee Health Insight Report 2019". 

According to the report, the prevailing problem in Chinese enterprises is employees’ 

mental and physical health problems. The enterprise employees’ Vitality Age Gap is 

4.3 years, that is, the surveyed employees’ life expectancy will be shorter than the 
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overall Chinese people's average life expectancy by 4.3 years. The health status of 

employees directly affects attendance, which also leads to a decline in work 

productivity. However, in enterprises that attach importance to health security, 

employees are less affected by health problems. The report points out that Chinese 

employers need to pay more attention to the health of employees and take a series of 

improvement measures to improve their physical and mental health so as to improve 

productivity (2019 China Enterprise Employee Health Insight Report, 2019). 

China has the largest labor population in the world. China’s employed 

population was 776 million in 2017, accounting for 55.8% of the total population. Most 

employees' careers exceeded one-half of their life cycle (Healthy China Action (2019-

2030), 2019). With the accelerating work pace, about 2.3 million people around the 

world die from work-related injuries or diseases every year. Accidents such as 

overwork death emerge in an endless stream. Now, China has become the leading 

country for overwork deaths (Al-Tuwaijri, 2008). Because of this, employees are more 

health-conscious than ever. Health is a resource allowing employees to continue to 

work (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). The daily workload has been increasing 

gradually and long-working hours in front of the computer are causing visual damage 

and sub-health risks to employees (Hafeez, Yingjun, Hafeez, Mansoor, & Rehman, 

2019; Sparks, Faragher, & Cooper, 2001). At the same time, job insecurity also affects 

employees' mental health. For example, robots and other computer-aided technologies 

gradually replace employees, which exacerbates worries about work and wages 

(Acemoglu & Restrepo, 2017; Solberg & Ali, 2017). Health problems of employees 

caused by various hazardous factors in the workplace are still serious. The physical and 

psychological problems caused by diseases and work stress have become new health 

challenges to be solved urgently. 
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The Third Plenary Session of the 19th Central Committee of the Communist 

Party of China1 stated that Grand Health and Massive Health is one of the major 

strategies in the implementation of the Healthy China Initiative (2019-2030). 

Furthermore, 82% of large companies and 53% of small employers in the United States 

provided $8 billion in health plans in 2018 to reduce health care costs and improve 

employee health and productivity. Canada has formulated the health enterprise standard 

BNQ 9700-800, which aims to help employee s develop a healthy lifestyle, create a 

healthy environment, and protect the health of employees. Coincidentally, a series of 

policies related to mental health and the prevention of chronic diseases, such as the “ 

Luxembourg Declaration on Workplace Health Promotion,” have been published in 

Europe, which provides policy advocacy, technical guidance, and good practices for 

promoting the health of occupational groups. Japan issued the "Guidelines for 

Comprehensive Health Promotion of Employees in the Workplace", which widely 

promotes comprehensive health promotion in the workplace, including health 

measurement, exercise guidance, mental health care, nutrition guidance, and health care 

guidance to promote the health of employees. 

In addition to placing great importance on employee health, enterprises have 

begun to focus on "employees", and employee resources are regarded as the key 

resources of enterprises in the 21st century (Frank, Finnegan, & Taylor, 2004; Govaerts, 

Kyndt, Dochy, & Baert, 2011). Dedicated employees are not only the "commercial 

wealth" of enterprise strategy but also an important factor to ensure the sustainable 

competitiveness of the enterprise (Govaerts et al., 2011; O'Dwyer, 2009). Relevant 

research shows that high intensity and high standards of work pose significant 

challenges to the physical and mental health of employees (Kieny et al., 2017). Work 

 
1 The Third Plenary Session of the Nineteenth Central Committee of the Communist Party of China (referred 

to as the Third Plenary Session of the Nineteenth Central Committee of the Communist Party of China) was held in 

Beijing from February 26 to 28, 2018. 
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stress has a negative effect on employees' health (Khamisa, Peltzer, Ilic, & Oldenburg, 

2017), which has a negative impact on their work engagement (Li, Cheung, & Sun, 

2019). On the contrary, employee health has a positive effect on work engagement 

(Shuck et al., 2017). Therefore, in order to promote employee health and employee 

work engagement, enterprises need to understand which factors affect work 

engagement and how these factors affect work engagement. Some scholars discussed 

the antecedents of work engagement from the perspectives of mental health 

management (Bandyopadhyay & Srivastava, 2017), workplace environment (Reknes et 

al., 2014), and leader characteristics (Porath, Gerbasi, & Schorch, 2015). Health-

promoting leaders will influence employee health through the values of their followers 

(Franke, Felfe, & Pundt, 2014; Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). Meanwhile, they 

will create a workplace environment that supports and improves the health of the 

employees, improves the health awareness and health resources of employees, reduces 

the absenteeism rate due to illness, and improves work engagement and work 

performance (Dunkl, Jiménez, Žižek, Milfelner, & Kallus, 2015; Eriksson, Axelsson, 

& Axelsson, 2012). 

However, due to the impact of information technology and employment 

relationships, starting in the 1990s, IBM and Nordic airlines in the United States began 

to adopt the strategies of layoff, restructuring, and outsourcing. Coincidentally, China's 

state-owned enterprises have also undergone restructuring, and the traditional system 

of life-long employment and long-term employment systems have gradually retired 

from the historical stage in the development of enterprises. In order to cope with this 

situation, The Borderless Career has gradually risen. The Borderless Career is used to 

express that individuals can continue their career development in different positions, 

professions, and professional roles by crossing organizational boundaries (Rodrigues, 

Butler, & Guest, 2019). Employability is the core element of the employment 

relationship, which raises the labor market value of employees and enhances their sense 
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of control over work, which makes a positive impact on employees' work 

engagement(Rodrigues et al., 2019; Van Vianen, De Pater, & Preenen, 2019).  

To sum up, health-promoting leadership effects on employee work engagement 

is an interesting and worthy research topic. This study will explore whether leaders with 

better health-promoting concepts can lead to better employee work engagement. In 

addition, according to previous literature, employability research mainly focused on the 

initial employment group of university graduates and the unemployed group, and there 

is a lack of literature on employability research on enterprise employees(Clarke, 2018; 

Crisp & Powell, 2017; Jackson, 2016). Therefore, whether the employability of in-

service employees can moderate the impact of health-promoting leadership, employee 

health, and workplace environment on employee work engagement will become 

another innovation of this study. 

1.2 Research Objectives 

Employees are resources of an enterprise, and employees with high engagement 

are "high-value resources" in the sustainable competitiveness of the enterprises 

(Pulignano & Hendrickx, 2019). Employee health has a positive impact on employee 

engagement (Shuck et al., 2017), and the workplace environment has a significant 

impact on employee engagement (Abid, Sajjad, Elahi, Farooqi, & Nisar, 2018). The 

purpose of this study is to explore the effect of health-promoting leadership on 

employee health, employee engagement, and employee relationships in the workplace, 

and to explore the moderating effect of employability. Therefore, the research 

objectives are as follows: 

Identify the role of health-promoting leadership in the workplace. 

To explore the effect of workplace civility and workplace ostracism on 

employee engagement. 
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To understand the impact of employee health on employee engagement. 

To explore the impact of employability on health-promoting leadership, 

employee health, workplace civility, and workplace ostracism on employee 

engagement. 

To find out whether the structural relationship patterns assumed in the 

conceptual framework follow the same dynamics as the group differences (such as 

gender, education, monthly salary, age, and enterprise differences). 

1.3 Research Problems 

According to the problem statement and research objectives, this study used 

employability as a moderating variable to research the relationship between health-

promoting leadership, workplace civility and workplace ostracism, and employee 

health and employee work engagement. 

Firstly, employee engagement is an important factor in enterprise management 

(Burke, Koyuncu, Fiksenbaum, & Tekin, 2013). Leaders who cultivate employee health 

awareness help to improve employee engagement (Shuck et al., 2017). Workplace 

environment and colleagues' behavior have been proven to affect employees' work 

attitudes and behaviors (Osatuke, Moore, Ward, Dyrenforth, & Belton, 2009; Weingart, 

Behfar, Bendersky, Todorova, & Jehn, 2015). Therefore, it is necessary to understand 

the impact of health-promoting leadership on employee health and workplace variables 

on employee work engagement. The research questions are as follows: 

What is the relationship between health-promoting leadership and employee 

health? 

Does health-promoting leadership affect employee engagement? 

Is there a relationship between employee health and employee engagement? 

What is the impact of workplace civility on employee engagement? 
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What is the impact of workplace ostracism on employee engagement? 

Secondly, the workplace is regarded as a place to carry the complex 

organizational relationships formed by the interactions among employees (Osatuke et 

al., 2009; Weingart et al., 2015). Therefore, it needs to be understood how various 

mechanisms operate in the workplace. The research questions are as follows: 

What is the relationship between health-promoting leadership and workplace 

civility? 

Is there a relationship between workplace civility and workplace ostracism? 

In addition, workplace environment and leadership type are individual 

perceptions of the external environment, and an employee's health is an individual 

perception of health (Cuyper, Bernhard‐Oettel, Berntson, Witte, & Alarco, 2008; 

Ngo, Liu, & Cheung, 2017). Therefore, employability as an individual's cognition of 

their own workability, and how to moderate the relationship between the above 

variables and employee engagement. The research questions are as follows: 

How does employability moderate the relationship between health-promoting 

leadership and employee engagement? 

How does employability moderate the relationship between employee health 

and employee engagement? 

How does employability moderate the relationship between workplace civility 

and employee engagement? 

How does employability moderate the relationship between workplace 

ostracism and employee engagement? 

Finally, there are demographic differences in the study population. How do 

gender, education, monthly salary, age, and enterprise differences affect employee 

work engagement? The research questions are as follows: 
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Whether the structural relationship model assumed in the conceptual framework 

follows the same dynamics as group differences (such as gender, education, monthly 

salary, age, and enterprise differences) 

1.4 Research Significance 

1.4.1 Academic Contribution 

Research shows that the importance leaders attach to employees' physical health 

positively affects employees’ actual health status (Gavin & Kelley, 1978), However, 

leadership theory in organizational behavior is still focused on the traditional 

performance-oriented leadership style, which has not been widely concerned with 

employee health. With the development of the economy and the improvement of 

employees' demand level, especially after the implementation of the "human-oriented" 

organizational culture, Barrett, Plotnikoff, Raine, and Anderson (2005) put forward the 

concept of health-promoting leadership, and the follow-up research put forward that 

health-promoting leadership aims to improve the health awareness of employees by 

gradually improving the working environment (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). 

Therefore, this study will sort out the concepts and influencing factors of health-

promoting leadership. In addition, under the current economic situation, especially the 

material under the condition of marginal utility from input tend to be saturated, 

activation of human capital and knowledge in health management is particularly 

important. Therefore, the research on health-promoting leadership enriching the 

security needs of Maslow's hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1943) is of great significance. 

Second, this study takes health-promoting leadership as the pre-factor of 

employee health and workplace civility, which complements and expands the research 

on employee health and workplace civility. This superior leadership style is one of the 

important factors that influences employee work engagement, and it will also affect 
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employee work engagement through the relationship between employees and 

colleagues in the workplace. This study introduces the variable of health-promoting 

leadership to further supplement and expand the study of employee health and 

workplace civility. 

In addition, workplace civility has recently been introduced by management 

science. Based on self-determination theory and social exchange theory, this study 

discusses the factors influencing workplace civility. Previous research has focused on 

the application of social exchange theory from the perspective of  tangible rewards, 

such as economic incentives (Zhang et al., 2018) and promises of promotion (Frenkel 

& Bednall, 2016). This study proposed an exchange relationship between the human 

resource investment of an organization and the long-term interests of employees based 

on the reciprocity norm principle of social exchange theory, which enriched the content 

of social exchange theory. Furthermore, research on the effect of health-promoting 

leadership on employee engagement from the perspective of workplace ostracism is 

helpful to enrich the study of workplace ostracism pre-factor variables and outcome 

variables. 

Last but not least, this study emphasizes the moderating effect of employability. 

Now, the research objectives of employability mainly focus on fresh graduates, with 

less research being conducted on enterprise employees, especially in micro, small and 

medium enterprises (MSMEs) in the restaurant industry. Moreover, there is little 

research on the relationship between health-promoting leadership, the workplace, and 

employability. This study will explore the moderating effect of employability on 

employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism on health-promoting 

leadership, employee work engagement, and provide a reference for further research. 
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1.4.2 Practical Significance 

Health-promotion leadership is a leadership style that is different from 

transactional leadership and transformational leadership. From the perspective of 

employees, this study is based on the situation of enterprise health promotion 

management and explores the impact of health-promotion leadership on employee work 

engagement, so as to provide references for enterprise management. At the same time, 

research on employee health, workplace civility, and workplace ostracism was 

included. China is the country with the largest labor population in the world. In 2017, 

776 million people were employed in China, and most of the employees' careers 

exceeded one half of their life cycle (Healthy China Action (2019-2030), 2019). With 

the increasingly rapid pace of work, about 2.3 million people die of work-related 

injuries or diseases every year, and there are endless incidents of employees' health 

overdraft caused by overwork (2019 China Enterprise Employee Health Insight Report, 

2019). Therefore, this study, through the investigation of micro, small and medium 

enterprises’ (MSMEs) employees, found that the relationship between health-

promotion leadership, employee health, workplace civility, and workplace ostracism, 

should be used as a reference for enterprise managers to improve employee health and 

employee work engagement. Chinese employers should adopt a series of measures to 

improve employees’ mental and physical health, along with productivity. 

In addition, with the development of China's labor market, enterprises can't 

provide a stable and long-term employment commitment to the workplace, and 

employees are no longer limited to a single occupation. Frequent workflow and career 

transformation have become a common phenomenon in the labor market. Enterprises 

are paying more attention to the employability of employees, and employees are paying 

more attention to the growth of self-workability and career. Therefore, enterprises can 

provide reference opinions for enterprises in the recruitment and selection of 

employees, as well as programs aimed at improving the development of employability, 
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moderately enhance employees' satisfaction in the work process, and continuously 

improve employee engagement. 

 

1.5 Research Scope 

China currently has the world’s largest population and is the world’s second-

largest economy. Therefore, the research on employee work engagement in Chinese 

enterprises is helpful in providing a reference for other countries and regions. This study 

explores the impact of health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace 

factors, and employability on employee work engagement, which means that there will 

be different factors in the workplace that affect employee work engagement. It is 

difficult for social science research to obtain an accurate sampling frame from a 

company or organization and to find suitable respondents to answer research questions 

(Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, Booij, & Verckens, 2011), so this study does not focus on 

one specific company. In order to ensure that the research group meets the adaptive 

needs of the research, this study takes the employees of China's micro, small, medium-

sized enterprises (MSMEs) as the research object. China's top 500 enterprises have a 

mature operation model, and their mature enterprise control system covers factors such 

as leadership health awareness and employee health, while employees of the top 500 

enterprises have other expectation factors, such as enterprise salary and enterprise 

reputation. Compared with the top 500 enterprises, MSMEs are more suitable for this 

research. 

First of all, MSMEs have become an important force for economic 

development. The output value and service value created by MSMEs already account 

for about 60% of China's gross domestic product, and the tax revenue accounts for about 

50% of China's total tax revenue. According to the data of the fourth China economic 

census, there were 18.07 million MSMEs in China at the end of 2018, an increase of 
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9.664 million, or 115%,  over the end of 2013. Among them, 239,000 are medium-sized 

enterprises, accounting for 1.3%; 2,392,000 are small enterprises, accounting for 

13.2%; and 15.439 million are micro-enterprises, accounting for 85.3%. 

Moreover, the economic transformation has continuously promoted the 

employment pattern, and the tertiary industry has further boosted employment. The 

total number of employees in MSMEs has continued to grow. By the end of 2018, 

MSMEs had employed 233.004 million people, an increase of 12.068 million, or 5.5%, 

over the end of 2013. It accounted for 79.4 % of all enterprise employees, 0.1% higher 

than that at the end of 2013 ("Rapid Growth of Small and Micro Businesses: The Fourth 

National Economic Census Series Report 14," 2019). 

 

1.6 Research Limitations 

This research has limitations regarding objective conditions such as human, 

financial, and material resources. 

Cross-sectional data were used in this study, and employee self-evaluation was 

adopted from the perspective of the questionnaire. In order to avoid common method 

variance (CMV), although this study adopted pre-prevention and post-tests, it was still 

subject to the subjective influence of the interviewees. 

This study selected China as the research site and cannot fully represent all 

regions in China. It takes employees of MSMEs as the research object, and the 

applicability of the findings to other countries, regions, and other departments of 

enterprises needs further research. 

Based on the theories of self-determination and social exchange, this study 

explains the relationship between variables. However, there may be other theories on 

the relationship between variables, which need further research to supplement them. 
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Convenience sampling is adopted in this study, which will bring a large 

selection bias and limited potential for the sample to be generalized to a wider range of 

people, and the robustness and generality of the research results may be affected by this 

process (Tansey, 2007). 

  



 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews previous important literature related to the purpose of the research 

and provides a theoretical basis for it. Then, it successively introduces definitions, 

structural dimensions, and relevant research of health-promoting leadership, employee 

health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, employability, and employee work 

engagement, and the research hypotheses are put forward by combing the literature. 

Finally, a research framework is constructed based on the hypotheses. 

 

2.1 Self-Determination Theory 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) put forward that individuals pursue self-

realization and self-growth, and the constructive development of Self is the inherent 

growth trend of individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2000). According to the different degrees of 

self-integration, Self-Determination Theory divides individual motivation into internal 

motivation and external motivation, explaining the process that social environment 

promotes the internalization of individual internal motivation and external motivation, 

and then reveals how social environment interferes and influences individual 

motivation. 

Internal motivation is the willingness to participate driven by individuals' own 

interests and values, that is, an individual is willing to participate in an activity or work 

because it brings interest and challenge (internal motivation). For example, I choose 

this job because completing it will bring me satisfaction (Gagné & Deci, 2005). 
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Alternatively, individuals recognize the value and purpose of activities. For example, 

employability is regarded as a key factor for employees to maintain added value in the 

labor market (Presti, Törnroos, & Pluviano, 2018). As an employee's ability to improve 

technology, it is also an autonomous behavior influenced by individuals' internal 

motivation. As a result of this strong internal motivation, employees can clearly 

understand their own work value, and according to their own value system work 

independently, effectively improve the employment value, and adopt an unbiased and 

open attitude towards new ideas and new information, which is more likely to stimulate 

creative thinking and give full play to their subjective initiative (Liu, Chen, & Yao, 

2011; Magnano, Santisi, Zammitti, Zarbo, & Di Nuovo, 2019). 

External motivation refers to the concept that individual behaviors are affected 

by different types of external factors. In other words, individual participation is not 

completely internalized, but driven by external motivations, such as the pursuit of 

external rewards and others' recognition (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In the organizational 

context, employee’s behavior could be affected by external motivation such as 

leadership style or workplace climate. For example, employees are affected by leaders 

who focus on health impact, convey great importance to the concept of health in the 

workplace, guide employees to focus on physical and mental health, and reduce 

workplace health risks through behaviors such as prescribed working hours (Franke & 

Felfe, 2011; Gurt, Schwennen, & Elke, 2011). Employees who are aware of the 

importance of health and strive to maintain or improve health resources tend to follow 

leadership and pay attention to health information (Liu, 2016). 
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According to workplace research, intrinsic motivation is more beneficial to 

individuals and enterprises than external motivation. For example, internal mobility 

opportunities promote individuals to strive to achieve the desired goals or tasks, 

increase organizational commitment and mental health, and predict lower turnover 

intention (Deci, Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017; Kanat-Maymon, Benjamin, Stavsky, Shoshani, 

& Roth, 2015; Vallerand & Ratelle, 2002).  

In addition, Self-Determination Theory includes three basic needs: autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness. Satisfying the three needs of Self-Determination Theory 

is the key to the internalization of external motivation, and the degree of satisfaction 

will determine the directivity and persistence of individual behavioral goals (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000). The satisfaction of the three basic needs comes from the dialectical 

relationship between the individual and the environment, which conforms to the 

individual values. The environment supporting the development of individual potential 

must be conducive to meeting the basic needs of the individual, otherwise, it will hinder 

the realization of the basic needs of the individual (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Leroy, Anseel, 

Gardner, & Sels, 2015). Meeting three basic psychological needs is considered as a 

necessary condition for the effective and healthy operation of employees (Deci, Ryan, 

& Williams, 1996). In the workplace, the higher the employees adapt to the working 

environment, such as person-environment fit, person-group fit, and demand-ability fit, 

the higher the satisfaction of employees' basic needs (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009), 

and the better state the individuals will be. For example, job satisfaction (De Cuyper, 

Van Der Heijden, & De Witte, 2011), work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), 

and mental health (Franke et al., 2014). In addition, studies suggest that leaders are seen 

as a core part of the work environment and play an important role in providing the 

necessary conditions to support and meet basic psychological needs in the workplace. 

The behavioral attitude of leaders is positively correlated with meeting the basic needs 

of individuals (Kovjanic, Schuh, & Jonas, 2013; Leroy et al., 2015). Leaders improve 



 

 

17 

employee work engagement by satisfying followers' autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness (Robijn, Euwema, Schaufeli, & Deprez, 2020). 

To sum up, Self-Determination Theory elaborated on the environmental factors 

through three basic internal requirements that affect the behavior of the individual, and 

Self-Determination Theory explained the relationship between health-promotion 

leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, employability 

and employee work engagement, which provide the theoretical basis for this study. 

2.2 Social Exchange Theory 

From ancient to modern times, the social exchange of ideas has existed in 

human ideology. As an old Chinese saying goes, propriety suggests reciprocity. 

Subsequently, the theory of social exchange gradually formed a systematic theoretical 

knowledge and applied it to many disciplines such as sociology (Blau, 1964), social 

psychology (Gouldner, 1960), and anthropology (Kirch, 1989). The social exchange 

theory defines social exchange behavior as an exchange behavior that exists universally 

among various organizations, between individuals, and between organizations, and is 

driven by the incentive offered by the exchange of other parties (Blau, 1964). Recently, 

the norm of reciprocity and the value proposition in social exchange theory has been 

used as an explanatory mechanism for understanding the relationship between 

employers (Bagger & Li, 2014; Cook, Cheshire, Rice, & Nakagawa, 2013; Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005). 

Based on the principle of reciprocity in social exchange theory, when one party 

gives resources to the other party, it establishes an obligation that the latter will at some 

point in the future return resources of equal value to the former. Social exchange is 

different from the economic exchange in terms of tangible benefits or goods. Social 

exchange concerns mutually beneficial interests of both sides to offer each other at the 
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discretion of, and decided by, both parties (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002), such as 

organizational support of the employee and material/spiritual devotion, employees with 

work engagement of organization makes the corresponding reward behavior (Mearns, 

Hope, Ford, & Tetrick, 2010) and a leader in the workplace climate the higher the 

degree of support, Employees responded more positively to perceived support (DeJoy, 

Wilson, Vandenberg, McGrath‐Higgins, & Griffin‐Blake, 2010). Leaders show a 

polite and respectful to employees in the workplace and supervise the civility of 

employee in the workplace (Porath et al., 2015). Employees perceive that they are 

valued and respected by leaders, and that they are accepted and appreciated by 

organizations, so as to enhance their sense of belonging and more willingness to put 

more effort into their work for the organization (Jawahar & Schreurs, 2018). 

Originating from the value proposition in social exchange theory, if the result 

of a certain behavior is more valuable to a person, the person will have the tendency to 

perform valuable behaviors (Homans, 1958). The higher the value of the workplace 

norms of mutual respect (a civilized behavior) to employees, the more likely employees 

are to maintain respect for others in the workplace. If individuals fail to realize the value 

of mutual respect, the lower the frequency of showing respect will be. For example, the 

behavioral environment at work (behaviors among colleagues) has a significant impact 

on employee performance, that is, the more civilized behaviors among colleagues, the 

higher the performance impact. This implies that when civilized behaviors are more 

valuable to employees, the more inclined employees are to express civilized behaviors 

to colleagues in the workplace (Di Fabio et al., 2016). On the contrary, workplace 

ostracism leads to counterproductive work behaviors (Hitlan & Noel, 2009). 

To sum up, this study uses social exchange theory to explain the relationship 

between health-promoting leadership, workplace civility, and workplace ostracism. 
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2.3 Health-promoting Leadership 

With the development of the market economy and the improvement of medical 

treatment, national health is generally improved. Enterprises should not only cogitate 

how to allocate and optimize the best human capital, but also cogitate how to create a 

healthy labor force and how to continuously bring vitality to the organization. 

Therefore, health-promoting leadership, which advocates health management, has been 

paid more and more attention from scholars (Franke & Felfe, 2011; Liu, 2016). 

2.3.1 Definition of Health-promoting Leadership 

Health management is a product of the integration of preventive medicine, 

applied psychology, and management. Health management includes health education, 

health protection, and health assistance for individuals or groups. With the development 

of health management, the concept of health-promoting leadership has been put forward 

in the academic community. Health-promoting leadership focuses on individual health 

awareness, physical health, and mental health. Health-promoting leadership is also 

regarded as a supportive leadership style in the establishment of a health-promoting 

workplace (Eriksson, Axelsson, & Axelsson, 2011). 

Early research on "health leadership" came from public health and health 

promotion research in Scandinavia and other Nordic countries. Dellve, Skagert, and 

Vilhelmsson (2007) put forward the early concept of health-promoting leadership, that 

is, a specific leadership style or leadership behavior that has a positive impact on 

employee health. 

In subsequent studies, scholars refined the definition of health-promoting 

leadership to include the motivation for health-promoting leadership development 

(such as being concerned with the health status of themselves and employees) and the 

implementation of health promoting conditions (such as creating support and improving 
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employee health workplace conditions). The key characteristic of health-promoting 

leadership is that leaders attach importance to the health of themselves and their 

subordinates (Liu, 2016). Research shows that there is a correlation between the health 

concepts of leaders and subordinates. The health awareness of leaders is related to the 

health level of employees. The health-promoting leader guides employees to focus on 

physical and psychological health by spreading health concepts (Franke et al., 2014), 

which can provide more work energy to employees (Liu, 2016). Employees' health 

resources can reduce the rate of absenteeism due to illness, resulting in more energy 

and higher performance (Dunkl et al., 2015; Eriksson et al., 2012). However, in the 

workplace, when the resources needed by employees exceed the energy possessed by 

individuals, there is a higher risk of emotional exhaustion (Maslach, Schaufeli, & 

Leiter, 2001). Therefore, health-promoting leaders should keenly perceive the health 

problems of their subordinates, so as to give them more care and guide them to focus 

on their own health (Goetzel & Ozminkowski, 2008; Jacob & Jeannerod, 2005). 

In addition, previous studies on health-promoting leadership focused on 

whether leaders pay close attention to employees' health. Follow up studies extended 

the concept of health-promoting leadership to create workplace conditions that support 

and improve employees' health (Jiménez, Bregenzer, Kallus, Fruhwirth, & Wagner-

Hartl, 2017). The workplace environment is an important factor affecting employee 

health (Day, 2000). Creating conditions that support and improve employee health can 

also be described as one of the characteristics of health-promoting leadership (Eriksson 

et al., 2011). Health-promotion leadership is defined as a series of leadership behaviors 

aimed at improving employees' health awareness by gradually improving the working 

environment (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). This behavior includes that leaders 

consider themselves responsible for the health of employees, and emphasize the 

importance of workplace environmental health (Gurt et al., 2011). For example, health-

promoting leaders reduce workplace health risks by dividing employees' tasks and 
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setting working hours (Franke & Felfe, 2011; Gurt et al., 2011). By establishing 

communication on health-related topics or formulating rules and regulations for 

workplace health promotion, employees become concerned with the importance of 

health and establish better health values (Miner‐Rubino & Reed, 2010). At the same 

time, health-promoting leaders emphasize that the promotion of health should be the 

combination of individual goals and enterprise goals, so as to organically combine 

individuals, enterprises, and society for health promotion (Eriksson, Orvik, Strandmark, 

Nordsteien, & Torp, 2017). 

Therefore, this study adopts the definition of Jiménez, Winkler, and Dunkl 

(2017). Health-promoting leadership is defined as a series of leadership behaviors 

aimed at improving employee health awareness by gradually improving the working 

environment. 

2.3.2 Measurement of Health-promoting Leadership 

2.3.2.1 Three-dimensional Scale 

Franke et al. (2014) proposed the health-oriented leadership scale with 

3 dimensions and 15 items, including 5 items of health awareness, 3 items of value of 

health, and 7 items of health behavior. Health awareness includes measures related to 

health and work stress, such as the ability of leaders to recognize the employees' stress 

signs and correctly assess employees' stress levels. It mainly evaluates health awareness 

by "whether the supervisor will inform the employee immediately when there is a health 

problem". The value of health refers to an individual's interest in and attention to health. 

It includes the leader's concern for the health of his subordinates and a sense of 

responsibility for the health of his subordinates. The value of leadership health is 

assessed primarily through items such as "for my supervisor, it is important to reduce 

health risks in the workplace." Health behavior refers to individuals engaging in health-

related activities, including the provision of healthy working conditions (such as the 
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design of a workplace atmosphere), the encouragement of employees to engage in 

healthy work practices (such as the observance of work safety rules and the avoidance 

of excessive overtime), and the provision of information on health and safety issues. 

Health behavior is mainly evaluated by whether or not the supervisor informs 

employees about health risks in the workplace. The data analysis of 535 supervisors 

and employees in the service industry, medical industry, education industry, and IT 

industry in Germany proves that the scale has good reliability and validity. In the latter 

study, Liu (2016) used it to research the effect of health-promoting leadership behaviors 

on the health status of subordinates, and the results also showed that the measurement 

was effective. 

2.3.2.2 Four-dimensional Scale 

Della, DeJoy, Goetzel, Ozminkowski, and Wilson (2008) proposed 

business alignment with health promotion objectives, awareness of the link between 

health and worker productivity, worksite support for health promoting, and leadership 

support for health promoting as the four dimensions to study health-promoting 

leadership. Based on the exploratory factor analysis of 135 employees (management 

team members, health service employees, and members of the employee's advisory 

committee), a 13-item health-promoting leadership scale (Appendix I) was determined 

from these four dimensions. There are 3 items in business alignment with health 

promotion objectives that assess whether leadership goals and initiatives can improve 

employee health. There are 4 items concerning awareness of the link between health 

and worker productivity to assess whether managers at all levels have been educated 

about the links between employee health, productivity, and cost management. Worksite 

support for health promoting is a 3-item program that evaluates behaviors that 

encourage employees to stay healthy, reduce high-risk behaviors, and practice healthy 

lifestyles. Leadership support for health promoting consists of 3 items and assesses 
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leadership's commitment to health promotion as an important investment in human 

capital. 

Barrett et al. (2005) adopted four dimensions (Appendix II) for health-

promoting leadership, including 18 questions concerning practices for organizational 

learning, wellness planning, workplace milieu, and organizational member 

development. The practices for organizational learning consist of 6 items, which 

evaluate the adjustment of different departments to each other and to the health 

promotion plan. Wellness planning is a 6-item program that measures whether an 

organization's plans and budgets reflect the values and principles of the wellness model. 

Workplace milieu consists of 3 items that assess whether members of an organization 

care for and help each other. Organizational member development evaluates whether 

organizational leaders provide career development opportunities for employees. The 

scale was developed using 144 participants from 17 regional health boards in Canada. 

2.3.2.3 Seven-dimensional Scale 

Jiménez, Winkler, and Dunkl (2017) believe that health-promotion 

leadership is a leadership behavior to create a work environment that supports 

employees' health, and the lack of health-promoting leadership will lead to negative 

effects such as burnout. Therefore, health-promotion leadership is always on the alert 

for potential risk factors such as job burnout in the workplace. Jiménez, Winkler, and 

Dunkl (2017) selected six important factors related to job burnout in the workplace 

(Maslach & Leiter, 2008) to find out the mechanism of promoting employees' health 

through these six factors, and at the same time added the health consciousness of health-

promoting leaders to form the seven-dimensional 21-item scale of health-promoting 

leadership (Appendix III). 

There are three items in the dimension of health awareness. According 

to the transfer effect, leaders who pay attention to their own health also pay attention to 

employees' health (Franke & Felfe, 2011). This dimension mainly evaluates whether 
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leaders attach importance to employees' health and whether employees' health has been 

improved. According to the work requirements-resource model, if the demand exceeds 

employee resources, it will lead to emotional exhaustion (Maslach et al., 2001). 

Therefore, it is mainly used to evaluate the time employees spend working under a 

heavy workload and whether their personal work resources are affected. There are three 

items in the dimension of control. Workplace control covers health control, resource 

control, and time control (Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hofmann, 2011). It evaluates the 

independent and dependent actions that employees can take. There are 3 items in the 

dimension of reward. The contribution made by employees can be recognized, and their 

efforts will not be ignored. There are three items in the community dimension. In a 

better working environment, all employees should be respected. In the workplace, 

disrespect or ostracizing behaviors will have an impact on burnout (Miner‐Rubino & 

Reed, 2010). There are three items in the dimension of fairness. If employees are treated 

unfairly in the workplace, it will lead to burnout and affect employees' health (Robbins, 

Ford, & Tetrick, 2012). This dimension evaluates the ability of leaders to create a fair 

work environment by equitably allocating the organization's resources and providing 

everyone with the same career development opportunities. There are three items in the 

values dimension. If there is a gap between employees' personal values and 

organizational values, the risk of job burnout will increase. Leaders should match 

employees' daily activities with the goals of the enterprise (Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, 

& Sutton, 2011). This dimension evaluates employees' daily activities in line with the 

corporate culture and values. In this scale, 299 Austrian leaders were selected as the 

research samples, and the goodness of fit index met the recommended value. The 

purpose of this scale is to measure leadership in promoting health from the perspective 

of leaders and employees. Therefore, two versions of the questionnaire are prepared. 

The two versions differ only in the introduction sentence: one version is used for self-
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assessment of leaders (as a leader, I pay attention to....), another version for external 

evaluation of employees (my leadership focuses on...). 

To sum up, based on the definition of health-promoting leadership in 

this study, the health-promoting leadership scale (Appendix III) compiled by Jiménez, 

Winkler, and Dunkl (2017) was used in this study. 

2.3.3 Relevant Research of Health-promoting Leadership 

Nowadays, employees perceive more and more pressure in the workplace, and 

work demands increase with the passing of time. As a result, enterprises have begun to 

pay attention to the health and happiness of employees and develop various measures 

to improve the health and happiness of employees (Richardson, 2017; Tetrick & 

Winslow, 2015), and leadership support is regarded as the most important source of 

support in the workplace, as well as an important factor for employees to maintain a 

high level of health and happiness (Rudolph, Murphy, & Zacher, 2019). Leaders can 

indirectly affect employees' health by demonstrating health awareness or by changing 

the workplace environment. By providing an effective workplace environment and 

working conditions for employees to support their health, leaders can effectively 

prevent the negative consequences caused by unhealthy working conditions, such as 

burnout and sick leave behaviors (Jiménez, Winkler, & Bregenzer, 2017). In order to 

avoid problems such as overwork and burnout, health-promoting leaders set up rest 

areas in the workplace to reduce the occurrence of overtime, which is conducive to 

reducing stress. When employees have health problems, they should be given vacations 

and humanistic material and spiritual care, so as to reduce the frequency of illness and 

reduce the risk of burnout (Dunkl et al., 2015; Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). 

In addition, leadership not only affects employee health (Liu, 2016), but also 

affects the staff’s individual behavior. For example, research based on the absence of 

service personnel due to illness found that high-quality health-related strategies in the 
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workplace can lead to higher employee attendance, and can reduce the cost of health 

care enterprises (Dellve et al., 2007). Other studies have shown that health-promoting 

leadership not only affects the self-efficacy and work engagement of employees within 

the organization (Loeb, Isaksson, & Hansen, 2013), but also has a greater attraction to 

the labor force outside the organization (Eriksson et al., 2011). Moreover, health-

promoting leadership is conducive to strengthening the enterprises' health culture and 

then reducing the stress level of employees through the health culture (Gurt et al., 2011). 

Health-promoting leadership shapes the organization’s form, and in the process of 

contact and communication with employees, cultivates a healthy and improved cultural 

atmosphere through training and reward methods, guiding employees to focus on 

health. At the same time, subordinates will adjust themselves according to the value 

orientation of leadership, paying more attention to their health. 

To sum up, health-promoting leadership evolved from the initial single 

leadership style to emphasize that the health-promoting type, by satisfying followers 

meeting the three needs from SDT: autonomy, competence, and relationship, gradually 

builds employee health and engagement (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). As a 

result, more and more scholars have begun to pay close attention to health-promotion 

leadership effects on enterprises and employees. This study intends to research the 

relationship between workplace environment, leadership behavior, employee health, 

and engagement. 

2.4 Employee Health 

Ensuring high levels of employee health and engagement in the workplace is 

one of the focal points of the enterprise. Healthier employees are able to perform work 

tasks more efficiently (Amano, Fukuda, & Kawachi, 2020) and are more likely to 

perform additional role behaviors (Ford, Cerasoli, Higgins, & Decesare, 2011), and 
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have higher retention (Kramer & Son, 2016). In addition, social support has a positive 

effect on health (Halbesleben, 2006; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). There are 

many studies on the impact of social support from leaders on employees' health, for 

example, positive leader-member relationships and health-promoting leadership 

relationships (Harms, Credé, Tynan, Leon, & Jeung, 2017; Kuoppala, Lamminpää, 

Liira, & Vainio, 2008; Montano, Reeske, Franke, & Hüffmeier, 2017). 

2.4.1 Definition of Employee Health 

Health is defined by the World Health Organization as "a state of complete 

physical, mental, spiritual, and social well-being, not merely the absence of disease" 

(Organization, 1948). Initially, employee health is defined as the probability of 

occurrence of health or disease in an individual or group (Turnock & Handler, 1997). 

In the follow-up study, based on physical and psychological factors, employee health 

was also defined as physical health and mental health. Physical health is regarded as 

the diseases of the body, and mental health is related to mental factors, such as anxiety 

and stress (Gregory & Osmonbekov, 2019). Mental health is divided into context-

specific mental health and context-free mental health. While context-specific mental 

health is largely explained by emotional commitment, context-free mental health is 

defined by positive affective well-being (Kelloway, Weigand, McKee, & Das, 2013). 

At the same time, some scholars adopt impaired health to study employee health. 

Impaired overall health refers to a person's comprehensive perception of various aspects 

of health, which cannot be obtained by external observers (Schreurs, Van Emmerik, 

Notelaers, & De Witte, 2010). 

In conclusion, according to the definition of Schreurs et al. (2010), employee 

health is defined as employees' comprehensive perception of their physical and mental 

health. 
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2.4.2 Measurement of Employee Health 

2.4.2.1 Single-dimensional Scale 

Mental Health Inventory (HMI-5) (Appendix IV) was prepared by 

Rumpf, Meyer, Hapke, and John (2001). There are 5 items on the scale, which mainly 

ask about individual mental health, such as tension, calmness, and happiness. The scale 

was used by Gregory and Osmonbekov (2019) combined with the physical health scale 

to research employee health (Appendix IV). 

The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire general health scale 

(Appendix V) compiled by Kristensen, Hannerz, Høgh, and Borg (2005) has been 

adopted by other scholars to study employee health (Schreurs et al., 2010). This scale 

consists of five items, asking the respondents about their overall health from two 

perspectives: one is their own overall health, and the other is their own health compared 

with others. In addition, the Copenhagen psychosocial questionnaire also contained the 

mental health scale, and the items were consistent with Rumpf et al. (2001). 

The health and safety scale compiled by Fassin and Thang (2016) has 

a total of 8 items (Appendix VI) in the single-dimension scale, including 5 items, which 

are health care, insurance, examination, health archives, and stress management of 

medical services provided by inquiry organizations. The other 3 items asked about 

health and safety advice, training, and rules provided by the organization. Health is 

protection from physical or emotional illness, while safety is protection from work-

related accidents. Therefore, the scale has 5 items suitable for employees to measure 

their health. It has good reliability and validity through the data analysis of 256 

questionnaires from 20 companies in Vietnam. Vietnam is geographically adjacent to 

China the research and has good applicability in China compared with the research on 

employees of European and American companies. 
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2.4.2.2 Two-dimensional Scale 

Størseth (2006) used musculoskeletal pain and pseudo neuropathy 

indexes to measure the physical and mental health of the respondents. The scale was 

composed of two dimensions and 15 items (Appendix VII). The 8 physical fitness 

measures were headache, neck pain, upper back pain, lower back pain, arm pain, 

shoulder pain, migraines, and leg pain from physical activity. The 7 mental health items 

were additional heart rate, hot flashes, sleep problems, fatigue, dizziness, anxiety, and 

sadness/depression. The interviewees rated themselves on a scale of 1 to 5 according to 

their conditions within 30 days.  

Sang, Teo, Cooper, and Bohle (2013) used the two-dimension scale of 

physical health and mental health to measure the health of employees with 17 items, 

including 6 items of physical health to understand physical problems related to stress 

and 11 items of mental health to measure the symptoms of psychological diseases 

induced by stress. 

2.4.2.3 Four-dimensional Scale 

The General Health Questionnaire prepared by Goldberg and Hillier 

(1979) was divided into 4 dimensions, with 7 questions in each dimension, and a total 

of 28 questions (Appendix VIII). They were summarized as follows: (1) somatic 

symptoms, (2) anxiety and insomnia, (3) social dysfunction, and (4) severe depression. 

To sum up, there are many single dimension scales in employee health 

research, which mainly measure the mental health and overall health of the subjects. 

The four-dimension scale is scientific and rigorous, but the questions are abstract. 

Considering that more questions in the questionnaire may cause fatigue to the tested 

subjects, combined with the definition of employee health in this study, a combination 

of general health and mental health was used to measure employee health, so Gregory 

and Osmonbekov (2019) (Appendix IV) scale was adopted. 
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2.4.3 Relevant Research of Employee Health 

According to statistics, health problems caused by employees in the workplace 

cause more than $100 million of cost losses to the United States every year, including 

loss of working hours, workers' compensation, medical expenses, and production 

interruption (Burke, 2019). Employees working in unsafe and unhealthy workplaces 

have a negative effect on their performance (Chandrasekar, 2011), while a healthy 

workplace environment (physical environment and behavioral environment) has a 

positive effect on employees' health. The study found that physical environmental 

factors such as cleanliness, office lighting, noise, and the seating arrangement of the 

employee, along with environmental factors such as employee afternoon tea time, a 

friendly workplace environment, and involuntary overtime regulations are all 

contributing to the improvement of the health of employees, and positive physical and 

mental health is helpful to improve employees' performance (Hafeez et al., 2019). 

Employees' working hours and employees' health are important issues that need 

attention from leaders. Leaders play a key role in managing the negative impact of 

working hours on employees' health. Working time, as a kind of consumption resource, 

harms the employees' physical and mental health (Bannai & Tamakoshi, 2014; 

Spurgeon, Harrington, & Cooper, 1997). For example, coronary heart disease 

(Kivimäki et al., 2015), pain (Nagaya, Hibino, & Kondo, 2018), obesity (Cook & 

Gazmararian, 2018), and the harm to employees' mental health is mainly manifested in 

anxiety (Virtanen et al., 2011), depression, and stress (Kawada & Otsuka, 2011). 

According to Effort-Recovery Theory, employees in a certain workload have certain 

psychological costs such as fatigue and stress. If the employee did not recover 

sufficiently, the health would be harmed (Härmä, 2006). Flexible working hours have 

a positive effect on the emotional health of employees (Dhaini et al., 2018). In relation 

to this concept, some studies also suggest that vacation time has a positive effect on 

employee health (De Bloom, Geurts, & Kompier, 2013). 



 

 

31 

In addition, work pressure is also a factor that affects employees' health. 

Different types of leadership have different ways to deal with employees' pressure and 

promote their health. In order to avoid the problems of overwork and burnout, health-

promoting leaders set up rest areas in the workplace to reduce overtime, which is 

conducive to reducing employees' pressure. When employees have health problems, 

health-promoting leaders give vacations and humanistic material and spiritual care, so 

as to reduce the frequency of employee illness (Dunkl et al., 2015; Jiménez, Winkler, 

& Dunkl, 2017). Human-orientation Leadership reduces psychological distress 

(anxiety, depression, or burnout) and physical distress (increased blood pressure and 

lower body mass index) caused by job insecurity through caring and questioning. At 

the same time, employees' job control (employees have the ability to control their own 

work and behavior) and self-efficacy can adjust the impact of job insecurity on 

employee health. Work with self-efficacy mainly plays a role on the cognitive level, 

while job control plays a role more on the behavioral practice level (Schreurs et al., 

2010). However, in terms of the negative impact of leadership style on employees' 

health, the research shows that passive leadership is positively correlated with physical 

symptoms. Passive leadership refers to leaders' non-participation or inaction, such as 

leaders' behaviors to avoid decision-making and ignore workplace problems. Leaders 

indirectly affect employees' physical symptoms through the workload given (Che, 

Zhou, Kessler, & Spector, 2017). The higher the employees' perception of physical 

symptoms, the more negative the physical health. However, passive leadership only 

interferes with employees when unavoidable problems occur. 

Employees in the Nordic region are traditionally protected by a comprehensive 

social security system that monitors their health through regular health checks and 

participation in various health programs, However,  the increasing number of sick days 

in the Nordic countries has prompted discussions on how to promote employee health 

in the company (Wärnå‐Furu, Sääksjärvi, & Santavirta, 2010). Through the study on 
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the experimental group and control group of employees, it is found that workplace 

health plans have a positive effect on employees' health. According to the study, from 

the perspective of self-perception of health, employees who accept health plans (such 

as nutrition balance, physical exercise, stress reduction, and disease prevention) are 

healthier than those who do not (Song & Baicker, 2019). In addition, individuals' 

positive emotions have an effect on their own health (Arnold & Dupré, 2012). 

Employees' personal qualities such as pride, honesty, generosity, and philanthropy have 

a significant effect on their own mental health, which can improve employees' happy 

mood, as well as reduce employees' stress, burnout, and sick leave behaviors (Wärnå‐

Furu et al., 2010). Also, bullying in an enterprise has a negative effect on employee 

health. Research shows that workplace bullying can lead to different degrees of physical 

and mental health damage to employees, such as depression, anxiety, low self-esteem, 

and anger (Iftikhar & Qureshi, 2014). 

Employees' health has a significant effect on emotional commitment and 

continuous commitment. When employees believe that the enterprise provides a 

healthy and safe workplace, it can make them work more intensively (Fassin & Thang, 

2016). A study in Europe found that employee health was positively related to work 

engagement (Wojdylo, Baumann, Fischbach, & Engeser, 2014), and the higher the 

employee's health, the higher the work engagement. Health risks of employees, such as 

seasonal allergies caused by lack of exercise and psychological stress, and effective 

protection for arthritis and migraines, can significantly improve employees' work 

engagement (Burton, Chen, Li, & Schultz, 2017). Moreover, overall health (physical 

health and mental health) positively affects situational performance and task 

performance (Schat & Frone, 2011). 

To sum up, employee health plays an important role in enterprise research. 

Employee health is closely related to the workplace environment, working hours, 

leadership style, and colleague relationships. With the value influencing factors of 
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employee health being revealed, more and more scholars have confirmed the 

importance of the research on employee health in the field of enterprises, and more and 

more research has explored the pre-factors and outcome factors of employee health. 

However, there are no clear theoretical models and empirical research to show the 

impact of "health leadership" attitudes and behaviors on employee health and 

engagement (Rudolph et al., 2019). Based on this, this study explores the effect of 

health-promoting leadership on employee health and employee health on employee 

engagement. 

2.5 Workplace Civility 

2.5.1 Definition of Workplace Civility 

Random House Webster's Unabridged Dictionary2defines civility as "polite for 

people" (Stein, 1989). As a social etiquette, civility is a means to gain favor and social 

advantage (Morris, 1996), for example, expressing opinions in a polite way in the 

workplace, communicating with colleagues and giving feedback will get different 

results(Weingart et al., 2015). Workplace civility was defined as polite conversation 

and norms of respect for others in the workplace (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). In many 

kinds of literature, the definition of workplace civility includes politeness, respect for 

others and recognition of others (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Di Fabio et al., 2016; Di 

Fabio & Gori, 2016; Leiter, Laschinger, Day, & Oore, 2011). Building workplace 

civility helps to maintain a better working environment (Di Fabio & Gori, 2016). 

As the complexity and frequency of human interaction increases, the workplace 

needs more and more civility. Workplace civility is a kind of friendly relationship style, 

 
2 Random House Webster's Unabridged Dictionary is a large American dictionary, first published in 1966 as 

The Random House Dictionary of the English Language: The Unabridged Edition. Edited by Jess Stein, it contained 

315,000 entries in 2256 pages, as well as 2400 illustrations. The CD-ROM version in 1994 also included 120,000 

spoken pronunciations. 
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such as buttons the elevator for others in the elevator, listening carefully to others' 

reports in the meeting, and writing "best wishes" at the end of an email (Blustein, 2013; 

Carter, 1998; Chen & Eastman, 1997). At the same time, workplace civility also 

includes the vision that employees hope to be respected by others, for example, 

attaching importance to individual differences among colleagues, seeking team 

cooperation through mutual tolerance, fairly solving conflicts, and helping others rather 

than criticizing others when encountering problems (Fritz, 2013; Osatuke et al., 2009). 

Although respect is the primary factor of workplace civility, it does not mean that one 

must agree with and accept the values of others (Von Bergen & Collier, 2013). 

Nowadays, modern workplaces are becoming more and more diverse, with great 

differences among individuals in terms of working methods, thinking habits, and 

business processes (Periard et al., 2018; Potterton, 2018), so the presentation of 

workplace civility can also be expressed as friendly, measured, and polite (Andersson 

& Pearson, 1999). 

In addition, workplace civility is defined as the fulfillment of obligations of 

social roles and behavioral expectations of professional roles (Ferriss, 2002). The 

individual's social role covers two aspects: one is the citizen of the society, the other is 

the employee of the enterprise. As citizens, individuals should abide by social norms, 

and civilized behavior is an integral part of citizens' life (Fritz, 2013). As an employee, 

individuals should abide by the enterprise norms and complete work tasks under the 

norms (Giraldi & Ikeda, 2008). The work tasks among the employees are interrelated. 

If the individual tasks fail to meet the standards, the progress of the whole working 

group will be delayed, and the profit of colleagues will be harmed. For example, when 

colleagues do their own extra work to make up for the overall work progress workplace 

civility cannot possibly be achieved (Fritz, 2013). At the same time, workplace civility 

emphasizes the dynamic and situational nature of civilization, which can be displayed 

in social media (Cortina, Cortina, & Cortina, 2019), workplaces (Di Fabio & Gori, 
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2016), university institutions (Cortina et al., 2019), and other fields. For example, in 

the medical industry, workplace civility means that medical personnel treating patients’ 

health and safety coefficient is higher, while in the fast-paced internet industry, 

workplace civility may focus more on the timely feedback of information among 

employees and work efficiency (Clark & Kenski, 2017). 

Last but not least, workplace civility is interpreted to mean that employees 

maintain a decent relationship in the workplace for the sake of a common working 

environment, and attach importance to and are considerate of other people's behaviors 

(Wilkins, Caldarella, Crook-Lyon, & Young, 2010). Employees consciously consider 

others in the workplace and maintain enterprise development while seeking personal 

career development and maintaining a better relationship with colleagues (Gilroy, 

2008). Workplace civility emphasizes all aspects of the relationship, promoting a 

balanced development among "I", "we", and "organization" (Di Fabio & Gori, 2016). 

To sum up, referring to Di Fabio and Gori (2016), workplace civility is defined 

as an individual's concern and respect for others, including the behavior of actively 

contacting and building relationships with others. 

2.5.2 Measurement of Workplace Civility 

Walsh et al. (2012) compiled the civility norms questionnaire, which has only 

one dimension and four items (Appendix IX). The scale mainly involves rudeness, 

anger, and respect in the workplace. Moreover, the data of 446 psychology students and 

791 government employees in American universities were analyzed, and the results 

showed good reliability and validity. However, there are large cultural differences 

between China and the United States, so it is not necessarily applicable to the study of 

Chinese SMEs' employees. 

Di Fabio and Gori (2016) prepared the workplace relational civility scale, which 

consists of 13 questions from three dimensions of relational decency, relational culture, 
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and relational readiness (Appendix X). Relational decency mainly evaluates whether a 

person can calmly express their values and beliefs and respect the opinions of others. 

Relational culture mainly evaluates whether the participants communicate politely in 

conversation. Relational readiness measures whether a person is aware of the needs of 

others and their emotional state. The scale uses a "mirror image" measurement of the 

degree of relationship civility in the workplace. "Mirror" means the same concept from 

two perspectives to ask respondents. Namely, Part A needs the interviewees to describe 

their behavior or behavior towards others (colleagues/superiors) in the past three 

months. Part B is required to describe the behavior or behavior of others 

(colleagues/superiors) towards them in the past three months. The cognitive bias in the 

evaluation process can be reduced through two parts of questioning. 

According to the scale prepared by Di Fabio and Gori (2016), Gori and Topino 

(2020) only used “others and me” (Part B) to measure workplace civility in the study. 

The advantage of this method is that it can reduce the fatigue of respondents in 

answering the questionnaire. 

Therefore, in combination with the definition of workplace civility, this study 

adopted the scale of Di Fabio and Gori (2016). According to Gori and Topino (2020), 

workplace civility is measured by “others' behavior toward me” (Part B). 

2.5.3 Relevant Research of Workplace Civility 

Workplace relationships are generally considered to be an important part of an 

employee's career (Colbert, Bono, & Purvanova, 2016). Relationships between 

colleagues offer mutual support and recognition in the workplace and a source of 

mutual respect. Workplace civility encourages individuals to work with passion, 

courtesy, respect for quality, and promotes information exchange and sharing between 

colleagues. The behavior of individual accomplishment and ability to strengthen the 

effectiveness of communication, along with optimizing the exchanges and cooperation 
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between colleagues, improves  performance (Porath et al., 2015). Individuals tend to 

believe that civilized people do a better job and are willing to share information, 

resources, projects, and support(Porath et al., 2015). At the same time, civilized 

behavior in the workplace makes the individual's speech more valued and more 

supported by leaders and colleagues (Porath et al., 2015). 

In addition, workplace civility has a positive effect on individual work attitude, 

self-esteem, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and prosocial behavior 

(Laschinger, Finegan, & Wilk, 2009; Montalvo, 2013), and also has a negative effect 

on absence rate and job burnout (Leiter, 2013). For example, workplace civility 

improves individuals' self-evaluation and a sense of well-meaning, which is conducive 

to reducing burnout and reducing turnover intention (Kang, Twigg, & Hertzman, 2010). 

Workplace civility helps maintain a code of conduct that promotes employees 

respecting each other in the workplace (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). The improvement 

of the degree of civility is related to the reduction of sick leave time, and the turnover 

rate is related to the degree of civility in the workplace (Leiter, Day, Oore, & Spence 

Laschinger, 2012). At the same time, civilized behavior in the workplace also plays a 

role in self-enhancing. According to the self-verification theory, in order to gain a sense 

of control and prediction of the outside world, people will constantly obtain or trigger 

feedback consistent with their self-concept, so as to maintain the consistency of actions 

and self-concept (Boyle, 2017). Individuals gain a sense of control and efficiency in 

workplace civility, thus feeling that they are capable, meaningful, and valuable in the 

enterprise. These feelings promote individuals to form a positive self-concept and 

generally positive work-related consequences, such as work engagement and 

organizational citizenship behavior (Osatuke et al., 2009; Zhu, 2016). 

Moreover, workplace civility has a positive effect on employees' career 

development and promotion opportunities. Research shows that 72% of human 

resource executives believe that rudeness is a negative factor affecting career prospects. 
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On the contrary, conveying more cooperation, trust, and respect in interpersonal 

communication can win a higher support rate for individuals (Porath et al., 2015). 

Therefore, civilized behavior in the workplace can avoid personal career loss caused by 

negligence or improper behavior. Meanwhile, civilized behaviors in the workplace 

largely reflect individuals' attitudes towards work, which wins them trust and support 

and enhances their leadership in the minds of colleagues. 

Furthermore, workplace civility has a positive effect on a healthy work 

environment. Workplace civility can improve environmental climate and reduce 

workplace injuries (McGonagle, Fisher, Barnes-Farrell, & Grosch, 2015). At the same 

time, workplace civility can reduce turnover intention, enhance the sense of connection 

between individuals and work, and improve work engagement and performance 

(Maslach & Leiter, 2017), thus improving productivity and increasing enterprise 

earnings (McDonald, Stockton, & Landrum, 2018; Montalvo, 2013). Also, workplace 

civility can optimize the supportive work environment and prevent violent opinion 

conflicts (Clark & Walsh, 2016; Edyvane, 2017). Based on the reciprocal norms of 

social exchange theory, when individuals are respected in the workplace, they are more 

willing to reciprocate with kindness. 

To sum up, workplace civility is related to the behavior of employees in the 

workplace, and workplace civility has an important effect on employees' work attitude, 

career development, and a healthy working environment. In past research, the study of 

workplace civility largely comes from the research of workplace incivility. Further 

exploration of workplace civility is helpful to clarify civilized behavior and employee 

engagement. Therefore, this study takes workplace ostracism and employee 

engagement as the outcome variables of workplace civility, in order to find out the 

relationship. 
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2.6 Workplace Ostracism 

2.6.1 Definition of Workplace Ostracism 

The concept of workplace ostracism is derived from the meaning of social 

ostracism. Ostracism was originally defined as an individual or group being ignored or 

rejected by other individuals or groups (Gruter & Masters, 1986). With the in-depth 

study of ostracism, ostracism behavior is considered as the behavior that is neglected 

or "intentionally" avoided by others (Sommer, Williams, Ciarocco, & Baumeister, 

2001). 

Ostracism is widespread in countries and cultures. For example, ancient Athens 

deprived a citizen of his rights by voting and exiled him, which was the most primitive 

and extreme form of ostracism. In most cases, the forms of ostracism are silence, refusal 

of contact, and other imperceptible behaviors. A Chinese dictionary interpreted 

ostracism as "to leave, to be incompatible or not to enter, to exclude." It shows that 

ostracism is a process of being rejected and a phenomenon that impedes the individual's 

needs for relationship and belonging (Zheng, Yang, Ngo, Liu, & Jiao, 2016). 

Workplace ostracism is the concrete manifestation of social ostracism in the 

enterprise context. Workplace ostracism refers to the extent to which individuals are 

ostracized and ignored by others in the workplace (Eisenberger, Lieberman, & 

Williams, 2003; Fiset & Boies, 2018; Kwan, Zhang, Liu, & Lee, 2018; Lyu & Zhu, 

2019), such as neglect, indifference, and exclusion from collective activities, which 

results in the establishment of interpersonal interaction in the workplace being blocked 

(Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008; Hitlan & Noel, 2009), and individuals are unable 

to participate in work contact (Robinson, O’Reilly, & Wang, 2013). At the same time, 

workplace ostracism is also defined as the phenomenon when employees have 

interpersonal relationships in the workplace, career development is hindered, and 

individuals are marginalized (Lejia, Zhenglong, & Yuan, 2012). Workplace ostracism 
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comes in many forms, such as intentional silence or avoidance of contact, which can 

cause social embarrassment or unhappiness (Robinson et al., 2013; Sommer et al., 

2001). In addition, workplace ostracism is not always intentional. Sometimes people 

are too busy with their own work to ignore others, which leads to unintentional neglect 

(Williams, 2002). It is also possible that individuals do not know their own behavior is 

ostracizing in the sense that unintentional exclusion will occur (Robinson et al., 2013), 

for example, people may forget to add e-mail addresses of individual colleagues when 

sending group e-mails with all members added by default. 

When an individual experiences ostracism, his/her cognitive function may be 

impaired (Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Twenge, 2005), and psychological stress 

may increase (Wu, Yim, Kwan, & Zhang, 2012), which may be accompanied by self-

frustrated behaviors (Twenge & Campbell, 2002). Ostracism studies have shown that 

being ostracized by others is a very painful experience, and the mapping of the brain 

region during rejection is the same as during physical pain, also known as social 

withdrawal (Eisenberger et al., 2003). Ostracized individuals feel loneliness and 

isolation based on their perceived level of rejection or neglect (Mao, Liu, Jiang, & 

Zhang, 2018). Workplace ostracism has a negative effect on the psychological state of 

employees, such as anxiety and depression (Ferris et al., 2008; Matthew, Buontempo, 

& Block, 2013), has different degrees of influence on employees' work attitude, such 

as resignation intention and job satisfaction (Ferris et al., 2008), as well as influences 

employees' behavioral results, such as the reduction of prosocial behaviors (Balliet & 

Ferris, 2013). 

To sum up, this study refers to Ferris et al. (2008)'s definition of workplace 

ostracism as an individual's subjective perception of being rejected and ignored by 

others in the workplace. For example, such phenomena as neglect, indifference, 

exclusion from group activities, avoidance of contact, and concealing. 
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2.6.2 Measurement of Workplace Ostracism 

2.6.2.1 Single-dimensional Scale 

Ferris et al. (2008) compiled a single dimension 10 item scale of 

workplace ostracism (Appendix XI), which mainly evaluates the degree of workplace 

ostracism suffered by employees through specific matters in the workplace, such as 

“other colleagues avoiding me at work or treating me as if I were not present at work.” 

The reliability and validity of the scale were tested by data analysis of 295 employees 

from different occupations. The scale was widely cited in subsequent studies. Zhao, 

Xia, He, Sheard, and Wan (2016) used this scale to study the effect of workplace 

ostracism on knowledge concealment and used negative reciprocity belief and moral 

disengagement as moderating variables to confirm its reliability and validity through a 

study of 253 hotel employees. 

2.6.2.2 Two-dimensional Scale 

Hitlan, Cliffton, and DeSoto (2006) compiled a two-dimension 

Workplace Exclusion Scale, which included 10 items of general workplace exclusion 

and 3 items of language exclusion, to evaluate the effect of workplace exclusion on 

work-related attitudes and mental health under the adjustment of gender. In a sample 

study of 223 students, participants were asked to describe how often they had 

experienced different behaviors in the workplace in the past 12 months, and workplace 

exclusion was measured by asking colleagues whether “they had given you a silent 

response,” and whether “they had excluded you from their conversations.” The scale 

showed two limitations. First, the development process and validity of the scale were 

not explained in detail, so the academic community held a skeptical attitude towards 

the measurement indicators of the scale. The second is that among the items excluded 

in the language aspect, the base value rate of the language-based exclusion subscale is 

relatively low, and the items listed are only limited to the situation that employees in 

the organization come from different countries, such as “colleagues do not use English 
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in work,” so the current analysis is limited to the general workplace exclusion scale 

with 10 items. 

Jiang, Lu, and Zhang (2011) based on the study of traditional Chinese 

organizational hierarchy culture, compiled a two-dimension, 20-item workplace 

exclusion scale, in which workplace ostracism was divided into two dimensions: 

supervisor exclusion and colleague exclusion. The scale was based on a questionnaire 

survey of 262 supervisors and employees from 22 enterprises in China. Each 

subordinate was asked to evaluate the perceived exclusion of supervisors and 

colleagues. For example, by asking “my supervisor ignored my request when I asked 

for help with a work problem,” to measure their supervisor's exclusion behavior. Asking 

“when I entered the work area, my colleagues would leave,” measured a colleague's 

exclusion behavior. This scale has a strong pertinence, which can distinguish the 

sources of work exclusion, evaluate the workplace exclusion behavior in the enterprise 

hierarchy culture under the background of China, and obtain good reliability and 

validity in the quantitative research. But at the same time, there is also research that put 

forward the workplace as a complex network, including colleagues, superiors, and 

subordinates. In the two-dimensional scale of workplace exclusion, the superior 

exclusion is mainly reflected in work, while colleague exclusion is reflected in 

workplace interpersonal communication. The focus of the scale context is different, 

which should be distinguished in the study (Chen, 2018). 

To sum up, in the two-dimensional scale, Hitlan et al. (2006) had a 

low base value rate of language exclusion questions in the workplace exclusion scale, 

which was only applicable to the phenomenon of employees from different countries 

in the same workplace. The scale of Jiang et al. (2011) is divided into superior exclusion 

and colleague exclusion, but the two dimensions have different emphases, which should 

be distinguished in the study (Chen, 2018). Therefore, in combination with the 
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definition of workplace ostracism in this study, the single dimension scale (Appendix 

XI) prepared by Ferris et al. (2008) is suitable for this study. 

2.6.3 Relevant Research of Workplace Ostracism 

Workplace ostracism is a pervasive organizational phenomenon (Leung, Wu, 

Chen, & Young, 2011; Zhao, Peng, & Sheard, 2013). Differences in individual 

cognitive abilities and personality characteristics are related to workplace ostracism, 

and cognitive heterogeneity and emotional reflexivity in individual characteristics are 

the main factors that affect workplace ostracism (Lejia et al., 2012). For example, 

personality characteristics such as agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness can 

reduce the perception of workplace ostracism, while neuroticism is positively 

correlated with workplace ostracism (Hitlan et al., 2006). Individuals with neuroticism 

are more likely to detect ostracism in the workplace (Leung et al., 2011). However, 

individuals with an aggressive personality and bossy interpersonal characteristics are 

more likely to be ostracized by others (Aquino & Thau, 2009). People who are 

straightforward and open-minded, like to be in the limelight, excessively flatter their 

superiors, and neglect to communicate with colleagues also are ostracized by others 

(Kieffer, 2013). 

The environmental climate in the workplace also has a certain impact on the 

occurrence of ostracism. For example, a rigorous workplace climate increases the 

probability of workplace ostracism (Bond, Tuckey, & Dollard, 2010). Workplace 

dilemmas and institutional pressure increase employees' ostracism behaviors and 

reduce their job satisfaction and work performance (Olsen, Bjaalid, & Mikkelsen, 

2017). In addition, workplace ostracism affects interpersonal communication among 

employees (Smart Richman & Leary, 2009). When faced with workplace ostracism, 

employees feel marginalized, which greatly damages their mental health and causes 

psychological problems such as fear and emotional stress (Baumeister et al., 2005). 
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Research has shown that employees who perceive ostracism in the workplace suffer 

more pressure in their workplace interactions, which also affects employee engagement 

and job performance(Wu, Liu, Kwan, & Lee, 2016). 

Literature studies have confirmed that workplace ostracism leads to many 

negative results, including negative effects on individual self-esteem demand, 

belonging demand, and value existence demand (Ferris, Lian, Brown, & Morrison, 

2015). For example, workplace ostracism has a negative effect on employees' sense of 

belonging. Employees who perceive ostracism in the workplace show lower 

organizational recognition and commitment, which affects work performance (O'Reilly 

& Robinson, 2009). At the same time, workplace ostracism has a significant effect on 

turnover intention. Employees who perceive ostracism in the workplace have a lower 

sense of belonging to the organization, which increases employees' turnover intention 

(Lyu & Zhu, 2019). In addition, workplace ostracism has a significant effect on job 

burnout and job satisfaction. Employees who perceive ostracism in the workplace 

experience a negative effect on their work attitude and reduced job satisfaction (Ferris 

et al., 2008). 

In view of the above literature analysis, workplace ostracism causes great 

psychological harm to employees, and also has a negative effect on the need for 

employees' value, which and then affects work engagement (Kong, 2018; Scott, 

Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 2013). 

Literature shows workplace civility is rarely regarded as the pre-factor of 

workplace ostracism but as a comparative study. According to the theory of social 

exchange, the more likely an employee is to take action when he or she perceives that 

the result of an action is valuable, and when there are more civilized behaviors in the 

workplace, employees are more inclined to be civilized. Therefore, workplace 

ostracism is a negative factor that cannot be ignored. What kind of negative impact 
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workplace civility has on workplace ostracism, and how workplace ostracism affects 

employee engagement needs further research. 

2.7 Employability 

Due to the uncertainty of an organizational environment and the influence of 

employment relationships, such as when the organization cannot provide a stable and 

long-term employment commitment to the workplace, frequent workflow and career 

transformation have become a common phenomenon in the labor market. Individuals 

need to maintain and improve their status in the labor market (Rothwell & Arnold, 

2007), employees need to improve their employability to enhance their attractiveness 

to other employing organizations (Donald, Baruch, & Ashleigh, 2017), and employees 

are no longer limited to a single occupation. As a result, boundary less careers have 

gradually emerged. People once valued and even used the following criteria to measure 

career success, such as years of service, working status, promotion opportunity, and 

wage increase, which have lost their former attraction (Forrier & Sels, 2003). 

Employees changed from pursuing lifetime employment to life-long employability. 

The concept of employability was first proposed by Beveridge (1912) and then 

prevailed in the United Kingdom and the United States. Britain, France, and the United 

States call employability a core skill, while Australia and the Netherlands call it key 

employable capacity. In the 1950s-1960s, employability research focused on solving 

the employment problem of the unemployed, rather than the occupational mobility and 

transformation of employees (Feintuch, 1955). In the 1970s, as industrial countries 

declined and entered a period of stagflation, employability researchers proposed 

"transferable" skills, including social skills and relationship skills. Employability 

researchers focus on how to achieve full employment and reduce unemployment in 

society (Atkinson, 1984). By the 1980s, the research of employability shifted from 
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government research to organizational research. In the face of the ever-changing 

technology environment and market environment, employees need to undertake many 

temporary and diversified functions. The study on employability focuses on how to 

enhance the flexibility of an organization and optimize the use of human resources 

through employee management (Forrier & Sels, 2003). In the 1990s, employability 

research focused on the individual and proposed that individuals are responsible for the 

cultivation of their employability. This is partly due to the increasing openness of the 

labor market and more opportunities for individuals to achieve their own career success. 

On the other hand, the lifetime or long-term employment guarantee within the 

organization is gradually disappearing and the possibility of promotion based on 

seniority is greatly reduced (Andrews & Higson, 2008). After the 21st century, the 

research of employability combines many other dimensions, such as the characteristics 

of the labor market and the organizational environment of enterprises. The study mainly 

explores how to improve the employability of individuals and the vitality of enterprises 

(Guilbert, Bernaud, Gouvernet, & Rossier, 2016). 

2.7.1 Definition of Employability 

Over the past decade, many important changes have taken place in the working 

arrangements between employers and employees. Nowadays, in addition to a small 

number of enterprises employing employees on permanent contracts, more and more 

enterprises are employing employees on temporary contracts (Baruch, Altman, & Tung, 

2016; Katz & Krueger, 2016; Spreitzer, Cameron, & Garrett, 2017). In the information 

technology era, no matter what type of employee, the ability to obtain work depends on 

a variety of factors, such as labor market factors and individual skills, relationship 

between contexts, and individual attributes. The concept of classifying the above 

external environmental factors and internal dynamic factors is called employability(De 

Vos, De Hauw, & Van Der Heijden, 2011; Fugate, Kinicki, & Ashforth, 2004). On the 
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basis of Heijde and Van Der Heijden (2006), De Vos et al. (2011) defined employability 

as the ability to continuously acquire or create work opportunities in the workplace 

through individual knowledge and skills, and to be able to complete various tasks and 

bear responsibilities in the face of changes in internal ability and the external labor 

market. Self-determination theory distinguishes between internal goals and external 

goals, which correspond to the internal and external values matching individual values 

(Van Den Broeck et al., 2014). Employability has changed along with the individual 

job-hunting environment and has changed from the employability dichotomy to 

employability with dynamic adaptability (Williams, Dodd, Steele, & Randall, 2016). 

Research has shown that individual active adaptability is regarded as the basis 

of employability. As an internal motivation factor, active adaptability refers to the 

ability and willingness of individuals to expect to meet the requirements of changing 

the work environment by changing their own factors (Fugate et al., 2004). For example, 

individuals with higher initiative adaptability have higher self-determination attributes, 

are more able to regard changes in work as challenges, are better at coping with different 

organizational environments, seek possible work opportunities and actively improve 

their work skills, and at the same time, strengthen teamwork and communication skills 

in the workplace (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Fugate, Kinicki, & Prussia, 2008). In 

addition, employees' adaptability to work is a kind of psychological structure, which 

helps to form the characteristics of individual active cognition and individual-work 

interaction (Fugate et al., 2004). The most important factor of employability is the 

willingness to adapt to changes in the workplace, working environment, and content 

(Fugate et al., 2004; Kluytmans & Ott, 1999). Therefore, the employability of 

employees is also regarded as a dynamic indicator, which changes with the growth of 

age, the change of organizational environment, and the accumulation of work 

experience (Van der Klink et al., 2016). In terms of personal career, employability 
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covers the initial employability and future competence (Onyishi, Enwereuzor, Ituma, 

& Omenma, 2015). 

Employability is also defined as the ability of individuals to be employed in 

different organizational fields, that is, the ability of individuals to obtain work and 

continue to work (Civelli, 1998). Hillage and Pollard (1998) proposed that whether 

employees can make full use of their "employment assets" depends largely on external 

environmental factors, such as the current economic situation, the labor market 

providing individuals with jobs in different work fields, and formal education and 

vocational training in the workplace (Berntson, Sverke, & Marklund, 2006; Clarke, 

2018; Fugate et al., 2004; Heijde & Van Der Heijden, 2006). In addition, employability 

is also defined as the extent to which an individual, in the context of a work environment 

and resources, derives from his or her perception of various work factors and personal 

resources that contribute to a positive perception of workability (McGonagle et al., 

2015), That is to say, the importance of knowing how, knowing why, and knowing who 

is valuable in your career (Eby, Butts, & Lockwood, 2003; Vanhercke, De Cuyper, 

Peeters, & De Witte, 2014). 

Based on the self-determination theory, environmental factors can promote the 

internalization of individual internal motivation and external motivation (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). Employability is regarded as a key factor for employees to maintain self-

improvement value in the labor market (Presti et al., 2018). Employees with strong 

internal motivation can clearly understand their work value, effectively improve 

employment value, and regard employability as the ability to obtain job security, work 

happiness, and career success (Kirves, Kinnunen, De Cuyper, & Mäkikangas, 2014). 

For employers, the employability of employees is the basis of the organization's 

competitive advantage, which means that the organization uses relevant human 

resource management measures to improve the employability of employees to enhance 

the organization's competitive advantage (van Harten, Knies, & Leisink, 2016). 
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Therefore, the organization provides a supportive environment for employees and 

makes a large investment to provide more job opportunities for employees, which 

improves the intrinsic value and the employability of employees (Van Den Broeck et 

al., 2014). 

Employability is also regarded as employee assets, which enhance employees' 

sense of control in work and life, reduce the fear of unemployment, and mobilize 

employees' subjectivity to improve employability (De Cuyper, Mauno, Kinnunen, & 

Mäkikangas, 2011), Meanwhile, employability is also regarded as a personal resource 

beneficial to employees' work engagement and job satisfaction (Vanhercke et al., 2014). 

Enterprises promote the development of employees' employability and employee 

satisfaction by providing a stimulating workplace environment, such as organizing 

training and other measures (De Vos et al., 2011). 

To sum up, this study refers to Berntson and Marklund (2007) 's definition of 

employability as an individual's ability to keep his/her current job or obtain a new one. 

2.7.2 Measurement of Employability 

2.7.2.1 Single-dimensional Scale 

Berntson and Marklund (2007) compiled a one-dimensional 

employability scale with five questions (Appendix XII). This study analyzed the data 

of 1918 subjects from Sweden with good reliability and validity, and explored the 

relationship between employability and health status, focusing on the respondents' 

competitive ability, social network, personality characteristics, experience and skills, 

opportunity perception, and their popularity in the external labor market. The scale 

measures the employability of employees by assessing their ability to find new (equal 

or better) jobs based on their personal social network. 
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2.7.2.2 Two-dimensional Scale 

The self-perceived employability scale developed by Rothwell and 

Arnold (2007) is divided into two dimensions with a total of 11 questions (Appendix 

XIII). Internal employability consists of four-items, mainly through the evaluation of 

individual occupation, job-related and job-hunting knowledge, critical thinking, 

problem-solving, communication, and learning potential assessment. For example, it 

uses "people who have the same knowledge, work skills, and experience as I am very 

welcomed by employers" to evaluate the internal employability perceived by 

employees. External employability consists of seven-items, mainly through the 

assessment of the labor market situation and the demand for specific skills. For 

example, it uses "my interpersonal relationship in the company has helped my career 

development" to measure the external employability. The scale was quantified using 

data from 234 corporate members of the institute of personnel and development (CIPD). 

However, the study found that non-graduates feel they have more job opportunities than 

graduates, a finding that is counter intuitive. Therefore, respondents' cognitive bias 

exists on this scale. 

2.7.2.3 Five-dimensional Scale 

Heijde and Van Der Heijden (2006) compiled the five dimensions of 

employability 37 item scale (Appendix XIV), including occupational expertise, 

anticipation and optimization, personal flexibility, corporate sense, and balance. There 

are 15 items of occupational expertise, which are mainly evaluated by the ability of 

employees to perform tasks or solve work problems. There are 8 items in the dimension 

of anticipation and optimization. It is mainly based on whether employees continuously 

develop themselves and consciously devote themselves to the application of acquired 

knowledge and skills to evaluate employees' optimization skills and capabilities. There 

are 8 questions about personal adaptability. They mainly evaluate employees' work 

adaptability and observe whether employees can easily cope with changes in the 
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workplace. There are 7 items of corporate consciousness, which are mainly evaluated 

by the employees' participation in the mission of the organization. The balance 

dimension consists of 9 items, which are mainly used to evaluate the work balance 

ability of employees by asking whether they can bear the work-related pressure and 

whether they can balance work and private life. The scale adopted employee self-

assessment and supervisor assessment and applied confirmatory factor analysis to 314 

employees and 334 direct supervisors of a large construction company in the 

Netherlands to determine the effective reliability and validity of the five-factor model. 

There are cognitive biases in the two-dimensional employability scale. 

Compared with other scales, the measurement of the five-dimensional scale is more 

abstract. At the same time, more questions will cause fatigue to the subjects. To sum 

up, combined with the definition of employability, the employability of this study was 

measured by Berntson and Marklund (2007) (Appendix XII). 

2.7.3 Relevant Research of Employability 

Since the 1980s, the influence of changes in the nature of work on individuals 

and their occupational and work attitudes has been the focus of human resources and 

organizational psychology (Rothwell & Arnold, 2007). In the information age, 

enterprises no longer provide people with a stable workplace and long-term 

employment commitment, individuals need to maintain and improve their position in 

the labor market (Rothwell & Arnold, 2007). Therefore, it is necessary to enhance the 

individual's attraction to other employer organizations through the improvement of 

employability (Baruch, 2001). When enterprises cannot promise to provide long-term 

employment security for employees, helping employees to improve their employability 

becomes the key to retain talented persons (Acikgoz, Sumer, & Sumer, 2016; De 

Cuyper, Mauno, et al., 2011; Lu, Sun, & Du, 2016). Research shows that support for 

career and skill development, current level of job-related skills, and willingness to 
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change jobs positively affect perceived employability (Wittekind, Raeder, & Grote, 

2010). 

Enterprises actively provide career development and training opportunities for 

employees, which can significantly improve employees' organizational commitment 

and job satisfaction (Barnett & Bradley, 2007; Baruch, 2001), and the organization's 

investment in improving employees' abilities and employability makes individuals feel 

valued by the organization, thus generating higher work engagement (Lips‐Wiersma 

& Hall, 2007). Meanwhile, employability also brings employee mobility (Fugate et al., 

2004). Employees with high employability tend to regard unemployment as an 

opportunity for career growth and necessary change. Therefore, employees with high 

employability tend to maintain high mobility because they considering the harm of 

voluntary unemployment is limited (Direnzo & Greenhaus, 2011). 

Employability is related to employee health. If the employees are dissatisfied 

with the workplace environment, employees with high employability will choose to 

break out of the constraints of the workplace environment due to their good health. 

According to the work-resource model, personal resources, such as the ability of self-

efficacy to successfully control and influence one's environment (Demerouti, Bakker, 

Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001), and employability enable individual employees to have 

a sense of control and make them more likely to experience work engagement (Ngo et 

al., 2017). Moreover, employability is regarded as an important predictor variable of 

mental health and physical health. Individuals who improve employability can leave a 

bad working environment. At the same time, enterprises can also improve the working 

environment by focusing on employees’ health to improve the conditions of their 

employment ability, to maintain their physical and mental health, and also to retain 

employees (Berntson & Marklund, 2007). 

There is a significant influence between workplace environmental factors and 

employability, such as the learning-oriented organizational culture climate, the health-
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oriented organizational culture climate, and the attitude and support intensity of 

organizational human resource development to employees' employability promotion 

(Guilbert et al., 2016; Harms & Brummel, 2013; O'Donoghue & Maguire, 2005; 

Vanhercke et al., 2014). 

Employability is divided into employability orientation and employability 

activities, and employability orientation affects employability activities. Employability 

positively affects job insecurity, and employability moderates job insecurity and life 

satisfaction (Silla, De Cuyper, Gracia, Peiró, & De Witte, 2008). Employability has a 

positive effect on work engagement and life satisfaction, and a negative effect on job 

insecurity. When job insecurity is a mediating variable, employability has no significant 

effect on job engagement and life satisfaction, while job insecurity has a significant 

negative effect on work engagement and life satisfaction, indicating that job insecurity 

completely mediates the effect of employability on work engagement and life 

satisfaction (Cuyper et al., 2008). 

Employability is positively correlated with subjective career success and career 

commitment (Rothwell & Arnold, 2007). Moreover, the description of employability is 

similar to the employee's survivability. The survival ability of employees is defined as 

the ability to be continuously employed and re-employed. Zhong-yong thinking and 

social capital positively affect the survival ability of employees (Zhang & Chen, 2017; 

Zhang & Chen, 2020; Zhang & Liu, 2020). In addition, perceived organization support 

(POS) negatively affects employability orientation and employability activities. 

Continuous commitment negatively affects employability orientation, while career 

development support and affective commitment positively affect employability activity 

(Dam, 2004). 

To sum up, employability is the employee's ability to actively acquire skills and 

create work opportunities in the workplace, which is influenced by the workplace 

environment and leadership style, as well as the employee health status and employee 
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engagement. In this study, employability was used as a moderating variable to explore 

the relationship between employability and health-promoting leadership, employee 

health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employee engagement. 

2.8 Employee Engagement 

In recent years, the issue of employee work engagement grabbed the attention 

of academia and industry. To improve employee work engagement has gradually 

become one of the main methods to enhance the competitiveness of enterprises under 

the background of intensified global competition. How to take measures to improve 

employee work engagement has become the primary focus in China's human resource 

management (Ruck, Welch, & Menara, 2017). 

2.8.1 Definition of Employee Engagement 

Employee engagement as initially defined by Kahn (1990), from the perspective 

of psychology and sociology, is employees combining their selves with their work role, 

and showing their selves in the work role. It emphasizes significance, security, and 

obtains three kinds of psychological states. Antisense is escape from the self and role 

performance exit. At the same time, other research has proposed to study employee 

engagement from the negative perspective of job burnout. The opposite of burnout, 

cynicism, and inefficiency is the energy, involvement, and effectiveness of work 

engagement (Maslach et al., 2001). Based on the research of Maslach et al. (2001), 

Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker (2002) believe that job burnout and 

employee engagement are interrelated but independent, which defined work 

engagement as a continuous and active work state of individuals. In the follow-up study, 

the separation of work and organization is proposed, and employee engagement is 

divided into employee engagement to work and employee engagement to the 

organization (Saks, 2019). Employee engagement is also considered as the organic 
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integration of attitude (commitment, passion, enthusiasm, focus) and behavior 

(participation, energy) (Taghavi, 2019). 

To sum up, this study refers to Schaufeli et al. (2002)'s definition of work 

engagement as an activity and pleasant work-related emotional and cognitive state 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. 

2.8.2 Measurement of Employee Engagement 

Kahn (1990) divided it into three dimensions according to the concept of 

employee engagement: the physical dimension, cognitive dimension, and emotional 

dimension. The dimension of physiological involvement refers to the state of high 

physiological involvement that employees maintain when completing their roles and 

tasks. The cognitive engagement dimension shows that employees are highly active and 

awake cognitively, and clearly aware of their roles and missions in specific work 

situations. The dimension of emotional involvement refers to the individual's ability to 

keep in touch with others in the organization and the individual's sensitivity to the 

emotions of others. 

Maslach et al. (2001) proposed a three-dimensional employee engagement scale 

based on job burnout (Appendix XV): energy, involvement, and effectiveness. Energy 

refers to the state in which employees feel energetic at work. Involvement refers to the 

cognition of employees' involvement in work. Effectiveness refers to the perception of 

their competence and contribution to work. This three-dimensional model stays at the 

cognitive level of employees' work engagement but does not involve the emotional and 

behavioral levels. 

Schaufeli et al. (2002) compiled 17 items of the three dimensions of employee 

engagement (Appendix XVI), which are vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor 

consists of six items and refers to a person who has better mental toughness and 

sufficient energy, is willing to work hard, does not easily feel tired, and can persevere 
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and not give up easily when encountering difficulties. Dedication consists of five items 

and refers to an individual's strong sense of pride and significance in work, as well as 

his/her enthusiasm for work. Individuals devote themselves to work with all their heart 

and soul and are brave in accepting difficulties and challenges. Absorption consists of 

six questions and refers to an individual focusing all of his or her energy on a task, 

feeling that time passes quickly, and is unwilling to pull himself or herself away from 

the task. Subsequently, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) simplified the original scale 

consisting of 17 items into 9 items (Appendix XVII), and the reduced work engagement 

scale was recognized by a large number of empirical tests as having effective reliability 

and validity. 

To sum up, combined with the definition of employee engagement, the scale of 

work engagement in this study adopted the scale of Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) 

(Appendix XVII). 

2.8.3 Relevant Research of Employee Engagement 

In recent years, many talent management technologies have been explored and 

studied, and committed to the development and maintenance of employees, in order to 

improve the overall value of talent management technology in achieving organizational 

goals. One of the concepts that has made significant progress in the field of human 

resource development is work engagement. Over the past decade, employee 

engagement research has been in full swing, which shows that employee work 

engagement is closely related to employee progress, such as employee retention, 

productivity, individual health, individual happiness, work passion, and financial 

performance (Adarsh & B, 2017; Book, Gatling, & Kim, 2019; Cooke, Cooper, 

Bartram, Wang, & Mei, 2019; Shuck et al., 2017; Singh, Burgess, Heap, & Al Mehrzi, 

2016; Wieneke et al., 2019). In addition, the more engaged employees felt less stress, 
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were more satisfied with their personal lives, used less health care, took fewer sick days, 

and worked more efficiently (Wärnå‐Furu et al., 2010). 

Employee engagement is generally defined as a positive, fulfilling, work-related 

mental state characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Employees with high work engagement are enthusiastic about their work and immersed 

in work activities. Relevant studies have suggested that the differences in work 

engagement among individual employees are related to work resources, individual 

resources, and employee health. Working resources for individual employees can meet 

individual needs such as relationship and autonomy and help individuals to achieve 

work-related goals and individual development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). For 

example, social support from colleagues and supervisors, autonomy, and learning 

opportunities are positively correlated with work engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 

2007). Through the study of employees in many different industries and occupational 

groups in the United States, it is found that the performance evaluated by colleagues 

and supervisors is directly and positively correlated with employees' work engagement 

(Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008). Colleague support and supervisor support also play a 

positive and significant role in stimulating employee engagement (Sarti & Torre, 2015). 

Social support of transformational leaders with individual care and inspiring employee 

potential has also been proven to positively predict employee engagement (Tims, 

Bakker, & Xanthopoulou, 2011).  

In addition, individual resources also play an important role. Personal resources 

refer to the cognition or belief of employees in the control of their environment. 

Research shows that employees with higher personal resources, such as self-efficacy, 

optimism, security, and psychological empowerment, have higher employee 

engagement (Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001; Taghipour & Dezfuli, 2013). For example, 

it was found that the change of self-efficacy was consistent with the change of learning 

engagement by taking 345 college students in the United States as research samples. In 
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other words, students with high self-efficacy had high learning engagement (Ouweneel, 

Schaufeli, & Le Blanc, 2013). When employees feel that their values are more 

compatible with the organization, or they get a higher degree of organizational support, 

employee engagement is higher (Glavas, 2016). 

In addition, employee health is also related to individual work engagement. 

Compared with unengaged employees, employees with higher engagement are more 

productive and have a lower turnover rate (Hillier, Fewell, Cann, & Shephard, 2005; 

Shuck, Twyford, Reio Jr, & Shuck, 2014). In recent years, literature studies on 

employee health and employee work engagement mainly focused on productivity, sick 

leave, job satisfaction, and retention (Frey, Osteen, Berglund, Jinnett, & Ko, 2015; 

Hillier et al., 2005; Lenneman, Schwartz, Giuseffi, & Wang, 2011; Mitchell, 

Ozminkowski, & Serxner, 2013). High employee stress, lack of exercise, smoking, 

depression, overweight/obesity, and malnutrition are the main factors associated with 

the decline in employee productivity (Lenneman et al., 2011). Based on the above 

studies on employee health and work engagement, it is necessary to strengthen 

employee health to enhance employee work engagement. 

Motivating employees to have high work engagement is a task that every leader 

must master (Rurkkhum & Bartlett, 2012). The higher the employee's work 

engagement, the higher their productivity is (Albrecht, 2010). Srivalli and Kanta (2016) 

pointed out that employee work engagement is a key component of human resource 

development and leadership. If employees are not properly motivated to perform their 

duties to the best of their ability, they may become indifferent to work. Similarly, health 

promotion programs promoted by health-promotion leaders are an important part of 

improving employee work engagement. Research shows significant improvements in 

health risk factors, absenteeism rates, and job performance among employees who 

participated in the employee health promotion program, but no significant changes in 

any of these categories were observed among employees who did not participate in the 
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health promotion program (Mills, Kessler, Cooper, & Sullivan, 2007). Health-

promoting leadership has a significant negative correlation with job burnout and a 

significant positive correlation with job stress recovery. Through experiments in 

Germany and Sweden, this study explores the impact of health-promoting leadership 

on individual self-efficacy and work engagement. The research shows that health-

promoting leadership has a significant effect on employee self-efficacy and work 

engagement (Loeb et al., 2013). That is, if leaders can provide more support to 

employees, listen to their demands and interact with them, they can enhance their sense 

of trust and identity to leaders and organizations, so as to improve their work 

engagement (Swanberg, McKechnie, Ojha, & James, 2011). In addition, high work 

demand, low control, and low social support are significantly related to depression, 

while high control and high social support are positively related to work engagement, 

and there is a certain relationship between employee work engagement and mental 

health (Bakken & Torp, 2012). 

To sum up, the connotation of employee work engagement has experienced an 

evolution process from simplicity to richness. Employee work engagement also extends 

from situational factors of work performance to the workplace environment, leadership 

style, employee health, and other aspects. It ranges from evaluating employees' actual 

behaviors to assessing employees' cognition and emotion towards work. Based on 

previous studies, it has been found that there is no research on health-promoting 

leadership, workplace environment, and employee health and employee engagement. 

Based on this, this study takes health-promoting leadership, workplace environment, 

and employee health as the prerequisite factors for employee engagement. 
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2.9 Hypothesis Development 

2.9.1 Health-promoting Leadership and Employee Health 

"Health promotion" enables people to strengthen their control over health and 

improve their health. Leaders are often seen as a key factor in health promotion 

activities in the workplace (Bregenzer, Wagner-Hartl, & Jiménez, 2019). According to 

the research of health-promoting leadership, it is a significant feature that health-

promoting leadership affects employees' health awareness, which is different from 

other leadership types, that is, leaders can influence employees' concepts by 

emphasizing the importance of health, and then affect employees' health (Gurt et al., 

2011). The behavior norms of leaders have an impact on employees' behavior and 

values. For example, leaders motivate employees with enthusiasm and determination 

in the workplace by communicating health concerns to followers, to influence 

individual motivation and adaptability (Gould, Ilmarinen, Järvisalo, & Koskinen, 

2008). 

Health-promoting leadership have a significant positive correlation with 

employee health (Hoert, Herd, & Hambrick, 2018), and a significant negative 

correlation with the frequency of employee health problems (Braun & Nieberle, 2017). 

Health-promoting leaders affect the health of employees by changing the working 

environment (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). By understanding the needs and 

wishes of employees, health-promoting leaders adhere to the value of improving 

employees' health and formulate work requirements and work processes in line with the 

healthy development of the organization (Dunkl et al., 2015; Eriksson, Axelsson, & 

Bihari Axelsson, 2010). Health-promotion leaders hope to avoid job burnout and other 

problems and set up rest areas in the workplace to reduce the occurrence of overtime. 

When employees have health problems, health-promoting leadership should provide 
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vacation time and humanistic material and spiritual care, so as to reduce the frequency 

of employees getting sick (Dunkl et al., 2015; Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). 

In addition, health-promoting leadership motivates and supports employees' 

internal work motivation and encourages employees' healthy work behaviors to support 

their health status (Franke et al., 2014; Jiménez, Bregenzer, et al., 2017; Leroy, Anseel, 

Dimitrova, & Sels, 2013). When facing the incentive of health-promoting leadership, it 

helps to reduce the work pressure of employees. When employees feel that they are 

accepted and supported in the work environment, psychological security will be 

improved, and this will affect their health (Nahrgang et al., 2011). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H1: Health-promoting leadership will positively affect employee health. 

2.9.2 Employee Health and Employee Engagement 

The physical and mental health of employees has been one of the major 

concerns of global enterprises. Due to the increasing awareness of employees' rights, 

the enterprise pays more and more attention to the factors of health and the promotion 

of employees' work (Mushtaq, Abid, Sarwar, & Ahmed, 2017). Employees' perception 

of health, whether direct or indirect, has a significant impact on employees' work 

motivation, effort level, self-worth, and work attitude (Permarupan, Saufi, Kasim, & 

Balakrishnan, 2013). When employees are faced with multiple pressures such as heavy 

workload and role conflict at work, it will cause psychological frustration, which has a 

negative effect on the work environment and work engagement (Lim, Bogossian, & 

Ahern, 2010). A study in Europe found that employee health was positively correlated 

with work engagement (Wojdylo et al., 2014). Employees' health risks, such as seasonal 

allergies caused by lack of exercise and psychological stress, as well as arthritis and 

migraines, could be effectively guaranteed, which will greatly improve employees' 

work engagement (Burton et al., 2017). At the same time, studies have shown that the 
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higher the employee engagement, the higher the employee's health status (Mazzetti, 

Vignoli, Petruzziello, & Palareti, 2019). Moreover, previous studies have supported the 

impact of enterprise climate on employee health (Loh, Idris, Dormann, & Muhamad, 

2019). Based on studies at enterprises, climate quality positively affects work 

engagement (Chaudhary, Rangnekar, & Barua, 2014). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H2: Employee health will positively affect employee engagement. 

2.9.3 Health-promoting Leadership and Workplace Civility 

Human capital sustainable development leadership, including moral leadership, 

sustainable leadership, mindful leadership, and servant leadership is positively related 

to workplace civility (Di Fabio & Peiró, 2018). Human capital sustainable development 

leadership is rooted in all of these ideas and recognizes that they are different aspects 

of the same concept but ignores health-promoting leadership. In addition, humble 

leaders have a positive effect on organizational climate (Aarons, Ehrhart, Torres, Finn, 

& Beidas, 2017). Employees shape their attitudes and values in the workplace 

according to their experiences or observations in the workplace. Meanwhile, the 

behaviors and attitudes of leaders who attach great importance to health and a civilized 

work environment will be learned by employees (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Therefore, 

the influence of leadership style on the enterprise cannot be ignored. Health-promoting 

leadership improves the workplace, reduces the pressures of co-working and employee 

burnout, and advocates for civility among colleagues (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2018). 

According to relevant research, workplace civility has a significant effect on the 

relationship between colleagues but has a limited effect on the relationship between 

leaders and employees. In the workplace, the interaction between employees and 

supervisors is more limited to guidance and command (Nicholson, Leiter, & 

Laschinger, 2014). If supervisors are able to show politeness, respect, and affinity, it 



 

 

63 

will largely reduce the differences between the leadership and subordinates (Andersson 

& Pearson, 1999), which increases people’s perceived happiness and trust, greatly 

improves their health, and promotes workplace civility (Porath et al., 2015). These 

results can be gained from the types of moral leadership, sustainable leadership, 

mindful leadership, and servant leadership mentioned above. Health-promotion 

leadership positively affects enterprise health culture (Gurt & Elke, 2009). At the same 

time, as the "spokesperson" of the enterprise, when employees perceived that they are 

valued and respected by the leadership, they will perceive that they are accepted by the 

enterprise, appreciated, and have increased perception of their own value, so as to 

improve their sense of belonging (Jawahar & Schreurs, 2018). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H3: Health-promoting leadership will positively affect workplace civility. 

2.9.4 Workplace Civility and Workplace Ostracism 

Workplace civility is a code of conduct that helps maintain mutual respect in 

the workplace, including the act of actively contacting others and building relationships 

(Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000). Workplace civility is negatively correlated with 

turnover rate (Leiter et al., 2012). 

Research shows that workplace ostracism has many negative effects, such as 

lower levels of mental health (Heaphy & Dutton, 2008; Wu et al., 2012), low job 

satisfaction or family satisfaction (Ferris et al., 2015; Liu, Kwan, Lee, & Hui, 2013), 

and the decline of organizational citizenship behavior (Ferris et al., 2008). There is a 

positive correlation between workplace incivility and ostracism behavior, and there is 

a positive correlation between workplace ostracism and turnover rate (Kong, 2018; 

Scott et al., 2013). 

Based on the social exchange theory, different individuals abide by the principle 

of reciprocity. People in social situations or workplace situations expect to get 



 

 

64 

reciprocal returns (DeJoy et al., 2010). When others show politeness and respect, they 

reciprocate, and vice versa. Therefore, when receiving polite behaviors by others in the 

workplace, they will not show ostracism of psychology and behavior (Hafeez et al., 

2019). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H4: Workplace civility will negatively affect workplace ostracism. 

2.9.5 Workplace Ostracism and Employee Engagement 

Nowadays, work time occupies most of people’s lives, so interpersonal 

relationships in the workplace are very important to employees. Employees can 

perceive a sense of identity and belonging in the workplace but can also perceive a 

sense of neglect and ostracism. In social psychology, workplace ostracism is defined as 

an individual being ignored or excluded by other employees in the workplace, such as 

avoiding eye contact or verbal communication (Robinson & Schabram, 2019). 

Workplace ostracism as a negative way of interpersonal interaction has a highly 

negative effect on individuals, such as employee role conflict, lower work satisfaction, 

lower work performance, lower work engagement, higher turnover rate, and higher 

absenteeism rate (Asfaw, Chang, & Ray, 2014; Chung, 2018; Leary, Koch, & 

Hechenbleikner, 2001; Olsen et al., 2017; Reknes et al., 2014). In addition, employee 

engagement is known as a "work-related positive enrichment state" (Maslach et al., 

2001). Highly engaged employees tend to identify with their work and are energetic 

(Park & Ono, 2017). Dedicated employees are likely to be vigorous, dedicated, and 

absorptive (Shkoler & Kimura, 2020). Employee engagement is important because an 

employee's performance is directly dependent on his/her commitment to work 

(Haldorai, Kim, Phetvaroon, & Li, 2020). 

Workplace ostracism brings great trouble to normal communication among 

employees, which leads to great psychological pressure on employees. The health of 
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the ostracized employees will be damaged, and it also has a negative effect on employee 

engagement (Einarsen, Hoel, & Cooper, 2003; Giorgi et al., 2016; Olsen et al., 2017; 

Reknes et al., 2014). Workplace ostracism causes great psychological pressure on 

employees, and employees need to spend more energy and time on self-psychological 

repair to ensure the continuity of work, which reduces employee engagement (Kwan et 

al., 2018). In addition, the conflict phenomenon in the workplace will lead to the waste 

of employees' work energy and an increase in the employees' distrusting attitude 

towards the organization, resulting in a lower work engagement (Einarsen et al., 2003). 

Workplace ostracism has a negative effect on employees’ psychological state, for 

example, the negative effects on self-perception and emotion, which makes them unable 

to complete their work on time, thus resulting in a lower employee engagement 

(Ataman, 2017; Leung et al., 2011). When employees are ostracized in the workplace, 

their appeals are not responded to properly, which makes them take negative behaviors 

as countermeasures, such as reducing employee engagement (Robinson et al., 2013). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H5: Workplace ostracism will negatively affect employee engagement. 

2.9.6 Workplace Civility and Employee Engagement 

Civilization is one of the main elements of the work environment, which has a 

significant effect on employees' work results (Osatuke et al., 2009). Workplace civility 

is characterized by politeness, respect, trustworthiness, pro-social behavior, and respect 

for the rights of others (Carver, 1998; Di Fabio & Gori, 2016; Rehfuss & Di Fabio, 

2012). There is a positive correlation between workplace civility and work engagement 

(Abid et al., 2018). When employees are well-mannered, they become more hopeful 

and perceive themselves as respected within the organization, and create a dynamic 

work environment (Pearson & Porath, 2009). Meanwhile, employees' self-awareness 

affects their behaviors. Mindfulness meditation, as a kind of awareness state, positively 
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affects employees' work engagement. Practicing meditation helps people to understand 

themselves and others, which forms better connections with others in the workplace 

(Petchsawang & McLean, 2017). Workplace civility creates good interpersonal 

relationships, and employees actively share skills and knowledge in the workplace, thus 

encouraging employees' work engagement (Eldor & Harpaz, 2016; Parker & Griffin, 

2011). 

In a civilized workplace environment, dedicated individuals respond to 

challenging tasks with more energy, commitment, and dedication, and create a 

respectful or civilized work environment (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & 

Xanthopoulou, 2007; Van Den Broeck, De Cuyper, De Witte, & Vansteenkiste, 2010). 

When individuals operate under civilized or fair workplace rules, they believe that the 

enterprise is honest, responsible, and trustworthy, and respond positively to the 

enterprise (Agarwal, 2014). With employees' energy, time, and talent maximally 

invested in the enterprise, workplace civility has a positive effect on employees' work 

engagement (Olsen et al., 2017). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H6: Workplace civility will positively affect employee engagement. 

2.9.7 Health-promoting Leadership and Employee Engagement 

Health-promoting leadership can effectively moderate employees' work 

pressure through workplace improvement measures (Hoert et al., 2018; Jiménez, 

Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). Experimental studies in Germany and Sweden have shown 

that health-promoting leadership significantly affects employees' self-efficacy and 

work engagement (Loeb et al., 2013), while health-promoting leadership is negatively 

correlated with job burnout and positively correlated with job stress recovery (Dunkl et 

al., 2015; Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). Health-promoting leadership improves 

the workplace environment to reduce the workload of employees, advocate the fair 
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distribution of resources, and prevent the efforts of employees from being ignored. 

When employees perceive that they are accepted and supported in the work 

environment, psychological security will be enhanced and they will have higher work 

engagement (Nahrgang et al., 2011). Leader-member communication (LMX) is 

positively correlated with work engagement (Li, Sanders, & Frenkel, 2012). 

In addition, employee work engagement is the combination of self-roles and 

work-roles in cognition, emotion, physiology, and psychology, and the full display of 

self-attitude in work-roles (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). When employees 

perceived lower work stress in the workplace, they were more energetic in their work 

efforts, less fatigued, performed with a spirit of enthusiasm and dedication to deal with 

difficulties, were keen to accept challenges, more focused on their work, and displayed 

higher work engagement (Leroy et al., 2013). 

Therefore, this study proposes that, 

H7: Health-promoting leadership will positively affect employee engagement. 

2.9.8 The Moderating Role of Employability 

Employability is defined as the employee's perception of their ability to work 

continuously or transform under the influence of the specified working environment 

and its resources (McGonagle et al., 2015). With a highly uncertain and complex work 

environment, employability is used to enhance the ability of individuals to deal with 

uncertainties (Plomp, Tims, Khapova, Jansen, & Bakker, 2019; Pruijt, 2013; Yizhong, 

Baranchenko, Lin, Lau, & Ma, 2019). 

Health-promoting leadership affects employee engagement by improving the 

working environment, reducing work stress, and employee training (Jiménez, Winkler, 

& Dunkl, 2017). In the rapidly changing employment environment, organizational 

leaders provide assistance in personal capacity reservation, knowledge updating, and 

growth development, while employees can improve their employability through long-
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term/short-term, specific/general training initiated by employers or voluntarily 

participated in(Veld, Semeijn, & van Vuuren, 2015). At the same time, organizational 

training, internal promotion opportunities, and employability development 

opportunities are conducive to improving employee engagement (Van Vuuren, Caniëls, 

& Semeijn, 2011). There are common interests of both leaders and employees in 

employability, that is, employees want to get training resources and platform resources 

to improve their employability, and organizational leaders also want to let employees 

make better contributions to the organization through the ability training of employees. 

Therefore, when the employability of employees is higher, the employees will work 

harder to maintain their work engagement (Pruijt, 2013; Yizhong et al., 2019). Taking 

Hong Kong employees as the research object, employability positively affects 

employee engagement (Ngo et al., 2017). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H8: Employability positively moderates the relationship between health-

promoting leadership and employee engagement. 

Employability represents employees' subjective perception of whether the 

expected characteristics of his or her work are stable and whether they can continue to 

stay. Employees with low employability are often uncertain about their future 

employment. This kind of uncertainty will not only affect the mental and physical 

health of employees but also affect their work engagement (Berntson et al., 2006; 

Kalyal, Berntson, Baraldi, Näswall, & Sverke, 2010). Research suggests that 

employability is positively correlated with employee health (Berntson & Marklund, 

2007). Subsequent studies found that employability was positively correlated with 

physical health and mental health, respectively (Virga, De Witte, & Cifre, 2017). 

Taking Hong Kong employees as the research object, perceived employability 

positively affects work engagement (Ngo et al., 2017). A European study found that 

employee health was positively correlated with work engagement (Wojdylo et al., 
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2014). According to the difference in employability, employee health and employee 

engagement are different. Employability is measured by employees' perceived ability 

and whether their experience can lead them to find new jobs in other enterprises. It can 

be speculated that when employees' employability is high, the positive correlation 

between employee health and employee work engagement may be weakened. 

The above speculation can be understood from the perspective of employer 

investment (De Cuyper et al., 2014). Employability is based not only on early 

investments in the enterprise, such as training, but also on employees' investments in 

themselves, such as further education. Therefore, employees usually expect that their 

efforts will be rewarded by employers. If employers fail to do what they want, 

employees with higher employability may feel that they have not received appropriate 

rewards, which means that the transactional psychological contract restricts the 

members of the organization to adapt to the needs of the organization and be competent 

for their work, while the enterprise does not emphasize the importance of health, thus 

resulting in psychological contract breach of contract (Pruijt, 2013), and brings some 

negative effects, such as reduced trust and reduced work engagement (Ngo et al., 2017). 

In other words, employees with high employability develop a sense of relative scarcity, 

especially when they have great opportunities to obtain such security in other 

enterprises (De Cuyper et al., 2014). In order to mitigate the difference between effort 

and reward, these employees may no longer be willing to put energy into their work or 

even engage in counterproductive work behaviors (Yizhong et al., 2019). 

Therefore, this study proposes that: 

H9: Employability negatively moderates the relationship between employee 

health and employee engagement. 

Employability is related to the willingness and ability of employees to adapt to 

changes in the work environment and work content (Kluytmans & Ott, 1999). 

Individuals with high employability may be considered to be more adaptable to 
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changing work environments (Fugate et al., 2004). They can create opportunities for 

themselves by changing their attitude and environment, strengthen their sense of control 

by taking a proactive stance, and appropriately reduce the uncertainty caused by 

changes in the working environment (Fugate et al., 2008). Formal and informal learning 

and training in the workplace have a positive effect on employability, which can further 

expand the work value of employees' professional development (Van Der Heijden, 

Boon, Van Der Klink, & Meijs, 2009). Meanwhile, the interpersonal relationship in the 

workplace has a significant effect on employability (Shacklock, 2011). Individuals with 

a higher level of civility in the workplace showed higher initiative and politeness (Fay 

& Kamps, 2006; Van Der Heijden, Gorgievski, & De Lange, 2016). At the same time, 

employability promotes employees' positive attitude towards workplace change as a 

challenge rather than a threat (Kalyal et al., 2010). 

Workplace civility shapes a civilized working environment (Leiter, 2013). In a 

study of fresh graduates, it is found that civility as a work resource has a significant 

relationship with employee engagement (Laschinger et al., 2009). Employees with 

higher employability in the workplace civility can feel stronger work security. 

Environment and the bidirectional interaction between individuals, employees 

evaluating work insecurity, by comparing the reality and expected results and moderate 

their behavior. Employability negatively moderates the relationship between 

occupational adaptability and work insecurity (Chen, Liu, & Chen, 2018). Workplace 

context support affects work attitudes, which may be because workplace civility makes 

it easier for employees to adapt (Webster, Adams, Maranto, Sawyer, & Thoroughgood, 

2018). Taking Hong Kong employees as the research object, perceived employability 

positively affects employee engagement (Ngo et al., 2017). Self-perceived 

employability can buffer the negative effect of work insecurity on work well-being (Hu 

& Zhong, 2015). 

Therefore, this study proposes that, 
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H10: Employability negatively moderates the relationship between workplace 

civility and employee engagement. 

Workplace ostracism has a negative effect on employee work attitude. For 

example, when they suffer from workplace ostracism, individuals with low 

employability will present the phenomenon of low organizational self-esteem and 

employee engagement (Wu et al., 2016). At the same time, workplace ostracism also 

deprives employees of the resources needed to enhance employability, resulting in a 

sudden emergence of employee insecurity (Balliet & Ferris, 2013; Chang et al., 2019). 

Job insecurity assesses employees' worries about future works (Van Hootegem, De 

Witte, De Cuyper, & Elst, 2019), employability negatively moderates work insecurity 

and willingness to train and improve their external labor market position (Van 

Hootegem et al., 2019), and employability positively moderates the relationship 

between job insecurity and exit intention (Berntson, Näswall, & Sverke, 2010). 

According to the literature, the employability as a moderator variable is mostly studied 

from the perspective of job insecurity (De Cuyper et al., 2014; Fugate et al., 2004; 

Kalyal et al., 2010). Job insecurity negatively affects employee engagement (Park & 

Ono, 2017). Workplace bullying is an antecedent of job insecurity. Workplace bullying 

has a positive effect on job insecurity, and workplace bullying includes workplace 

ostracism (Glambek, Matthiesen, Hetland, & Einarsen, 2014). Employability 

negatively moderates the effect of job insecurity on job burnout (Aybas, Elmas, & 

Dündar, 2015). However, job burnout was negatively correlated with employee 

engagement (Auh, Menguc, Spyropoulou, & Wang, 2016). When employees have low 

employability and insecurity, workplace ostracism is prone to occur (Van Hootegem et 

al., 2019). In addition, employees with higher employability have strong initiative and 

have their own plans for their own work. Therefore, they will not be affected by 

accidental or inadvertent ostracism among colleagues in the workplace. employees with 

higher employability will continue to complete their due tasks with quality and quantity, 
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continue to study, and maintain high employability. Employability can positively 

moderate the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 

Therefore, this study proposes that, 

H11: Employability positively moderates the relationship between workplace 

ostracism and employee engagement. 

2.10 Conceptual Framework 

Based on the above literature exploration, this section extracts the key 

arguments from the relational literature and forms the theoretical framework before 

constructing the conceptual framework. From the previous theoretical demonstration 

and research results, the five main structures of employee work engagement are 

extracted: (1) health-promotion leadership (2) employee health (3) workplace civility 

(4) workplace ostracism (5) employability. The research model framework is shown in 

figure 2.1. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter discusses the research tools and establishes a formal questionnaire, tested 

by the respondents of the study. The chapter consists of three parts: first, the research 

tools selected for this study; second, an introduction to the questionnaire design and 

distribution; and finally, the data analysis method.  

3.1 Research Tools 

3.1.1 Health-promotion Leadership 

According to Jiménez, Winkler, and Dunkl (2017), health-promotion leadership 

operationalization is defined as a series of leadership behaviors aimed at improving 

employees' health awareness through gradually improving the working environment. 

In this study, health-promoting leaders adopted the health-promoting leadership 

scale compiled by Jiménez, Winkler, and Dunkl (2017), which has 21 questions from 

7 dimensions. 
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Table 3.1 Health-promotion Leadership Scale 

Dimensions Items Source 

Health 

awareness 

 

My leader will take care that the health of all employees is promoted. Jiménez, 

Winkler, 

and Dunkl 

(2017) 

My leader will take care that all employees are motivated to take care of 

their health (For example, a cold). 

My leader will take care that the health of the employees is highly valued. 

Workload 

 

My leader will take care that there is enough time left for the work to be 

done. 

My leader will take care that work under high pressure is not carried out 

over a longer period of time. 

My leader will take care that work does not significantly affect private 

life. 

Control 

 

My leader will take care that the improvement of employees' skills or 

education and provide help. 

My leader will take care that at work autonomous and independent action 

can be taken. 

My leader will take care of that great importance to the ability of 

employees to work. 

Reward 

 

My leader will take care that work is appreciated. 

My leader will take care that efforts do not go unnoticed. 

My leader will take care that all contributions are being acknowledged. 

Community 

 

My leader will take care that work colleagues support each other. 

My leader will take care that there is a good cooperation between all work 

colleagues. 

My leader will take care that work colleagues talk openly to each other. 

Fairness 

 

My leader will take care that all resources are fairly distributed. 

My leader will take care that all employees are treated in a fair manner. 

My leader will take care that one’s career depends on competencies and 

not on the connections someone has. 

Values 

 

My leader will take care that the employees share the company’s values. 

My leader will take care that the employees’ daily activities correspond 

with the company’s objectives. 

My leader will take care that personal career interests are in line with the 

objectives of the company. 

3.1.2 Employee Health 

In this study, the operational definition of employee health refers to Schreurs et 

al. (2010). Employee health is defined as employees' comprehensive perception of 

general health and mental health. 

In this study, the employee health scale was developed by Kristensen et al. 

(2005). The scale has two dimensions and 10 items in total. 
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Table 3.2 Employee Health Scale 

Dimensions Items Source 

General health In general, I think I'm in poor health. Kristensen 

et al. 

(2005) 

I seem to get sick more easily than others. 

I'm as healthy as anyone I know. 

I expect my health to get worse. 

I'm in good health. 

Mental health In the past four weeks, I have been easily nervous (Reverse question). 

In the past four weeks, I have been easily stressed and nothing can 

cheer me up (Reverse question). 

In the past four weeks, I have felt calm or at peace. 

In the past four weeks, I have felt depressed or blue (Reverse 

question). 

In the past four weeks, I have been happy. 

 

3.1.3 Workplace Civility 

This study refers to the definition of workplace civility by Di Fabio and Gori 

(2016). The definition of workplace civility operationalization is the phenomenon that 

individuals care for and value others and respect others, including the behavior of 

actively contacting others and building relationships. 

In this study, workplace civility adopted the scale prepared by Di Fabio and 

Gori (2016), which has three dimensions and 13 questions. 

 

Table 3.3 Workplace Civility Scale 

Dimensions Items Source 

Relational decency Colleagues were able to express their values and their beliefs 

calmly to me. 

Di Fabio 

and Gori 

(2016) Colleagues were able to express their point of view without being 

disrespectful toward me. 

Colleagues respected my opinions. 

Colleagues communicated their disagreement with me without 

being aggressive. 

Relational culture  Colleagues were polite toward me. 

Colleagues were generally kind toward me. 

Colleagues always behaved mannerly toward me. 

Colleagues made comments that valorized me. 

Relational 

readiness 

Colleagues were interested in my emotional condition. 

Colleagues were sensitive about my difficulties. 

Colleagues realized the effect of their words on me. 

Colleagues was attentive to my needs. 

Colleagues easily recognized my feelings. 
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3.1.4 Workplace Ostracism 

This study refers to the definition of workplace ostracism as defined by Ferris 

et al. (2008). The definition of workplace ostracism operationalization refers to the 

subjective perception of the extent to which individuals are rejected and ignored by 

others in the workplace. 

The workplace ostracism scale developed by Ferris et al. (2008) was adopted in 

this study, which had only one dimension and 10 questions. 

 

Table 3.4 Workplace Ostracism Scale 

Items Source 

Colleagues ignore me at work. Ferris et al. (2008) 

Colleagues left the area when I was entered. 

Mine greeting was not answered at work. 

At work, l always eats in the canteen by myself. 

Colleagues avoid me at work. 

I notice that people do not pay attention to me at work. 

Colleagues shut me out. 

Colleagues refuse to talk to me at work. 

Colleagues at work treat me as if you were not there. 

When colleagues go out for coffee breaks, they don't invite me or ask if l need 

anything. 

3.1.5 Employability 

This study refers to the definition of employability by Berntson and Marklund 

(2007). Employability operationalized is defined as an individual's ability to maintain 

his/her current job or obtain a new job. 

The employability scale prepared by Berntson and Marklund (2007) was 

adopted in this study, which included 5 items in the dimension of employability. 

Table 3.5 Employability Scale 

Items Source 

My competence is sought-after in the labor market. Berntson and 

Marklund 

(2007) 

I have a contact network that I can use to get a new (equivalent or better) job 

I know of other organizations/companies where I could get work. 

My personal qualities make it easy for me to get a new (equivalent or better) job in a 

different company/organization. 

My experience is in demand on the labor market. 
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3.1.6 Employee Engagement  

This study refers to the definition of work engagement by Schaufeli et al. 

(2002). Work engagement operationalization is defined as a positive and pleasant work-

related emotional and cognitive state characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption. 

The work engagement scale prepared by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) was 

adopted in this study, which has 3 dimensions and 9 items in total. 

Table 3.6 Employee Engagement Scale 

Dimension Items Source 

Vigor 

 

At work, I feel like I'm generating energy. Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2004) I feel energetic at work. 

I'm passionate about my work. 

Dedication 

 

My work inspired me. 

When I get up in the morning, I want to go to work. 

I feel happy when my work is tense. 

Absorption 

 

I'm proud of what I do. 

I am immersed in my work. 

I will achieve the state of selflessness when I work. 

 

3.1.7 Control Variables 

Gender and age are important effect factors of employee work engagement, and 

this study adds gender, age, education level, monthly salary (CNY), years of working 

(years), marital status, work position, and enterprise-scale (number of people) as control 

variables (Lamm, Tosti-Kharas, & Williams, 2013). 

3.2 Procedure 

3.2.1 Questionnaire Design 

First of all, the original language of the scale is English. In order to make the 

scale applicable to responses, English is first translated into Chinese. In order to check 

the quality of translation, it is then translated into English again to check whether it is 

consistent with the language expression of the original scale (Brislin, 1970). 
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Secondly, the questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part is the basic 

information of the research object. The second part is the formal questions in this study. 

After full consideration, the semantic meaning of the questionnaire in this study is clear 

and easy to understand. Therefore, it is necessary to predict whether the questionnaire 

has reached a certain level of reliability, so as to facilitate the issuance of the formal 

questionnaire. In addition, in the second part of the questionnaire, health-promotion 

leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, employability, 

and employee engagement are evaluated using a five-point Likert scale, with scores of 

1 to 5, relating to “Strongly Disagree”, “Disagree”, “General”, “Agree”, and “Strongly 

Agree”. 

Finally, the questionnaire perspective uses employee self-assessment. In order 

to avoid common variance (CMV), this study adopts precautions to distinguish each 

variable part in the formal questionnaire to prevent the respondent from grouping all 

responses into the same category (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

3.2.2 Sampling Plan 

This research uses a questionnaire method to obtain cross-sectional data. The 

questionnaire survey mainly has two sampling methods, probability sampling and 

nonprobability sampling. The choice of probabilistic or non-probabilistic methods 

depends on methodological considerations derived from research objectives and 

practical issues such as the availability of resources and time (Tansey, 2007). The 

probability sampling method is not applicable in this study, because a large population 

size in this study cannot be accurately estimated, the sample only occupies a small part 

of the population size, and probability sampling is more labor-intensive, material-

intensive, costly, and time-consuming than nonprobability sampling. The main aims of 

this research are to collect data in order to explore the relationship between variables, 

to promote the development of scientific knowledge, and to obtain information about 
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the characteristics, behaviors, and perspectives of the research population. Therefore, 

convenience sampling was used in the formal questionnaire. Convenience sampling is 

a kind of nonprobability sampling method. Nonprobability sampling is used to take 

samples from larger groups without random selection. Researchers mainly decide 

which population units and interviewees should be included in the sampling process 

(Tansey, 2007). 

In order to effectively recover the ratio of the number of questionnaires to the 

number of sample items as no less than 10:1 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 

2006), 68 items were formally included in the questionnaire, so no less than 680 valid 

questionnaires were recovered. In order to ensure this premise, this study plans to issue 

1000 questionnaires. 

In order to ensure that the research sample objectives are in accordance with the 

adaptability requirements of this study, this study takes the employees of MSMEs as 

the research objects and the employees of MSMEs are the stakeholders of this study. 

Detailed information has been described in the research scope in Chapter 1. In addition, 

this study mainly focuses on employees of MSMEs in the restaurant industry. As a 

tertiary industry, the restaurant industry plays an important role in China's economic 

growth, such as expanding demand, stimulating economic growth, and driving the 

development of other industries. Its development will have an important effect on the 

economy. China's restaurant revenue reached 4.672.1 trillion (CNY) in 2019, up 9.4% 

from 2018, including 482.5 billion (CNY) in December, with a year-on-year growth of 

9.1%. Restaurant revenue of units above the designated size reached 944.5 billion 

(CNY), with a year-on-year growth of 7.1%, with restaurant revenue totaling 4672.1 

billion (CNY). In the event that the revenue of the restaurant industry in China has 

exceeded 4 trillion (CNY), the consumption of the average middle and low-end 

restaurant industry reaches more than 80% (NBS, 2020). The restaurant industry has 
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also become a more rapidly developing industry in the service industry. Therefore, this 

study selects the restaurant industry employees as the main research object. 

The research areas are mainly first-tier or quasi-first-tier cities in central and 

western China, such as Xi 'an and Nanning, and the eastern coastal areas are 

complementary. Nanning, the capital of Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region, is an 

important gateway city under the background of "One Belt and One Road" in China 

and a core city facing ASEAN (OWNMG, 2020). According to the data of the fourth 

China economic census, the central and western regions witnessed a significant 

acceleration in the development of MSMEs. By the end of 2018, there were 3.848 

million MSMEs in the central region, an increase of 2.174 million over the end of 2013, 

an increase of 129.9%, accounting for 21.3% of all MSMEs, an increase of 1.4 % points 

over the end of 2013. There were 3.072 MSMEs in western China, an increase of 1.742 

million or 131% over the end of 2013, accounting for 17% of all MSMEs, an increase 

of 1.2 % points over the end of 2013 ("Rapid Growth of Small and Micro Businesses: 

The Fourth National Economic Census Series Report 14," 2019). 

The questionnaire of this study is mainly produced through the network 

platform (questionnaire star) and sent to the respondents through social software 

(WeChat, Tencent QQ). In this study, convenience sampling was used to send out 

questionnaires in the form of "snowball". The questionnaire is distributed and filled in 

by the researcher's own social relations to friends and relatives who are engaged in the 

MSME restaurant industry, the respondents answer the questionnaire and forward the 

electronic questionnaire to the nearby MSMEs and employees in the restaurant 

industry. From June 1 to June 8, 2020, the questionnaire was distributed to five experts 

and scholars in related fields or practitioners with relevant working experience. After 

repeated revision, the formal questionnaire was determined. The questionnaire was 

issued from June 8 to June 28, 2020 and lasted for 21 days. 
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3.3 Data Analysis Methods 

After screening the valid questionnaires, Amos, SPSS, Mplus, and Smart-PLS 

were used for descriptive statistical analysis, common method bias, reliability analysis, 

confirmatory factor analysis, correlation analysis, direct effect analysis, and moderate 

effect analysis. 

3.3.1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

The descriptive statistical analysis is divided into two parts. Firstly, the basic 

information distribution of the tested subjects is understood by frequency and 

percentage distribution; Secondly, the average and standard deviation are used to 

determine the characteristics of the sample questions. 

3.3.2 Common Method Bias 

To avoid common method bias (CMB), this study used ex-ante prevention. 

Nevertheless, given that the questionnaire was completed by a single person, Harman’s 

single factor test was used to assess whether CMB was serious. 

3.3.3 Reliability Analysis 

Reliability analysis is a measure to understand the credibility, stability, and 

internal consistency of various variables in the questionnaire. In accordance with 

Nunnally (1978), Cronbach’s alpha > 0.7 was used as the criterion. 

3.3.4 Validity Analysis 

This study estimated construct validity using confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA). The test of structural validity was divided into two parts. 
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First, we tested the convergent validity, which was composed of composite 

reliability (CR) > 0.6 (Hair et al., 2006) and each construct average extracted variance 

(AVE) > 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

Second, discriminant validity was tested. Standardizing the correlation 

coefficient between the two constructs adding/subtracting 1.96 multiplied by the 

standard error, if the value of confidence interval does not include 1.00, which means 

it has a discriminant validity (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 

3.3.5 Correlation Analysis 

Pearson correlation analysis is performed by SPSS to detect the correlation 

between different variables. The value is the strength of the relationship between the 

two variables, and it can be judged whether the correlation is positive or negative. A 

correlation coefficient of 0 indicates no correlation, less than 0.3 is a weak correlation, 

between 0.3 and 0.5 is a moderate correlation, and greater than 0.5 is a high correlation 

(Cohen, 1988; Hemphill, 2003). 

3.3.6 Hypothesis Test 

AMOS, Smart-PLS, SPSS, and Mplus were used to test the hypothesis in this 

study. Firstly, AMOS and Smart-PLS were used to construct the measurement model 

for hypothesis testing. Secondly, AMOS was used for multi-group analysis, SPSS was 

used for hierarchical linear regression, Mplus was used for latent moderated structural 

equations, and smart-PLS was used for partial least square analysis to test the effect of 

various variables on employee engagement. 

  



 

 

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, the collected questionnaires are analysed according to the above 

research methods, and the hypotheses are verified. This chapter is divided into seven 

sections: The first section is the descriptive statistical analysis of the basic personal 

information of the sample and scale items. Section two, common method biases. 

Section three, reliability analysis and testing sample consistency. Section four, 

confirmatory factor analysis, AMOS was used to check the fitting degree and 

construction validity of the model, and Pearson correlation analysis was used to observe 

the correlation strength of variables. Section five, AMOS, and Smart-PLS were used to 

construct the structural equation model to verify whether health-promoting leadership, 

employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employee work 

engagement had significant effects. Section six, AMOS, Mplus, SPSS, and Smart-PLS 

were used to examine the moderating effect of employability. The seventh section is 

the research findings and discussion. 

4.1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

The descriptive statistical analysis of respondents’ characteristics and scale 

items was performed by SPSS. 
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4.1.1 Characteristics of Respondents 

The research objects are employees of MSMEs. Data was collected from 862 of 

1000 employees (86.2% response rate). A principle was applied for deleting invalid 

questionnaires: the eighth question in the basic information of the questionnaire is 

enterprise-scale, which is used to judge whether it is a suitable research object 

according to the statistical classification method of large, medium, small, and micro 

enterprises (2017) issued by the China Statistics Bureau. According to the criteria on 

the scale of various industries, MSMEs do not cover an enterprise-scale with more than 

300 employees (NBS, 2017). Therefore, the questionnaire with more than 300 

enterprises selected in question eight is deleted. After sorting the responses, 139 invalid 

questionnaires are deleted leaving 723 effective responses. Therefore, the effective 

questionnaire recovery rate is 72.3%. 

Table 4.1 presents the respondent’s profile according to gender, age, education 

level, monthly salary, years of working, marital status, work position, and enterprise 

scale. The frequency distribution of individual basic data is summarized as follows. In 

terms of gender, there were 255 males (35.3%) and 468 females (64.7%). In terms of 

age distribution, 349 (48.3%) were aged between 25 and 30, followed by 215 (29.7%) 

aged between 19 and 24. In terms of education level, 295 (40.8%) with a junior college 

degree came first, followed by 269 (37.2%) with a bachelor's degree or above. In terms 

of monthly salary distribution, the largest is 273(37.8%), with a monthly salary of CNY 

5,001 to 8,000, followed by 262 (36.2%) with a monthly salary of CNY 2,001 to 5,000. 

In the distribution of working years, 265 (36.7%) worked for 2~less than 3 years, 

followed by 206 (28.5%), who worked for 1~less than 2 years. In terms of the 

distribution of marital status, 450 (62%) are unmarried and 273 (38%) are married. In 

terms of work position distribution, 268 (37.1%) are grassroots managers and 265 

(36.7%) are general staff. In the scale of enterprises, 319 (44%) enterprises have 100 ~ 

less than 300 employees, 336 (47%) enterprises have 10 ~ less than 100 employees, and 
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68 (9%) enterprises have less than 10 employees. As shown in Table 4.1. The 

descriptive analysis of respondents’ personal information in this study is similar to the 

proportion of employees in MSME restaurant enterprises (Chen & Wu, 2017). 

Table 4.1 Summary of Respondents’ Characteristics 

Category 
Frequency Percent 

(%) 

Gender Male 255 35 

Female 468 65 

Age Below 18 30 4 

19-24 years old 215 30 

25-30 years old 349 48 

31-39 years old 118 16 

Above 40 years old 11 2 

Education level Below secondary school 39 5 

Technical secondary school or high 

school 

120 17 

Junior college 295 41 

Bachelor’s degree 269 37 

Monthly salary (CNY) Below 2000    76 11 

2001~5000   262 36 

5001~8000 273 38 

8001~10000 83 11 

Above 10001 29 4 

Years of working (years) 

 

Less than 1 94 13 

1 ~ less than 2 206 28 

2 ~ less than 3 265 37 

3 ~ less than 5 86 12 

5 and over 72 10 

Marital status 

 

Unmarried 450 62 

Married 273 38 

Work position General staff 265 37 

Grassroots managers 268 37 

Middle managers 153 21 

Senior managers 37 5 

Enterprise scale (number 

of people) 

100 ~ less than 300 319 44 

10 ~ less than 100 336 47 

Less than 10 68 9 

4.1.2 Descriptive Statistical Analysis of Scale Items 

There are 68 formal questions in this study, which are composed of six 

variables: health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace 

ostracism, employability, and employee engagement. In this study, mean value, 

standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis were used for statistical analysis. 
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4.1.2.1 Health-promoting Leadership 

As shown in Table 4.2. The mean score of health-promoting 

leadership items ranged from 3.55 to 3.78. Within the health awareness dimension, the 

mean value of 3.71 was the highest in item HA2: "My leader emphasizes that employees 

should take care of their health (e.g., a cold)." It can be speculated that the responders 

pay attention to whether the leaders provide attention to the health of employees. In the 

low workload dimension, item Wd2, "My leader will take care that works under high 

pressure is not carried out over a longer period of time.", and item Wd3," My leader 

will take care that work does not significantly affect private life."，with mean values 

of 3.67 were the highest, so it can be inferred that the sample employees were concerned 

about whether their leaders can reduce work stress. Within the control dimension, item 

Cl3 "My leader will take care that all employees have the necessary scope to do their 

work." with a mean value of 3.78 was the highest. It can be inferred that the sample 

employees valued the ability to complete work. For the dimension of reward, item Re2, 

"My leader will take care that efforts do not go unnoticed." had a mean value of 3.77, 

which is the highest, so it can be inferred that the sample employees pay attention to 

whether their leaders recognize the efforts made by the employees. In the community 

dimension, item Cy2: "My leader will take care that there is good cooperation between 

all work colleagues." had the highest mean score. It can be inferred that the sample 

employees attach importance to cooperation and communication among colleagues. In 

the dimension of fairness, item Fs2: "My leader will take care that all employees are 

treated in a fair manner." with a mean value of 3.72 is the highest, so it can be inferred 

that the sample employees attach importance to the fairness and equality of leaders in 

the workplace. Within the value dimension, item Vs1: "My leader will take care that 

the employees share the company’s values." the mean value of 3.76 is the highest, so it 
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can be inferred that the attention of the sample employees is consistent with the 

company's business philosophy and cultural values. 

Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Health-promotion Leadership 
Dimensions No.  Min   Max  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

Health 

Awareness 

HA1 1 5 3.56 1.073 -1.168 0.091 0.581 0.182 

HA2 1 5 3.71 0.998 -0.999 0.091 0.822 0.182 

HA3 1 5 3.68 1.017 -0.964 0.091 0.630 0.182 

Workload Wd1 1 5 3.66 0.996 -0.927 0.091 0.588 0.182 

Wd2 1 5 3.67 1.001 -0.837 0.091 0.514 0.182 

Wd3 1 5 3.67 1.034 -1.002 0.091 0.787 0.182 

Control Cl1 1 5 3.71 1.018 -0.913 0.091 0.586 0.182 

Cl2 1 5 3.69 1.039 -0.934 0.091 0.494 0.182 

Cl3 1 5 3.78 1.054 -0.974 0.091 0.457 0.182 

Reward Re1 1 5 3.76 1.040 -1.063 0.091 0.895 0.182 

Re2 1 5 3.77 1.049 -1.011 0.091 0.730 0.182 

Re3 1 5 3.71 1.045 -1.060 0.091 0.830 0.182 

Community Cy1 1 5 3.74 1.065 -1.034 0.091 0.665 0.182 

Cy2 1 5 3.78 1.086 -1.037 0.091 0.634 0.182 

Cy3 1 5 3.69 1.065 -0.925 0.091 0.484 0.182 

Fairness Fs1 1 5 3.70 1.025 -0.915 0.091 0.703 0.182 

Fs2 1 5 3.72 1.035 -0.958 0.091 0.758 0.182 

Fs3 1 5 3.71 1.096 -0.978 0.091 0.457 0.182 

Values Vs1 1 5 3.76 1.058 -0.990 0.091 0.740 0.182 

Vs2 1 5 3.68 1.010 -0.972 0.091 0.851 0.182 

Vs3 1 5 3.55 1.091 -0.836 0.091 0.202 0.182 

4.1.2.2 Employee Health 

As shown in Table 4.3, among the employee health variables, the 

mean score of items ranged from 3.72 to 3.83. Within the general health dimension, 

item GH4 "I expect my health to get better and better." the mean score of 3.83 is the 

highest. For the mental health dimension, item MH2" In the past four weeks, I tend to 

feel nervous.", had the highest mean score of 3.79. In general, it can be inferred that 

sample employees pay attention to the development trend of their physical health status 

and the stable state of mental health. 
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Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics of Employee Health 

Dimensions No.  Min   Max  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

General 

health 

GH1 1 5 3.75 0.997 -0.861 0.091 0.546 0.182 

GH2 1 5 3.79 1.021 -0.824 0.091 0.392 0.182 

GH3 1 5 3.75 0.978 -0.877 0.091 0.707 0.182 

GH4 1 5 3.83 1.018 -0.919 0.091 0.578 0.182 

GH5 1 5 3.78 1.030 -0.933 0.091 0.580 0.182 

Mental 

health 

MH1 1 5 3.72 1.107 -0.734 0.091 -0.210 0.182 

MH2 1 5 3.79 1.039 -0.792 0.091 0.175 0.182 

MH3 1 5 3.72 1.027 -0.825 0.091 0.317 0.182 

MH4 1 5 3.72 1.069 -0.786 0.091 0.120 0.182 

MH5 1 5 3.77 0.983 -0.917 0.091 0.782 0.182 

4.1.2.3 Workplace Civility 

As shown in Table 4.4, in the workplace civility variable, the mean 

score of items ranged from 3.79 to 3.93. Firstly, in the dimension of relational decency, 

item RD2, "Colleagues were able to express their point of view without being 

disrespectful toward me". had the highest mean value at 3.88, so it can be inferred that 

the sample employees pay attention to the civil communication between colleagues. 

Secondly, in the dimension of relational culture, item RC2, "Colleagues were generally 

kind toward me" had a mean value of 3.93, which was the highest. It can be inferred 

that the sample employees were concerned about the kind relationships between 

colleagues. Finally, the dimension of relational readiness shows item RR1, "Colleagues 

were interested in my emotional condition" with a mean score of 3.87 as the highest, so 

it can be inferred that the sample employees pay attention to subtle emotional changes 

among colleagues. 
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Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics of Workplace Civility 
Dimensions No.  Min   Max  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

Relational 

decency 

 

RD1 1 5 3.80 0.919 -0.875 0.091 1.072 0.182 

RD2 1 5 3.88 0.898 -0.838 0.091 1.038 0.182 

RD3 1 5 3.83 0.943 -0.889 0.091 1.001 0.182 

RD4 1 5 3.83 0.913 -0.800 0.091 0.818 0.182 

Relational 

culture 

 

RC1 1 5 3.88 0.936 -0.846 0.091 0.873 0.182 

RC2 1 5 3.93 0.902 -0.894 0.091 1.132 0.182 

RC3 1 5 3.87 0.924 -0.993 0.091 1.340 0.182 

RC4 1 5 3.83 0.951 -0.930 0.091 1.042 0.182 

Relational 

readiness 

RR1 1 5 3.87 0.933 -0.891 0.091 1.052 0.182 

RR2 1 5 3.83 0.942 -0.888 0.091 0.970 0.182 

RR3 1 5 3.84 0.975 -0.863 0.091 0.679 0.182 

RR4 1 5 3.79 0.913 -0.784 0.091 0.896 0.182 

RR5 1 5 3.85 0.928 -0.821 0.091 0.881 0.182 

4.1.2.4 Workplace Ostracism 

According to Table 4.5, in the workplace ostracism variable, the mean 

score of items ranged from 2.28 to 2.40, with item WO3 "My greetings at work did not 

get a response from my colleagues". having the highest mean value at 2.40, followed 

by item WO1, "Colleagues ignore me at work." which was 2.38. It can be inferred that 

the sample employees pay attention to whether the communication between colleagues 

can get an effective response. 

Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics of Workplace Ostracism 
No.  Min   Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

WO1 1 5 2.38 1.229 0.529 0.091 -0.810 0.182 

WO2 1 5 2.31 1.166 0.545 0.091 -0.732 0.182 

WO3 1 5 2.40 1.244 0.602 0.091 -0.713 0.182 

WO4 1 5 2.30 1.207 0.631 0.091 -0.633 0.182 

WO5 1 5 2.33 1.225 0.628 0.091 -0.668 0.182 

WO6 1 5 2.36 1.226 0.612 0.091 -0.638 0.182 

WO7 1 5 2.32 1.210 0.668 0.091 -0.520 0.182 

WO8 1 5 2.28 1.165 0.639 0.091 -0.545 0.182 

WO9 1 5 2.35 1.154 0.577 0.091 -0.546 0.182 

WO10 1 5 2.31 1.135 0.613 0.091 -0.476 0.182 

4.1.2.5 Employability 

According to Table 4.6, the mean score of employability variables is 

between 3.55 and 3.65, with item Ey5 "My experience is in demand on the labour 

market". at a mean value of 3.65 as the highest. In second, for both item Ey3 "I know 

of other organizations/companies where I could get work.", and item Ey4" My personal 

qualities make it easy for me to get a new (equivalent or better) job in a different 
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company/organization." the mean value is 3.60. In general, it can be inferred that the 

sample employees pay attention to their own work experience, initiative education 

ability, and other ability to find new positions in other organizations/companies. 

Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics of Employability 
No.  Min   Max  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

Ey1 1 5 3.55 0.991 -0.959 0.091 0.602 0.182 

Ey2 1 5 3.55 1.100 -0.652 0.091 -0.080 0.182 

Ey3 1 5 3.60 1.084 -0.773 0.091 0.196 0.182 

Ey4 1 5 3.60 1.046 -0.748 0.091 0.213 0.182 

Ey5 1 5 3.65 1.022 -0.815 0.091 0.505 0.182 

4.1.2.6 Employee Engagement 

According to Table 4.7, in the variable of employee engagement, the 

mean score of items ranged from 3.70 to 3.83. In the vigor dimension, item Vr3, "I'm 

passionate about my work" had the highest mean score of 3.73. It can be inferred that 

the sample employees attach great importance to maintaining their work passion. For 

the dimension of dedication, item Dn1 "My work inspired me" with an average of 3.74 

was the highest, suggesting that the sample employees valued work innovation. In the 

dimension of absorption, item An1 "I'm proud of what I do", and item An2, "I am 

immersed in my work" with mean values of 3.83 were the highest, so it can be inferred 

that the sample employees were willing to work. 

Table 4.7 Descriptive Statistics of Employee Engagement 
Dimensions No.  Min   Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistics SE Statistics SE 

Vigour Vr1 1 5 3.70 0.984 -0.715 0.091 0.252 0.182 

Vr2 1 5 3.72 0.949 -0.550 0.091 -0.121 0.182 

Vr3 1 5 3.73 0.970 -0.679 0.091 0.269 0.182 

Dedication Dn1 1 5 3.74 0.913 -0.435 0.091 -0.124 0.182 

Dn2 1 5 3.70 0.908 -0.365 0.091 -0.220 0.182 

Dn3 1 5 3.72 0.929 -0.450 0.091 -0.108 0.182 

Absorption An1 1 5 3.83 0.877 -0.456 0.091 -0.249 0.182 

An2 1 5 3.83 0.854 -0.426 0.091 -0.246 0.182 

An3 1 5 3.81 0.901 -0.375 0.091 -0.509 0.182 

In addition, for kurtosis, the absolute value is less than 10, and the 

absolute value of skewness is less than 3, which indicates that the data is acceptable for 

normal distribution (Kline, 2005). In this study, kurtosis ranged from 0.202 ~ 0.895 and 

skewness ranged from -0.836 ~ -1.168 for health-promoting leadership. In employee 
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health, kurtosis ranged from -0.210 ~ 0.782, and skewness ranged from -0.734 ~ 0.933. 

In the topic of workplace civility, kurtosis ranges from 0.679 ~ 1.340 and skewness 

ranges from -0.784 ~ -0.993. In workplace ostracism, kurtosis ranged from -0.476 ~ -

0.810, and skewness ranged from 0.529 ~ 0.668. In employability, kurtosis ranges from 

-0.080 ~ 0.602 and skewness ranges from -0.652 ~ -0.959. In the item of employee 

work engagement, kurtosis ranges from -0.509 ~ 0.269, and skewness ranges from -

0.365 ~ 0.715. Therefore, all items conform to the normal distribution, and the structural 

equation model can be further constructed.  

4.2 Common Method Biases 

This study uses the single factor test of Harman, which determined whether 

most of the variance could be explained by a single factor (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Therefore, SPSS was used to examine the items of all variables, as shown in Table 4.8, 

and the results show that there is more than one factor in the factor analysis, and the 

variance contribution rate of the first factor is 46.259%, less than 50% of the 

recommended value (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), showing that there 

is no serious deviation. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no CMB. 

Table 4.8 Summary of Common Method Bias Results 

Total variance interpretation 

Co

mp

osit

ion 

Initial eigenvalue 

Extract the sum of squares of 

loads 

Sum of squares of rotating 

loads 

Total 

Variance 

percentag

e 

Cumulati

ve % Total 

Variance 

percentag

e 

Cumulati

ve % Total 

Variance 

percentag

e 

Cumulativ

e % 

1 31.456 46.259 46.259 31.45

6 

46.259 46.259 10.58

2 

15.562 15.562 

2 3.146 4.626 50.886 3.146 4.626 50.886 8.304 12.211 27.773 

3 1.475 2.169 53.055 1.475 2.169 53.055 6.753 9.930 37.703 

4 1.406 2.067 55.122 1.406 2.067 55.122 6.023 8.857 46.560 

5 1.201 1.767 56.889 1.201 1.767 56.889 3.313 4.872 51.433 

6 1.110 1.633 58.522 1.110 1.633 58.522 3.305 4.860 56.293 
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7 1.043 1.534 60.055 1.043 1.534 60.055 2.559 3.763 60.055 

8 0.871 1.281 61.337       

9  0 .86

7 

1.274 62.611 
      

10 0.804 1.183 63.794       

11 0.774 1.138 64.933       

12 0.747 1.098 66.031       

13 0.740 1.088 67.119       

… … … …       

… … … …       

… … … …       

… … … …       

… … … …       

56 0.281 0.413 96.197       

57 0.275 0.404 96.601       

58 0.267 0.393 96.994       

59 0.255 0.375 97.369       

60 0.251 0.369 97.738       

61 0.240 0.353 98.092       

62 0.234 0.343 98.435       

63 0.233 0.342 98.777       

64 0.196 0.288 99.065       

65 0.182 0.268 99.332       

66 0.163 0.239 99.571       

67 0.159 0.234 99.805       

68 0.132 0.195 100.000       

Extraction method: principal component analysis. 

4.3 Reliability Analysis 

Since the questions in the questionnaire have been adapted by the researchers, 

the reliability should be tested and constructed. SPSS was used to analyse the reliability 

of the questionnaire. The larger Cronbach's coefficient, the higher the reliability of the 

questionnaire, that is, the higher the reliability and stability of the questionnaire. In 

addition, the corrected item-total correlation (CITC) and Cronbach's α (if the item has 

been deleted) were determined to delete or retain the item. 
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Some scholars believe that items with CITC coefficient <0.3 should be deleted 

(Wilbourn, Salamonson, Ramjan, & Chang, 2018; Yusoff et al., 2011; Yusoff, Rahim, 

& Yaacob, 2010). Therefore, this study does not need to delete any items. In addition, 

scholars in social science research take 0.7 as the threshold value (Nunnally, 1978). The 

sub-optimal coefficient of Cronbach's of all scales in this study exceeded 0.8, so the 

reliability of this study was higher than the threshold value. 

4.3.1 Health-promoting Leadership 

According to Table 4.9, Cronbach's coefficient of the health-promoting 

leadership scale was 0.958. Cronbach's coefficient of health awareness dimension is 

0.792. Cronbach's coefficient of the workload dimension was 0.739. Cronbach's 

coefficient of the control dimension is 0.769. Cronbach's coefficient of the reward 

dimension is 0.781. Cronbach's coefficient of the community dimension is 0.809. 

Cronbach's coefficient of the fairness dimension is 0.772. Cronbach's coefficient of the 

values dimension is 0.751. Cronbach's coefficient (if item deleted) showed no 

significant improvement. Therefore, all questions are retained. 
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Table 4.9 Reliability Summary of Health-promoting Leadership 
Dimensions No. Corrected 

Item Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s α  

if Item Deleted 

Dimension Cronbach’s α Cronbach’s α 

Health 

Awareness 

 

HA1 0.669 0.678 

0.792 

0.958 

HA2 0.648 0.703 

HA3 0.586 0.766 

Workload 

 

LW1 0.540 0.681 

0.739 LW2 0.587 0.626 

LW3 0.564 0.653 

Control 

 

Cl1 0.575 0.719 

0.769 Cl2 0.601 0.691 

Cl3 0.632 0.656 

Reward 

 

Re1 0.596 0.728 

0.781 Re2 0.630 0.691 

Re3 0.629 0.692 

Community 

 

Cy1 0.669 0.726 

0.809 Cy2 0.628 0.769 

Cy3 0.676 0.719 

Fairness 

 

Fs1 0.609 0.690 

0.772 Fs2 0.615 0.684 

Fs3 0.597 0.706 

Values Vs1 0.581 0.665 

0.751 Vs2 0.572 0.676 

Vs3 0.584 0.662 

4.3.2 Employee Health 

According to Table 4.10, Cronbach's coefficient of the employee health scale 

was 0.916. Cronbach's coefficient of the general health dimension is 0.869. Cronbach's 

coefficient of mental health dimension was 0.811. Cronbach's coefficient (if item 

deleted) showed no significant improvement. Therefore, all questions are retained. 

Table 4.10 Reliability Summary of Employee Health 
Dimensions No. Corrected Item 

Total Correlation 

Cronbach’s α  

if Item Deleted 

Dimension 

Cronbach’s α 

Cronbach’s α 

General 

Health 

GH1 0.678 0.845 

0.869 

0.916 

GH2 0.699 0.840 

GH3 0.629 0.856 

GH4 0.720 0.834 

GH5 0.738 0.830 

Mental 

Health 

MH1 0.556 0.789 

0.811 

MH2 0.610 0.772 

MH3 0.593 0.777 

MH4 0.606 0.773 

MH5 0.636 0.765 



 

 

95 

4.3.3 Workplace Civility 

According to table 4.11, Cronbach's α coefficient of workplace civility scale is 

0.928. The Cronbach's α coefficient of the relation decency dimension is 0.802. The 

Cronbach's α coefficient of the relational culture dimension is 0.821. The Cronbach's α 

coefficient of the relational readiness dimension is 0.806. Cronbach's coefficient (if 

item deleted) showed no significant improvement. Therefore, all questions are retained. 

Table 4.11 Reliability Summary of Workplace Civility 
Dimensions No. Corrected Item 

Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s α 

if Item Deleted 
Dimension 

Cronbach’s α 

Cronbach’s α 

Relational 

decency 

 

RD1 0.618 0.750 

0.802 

0.928 

RD2 0.621 0.749 

RD3 0.594 0.762 

RD4 0.626 0.746 

Relational 

culture 

 

RC1 0.657 0.768 

0.821 
RC2 0.640 0.776 

RC3 0.616 0.787 

RC4 0.660 0.767 

Relational 

readiness 

RR1 0.605 0.764 

0.806 

RR2 0.598 0.766 

RR3 0.604 0.764 

RR4 0.566 0.775 

RR5 0.578 0.772 

4.3.4 Workplace Ostracism 

According to Table 4.12, the Cronbach's coefficient of the workplace ostracism 

scale was 0.941. Cronbach's coefficient (if item deleted) showed no significant 

improvement. Therefore, all questions are retained. 

Table 4.12 Reliability Summary of Workplace Ostracism 
No. Corrected Item Total Correlation Cronbach’s α if Item Deleted Cronbach’s α 

WO1 0.729 0.936 

0.941 

WO2 0.751 0.935 

WO3 0.775 0.934 

WO4 0.752 0.935 

WO5 0.784 0.933 

WO6 0.770 0.934 

WO7 0.773 0.934 

WO8 0.761 0.935 

WO9 0.738 0.936 

WO10 0.747 0.935 
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4.3.5 Employability 

According to Table 4.13, the Cronbach's coefficient of the employability scale 

is 0.837.  Cronbach's coefficient (if item deleted) showed no significant improvement. 

Therefore, all questions are retained. 

Table 4.13 Reliability Summary of Employability 

No. Corrected Item Total Correlation Cronbach’s α if Item Deleted Cronbach’s α 

Ey1 0.647 0.802 

0.837 

Ey2 0.651 0.801 

Ey3 0.676 0.793 

Ey4 0.614 0.811 

Ey5 0.606 0.813 

4.3.6 Employee Engagement 

According to Table 4.14, the Cronbach's coefficient of the employee 

engagement scale is 0.901, and the Cronbach's coefficient of the vigour dimension is 

0.873. Cronbach's coefficient of the dedication dimension is 0.880. Cronbach's 

coefficient of the absorption dimension is 0.866. Cronbach's coefficient (if item 

deleted) showed no significant improvement. Therefore, all questions are retained. 

Table 4.14 Reliability Summary of Employee Engagement 

Dimensions No. Corrected Item 

Total Correlation 

Cronbach’s α  

if Item Deleted 

Dimension 

Cronbach’s α 

Cronbach’s α 

Vigour 

 

Vr1 0.824 0.757 
                 

0.873 

0.901 

Vr2 0.706 0.865 

Vr3 0.742 0.834 

Dedication 

 

Dn1 0.850 0.753 

0.880 Dn2 0.743 0.851 

Dn3 0.712 0.878 

Absorption An1 0.818 0.743 

0.866 An2 0.698 0.854 

An3 0.724 0.833 
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4.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

In this study, AMOS was used to construct the structural equation model (SEM) 

and the validity was tested by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The validity 

consisted of convergent validity and discriminant validity (Henseler, Ringle, & 

Sarstedt, 2015). 

4.4.1 Initial Measurement Model 

According to confirmatory factor analysis, the consistency between the 

structure of the factors and the theory was detected, and the measurement model was 

formed according to the theory. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to use the 

maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). The initial measurement model (six-factor 

model) diagram is shown in Appendix XVIII. 

Evaluating the model fitness should be done before the data analysis. The results 

are shown in Table 4.15, in which CMIN=4975.706, DF=2195, p<0.001, 

CMIN/DF=2.267, TLI, IFI, and CFI are all exceeding 0.9. Although GFI=0.828 and 

NFI=0.860 did not reach the standard threshold of 0.9, they are still within the 

acceptable range, and the other fitting indexes all reach the standard threshold. 

Table 4.15 Model Fit Summary 

Index Value Threshold and Reference Decision 

CMIN/DF 2.267 <3Excellent (Kline, 2005) Acceptable 

GFI 0.828 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

AGFI 0.816 ≥0.8 (Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988) Yes 

NFI 0.860 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

TLI 0.913 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

IFI 0.917 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

CFI 0.917 ≥0.9 (Bentler, 1990) Yes 

RMSEA 0.042 <0.08 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

RMR 0.033 <0.05 (McDonald & Ho, 2002) Yes 

SRMR 0.0317 <0.1 (Kline, 2005) Yes 
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Convergence validity is the degree of consistency of the same variable under 

different measurement methods. The evaluation criteria of convergence validity include 

1. Bagozzi and Yi (1988) suggested that the factor loading of each variable should be 

greater than 0.5; 2. Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested that the composite reliability 

(CR) of each variable should be greater than 0.6. According to Anderson and Gerbing 

(1988), in terms of convergence validity, if the critical ratio (C.R.) value is greater than 

1.96 and significant, represents that it can be effectively used as the factor index. All 

factor loads in the initial model (six-factor measurement model) had p＜ 0.001, 

C.R.>1.96 (as shown in Appendix XIX). It indicates that the five potential variables of 

health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace 

ostracism, and employability are significant for the interpretation of measurement 

variables (scale data). The factor loads in the measurement model ranged from 0.571 to 

0.831. The CR value of health-promoting leadership was 0.958, and the AVE value was 

0.524. The CR and AVE values of employee health were 0.918 and 0.529, respectively. 

The value of workplace civility CR and AVE was 0.929 and 0.501, respectively. The 

value of CR and AVE in workplace ostracism was 0.941 and 0.615, respectively. The 

value of employability CR and AVE was 0.838 and 0.508, respectively. The employee 

engagement CR value was 0.902, and the AVE value was 0.505 (as shown in Appendix 

XX). 

4.4.2 Comparison and Modification of Measurement Model 

Since the six-factor measurement model failed to achieve the optimal model 

fitness, this study constructed a twelve-factor measurement model based on the 

observed variables according to the theory. The model diagram is shown in Appendix 

XXI. The Amos maximum likelihood method (MLE) estimation method was adopted 

with confirmatory factor analysis. The twelve-factor model divides health promoting 

leadership into the health awareness factor, low workload factor, control factor, reward 
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factor, community factor, fairness factor, and value factor; employee health covers the 

general health factor and mental health factor, and combines them into a potential 

factor; workplace civility covers the relational decency factor, relational culture factor 

and relational readiness factor, and combined them into a potential factor; workplace 

ostracism; employability; and employee engagement includes the vitality factor, 

dedication factor and absorption factor, which are combined into a potential factor, and 

then form a twelve-factor model. 

In addition, prior to the data analysis, it is necessary to evaluate the model 

fitness. In the twelve-factor model fitness table, CMIN = 4885.607, DF = 2144, p < 

0.001, CMIN / DF = 2.279. Except for GFI=0.830 and NFI= 0.863, all indexes were 

greater than 0.9 (as shown in Appendix XXII), which showed good model fitness. 

All factor loads in the twelve-factor model show p＜0.001, C.R.>1.96 (as 

shown in Appendix XXIII). It indicates that the five potential variables of health-

promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and 

employability are significant for the interpretation of measurement variables (scale 

data). In the twelve-factor model, the factor load ranged from 0.570 to 0.831, and the 

CR value and AVE value of health-promoting leadership were 0.960 and 0.534, 

respectively. The CR and AVE values of employee health were 0.918 and 0.529, 

respectively. The value of workplace civility CR and AVE were 0.929 and 0.501, 

respectively. The value of CR and AVE in workplace ostracism were 0.941 and 0.614, 

respectively. The value of employability CR and AVE was 0.838 and 0.508, 

respectively. The employee engagement CR value was 0.902 and the AVE value was 

0.505 (as shown in Appendix XXIV). 

Based on the above, this study will continue to build a seventeen-factor 

measurement model. The model diagram is shown in Appendix XXV. Amos maximum 

likelihood method (MLE) was adopted to analyse confirmatory factor analysis. The 
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seventeen-factor model consists of the health awareness factor, low workload factor, 

control factor, reward factor, community factor, fairness factor and value factor of 

health-promoting leadership; general health factor and mental health factor of employee 

health; relational decency factor, relational culture factor, and relational readiness 

factor of workplace civility; workplace ostracism factor and employability factor; 

employee engagement includes the vitality factor, dedication factor and absorption 

factor, which are combined into a potential factor, and then form a seventeen-factor 

model. 

Before data analysis, the model fitness needs to be evaluated. According to the 

seventeen-factor model, CMIN=3545.151, DF=2074, P <0.001, CMIN/DF=1.709. 

Except for GFI=0.877, all indicators are greater than 0.9 (as shown in Appendix XXVI), 

showing a good model fitness. 

In addition, all factor loads in the seventeen-factor model have p values less 

than 0.001, C.R.>1.96 (as shown in Appendix XXVII). It indicates that the five 

potential variables of health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, 

workplace ostracism, and employability are significant for the interpretation of 

measurement variables (scale data). The factor loads of the seventeen-factor model 

ranged from 0.555 to 0.927. The value of CR and AVE for health-promoting leadership 

was 0.960 and 0.534, respectively. The CR and AVE values of employee health were 

0.913 and 0.516, respectively. The value of workplace civility CR and AVE was 0.925 

and 0.491, respectively. The value of CR and AVE in workplace ostracism were 0.941 

and 0.615, respectively. The value of employability CR and AVE were 0.838 and 0.508, 

respectively. The employee engagement CR value was 0.956 and the AVE value was 

0.709 (as shown in Appendix XXVIII). 
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According to the analysis of the initial measurement model (six-factor model), 

it did not meet the optimal standard of model fitness. Therefore, this study modified the 

six-factor model. The six modified factors in the model for health-promoting leadership 

cover the health consciousness factor, low workload factor, control factor, reward 

factor, community factor, fairness factors, and value factors, and combined them into a 

potential factor; Employee health covers general health factors, mental health factors, 

and combines them into a potential factor; Workplace civility covers the relational 

decency factor, relational culture factor, and relational readiness factor, and combines 

them into a potential factor. Workplace ostracism; Employability; Employee 

engagement includes the vitality factor, dedication factor, and absorption factor, which 

are combined into a potential factor, and then form the modified six-factor model. In 

this study, the model was modified according to M.I. and par change values and linked 

the errors in turn. The modification process is as follows: e64<--> e65, e66 <--> e68, 

e63 <--> e65, e60 <--> e62, e67<--> e68, e61 <--> e62, e38 <--> e39, e45 <--> e50, 

e50 <--> e51, e51 <--> e54 (six factor modified model M.I. and par change values, as 

shown in Appendix XXIX). After the model is modified, the fitness value reaches the 

acceptable range, and the modified model figure is shown in Appendix XXIX. 

Before data analysis, the model fitness must be evaluated. According to the 

modified six-factor model, CMIN=3561.131, DF=2185, p<0.001, CMIN/DF=1.630. 

Except for GFI=0.874, all indicators are greater than 0.9 (as shown in Appendix XXX), 

showing a good model fitness. 

All factor loads in the study show p＜0.001, C.R. >1.96 (as shown in Appendix 

XXXII). It indicates that the five potential variables of health-promoting leadership, 

employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employability are 

significant for the interpretation of measurement variables (scale data). The factor loads 

in the six-factor modified model is 0.572~0.829, so the variables in this study have 
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convergent validity. The value of CR and AVE for health-promoting leaders were 0.958 

and 0.524, respectively. The CR and AVE values for employee health were 0.918 and 

0.529, respectively. The value of workplace civility CR and AVE were 0.930 and 0.508, 

respectively. The value of CR and AVE in workplace ostracism were 0.941 and 0.615, 

respectively. The value of employability CR and AVE were 0.838 and 0.508, 

respectively. The CR value for employee engagement was 0.892, and the AVE value 

was 0.478 (as shown in Appendix XXXIII). An AVE greater than 0.5 is an ideal value, 

while Hair et al. (2009) suggested that the factor load value should be greater than 0.7 

ideally, and the factor load value above 0.6 is acceptable. Since AVE is the aggregate 

average of factor load squared (SMC), AVE 0.36 above is acceptable. 

To sum up, by comparing the six-factor model, the twelve-factor model, the 

seventeen-factor model, and the modified six-factor model, with model parameters 

shown in table 4.16, the results show that the modified six-factor model is better than 

other factor models. Based on the results, although the GFI values of the three models 

are not greater than 0.9, referring to Doll, Xia, and Torkzadeh (1994), In practice, due 

to the complexity of the fitting model and the richness of the fitting variables, the values 

of some indexes are below 0.9. Therefore, in some specific cases, it is allowed to 

moderately reduce the threshold value of the index, and the GFI value slightly lower 

than 0.9 is still in the acceptable range. Therefore, the modified six-factor model is 

selected in this study. 

Table 4.16 Comparison of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 
Model X2/ df NFI TLI IFI CFI RMSEA 

Six-factor model 2.267 0.860 0.913 0.917 0.917 0.042 

Twelve-factor model 2.279 0.863 0.913 0.918 0.918 0.042 

Seventeen factor model 1.709 0.900 0.952 0.956 0.956 0.031 

Modify Six-factor model 1.630 0.900 0.957 0.959 0.959 0.030 

4.4.3 Correlation and Discriminant Validity 

SPSS was used for Pearson correlation analysis in this study. By calculating the 

average of the items to determine the value of the variable and detected the correlation 
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between different variables. The analysis value is the strength of the relationship 

between the two variables, and the correlation can judge if the correlation is positive or 

negative. A correlation coefficient of 0 indicates no correlation, a weak correlation is 

less than 0.3, a moderate correlation is between 0.3 and 0.5, and a high correlation is 

greater than 0.5 (Cohen, 1988; Hemphill, 2003). 

According to Table 4.17, in the confidence interval test, health-promoting 

leadership, employee health, workplace civility, employability, and employee 

engagement were significantly negatively correlated with workplace ostracism and the 

correlation coefficient was between -0.686 and -0.596. The variables of health-

promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, employability, and 

employee engagement were significantly positively correlated, with the correlation 

coefficient between 0.735 and 0.880. The results indicate that the variables in this study 

are highly correlated. 

Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which different variables can be 

distinguished, which means that there should be no significant correlation coefficient 

between different constructs. In terms of the test of discriminant validity, there are 

mainly the following three test methods: 

First, in the structural equation model, the correlation between different 

dimensions can be set to 1. If the data result is rejected, it indicates that there is 

discriminant validity (Nesting structure) (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi, Yi, & 

Phillips, 1991). 

The second method is AVE method, AVE of each dimension is greater than the 

square of the correlation coefficient (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In other words, in the 

data results, take the corresponding value of AVE square root, and then compare the 

correlation coefficient between AVE and different constructs, the correlation 

coefficients are all less than the value of the square root of AVE. 
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Third, AMOS was used to calculate the confidence interval of standardized 

correlation coefficient ±1.96 SD, and examination between the two factors did not 

include 1.0 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 

The third method was adopted in this study. According to Table 4.17, the 

confidence interval of standardized correlation coefficient ±1.96 SD does not include 

1.0, therefore, this study considers that there is discriminant validity between variables. 
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Table 4.17 Summary of Correlation Analysis 

Correlation and Discriminant Validity 

 HPL EH WC WO Ey EE 

HPL 1      

EH 0.846** 

(0.824, 0.976) 

1     

WC 0.880** 

(0.868, 0.998) 

0.784** 

(0.783, 0.909) 

1    

WO -0.686** 

(-0.808, -0.640) 

-0.639** 

(-0.749, -0.597) 

-0.634** 

(-0.749, -0.611) 

1   

Ey 0.814** 

(0.831, 0.987) 

0.740** 

(0.768, 0.906) 

0.756** 

(0.794, 0.920) 

-0.596** 

(-0.745, -0.593) 

1  

EE 0.832** 

(0.873, 0.999) 

0.741** 

(0.790, 0.916) 

0.794** 

(0.849, 0.967) 

-0.605** 

(-0.760, -0.618) 

0.735** 

(0.820, 0.950) 

1 

 

Notes: ** at 0.01 (two tails), the correlation is significant. 

(parenthesis): Confidence interval of standardized correlation coefficient ±1.96 SD 

HPL=Health-promotion leadership; EH=Employee health; WC= Workplace civility; WO=Workplace ostracism; EE= Employee 

engagement. 
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4.5 Direct Effect Analysis 

4.5.1 Covariance based SEM Analysis 

This study aimed to examine the relationship between health-promoting 

leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, employability, 

and employee engagement. The AMOS maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) was used 

in this study. The path analysis model is drawn as follows. 

 

Figure 4.1 AMOS Structural Model 

Notes: HPL=Health-promoting leadership; EH=Employee health; WC= Workplace 

civility; WO=Workplace ostracism; EE= Employee engagement. 

 

Path model fitting degree CMIN=3633.833 ， DF=2191 ， p<0.001 ，

CMIN/DF=1.659. The fitting indexes are shown in Table 4.18. 
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Table 4.18 Path Model Fit Index  
CMIN/D

F 

GFI AGFI NFI TLI IFI CFI RMSE

A 

RMR SRMR 

Score 1.659 0.872 0.863 0.898 0.955 0.957 0.957 0.030 0.050 0.0354 

In the structural equation model, the squared multiple correlation of employee 

health is 0.811, indicating that the degree of employee health is explained as 81.1%. 

The squared multiple correlation of workplace civility is 0.857, indicating that the 

interpreted degree of workplace civility is 85.7%. The squared multiple correlation of 

workplace ostracism is 0.484, indicating that the explained degree of workplace 

ostracism is 48.4%. The square multiple correlation of employee engagement is 0.896, 

indicating that the degree of employee engagement is explained as 89.6%. 

Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on employee 

health (Beta=0.901, p<0.001), indicating that the higher the health-promoting 

leadership is, the higher the employee health. Therefore, H1 was confirmed. 

The positive effect of employee health on employee engagement was not 

significant (Beta=0.036, p=0.553), therefore, H2 was not confirmed. 

Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on workplace 

civility (Beta=0.926, p <0.001), indicating that the higher the health-promoting 

leadership is, the higher the workplace civility. Therefore, H3 was confirmed. 

Workplace civility has a significant negative effect on workplace ostracism 

(Beta= -0.695, p<0.001), indicating that the higher the perception of employees to 

workplace civility is, the lower the perception of employees to workplace ostracism. 

Therefore, H4 was confirmed. 

The negative effect of workplace ostracism on employee engagement was not 

significant (Beta= -0.009, p=0.775). Therefore, H5 was not confirmed. 

Workplace civility has a significant positive effect on employee engagement 

(Beta=0.186, p =0.009< 0.01), indicating that the higher the workplace civility is, the 

higher the employee engagement. Therefore, H6 was confirmed. 

Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on employee 

engagement (Beta=0.524, p<0.001), indicating that the higher the employees to health-

promoting leadership is, the higher the employee engagement. Therefore, H7 was 

confirmed. 
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Table 4.19 Summary of AMOS Hypothesis Test 
Hypothesis IDV DV Beta C.R. p-value Resul

t 

H1 Health-promotion 

leadership 

Employee health 0.901 18.442 *** Yes 

H2 Employee health Employee 

engagement 

0.036 0.593 0.553 No  

H3 Health-promotion 

leadership 

Workplace civility 0.926 17.604 *** Yes 

H4 Workplace civility Workplace ostracism -0.695 -

15.068 

*** Yes 

H5 Workplace ostracism Employee 

engagement 

-0.009 -0.286 0.775 No 

H6 Workplace civility Employee 

engagement 

0.186 2.597 0.009 Yes 

H7 Health-promotion 

leadership 

Employee 

engagement 

0.524 4.136 *** Yes 

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 

4.5.2 Variance based PLS-SEM Analysis  

Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) was used in the structural equation 

model established by AMOS. In addition, partial least square was also used for data 

analysis in this study. PLS-SEM takes into account and process multiple variables 

simultaneously, and will not neglect other variables during the calculation of the 

influence of dependent variables, which is competent for the analysis scenario of 

complex model structures (Hair Jr, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014). In 

addition, PLS-SEM contains different statistical techniques and features of providing 

multiple statistical indicators, with fewer restrictions on samples (Goodhue, Lewis, & 

Thompson, 2012). 

This study proposes a conceptual model of the factors affecting employee 

engagement including health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace 

civility, and workplace ostracism. The structural equation model is shown in Figure 4.2. 

In the T-test of model significance, the bootstrapping repeated sampling method is 

usually used, and the sub-sample of bootstrap in Smart-PLS is set to 2000 (Davison & 

Hinkley, 1997). 
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Figure 4.2 Smart-PLS Measurement Model 

To check the possible problem of multicollinearity among all variables in each 

equation, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) statistics were evaluated. According to 

Table 4.20, VIF were all below 10 (Kutner, Nachtsheim, & Neter, 2004; O’brien, 2007). 

Among them, the VIF coefficient of health-promoting leadership on employee 

engagement was the highest at 8.688, the VIF coefficient of workplace civility on 

employee engagement was 5.234, and the others were all below 5 (Kock & Lynn, 2012; 

Sheather, 2009). This implies no serious multicollinearity issue in the analysis. 

According to Figure 4.2 and Table 4.20, health-promoting leadership has a 

significant positive effect on employee health (β = 0.849, p < 0.001), indicating that the 

higher the health-promoting leadership is, the higher the employee health. Therefore, 

H1 was confirmed. 
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The positive effect of employee health on employee engagement was not 

significant (β = 0.086, p > 0.05). Therefore, H2 was not confirmed. 

Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on workplace 

civility (β = 0.881, p< 0.001), indicating that the higher the health-promoting leadership 

is, the higher the workplace civility. Therefore, H3 was confirmed. 

Workplace civility has a significant negative effect on workplace ostracism(β= 

- 0.634, p< 0.001), indicating that the higher the workplace civility is, the lower the 

workplace ostracism. Therefore, H4 was confirmed. 

The negative effect of workplace ostracism on employee engagement was not 

significant (β = -0.027, p> 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis H5 was not confirmed. 

Workplace civility has a significant positive effect on employee engagement (β 

= 0.187, p< 0.001), indicating that the higher the workplace civility is, the higher the 

employee engagement. Therefore, H6 was confirmed. 

Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on employee 

engagement (β= 0.481, p<0.001), indicating that the higher the health-promoting 

leadership is, the higher the employee engagement. Therefore, H7 was confirmed. 

In addition, employee health R2 is 0.721, and after the adjustment R2 is 0.721, 

indicating that health-promoting leadership interpretation of employee health is 72.1%, 

which means health-promoting leadership has a strong interpretation of employee 

health. Workplace civility R2 is 0.777, and after the adjustment R2 is 0.776, indicating 

that health-promoting leadership interpretation of workplace civility is 77.6%, which 

also means that health-promoting leadership has a strong interpretation of workplace 

civility. Workplace ostracism R2 is 0.403, and after the adjustment R2 is 0.402, 

indicating that workplace civility interpretation of workplace ostracism is 40.2%, which 

means that workplace civility has a strong interpretation of workplace ostracism. 

Employee engagement R2 is 0.742, and after the adjustment R2 is 0.738, indicating that 

the overall model's interpretation of employee engagement is 73.8%, which means that 

health-promoting leadership, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and 

employability have a strong interpretation of employee engagement. 

To sum up, the hypothesis results are shown in Table 4.20. In this study, seven 

main hypotheses were proposed, H2 and H5 hypotheses were not confirmed, and the 

remaining five hypotheses were all confirmed. 
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Table 4.20 Smart-PLS Summary of Direct Effects 
Hypot

hesis 

IDV DV Beta T-

value 

p-

value 

VIF Result 

H1 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Employee health 0.849 72.538 *** 1.000 Yes 

H2 Employee health Employee 

engagement 

0.086 1.891 0.059 4.185 No 

H3 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Workplace civility 0.881 89.263 *** 1.000 Yes 

H4 Workplace civility Workplace 

ostracism 

-0.634 16.862 *** 1.000 Yes 

H5 Workplace ostracism Employee 

engagement 

-0.027 0.745 0.456 2.000 No 

H6 Workplace civility Employee 

engagement 

0.187 3.708 *** 5.234 Yes 

H7 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Employee 

engagement 

0.481 7.372 *** 8.688 Yes 

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 

In conclusion, Amos and Smart-PLS were used to analyse the direct effect of 

the main hypotheses. Table 4.21 summarizes the two results. 

 

Table 4.21 Summary of Direct Effects (Amos and Smart-PLS) 
Hypot

hesis 

IDV DV Amos 

Beta 

Amos 

p-value 

PLS 

Beta 

PLS 

p-value 

Resul

t 

H1 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Employee health 0.901 *** 0.849 *** Yes 

H2 Employee health Employee 

engagement 

0.036 0.553 0.086 0.059 No 

H3 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Workplace 

civility 

0.926 *** 0.881 *** Yes 

H4 Workplace civility Workplace 

ostracism 

-0.695 *** -0.634 *** Yes 

H5 Workplace 

ostracism 

Employee 

engagement 

-0.009 0.775 -0.027 0.456 No 

H6 Workplace civility Employee 

engagement 

0.186 0.009 0.187 *** Yes 

H7 Health-promoting 

leadership 

Employee 

engagement 

0.524 *** 0.481 *** Yes 

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. 

4.6 Moderate Effect Analysis 

Multi-group analysis, hierarchical linear regression analysis, latent moderated 

structural equations, and partial least square analysis were adopted in this study to 

examine the moderating effect of employability on health-promoting leadership and 

employee engagement, employee health and employee engagement, workplace civility 

and employee engagement, workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 
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4.6.1 Multi-group Analysis 

AMOS multi-group analysis was used to examine whether employability had a 

moderating effect on employee engagement in terms of health-promoting leadership, 

employee health, workplace civility, and workplace ostracism. In this study, SPSS was 

used for cluster analysis of the K-group average method to divide employability into 

low employability (N=160) and high employability (N=563), and Amos multi-group 

analysis as shown in Figure 4.3. 

 

Figure 4.3 AMOS Multi-Group Analysis for Moderation Test 

 

4.6.1.1 Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Prior to doing multi-group path analysis, it is necessary to test whether 

the factor structure is the same for both groups. If the analysis shows no significant 

differences in regression weight between groups, the same regression weight can be 
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used for both groups. If the analysis shows significant differences, then the differences 

have to be incorporated into the structural path model to be estimated. The critical ratio 

test for groups' pairwise comparisons in regression weight will be tested to identify the 

significantly different pair at C.R. > 1.96, p<0.05 (Ho, 2006). Table 4.22 summarizes 

the multi-group CFA and the critical ratio reports for each group comparison. From the 

critical ratio finding of CFA, for high employability and low employability, it can be 

seen that twelve of the pair comparisons of regression weight (L2=2.526, L5= 2.149, 

L6= 2.159, L14= 2.892, L15=1.991, L16=1.976, L26= -2.187, L35= -2.169, L42= 2.75, 

L47=1.993, L49=2.037, L53= 2.259) are significantly different (C.R.>1.96, p<0.05). 

Thus, these twelve differences in regression weights will be incorporated into multi-

group path analysis. 

Table 4.22 Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis Summary 
Low Employability, High Employability 

Fit indices 

CFI 

Default model 0.873 

Moderator 

model 

0.870 

RMSEA 

Default model 0.027 

Moderator 

model 

0.027 

AIC 

Default model 6298.678 

Moderator 

model 

6335.416 

Nest model 

comparisons 

(assuming the 

Default model to be 

correct) 

DF 4 

CMIN 44.738 

P .000 

NFI .002 

IFI .003 

RFI .002 

TLI .003 

Pairs with Critical rates＞±1.96，p＜0.05 

L2= 2.526, 

L5= 2.149, 

L6= 2.159, 

L14= 2.892, 

L15= 1.991, 

L16= 1.976, 

L26= -2.187, 

L35= -2.169, 

L42= 2.750, 

L47= 1.993, 

L49= 2.037, 

L53= 2.259. 
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4.6.1.2 Multi-Group Path Analysis 

After measurement models are confirmed, to run the multigroup path 

model analysis the process includes: (1) set up the separate but identical path models 

for each group comparisons, (2) link the pair group models to the corresponding data 

sets, (3) set up the invariant and variant models and (4) employ the critical ratio test for 

group differences in the path coefficient (Ho, 2006). Similarly, to do multigroup 

confirmatory factor analysis, it is necessary to do nested model comparisons by directly 

comparing the fit of the benchmark model and constraint model. If two models do not 

significantly differ in their goodness of fit, the fit of two models can be compared by 

using AIC measure, where the simple model that reports a lower score represents the 

better model as it is more parsimonious. The better model is then used for interpretation 

(Ho, 2006). 

In this study, employability is divided into low employability (N=160) 

and high employability (N=563). Through multi-group path analysis, for the default 

model, the degree of freedom df = 3792, CMIN =5816.335, CMIN/DF=1.534, p<.001. 

For moderator model, the degree of freedom df = 3796, CMIN = 5822.903, 

CMIN/DF=1.534, p<.001. The chi-square values of both path models were statistically 

significant. According to Table 4.23 and Table 4.24, the IFI, TLI, and CFI indices of 

the model are close to 0.90 (range from 0.866 to 0.871), and the RMSEA yielded a 

value of 0.027. 

Table 4.23 Baseline Comparisons 
Model NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 

CFI 

Default model .701 .692 .871 .866 .870 

Moderator model .701 .692 .871 .866 .870 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 

Table 4.24 RMSEA 
Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .027 .026 .029 1.000 

Moderator model .027 .026 .029 1.000 

Independence model .074 .073 .075 .000 
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From nested model comparisons the fit of two models can be 

compared. Table 4.25 reports a chi-square value difference= 6.568 with 4 degrees of 

freedom. The value was not significant at 0.161 level (p >0.05) indicating that there 

was no significant difference between the two models. 

Table 4.25 Nest Model Comparisons (Assuming the Default Model to be Correct): 

Model DF CMIN P 
NFI 

Delta-1 

IFI 

Delta-2 

RFI 

rho-1 

TLI 

rho2 

Moderator model 4 6.568 .161 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 

Since both the benchmark model and constraint model had no 

significant difference in model fit, we can compare the AIC measure that takes both 

model parsimony and model fit into consideration. The simple model that fits well 

receives low scores whereas the poorly fitting model gets high scores (Ho, 2006). The 

default Model had AIC = 6296.335 and the moderator Model AIC = 6294.903. Thus, 

the model comparison finding assumed that the group moderator model is correct and 

performs better. Table 4.26 reports the findings. 

 

Table 4.26 AIC comparisons  

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 6296.335 6490.002 
  

Moderator model 6294.903 6485.342 
  

Saturated model 8064.000 11317.608 
  

Independence model 19714.047 19815.722 
  

 

As can be seen from Table 4.27 that there is no significant difference 

between high employability and low employability. The C.R. = 0.729 < 1.96 shows that 

there is no significant difference between high employability and low employability in 

health-promoting leadership on employee engagement. Similarly, in the effect of 

employee health on employee engagement, the C.R. = - 0.959 < 1.96 indicates that there 

is no significant difference between high employability and low employability. In the 

effect of workplace civility on employee engagement, C.R. = - 0.041 < 1.96, indicating 

that there is no significant difference between high employability and low 

employability. The C.R. = - 0.048 < 1.96 indicates that there is no significant difference 

between high employability and low employability in workplace ostracism on 

employee engagement. 
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Table 4.27 Pairwise Parameter Comparisons of Employability Differences (Critical 

Ratios for Differences between Parameters) 
Group Low Employability & High Employability 

IDV HPL EH WC WO 

DV EE 

Low (Beta) 0.684 0.081 0.144 0.082 

High (Beta) 0.677 0.067 0.139 -0.003 

C.R. 0.729 -0.959 -0.041 -0.048 

 

Through the above statistical analysis, the research on employability 

is inconsistent with the previous research results. In the multi-group analysis, there is 

no difference between different groups for the moderate variable employability. In the 

relationship between employability with health-promoting leadership, employee health, 

workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employee engagement, the p-value was 

0.161>0.05, C.R.<1.96, indicating that there was no significant difference between the 

two models, and employability had no moderating effect. 

4.6.2 Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis 

In this study, independent variables, dependent variables, and moderate 

variables are all continuous variables. In the previous section, multi-group analysis 

divided the employability into high groups and low groups for the test of moderator 

effect, while in the independent variable and dependent variable and moderate variables 

are continuous variables, the moderator effect of the traditional testing method is 

hierarchical linear regression analysis. Therefore, this study also adopts the hierarchical 

linear regression analysis for the test of the moderator effect, based on Baron and Kenny 

(1986) for the proposal of hierarchical linear regression analysis method of moderator 

effect, this study verified that the moderator effect was tested according to the following 

three steps: The first step is to build Model 1, setting the control variables and dependent 

variables. The second step is to build Model 2, setting independent variables, moderate 

variables, control variables, and dependent variables. The third step is to build Model 

3, setting independent variables, moderate variables, product terms of independent 

variables and moderate variables, control variables, and dependent variables. 

Therefore, Model 1 examines whether the effect of the control variable on the 

dependent variable is significant; Model 2 examines whether the effect of the control 

variable, independent variable, and moderate variable on the dependent variable is 
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significant; Model 3 examines whether the effect of the control variable, independent 

variable, moderate variable, and the product term of the independent variable and 

moderate variable on the dependent variable is significant. If the moderate effect exists, 

a simple slope test should be carried out further, and the corresponding moderate effect 

diagram should be drawn. The Process plug-in was used to output the SPSS syntax 

needed for drawing and generate a simple slope graph of M ± 1SD (mean ±1 standard 

deviation) (Hayes, 2012). According to the standard of M ± 1SD, the moderate 

variables were divided into high levels and low levels, and the effect of independent 

variables on dependent variables at different levels was observed, namely, the 

magnitude of the slope. 

In addition, there were 68 items in the six variables of health-promoting 

leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, employability, 

and employee engagement, all of which adopted the mean value of the variables. 

Standardized score (Z-score) was conducted for health-promoting leadership, employee 

health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employability to avoid 

multicollinearity (Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 2004). 

 

4.6.2.1 The Effect of Health-Promoting Leadership on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

Three groups of models were proposed in this study. Model 1: control 

variables, enterprise scale, marital status, gender, monthly salary, education level, work 

position, working years, and age. Model 2: includes Model 1 variables, health-

promoting leadership, employability. Model 3: includes Model 2 variables, and the 

product term of health-promoting leadership and employability. 

According to Table 4.28, the observed value of the Model 1 control 

variable, namely the respondents' basic information, on significance F-test statistic is 

3.538, with the probability Sig corresponding significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model is 0.038, and the 

adjusted R2 is 0.027, which means that the control variable of this study, the basic 

information of respondents, explains 2.7% of employee work engagement. Model 2 

indicates that the control variables of this study are basic information of respondents 

and independent variables, health-promoting leadership, and employability of the 
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moderator variables. The significance F-test statistic is 189.555, and the probability Sig 

value corresponding to the significance is 0.000 < 0.001. It can be seen that the model 

has statistical significance. The R2 of the model was 0.727, and the adjusted R2 was 

0.723, indicating that health-promoting leadership and employability explain 

69.6%(72.3% − 2.7%) of employee engagement. In Model 3, it is indicated that the 

control variables of this study, the basic information degree of interviewees and the 

independent variable, health-promoting leadership, employability of the moderate 

variable, and the observed value of the product term of the independent variable and 

the moderator variable, on the significance F-test statistic is 172.753, with the 

probability Sig corresponding to the significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can be seen 

that the model has statistical significance. The model R2 is 0.728 and the adjusted R2 is 

0.724, indicating that the degree of engagement explained by the moderation of health-

promoting leadership and employability is 0.1%(72.4% − 72.3%). 

In addition, the maximum VIF values of all predictive and dependent 

variables are less than 5, so there is no multicollinearity. In Model 2, health-promoting 

leadership (Beta = 0.667, p< 0.001) and employability (Beta=0.207, p<0.001) had 

significant positive effects on employee engagement. In Model 3, the product term of 

health-promoting leadership and employability has no significant positive impact on 

employee engagement (Beta=0.043, p = 0.156), indicating that employability cannot 

moderate the effect of health-promoting leadership on employee engagement. 

Therefore, the hypothesis H8 is not confirmed. 

Table 4.28 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis of Z Health-

promotion Leadership * Z Employability 
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Variable Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

(constant)    

1. Gender -0.009 -0.005 -0.005 

2. Age 0.078* 0.022 0.024 

3. Education level 0.071 0.000 0.001 

4. Monthly salary 0.069 0.024 0.022 

5. Working years 0.077* 0.038 0.035 

6. Marital status -0.092* -0.031 -0.032 

7. Work position -0.047 -0.021 -0.020 

8. Enterprise size -0.047 0.019 0.016 

Main Effect    

Zscore (Health-promotion 

Leadership) 

 0.667*** 0.695*** 

Zscore (Employability)  0.207*** 0.212*** 

Moderate Effect    

Z health-promotion leadership * Z 

employability 

  0.043 

Max VIF 1.129 3.032 4.044 

R2 0.038 0.727 0.728 

Adj R2 0.027 0.723 0.724 

F 3.538*** 898.069*** 172.753*** 

Δ R2 0.038 0.689 0.001 

 Notes：*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

4.6.2.2 The Effect of Employee Health on Employee Engagement, 

Moderated by Employability 

Three groups of models were proposed in this study. Model 1: control 

variables, enterprise scale, marital status, gender, monthly salary, education level, work 

position, working years, and age. Model 2: includes Model 1 variables, employee 

health, and employability. Model 3: includes Model 2 variables, the product term of 

employee health, and employability. 

According to Table 4.29, the observed value of the Model 1 control 

variable, namely the respondents' basic information, on significance F-test statistic is 

3.538, with the probability Sig corresponding significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model is 0.038, and the 

adjusted R2 is 0.027, which means that the control variable of this study, the basic 

information of respondents, explains 2.7% of employee work engagement. Model 2 

indicates that the control variable of this study is the basic information of the 

respondents and the independent variable, employee health. The observed value of 

employability of the moderator variable is 137.741 for the significance F-test statistic, 

with the probability Sig corresponding to the significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 
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be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model was 0.659, and 

the adjusted R2 was 0.654, indicating that employee health and employability explain 

62.7%(65.4% − 2.7%)of employee engagement. In Model 3, it is indicated that the 

control variables of this study, the basic information of responders and the independent 

variable, employee health, employability of the moderating variable, and the observed 

value of the product term of the independent variable and the moderator variable, on 

the significance F-test statistic is 126.435, with the probability Sig corresponding to the 

significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can be seen that the model has statistical 

significance. The model R2 is 0.662 and the adjusted R2 is 0.656, indicating that the 

degree of engagement explained by the moderation of employee health and 

employability is 0.2%(65.6% − 65.4%). 

In addition, the maximum VIF values of all predictive and dependent 

variables are less than 5, so there is no multicollinearity. In Model 2, employee health 

(Beta=0.421, p<0.001) and employability (Beta=0.437, p<0.001) had a significant 

positive effect on employee engagement. In Model 3, employability negatively 

moderates the effect of employee health on employee engagement (Beta= -0.070, 

p<0.05), indicating that employability reduces the positive effect of employee health 

on employee engagement. Therefore, H9 is confirmed. 

 

Table 4.29 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis of Z Employee 

Health * Z Employability 
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Variable Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

(constant)    

1. Gender -0.009 -0.016 -0.017 

2. Age 0.078* 0.038 0.034 

3. Education level 0.071 -0.006 -0.007 

4. Monthly salary 0.069 0.020 0.025 

5. Working years 0.077* 0.047* 0.051* 

6. Marital status -0.092* -0.036 -0.035 

7. Work position -0.047 -0.020 -0.023 

8. Enterprise size -0.047 -0.005 -0.001 

Main Effect    

Zscore (Employee Health)  0.421*** 0.387*** 

Zscore (Employability)  0.437*** 0.419*** 

Moderate Effect    

Z employee health * Z 

employability 

  -0.070* 

Max VIF 1.129 2.246 2.701 

R2 0.038 0.659 0.662 

Adj R2 0.027 0.654 0.656 

F 3.538*** 137.741*** 126.435*** 

Δ R2 0.038 0.621 0.002 

Notes：*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

In the effect of employee health on employee engagement, 

employability has a negative moderating effect on employee engagement. In order to 

further explain the relationship between employee health and employee engagement, 

this study adopts the simple slope method, which was proposed by Aiken and West 

(1991) to analyze the moderating role of employability in the prediction of employee 

health on employee engagement. Based on the standard of Z-score ± 1 SD, 

employability was divided into high and low groups, and the relationship between 

employee health and employee engagement under different employability levels was 

described. As shown in Figure 4.4, when employability is low, employee health has a 

significant positive effect on employee engagement (β = 0.391, t = 13.062, p<0.001). 

When employability is high, employee health has a significant positive effect on 

employee engagement (β = 0.297, t = 6.675, p<0.001), but compared with low 

employability, its positive effect is reduced. Therefore, H9 is confirmed, which 

indicates that the higher employability, the more reduced the positive effect of 

employee health on employee engagement will be. 
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Figure 4.4 Employee Health Moderate Effect 

 

4.6.2.3 The Effect of Workplace Civility on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

Three groups of models were proposed in this study. Model 1: control 

variables, enterprise scale, marital status, gender, monthly salary, education level, work 

position, working years, and age. Model 2: includes Model 1 variables, workplace 

civility, and employability. Model 3: includes Model 2 variables, the product term of 

workplace civility, and employability. 

According to Table 4.30, the observed value of the Model 1 control 

variable, namely the respondents' basic information, on significance F-test statistic is 

3.538, with the probability Sig corresponding significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model is 0.038, and the 

adjusted R2 is 0.027, which means that the control variable of this study, the basic 

information of respondents, explains 2.7% of employee work engagement. Model 2 

indicates that the control variable of this study is the basic information of the 

respondents and the independent variable, workplace civility, the observed value of 

employability of the moderator variable is 162.965 for the significance F-test statistic, 

with the probability Sig corresponding to the significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model was 0.696, and 

the adjusted R2 was 0.692, indicating that workplace civility and employability explain 

66.5%(69.2% − 2.7%) of employee engagement. In Model 3, it is indicated that the 
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control variables of this study, the basic information of responders and the independent 

variable, workplace civility, employability of the moderate variable, and the observed 

value of the product term of the independent variable and the moderator variable, on 

the significance F-test statistic is 148.610, with the probability Sig corresponding to the 

significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can be seen that the model has statistical 

significance. The model R2 is 0.697and the adjusted R2 is 0.692, indicating that the 

degree of engagement explained by the moderation of employee health and 

employability is 0 (69.2% − 69.2%). 

In addition, the maximum VIF values of all predictive and dependent 

variables are less than 5, so there is no multicollinearity. In Model 2, workplace civility 

(Beta=0.528, p<0.001) and employability (Beta=0.349, p<0.001) had significant 

positive effects on employee engagement. In Model 3, employability negatively 

moderates the effect of workplace civility on employee engagement (Beta= -0.044, 

p=0.135), indicating that employability does not moderate the effect of workplace 

civility on employee engagement. Therefore, H10 is not confirmed. 
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Table 4.30 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis of Z Workplace 

Civility * Z Employability 

Variable Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

(constant)    

1. Gender -0.009 -0.005 -0.005 

2. Age 0.078* 0.023 0.020 

3. Education level 0.071 -0.008 -0.008 

4. Monthly salary 0.069 0.026 0.029 

5. Working years 0.077* 0.033 0.036 

6. Marital status -0.092* -0.043* -0.041 

7. Work position -0.047 0.010 0.009 

8. Enterprise size -0.047 -0.013 -0.009 

Main Effect    

Zscore (Workplace civility)  0.528*** 0.505*** 

Zscore (Employability)  0.349*** 0.340*** 

Moderate Effect    

Z Workplace civility * Z 

employability 

  -0.044 

Max VIF 1.129 2.403 2.918 

R2 0.038 0.696 0.697 

Adj R2 0.027 0.692 0.692 

F 3.538*** 162.965*** 148.610*** 

Δ R2 0.038 0.658 0.001 

Notes：*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

4.6.2.4 The Effect of Workplace Ostracism on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

Three groups of models were proposed in this study. Model 1: control 

variables, enterprise scale, marital status, gender, monthly salary, education level, work 

position, working years, and age. Model 2: includes Model 1 variables, workplace 

ostracism, and employability. Model 3: includes Model 2 variables, the product term of 

workplace ostracism, and employability. 

According to Table 4.31, the observed value of the Model 1 control 

variable, namely the respondents' basic information, on significance F-test statistic is 

3.538, with the probability Sig corresponding significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model is 0.038, and the 

adjusted R2 is 0.027, which means that the control variable of this study, the basic 

information of respondents, explains 2.7% of employee work engagement. Model 2 

indicates that the control variable of this study is the basic information of the 

respondents and the independent variable, workplace ostracism, the observed value of 

employability of the moderator variable is 115.099 for the significance F-test statistic, 
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with the probability Sig corresponding to the significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can 

be seen that the model has statistical significance. The R2 of the model was 0.618, and 

the adjusted R2 was 0.612, indicating that workplace ostracism and employability 

explain 58.5%(61.2% − 2.7%)of employee engagement. In Model 3, it is indicated 

that the control variables of this study, the basic information of responders and the 

independent variable, workplace ostracism, employability of the moderating variable, 

and the observed value of the product term of the independent variable and the 

moderator variable, on the significance F-test statistic is 106.726, with the probability 

Sig corresponding to the significance value 0.000 < 0.001. It can be seen that the model 

has statistical significance. The model R2 is 0.623 and the adjusted R2 is 0.617, 

indicating that the degree of engagement explained by the moderation of employee 

health and employability is 0.5%(61.7% − 61.2%). 

In addition, the maximum VIF values of all predictive and dependent 

variables are less than 5, so there is no multicollinearity. In Model 2, workplace 

ostracism (Beta= -0.244, p<0.001) had a significant negative effect on employee 

engagement, and employability (Beta=0.602，p<0.001) had a significant positive 

effect on employee engagement. In Model 3, employability positively moderates the 

effect of workplace ostracism on employee engagement (Beta=0.086, p<0.01), 

indicating that employability increases the negative effect of workplace ostracism on 

employee engagement. Therefore, H11 is confirmed. 

Table 4.31 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis of Z Workplace 

Ostracism * Z Employability 
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Variable Dependent Variable: Employee Engagement 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

(constant)    

1. Gender -0.009 -0.010 -0.013 

2. Age 0.078* 0.046 0.046 

3. Education level 0.071 0.006 0.007 

4. Monthly salary 0.069 0.001 0.004 

5. Working years 0.077* 0.049* 0.054* 

6. Marital status -0.092* -0.046 -0.042 

7. Work position -0.047 -0.019 -0.025 

8. Enterprise size -0.047 -0.007 0.003 

Main Effect    

Zscore (Workplace Ostracism)  -0.244*** -0.234*** 

Zscore (Employability)  0.602*** 0.562*** 

Moderate Effect    

Z Workplace ostracism * Z 

employability 

  0.086** 

Max VIF 1.129 1.582 1.913 

R2 0.038 0.618 0.623 

Adj R2 0.027 0.612 0.617 

F 3.538*** 115.099*** 106.726*** 

Δ R2 0.038 0.580 0.005 

Notes：*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

In the effect of workplace ostracism on employee engagement, 

employability has a positive moderating effect on employee engagement. In order to 

further explain the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee 

engagement, this study adopts the simple slope method, which was proposed by Aiken 

and West (1991) to analyze the moderating role of employability in the prediction of 

workplace ostracism on employee engagement. Based on the standard of Z-score ± 1 

SD, employability was divided into high and low groups, and the relationship between 

workplace ostracism and employee engagement under different employability levels 

was described. As shown in Figure 4.5, when employability is low, workplace 

ostracism has a significant negative effect on employee engagement (β = -0.219,t = -

8.640, p＜0.001). When employability is high, workplace ostracism has a significant 

negative effect on employee engagement (β = -0.115,t = -4.066, p＜0.01), but compared 

with low employability, its negative effect is enhanced. Therefore, H11 is confirmed, 

which indicates that the higher employability, the more enhanced the negative effect of 

workplace ostracism on employee engagement will be. 
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Figure 4.5 Workplace Ostracism Moderating Effect 

 

4.6.2.5 Brief Summary 

To sum up, in the hierarchical linear regression analysis method, for 

the moderating effects of employability, according to table 4.32, in the relationship 

between health-promoting leadership and employee work engagement, the product 

term of health-promoting leadership and employability has no significant positive effect 

on employee engagement (Beta=0.043, p=0.156), which means its moderating effect is 

not significant. Secondly, employability negatively moderates the effect of employee 

health on employee engagement (Beta= -0.070, p<0.05), which means its moderating 

effect is significant. Thirdly, in the relationship between workplace civility and 

employee engagement, the product term of workplace civility and employability had 

no significant positive effect on employee engagement (Beta= -0.044, p=0.135), which 

means its moderating effect was not significant. Fourthly, employability positively 

moderates the positive effect of workplace ostracism on employee engagement 

(Beta=0.086, p < 0.01). 

Table 4.32 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis 

Hypothesis  

 

Variable Dependent Variable: Employee 

Engagement 

Beta p 

H8 Z Health-promotion leadership * Z 

employability 

0.043 0.156 

H9 Z Employee health * Z employability -0.070 0.023 

H10 Z Workplace civility * Z employability -0.044 0.135 

H11 Z Workplace ostracism * Z employability 0.086 0.002 
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4.6.3 Latent Moderated Structural Equations 

In the research of moderating variables, latent variables may be used as 

moderators in the field of management. When the moderating variables are latent 

variables, the measurement errors of the index are not taken into account in the 

traditional regression model, which usually distorts the parameter estimation results. In 

the analysis of the moderating effect of latent variables, Mplus software is proposed to 

solve this kind of equation (Wen, Wu, & Hou, 2013). Mplus analysis methods include 

the product term method and latent moderated structural equation method. 

The product indicator approach retains the characteristic of interaction effect 

moderated test, that is, it is necessary to construct interaction terms. In the latent 

variable model, there are different strategies to generate the interaction item indicator, 

and there are three commonly used strategies to generate product indicators. However, 

because the product indicator approach always has the problem of the non-normal 

distribution of product terms, based on the hypothesis of the normal distribution of 

significance test results and confidence interval, it will produce deviation, and even 

using different methods of indicator matching, still has collinearity problems between 

the independent variables and moderating variables, and the latent moderated structural 

equation method to estimate process is more stable (Mengcheng, 2014). LMS needs to 

use all the information of the original data. The likelihood ratio test was used for the 

comparison of latent moderated models. In the analysis of moderating effects, LMS of 

the Mplus7.0 version does not provide a model fitting indicator and standard solution. 

Information index AIC and BIC can be used to compare the model. 

  In conclusion, the latent moderated structural equations in Mplus were used in 

this study to test the moderating effect of employability. According to the hypothesis 

of this study, the interaction product term of health-promoting leadership, employee 

health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employability were included in the 

independent variable model of health-promoting leadership, employee health, 

workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employability. A moderating effect model 

was constructed to test the moderating effect of product interaction terms on employee 

engagement. 

For the interaction item between health-promoting leadership and 

employability, it is set in Mplus through the syntax HPLEy | HPL XWITH Ey, and 
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HPLEy is the interaction effect factor and defined by HPL XWITH Ey. For the 

interaction item between employee health and employability, it is set in Mplus through 

the syntax EHEy | EH XWITH Ey. EHEy is the interaction effect factor and defined by 

EH XWITH Ey. For the interaction item between workplace civility and employability, 

it is set in Mplus through the syntax WCEy | WC XWITH Ey, and WCEy is the 

interaction effect factor, which is defined by WC XWITH Ey. For the interaction terms 

between workplace ostracism and employability, WOEy | WO XWITH Ey was set in 

Mplus, WOEy was the interaction effect factor, and WO XWITH Ey was defined. The 

syntax Settings in Mplus are shown in Table 4.33. 

 

Table 4.33 Moderate Variable Syntax 

Syntax 1 Syntax 2 Syntax 3 Syntax 4 

TITLE: Latent path analysis 

DATA: file=HPL.dat; 

VARIABLE: names=HPL1-

HPL21 Ey1-Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

Use var=HPL1-HPL21 

Ey1-Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

ANALYSIS: type=random; 

ALGORITHM=INTEGRAT

ION; 

MODEL:HPL by HPL1-

HPL21; 

     Ey by Ey1-Ey5; 

     EE by EE1-EE9; 

     EE on HPL Ey; 

     HPLEy | HPL xwith Ey; 

     EE on HPLEy; 

OUTPUT: sampstat stdyx; 

TITLE: Latent path analysis 

DATA: file= EH.dat; 

VARIABLE: names=EH1-

EH10 Ey1-Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

Use var=EH1-EH10 Ey1-

Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

ANALYSIS: type=random; 

ALGORITHM=INTEGRAT

ION; 

MODEL:EH by EH1-

EH10; 

      Ey by Ey1-Ey5; 

      EE by EE1-EE9; 

      EE on EH Ey; 

      EHEy | EE xwith Ey; 

      EE on EHEy; 

OUTPUT: sampstat stdyx; 

TITLE: Latent path analysis 

DATA: file=WC.dat; 

VARIABLE: names=WC1-

WC13 Ey1-Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

Use var=WC1-WC13 Ey1-

Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

ANALYSIS: type=random; 

ALGORITHM=INTEGRAT

ION; 

MODEL:WC by WC1-

WC13; 

      Ey by Ey1-Ey5; 

      EE by EE1-EE9; 

      EE on WC Ey; 

      WCEy | WC xwith Ey; 

      EE on WCEy; 

OUTPUT: sampstat stdyx; 

TITLE: Latent path analysis 

DATA: file=WO.dat; 

VARIABLE: names=WO1-

WO10 Ey1-Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

Use var=WO1-WO10 Ey1-

Ey5 EE1-EE9; 

ANALYSIS: type=random; 

ALGORITHM=INTEGRAT

ION; 

MODEL:WO by WO1-

WO10; 

      Ey by Ey1-Ey5; 

      EE by EE1-EE9; 

      EE on WO Ey; 

      WOEy | WO xwith Ey; 

      EE on WOEy; 

OUTPUT: sampstat stdyx; 
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4.6.3.1 The Effect of Health-promoting Leadership on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

According to the hypothesis of this study, the interaction product term 

between health-promoting leadership and employability was included in the model of 

health-promoting leadership on employee engagement, and the moderating effect 

model was constructed to test the moderating effect of interaction product terms on 

employee engagement. It can be seen from Table 4.34 that the interaction product item 

"HPL*Ey" between health-promoting leadership and employability has a path 

coefficient of 0.021, Est./S.E is 0.594, p=0.553 > 0.05. Therefore, the moderating effect 

of employability is not significant. 

Table 4.34 LMS Moderating Effect of HPL*Ey 

Path Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. p Hypothesis 

EE←HPL*Ey 0.021 0.036 0.594 0.553 H8 

 

4.6.3.2 The Effect of Employee Health on Employee Engagement, 

Moderated by Employability 

According to the hypothesis of this study, the interaction product term 

between employee health and employability was included in the model of employee 

health on employee engagement, and the moderating effect model was constructed to 

test the moderate effect of the interaction product term on employee engagement. 

According to Table 4.35, the interaction product term "EH*Ey" between employee 

health and employability has a path coefficient of -0.101, Est./S.E. is -2.318, p=0.020 

< 0.05. Therefore, the moderating effect of employability is significant. Mplus does not 

provide a standardized path coefficient when executing the latent moderated structural 

equation model, so the effect path coefficient of "EH*Ey" on employee engagement is 

greater than 1. 

Table 4.35 LMS Moderating Effect of EH*Ey 

Path Estimate S.E. Est./S.E.     p Hypothesis 

EE←EH*Ey -0.101 0.044 -2.318 0.020 H9 
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4.6.3.3 The Effect of Workplace Civility on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

According to the hypothesis of this study, the interaction product term 

between workplace civility and employability was included in the model of workplace 

civility on employee engagement, and the moderating effect model was constructed to 

test the moderating effect of the interaction product term on employee engagement. 

According to Table 4.36, the interaction product item "WC*Ey" of workplace civility 

and employability has a path coefficient of -0.079, Est./S.E is -2.186, p=0.029 < 0.05. 

Therefore, the moderating effect of employability is significant. and the test 

significance passed. 

Table 4.36 LMS Moderating Effect of WC*Ey 

Path Estimate S.E. Est./S.E.     p Hypothesis 

EE←WC*Ey -0.079 0.036 -2.186 0.029 H10 

 

4.6.3.4 The Effect of Workplace Ostracism on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

According to the hypothesis of this study, the interaction product term 

between workplace ostracism and employability was included in the model of 

workplace ostracism on employee engagement, and the moderating effect model was 

constructed to test the moderating effect of the interaction product term on employee 

engagement. It can be seen from Table 4.37 that the interaction product item "WO*Ey" 

between workplace ostracism and employability has a path coefficient of 0.110, 

Est./S.E. is 1.755, p=0.079 > 0.05. Therefore, the moderating effect of employability is 

not significant. Since Mplus does not provide a standardized path coefficient when 

executing the latent moderated structural equation model, therefore, the impact path 

coefficient of "WO*Ey" on employee engagement is greater than 1. 

 

Table 4.37 LMS Moderating Effect of WO*Ey 

Path Estimate S.E. Est./S.E.     p Hypothesis 

EE←WO*Ey 0.110 0.063 1.755 0.079 H11 
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4.6.3.5 Brief Summary 

To sum up, in the latent moderated structural equation method, for the 

moderating variable employability, according to table 4.38, the path coefficient of the 

interaction term "HPL*Ey" between health-promotion leadership and employability on 

employee engagement is 0.021, p = 0.553>0.05, and the moderating effect of 

employability is not significant. For the interaction between employee health and 

employability, "EH * Ey" has a path coefficient of -0.101, p = 0.020 <0.05, and the 

moderating effect of employability is significant. Employability negatively moderates 

the effect of employee health on employee engagement. For the interaction product 

term "WC*Ey" between workplace civility and employability, the path coefficient of 

effect on employee engagement is -0.079, p= 0.029 < 0.05, and the moderating effect 

of employability is significant, Employability negatively moderates the effect of 

workplace civility on employee engagement. For the interaction between workplace 

ostracism and employability, "WO*Ey" has a coefficient of 0.110, p= 0.079>0.05. The 

moderating effect of employability is not significant. 

 

Table 4.38 Summary of Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis  

Hypothesis Path Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. p 

H8 EE←HPL*Ey 0.021       0.036 0.594 0.553 

H9 EE←EH*Ey -0.101 0.044 -2.318 0.020 

H10 EE←WC*Ey -0.079 0.036 -2.186 0.029 

H11 EE←WO*Ey 0.110 0.063 1.755 0.079 

4.6.4 Partial Least Square Analysis 

With that the direct effect test is established, employability is added as a 

moderating variable to moderate the relationship between health-promoting leadership, 

employee health, workplace civility, workplace ostracism, and employee engagement. 

The model is set as Figure 4.10, Among them, the moderating effect HPL*Ey represents 

the moderating effect of employability on health-promotion leadership and employee 

engagement. The moderating effect EH*Ey represents the moderating effect of 

employability on employee health and employee engagement. The moderating effect 

WC*Ey represents the moderating effect of employability on workplace civility and 

employee engagement. The moderating effect WO*Ey represents the moderating effect 

of employability on workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 
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Figure 4.6 Smart-PLS Employability Moderating Effect Model 

According to Table 4.39, when employability was added as the moderator 

variable, the T values of the moderator effect were 1.158, 0.728, 0.772, and 0.754, 

respectively. It can be seen that the T values of the four moderators were all less than 

1.960, so there was no significant moderating effect. The value of moderator effect f 2 

was 0.004, 0.001, 0.002, 0.003, respectively. When 0.02< f 2<0.15 represents weak 

effect, 0.15< f 2<0.35 represents moderate effect, and f 2>0.35 represents strong effect 

(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013). It can be seen that employability moderator has 

no moderating effect. 
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Meanwhile, variance inflation factor (VIF) in SEM-PLS should be less than 10 

(Kutner et al., 2004; O’brien, 2007), but the VIF in the moderating effect HPL*Ey was 

12.450>10, so the moderating effect model should be modified and the moderating 

effect HPL*Ey should be deleted. 

Table 4.39 Smart-PLS Summary of Moderating Effect 

Hypothesis Standardized 

coefficient 

T-

value 

p-

value 

VIF f 2 Result 

HPL*Ey -> EE 0.094 1.158 0.247 12.450 0.004 Not Support 

EH*Ey -> EE -0.033 0.728 0.467 7.183 0.001 Not Support 

WC*Ey -> EE -0.046 0.772 0.440 7.800 0.002 Not Support 

WO*Ey -> EE -0.033 0.754 0.451 2.056 0.003 Not Support 

 

As can be seen from Table 4.40, after modifying the model of the moderating 

effect, the T values of the moderating effect of employability are 0.071, 0.061, and 

0.948, respectively. The above moderating effect T value is less than 1.960, so the 

moderating effect is not significant. The f 2 values of moderating effect were 0.000, 

0.000, and 0.004, respectively. When 0.02 < f 2 < 0.15 indicates weak effect, 0.15 < f 2 

< 0.35 indicates medium effect, and f 2 > 0.35 indicates strong effect (Cohen et al., 

2013). Therefore, employability has no moderating effect. 

Table 4.40 Smart-PLS Summary of Moderating Effect 
Hypothesis Standardized coefficient T-

value 

p-

value 

VIF f 2 Result 

EH*Ey -> EE 0.003 0.071 0.943 5.447 0.000 Not Support 

WC*Ey -> EE 0.003 0.061 0.952 4.629 0.000 Not Support 

WO*Ey -> EE -0.039 0.948 0.343 2.015 0.004 Not Support 

 

The above analysis model is built in a structural equation model, and the model 

may have mutual interference. Therefore, subsequent studies are tested separately. 

 

4.6.4.1 The Effect of Health-Promoting Leadership on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

Since there are four moderating effects in the above model, which may 

interfere with each other, this section will test whether employability, as a moderating 

variable, can moderate the relationship between health-promoting leadership and 

employee engagement under the condition that the direct effect test is established. The 

model is set as figure 4.7, the moderating effect of HPL*Ey represents the moderating 

effect of employability on health-promoting leadership, and employee engagement. 
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Figure 4.7 Employability Moderating Effect on Health-promotion Leadership and 

Employee Enagement  

As can be seen from Table 4.41, after employability was added as the 

moderator variable, the T value of the moderating effect was 1.109. It can be seen that 

the T value of the moderating effect was less than 1.960 and the p-value was 0.268 > 

0.05, so there was no significant moderating effect. The moderating effect f 2 is 0.004. 

When 0.02< f 2<0.15, it means weak effect, 0.15< f 2<0.35 means medium effect, and  

f 2>0.35 means strong effect (Cohen et al., 2013). According to the criterion, 

employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between health-promoting 

leadership and employee engagement. 

Table 4.41 Smart-PLS Moderating Effect of HPL*Ey 
Hypothesis Standardized 

coefficient 

T-value p-

value 

VIF f 2 Result 

HPL*Ey -> EE 0.039 1.109 0.268 2.354 0.004 Not Support 

 

4.6.4.2 The Effect of Employee Health on Employee Engagement, 

Moderated by Employability 

This section will test whether employability, as a moderating variable, 

can moderate the relationship between employee health and employee engagement 

under the condition that the direct effect test is established. The model is set as figure 

4.8, the moderating effect of EH*Ey represents the moderating effect of employability 

on employee health and employee engagement. 
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Figure 4.8 Employability Moderating Effect on Employee Health and Employee 

Enagement  

As can be seen from Table 4.42, after employability was added as the 

moderator variable, the T value of the moderating effect was 0.806. It can be seen that 

the T value of the moderating effect was less than 1.960 and the p-value was 0.421> 

0.05, so there was no significant moderating effect. The moderating effect f 2 is 0.001. 

When 0.02< f 2<0.15, it means weak effect, 0.15< f 2<0.35 means medium effect, and  

f 2>0.35 means strong effect (Cohen et al., 2013). According to the criterion, 

employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between employee health 

and employee engagement. 

Table 4.42 Smart-PLS Moderating Effect of EH*Ey 
Hypothesis Standardized 

coefficient 

T-value p-value VIF f 2 Result 

EH*Ey -> EE 0.023 0.806 0.421 2.096 0.001 Not Support 

 

4.6.4.3 The Effect of Workplace Civility on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

This section will test whether employability, as a moderating variable, 

can moderate the relationship between workplace civility and employee engagement 

under the condition that the direct effect test is established. The model is set as figure 

4.9, the moderating effect of WC*Ey represents the moderating effect of employability 

on workplace civility and employee engagement. 
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Figure 4.9 Employability Moderating Effect on Workplace Civility and Employee 

Enagement  

As can be seen from Table 4.43, after employability was added as the 

moderator variable, the T value of the moderating effect was 0.476. It can be seen that 

the T value of the moderating effect was less than 1.960 and the p-value was 0.634> 

0.05, so there was no significant moderating effect. The moderating effect f 2 is 0.001. 

When 0.02< f 2<0.15, it means weak effect, 0.15< f 2<0.35 means medium effect, and f 

2>0.35 means strong effect (Cohen et al., 2013). According to the criterion, 

employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between workplace civility 

and employee engagement. 

Table 4.43 Smart-PLS Moderating Effect of WC*Ey 
Hypothesis Standardized 

coefficient 

T-value p-value VIF f 2 Result 

WC*Ey -> EE 0.015 0.476 0.634 2.061 0.001 Not Support 

 

4.6.4.4 The Effect of Workplace Ostracism on Employee 

Engagement, Moderated by Employability 

This section will test whether employability, as a moderating variable, 

can moderate the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee engagement 

under the condition that the direct effect test is established. The model is set as Figure 

4.10, and the moderating effect of WO*Ey represents the moderating effect of 

employability on workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 
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Figure 4.10 Employability Moderating Effect on Workplace Ostracism and Employee 

Enagement  

As can be seen from Table 4.44, after employability was added as the 

moderator variable, the T value of the moderating effect was 1.420. It can be seen that 

the T value of the moderating effect was less than 1.960 and the p-value was 0.156> 

0.05, so there was no significant moderating effect. The moderating effect f 2 is 0.005. 

When 0.02< f 2<0.15, it means weak effect, 0.15< f 2<0.35 means medium effect, and  

f 2>0.35 means strong effect (Cohen et al., 2013). According to the criterion, 

employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between workplace 

ostracism and employee engagement. 

Table 4.44 Smart-PLS Moderating Effect of WO*Ey 
Hypothesis Standardized 

coefficient 

T-value p-value VIF f 2 Result 

WO*Ey -> EE -0.041 1.420 0.156 1.610 0.005 Not Support 

 

4.6.4.5 Brief Summary 

To sum up, in the partial least square analysis, regarding the 

employability of the moderator variable, according to Table 4.45, the moderating effect 

HPL*Ey represented the path coefficient of the product term of employability and 

health-promoting leadership on employee engagement is 0.039, T value is 1.109 < 

1.960, p=0.268 > 0.05, and the moderating effect of employability is not significant. 

Moderating effect EH*Ey represents the path coefficient of the product term of 

employability and employee health on employee engagement is 0.023, T value is 0.806 

< 1.960, p =0.421 > 0.05, and the moderating effect of employability is not significant. 

WC*Ey represented that the product term of employability and workplace civility had 

an effect path coefficient of 0.015, T value of 0.476 < 1.960, p =0.634 > 0.05, and the 

moderating effect of employability is not significant. The moderator effect WO*Ey 
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represented that the path coefficient of the effect of the product term of employability 

and workplace ostracism on employee engagement was -0.041, T value was 1.420 < 

1.960, p =0.156 > 0.05, and the moderating effect of employability is not significant. 

Table 4.45 Smart-PLS Summary of Moderating Effect  
Hypothesis Path Standardized 

coefficient 

T-value p-

value 

VIF f 2 Result 

H8 HPL*Ey -> EE 0.039 1.109 0.268 2.354 0.004 Not 

Support 

H9 EH*Ey -> EE 0.023 0.806 0.421 2.096 0.001 Not 

Support 

H10 WC*Ey -> EE 0.015 0.476 0.634 2.061 0.001 Not 

Support 

H11 WO*Ey -> EE -0.041 1.420 0.156 1.610 0.005 Not 

Support 

To sum up, this study adopts multi-group analysis, hierarchical linear 

regression analysis, latent moderated structural equations, partial least square analysis, 

as the four analysis methods to analyse the moderating effect of employability. Four 

different software is used to analyse the same data, and different results appear in the 

moderating effect. The results are summarized, and the research findings are explained 

in detail in the following section 4.7.8. 

4.7 Research Findings and Discussion 

4.7.1 The Effect of Health-promoting Leadership on Employee Health 

AMOS and Smart-PLS were used to analyze the effect of health-promoting 

leadership on employee health. Both of the above methods showed similar results, that 

health-promoting leadership had a positive effect on employee health (Beta=0.901, 

p<0.001of AMOS and Beta= 0.849, p<0.001 of PLS). 

Consistent with previous research findings, health-promoting leadership 

focuses on employee health consciousness, workload, control and reward, community, 

fairness, and values. Health-promoting leadership has a significant positive effect on 

employee health (Hoert et al., 2018), and it was negatively correlated with the 

frequency of employee health problems (Braun & Nieberle, 2017). Health-promoting 

leadership affects employee health by improving the working environment, such as 

perfecting the working system, reducing the workload, focusing on fair distribution, 

and paying attention to employee health awareness (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). 
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The results show that in the workplace, the higher employee perceived health-

promoting leadership is, the higher employees perceived physical and mental health is. 

That is, leaders who pay more attention to employee health awareness, whether 

employee workload is too high, whether leaders are willing to help employees improve 

their skills, whether they attach importance to employee efforts, and let colleagues help 

each other so that employees can be treated fairly and advocate employees' mutual help 

and daily behavior in line with the company's business philosophy/service value. This 

positive health behavior of leaders can reduce the psychological pressure of employees 

and promote healthy development. The results show that the higher the support of 

leaders for health promotion in the workplace, the better the health status of employees. 

4.7.2 The Effect of Employee Health on Employee Engagement 

AMOS and Smart-PLS showed similar results in terms of the effect of employee 

health on employee engagement, that is, employee health had no positive effect on 

employee engagement (Beta=0.036, p>0.05 of AMOS and Beta= 0.086, p>0.05 of 

PLS). 

Previous studies have found that when employees are faced with multiple 

pressures such as heavy workload and role conflict, they would suffer from 

psychological frustration and experience a negative effect on their engagement (Lim et 

al., 2010). A European study proposed that employee health was positively correlated 

with employee engagement (Wojdylo et al., 2014). Employees' health risks, such as 

seasonal allergies caused by lack of exercise and psychological stress, arthritis, and 

migraines, could be effectively guaranteed, which greatly improves employee 

engagement (Burton et al., 2017). At the same time, studies have shown that the higher 

the employee engagement is, the higher the employee health is (Mazzetti et al., 2019). 

The results of this study show that employee health has no significant effect on 

employee engagement, and the causes may be due to the following two aspects. Firstly, 

the research respondents of this study are the employees of MSMEs, and they do not 

belong to the group of employees with higher education, high-quality, and high-income. 

Employees generally regard work as the source of success, and hard work has become 

their daily routine of mechanical repetition. In addition, influenced by traditional 

Chinese concepts, Chinese people are introverted about ordinary minor pains and 
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illnesses and they will not be the reason for employees to ask for leave or slack off. At 

the same time, compared with Western countries, Chinese employees do not pay much 

attention to psychological health. Very few employees will seek medical treatment for 

psychological problems, nor will they disclose their psychological problems to their 

employer or colleagues, so they will avoid medical treatment. Therefore, whether 

employees are healthy or not, their engagement will not be affected (Tan et al., 2020). 

Secondly, the physical discomfort and low psychological-emotional health of 

employees are not only caused by leaders or the workplace environment. In modern 

society, family and work are equally important. Many studies have pointed out that 

family relationships have a great effect on work (Ju et al., 2018; Lustig, Xu, & Strauser, 

2017). It can be seen that employee engagement is the manifestation of employees’ 

dedication to their work, while employee health has no significant effect on employee 

engagement, it means that whether they are healthy or not, work is the individual self-

career choice. In China, employees would focus on their careers, despite the pressure 

caused by various factors, self-career still occupies an important position for Chinese 

employees. 

4.7.3 The Effect of Health-promoting Leadership on Workplace Civility 

AMOS and Smart-PLS both showed similar results in the effect of health-

promoting leadership on workplace civility, namely, health-promoting leadership had 

a positive effect on workplace civility (Beta=0.926, p<0.001 of AMOS and Beta= 

0.881, p<0.001 of PLS). 

Consistent with previous findings, health-promoting leadership improves the 

working environment of employees, reduces the pressure of employees' co-operation 

and burnout, and advocates civility among organization members (Di Fabio & Kenny, 

2018). If leaders give employees courtesy, respect, and affinity in the workplace, and 

create a good workplace atmosphere, the differences between leaders and subordinates 

will be greatly reduced (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), which will make employees feel 

well-being and trust, greatly improve their health and happiness, and promote 

workplace civility (Porath et al., 2015), At the same time, as the "spokesperson" of the 

organization, leaders can also promote workplace civility when employees feel valued 

and respected by leaders (Jawahar & Schreurs, 2018). 
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The results show that in the workplace, the higher the perception of health-

promoting leadership, the higher the perception of workplace civility. Employee 

perception of leadership can affect their own behaviour and emotional expression. 

When the supervisor of the workplace takes care of the health of the employees, 

promotes a fair atmosphere, and encourages and supports the employees, the emotional 

expression of the employees naturally tends to be calm and advocates for politeness of 

speech. Employees are more committed to maintaining the current working 

environment rather than trying to break civilization (Clark, Sattler, & Barbosa-Leiker, 

2018). 

4.7.4 The Effect of Workplace Civility on Workplace Ostracism 

AMOS and Smart-PLS also showed similar results in terms of the effect of 

workplace civility on workplace ostracism, that is, workplace civility had a negative 

effect on workplace ostracism (Beta= -0.695, p<0.001 of AMOS and Beta= -0.634, p 

< 0.001 of PLS). 

Consistent with previous findings, workplace civility, as the lubricant of 

employee relations in the workplace, could optimize a supportive work environment, 

reduce interpersonal bias, and prevent the occurrence of violent behavior or implicit 

ostracism evolved from conflict of opinions in the workplace (Lilly, 2017). As an 

individual's interpersonal relationship in the workplace, workplace ostracism is a 

phenomenon that hinders the development of the workplace and marginalizes the 

individual (Lejia et al., 2012). For example, employees may experience neglect, 

indifference, and ostracism from collective activities (Ferris et al., 2008; Hitlan & Noel, 

2009), leading to an inability to participate in work contact relationships (Robinson et 

al., 2013). According to the social exchange theory and the principle of reciprocity, 

when employees are respected and treated politely in the workplace, people would be 

more likely to reciprocate with goodwill, thus triggering a positive exchange cycle 

(Hafeez et al., 2019). 

The results indicate that the more civilized the workplace, the lower the 

probability of ostracism behavior in the workplace. Workplace civility reflects the 

expectation of respecting colleagues and creating a workplace civilized environment 

through three aspects: relationship decency, relationship culture, and relationship 
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readiness. Relational decency emphasizes that colleagues can calmly express their 

values and beliefs to themselves and respect the opinions of others. Relational culture 

emphasizes the politeness of co-workers in conversation. Relational readiness 

emphasizes that colleagues pay attention to the needs and emotional states of co-

workers (Di Fabio & Gori, 2016). Workplace civility is based on respect and politeness, 

which means that employees could establish a positive relationship with colleagues in 

the workplace. Workplace civilized behavior could narrow the distance between 

colleagues and get along well. Civility is a better indicator of work literacy than 

workplace ostracism. When employees experience respect and courtesy from their 

colleagues, they are increasingly able to feel a sense of security and want to establish 

contact with civilized colleagues, so as to be willing to share information with 

colleagues, thus optimizing the communication and cooperation among colleagues 

(Fritz, 2017). In addition, there is unintentional work ostracism, such as when people 

are busy with their work and unintentionally ignore others (Williams, 2002). It may 

also be that individuals do not know that their behaviour is a so-called ostracism 

behaviour, which will lead to unintentional ostracizing (Robinson et al., 2013). For 

example, in the questionnaire, more respondents chose the item, “My greeting was not 

answered at work.” This kind of work ostracism behaviour could be improved under 

the effect of workplace civility. Specifically, workplace civility helps to maintain the 

norms of mutual respect in the workplace, including the practice of building positive 

connections and relationships with colleagues. 

4.7.5 The Effect of Workplace Ostracism on Employee Engagement 

AMOS and Smart-PLS showed similar results in the effect of workplace 

ostracism on employee engagement, that workplace ostracism had no negative effect 

on employee engagement (Beta= -0.009, p>0.05 of AMOS and Beta= -0.027, p>0.05 

of PLS). 

Previous studies have found that workplace ostracism, as a negative way of 

interpersonal interaction, has negative effects on individuals, such as employee role 

conflict, low job satisfaction, poor job performance, low employee engagement, high 

turnover rate, and high absenteeism rate (Asfaw et al., 2014; Chung, 2018; Leary et al., 

2001; Olsen et al., 2017; Reknes et al., 2014). Workplace ostracism brings troubles to 
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normal communication among employees, leads to psychological pressure on 

employees, and negatively affects employee engagement (Kwan et al., 2018). 

Moreover, conflicts in the workplace will cause employees to waste their work energy, 

resulting in lower job engagement (Einarsen et al., 2003). When employees are 

excluded from the workplace, their appeals in the workplace are not properly answered, 

which would lead them to take negative behaviors, such as reducing engagement, as 

countermeasures (Robinson et al., 2013). 

However, the results of this study show that workplace ostracism no significant 

effect on employee engagement. Traced to its cause, the reasons may exist in the 

following two aspects: firstly, the employees’ perception of workplace ostracism would 

make them feel confused and helpless, and in this study ostracism in the workplace only 

refers to colleagues’ ostracism and does not refer to supervisors’ ostracism. Leadership 

support is one of the driving forces of employee engagement. Based on the theory of 

self-determination, when employees perceive themselves to be ostracized in the 

workplace, they tend to have strong psychological and behavioral reactions, which 

require them to spend more energy and time for self-psychological repair and reduce 

their work engagement (Ataman, 2017). In addition, workplace ostracism causes an 

adverse psychological effect on employees, so employees need to spend time and 

energy to clarify the reasons why they are ostracised. At the same time, there is another 

phenomenon, that is when being ostracized by colleagues, employees are increasingly 

trying to learn professional knowledge, waiting for the opportunity to quit, or be 

promoted. As a result, workplace ostracism on employee engagement did not show 

significant negative effects. Sometimes, it achieves the reverse stimulus effect 

(Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2018). In addition, when employees suffered from invisible or 

unintentional ostracism, they did not care, such as not receiving an e-mail that all other 

colleagues received or colleagues who are not helping to press floors while waiting for 

the elevator (Robinson et al., 2013). Therefore, when employees confront such 

situations, it will not have a greater negative effect on their work engagement. 

Secondly, family and work also occupy an important position in modern life. 

When in the workplace, family support is also important to employees. In China, 

employees with a higher sense of family support may be more engaged because they 

feel that they have a sense of responsibility for their families. Regardless of the work 
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environment, employees still need to keep working and stay engaged to feed their 

families. Furthermore, although work occupies a large part of the life cycle, with the 

development of the economy and the advent of boundless careers, most employees not 

only have a career but also may have sidelines. This means that they may only regard 

work as a "part" rather than "all", so they will not care too much about their colleagues' 

ostracizing attitude towards them. The pleasure of life is to focus on their favorite work, 

play their part, and display their talent, rather than be confined to a workplace 

relationship, so workplace ostracism will not significantly affect their work 

engagement. 

4.7.6 The Effect of Workplace Civility on Employee Engagement 

AMOS and Smart-PLS software were used in this study to analyse the effect of 

workplace civility on employee engagement. Both of the above methods showed 

similar results, that workplace civility had a positive effect on employee engagement 

(Beta=0.186, p=0.009<0.01 of AMOS and Beta=0.187, p< 0.001 of PLS). 

Consistent with previous findings, civility is one of the major elements of the 

work environment and has a significant impact on employees' work results (Osatuke et 

al., 2009). Workplace civility is mainly manifested in politeness, respect, prosocial 

behaviour, and respect for the rights of others (Carver, 1998; Di Fabio & Gori, 2016; 

Rehfuss & Di Fabio, 2012). Workplace civility is positively correlated with job 

engagement (Abid et al., 2018). 

The results of this study show that in the workplace, the behaviour of colleagues 

is polite, which promotes individual work engagement. With the continuous 

optimization of workplace climate and mutual consideration among colleagues, 

employees feel comfortable physically and mentally. The higher the work 

concentration, the higher the degree of engagement (Olsen et al., 2017). 

4.7.7 The Effect of Health-promoting Leadership on Employee 

Engagement 

AMOS and Smart-PLS were used to analyze the effect of health-promoting 

leadership on employee engagement. Both of the above methods showed similar results, 
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which is that health-promoting leadership had a positive effect on employee 

engagement (Beta=0.524, p<0.001 of AMOS and Beta=0.481, p< 0.001 of PLS). 

Consistent with previous research findings, the higher the perceived level of 

health-promoting leadership, the more likely it is to motivate employee engagement. 

Previous studies have found that health-promoting leadership focuses on health 

consciousness, low workload, control, reward, community, fairness, and values seven 

aspects. Health-promoting leadership improves the workplace environment, lightens 

the workload, promotes the fair distribution of resources, and does not let the efforts of 

the staff be neglected, which promotes employee engagement in work (Nahrgang et al., 

2011). Based on autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the self-determination 

theory, it emphasizes the realization of individual values and potential development of 

employees and the realization of individual basic needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Leroy et 

al., 2015). Research suggests that leaders are regarded as a core part of the work 

environment and play an important role in providing the necessary conditions to support 

the basic psychological needs of the workplace. The behavioral attitude of leaders is 

positively correlated with meeting the basic needs of individuals (Kovjanic et al., 2013; 

Leroy et al., 2015). Leaders improve employee engagement by meeting the followers' 

three aspects of SDT. 

The results show that in a workplace, the higher the employees' perception of 

health-promoting leadership implies that leaders are focused on the employees' health 

awareness, care about whether the employees' workload is too high or not, are willing 

to help employees improve their skills, and attach great importance to the efforts of 

employees to help each other (Dunkl et al., 2015). The fair treatment and promotion of 

employees' daily behaviors are in line with the company's business philosophy/service 

tenet, so that employee engagement can be improved. When employees are in a 

positive, healthy, and harmonious working environment, they will be less troubled by 

trivial matters and more able to get spiritual distillation and more engagement (Jiménez, 

Bregenzer, et al., 2017). 

4.7.8 The Moderating Role of Employability 

In this study, four different software were used to analyse the data, and different 

results appeared in the moderating effect. The reasons are as follows: Different software 



 

 

147 

uses different estimation methods. Amos, SPSS, Mplus, and SmartPLS software use 

different methods in variable processing, which inevitably leads to different results. 

Amos divided the continuous variables into category variables and used high and low 

groups for multi-group analysis. SPSS adopted hierarchical linear regression analysis, 

and in order to avoid collinearity problems, the data was standardized. Mplus uses the 

latent moderated structural equations interaction term to judge the moderating effect. 

The partial least square method was used for SmartPLS and standardized values were 

used in multiplication product terms. 

Table 4.46 Summary of Moderating Effect 

Hypotheses AMOS Bate AMOS 

C.R. 

SPSS Bate, 

(p) 

Mplus Bate, 

(p) 

Smart-PLS Bate, 

(p) 

Support/All 

Methods 

H8 Low-Beta= 0.684 

0.729 

0.043(0.156) 0.021(0.553)       0.039(0.268) 0/4 

High-Beta= 
0.677 

H9 Low-Beta= 0.081 
-0.959 

-0.070(0.023) -0.101(0.020) 0.023(0.421) 2/4 
High-Beta= 

0.067 

H10 Low-Beta= 0.144 
-0.041 

-0.044(0.135) -0.079(0.029) 0.015(0.634) 1/4 
High-Beta= 

0.139 

H11 Low-Beta= 0.082 

-0.048 

0.086(0.002) 0.110(0.079) -0.041(0.156) 1/4 

 High-Beta= -
0.003 

 

4.7.8.1 Employability Cannot Moderate the Relationship between 

Health-promoting Leadership and Employee Engagement 

Based on the moderating effect analysis of multi-group analysis, 

employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship between health-

promoting leadership and employee engagement (Low-Beta=0.684, High-Beta=0.677, 

C.R.= 0.729＜1.96). Based on the moderating effect analysis of hierarchical linear 

regression, employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between health-promoting leadership and employee engagement (Beta=0.043, 

p=0.156). Based on the analysis of the moderating effect of latent moderated structural 

equations, employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between health-promoting leadership and employee engagement (Beta=0.021, 

p=0.553). Based on the analysis of the moderating effect of Smart-PLS, employability 

has no significant moderating effect on the relationship between health-promoting 

leadership and employee engagement (Beta=0.039, p=0.268). Therefore, it can be 

inferred that employability has no moderating effect on the relationship between health-
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promoting leadership and employee engagement. Hypothesis 8 proposed in this study 

is not confirmed. 

Previous studies have found that health-promoting leadership affects 

employee engagement by improving the work environment, reducing employee work 

stress, and planning employee training (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017). In the 

rapidly changing employment environment, organizational leaders provide assistance 

in personal capacity reserve, knowledge updating, and growth development, while 

employees improve their employability through long-term/short-term specific/general 

training initiated by employers or voluntarily participated in (Veld et al., 2015). At the 

same time, organizational training, intra-organizational promotion opportunities, and 

employability development opportunities are conducive to improving employee 

engagement (Van Vuuren et al., 2011). Although health-promoting leadership has a 

significant effect on employee engagement, employees with high employability have 

high selectivity and initiative, which may lead to a high turnover rate. 

However, the results of this study showed that employability had no 

significant moderating effect on the relationship between health-promoting leadership 

and employee engagement. The cause may lie in the following aspects: employees have 

high or low employability, and there is no significant relationship between their 

perceived health-promoting leadership in the workplace and their engagement. In fact, 

MSMEs, and state-owned enterprises and public institution properties are different. In 

China, state-owned enterprises and institutions have government "financial support," in 

MSMEs, although they also have the support of national policies, while in the fierce 

market environment of competition, innovation, and competitiveness, they still need to 

rely on their own, which can be an impregnable position. Therefore, for employees of 

MSMEs, no matter what kind of leadership style they confront, highly employable 

employees will not have a great effect on their engagement. Such highly employable 

employees have their own value system and cognitive system and can arrange their 

work efficiency according to their own time and energy (Fløvik, Knardahl, & 

Christensen, 2020), so the workplace environment will not have much influence on 

them. Employees with low employability focus on the learning process of their own 

ability, which is a process of self-motivation (Dill & Morgan, 2018). Therefore, there 
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is no significant relationship between their perceived health-promoting leadership in 

the workplace and their engagement. 

 

4.7.8.2 Employability Cannot Moderate the Relationship between 

Employee Health and Employee Engagement 

Based on the moderating effect analysis of multi-group analysis, 

employability has no significant effect on the relationship between employee health and 

employee engagement (Low-Beta=0.081, High-Beta=0.067, C.R.= -0.959＜1.96). In 

the moderating effect analysis based on hierarchical linear regression, employability 

negatively moderates the relationship between employee health and employee 

engagement (Beta= -0.070, p<0.05). Based on the moderating effect analysis of latent 

moderated structural equations, employability negatively moderates the relationship 

between employee health and employee engagement (Beta= -0.101, p<0.05). Based on 

the analysis of the moderating effect of Smart-PLS, employability has no significant 

effect on the relationship between employee health and employee engagement (Beta= 

0.023, p=0.421). From the above analysis, although the results of latent moderated 

structural equations and hierarchical linear regression analysis are statistically 

significant, we cannot ignore the null hypothesis in Amos and Smart-PLS analysis. 

Based on rigorous data analysis, the H9 proposed in this study is not confirmed. 

Previous studies have found that employability is an individual's 

perception of his / her ability to maintain an existing job or obtain a new job. Employees 

with low employability are often uncertain about their future employment (Berntson et 

al., 2006; Kalyal et al., 2010). Employability is measured by employees' perception of 

their own abilities and whether their experience can contribute to finding new jobs in 

other enterprises. Depending on their hiring ability, the employee’s individual 

perception of employee health has a different effect on work engagement. Young 

employees will not be threatened by job insecurity when they think they have higher 

employability than older employees (Yeves, Bargsted, Cortes, Merino, & Cavada, 

2019). When employees have high employability, the positive correlation between 

employee health and employee engagement may be weakened. 
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This study shows that the moderating effect of employability on 

employee health and employee engagement is insignificant. According to the simple 

slope method of hierarchical linear regression, there is no significant difference 

between high employability and low employability in the effect of employee health on 

employee engagement. The causes may lie in the following aspects. Although job 

selectivity is related to employability (Jayasingam, Fujiwara, & Thurasamy, 2018), the 

data collection stage of this study is in June 2020, which coincides with the COVID-19 

epidemic period. Employees attach great importance to their own health. Based on the 

influence of practical factors, it is difficult for employees to find new jobs in the 

employment market. Most employees can only seek a livelihood in the existing work 

units (Song, Wang, Li, Yang, & Li, 2020; Zhang, Wang, Rauch, & Wei, 2020). 

Therefore, regardless of employability is high or low, employees must work hard in 

their existing jobs. Maintaining a certain degree of engagement in the job can guarantee 

they will not be fired. In the "big environment" of the epidemic, employees' perception 

of health has mitigated employees' perception of employability to a certain extent. In 

this way, the moderating effect of employability is not significant in the influence path 

of employee health on employee engagement. 

4.7.8.3 Employability Cannot Moderate the Relationship between 

Workplace Civility and Employee Engagement 

Based on the moderating effect analysis of multi-group analysis, 

employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship between 

workplace civility and employee engagement (Low-Beta=0.144, High-Beta=0.139, 

C.R.= -0.041＜1.96). Based on the moderating effect analysis of hierarchical linear 

regression, employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between workplace civility and employee engagement (Beta=-0.044, p=0.135). Based 

on the latent moderated structural equations, employability has a significant negative 

moderating effect on the relationship between workplace civility and employee 

engagement (Beta=-0.079, p=0.029). Based on the analysis of the moderating effect of 

Smart-PLS, employability has no significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between workplace civility and employee engagement (Beta=0.015, p=0.634). From 

the above analysis, it can be seen that the statistically significant results are only verified 
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by one software, which is not convincing compared to the four software results. 

Therefore, the H10 proposed in this study is not confirmed. 

Previous studies have found that formal and informal learning and 

training in the workplace have a positive effect on employability, which further extends 

the work value of employees' professional development (Van Der Heijden et al., 2009). 

Workplace civility shapes a civilized working environment (Leiter, 2013). In a study of 

fresh graduates, it is found that civility as a work resource is closely related to job 

engagement (Laschinger et al., 2009). The higher the employability of individuals in 

the workplace, the more civility fuels stronger job security, environment, and 

bidirectional interaction between individuals. When employees evaluate job insecurity, 

by comparing the reality and expected results and adjust their behavior, employability 

negatively moderates the relationship between occupational adaptability and job 

insecurity (Chen et al., 2018). Workplace context support affects work attitudes, and 

workplace civility makes it easier for employees to adapt (Webster et al., 2018). Taking 

Hong Kong employees as the research object, perceived employability positively 

affects employee engagement (Ngo et al., 2017). Self-perceived employability buffers 

the negative effect of job insecurity on job well-being (Hu & Zhong, 2015). 

However, the results of this study show that employability has no 

significant moderating effect on the relationship between workplace civility and 

employee engagement. The fundamental reason may be because the research object is 

the employees of China's MSMEs. In the typical Chinese environment, there are no 

"stable" jobs in the employment system of MSMEs, so employees worries about that 

would be dismissed because of their insufficient ability or age limit (Lee, 2019). The 

perception of workplace civility cannot eliminate employees' job insecurity, and 

employees with low employability may maintain higher engagement (Chen et al., 

2018). However, employees with high employability have stronger initiative and 

control over changes in the workplace, which is exactly why employees with higher 

employability have their own systematic plans for their own work and are not affected 

by the workplace environment (Fugate et al., 2004; Kalyal et al., 2010). In addition, the 

data collection stage of this study was in June 2020, which coincides with the COVID-

19 epidemic. Due to the influence of realistic factors, most employees worked at home 

and their communication with colleagues was limited to the internet and telephone 
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(Che, Du, & Chan, 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). The response to workplace civility is 

based on previous impressions or current situations. Meanwhile, the epidemic also 

mitigates employees' perception of employability. It can be inferred that employability 

does not affect the relationship between workplace civility and employee engagement. 

4.7.8.4 Employability Cannot Moderate the Relationship between 

Workplace Ostracism and Employee Engagement 

Based on the moderating effect analysis of multi-group analysis, 

employability has no significant effect on the relationship between workplace ostracism 

and employee engagement (Low-Beta=0.082, High-Beta=-0.003, C.R.= -0.048＜1.96). 

Based on the moderating effect analysis of hierarchical linear regression, employability 

positively moderates the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee 

engagement (Beta=0.086, p < 0.01). Based on the analysis of the moderating effect of 

latent moderated structural equations, employability has no significant effect on the 

relationship between workplace ostracism and employee engagement (Beta=0.110, 

p=0.079). Based on the analysis of the moderating effect of Smart-PLS, employability 

has no significant effect on the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee 

engagement (Beta=-0.041, p=0.156). From the above analysis, it can be seen that the 

statistically significant results only passed the verification of one software, which is not 

convincing compared with the results of four software. Therefore, Hypothesis 11 

proposed in this study is not confirmed. 

Previous studies have found that workplace ostracism has a negative 

effect on employees' work attitudes. For example, when they are rejected in the 

workplace, people with low employability will show low organizational self-esteem 

and engagement (Wu et al., 2016). At the same time, workplace ostracism also deprives 

employees of the resources needed to enhance employability, which leads to job 

insecurity (Balliet & Ferris, 2013; Chang et al., 2019). Job insecurity assesses 

employees' worries about their future jobs (Van Hootegem et al., 2019). Employability 

negatively moderates job insecurity and willingness to train for improving external 

labor market status (Van Hootegem et al., 2019), and positively moderates the 

relationship between job insecurity and exit intentions (Berntson et al., 2010). When 

employees have low employability and insecurity, workplace ostracism is prone to 
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occur (Van Hootegem et al., 2019). In addition, employees with higher employability 

have strong initiative and have their own plans for their own work, would not be 

affected by accidental or inadvertent exclusion among colleagues in the workplace, 

continue to complete their due tasks with quality and quantity, and continue their 

education, maintaining high employability. Therefore, employability positively 

moderates the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 

However, the results of this study show that the moderating effect of 

employability on workplace ostracism and employee engagement is not significant. In 

the structural equation model, the negative effect of workplace ostracism on employee 

engagement is not significant, which indicates that employees will not experience an 

effect on their own engagement because of ostracism in the workplace. This study 

mainly measures the external employability of employees, that is, employees who have 

the ability to change jobs in the labor market. Whether the employability of employees 

is high or low, it is still not able to change the above relationship. This conclusion may 

be related to the far-reaching influence of traditional Chinese culture on employees. 

Compared with the brave exploration of Western culture, employees in Chinese 

enterprises are relatively conservative and pursue stability in both work and life. 

Although the new generation of employees born in the 1980s and 1990s keeps coming 

out, employees at the present stage are generally risk averse. Employees with higher 

employability easily find new equivalent or better jobs in the labor market by using 

their professional expertise and work experience. However, it is undeniable that in the 

process of conversion work, individuals experience instability caused by work change. 

Therefore, employees with risk-aversion are more likely to avoid this kind of work 

conversion risk. According to the self-determination theory, internal motivation is 

driven by the individual's own interests and values, and tends to be self-satisfied and 

chooses to actively participate in work (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Employability is a key 

factor for employees to maintain their own added value in the labour market (Presti et 

al., 2018). An employee's ability to improve technology is also an independent 

behaviour influenced by individual internal motivation. Employees with high 

employability have their own plans for work and are not affected by accidental or casual 

ostracism behaviours among colleagues in the workplace. Employees with low 

employability will not change their jobs rashly due to their common risk-averse 
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characteristics. Thus, employability cannot moderate the relationship between 

workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 

In addition, this study also analyses the non-moderating effect of 

employability from the descriptive analysis of personal characteristics. According to 

the descriptive analysis of personal characteristics, in terms of education level, 295 

(41%)employees have junior college degrees. In terms of working years, 265 (36.7%) 

worked for 2~less than 3 years, followed by 206 (28.5%), who worked for 1~less than 

2 years. In the marital status, 450 (62%) employees are unmarried. Moreover, in terms 

of work position distribution, 268 (37.1%) are grassroots managers and 265 (36.7%) 

are general staff. In terms of age distribution, 349 (48.3%) were aged between 25 and 

30, followed by 215 (29.7%) aged between 19 and 24. 

Most of the interviewed employees in restaurant MSMEs have 

relatively low educational backgrounds, fewer working years, and most of them are 

unmarried. Most employees work after graduation from junior college. When most new 

employees enter enterprises, they have low employability and have no clear plan for 

their occupation. Moreover, in MSMEs, mainly in the restaurant industry, employees 

aged 25-30 are "older" employees. "Older" employees often encounter difficulties in 

finding new jobs in the external labour market (Dello Russo et al., 2020). Less-educated 

employees, although able to obtain a higher level of work skills by virtue of experience 

in the workplace, also have poor mobility due to the lack of formal education, as senior 

positions often have specific educational qualifications. Work skill matching and 

education level (Bachelor's degree) have a superposition effect. Work skills do not 

guarantee the employability of employees while ignoring the importance of other 

resources (Bernstrøm, Drange, & Mamelund, 2019). Therefore, the interviewed 

employees in MSMEs have less education, less employability, and less employer-

supported training. However, most employees still hope to be promoted and re-used 

through their own efforts in career development (Zaharee, Lipkie, Mehlman, & Neylon, 

2018). Based on the self-determination theory, internal factors of employees play a 

decisive role, and external factors such as leadership type and workplace environment 

play a role through internal factors of employees. However, when employees spend 

their energy on maintaining their existing jobs, there is no extra energy to improve 

employability, which leads to a lower sense of job security. As a result, their 
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employability does not play a moderating role in the leadership type and workplace 

environment. As for the research on employability, when internal factors play a 

dominant role, that is, when employees take actions to improve employability, 

supplemented by external factors such as leadership type and workplace environment, 

employability is likely to have a more moderating effect than expected. 

To sum up, employability has no moderating effect on the influence 

of health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, and workplace 

ostracism on employee engagement. 

The hypotheses of this study are summarized as follows. 

Table 4.47 Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results 
Hypothesis Results 

H1 Health-promoting leadership will positively affect employee health. Supported 

H2 Employee health will positively affect employee engagement. Not supported 

H3 Health-promoting leadership will positively affect workplace 

civility. 

Supported 

H4 Workplace civility will negatively affect workplace ostracism. Supported 

H5 Workplace ostracism will negatively affect employee engagement. Not supported 

H6 Workplace civility will positively affect employee engagement. Supported 

H7 Health-promoting leadership will positively affect employee 

engagement. 

Supported 

H8 Employability positively moderates the relationship between health-

promoting leadership and employee engagement. 

Not supported 

H9 Employability negatively moderates the relationship between 

employee health and employee engagement. 

Not supported* 

H10 Employability negatively moderates the relationship between 

workplace civility and employee engagement. 

Not supported** 

H11 Employability positively moderates the relationship between 

workplace ostracism and employee engagement. 

Not supported*** 

*Not supported under AMOS and SMART-PLS due the algorithm difference; **Not 

supported under SPSS, AMOS and SMART-PLS due the algorithm difference; *** Not 

supported under AMOS, MPLUS and SMART-PLS due the algorithm difference. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first is the conclusions of the study. 

Second, the implications and recommendations are also provided for practitioners. The 

final section reveals the limitation of the study and provides some future research that 

could be derived from the current study. 

 

5.1 Research Conclusions 

Based on the review of theoretical literature, this study sorted out the influence 

model and relationship among the six variables in self-determination theory and social 

exchange theory, namely, health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace 

civility, workplace ostracism, employability, and employee engagement. Taking 

employees of MSMEs in China as the research object, it explored the relationship 

between health-promoting leadership, employee health, workplace civility, workplace 

ostracism, employability, and employee engagement, and established a model to verify 

the research results through AMOS, SPSS, MPLUS, and Smart-PLS. 

Firstly, the results of this study verified the positive effect of health-promoting 

leadership on employee health and the positive effect of health-promoting leadership 

on workplace civility. Theoretically, this study verifies the effect of health-promoting 

leadership on employee health and the effect of health-promoting leadership on 

workplace civility, so as to further expand the study of health-promoting leadership as 

an antecedent variable. In terms of practical management, with the acceleration of 

social rhythm, everyone unconsciously accelerates the pace of pursuing career success, 

and at the same time faces increasing pressure (López-Andreu, 2019). The results of 

this study show that health-promoting leadership has an effect on employee health and 

workplace civility by focusing on seven aspects of employees' health consciousness, 

low workload, control, reward, community, fairness, and values. It clarifies the 

importance of health-promoting leadership in the organization. At the same time, 
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employees also are affected by health-promoting leadership, and then affect their own 

health.  

Secondly, this study reveals the negative correlation between workplace civility 

and workplace ostracism, that is, the stronger the workplace civility, the lower the 

probability of ostracism in the workplace. This study examines workplace civility from 

three dimensions: relational decency, relational culture, and relational readiness. When 

employees experience respect and politeness from their colleagues in the workplace, 

they tend to establish positive relationships with colleagues, thus optimizing 

communication and cooperation among colleagues (Fritz, 2017). When workplace 

civility is established, workplace ostracism will be relatively reduced. Therefore, it can 

be seen that the workplace environment has a significant effect on employees, 

workplace civility is important to employees, and workplace civility has a negative 

effect on workplace ostracism. Existing literature in the workplace takes workplace 

incivility and workplace civility as a comparative study. This study is based on the 

social exchange theory, with workplace civility as the pre-variable of workplace 

ostracism, which makes up for the research on the relationship between workplace 

civility and workplace exclusion in the existing literature, and also provides a reference 

for subsequent research. 

Furthermore, this study verifies the positive effects of health-promoting 

leadership and workplace civility on employee engagement. It reveals the effect path 

of health-promoting leadership on employee engagement and workplace civility on 

employee engagement, points out the direction for effectively improve employee 

engagement, makes up for the limitations of leadership type and workplace atmosphere 

on employee engagement, and expands the research field of the employee engagement 

variable. However, regarding the effect of workplace ostracism on employee 

engagement, the results of this study showed that employee health had no significant 

effect on employee engagement and workplace ostracism had no significant effect on 

employee engagement. 

Finally, this study examines the moderating role of employability. The results 

show that employability cannot change the relationship between health-promoting 

leadership and employee engagement, nor can it change the relationship between 

employee engagement and employability. At the same time, employability cannot 
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change the relationship between workplace civility and employee engagement, and 

workplace ostracism and employee engagement. Although the moderating effect of this 

study on employability was not confirmed, the collection time of this study was during 

the period of COVID-19, and the results of this study were different from those of 

previous studies under the influence of the overall environment. It also provides a new 

perspective for the discussion of employability as a moderator. Firstly, by examining 

the relationship between employability and leadership type and workplace environment 

on employee engagement, this study breaks through the limitations of previous studies 

which do not consider the formation background of employees' perception of 

employability. In the personal descriptive analysis, the education level and age of 

employees will play a role in employability. In addition, health-promoting leadership 

based on employee health awareness, value, and low workload weakens employee 

employability. In addition, the research objects of employability mainly focus on 

college students, less on enterprise employees, and few on health-promoting leadership, 

workplace, and employability. In this study, employability is proposed as the moderator 

variable, which enriches the research on the variable of employability. 

5.2 Academic Contributions of  the Study 

Firstly, this study demonstrates that health-promoting leadership positively 

affects employee health, workplace civility, and employee work engagement, and 

workplace civility positively affects employee work engagement. Health-promoting 

leadership aims to improve the health awareness of employees by gradually improving 

the working environment (Jiménez, Winkler, & Dunkl, 2017).  

Based on Self-Determination Theory, there are three basic needs: autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness. Satisfying the three needs of self-determination theory is 

the key to the internalization of external motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Employability is regarded as internal motivation that aligns with the three basic needs 

of SDT, as well as the strong internal motivation of employees who clearly understand 

their value, and effectively improve their employment value (Magnano et al., 2019). In 

this study, the moderating effect of employability does not act as expected, such as 

increasing the turnover intention. Under the effect of health-promoting leadership. This 

goes against the findings of previous studies that internal motivation factors play the 
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dominant role in Self-Determination Theory. This study alters the role of Self-

Determination Theory, that, as under the aspect of health-promoting leadership, the 

external factor has played a more decisive role. As an external factor, health-promoting 

leadership could determine the retention of employees in the workplace through 

promoting the health of employees in the workplace and advocating for fairness and 

cooperative behavior in the workplace, which affects the autonomy of employees to a 

certain extent and mitigates the effects of employability. The results show that health-

promoting leadership in the workplace is an important external factor, and it modifies 

the role of Self-Determination Theory in the workplace. The finding also strengthens 

the studies that suggest that leaders are seen as a core part of the work environment and 

play an important role in providing the necessary conditions to support and meet three 

basic needs in the workplace. Employee behavior could be affected by external 

motivation such as leadership style and workplace climate (Robijn et al., 2020). 

Secondly, workplace civility negatively affects workplace ostracism. Based on 

the social exchange theory, the higher the value of the workplace norms of mutual 

respect (a civilized behavior) to employees, the more likely employees are to maintain 

respect for others in the workplace (Di Fabio et al., 2016). On the contrary, workplace 

ostracism leads to counterproductive work behaviors (Hitlan & Noel, 2009), and 

employees would tend to reduce workplace ostracism behaviors. This study proposed 

the exchange relationship between the human resource investment of an organization 

and the long-term interests of employees based on the reciprocity norm principle of 

social exchange theory, which enriched the content of social exchange theory. In 

addition, the importance of "workplace relationships" is self-evident in both China and 

Western contexts. However, employees often feel confused and anxious about the 

complex interpersonal relationships and labor-capital contradictions in their work 

experience, but they resort to no way in the "implicit" Chinese cultural atmosphere. The 

research of workplace civility and workplace ostracism traces the starting point of 

employee relations back to the process of interpersonal interaction in the workplace, 

which is of great value for the study of workplace relations, and also provides a new 

theoretical perspective for the study of employee relations in MSME restaurant 

enterprises. 
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In addition, the research on employability also broadens the theoretical research 

of self-determination. Based on the Self-Determination Theory, the internal factors of 

employees play a decisive role, and the external factors such as leadership type and 

workplace environment play a role through the internal factors of employees (Magnano 

et al., 2019). The research on employability enriches the theoretical research of 

individual employees' self-determination in the context of China's MSMEs, which 

meets the reality of Chinese cultural background and the employability management 

needs of employees in MSMEs. In the context of increasingly diversified employment 

patterns, the study of the employment relationship has become an important way to 

understand employees' attitudes and behaviors. Besides, the results of the moderating 

effect of employability in this study are different from the previous studies. The 

discussion on the moderating effect of employability further enriches and refines the 

research of employability in the context of Chinese organizations, which also provides 

a new perspective of Chinese localization research. 

5.3 Practical Application 

5.3.1 Encourage the Construction of Health-promoting Leadership in 

MSMEs 

According to the conclusion of this study, health-promoting leadership is an 

important influencing factor of employee health and employee engagement. Restaurant 

MSMEs are labour-intensive industries, and employees are faced with problems such 

as high work intensity and irregular working hours.  Moreover, restaurant MSMEs are 

greatly affected by external labour market factors (Hao, Xiao, & Chon, 2020). 

Therefore, in order to better deal with the relationship between workplace environment 

and employee engagement, enterprises establish a "health promotion" working 

environment. Health-promoting leadership is closely related to the current trend of 

health concern. It focuses on forming a healthy workplace environment and all aspects 

of the healthy development of employees. Therefore, it should be encouraged to 

MSMEs to construct health-promoting leadership, form a good work atmosphere, and 

formulate a healthy and orderly development enterprise management plan. For 

example, in terms of health awareness, the importance of leaders to the health value of 

employees should be enhanced, so that employees perceive that leaders attach 
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importance to the health value of employees. In terms of low workload, the working 

time reserved by leaders for employees should be improved, strengthen communication 

with employees, understand their needs, and genuinely care about their work pressure. 

In terms of control, enhance the autonomy of leaders to employees in work. In terms of 

rewards, leaders should enhance the recognition of employees' contributions to the 

organization. Regarding community, leaders should pay attention to open conversations 

among employees and communicate effectively with employees to enhance their sense 

of belonging to the enterprise. In terms of fairness, the fairness of leaders in allocating 

resources should be enhanced, at the same time, they can also establish a fair and 

reasonable salary system and reward and punishment measures. In terms of value, 

leaders should be promoted to promote the alignment of employees' career interests 

with organizational goals. In the environment of "health promotion", leaders should 

actively create conditions and provide services for the development of employee health- 

promotion, create common service concepts and values to guide employees, and realize 

value creation in the construction of value-fit relationships. In addition, leaders should  

promote the healthy development of individual employees from seven aspects of health 

awareness, low workload, control, reward, community, fairness, and value, and 

maintain a strong sensitivity and sense of responsibility to the health status and work 

pressure of employees. At the same time, they must pay attention to the individual work 

mood, enhance their health awareness and work atmosphere awareness, which is 

beneficial to the employees to experience substantial growth in the enterprise, 

improving employee engagement. 

5.3.2 Strengthen Workplace Civility and Reduce Workplace Ostracism 

According to the conclusion of this study, workplace civility is an important 

factor affecting employee engagement, and workplace civility is crucial to reduce 

workplace ostracism and maintain polite respect among colleagues. Leaders work with 

human resources to ask employees about behaviors that make them feel uncivilized and 

disrespected in the workplace and offer ways to avoid or deal with those situations. 

Meanwhile, the workplace civility advocated by leaders and friendly cooperation 

among colleagues helps maintain a civilized and mutually respectful workplace order 

and prevents the silent deterioration of ostracism behavior or negative emotions until it 
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evolves into a greater crisis. When employees feel that their opinions are respected, it 

will further promote employee engagement (Abid et al., 2018). 

In addition, workplace ostracism as an individual psychological perception of 

employees is inevitably affected by the workplace environment, such as the relationship 

between leaders and members and interpersonal relationships among colleagues. 

Workplace ostracism is regarded as "cold" violence in the workplace, which causes 

greater psychological pressure on employees and disturbs normal communication 

among employees (Kwan et al., 2018). Therefore, it is suggested that leaders of MSMEs 

should attach importance to the relationship between employees, pay attention to 

explicit or implicit workplace ostracism, and devote themselves to creating a 

harmonious and inclusive workplace atmosphere. At the same time, employees' 

feedback can be collected to evaluate the current employee relationship status of the 

enterprise, to pay attention to the status of employees being ostracized, to give support 

to the ostracized employees, to encourage employees to integrate into the group, and to 

alleviate occupational stress. Psychological service departments can be set up in the 

enterprise if necessary. 

5.3.3 Employability 

Employability, as an employee's ability to obtain employment and choose a 

career, is also regarded as a dynamic indicator, which keeps changing with the growth 

of age, workplace environment, and accumulation of work experience (Van der Klink 

et al., 2016). Employability is closely related to employees' job insecurity (Van 

Hootegem et al., 2019) and employee turnover rate (Berntson et al., 2010), therefore, 

employability is an important factor for enterprises. However, the employability results 

of this study are different from previous studies, which proposed that as long as 

employees have employability, they have a great chance to find jobs in the employment 

market (Jayasingam et al., 2018). Although this concept is important, in fact, many 

enterprises will usually ignore or consider it less important to the impact of the 

workplace environment on employability. It is not excluded that employability has a 

significant effect on other factors, for example, transformational leadership (Yizhong 

et al., 2019), employee learning behavior (Liu, 2018), employee selectivity 

(Jayasingam et al., 2018), all are factors that enterprises need to show solicitude for. 
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Therefore, enterprises should treat employees' employability rationally according to 

their own conditions. Meanwhile, the research period coincides with the COVID-19 

epidemic period. Although this is a special reason that may lead to different results on 

employability, enterprises still need to pay attention to the impact on the employability 

of employees in the general environment. For example, during the period of the 

COVID-19 epidemic, the work of employees in capital intensive factories, hotels, and 

restaurants is often difficult to implement remotely via working from home (Bartik, 

Cullen, Glaeser, Luca, & Stanton, 2020). Therefore, MSMEs need to figure out what 

will affect the employability of employees, so as to better identify which the 

employability does enterprise choose. 

Due to the particularity of restaurant MSMEs, employees need excellent 

practical skills (Chung & D’Annunzio-Green, 2018). Therefore, how to help employees 

grow and have the employability required by enterprises is an important issue faced by 

enterprises. Enterprises need to start by understanding the needs and personal 

characteristics of employees and improve the employability of employees through the 

construction of health-promoting leadership, workplace environment, and internal 

training programs, so as to lay a foundation for the further development of the enterprise 

and the establishment of a long-term cooperative relationship between the enterprise 

and employees. Most employees are looking for stable jobs. Managers of MSMEs 

should realize that long-term and stable job security is very important regardless of the 

employability of employees. If employees cannot be provided with job security, the 

best choice is to provide learning opportunities that are conducive to career 

advancement and employable potential rather than merely improving the basic 

employability. That is to say, employers are more likely to invest in long-term 

employees because they expect a longer-term return on their investment (Bernstrøm et 

al., 2019). Restaurant MSMEs provide employees with career development training and 

design their career development direction based on their own conditions. For example, 

they attach importance to the training of new employees so that they can quickly master 

the essentials of work and be familiar with the working environment. For the "older" 

employees, it is also necessary to strengthen the etiquette and skill training, improve 

the comprehensive quality of the employees, strengthen the internal communication 

among employees, and help the employees to develop employability. 
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5.4 Research Limitations and Recommendations 

Due to time, manpower, material resources, and for various objective reasons, 

this study nevertheless has some possible limitations and based on these, future research 

recommendations are made. 

5.4.1 Sample Selection and Data Analysis 

Cross-sectional data and convenience sampling were used in this study. 

Managers of relevant enterprises were contacted one month before the questionnaire 

was issued and electronic questionnaires were sent through social software. As there 

are differences between demographic groups and geographical areas, practitioners can 

adjust accordingly to the characteristics of an individual's educational background and 

the motivation on the job function in general and look for some subtle and positive 

influence by the leadership or workplace climate. Subsequent scholars can try to use 

longitudinal studies combined with probability sampling, such as random sampling. 

Moreover, corporate differences matter; this study did not include employees of large-

scale enterprises or foreign-funded enterprises in different regions, which needs future 

study as there is insufficient evidence in this study that can be used to explain the causes 

within different types of companies. The follow-up research can further study the 

employees of large enterprises in different regions or increase more employee samples 

of foreign companies and compare cultural differences with employees of Chinese 

companies. 

5.4.2 Related Theories and Research Tools 

There are still many topics to explore spatially for research on the concept, 

measurement, and localization of health-promoting leadership. First of all, there is an 

international controversy over the concept of health-promoting leadership. In the 

measurement of health-promoting leadership, different scales focus on different 

perspectives of health-promoting leadership, and a measurement tool matching the 

concept of health-promoting leadership needs to be developed. Secondly, health-

promoting leadership is a leadership concept derived from the general improvement of 

the welfare economy. Most of the existing research on health-promoting leadership 

focuses on welfare countries such as Northern Europe or developed countries such as 
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Germany. This study measures health-promoting leadership in Chinese MSMEs. The 

follow-up study can detect health-promoting leadership in enterprises of different 

industries and sizes and make a comparative study and analysis with health-promoting 

leadership in developed countries. 

In the study of employability, four methods are used to test the moderate effect 

of employability: multi-group analysis, hierarchical linear regression analysis, latent 

moderated structural equation, and partial least square analysis. In this study, 

employability did not have a "negative" effect as expected and only tested that the 

workplace environment mitigates its effect. However, the level of influence was not 

tested, which can be tested in a future study. In addition, this study failed to distinguish 

the advantages and disadvantages of the four methods mentioned above. In order to 

better understand the unique contribution of employability as a moderator variable, it 

is suggested that future research tries to explore the applicability of the above four 

methods and the relationship between other variables and employability, such as family 

supportive leadership, employee psychological contract, leadership-employee 

relationship between the superior and the subordinate, which may be able to further 

explain the employees work results. Moreover, this study was conducted during the 

data collection period of COVID-19, and the employability under the influence of 

environmental factors as a moderating effect was different from the previous research 

results. In future research, the moderating effect of employability in the absence of 

epidemic interference can be tested again in the leadership type and workplace 

environment. 
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Secondly, all the scales used in this study adopted existing scales developed by 

other scholars, which basically conform to this study. Subsequent scholars studying 

other industries or occupations can try to use other scales or develop their own scales. 

In this study, self-assessment methods are used to measure employability, which may 

lead to the problem of common method bias, and the obtained data is affected in terms 

of objectivity. In addition, due to limited human resources, financial resources, and 

time, self-report was adopted in this study. It is suggested that self-report, colleague 

report, leader report, and other reporting methods could be combined in the follow-up 

study to further improve the objectivity of data.
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APPENDIX 

 

 Leading by Example 
Dimension Items 

Business 

alignment with 

health 

promotion 

objectives 

Our site health promotion programs are aligned with our business goals. 

Our site goals and plans advocate for the improvement of employee health. 

Site objectives for health improvement are set annually. 

Awareness of 

link between 

health and 

worker 

productivity 

Employees at all levels are educated about the true cost of health care and 

its effects on business success. 

All levels of employees are educated about the impact a healthy workforce 

can have on productivity and cost management. 

Site leadership shares information with employees about the effect of 

employee health on overall business success. 

All levels of management are educated regarding the link between 

employee health and productivity and cost management. 

Worksite 

support for 

health 

promotion 

This site offers incentives for employees to stay healthy, reduce their high 

risk behaviors, and/or practice healthy lifestyles. 

Our health benefits and insurance programs support prevention and health 

promotion. 

Our work teams provide support for participation in health promotion 

programs. 

Leadership 

support for 

health 

promotion 

The organization provides our site leadership training on the importance of 

employee health. 

Our leaders view the level of employee health and well-being as one 

important indicator of the site’s business success. 

Our site leadership is committed to health promotion as an important 

investment in human capital. 

Source：Della et al. (2008) 
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 Health-promoting Leadership  
Dimension Items 

Practices for 

Organizational 

Learning 

The organization has mutual adjustments between 

departments. 

The organization engages in inter-organizational learning. 

The organization rewards people for a variety of innovative 

and broad activities. 

The organization has open information systems. 

The organization has participative policy-making. 

The organization has a learning culture and climate. 

Wellness Planning Is easy to get timely information about issues, activities, and 

processes that affect how we do our work. 

Vision is continually updated based on changes in the 

environment. 

Policies, programs, and budgets reflect the values and 

principles of the wellness model. 

We have well-understood expectations and strategies for how 

we communicate internally and externally. 

We devote adequate time to long-range planning. 

We examine the potential effect of programs and policies on 

different population groups. 

Workplace Milieu People care about one another. 

Honesty and trustworthiness characterize our relationships. 

We are encouraged to critically reflect on our work. 

Organizational 

Member 

Development 

Have professional development policies. 

Professional development efforts are sufficient to meet our 

needs. 

Opportunities are provided for individuals to develop 

personally and professionally. 

Source：Barrett et al. (2005) 
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 Health-promoting leadership 
Dimension Items 

Health 

awareness 

My leader will take care that the health of all employees is 

promoted. 

My leader will take care that all employees are motivated to take 

care of their health. 

My leader will take care that the health of the employees is highly 

valued. 

Workload My leader will take care that there is enough time left for the work 

to be done. 

My leader will take care that work under high pressure is not carried 

out over a longer period of time. 

My leader will take care that work does not significantly affect 

private life. 

Control My leader will take care that the resources and scope for personal 

development at work can be influenced. 

My leader will take care that at work autonomous and independent 

action can be taken. 

My leader will take care that all employees have the necessary scope 

to do their work. 

Reward My leader will take care that work is appreciated. 

My leader will take care that efforts do not go unnoticed. 

My leader will take care that all contributions are being 

acknowledged. 

Community My leader will take care that work colleagues support each other. 

My leader will take care that there is a good cooperation between 

all work colleagues. 

My leader will take care that work colleagues talk openly to each 

other. 

Fairness My leader will take care that all resources are fairly distributed. 

My leader will take care that all employees are treated in a fair 

manner. 

My leader will take care that one’s career depends on competencies 

and not on the connections someone has. 

Values My leader will take care that the employees share the company’s 

values. 

My leader will take care that the employees’ daily activities 

correspond with the company’s objectives. 

My leader will take care that personal career interests are in line 

with the objectives of the company. 

Source：Jiménez, Winkler, and Dunkl (2017) 
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 Mental Health Inventory (HMI-5) 
How much of the time during the last month have you: 

(1) been a very nervous person? 

(2) felt calm and peaceful? 

(3) felt downhearted and blue? 

(4) been a happy person? 

(5) felt so down in the dumps that nothing could cheer you up? 

Sources: Rumpf et al. (2001) 

 

 General Health 
In general, would you say your health is excellent, very good, good, fair or poor? 

I seem to get sick a little easier than other people. 

I am as healthy as anybody I know. 

I expect my health to get worse. 

My health is excellent. 

Source: Kristensen, Hannerz, Høgh, and Borg (2005) 

 

 Health and Safety 
Items 

My organization provides good healthcare in the workplace. 

My organization provides stress management for employees. 

My organization provides a periodic medical examination. 

My organization ask employees to follow health and safety rules. 

My organization provides professional counseling services on health and safety. 

My organization provides health profile management for employees. 

My organization provides medical insurance for employees. 

My organization provides health and safety training for employees. 

Source: Fassin and Thang (2016) 

 

 Physical and Mental Health Complaints 
Dimension Item 

Physical health complaints Y1: Headache 

 Y2: Neck pain 

 Y3: Upper back pain 

 Y4: Low back pain 

 Y5: Arm pain 

 Y6: Shoulder pain 

 Y7: Migraine 

 Y8: Leg pain during physical activity 

Mental health complaints Y1: Extra heartbeats 

 Y2: Heat flushes 

 Y3: Sleep problems 

 Y4: Tiredness 

 Y5: Dizziness 

 Y6: Anxiety 
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 Y7: Sadness/depression 

Source: Størseth (2006) 

 

 General Health Questionnaire 
A1. Been feeling perfectly well and in good health? 

A2. Been feeling in need of a good tonic? 

A3. Been feeling run down and out of sorts? 

A4. Felt that you are ill? 

A5. Been getting any pains in your head? 

A6. Been getting a feeling of tightness or pressure in your head? 

A7. Been having hot or cold spells? 

B1. Lost much sleep over worry? 

B2. Had difficulty in staying asleep once you are off? 

B3. Felt constantly under strain? 

B4. Been getting edgy and bad-tempered? 

B5. Been getting scared or panicky for no good reason? 

B6. Found everything getting on top of you? 

B7. Been feeling nervous and strung-up all the time? 

C1. Been managing to keep yourself busy and occupied? 

C2. Been taking longer over the things you do? 

C3. Felt on the whole you were doing things well? 

C4. Been satisfied with the way you’ve carried out your task? 

C5. Felt that you are playing a useful part in things? 

C6. Felt capable of making decisions about things? 

C7. Been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 

D1. Been thinking of yourself as a worthless person? 

D2. Felt that life is entirely hopeless? 

D3. Felt that life isn't worth living? 

D4. Thought of the possibility that you might make away with yourself? 

D5. Found at times you couldn't do anything because your nerves were too bad? 

D6. Found yourself wishing you were dead and away from it all? 

D7. Found that the idea of taking your own life kept coming into your mind? 

Source: Goldberg and Hillier (1979) 

 

 

 

 Civility Norms Questionnaire  
Items 

Rude behavior is not accepted by your coworkers. 

Angry outbursts are not tolerated by anyone in your unit/workgroup. 

Respectful treatment is the norm in your unit/workgroup. 

Your coworkers make sure everyone in your unit/workgroup is treated with respect. 

Source: Walsh et al. (2012) 
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 Workplace relational civility 
 (A) Me with others (B) The others with me 

Relational decency I was able to express my 

values and my beliefs 

calmly to others. 

Others were able to express 

their values and their beliefs 

calmly to me. 

I was able to express my 

point of view without being 

disrespectful. 

Others were able to express 

their point of view without 

being disrespectful toward me. 

toward others I respected 

the opinions of others. 

Others respected my opinions. 

I communicated my 

disagreement with others 

without being aggressive. 

Others communicated their 

disagreement with me without 

being aggressive. 

Relational culture I was polite toward others. Others were polite toward me. 

I was generally kind toward 

others. 

Others were generally kind 

toward me. 

I always behaved mannerly 

toward others. 

Others always behaved 

mannerly toward me. 

I made comments that 

valorized others. 

Others made comments that 

valorized me. 

Relational readiness I was interested in the 

emotional condition of 

others. 

Others were interested in my 

emotional condition. 

I was sensitive about the 

difficulties of others. 

Others were sensitive about my 

difficulties. 

I realized the effect of my 

words on others. 

Others realized the effect of 

their words on me. 

I was attentive to the needs 

of others. 

Others was attentive to my 

needs. 

I easily recognized the 

feelings of others. 

Others easily recognized my 

feelings. 

Source: Di Fabio and Gori (2016) 
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 Workplace ostracism 
Items 

Others ignore you at work. 

Others left the area when you entered. 

Your greeting was not answered at work. 

At work, you always eat in the canteen by yourself. 

Others avoid you at work. 

You notice that people don't pay attention to you at work. 

Other colleagues shut you out. 

Others refuse to talk to you at work. 

Others at work treat you as if you were not there. 

When colleagues go out for coffee breaks, they don't invite you or ask if you need 

anything. 

Source：Ferris et al. (2008) 

 Perceive Employability  
Items 

My competence is sought-after in the labour market. 

I have a contact network that I can use to get a new (equivalent or better) job 

I know of other organizations/companies where I could get work. 

My personal qualities make it easy for me to get a new (equivalent or better) job in a 

different company/organization. 

My experience is in demand on the labour market. 

Source：Berntson and Marklund (2007) 
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 Self-Perceived Individual Employability 
Dimensions Items 

Internal 

employability 

Even if there was downsizing in this organisation I am confident 

that I would be retained. 

My personal networks in this organisation help me in my career. 

I am aware of the opportunities arising in this organisation even 

if they are different to what I do now. 

Among the people who do the same job as me, I am well 

respected in this organisation. 

External 

employability 

The skills I have gained in my present job are transferable to other 

occupations outside this organisation. 

I could easily retrain to make myself more employable elsewhere. 

I have a good knowledge of opportunities for me outside of this 

organisation even if they are quite different to what I do now. 

If I needed to, I could easily get another job like mine in a similar 

organisation. 

I could easily get a similar job to mine in almost any organisation. 

Anyone with my level of skills and knowledge, and similar job 

and organisational experience, will be highly sought after by 

employers. 

I could get any job, anywhere, so long as my skills and experience 

were reasonably relevant. 

Source：Rothwell and Arnold (2007) 

 

 

 Multidimensional Employability  
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Dimension Items 

Occupational 

Expertise 

I consider myself competent to engage in in-depth, specialist 

discussions in my job domain. 

During the past year, I was, in general, competent to perform my work 

accurately and with few mistakes. 

During the past year, I was, in general, competent to take prompt 

decisions with respect to my approach to work. 

I consider myself competent to indicate when my knowledge is 

insufficient to perform a task or solve a problem. 

I consider myself competent to provide information on my work in a 

way that is comprehensible. 

In general, I am competent to distinguish main issues from side issues 

and to set priorities. 

During the past year, I was, in general, competent to carry out my 

work independently. 

I consider myself competent to be of practical assistance to colleagues 

with questions about the approach to work. 

I consider myself competent to weigh up and reason out the“pros" 

and“cons" of particular decisions on working methods, materials, and 

techniques in my job domain. 

Overall, how do you see yourself in terms of your work performance? 

How much confidence do you have in your capacities within your 

area of expertise? 

How would you rate the quality of your skills overall? 

What proportion of your work would you say you brought to a 

successful conclusion in the past year? 

I have a ___ opinion of how well I performed in the past year. 

During the past year, how sure of yourself have you felt at work? 

Anticipation 

and 

Optimization 

How much time do you spend improving the knowledge and skills 

that will be of benefit to your work? 

I take responsibility for maintaining my labor market value. 

I approach the development of correcting my weaknesses in a 

systematic manner. 

I am focused on continuously developing myself. 

I consciously devote attention to applying my newly acquired 

knowledge and skills. 

In formulating my career goals, I take account of external market 

demand. 

During the past year, I was actively engaged in investigating adjacent 

job areas to see where success could be achieved. 

During the past year, I associated myself with the latest developments 

in my job domain. 

Personal 

Flexibility 

How easily would you say you can adapt to changes in your 

workplace? 

How easily would you say you are able to change organizations, if 

necessary? 

I adapt to developments within my organization. 
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How quickly do you generally anticipate and take advantage of 

changes in your working environment? 

How quickly do you generally anticipate and take advantage of 

changes in your sector? 

How much variation is there in the range of duties you aim to achieve 

in your work? 

I have a _____ (very negative-very positive) attitude to changes in 

my function. 

I find working with new people __________ (very unpleasant-very 

pleasant). 

Corporate 

Sense 

I am involved in achieving my organization’s/department’s mission. 

I do that extra bit for my organization/department over and above my 

direct responsibilities. 

I support the operational processes within my organization. 

In my work, I take the initiative in sharing responsibilities with 

colleagues. 

In my organization, I take part in forming a common vision of values 

and goals. 

I share my experience and knowledge with others. 

How much influence do you exercise within your organization? 

Balance I suffer from work-related stress. 

My work and private life are evenly balanced. 

My working, learning, and living are in harmony. 

My work efforts are in proportion to what I get back in return (e.g., 

through primary and secondary conditions of employment, pleasure 

in work). 

The time I spend on my work and career development on the one hand 

and my personal development and relaxation on the other are evenly 

balanced. 

I achieve a balance in alternating between a high degree of 

involvement in my work and a more moderate one at the appropriate 

moment. 

After working, I am generally able to relax. 

I achieve a balance in alternating between reaching my own work 

goals and supporting my colleagues. 

I achieve a balance in alternating between reaching my own career 

goals and supporting my colleagues. 

Source：Heijde and Van Der Heijden (2006) 
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 Work engagement 
Items 

At work, I feel like I'm generating energy. 

I feel energetic at work. 

I'm passionate about my work. 

My work inspired me. 

When I get up in the morning, I want to go to work. 

I feel happy when my work is tense. 

I am proud of what I do. 

I am immersed in my work. 

I will achieve the state of selflessness when I work. 

Source：Maslach et al. (2001) 

 

 Engagement    
Dimension Items 

Vigor When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work. 

At my work, I feel bursting with energy. 

At my work I always persevere, even when things do not go well. 

I can continue working for very long periods at a time. 

At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. 

At my job I feel strong and vigorous. 

Dedication To me, my job is challenging. 

My job inspires me. 

I am enthusiastic about my job. 

I am proud on the work that I do. 

I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose. 

Absorption When I am working, I forget everything else around me. 

Time flies when I am working. 

I get carried away when I am working. 

It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 

I am immersed in my work. 

I feel happy when I am working intensely 

Source：Schaufeli et al. (2002) 
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 Engagement 
Dimension Items 

Vigor At work, I feel like I'm generating energy. 

I feel energetic at work. 

I'm passionate about my work. 

Dedication My work inspired me. 

When I get up in the morning, I want to go to work. 

I feel happy when my work is tense. 

Absorption I'm proud of what I do. 

I am immersed in my work. 

I will achieve the state of selflessness when I work. 

Source：Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) 

 

 Six-factor Model Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis 

 

 

 Six-factor Model Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis 
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Variabl

es 

No. Esti

mate 

SE C.R. p Varia

bles 

No. Estima

te 

SE C.R. p 

Health-

promoti

ng 

leaders

hip 

 

HA1 1.06

2 

0.05

0 

21.162 *** Work

place 

civilit

y 

 

RD1 1.026 0.06

0 

17.097  

HA2 0.93

2 

0.04

7 

19.925 *** RD2 1.033 0.05

9 

17.528 *** 

HA3 0.92

4 

0.04

8 

19.344 *** RD3 1.039 0.06

2 

16.841 *** 

Wd1 0.87

1 

0.04

7 

18.623 *** RD4 1.060 0.06

0 

17.663 *** 

Wd2 0.89

0 

0.04

7 

18.923 *** RC1 1.071 0.06

1 

17.495 *** 

Wd3 0.87

1 

0.04

9 

17.898 *** RC2 1.023 0.05

9 

17.334 *** 

Cl1 0.91

6 

0.04

8 

19.156 *** RC3 1.127 0.06

1 

18.470 *** 

Cl2 0.95

5 

0.04

9 

19.597 *** RC4 1.212 0.06

3 

19.179 *** 

Cl3 1.02

3 

0.04

9 

20.749 *** RR1 1.069 0.06

1 

17.460 *** 

Re1 0.92

8 

0.04

9 

18.974 *** RR2 1.046 0.06

2 

16.983 *** 

Re2 1.00

6 

0.04

9 

20.466 *** RR3 1.083 0.06

4 

17.001 *** 

Re3 1.00

1 

0.04

9 

20.472 *** RR4 1.004 0.06

0 

16.820 *** 

Cy1 1.04

4 

0.05

0 

20.971 *** RR5 1    

Cy2 1.00

9 

0.05

1 

19.790 *** Work

place 

ostrac

ism 

WO

1 

1   *** 

Cy3 0.97

4 

0.05

0 

19.494 *** WO

2 

0.968 0.04

4 

21.786 *** 

Fs1 0.90

6 

0.04

8 

18.806 *** WO

3 

1.076 0.04

7 

22.91 *** 

Fs2 0.96

3 

0.04

8 

19.856 *** WO

4 

1.006 0.04

6 

21.867 *** 

Fs3 0.99

4 

0.05

1 

19.306 *** WO

5 

1.064 0.04

6 

22.999 *** 

Vs1 0.93

8 

0.05

0 

18.868 *** WO

6 

1.053 0.04

7 

22.62 *** 

Vs2 0.89

6 

0.04

7 

18.883 *** WO

7 

1.042 0.04

6 

22.618 *** 

Vs3 1    WO

8 

0.988 0.04

4 

22.286 *** 

Employ

ee 

health 

GH1 0.98

4 

0.04

8 

20.578 *** WO

9 

0.950 0.04

4 

21.518 *** 

GH2 1.04

4 

0.04

8 

21.636 *** WO

10 

0.939 0.04

3 

21.666 *** 

GH3 0.90

2 

0.04

7 

19.074 *** Empl

oyabi

lity 

Ey1 1.001 0.05

6 

17.968 *** 

GH4 1.06

5 

0.04

8 

22.020 *** Ey2 1.083 0.06

2 

17.443 *** 

GH5 1.14

4 

0.04

7 

24.154 *** Ey3 1.124 0.06

2 

18.258 *** 

MH

1 

0.84

5 

0.05

5 

15.459 *** Ey4 1.033 0.05

9 

17.435 *** 
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MH

2 

0.92

3 

0.05

0 

18.359 *** Ey5 1    

MH

3 

1.00

8 

0.04

9 

20.628 *** Empl

oyee 

engag

ement 

Vr1 1.045 0.05

6 

18.776 *** 

MH

4 

1.00

9 

0.05

2 

19.528 *** Vr2 1.017 0.05

3 

19.047 *** 

MH

5 

1   
 

Vr3 1.019 0.05

5 

18.680 *** 

      Dn1 0.956 0.05

1 

18.601 *** 

     Dn2 0.909 0.05

1 

17.743 *** 

     Dn3 0.943 0.05

2 

18.046 *** 

     An1 0.995 0.04

7 

21.007 *** 

     An2 0.922 0.04

7 

19.632 *** 

     An3 1    

 

 Six-factor Model Convergent validity Analysis 
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Variables No. Estimate CR AVE Variables No. Estimate CR AVE 

Health-

promoting 

leadership 

HA1 0.780 

0.958 0.524 

Workplace 

civility 

 

RD1 0.692 

0.929 0.501 

HA2 0.736 RD2 0.712 

HA3 0.716 RD3 0.682 

Wd1 0.689 RD4 0.719 

Wd2 0.701 RC1 0.708 

Wd3 0.663 RC2 0.702 

Cl1 0.709 RC3 0.755 

Cl2 0.724 RC4 0.789 

Cl3 0.765 RR1 0.709 

Re1 0.702 RR2 0.688 

Re2 0.755 RR3 0.687 

Re3 0.755 RR4 0.681 

Cy1 0.773 RR5 0.667 

Cy2 0.731 Workplace 

ostracism  

WO1 0.757 

0.941 0.615 

Cy3 0.721 WO2 0.772 

Fs1 0.697 WO3 0.804 

Fs2 0.733 WO4 0.775 

Fs3 0.714 WO5 0.807 

Vs1 0.698 WO6 0.799 

Vs2 0.699 WO7 0.801 

Vs3 0.722 WO8 0.789 

Employee 

health 

GH1 0.738 

0.918 0.529 

WO9 0.766 

GH2 0.765 WO10 0.769 

GH3 0.689 Employability Ey1 0.720 

0.838 0.508 

GH4 0.782 Ey2 0.702 

GH5 0.831 Ey3 0.739 

MH1 0.571 Ey4 0.704 

MH2 0.664 Ey5 0.697 

MH3 0.734 Employee 

engagement 

Vr1 0.709 

0.902 0.505 

MH4 0.706 Vr2 0.716 

MH5 0.761 Vr3 0.702 

     Dn1 0.700 

  Dn2 0.669 

  Dn3 0.678 

  An1 0.758 

  An2 0.721 

  An3 0.741 

 Twelve-factor Model Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis 
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 Twelve-factor Model Model Fit Summary 
Index Value Threshold and Reference Decision 

CMIN/DF 2.279 <3Excellent (Kline, 2005) Acceptable 

GFI 0.830 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

AGFI 0.814 ≥0.8 (Marsh et al., 1988) Yes 

NFI 0.863 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

TLI 0.913 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

IFI 0.918 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

CFI 0.918 ≥0.9 (Bentler, 1990) Yes 

RMSEA 0.042 <0.08 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

RMR 0.032 <0.05 (McDonald & Ho, 2002) Yes 

SRMR 0.0314 <0.1 (Kline, 2005) Yes 
Source: collated by this study 

 

 Twelve-factor Model Confirmatory Factor 

analysis 
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Variabl

es 

No. Estim

ate 

SE C.R. P Variab

les 

No. Esti

mate 

SE C.R

. 

P 

Health-

promoti

ng 

leaders

hip 

 

HA1 1   
 

Workp

lace 

civilit

y 

 

RD1 1    

HA2 0.877 0.040 22.032 *** RD2 1.007 0.055 18.1

72 

*** 

HA3 0.868 0.041 21.058 *** RD3 1.013 0.058 17.4

66 

*** 

Wd1 1   
 

RD4 1.034 0.056 18.3

49 

*** 

Wd2 1.038 0.056 18.455 *** RC1 1.043 0.058 18.0

28 

*** 

Wd3 1.004 0.058 17.318 *** RC2 0.996 0.056 17.8

50 

*** 

Cl1 1   
 

RC3 1.098 0.057 19.2

34 

*** 

Cl2 1.048 0.055 19.000 *** RC4 1.182 0.059 19.9

20 

*** 

Cl3 1.123 0.056 20.044 *** RR1 1.043 0.058 18.1

16 

*** 

Re1 1    RR2 1.02 0.058 17.5

80 

*** 

Re2 1.09 0.055 19.814 *** RR3 1.057 0.06 17.5

16 

*** 

Re3 1.08 0.055 19.736 *** RR4 0.979 0.056 17.3

92 

*** 

Cy1 1    RR5 0.975 0.057 17.0

93 

*** 

Cy2 0.962 0.044 21.936 *** Workp

lace 

ostraci

sm 

WO1 1    

Cy3 0.936 0.043 22.011 *** WO2 0.967 0.044 21.7

76 

*** 

Fs1 1    WO3 1.076 0.047 22.9

15 

*** 

Fs2 1.062 0.054 19.540 *** WO4 1.006 0.046 21.8

65 

*** 

Fs3 1.092 0.058 18.928 *** WO5 1.063 0.046 22.9

96 

*** 

Vs1 1    WO6 1.052 0.047 22.6

14 

*** 

Vs2 0.967 0.053 18.250 *** WO7 1.042 0.046 22.6

07 

*** 

Vs3 1.075 0.057 18.803 *** WO8 0.988 0.044 22.3

02 

*** 

Employ

ee 

health 

GH1 0.982 0.048 20.576 *** WO9 0.95 0.044 21.5

26 

*** 

GH2 1.044 0.048 21.678 *** WO1

0 

0.939 0.043 21.6

62 

*** 

GH3 0.901 0.047 19.088 *** Emplo

yabilit

y 

Ey1 1.001 0.056 17.9

46 

*** 

GH4 1.064 0.048 22.036 *** Ey2 1.085 0.062 17.4

70 

*** 

GH5 1.144 0.047 24.193 *** Ey3 1.123 0.062 18.2

36 

*** 

MH1 0.843 0.055 15.453 *** Ey4 1.038 0.059 17.4

90 

*** 

MH2 0.922 0.050 18.374 *** Ey5 1    
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MH3 1.007 0.049 20.654 *** Emplo

yee 

engag

ement 

Vr1 1.045 0.056 18.7

61 

*** 

MH4 1.007 0.052 19.510 *** Vr2 1.017 0.053 19.0

25 

*** 

MH5 1   
 

Vr3 1.019 0.055 18.6

61 

*** 

      Dn1 0.960 0.051 18.6

48 

*** 

     Dn2 0.913 0.051 17.7

92 

*** 

     Dn3 0.945 0.052 18.0

67 

*** 

     An1 0.994 0.047 20.9

43 

*** 

     An2 0.921 0.047 19.5

92 

*** 

     An3 1    

Source: collated by this study 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Twelve-factor Model Convergent validity 

Analysis 
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Variables No. Estimat

e 

CR AVE Variables No. Estima

te 

CR AVE 

Health-

promoting 

leadership 

HA1 0.787 

0.960 0.534 

Workplac

e civility 

 

RD1 0.691 

0.929 0.501 

HA2 0.743 RD2 0.712 

HA3 0.720 RD3 0.682 

Wd1 0.697 RD4 0.719 

Wd2 0.720 RC1 0.708 

Wd3 0.674 RC2 0.701 

Cl1 0.700 RC3 0.755 

Cl2 0.719 RC4 0.790 

Cl3 0.760 RR1 0.710 

Re1 0.701 RR2 0.688 

Re2 0.757 RR3 0.688 

Re3 0.754 RR4 0.681 

Cy1 0.797 RR5 0.667 

Cy2 0.751 Workplac

e 

ostracism  

WO1 0.757 

0.941 0.614 

Cy3 0.746 WO2 0.772 

Fs1 0.711 WO3 0.804 

Fs2 0.749 WO4 0.775 

Fs3 0.726 WO5 0.807 

Vs1 0.695 WO6 0.798 

Vs2 0.704 WO7 0.800 

Vs3 0.725 WO8 0.789 

Employee 

health 

GH1 0.737 

0.918 0.529 

WO9 0.766 

GH2 0.766 WO10 0.769 

GH3 0.689 Employa

bility 

Ey1 0.719 

0.838 0.508 

GH4 0.782 Ey2 0.703 

GH5 0.831 Ey3 0.737 

MH1 0.570 Ey4 0.707 

MH2 0.664 Ey5 0.696 

MH3 0.734 Employee 

engageme

nt 

Vr1 0.709 

0.902 0.505 

MH4 0.705 Vr2 0.715 

MH5 0.762 Vr3 0.701 

     Dn1 0.702 

  Dn2 0.671 

  Dn3 0.679 

  An1 0.756 

  An2 0.720 

  An3 0.741 

Notes: CR is composite reliability; AVE is Average variance extracted 

 

 

 

 

 

 Seventeen factor Model Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis 
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 Seventeen factor Model Fit Summary 
Index Value Threshold and Reference Decision 

CMIN/DF 1.709 <3Excellent (Kline, 2005) Acceptable 

GFI 0.877 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

AGFI 0.861 ≥0.8 (Marsh et al., 1988) Yes 

NFI 0.900 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

TLI 0.952 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

IFI 0.956 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

CFI 0.956 ≥0.9 (Bentler, 1990) Yes 

RMSEA 0.031 <0.08 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

RMR 0.031 <0.05 (McDonald & Ho, 2002) Yes 

SRMR 0.0297 <0.1 (Kline, 2005) Yes 

Source: collated by this study 

 

 

 

 

 Seventeen factor Model Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis 
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Variables No. Estima

te 

SE C.R. P Variabl

es 

No. Estima

te 

SE C.R. P 

Health-

promotin

g 

leadershi

p 

 

HA1 1   
 

Workpl

ace 

civility 

 

RD1 1    

HA2 0.878 0.04

0 

22.00

9 

*** RD2 1.006 0.05

5 

18.25

5 

*** 

HA3 0.868 0.04

1 

21.02

3 

*** RD3 1.023 0.05

8 

17.72

3 

*** 

Wd1 1   
 

RD4 1.037 0.05

6 

18.50

1 

*** 

Wd2 1.031 0.05

6 

18.40

4 

*** RC1 1    

Wd3 1.010 0.05

8 

17.46

4 

*** RC2 0.958 0.05

5 

17.31

8 

*** 

Cl1 1   
 

RC3 1.109 0.05

8 

19.02

2 

*** 

Cl2 1.047 0.05

5 

18.97

1 

*** RC4 1.177 0.06

0 

19.72

9 

*** 

Cl3 1.127 0.05

6 

20.08

2 

*** RR1 1    

Re1 1    RR2 0.981 0.05

5 

17.80

4 

*** 

Re2 1.089 0.05

5 

19.90

4 

*** RR3 1.016 0.05

7 

17.75

1 

*** 

Re3 1.074 0.05

4 

19.71

9 

*** RR4 0.950 0.05

3 

17.77

4 

*** 

Cy1 1    RR5 0.943 0.05

4 

17.40

7 

*** 

Cy2 0.961 0.04

4 

21.93

5 

*** Workpl

ace 

ostracis

m 

WO

1 

1    

Cy3 0.936 0.04

2 

22.03

2 

*** WO

2 

0.967 0.04

4 

21.78

3 

*** 

Fs1 1    WO

3 

1.076 0.04

7 

22.94

1 

*** 

Fs2 1.06 0.05

4 

19.61

0 

*** WO

4 

1.006 0.04

6 

21.87

3 

*** 

Fs3 1.084 0.05

7 

18.90

2 

*** WO

5 

1.064 0.04

6 

23.03

3 

*** 

Vs1 1    WO

6 

1.051 0.04

6 

22.61

7 

*** 

Vs2 0.958 0.05

2 

18.34

5 

*** WO

7 

1.041 0.04

6 

22.62

1 

*** 

Vs3 1.065 0.05

6 

18.89

7 

*** WO

8 

0.988 0.04

4 

22.32

0 

*** 

Employe

e health 

GH1 0.859 0.03

8 

22.56

5 

*** WO

9 

0.950 0.04

4 

21.54

0 

*** 

GH2 0.903 0.03

8 

23.68

1 

*** WO

10 

0.938 0.04

3 

21.66

9 

*** 

GH3 0.782 0.03

8 

20.51

4 

*** Employ

ability 

Ey1 1.002 0.05

6 

17.90

2 

*** 

GH4 0.934 0.03

8 

24.66

2 

*** Ey2 1.085 0.06

2 

17.41

5 

*** 

GH5 1   
 

Ey3 1.129 0.06

2 

18.25

0 

*** 

MH1 0.841 0.05

6 

15.02

0 

*** Ey4 1.043 0.06

0 

17.51

2 

*** 

MH2 0.931 0.05

1 

18.09

4 

*** Ey5 1    
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MH3 1.015 0.05

0 

20.16

1 

*** Employ

ee 

engage

ment 

Vr1 1   *** 

MH4 1.036 0.05

3 

19.57

9 

*** Vr2 0.851 0.03

3 

26.06

2 

*** 

MH5 1   
 

Vr3 0.913 0.03

2 

28.76

5 

*** 

      Dn1 1   *** 

     Dn2 0.893 0.02

9 

30.30

8 

*** 

     Dn3 0.868 0.03

2 

27.44

5 

*** 

     An1 1   *** 

     An2 0.864 0.03

4 

25.74

1 

*** 

     An3 0.952 0.03

4 

27.66

8 

 

Source: collated by this study 

 

 Seventeen factor Model Convergent 

validity Analysis 
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Variables No. Estimate CR AVE Variables No. Estimate CR AVE 

Health-

promoting 

leadership 

HA1 0.786 

0.960 0.534 

Workplace 

civility 

 

RD1 0.697 

0.925 0.491 

HA2 0.743 RD2 0.718 

HA3 0.720 RD3 0.695 

Wd1 0.697 RD4 0.728 

Wd2 0.715 RC1 0.676 

Wd3 0.678 RC2 0.672 

Cl1 0.700 RC3 0.759 

Cl2 0.718 RC4 0.783 

Cl3 0.762 RR1 0.693 

Re1 0.702 RR2 0.672 

Re2 0.758 RR3 0.673 

Re3 0.751 RR4 0.672 

Cy1 0.797 RR5 0.657 

Cy2 0.751 Workplace 

ostracism  

WO1 0.757 

0.941 0.615 

Cy3 0.746 WO2 0.772 

Fs1 0.714 WO3 0.805 

Fs2 0.749 WO4 0.775 

Fs3 0.723 WO5 0.808 

Vs1 0.700 WO6 0.798 

Vs2 0.702 WO7 0.800 

Vs3 0.723 WO8 0.789 

Employee 

health 

GH1 0.732 

0.913 0.516 

WO9 0.766 

GH2 0.752 WO10 0.769 

GH3 0.680 Employability Ey1 0.718 

0.838 0.508 

GH4 0.779 Ey2 0.701 

GH5 0.825 Ey3 0.739 

MH1 0.555 Ey4 0.709 

MH2 0.654 Ey5 0.695 

MH3 0.721 Employee 

engagement 

Vr1 0.896 

0.956 0.709 

MH4 0.708 Vr2 0.792 

MH5 0.743 Vr3 0.830 

     Dn1 0.927 

  Dn2 0.832 

  Dn3 0.790 

  An1 0.887 

  An2 0.788 

  An3 0.823 

Notes: CR is composite reliability; AVE is Average variance extracted 

 

 

 Modify Six-factor Model Modification 

Process 
Modification Process M.I. Par Change 

e64<--> e65 286.357 0.294 

e66 <--> e68 228.365 0.288 

e63 <--> e65 209.838 0.255 

e60 <--> e62 151.689 0.173 

e67<--> e68 147.496 0.222 

e61 <--> e62 116.377 0.147 

e38 <--> e39 105.737 -0.146 

e45 <--> e50 78.456 0.134 

e50 <--> e51 51.416 -0.108 

e51 <--> e54 44.13 0.114 

Source: collated by this study 
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 Modify Six-factor Model Fit Summary 

 
 

 

 Modify Six-factor Model Fit Summary  
Index Value Threshold and Reference Decision 

CMIN/DF 1.630 <3Excellent (Kline, 2005) Acceptable 

GFI 0.874 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) No 

AGFI 0.865 ≥0.8 (Marsh et al., 1988) Yes 

NFI 0.900 ≥0.9 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

TLI 0.957 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

IFI 0.959 ≥0.9 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) Yes 

CFI 0.959 ≥0.9 (Bentler, 1990) Yes 

RMSEA 0.030 <0.08 (Hair et al., 2006) Yes 

RMR 0.031 <0.05 (McDonald & Ho, 2002) Yes 

SRMR 0.0292 <0.1 (Kline, 2005) Yes 

 

 

 Summary of Modify Six-factor 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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Variable

s 

No. Esti

mate 

SE C.R. P Variables No. Esti

mate 

SE C.R. P 

Health-

promotin

g 

leadershi

p 

 

HA1 1.06

4 

0.05

0 

21.16

2 

**

* 

Workplac

e civility 

 

RD1 1    

HA2 0.93

2 

0.04

7 

19.91

0 

**

* 

RD2 1.02

3 

0.05

6 

18.12

7 

*** 

HA3 0.92

4 

0.04

8 

19.32

0 

**

* 

RD3 1.02

6 

0.05

9 

17.40

0 

*** 

Wd1 0.87

2 

0.04

7 

18.60

6 

**

* 

RD4 1.05

6 

0.05

7 

18.37

9 

*** 

Wd2 0.89

1 

0.04

7 

18.91

0 

**

* 

RC1 1.05

9 

0.05

9 

17.97

0 

*** 

Wd3 0.87

2 

0.04

9 

17.90

9 

**

* 

RC2 1.00

7 

0.05

7 

17.74

3 

*** 

Cl1 0.91

6 

0.04

8 

19.11

7 

**

* 

RC3 1.14

8 

0.05

9 

19.53

7 

*** 

Cl2 0.95

6 

0.04

9 

19.57

8 

**

* 

RC4 1.22

7 

0.06

1 

20.10

8 

*** 

Cl3 1.02

4 

0.04

9 

20.74

0 

**

* 

RR1 1.05

8 

0.05

9 

18.05

1 

*** 

Re1 0.92

7 

0.04

9 

18.93

9 

**

* 

RR2 1.02

9 

0.05

9 

17.44

5 

*** 

Re2 1.00

7 

0.04

9 

20.45

5 

**

* 

RR3 1.07

1 

0.06

1 

17.45

8 

*** 

Re3 1.00

2 

0.04

9 

20.45

1 

**

* 

RR4 0.99

1 

0.05

7 

17.30

8 

*** 

Cy1 1.04

5 

0.05

0 

20.95

6 

**

* 

RR5 0.98

4 

0.05

8 

16.96

9 

*** 

Cy2 1.00

9 

0.05

1 

19.77

4 

**

* 

Workplac

e 

ostracism 

WO

1 

1    

Cy3 0.97

6 

0.05

0 

19.49

6 

**

* 

WO

2 

0.96

8 

0.04

4 

21.78

4 

*** 

Fs1 0.90

7 

0.04

8 

18.78

2 

**

* 

WO

3 

1.07

6 

0.04

7 

22.90

7 

*** 

Fs2 0.96

3 

0.04

9 

19.83

8 

**

* 

WO

4 

1.00

6 

0.04

6 

21.86

8 

*** 

Fs3 0.99

5 

0.05

2 

19.29

8 

**

* 

WO

5 

1.06

4 

0.04

6 

22.99

8 

*** 

Vs1 0.93

7 

0.05

0 

18.83

7 

**

* 

WO

6 

1.05

3 

0.04

7 

22.62

2 

*** 

Vs2 0.89

7 

0.04

8 

18.87

5 

**

* 

WO

7 

1.04

2 

0.04

6 

22.61

7 

*** 

Vs3 1    WO

8 

0.98

8 

0.04

4 

22.29

0 

*** 

Employe

e health 

GH1 1.00

1 

0.05

1 

19.43

4 

**

* 

WO

9 

0.95

0 

0.04

4 

21.51

6 

*** 

GH2 1.08

3 

0.05

2 

20.86

5 

**

* 

WO

10 

0.93

9 

0.04

3 

21.66

5 

*** 

GH3 0.93

4 

0.05

0 

18.51

8 

**

* 

Employa

bility 

Ey1 1.00

2 

0.05

6 

17.98

6 

*** 

GH4 1.11

2 

0.05

2 

21.29

2 

**

* 

Ey2 1.08

2 

0.06

2 

17.43

8 

*** 

GH5 1.17

9 

0.04

3 

27.36

9 

**

* 

Ey3 1.12

4 

0.06

2 

18.26

2 

*** 

MH1 0.87

4 

0.05

8 

15.14

0 

**

* 

Ey4 1.03

2 

0.05

9 

17.42

4 

*** 
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MH2 0.95

5 

0.05

3 

17.86

0 

**

* 

Ey5 1    

MH3 1.04

2 

0.05

2 

19.91

5 

**

* 

Employee 

engageme

nt 

Vr1 1.03

1 

0.05

7 

17.96

9 

*** 

MH4 1.05

0 

0.05

5 

19.00

8 

**

* 

Vr2 1.03

3 

0.05

6 

18.34

9 

*** 

MH5 1   
 

Vr3 1.02

3 

0.05

7 

17.81

7 

*** 

      Dn1 0.92

4 

0.05

2 

17.70

2 

*** 

     Dn2 0.89

8 

0.05

4 

16.70

9 

*** 

     Dn3 0.94

6 

0.05

5 

17.22

3 

*** 

     An1 0.96

5 

0.03

8 

25.09

0 

*** 

     An2 0.92

5 

0.05

0 

18.55

8 

*** 

     An3 1    

Source: collated by this study 

 

 

 Summary of Modify Six-factor 

Convergent validity Analysis 
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Variables No. Estimate CR AVE Variables No. Estimate CR AVE 

Health-

promoting 

leadership 

HA1 0.781 

0.958 0.524 

Workplace 

civility 

 

RD1 0.684 

0.930 0.508 

HA2 0.736 RD2 0.716 

HA3 0.715 RD3 0.684 

Wd1 0.689 RD4 0.727 

Wd2 0.701 RC1 0.711 

Wd3 0.664 RC2 0.701 

Cl1 0.708 RC3 0.780 

RC4 0.811 

Cl2 0.724 RR1 0.713 

Cl3 0.765 RR2 0.686 

Re1 0.702 RR3 0.690 

Re2 0.756 RR4 0.681 

Re3 0.755 RR5 0.666 

Cy1 0.773 Workplace 

ostracism  

WO1 0.757 

0.941 0.615 

Cy2 0.731 WO2 0.772 

Cy3 0.721 WO3 0.804 

Fs1 0.696 WO4 0.776 

Fs2 0.733 WO5 0.807 

Fs3 0.715 WO6 0.799 

Vs1 0.698 WO7 0.801 

Vs2 0.699 WO8 0.789 

Vs3 0.722 WO9 0.766 

Employee 

health 

GH1 0.727 

0.918 0.529 

WO10 0.769 

GH2 0.768 Employability Ey1 0.721 

0.838 0.508 

GH3 0.692 Ey2 0.702 

GH4 0.793 Ey3 0.739 

GH5 0.829 Ey4 0.703 

MH1 0.572 Ey5 0.697 

MH2 0.666 Employee 

engagement 

Vr1 0.695 

0.892 0.478 

Vr2 0.707 

MH3 0.735 Vr3 0.684 

MH4 0.712 Dn1 0.681 

Dn2 0.643 

Dn3 0.661 

MH5 0.737 An1 0.723 

An2 0.703 

     An3 0.721 

Notes: CR is composite reliability; AVE is Average variance extracted 
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ENGLISH QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear participant,  

Hello! 

This survey forms part of Liping Liu thesis in respect of the award of a Ph.D. from 

the National Development Management Institute of Thailand. This research 

questionnaire is for academic research only. The surveys are anonymous, and no data 

information is disclosed. 

Thank you very much for taking the time to participate in our investigation. Please 

answer the following questions according to your true thoughts and current situation. 

There are no right or wrong answers. You don’t need to think too much when 

answering, and please don’t refer to others’ answers. 

First part 

1. Gender 

 ○ Male ○ Female 

2. Age 

 ○Below 18            ○19~24        ○25~30     ○Above 35  

3.Education level 

 ○Junior high school or below  ○Technical secondary school or senior high 

school  

 ○Junior college  ○Bachelor degree or above 

4. Monthly salary (CNY)  

 ○Below 2000        ○2001~5000   ○5001~8000 

 ○8001~10000      ○Above 10001 

5. Years of working (years) 

 ○Less than 1           ○1 ~ less than 2         ○2 ~ less than 3 

 ○3 ~ less than 5         ○5 and over 

6. Marital status 

○Married                    ○Unmarried 

7. Job position  

 ○General staff               ○Grassroots manager      ○Middle manager 

 ○Senior manager        

8. Enterprise scale 

 ○Number of enterprises≥300      ○100≤number of enterprises＜300  

 ○10≤number of enterprises＜100  ○Number of enterprises＜10 
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Second part 

1.Health-promoting Leadership 
 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

My leader will take care that the health of all 

employees is promoted. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that all employees are 

motivated to take care of their health (For 

example, a cold). 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that the health of the 

employees is highly valued. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that there is enough 

time left for the work to be done. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that work under high 

pressure is not carried out over a longer period 

of time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that work does not 

significantly affect private life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that the improvement 

of employees' skills or education and provide 

help. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that at work 

autonomous and independent action can be 

taken. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care of that great 

importance to the ability of employees to work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that work is 

appreciated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that efforts do not go 

unnoticed. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that all contributions 

are being acknowledged. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that work colleagues 

support each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that there is a good 

cooperation between all work colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that work colleagues 

talk openly to each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that all resources are 

fairly distributed. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that all employees are 

treated in a fair manner. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that one’s career 

depends on competencies and not on the 

connections someone has. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that the employees 

share the company’s values. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that the employees’ 

daily activities correspond with the company’s 

objectives. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My leader will take care that personal career 

interests are in line with the objectives of the 

company. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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2.Employee Health 

 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

In general, I think I'm in poor health. 1 2 3 4 5 

I seem to get sick more easily than others. 1 2 3 4 5 

I'm as healthy as anyone I know. 1 2 3 4 5 

I expect my health to get worse. 1 2 3 4 5 

I'm in good health. 1 2 3 4 5 

In the past four weeks, I have been easily 

nervous (Reverse question). 

1 2 3 4 5 

In the past four weeks, I have been easily 

stressed and nothing can cheer me up (Reverse 

question). 

1 2 3 4 5 

In the past four weeks, I have felt calm or at 

peace. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In the past four weeks, I have felt depressed or 

blue (Reverse question). 

1 2 3 4 5 

In the past four weeks, I have been happy. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

3.Workplace Civility 

 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Colleagues were able to express their values 

and their beliefs calmly to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues were able to express their point of 

view without being disrespectful toward me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues respected my opinions. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues communicated their disagreement 

with me without being aggressive. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues were polite toward me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues were generally kind toward me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues always behaved mannerly toward 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues made comments that valorized me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues were interested in my emotional 

condition. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues were sensitive about my 

difficulties. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues realized the effect of their words on 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues was attentive to my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues easily recognized my feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 
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4.Workplace Ostracism 

 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Colleagues ignore me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues left the area when I was entered. 1 2 3 4 5 

Mine greeting was not answered at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

At work, l always eats in the canteen by myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues avoid me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

I notice that people do not pay attention to me 

at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues shut me out. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues refuse to talk to me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

Colleagues at work treat me as if you were not 

there. 

1 2 3 4 5 

When colleagues go out for coffee breaks, they 

don't invite me or ask if l need anything. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

5.Employability 

 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

My competence is sought-after in the labor 

market. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have a contact network that I can use to get a 

new (equivalent or better) job 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know of other organizations/companies where 

I could get work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My personal qualities make it easy for me to get 

a new (equivalent or better) job in a different 

company/organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My experience is in demand on the labor 

market. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

6.Employee Engagement 

 Very 

Disagree 

Disagree General Agree Strongly 

Agree 

At work, I feel like I'm generating energy. 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel energetic at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

I'm passionate about my work. 1 2 3 4 5 

My work inspired me. 1 2 3 4 5 

When I get up in the morning, I want to go to 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel happy when my work is tense. 1 2 3 4 5 

I'm proud of what I do. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am immersed in my work. 1 2 3 4 5 

I will achieve the state of selflessness when I 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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CHINESE QUESTIONNAIRE 

尊敬的女士/先生：您好！ 

此次调查为刘丽萍申请泰国国立发展管理学院博士学位论文之研究。本研

究问卷仅作学术研究之用。不记名调查，不公开单个数据信息。 

非常感谢您抽出宝贵的时间参与我们的调查。请您根据您的真实想法和实

际情况同答下面的问题，回答没有对错之分，每个论述从非常不同意到非常同

意有 5 种选择，答题时直接在所选选项上画“√”。回答时无须过多考虑，也不要

参考别人的回答。 

 

第一部分：基本信息 

1. 性别 

○男   ○女 

2. 年龄 

○18 岁以下   ○19~24 岁  ○25~30 岁   ○31~35 岁   ○35 岁以上 

3. 教育程度 

○初中及以下   ○中专或高中   ○大专   ○本科以上 

4. 月收入 

○2000 元以下   ○2001~5000 元   ○5001~8000 元   ○8001~10000 元   ○10001 元以上 

5.工作年限 

○工作年限＜1 年   ○1 年≤工作年限＜2 年   ○2 年≤工作年限＜3 年    

○3 年≤工作年限＜5 年   ○工作年限≥5 年 

6. 婚姻状况 

○未婚   ○已婚 

7. 工作岗位 

○一般员工   ○基层管理人员   ○中层管理人员   ○高层管理人员 

8. 企业规模 

○企业人数≥300 人   ○100≤企业人数＜300 人   ○10 ≤企业人数＜100 人   ○企业人

数＜10 人 
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第二部分：正式题项 

一、健康促进型领导 

以下问题前缀皆为：我的领导会 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

我的领导会鼓励员工要多锻炼身体。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导强调员工要关心自己的健康（例如感冒）。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导会重视员工的身心健康。 1 2 3 4 5 

当我的领导布置工作任务时，会给我足够的时间完成任务。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导关注员工的工作不要过度劳累。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导提倡“不要让工作打扰私人生活”。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工技能或学历的提升，并提供帮助。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工自己解决工作上的问题。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工要有一定的工作能力。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导会赞赏员工。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工的努力。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导确定员工为组织做出的贡献都得到承认。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导让同事之间相互帮助。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视同事之间的良好合作。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导提倡同事之间开诚布公地交谈。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导公平分配资源。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工得到公平的对待。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导认为员工工作能力比关系更重要。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导鼓励员工分享公司的经营理念。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工的日常行为符合公司的经营理念/服务宗

旨。 

1 2 3 4 5 

我的领导重视员工的个人兴趣符合公司的经营理念/服务宗

旨。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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二、员工健康 

 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

总体而言，我认为我的健康状况并不差。 1 2 3 4 5 

我与其他人相比，似乎没有那么容易生病。 1 2 3 4 5 

我和我身边的同事一样健康。 1 2 3 4 5 

我预计我的健康会越来越好。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的身体很好。 1 2 3 4 5 

在过去 4 周的时间里，我容易感到紧张。（反向题） 1 2 3 4 5 

在过去 4周的时间里，我容易感到压力，什么都不能使我高兴

起来。（反向题） 

1 2 3 4 5 

在过去 4 周的时间里，我很平静放松，内心安宁。 1 2 3 4 5 

在过去 4 周的时间里，我感到沮丧或忧郁。（反向题） 1 2 3 4 5 

在过去 4 周的时间里，我感到快乐。 1 2 3 4 5 
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三、工作场所文明 

 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

部门同事能够平静地向我表达他们的价值观和信仰。 1 2 3 4 5 

部门同事能够表达他们的观点而不失礼。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事尊重我的意见。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事与我交流他们的意见时没有咄咄逼人。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事对我很有礼貌。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事对我很友好。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事对我彬彬有礼，举止得当。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事的评论能够鼓舞我。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事关心我的情绪状况。 1 2 3 4 5 

当我需要帮助时，同事们能够察觉到我的困难。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事的话语能够对我产生影响。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事会注意到我的需求。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事们能够和我感同身受。 1 2 3 4 5 
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四、工作场所排斥 

 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

同事在工作中忽视了我。 1 2 3 4 5 

当我走进某一区域时，同事会马上离开。 1 2 3 4 5 

在工作中我的问候没有得到同事的回应。 1 2 3 4 5 

在工作中，我总是非自愿的一个人在食堂吃饭。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事在工作中避开我。 1 2 3 4 5 

开会或讨论时，同事不会关注我的看法和建议。 1 2 3 4 5 

同事对我拒之门外。 1 2 3 4 5 

在工作场合中，同事将我排除在工作交流之外。 1 2 3 4 5 

在工作场合中同事把我当成“透明人”。 1 2 3 4 5 

当同事出去喝咖啡休息时，他们不会邀请我，也不会问我需

要什么。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

五、可雇佣能力 

 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

我的工作能力或技能在劳动力市场上很受欢迎。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的职场关系网可以让我找到一份新的(同等或更好的)工作。 1 2 3 4 5 

我知道我可以在其他组织/公司找到工作。 1 2 3 4 5 

我的个人素质（例如责任心，主动学习能力，道德品质）可

以让我在不同的公司/组织找到一份新的(同等或更好的)工

作。 

1 2 3 4 5 

我的工作经验在劳动力市场上很受欢迎。 1 2 3 4 5 
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六、员工工作敬业度 

 非

常

不

同

意 

不

同

意 

一

般 

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

我全身心投入到我的工作中 1 2 3 4 5 

在工作中，我觉得自己精力旺盛。 1 2 3 4 5 

我对工作充满了热情。 1 2 3 4 5 

工作激发了我的灵感。 1 2 3 4 5 

早上一起床，我就想要去工作。 1 2 3 4 5 

当工作节奏加快的时候，我会感到兴奋。 1 2 3 4 5 

我为自己所从事的工作感到自豪。 1 2 3 4 5 

我沉浸于我的工作当中。 1 2 3 4 5 

我在工作时会达到忘我的境界。 1 2 3 4 5 
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