3chtc BRIRAFUIGIDI oATfdl
ddaRl dRIcTonddn 31l

uesHiR

c «

FHART FFE  (Employee Engagement) o
TFOACHE e eNaed Tl ATNT  qFSTAT
qAg FHANEEH] HH ITAd dg AT Taq
93] ¥ SRV Jehtd hTIaeaTaeehl AT e
R=Reh! 9 TaH dNTadTs ard RTS8 | BH=ART
FTAE TRl FHAREEA ATFI LT T TR
SEIAYTT R AEAATcHeE T WS Ffqagar ar
FRTETFHT Td TSA T B Hardar Afar<h
Suafes eifad T T YR &SR | Al ?
TFFT (R00%) o HUANN FHARNGATS  Hol,
THYTT T g0 FGHT Tl STEl (F9edred Aiguf
g1 & WAl TSl TWH G | SHEwhl JATaR
HTIIS TUHT TFETHT FHATAER ATHT BTTAT
qul ®IH] A grgd, oA UH Heqd
T ¥ HIHA] T BIHT T3 g |

TEITHT AN IE Ig8 TTReiebl AT farirar e,
yfafy waH SHaF Faeed! HTe FANT TH AaF
FEITHT Teehl ARl HIAMHEAANY AR &
g4l HEA 9 (Human Resources) @l el
HA HEdI 675, | FHANEEATS [MATHT BIHT
SATAT AT qee Al TaH qUpUsl q= Fadr
T Y& X 9 faHaer @erna (Employee
Engagement) 3= g T, | T&IT ATEATHT HEITHI
Je9T BT BT ATHT FSITSAHT TRl ARl
FUAFIET AT THTETRR] TATST B
(Employee Engagement) & faiq= I9EE®
qAAFT T T &5 | AEITHT I=  HIAETHAT
HUH! SAALIch AT AT aarael aaa e

\_ )
OOER gerRN®!

Tererh
aue g% fafeee

THT FHIAT HATE (Employee Engagement)
Figept AT ITAH Al fa ATaeTF &7 |

HHARIGEAT ®E@IE (Employee Engagement)
HH £qT T ALGTHT ATUTEE

g GEATH] ATIHIIE AT Jegel TATT qrae |
FHANGEHAT HIAAE  ATTIAH [agAT A T
8% FH gl B IATGHAHAT Y1 THRTHE AR
TATSS, | HBIIEAD] BHT BT FHANEEA ATHATS
fauehr TEHERT aHIR W A a7 FHAREE
HTHET T (Speed) HH & TS, | AT, FIAATTERT
FHT BHARIEE TAATCHE ¥ bRIHE Tgel T
TATE TaA | TIRT FHARESA 7T (TeHand
Al AU HH foad 9fF ATEeTT | BT
FH FUH FHANEEA d&h, HAT AT GABTHT
faame AT, qeRTa Afed T TEBA | FTEE
HH TR FHARIEEALALEUTT T8, faqr ara ar
FETAY AR 2T (67 WHTHAT (L= AAT ST
LT TEd S |

FIE  (Employee Engagement) @&H  T&eh
A7 FTHET GHE AT AI@IST a7 AT AERIar
TIGTSH, FH I FIT T I JATH A ¥ Fad
I AT Y @A W | O BHAN e
FI HAEAHAT T ATSS, I8 T FhRICHBAT
qUR Afer g ARG, IEE AR HIHH
FTHT JIASTET TATET TRESA | HTAAS FHH Tl
FHATE® FHEAE A & @ITadhl grgd, a7

Tl A¥ SAERHT HIFHET TH T=g T SR
P I 91 FH T T I TR AT TSI
ST ¥ AEIATET B gH WA, q9d FHH qH

@I, HTH &l IAE® Hlecd THEH BABAHA]
ATHA B TR T A% grleedls eHNl RIS
GroaT HT FArRar Aieg & Erar | g Thw

LA HHAT IR FA0 T, IJcaTaehed
ATTHA T UAH AEANTE  HAdT AT T

FHATIEE qTHTIAT Tal el T T HTHAT FH
e fae e |
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FHTIAS (Employee Engagement) &%H &ehl
FUARIEE TRER Fiofel AT T Gl T e
T, ATTHEEHT %rs'w‘ﬁ BT @9 TEgl e,

=TS (2%¥) FT Social Exchange Theory & &H=TT
T GATAR qreIATs [t Hg gtRaTer T

Tt ueE fge AEEAE, AEATcHS AN TEh]
FHEHT & TUHT TR AHAAT AT ATRATATHT
ATIATCHE &HT TGS, THRIHE FZHT AT
TATET 8¢ TEFA AT FTHET AT, aLATIAHT
AT AT Fegrehr Aifquta fAeeaw ﬂ‘rﬂ'\‘ﬁ TeSA |
AT FHETSE aRAdAE f il
TAT IERATATS AIATSH F=Te a1 favrd TIT-T PElis
TG TS |

AT TXAT FHATHT AR qre=Td TR HTIA
(Employee Engagement) ¥ SU&HI aT AREH
FHARERATS TGLITd  JUIHT 5 ATITF
TEARIH (AU FHACEES  AHewdr  al
FRATE AAIGHT T IrEwh BIULTAT FETSH
faf= SEeaTIed ¥ FRASURITH SIIeE AN
T S B3, | A= 4T, WEAThI ATAANIF AT T
IEYAEE QXTI FIHAT Al AT @Sl & ST+, |

HHA! HRAITET Gratoeld Agcauut fam /gt

fafera®  #MEHT  (1220) HATAANAE  FAwdr
HIee  Psychological Model of Engagement
FT ATAR FHAN] AAAAD ATARAT (g
A TR FHARIE®  OHgd, WEdedd T
EINE TaRe IU &®IHT ATHFT HTAHT FHIET
T T PHTRIyFR sy EmployeesEngagement)
Bl | I @HEN beEa. AN AT g
HATIE® Il MHT B ¥ [qTHT BHATEBbT
FTHITRT AIYUAT  (Hewd), TANT  ATTA AT
T ¥ AEATCHE TaH Hifde Fraadl Iaaedd
Uegd | BTeY, [¥He T &9 (R00%) & The Impact
of Engagement on Performance efrseraT iUt
HLATA FHAT HINT T F ATTAE® Ioo
% AMRUH ATTATE TRAATHT S99 THRIHE
THERI AT ACH AT | ISR AT
S FUAA I=d Yedh qwled, FH HHAT
qarge ¥ F=d ATRMAT AEEE (TS ST
B | e madel (R00%) Well-being and Job
Satisfaction TTIerehT Tl FHATY HTTATTERT
THERT FY A TAT FHATID! 6 ATTGET
FHITad AUH I@ITHT B | I (Employee
Engagement) &1 WAl FHAKIEEHT H1I qATd
8, FH HAEE Th Heqd g1 T 9= el

I

®TF Fdftd AT g &l |

JaTH  TREHIGH  FHANEEA AT BIHHAT
AN T Giqerg 95 FE Ta@d I Whl B |
91 ¥ AT (9%5%) F Self-Determination Theory
# fagraa FUAREES! FTIATE  (Employee
Engagement) F@ISH HHAWT TATITAl, FeHAT
faeme T AHlehar Aqdig Heddu Tl WUk
FATT | AT AR (123%) P Goleman’s
Emotional Intelllgence Theory &  &HARI
FTAATEATE AqcAD ATAATCHE F¥hTS T F[GHATe
g g 991 2ATET WEl G | AT E
AR 3= ATTATCHE FIGATAT TUHT AJcael ATHT
FHATEEHT ATAATCHE AT TRATEEATS THTE
¥ X GG T Fg T T BHATGEA AT
AqERATATE HeTTq(d, AT T YROM I T, el
IrileEd HAYT A T FHIUHT Fig T |

FHART BN
sifvafg s AreawEE

q. FTAYIIS TEHDT FEIRUT T THTEHRT oA
T qT TWH ATFANIH  qe, Ieed TR
FAFAEE 90 I FUARIEEA  dqTcT AT
TEHT == I, WW o, smeaaTtas @eg
IR TH 90 FHAREEATS FedHT RIS
fafaer faera T g fquEr AmgEtaE d8
UaH ILRTERHL B ARIGE NS hirsd, TRsH dHAT
FHATAE®E]  HTgerimsi= (Employee Engagement)
sfirafy ge | ST ezt Feeieur e &
FQTIHT AN T, IO T qIed 9 I
JLYIEE (IR T YORAT &7 | T qSIeAATS
TET faur famg ¥ A9 FHETERAE USE IeudH
FH TH G T | qeT IROE qET 3T
TRl FTAIH q1g, [CIRAT T THHAM TRAAT
it T 2T |
T ¥ AIAARY AeTe® A &l FHAREE AT
IHEPT ITHTET GG T AT ALTEE I1d T ARTT
fa 9T g7 | gree fasg e (R0%0) &1 UH
AT EUH G [F ATIANIF AeTe® o
T AT AETEEHT HH T FHAREE 3.4 0T TGl
e (Employee Engagement) &+ HTEAT &7 |
(R09R) HI ATAAA I@UH G (o T
FUANEEATS [dfTee, ATITIT, YT T FlepH,
grefie T TAT-YHAT JIPUHT ATTANTF ALTE®
fagws, IAE®EHT W% Fel HIE (Employee

(Employee Engagement)
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Engagement) Jig WUHI M@=y | A ALIEEA
FHAEEATS T HATGHT T ¥ Ao Tawq
Iualed ATTHA TH HEd [ S5, |

AR ETHTCATT TP T Jgegells T L
T &% e A SEwg W (eriqeer T
q FHANEEATS I T TET g5, | AT
AT TH Aeqewd IH fqeiar T g, aael
A [MAR=d T AOTART aAr39 AATF &7, |
IO dede®d Aadrd Hhid Ghd JUH 3,
I ¥ Had TTag W9 FHANGEAT HEa
(Employee Engagement) A#fHalgada WSE |
AEAETH] TITHT AT T HIATHT qraaT T

FHANEEHT T FRAMIIT I &7, |

2. FHUARIEEHT TUE BT GHTSH / BIATSTFHATST
THTT qaRHT T FBIATEHERT IR Ueh
FHATEEHT I I LI g TS BIAAEHT
afg g7 s | F a9 &1 FHA RS Hi,
ATHE T [qLTIFATHT SATATHT HUSHT GUSHT BT
afirafg wg Twa Scareefidar Jersd Hed e |
FE [IAUTATT THT T HH Ul cAEALiedr
afg T TAT FEGAEH] FHA ATANg TH HET
TG | FHANIEEH T Bl [TFHETRI FHEART
HTIE (Employee Engagement) S@TSHeET TNT
HEaqU qfHE @RE | S BHERKEE ATl
g ¥ [FEREE qEET ad Teed dd
SHIEEHT AEATCHE TFIwd A9d1g &5 ¥ Irlewd
YR I e Al SAIe&AT FESITE ATl
g9 | a9 (R09%) &I UH ATdesd, T@UHl &
THFSHA, IHAE® L0% TE HIARNIHT TEevgd ¥ =
FA FAEH! AT TEA | B fasmg R
(R030) BT HLATA TEIUH] G, b HTHBT ATHBTHT
HETEAT §aT FHARHT HHE T IcAEHA
UdE | T HANT AUH FHAREEA 33% HH
TATE T Y% TET AT e TESH |

T FTA qarerer Araehr ARy qamepr aii
HIAR YR T | WL FA AR TR
FHARATS AT F [TFHARI T BIH I
A T | S FHHANEE AT (AR &
BUHT qHSA 9 IAEEA HH JATTRR] ETHT
T, ATl @A fad ¥ FEeH arqgig
T TEaA | faeErE T Ao fam sfier gam
el 1 fger BRar g9 T8 FE@E (Employee
Engagement) HA ATHa1g E7 ST | FHTATTFHATIRT
FATAT BT TEITEH THATIHNT gad T HHATAT

P IT FH 873, Tqd FHATHET AREED!
g T AHATHTARS  [FHaRl & &l
FHAHT FEE (Employee Engagement) afg
g S |

3. femaw foepte < fomaat stawR

ATFANIF  FqqITcHE  ATAERITd T TTa
MELed! A1 Jlatdew, Marew T A ¥ar ar
JEEE FHAREEAS AATAdE ] AT
T8 | [R=aeel feree FH=Ewd 49 ¥ g
faepTarehT TvTaATERdTE Afalg e FHATEE]
FITE (Employee Engagement) 9 dlg & |
Aol A aadaeie FwEger e faere @
faFrel  FHAE]  FEACNE FTEred Hewd o]
AT Wedg | GeAEE (Sfsed a7y, (HarH®
qieade® ¥ UEhdl AULAEER qRAdT STl
I FAREES] aHAT TREH gad | a&T
FARNES GHTET T FHAT FEATATE FHAA AT
BIEA, AT I EW, Aigerars dfad T ¥
IR T STALTichel Hea U qHE 5 | e
fadre ¥ faF@d FHEREedrs aTFT Gues
T, AT g faepraar dar e ¥ qieaaefe
EITHT ATRATS AU (P MG HIH T ST
g5 | BT ¥ qaAdd (R095) o FEAMHT fAR=R
[P ¥ fad@er qaaesme FHART B
(Employee Engagement) ATIgfgHT He<aqul SI{HE
Y@y, 99T aargdl g | Afqerd @fea fawe
FAFHEE T FHAREEEH YU, TTIRT T
HR TG T Se G A~ el @TUH T |
JAEEE]. AATT  (TPECHAP TEABGEAT A
FIUT GEATT HUhT FHATNETT Il ATALETHT
TEATN  THUFHEEH  TAATHT AT BT
TERAT W% Ffg W fau | gemmee AR
fepTgaTs FHARMT Fwfta JaTT TATH 1T THT
LN Al THE ATHET BIHT BTH T

fordt 9= AT e feuar g |

forg ¥ S (R0%0) & TRATHT HHATT fawrg
FTAH HEEh] FATHAT TITHAT AT FI T fo9rT
I Aqca aied, fehdea T qurR ¥ e
FIHH [GIATHT ATIRAT 5% HATHT =IHT
fapra idfafaeedr Gearll WUHEr FHENEEA
AT 1 Feafte ¥ AN Yiqagar aig que
F AHEE W | IAEEH AAATA WSS [F
fhe Tratad &g [Fa9d 9 ATFT diaes
TEHT FEqH T [aries o ATHT FIAeEa T Jer
qiceg T |
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8. WEHTMATCHS® HaeATUd Gaw Aqcad! THTaHTRT
YA

[UR-9fRamaT  qRERMAT ¥ gewinTard e
fareamarepr ararawer (AT T8 | T FHAREEATE
gERATAT FHTAYT IRUHT HEqd E79, [adlee
F&I FAMNT T Glaag I@d FEAEAT 6
TG | NNl HEARATIAd FHARIERdTs A0
URATHT FHE RIS, WEANTATS Yieared T
7 JHEEdAE Rt T giatear f&m greared T
SFRATI STl AU FHAEEHATE HeaaT T
TESAGT T SNSUH HEqH TR FHATIF
FE  (Employee Engagement) AT qdR T+
dfek=s | Journal of Applied Psychology (2017)
P AIITATAR  FEAT AT AT T
TRATEEHT 3% FHATT FACIAT g T5 %%
cblqrel«llhhd TEh! i"ﬁ@l'q_cﬁf I, | Harvard Business
Review (2018) AR AHT IAT (AU qHRImm
AT [ FHAREE GeaTdid @i T Jiadagar
Hedd T W% Sod HAGHTET Hl @S5G, |
FEAINTATHA® LTI HHATIGEAT del BT
F=fte, giqagdr ¥ == IJATEehdTehl Ui g |

MR AqE  FHARCER ATHAEE TS |
AfqsTaEd qAATE A dARET FFER T
T8 | THI EER, A99%, daiiTe THU HAWI,

Y. HE-Saq T

FE-SET gqad wAQTE (Employee
Engagement) #ifwafg 79 Hewaqul e 2 | &-
ST AT FHAREEATE S T8 IcATTHA
3fg TdE | FHE AT T ARREITd SEAE
Fr= F=IAT FIH THA FIHAT e, T TaH
JATART FH g e GHY IATIHAHT Iod@H1Y
AHE  Tody | RS ATF] BHAREED
TR ¥ AT SATATs THTAHNT  BTH
FEHANE dfg g1 T TPRICHE TIT FEANTCHE
FA ATATERT FHA ST T | @R H-SAaT
Tl HHATHT qATE, T, AT T TATTT
g @REHT (qeeares | fegdl T SR (R094) 3T
TRUHT AT TR FA-SET T HUH]
FHANEEA &H @ T I=F FHH d=fe
e 9 ST TE AR Td FedTol T FEITh!
HHAAHT N [ATSS | &7 T2 A, (R09Y)
HHIAT &1 BRATE HIH T FHARGEHT FBATATH]
HH THewH=T (3% d¢ IAEHE g AUH! Tl
T | BISST TS AA. (R00R) of HTH-SEH FrleAd
UagT T GEAEEd  HHARG]  Aare A
0% FHHT T FHAW FAGEAT 30% AR TG

ATH, TEAT, TGAT, FIHBT THHAT ST TBRIHb
SR FHARIATS HTHIG Icdlied adSs, T
FIAE (Employee Engagement) FQrSe | S0
FTAYTT JCAMeT dvad ST § ARATATG T, HETH
¥ 3¢ aAS s, | RN« Employee'Engagement)
J FHANATS FAYT IART RIS AT Bled
IAEEHT AAE AT Al HTHAT aiq faer
P o5 | FHARGEHAT FI d=e afad
T AFSAR IATEHhA 1g T qHe ieefradr 3
HE FIEAHAT THATERINAT ATIT Aqcadhl Hecaqul
IHRT 8w | T (R099) o Tl AAATATHRY
0% FHARIH HIAGRE ATHG TH HH Joa
FYHT HATITTRHT FAFRIATHT (AR TG 1 I ¥
JEA-fad (128%) B AATTATIR I=of [UEALehl
TAT-FHAGT TH AUH FHAREEA 1%
& F FAfE TaH 3% = HBEAGFTEA T T
339 ASISATCHE od ATHalg 7S 3= HTI
(Employee Engagement) HT #9dfg &7 acTUHT
G | MARE  (92%5) & AAITATIR 3=
HTEATCHE FIGHTT HUFT ATLATTHRA FHATIEER
¥¥% T FIAE qfg T TLTH 3 |

TR I AT | FI-SET Feqeld gorar T
FHAR TAIAATe IJeel@rid &THT FHH Tag A
FITAT FIAVHL, FHA HHE R, | e B
ey, At ARG AR ¥ BT EEATS
RRAATT  qMf el Tsgarct e (Employee
Engagement) #f¥afg T+ #ad Tag |

§. THHART HRACITEDT AT FHARIATE TFATT T

REHIR (Recognizing and Rewarding)

FHAWID HBH T &HATH GFE T TR
FRHEES FHATR HAATT der39 (Employee
Engagement) Wewddul WAF TRy | A

T
I T T FHAT A A WET TG | AT
(R099) FI FFIT FAAGHATAR €% FHAIA
IAEwdls ITHRAT THITT a7 [REFRH] aedT Tal
giEd g fa=R =a<h TR | FaedTIeheie T
ST FHAREEAT ¥ U F¢ HEAe dig
BT T dAIAS q@IUH T | AT HifgE T
TeHITGd  REPRH  Ifad AT wIea
#tagig g7 =g | Bersin & Associates (2014) T
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AAARITFETHITE Oifgeh T TRHEIGH REPEmd
IR AT Tl GeITewd Hilgeh [REhRTS
A qIaHedr fGUdr el 6% o I9F
FeTE (Employee Engagement) dig el ol
FATTHT B |
9. GAT ToARDT Tga
goaT ¥ qREefl FaRd FHAN ¥ AIATATA=
favara fAamor @ | TEA FHANEEA G
T TR AR T OANAEEET  ATAGATH
el HEQAIRRU g | Gl goAR HHERI
FAEATS deT3d Hewdqul HIAH &l | IJ9od
URERTAT, faedrd ¥ HEARTR w1 HEpq [asi
TS | Institute for Public Relations (2017) &
qAIT Fidaedd & Q@IUhl & T TATTHRNT
TR AT AUH AEIEET 0% oo FHARI
HTI e (Employee Engagement) %% 9T e |
Gallup (2020) TR HTATHI AT T (HUTEHd
AT AT I3 BHARIBEHT AT TS
FHAREETRT 30% Fel BINT qlg &6, | Gl
T ZHMER ToORd  Aqcadl IAle®dl [qedrd
F@T3S | Harvard Business Review (2019) ATER
GAT FoARATE YIcHTEd T HeE®d %% B
qUET IR AUHT T HUARG] GG I TS
IATEHA FETTH SEUH & | Tqd, GAT G99
FHATT HAATTRT AT Teh AT AR BT |
GAT FANH ATATARIA FHANT FATEd g,
AT [T Al BB SR SAIEeh T FEr
A3 |
T. HHURT TWRATAT ¥ FbRIcHD T TEhATcHeD
BREAGEDR
AT FHAT HHFE (Employee Engagement)
IS Hewd Ul U &l | HIULIAHT @A
Al FHANATS HMH T4 [HUTes fad T AT
FIEE A T TAAT 6 &1 | AT
*® T@ITH B A @Il § FHART AT
TS NITRTE STH & | S FHaATIEEATS
HATHT BIUEE BE T AR (A T Fqead
g5 a9 Iew GRd, IcAEAHEl T HEET 99
gfdeg g4 IeEdl g5 | BRI ¥ dlesedTH
(AR9%)  H  AAINATER  @IAATATS B
AT @ ATAHE BTAT =T TH B |
I= TXh! WIAAT AUH] FHAREDS TG BT
Tfte AT Ter, ST9o agal HIUATeHT Ieael
IREH TS |

S T WA (q%8%) I ALIAATEAR
Foh feefaaad =y o W@raadrdrg SR
7 PHTIGEIEA AR THET AT THE HATIATER
ATAYTHAEEHADB Teh Sg | Ibl  ATAR
AT AUHE FHANEEHT R0-IY%  Tal
SAEHE e | BEe faedd R¥ (R099)
P ATTTA @IUH &, [F Iod Wbl @Il
TUHT FHANEE ¥0% FH AAGH FHE T 30%
FH qAE AAFT TS | @A BHANATS
ATHT FTHET a1%h T TG a0 19 forg ST9e
HHAEE TdTe eSS | Heddd GHEd! HIEd]
T FHANEEAER AHEATS dicdled TEE |
FfeTaT FEhTIdl GHDATHT AT, 990" T TAY
FHART TCH IR ASE | FHAREEATS
AT IRl @MHE [T qeTq I Aa9aa=
TI7 ARG (THARATS Tagd T B
(Employee Engagement) T ATTFGHT daT T3&s, |

B, SRGHGH HATSHAATS JUTIURS T ATARINE
TASA

FTI FEITEA HATSHT HHATT HTIaTe (Employee
Engagement) SIS Hewaqul HTEAH &1 | T
FHAR BT qlg TAHT AT AIHET e |
b T ATIH (R00%) FI AT q@IUH B [h
FIE AG Tag | S FHAREEATS dTaT
g7 [ IE®dl TRHHB! FaX grg qd IrawHl
FTITS, TG EISTe, | e (R09%) ZTRT TRTehT
FHAREEHT AT g g TRAEAT 3.4 IO
e T |

STeca AT

AT Grdel TRl 3¢9, GBhAT, TTHATS
Tiaeiie adrsd FednT qATSE | Aifded T i
JraaraTer teaa af=raT TR grarars. aiaefrer
TATSH WIATHT HTART FHARTATS HIH TH I
T FTIRTE (Employee Engagement) At T+
ST B8, | FEAITES ST FHARATS HIH
TR TR T AT fqoiAT RIS | e | fafv=ra
FTT AR AT TAN RIS, FHania aqss, |
et FHARN HraUfq Tl Igeauid qidag, d&
ST g7, TUEl SAEEHT FLATH(T ATHFI a7 T
freaTdraty 9 g7 | FHAREEHT &1 HTH T
I ZoT AT SR g o FEATH T Hewaqul
THIT & S | FfrT (Employee Engagement)
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FH TH Fogl, HAGHAT T ATAraRorare fHarard
g HUHS TN ATAGNg Tal AT = TALhl
ICATEA TIT IcATEehcd YT I AT % TheAT
e e |

FIAT,  FEAYCHAT, TAEIH  wEGET JoAqT
ALTHT AT FJLIAAHAH fFalfeger qieac ars=
T AALITIHAR]  TRAfdd TEHAT  FEITH
AAIFATATET  HAFGEET  TAR AT
FHARIGEHT FUE  (Employee Engagement)
g T T g W | A Ak el darHas
FAFIHT ARHT T GITETa[cHE TRl FTHAT
@l &9 S5 | T99, FHARIEE AT AT
Joaifed I a1 FACE W G G SHIEware
T&T XA AT TUEAIAT TaH JedTaehed ITeh
AT AR I TATSH qa dehl 8o |
FHANE®H FHAATE  (Employee Engagement)
ATAF o AT AEAl SN T S8 875 |
FTHIR a1 FHANEEAT I T AT
@A T AEAERE fatq= q&7 UaH Aqediel qar
STIhH FIAGERIH] [HHIUTHT FEIT T AFH! Aol
Hed Ul AWl Tl T Ere, AqAE HHAR
FIAEHAT  (Employee Engagement) dfg M
TAHIE HAT B §A, |

o qTATAT

Bersin, J. (2014). The corporate learning factbook
2014: Benchmarks, trends, and-analysis of the
U.S. training market. Bersin & Associates.
https://www.bersin.com/research/article/the-
corporate-learning-factbook

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social
life. New York: Wiley.

Bloom, N., et al. (2015). Corporate leadership and
its impact on organizational growth. Journal
Name, Volume(lssue), pages.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic
motivation and self-determination in human
behavior. New York: Plenum.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Self-determination
theory: A look into intrinsic motivation. New
York: Plenum.

Deary, R., & Jago, J. (2015). Organizational
commitment and its effects on performance.
Journal Name, Volume(lssue), pages.

Gallup. (2017). Gallup 2017 report on global
workforce trends. Gallup. URL

Gallup. (2019). Employee engagement 2019 report.
Gallup. URL

Gallup. (2019). Employee engagement trends 2019:
Global insights. Gallup. URL

Gallup. (2020). Employee engagement trends: 2020
global report. Gallup. https://www.gallup.
com/research/employee-engagement

Goleman, D. (1995). Emotional intelligence. New
York: Bantam Books.

Goleman, D. (1998). Working with emotional
intelligence. New York: Bantam Books.

Graen, G. R., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Leadership
dynamics: A deeper insight. Journal Name,
Volume(lssue), pages.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976).
Motivation through the design of work: Test of
a theory. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 16(2), 250-279. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7

Harper, A., & Roberts, T. (2018). Workplace
well-being and productivity. Journal Name,
Volume(lIssue), pages.

Harvard Business Review. (2017).
Harvard Business Review. (2020).

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T..L. (2002).
Business-unit-level ~ relationship =~ between
employee satisfaction, employee engagement,
and business outcomes: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 268-279.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268

Institute for Public Relations. (2017). Measuring
employee engagement and its impact on
corporate performance. Institute for Public
Relations. https://instituteforpr.org/employee-
engagement-research

Johnson, R., & Brown, A.
future of leadership development.
Harvard Business Review, 96(2), 44-
58. https://hbr.org/2018/02/the-future-of-
leadership-development

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of
personal engagement and disengagement at
work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4),
692-724. https://doi.org/10.2307/256287

(2018). The



9% ouret 3o férfdies, afidicia fadurg, 20ca

Kodz, M., et al. (2002). Effective leadership
in modern organizations. Journal Name,
\Volume(Issue), pages.

Lee, D., & Kim, S. (2019). Reinventing performance
management. Harvard Business Review, 97(4),
56-70. https://hbr.org/2019/07/reinventing-
performance—management

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a
practically useful theory of goal setting and
task motivation: A 35-year odyssey. American
Psychologist, 57(9), 705-717. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0003-066X.57.9.705

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job
engagement theory and research. Journal Name,
Volume(Issue), pages.

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & others. (2002).
Work engagement: A deeper look at employee
engagement. Journal Name, Volume(lssue),
pages.

Smith, J., & Taylor, P. (2017). Employee engagement
and performance outcomes. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 102(3), 450-465. https://doi.
org/10.1037/apl0000211

Smith, R., & Jones, M. (2020). Exploring leadership
and team performance. Journal Name,
Volume(lssue), pages.

o5



