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Abstract
Traditionally, research focused on psychosociabfgdn the construction industry has
focused mainly on negative aspects of health asulteesuch as occupational accidents.
This study, however, focuses on the specific retethips among the different positive
psychosocial factors shared by construction workkeascould be responsible for
occupational well-being and outcomes such as pednce. The main objective of this
study is to test whether personal resources predittrated job performance through
job resources and work engagement. Following tkdiptions of Bandura’Social
Cognitive Theoryand the motivational process of tha#bh Demands-Resources Madel
we expect that the relationship between persosalurees and performance will be
fully mediated by job resources and work engagenganhple consists of 228
construction workers. Structural equation modesogports the research model.
Personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy, mentalendtional competences) play a
predicting role in the perception of job resour@es, job control and supervisor social
support), which in turn leads to work engagementsaif-rated performance. This
study emphasizes the crucial role that personalress play in determining how
people perceive job resources by determining levelgork engagement and, hence,
their self-rated job performance. Theoretical aratpcal implications are discussed.

Key words:Personal and job resources, work engagement;atetf-performance.
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How Per sonal Resour ces predict Work Engagement and Self-rated Performance
among Construction Workers: A Social Cognitive Perspective

Traditionally, research focused on psychosociabfadn the construction
industry has focused mainly on the negative asp#dtsalth, and results such as
occupational accidents. In order to cover this ¢laig,study focuses on the specific
relationships among the different positive psycletsdactors in construction workers
that could be responsible for occupational welkgeand outcomes such as
performance. Specifically, the main objective o tstudy is to test whether personal
resources predict self-rated job performance thngalg resources and work
engagement. To achieve our objectithgsocial cognitive theory (SCT) (Bandura,
1997), and the job demands-resources model (JID&nérouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001) have been taken as the main themrélameworks.

This study takes into account three different peatoesources, self-efficacy, and
perceived mental and emotional competences. Althalighese components are inside
the SCT there are differences among these concepts. Seikef, defined as “beliefs
in one's capabilities to organize and execute esun$ action required to produce
certain achievements or results” (Bandura, 199), [s concerned not with the
competences that we think we have, but with judgmabout what we can do in the
future, with whatever skills we possess. Percesadpetences (i.e., mental and
emotional) are concerned with feelings of efficaghated to current competences to
perform mental or emotional tasks at work, and teyrelated to being efficacious in
the present.

Within the SCT, most literature has focused orcaffy beliefs, less attention
being paid to competences. Moreover, the SCT asstimae personal resources, defined

as aspects of the self that are generally linkgestience and refer to individuals’
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sense of their ability to control and have an immactheir environment successfully,
not only help to understand people’s behaviordgn the antecedents and
consequences of these behaviors. Personal resanilcesice behavior through goals
and aspirations, outcome expectations, affectaest and the perceptions of
impediments and opportunities in the social envitent. When personal resources are
high and individuals believe that they can contineir environment effectively, they are
more likely to perceive job resources as abundammsequently, individuals are more
likely to engage in their tasks and perform wellé®ova, Schaufeli, Xanthopoulou, &
Bakker, 2010). In the same line, this study focumethe role that personal resources
play in the JD-Rnodeland specifically in its motivational process, ider to examine
whether personal resources predict performancedgirgb resources and work
engagement. Hence, people who perceive themsedweffiGgacious focus on the job
resources that are available and which may make suecessful. In this regard,
research has shown that self-efficacy is associatdpersistence, commitment,
satisfaction with the actions we perform and humanivation (Salanova et al., 2010).
Moreover, a previous longitudinal study (Vera, $ala, & Lorente, 2012) has tested
this relationship. For all these reasons, thisystiahsiders personal resources an
antecedent of job resources.

The JD-R model assumes that there are two diffenedérlying psychological
processes that play a role in the developmentlo$iain and motivation. Firstly, there
is the erosion process, in which poorly designé&d jor chronic job demands exhaust
employees’ mental and physical resources, and heagfore lead to the depletion of
energy and health problems. This erosion procesd®éan tested both theoretically

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and empirically (e.gerBerouti, et al., 2000).
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Secondly, there is the motivational process, wkinth study focuses on, whereby
it is assumed that job resources have motivatipagntial and lead to high work
engagement and excellent performance. This prd@esalso been tested both
theoretically (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and emgatily (e.g., Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009a).

Following with this motivational process, in thisidy we considered job control
(i.e., to be able to decide when to start andhitésks and the order in which they are
to be performed) and supervisor social support (oehave the supervisor’s trust and
support) as the main job resources that constirugtmrkers can find in their daily
work. Moreover, in specific qualitative studies abb resources in the construction
sector (Salanova, Gracia, & Lorente, 2007) workéase that the most valued job
resources were those mentioned above.

Furthermore, a significant qualitative change waioduced into the JD-R model
when Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Scha(@807) expanded it by
examining the relationship between personal ressuaad the model’s processes.
Xanthopoulou et al. (2007, 2009a) included thresq®al resources in their studies:
self-efficacy, organizational-based self-esteerd, @otimism. They showed that
personal resources played a significant mediatfgyin the JD-R model. In their
model, they argued that personal resources medthatelationship between job
resources and engagement, on the one hand, adénjoénds and exhaustion on the
other. But also, and in line with our expectatiadhgy found that personal resources
influence the perception of job resources, actmgraecedents.

Moreover, in a two-wave study, Xanthopoulou e{2009a) stated that there are
reciprocal relationships between personal andgsburces and engagement, that is,

these reciprocal relationships are tested in thievatmnal process of the JD-R model.
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In the same line, Lorente, Salanova, Martinez,3¢tthufeli (2008) also added personal
resources (i.e., perceived mental and emotionapetences) to the JD-R model, they
found that the role of personal resources as afsignt predictor in the JD-R model
disappears when controlling for baseline levelbwhout and engagement at T1. In the
same line Vera et al. (2012) found that self-efficplayed a predicting and not a
mediating role in both processes (i.e., erosionrantivational) in the JD-R model.

As we have mentioned above, job resources leaatk @ngagement, defined by
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker2004) as “a motivational and
positive state of mind related to work that is ewéerized by vigor, dedication and
absorption”. Vigor is characterized by high levelenergy and mental resilience, the
willingness to invest effort, and persistence ewetie face of difficulties. Dedication is
characterized by a sense of significance, enthusiesspiration, pride, and challenge.
However, some research suggests that absorptigs alslightly different role and may
perhaps be a consequence of engagement rathea tdoastituent component (Freeney
& Tiernan, 2009). Therefore, this study includesydhese two indicators of
engagement.

With regard to its antecedents, there is convincamgpirical evidence that
personal resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007)jeimdesources (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004) are the most important predictors of workaggment, due to their extrinsic and
intrinsic motivational potential. High levels ofs@urces lead employees to be engaged
at work. In turn, engaged employees report higeeels of well-being and exhibit
better performance, that is, better objective dtagesubjective perceptions of results at
work.

Therefore it seems clear that personal resourd¢est afie perception of job

resources, which in turn predict work engagementvéter, research has still not got a
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totally clear idea about the underlying psycholagjimechanisms explaining this
relationship. The SCT states that high levels o$@eal resources will predict more
available job resources, and they will enhance vemidgiagement.

As far as the relationship between work engagemmediob performance is
concerned, past research has studied the link bata@me psychosocial constructs and
job performance. Beal, Weiss, Barros, and MacDe(20@5) provided a theoretical
basis for examining the impact of state engagememperformance. Other empirical
studies have shown that work engagement is polsitieated to in-role and extra-role
performance. Xanthopoulou et al. (2009b) found téiationship among employees in
restaurants. In the same line Salanova, Agut, & P2005) showed that levels of
work engagement of contact employees working irlsa@nd restaurants are related to
employee performance, as perceived by customeshdrn, it appears that these studies
corroborate that engagement positively relateetiopmance in different settings.

To sum up, based on the predictions of the SCTcandidering the motivational
process of the JD-R model, we introduced persasaurces as the predicting variable
of this motivational process, in which personabreses lead to job resources, which in
turn lead to work engagement and job performanpeciBically we hypothesize a
mediating model where the relationship betweengraisresources and job

performance is fully mediated by job resourceswantk engagement.

Method
Participants
Sample is composed by 228 employees (100% men) Itbchfferent Spanish
Small & Medium-Size Enterprises. The responsewai 64% (Age range: 16-64
years, Mge= 39.6, SD = 11.89). Forty-one of the employeesvfereigners (18%), and

86 had a temporary work contract (38%). Employemssvared the questionnaire during
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their breaks either at the beginning or the endheif work shift, and usually in the
workplace. Participation was voluntary.
Materials and Procedure

The research team contacted several key informantise construction sector
through the National Associations of Constructiangoyers in Spain. During these
early stages, the objectives and methodology ofstbdy were explained to 16 of the
companies that had been approached. Finally, 1iheofl6 companies showed great
interest and agreed to participate in the studyguAstionnaire was designed to assess
the work conditions and psychosocial factors in ¢bastruction industry. Due to the
characteristics of the sample (i.e., low level @di@tion, where 34% had not completed
primary school education, and immigrants, who migave had problems with the
specific meaning of the items), researchers weesgmt while workers were filling the
questionnaire out, in case they needed some halpderstanding the meaning of any
of the words or items. Finally, four groups of adnles were considered: personal
resources, job resources, work engagement andrpenfige. All the variables had an
alpha coefficient higher than .{Bunally & Bernstein, 1994). In the case of supsovi
social support, the scale was calculated as tkeecimtrelation between the two items.

Per sonal resour ces. Self-efficacy was measured with seven self-constaic
items based on the guide for constructing selzaffy scales (Bandura, 2006) and
following Bandura’s recommendation for the usepdafic domain scales. Thus it was
assessed with a validated 7-item constructed gcatente, Salanova, & Martinez,
2011), which is specific for the construction inttysAn example of a self-efficacy
item is: “I can do my work well, even if my co-wais work with delays’Mental and
emotional competences were measured by using-a@®fructed item for each of

them (i.e., mental competence: “In my work, | anteab watch and remember many
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things at once”, and emotional competence: “In noylkiyl am capable of objectively
and directly tackling problems with the people Irlwavith”.

Job resources. Job control and supervisor social support were aredsusing
an item for job control, based on Jackson, WallitmMand Davis (1993), and two items
for supervisor social support (Van Muijen et a99). The item of job control is: “In
my work, | have sufficient autonomy to decide wheistart the task and finish it, as
well as the order in which | do my tasks”. An exdenipem of supervisor social support
is: “In my work the supervisor shows his or her@em about our personal problems”.

Work Engagement. The vigor and dedication dimensions of work engag@m
were measured using the Spanish reduced versiithe dftrecht Work Engagement
Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2002), which hag®s for each dimension (examples
of items: “In my work, | feel full of energy” andMty work is challenging”).

Performance. This was assessed with 3 items based on GoodmaS8\ashtek
(1999). In this scale adaptatigrarticipants were asked to indicate the extenthahv
they found each statement characteristic of therasgDne example is: “I achieve the
objectives of the job”.

All the questionnaire items were to be answeredguai7-item Likert scale (0 =
never/nothingand 6 =always/everyday
Data analyses

We performed descriptive analyses and internalistare tests for each scale

and the correlations of all the variables. The cammmethod variance bias was also
tested (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,d0Moreover, as the sample was
so diverse, we performed two kinds of analysegsowhether differences in the sample

were affecting the research variables. Thus, Teteatyses were carried out in the case
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of nationality and type of contract. And ANOVAsg(i. analyses of variance) were
included to check age, academic level and work rsipee.

Finally, we applied the Structural Equation Modgl($EM) methods, as
implemented by AMOS 16.0, to test the research ddeeximum likelihood
estimation methods were used, and the input fdr aaalysis was the covariance
matrix of the items. The goodness-of-fit of thedalbwas evaluated using absolute and
relative indices. The absolute goodness-of-fitéedicalculated were: 1) the
goodness-of-fit statistic; 2) the Root Mean Squamer of Approximation (RMSEA);
3) the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI); and 4) the Atga Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI).
The following relative goodness-of-fit indices weadculated: 1) Incremental Fit Index
(IF1); 2) Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Values ne@8 for RMSEA are considered to
indicate an acceptable model fit, as a rule of thuamd those smaller than .08 are
considered to indicate a good model fit (Cudeckr@vihe, 1993). Finally, relative fit
index values greater than .90 are considered foatela good fit (Hoyle, 1995).

Personal and job resources, work engagement, #nchtssl performance are
latent variables in the structural model. Speciifyjc@personal resources have three
indicators, i.e., self-efficacy, and perceived naéahd emotional competences. Job
resources have two indicators, i.e., job contral smpervisor social support, and work
engagement has two, i.e., vigor and dedicationy@dseperformance has three
indicators (i.e., the three items).

Results
Harman’s single factor test with Confirmatory Fact#nalyses (CFA; e.qg.,

Iverson & Maguire, 2000) was used for the variabResults reveal a significantly
poorer fit of the model with one single factor [Be{® = 253.12, p= .001] as compared

to the model with four latent factors (i.e., perslonesources, job resources, work
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engagement, and self-rated performance). Hencesiogé factor cannot account for
the variance in our dataset, and therefore we dacorsider common method variance
to be a serious deficiency.

The means, standard deviations, intercorrelatiodsraernal consistence
(Cronbach’sn) of each variable were calculated (see Table §)n&ntioned before, all
thea values met the criterion of .70 (Nunally & Berstel994). Cronbach’e was
used for all variables, except for social suppddcial support has only two items and a
Pearson correlation was used. This value was .A#thws acceptable (Robinson,
Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991).

Regarding the T-tests and ANOVAs, there were mgifscant differences in
terms of the age, academic level, work experienegipnality and type of contract,
except for emotional competences (F(223, 228) F74% = .001), where Spaniards
showed higher levels than workers from other coesitr

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), when a mediati model involves
latent constructs, structural equation modeling/jgies the basic data analysis strategy.
In accordance with the four basic steps to be takender to establish the mediation
effects proposed by these authors, and in ordstahe hypothesis, our research
model (M) was fitted to the data, (see Figure 1). The tesllow (see Table 2) that the
research model fitted the data, and that all thediices met the criteri{ s n = 285
53.95; RMSEA = .05; GFI = .95; AGFI = .92; CFI #;9FI = .94). All the path
coefficients were significant except the path frpensonal resources to engagement
which did not meet the criteria of 1.96 (t = .0bese results indicate that job resources
fully mediate the relationship between personabueses and engagement. All four
steps described by Baron and Kenny (1986) were Regjarding the first step.€., the

independent variable [IV] should be related todependent variable [DV] without the
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mediator included in the modefesults showed that personal resources wereddat
engagement(= .55, p =.023. The second stépe(IV should be related to the
mediator)showed that personal resources were related teeggurcesf(= .81, p =
.000). The third stegl{e mediator should be related to the DV, contigllior the 1V)
showed that job resources were related to engaggfen52, p = .025). Finally, the
fourth step the effect of the IV on the DV is reduced to nogrsiicance when the
mediator’s effect on the DV is taken into accqushowed that the effect of personal
resources to engagement disappdars .05, n.s), when we include the job resources as
mediators. Thus, these results show the full medjable of job resources between
personal resources and work engagement. In ordestevhether the impact of
personal resources and job resources on performeascenediated by work
engagement, additional analyses were carried ast, Birect paths from personal
resources and job resources to job performance adeled to the initial model (Y1
and this new model (M was fitted to the data. The model fitted the dgf@s, n = 2287
52.35, RMSEA = .05; GFI = .95; AGFI = .91; CFI 4;9FI = .94), and none of the
new parameter estimates were statistically siggnific

Secondly, the value of the parameters estimatiagntpact of engagement on
performance of the research modeh)Mas fixed to the value presented by this
parameter (unstandardized coefficient) of thg &hd a new alternative model was
fitted to the data (). The model fitted the data with all fit indicegating the criteria
(X325, n = 2287 53.95; RMSEA = .05; GFI = .95; AGFI = .92; CFI%4; IFl = .94), and
the difference between the chi-square statistiss@ated with M and M was not
statistically significant. According to Vandenbengd Grelle (2009), if two models do
not significantly differ as regards model fit, ttm®st parsimonious model should be

preferred (i.e., M). Thus, the influence of resources on performas@eally mediated
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by work engagement, and the influence of persa@surces on performance is fully
mediated by job resources and work engagement.

Moreover, we used Sobel tests to know whether aatedrariable significantly
carried the influence of an independent variable tiependent variable; i.e., whether
the indirect effect of the independent variablaglmdependent variable through the
mediator variable was, or was not, statisticalgngicant. The results show that the
effect of personal resources on engagement thrlgiesources was significant (Sobel
test = 2.71p = .008), and that job resources on performanceaigiravork engagement
was also significant (Sobel test = 2.8%; .002).

These results confirmed our hypothesis, since wada full mediation of job
resources between personal resources and work@megag, along with a full mediation
of work engagement between job resources and peaface. Hence, the more the
personal resources there are, the better perfoenaitidoe mediated by job resources
and work engagement. The model explained 12% ofdhance of performance, 33%
of work engagement, and 65% of resources.

Discussion
The main objective of this study was to test whegiegsonal resources predict self-
rated performance through job resources and wagkgement. Following the
predictions of Albert BanduraSCT, we expected the perception of job resourcds an
work engagement to fully mediate the relationshgorf personal resources to
performance. As expected, the results confirm pleasonal resources (i.e., self-efficacy,
and mental and emotional competences) play a piregli®le in the perception of job
resources (i.e., job control and supervisor s@tigbort) in the motivational process of
the JD-R model. Thus, personal resources positiaddife with job resources which, in

turn, lead to engagement.
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Work engagement shows a positive relationship sealfrrated performance,
which is in agreement with the JD-R model (Schagdbakker, 2004), in terms of the
model's assumption that work engagement mediatesetationship between resources
and performance (i.e., the motivational proceskijs process was therefore confirmed
in this study, specifically, in a sample of constron workers.

Briefly, the relationships that were found corradterour hypothesis since
perceived job resources and work engagement fudiglate the relationship between
perceived personal resources and self-rated jdbrpsaince.

Main contributions

Regarding theoretical implications, the resultthtd study empirically support
the robustness of, and also extend, the motivdtimoeaess of the JD-R model
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), since we found theyfutiediating role of work
engagement between resources and performanceefudte, as a novelty, we
extended this motivational process by includingeotbersonal resources, (i.e., self-
efficacy, and mental and emotional competencesh, avpredicting role.

Thus we found evidence that positive personal awg@mental factors increase
not only engagement, but in turn, they also in@egeecific positive behaviors, such as
job performance (see Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; i8ala, et al., 2005). From a
positive psychology perspective, this study streslse importance of enhancing the
levels of personal and job resources at work ireiotd improve levels of work
engagement and performance.

Although some studies in the literature (Lorentalgt2008; Vera et al., 2012)
have tested the predicting role of personal regswathin the JD-R model, so far none
have included performance or have been conductégtinonstruction industry.

Moreover, achieving these data is quite complicdigglto the characteristics of these
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workers (34% who had not completed primary schadlienmigrants who might have
problems with the specific meaning of the items aeéd help to answer). Beyond that,
the construction industry is one of the sectors ltlag been hit the hardest by the
financial crisis.

In this line and moving to practical implicatiotigaking into account the
construction workers” conditions and charactessitds very important to find ways of
increasing positive beliefs and motivating thesekecs. And this is not only about
increasing positive aspects of employees, it is al®ut increasing performance, as it
has been proved that increasing positive belietsiatheir competence will result in a
better perception of their performance.

Moreover, it is important to highlight the importanof the two kinds of
resources, that is, their personal capacity anddutompetence, and the perception of
the resources available in their current job. Btigly found that both kinds of resources
are necessary to lead engagement and performartgegfisonal ones are affecting the
perception of the job resources. In this lines ialiso important to point out that
differences in the sample were not affecting tiseaech variables, except for
nationality in emotional competences. We do notvkmdy Spaniards showed higher
levels of these kinds of competences, but we stispatlanguage is playing a role here
and this must be tested in future research. Finadbearchers could apply these results
to the construction industry, for example, to im@afety performance by enhancing
employees’ levels of efficacy beliefs, which couatthtribute to reduce high accident
rates.

Study Limitations
Perhaps the most relevant limitation of this stliely in the fact that we used a

subjective measure as the indicator of performaaltieough the different companies
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participating in our study did not use any objeetmeasure of workers” performance.
Therefore, it was not possible to collect such asnee However, self-rating
performance is also a reliability measure usedueet]y in literature and we should not
undervaluate the importance of this variable.

Another possible limitation of the study concerns kind of information
analyzed since all the measures were self-refdoisie experts consider this kind of
measure an important limitation because they censitere are many other factors that
influence it. In this sense, Podsakoff, MacKenai®] Podsakoff (2012), indicate that
although there is some disagreement about the mayhod” and method “biases” are
defined, the evidence shows that method biasesgaificantly influence item
validities and reliabilities as well as the covada between latent constructs. Therefore
researchers must be knowledgeable about the waymtml method biases that might
be present in their studies. For this reason wd Hsgman’s single-factor test and the
results reveal that common method variance is ecé¢ssarily a serious deficiency in
this dataset, although this is only one and by eams a final solution to this problem.
Moreover, it is important to note that becausehefriature of variables under study, we
have to measure it with self-rating measures siveare interested in the perception of
individuals regarding the number of personal andrgsources they feel they have. We
also want to know about the perception of how merglagement they have
experienced at work. At this point we think thatare better than themselves to report
this kind of information.

Finally there is the use of a cross-sectional aesitgstead of a longitudinal one,
although no causality is claimed. However, to da#h this limitation, further research

might use longitudinal techniques. Despite theasitun of crisis that the construction
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industry is currently undergoing, it would be velifficult to obtain data at a second
time, since there is a great deal of mobility amoagstruction workers.
Future Research

Future research could study the influence thatgmetsresources have on how
construction workers perceive job demands and ¢ttheresources, and also study the
relationship between personal resources and otv@bles, like burnout or health
variables, to see their effects on performancetheamore, it would be very interesting
to identify the most effective sources of self-edfty and sense of competence in each
activity setting, which in our case is the condiurtindustry, as they would prove most
useful when it comes to designing interventionsegirat increasing these workers’
perception about their ability and improving thHewels of engagement and job
performance.

Finally, as noted above, future studies could tdsbthese relationships by means
of longitudinal designs.
Final note

The significance of the present study lies in #a that the predicting role of
personal resources in the motivational procesee@iD-R model has been shown,
based on the predictions of the SCT by Albert Baadiihis study emphasizes the
crucial role that personal resources play in det@nmg how people perceive job
resources by determining levels of work engageraedf hence, their self-rated job

performance.
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Table 1

Means, SDs, internal consistencies and correlations

M SD a 1
1 Self-efficacy 405 117 .81
2 Mental comp. 492 130 - .23
3 Emot. Comp. 449 173 - .15%*
4 Job Control 321 220 - .33
5 Social support 403 161 .44~ 11
6 Vigor 481 094 .72 .20%*
7 Dedication 451 110 .70 12
8 Performance 499 090 .73 .26%*

Note N = 228. *p < .01,** p<.001
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Table 2

Model fit

Model x* df RMSEA GFl AGFI CFI IFI
M, 539533 .05 .95 .92 .94 .94
M, 523531 .05 .95 .91 .94 .94 MyM;=1.6n.s. 2
Ms. 539533 .05 .95 .92 .94 .94 MyxM;=0 n.s. O

MsM,=1.6n.s. 2

NG Adf

Note.N = 228.x? = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = Rdeain Square Error of Approximation; GFl = Goodress
of-fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness-of-fit ind&F| = Comparative Fit Index; IFI = Incrementalifilex

M; = Research model, M Direct paths from self-efficacy and resoureepérformance, and M= New alternative model.



Figure 1.The research model with standardized paths cosfte. SE (self-efficacy),
MC (mental competences), EC (emotional competenBe@erformance). ** p <
.01,***p <.001
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