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This research investigates the interactive effects of happiness at work and interest taking on work engagement and extra-productive behaviors across experienced employees and newcomers.

Objective: The article investigates how happiness at work can serve as a key resource in enhancing work engagement and extra-productive behaviors such as adaptive performance and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) in newcomers and experienced employees. Furthermore, it clarifies the interactive effects of the personal resource interest-taking in enhancing the effectiveness of happiness at work, particularly by examining how interest-taking moderates the relationship between happiness at work and work engagement.

Methods: We conducted two longitudinal studies among newcomers (N = 126) and experienced employees (N = 126) of various industries. For data analysis, we applied multilevel modeling to account for the nested structure of the data. We conducted 2-1-1 moderated mediation analyses to test indirect and conditional effects along the a-path of the proposed model.

Results: Across both studies, our findings indicate indirect effects of happiness at work on extra-productive behavior via work engagement. Interest-taking strengthens the impact of happiness at work on work engagement for newcomers but not for experienced employees. These new insights into the relationship between happiness at work, work engagement, and extra-productive behavior can aid organizations in enhancing the performance and motivation of employees.

Conclusion: Our findings demonstrate that happiness at work indirectly promotes OCB and adaptive performance through increased work engagement for all employees, regardless of their tenure. The moderating role of interest-taking is especially relevant for newcomers, suggesting that organizations can boost positive outcomes by fostering happiness at work in early tenure.

Keywords
happiness at work, work engagement, interest-taking, adaptive performance, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), newcomers, experienced employees


1 Introduction

In today's job market, companies face the challenge of attracting and retaining skilled employees in the “War for Talents” era. Here, it is crucial to identify and promote factors that constitute motivating environments to enhance employee motivation and extra-productive behavior, enabling organizations to attract and retain highly talented employees (e.g., Cheese, 2008; Monteiro et al., 2020; Allan et al., 2019; Ehresmann and Badura, 2018). Rehwaldt and Kortsch (2022) suggest that happiness at work (HAW) can be an effective approach to motivating employees in their work. HAW has been linked to extra-productive behaviors such as adaptive performance and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Salas-Vallina et al., 2017; Singh and Banerji, 2022). These behaviors, reflecting proactive adjustment and voluntary contributions beyond formal roles (Griffin et al., 2007; Organ, 1997), are essential for organizational effectiveness (Neuberger, 2006). Drawing on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017), this study investigates the impact of HAW on adaptive performance and OCB, with work engagement as a mediator and the role of potential moderators. Thereby, organizations' workforces include employees at different stages of their careers, both new and experienced. Newcomers undergo a volatile phase during organizational socialization while they acquire the knowledge, skills, and attitudes required for the new role they adjust to (van Maanen and Schein, 1979) and go from being organizational outsiders to becoming insiders (Bauer et al., 2007). Organizational insiders are characterized by higher levels of knowledge and expertise. They possess a deeper understanding of their job and the organization and are, therefore, called veterans or experienced employees (Bauer and Erdogan, 2011). In line with common practice in socialization literature, for this study, we differentiate between newcomers who have recently been hired, with an organizational tenure of < 1 year, and experienced employees with an organizational tenure of 1 year or longer. We implement a two-study design to examine both target groups and consider employees at different stages of their organizational careers. Hereby, we enlarge the scope of mechanisms of HAW by investigating the proposed effects among experienced employees and newcomers. Based on these two samples, we examine the indirect effects of HAW on adaptive performance and OCB via work engagement in both target groups. Additionally, we seek to uncover interaction effects that further explain the relationship between HAW and work engagement by proposing interest-taking as an amplifying moderator of the positive relationship. Interest-taking is a personal trait that describes the ability to openly reflect on inner and outer circumstances with an unbiased opinion, which creates a state of self-directed awareness of things of inner interest (Ryan and Deci, 2008; Weinstein et al., 2012). Accordingly, it can be assumed that people with a higher level of interest-taking are sensitized to their working environment and, therefore, develop a more precise and more profound feeling for their working environment.

In sum, we propose a model of moderated mediation wherein HAW interacts with interest-taking in predicting work engagement (i.e., we expect interest-taking to enhance the effect), resulting in adaptive performance and OCB (see Figure 1). To investigate our hypotheses among our samples with experienced employees and organizational newcomers, we apply a multilevel analysis of a 2-1-1 moderated mediation model for our studies. We offer several contributions by outlining the role of HAW as a resource in the JD-R model framework and outlining its relevance for newcomers and experienced employees. First, our study uncovers that HAW is an important job-related resource (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007) and indirectly positively affects adaptive performance and OCB. Second, concerning the literature on organizational socialization specifically, our study adds to the knowledge about the role of work engagement for newcomer extra-productive behavior and what resources can help enhance newcomer engagement (Saks and Gruman, 2018, 2012). Third, by including interest-taking as a trait and implementing the person x situation approach (Bakker et al., 2023), we contribute to understanding how personality traits moderate the relationship between the job resource HAW and employee work engagement in different career stage contexts. Concerning practice, human resources management can draw from our insights, which is why we offer practical recommendations on actions and strategies regarding interventions to create motivating work environments with factors relating to HAW.


[image: Flowchart depicting the relationship between happiness at work, work engagement, and extra-productive behavior. Happiness at work, under resources, leads to work engagement with interest taking as an intermediary. Work engagement, part of motivation, results in extra-productive behavior, which includes adaptive performance and organizational citizenship behavior.]
FIGURE 1
 Conceptual research model.




2 Theoretical background


2.1 Happiness at work and performance: the mediating role of work engagement
 
2.1.1 Happiness at work as a resource and its relation to extra-productive behavior

Several studies have shown that work environments and conditions significantly impact psychological wellbeing and extra-productive behavior (e.g., Rossberg et al., 2004). In modern workplaces, factors related to HAW are becoming increasingly relevant for experienced employees and newcomers. HAW can be described as an ideal and positive state that includes evaluations of affective and cognitive components at the workplace (Rehwaldt, 2017). Whereas, various concepts and instruments reflect general happiness and related constructs that refer to broader wellbeing factors (e.g., Butler and Kern, 2016; Su et al., 2014), this conceptualization refers to happiness in the work context (Rehwaldt and Kortsch, 2022). Based on a grounded theory approach by Rehwaldt (2017) and Rehwaldt and Kortsch (2022) propose three central factors that constitute HAW: Meaningfulness, self-actualization, and community. Meaningfulness involves perceiving one's contribution to a meaningful goal and aligning values and goals for organizational coherence. It extends beyond task purposes, encompassing a broader perspective of contributing to a larger purpose and assisting others. Self-actualization entails utilizing personal strengths and abilities to implement ideas at work, driven by individual ideals and beliefs. This leads to increased emotional attachment and commitment, fostering happiness. The third factor, community, is fostered through social interaction and cohesion among members sharing a common goal. It encompasses task-related and professional exchanges and emotional interactions built on trust and familiarity, enhancing the sense of belonging and overall HAW.

Rehwaldt (2017) describes these factors of HAW as a valuable job resource. In general, resources include any means an individual perceives that helps them achieve their goals (Halbesleben et al., 2014). The JD-R model is a theoretical framework to explain the relationship between job demands, resources, and employee wellbeing and performance (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Bakker et al., 2023). It distinguishes between two types of resources: Personal resources and job resources. Personal resources are individuals' positive self-evaluations about aspects of themselves associated with personal resilience (Hobfoll et al., 2003) and reflect their beliefs about successfully controlling and influencing their environment (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Job resources include different aspects of the job that might lower job demands and associated costs, and/or support employees in achieving work goals, and/or help individuals in their personal development, growth, or learning (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017). HAW implies that individuals can self-realize and sense the purpose of their work within a trustful and professional community, thus emphasizing aspects of the job that support individuals and help employees grow and succeed. This aligns with the JD-R definition of job resources. Furthermore, HAW is embedded in the framework of eudaimonic wellbeing as it results from “intrinsically motivated, active, and self-determined activities” (Rehwaldt, 2017, p. 83). The eudaimonic concept focuses on factors that contribute to growth and a meaningful work life. In contrast, the hedonic concept focuses on the overall experience of affects, satisfaction, and emotions.1 HAW appears variably within investigations using the JD-R model to explain its relationships. Studies in the work context that refer to happiness in the hedonic framework, often using a broader concept of subjective wellbeing, tend to position HAW as an outcome shaped by resources and—to a lesser extent—demands (e.g., Bakker and Oerlemans, 2016; Rodríguez-Muñoz and Sanz-Vergel, 2013; Hafeez et al., 2024; Marsh et al., 2023) or as a mediator between resources, demands and outcomes (e.g., Thompson and Bruk-Lee, 2021). Studies that consider HAW as eudaimonic within the JD-R model framework have begun to position HAW as a resource and investigate its effects on performance (e.g., Salas-Vallina et al., 2020). Thus, in accordance with the eudaimonic framework and the JD-R model, we define HAW as a job resource that comprises intrinsic factors.

We investigate how HAW as a job resource can impact performance via motivation and engagement. Resources are primarily related to a motivational process that can foster organizational outcomes through motivation and engagement, while job demands primarily relate to negative consequences regarding stress and strain through a health impairment process (Bakker and Demerouti, 2024). Therefore, we focus on the motivational process of the JD-R model regarding the relationship of HAW as a resource with work engagement and performance in the remainder of this article.

Previous research demonstrates that employees benefit from higher resources in the form of HAW, as they tend to be more productive and energized, take fewer sick days, intend to stay longer with the organization (Pryce-Jones and Lindsay, 2014) and perform more innovative behaviors (Fröhlich et al., 2025b). Here, Rehwaldt (2017) argues that improving factors that contribute to HAW is not only a goal in itself but also has a significant impact on individual extra-productive behavior and employee engagement. This shows that employees who find meaning in their work, can develop themselves further, and work in an environment where shared goals are pursued are generally more productive, more motivated, and have less absenteeism due to illness (Rossberg et al., 2004; Bashir et al., 2020; Baruch-Feldman et al., 2002). Previous studies consistently demonstrate that HAW is important for employees' wellbeing and extra-productive behavior (e.g., Salas-Vallina et al., 2017; Singh and Banerji, 2022; Fröhlich et al., 2025a). Thus, higher resources in the form of HAW relate to a motivating environment for employees, positively impacting extra-productive behaviors such as adaptive performance and OCB.

OCB refers to employee behaviors that go beyond formal duties of core job tasks and support the social structure of organizations (Fox et al., 2012; Organ, 1997), thus helping organizations as a whole and individuals within the organization (Spector et al., 2010). Those behaviors enhance organizational productivity and include, for example, supporting colleagues or performing beneficial extra-role behaviors. Adaptive performance describes the ability of employees to adapt to new or unforeseen situations successfully and to exhibit appropriate behaviors to deal successfully with these challenges (Jundt et al., 2015). It encompasses employee flexibility and adaptivity in reacting to work-related changes and is an important factor in enhancing individual performance and organizational productivity (Griffin et al., 2007). Both adaptive performance and OCB are crucial for organizations in improving organizational effectiveness, enhancing teamwork and collaboration, and promoting a positive corporate culture (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2000; Chiaburu et al., 2022).

In summary, HAW is an important resource that enhances employees' extra-productive behaviors, such as adaptive performance and OCB. Higher HAW should help employees better adapt to changes and motivate them to engage in behavior beyond their formal duties, that is, OCB. Nevertheless, only scarce evidence exists on the relationship of HAW with adaptive performance and OCB. In line with the JD-R model and addressing this research gap, we expect HAW as a job resource to positively affect employees' extra-productive behavior in the form of adaptive performance and OCB. We, therefore, propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1.1: HAW is positively related to adaptive performance among (a) experienced employees (b) and newcomers.

Hypothesis 1.2: HAW is positively related to OCB among (a) experienced employees (b) and newcomers.



2.1.2 The mediating role of work engagement

Focusing on the relationship of resources with individual and organizational outcomes, the motivational path of the JD-R model describes a mediation process via motivation and engagement. It assumes that personal and job resources are positively related to work engagement, which impacts individual behavior and organizational outcomes (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017). In general, job resources relate to organizational outcomes via work engagement, whereas job demands lead to impairment processes (Bakker and Demerouti, 2024). Although some research suggests that resources can help in dealing with job demands (e.g., Radaca and Diestel, 2025), we primarily focus on the motivational path of the JD-R model. Accordingly, work engagement should mediate the relationship between the job resource of HAW and employee extra-productive behavior. Due to its conceptual role within the JD-R model, most work engagement research deals with either antecedents and consequences of work engagement or its mediating role (e.g., Christian et al., 2011; Lesener et al., 2019; Borst et al., 2020). Work engagement is a positive, fulfilling, motivational state of mind that reflects in vigor (i.e., high level of energy, resilience, and perseverance), dedication (i.e., experiencing a strong involvement, a sense of significance and enthusiasm), and absorption (i.e., being fully absorbed and concentrated in one's work so that time passes quickly (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Employees provided with a work environment that fulfills their expectations have higher levels of engagement (Green et al., 2017). A work environment that reflects factors of HAW will, therefore relate to higher levels of work engagement. Employees who are provided with opportunities to self-actualize and to find meaning in their work will be more engaged and motivated, as they should be better able to sense the significance in what they do, be happily engrossed in their meaningful work and experience higher levels of vitality and perseverance in supportive and trusting community. In a resource-rich work environment characterized by HAW, employees' willingness to dedicate themselves to work will increase (Bakker et al., 2011; Meijman and Mulder, 1998). Therefore, in line with the JD-R model, we expect HAW as a job resource to positively relate to work engagement.

Regarding its relation to extra-productive behavior, several scholars found work engagement essential in predicting adaptive performance (e.g., Costa et al., 2016; Park et al., 2020; Kaya and Karatepe, 2020) and OCB (e.g., Mathumbu and Dodd, 2013; Sulea et al., 2012; Gupta et al., 2017). Meta-analytic evidence demonstrates that work engagement strongly relates to extra-role performance (Borst et al., 2020) and, among various behavioral outcomes, its highest correlation is with OCB (Kanjanakan et al., 2021). Employees who experience increased work engagement report higher levels of vigor, dedication, and absorption at work and will thus be more likely to demonstrate extra-productive behaviors. Regarding adaptive performance, engaged employees are more focused and engrossed in their work (Breevaart et al., 2014), enabling them to detect changes more efficiently and be more ready and dedicated to adapting to those successfully. Therefore, engaged employees should be more likely to demonstrate behaviors that reflect their adaptive performance. Furthermore, regarding OCB, work engagement is positively related to extra-role behaviors (e.g., Eldor and Harpaz, 2016). Engaged employees are more likely to demonstrate OCB as they are dedicated to achieving their work goals while having an increased capability to perform behaviors that go beyond formal work tasks and benefit the organization and individuals within it (Christian et al., 2011). Thus, in line with the JD-R model and former empirical evidence, we expect work engagement to relate positively to both adaptive performance and OCB.

In summary, both the JD-R model and evidence underscore that work engagement is an important mediator between job resources and performance (e.g., Lesener et al., 2019; Neuber et al., 2022; Saks, 2019), strongly suggesting mediation of the relationship between HAW and adaptive performance or OCB. While the vast majority of studies have investigated work engagement among experienced employees, recent research indicates that the mediating role of work engagement in predicting individual extra-productive behavior and performance also applies to newcomers during organizational socialization (Saks and Gruman, 2018). Accordingly, work engagement plays an important mediating role for all employees, both experienced and new to the organization.

In conclusion, the JD-R model and recent socialization literature suggest that HAW will positively influence work engagement for both experienced employees and newcomers. This assumption is also consistent with the findings of Lesener et al. (2020), as HAW is a resource that is closely connected to the individual and thus has a presumably strong effect on work engagement. Moreover, theory and empirical research have consistently linked work engagement to extra-productive behavior in both populations and demonstrated the mediating role of work engagement between job resources and extra-productive behavior, particularly concerning adaptive performance and OCB. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that work engagement mediates the relationship between HAW and extra-productive behavior in the form of adaptive performance and OCB. Therefore, we postulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2.1: HAW is positively indirectly related to adaptive performance via work engagement among (a) experienced employees (b) and newcomers.

Hypothesis 2.2: HAW is positively indirectly related to OCB via work engagement among (a) experienced employees and (b) newcomers.




2.2 The moderating role of interest-taking

We propose that employees with higher levels of interest-taking, reflecting in attentional self-directed regulation at work and openness to internal and external circumstances, will be better able to benefit from HAW in demonstrating increased work engagement. Drawing from the person x situation approach of the JD-R model (Bakker et al., 2023), we seek to improve understanding of the interaction between an individual's personality and work situation. The approach assumes that an individual's behavior results from their unique personality traits and the specific situational factors they encounter. Considering the effects of personality traits helps improve our understanding of the relationship between HAW and work engagement.

Interest-taking, a central facet of trait autonomy, is the conscious ability to think about and reflect on internal and external circumstances, involving both cognitive and motivational processes that encompass awareness and ongoing insight into oneself and one's experiences, promoting a high degree of self-oriented regulation (Weinstein et al., 2012; Ryan and Deci, 2008). Specifically, this means that employees take an active interest in a given circumstance or thing, building a personal connection to it. This helps them, e.g., stay intrinsically motivated in a task or activity. In addition, in interest-taking, individuals actively reflect on phenomena or conditions as well as circumstances in a curious rather than defensive manner. That is, individuals with high levels of interest-taking are better able to be open to, reflect on, and match internal and external events with their inner selves (Weinstein et al., 2012). The main element of interest-taking is the awareness of one's own experiences and self in these moments (Weinstein et al., 2012, p. 398), which reflects a higher level of self-directed attention. Thus, we assume that interest-taking is crucial in enabling employees to optimally process the conditions and circumstances they face at work, such as factors that determine HAW, and assess the extent to which these align with their self. This leads to a higher degree of self-direction and the ability to leverage these factors and conditions at work, ultimately enhancing work engagement. Complementing this argumentation, we can transfer the expected interaction to the resource-reciprocity proposition of the JD-R model (Bakker et al., 2023). The JD-R model expects that resources reciprocate so that individuals with higher levels of personal resources can access higher levels of job resources and vice versa (Bakker et al., 2023, p. 33), leading to a joint positive impact on work engagement. Interest-taking can be characterized as a personal resource, as it represents a positive self-evaluation related to the ability to control and impact the work environment. In contrast, HAW is referred to as a job resource. That means a higher level of the personal resource of interest-taking should relate to better accessibility of the job resource of HAW, consequently enhancing work engagement.

In summary, employees (newcomers and experienced employees) with higher levels of interest-taking, representing a personal resource, are better able to perceive and profit from a working environment that aligns with their values, feelings, and interests. Therefore, the influence of HAW, which represents a job resource, on work engagement will be enhanced, leading to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Interest-taking moderates the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement among (a) experienced employees and (b) newcomers; the relationship will be stronger (weaker) for individuals with higher (lower) interest-taking.

In line with the JD-R model, we propose that higher job resources related to HAW will positively impact work engagement, enhancing adaptive performance and OCB. Thus, we expect work engagement to mediate the respective positive relationship of HAW with adaptive performance and OCB among newcomers and experienced employees. In addition, we expect employees with higher levels of interest-taking, represented by a higher degree of self-directed attention, to be better able to process beneficial conditions and circumstances at work and thus leverage the factors related to HAW, further enhancing their work engagement. Overall, we expect that both indirect effects of HAW on adaptive performance and OCB via work engagement will be stronger (weaker) for individuals with higher (lower) levels of interest-taking. This leads to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4.1: Interest-taking moderates the indirect effect of HAW on adaptive performance via work engagement among (a) experienced employees and (b) newcomers.

Hypothesis 4.2: Interest-taking moderates the indirect effect of HAW on OCB via work engagement among newcomers among (a) experienced employees and (b) newcomers.




3 Overview of the studies

As part of this research, we make empirical efforts to replicate the hypothesized results in different samples and different situational contexts. As already evident in our hypotheses, we do not expect different results. Since our two target groups are in different phases and situational contexts, it was essential to adapt the study design to the respective target group accordingly, even if the phenomena studied are assumed to be equally effective. As a consequence, we conducted two studies to test our hypotheses. The first study includes experienced employees from various organizations who participated in a diary study. The second study uses a monthly assessment to focus on organizational newcomers. By expanding the examination of our research model into the domain of organizational socialization among newcomers, we seek to gather insights into commonalities and differences in the interactive effects of HAW and interest-taking on work engagement and performance. By doing so, we also gain insights into how HAW might be important for newcomers and how this relates to enhancing newcomers' work engagement during organizational socialization. Furthermore, we improve the generalizability by replicating our findings among varying samples. For both studies, we use multilevel analysis to test a model of 2-1-1 moderated mediation (Preacher et al., 2010, 2011), with work engagement mediating the effect of HAW on OCB and adaptive performance, and interest taking moderating the effect of HAW on work engagement. This methodological approach allows us to separate within- from between-person effects in investigating the relationships.



4 Study 1: experienced employees


4.1 Materials and methods
 
4.1.1 Research design and participants

For this diary study, we recruited experienced employees from diverse occupational backgrounds. Recruitment was performed via convenience sampling, using direct contact and contacts with different companies. Participation in the study was voluntary and without monetary compensation. However, participants received individual feedback on their data upon request. All participants were fully informed about data protection, the purpose of the study, and all procedures before participating.

We conducted this diary study using an online survey. The pre-questionnaire consisted of stable constructs, such as sociodemographic information and person-related variables (e.g., HAW and interest-taking). Over 10 working days (Monday to Friday), participants received three emails a day (morning, noon, and evening) with links to the respective daily questionnaires. The study was suspended on weekends and holidays and resumed on the next regular work day. The timing of the daily questionnaires was based on the participants' self-reported working hours. The first email was sent 2 before the start of work, the second 4 h into the workday, and the last email was sent 1 h after work ended. Participants had 2 h to complete each daily questionnaire. They received a reminder email if they did not complete it within 1 h.

Of the initial 138 participants recruited, 12 were excluded due to incomplete daily questionnaires for at least one reported day. The final sample consisted of 126 employees with fully completed daily questionnaires on an average of 6.37 out of a maximum of 10 survey days, resulting in a total of 803 daily measurement points. All data collected in the daily diary study was self-reported.

65.90% were female, and the average age was 34.20 years (SD = 13.50). The work experience was 13.97 years (SD = 14.32) on average, and the average organizational tenure was 6.45 years (range = 1–43; SD = 9.06). 15.90% of the participants held supervisory positions, and 59.50% were full-time employees (i.e., working 40 h per week). The majority of the participants were from the financial and insurance sector (18.30%), healthcare (10.30%), science (9.50%), IT and communication (8.70%), production and processing industry (7.90%), and miscellaneous industries (21.40%). Consequently, the sample was heterogeneous and comprised individuals with diverse professional and individual backgrounds.



4.1.2 Measures

We assessed HAW and interest-taking in the pre-questionnaire. All other constructs were assessed daily as repeated measures: work engagement as a state at noon, adaptive performance, and OCB in the evening to reflect on the whole working day. See Table 1 for an overview of all measures.

TABLE 1  Measures of focal variables.


	Variable
	Source
	Item count
	Response scale
	Sample items





	Happiness at work
	Rehwaldt and Kortsch, 2022
	12
	1 (“disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”)
	“I can implement my ideas and wishes”ab 
“I feel that my work is meaningful.”ab 
“In our company, we treat each other with respect.”ab



	Interest-taking
	Weinstein et al., 2012
	3
	1 (“not at all true”) to 5 (“completely true”)
	“I often reflect on why I react the way I do.”ab



	Work engagement
	Schaufeli et al., 2006
	9
	1 (“never”) to 7 (“always”)
	“At my work, I feela/feltb bursting with energy.” 
“My job inspiresa/inspiredb me.” 
“I ama/wasb immersed in my work.”



	Adaptive performance
	Griffin et al., 2007
	3
	1 (“very little”) to 5a/to 7b (“a great deal”)
	“I adapted well to changes in my core tasks.”ab



	OCB
	Staufenbiel and Hartz, 2000a
	7a
	1 (“does not apply at all”) to 7 (“fully applies”)a
	“Today, I actively sought to prevent difficulties with colleagues.”a



	
	Spector et al., 2010b
	10b
	1 (“never”) to 5 (“every day”)b
	“Helped a co-worker who had too much to do”b 
“Offered suggestions to improve how work is done.”b




OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior. We used the same scales for both studies, except for OCB. For study 1, work engagement was worded as a state, while adaptive performance and OCB reflected the whole working day and were worded accordingly. To account for the retrospective assessment of all the repeated measures in Study 2 (work engagement, adaptive performance and OCB), items were reworded and the instruction was adapted accordingly. aStudy 1. bStudy 2.





4.1.3 Analytical procedure

All analyses were performed with Mplus 8.7 (Muthén and Muthén, 2017). We applied multilevel path analysis to test our 2-1-1 model of moderated mediation (Preacher et al., 2010, 2011). Following recent recommendations on 2-1-1 multilevel mediation (Fang et al., 2019), we used the Bayesian estimation method that has repeatedly demonstrated better accuracy and efficiency compared to frequentist approaches (e.g., maximum likelihood) for multilevel models that include moderated mediation (Asparouhov and Muthén, 2021b). To estimate the moderated mediation model, we specified a level-2 interaction between the moderator (i.e., interest-taking) and the independent variable (i.e., HAW). For an unbiased estimation, we centered both level-2 variables and their interaction around the grand mean (Enders and Tofighi, 2007). Bayesian estimation is based on the Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm, where multiple iterations are used for calculating posterior parameter values (Zyphur and Oswald, 2015). We rely on non-informative priors to allow unbiased inferences (Wang and Preacher, 2015), as our hypotheses include novel relationships. Bayesian estimation does not deliver fixed values with significance values for parameter estimates but instead makes use of the distribution of information for the parameters. Therefore, a credibility interval (CrI), based on the posterior distributions, is provided for each parameter estimate. In a 95% CrI, the effect has a 95% probability of falling within the given range. Thus, similar to the logic of frequentist confidence intervals, including zero in a 95% CrI would indicate that the respective parameter might not differ from zero. For convergence and fit of our respective models in the two studies, we evaluated the potential scale reduction value, trace plots for the distribution, model parameter autocorrelations, and Posterior Predictive p-values (Asparouhov and Muthén, 2021a).




4.2 Results of study 1
 
4.2.1 Descriptive statistics, construct validity, and model fit

Table 2 shows means, correlations, intraclass correlations (ICCs), and reliabilities.2 We first examined within-person (Level 1) and between-person (Level 2) variances among our outcome variables and evaluated the model fit before testing the hypotheses. A substantial amount of between-person variance was given (see ICC values in Table 2). Thus, the results of variance decomposition strongly support the application of multilevel modeling.

TABLE 2  Descriptive statistics for study 1 (experienced employees).


	Variable
	M
	SD
	ICC
	Correlations



	
	
	
	
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.





	1. Work engagementa
	4.78
	1.25
	0.69
	(0.95)
	0.25
	0.12
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Adaptive performanceb
	3.20
	1.02
	0.37
	0.13
	(0.79)
	0.17
	
	
	
	
	



	3. OCBa
	3.34
	1.30
	0.61
	0.18
	0.63
	(0.83)
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Happiness at workb
	3.63
	0.60
	
	0.50
	0.16
	0.19
	(0.82)
	
	
	
	



	5. Interest-takingb
	3.42
	0.79
	
	−0.04
	0.09
	0.06
	0.17
	(0.81)
	
	
	



	6. Agec
	34.20
	13.50
	
	0.09
	−0.06
	−0.23
	0.15
	−0.15
	-
	
	



	7. Genderd
	1.33
	0.47
	
	0.12
	0.10
	0.11
	0.04
	−0.14
	0.72
	-
	



	8. Work experiencec
	13.97
	14.32
	
	0.09
	−0.04
	-0.18
	0.14
	−0.15
	0.96
	0.41
	-



	9. Organizational tenurec
	6.45
	9.06
	
	−0.10
	0.07
	−0.11
	−0.05
	−0.27
	0.64
	0.13
	0.69




OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior; M, Grand means for person-level means; SD, Standard deviation of grand means for person-level means; ICC, Intraclass Correlations of within-variables. Values for McDonald's Omega are depicted in parentheses on the diagonal. Below the diagonal are between-level correlations (N = 126), and above the diagonal are within-level correlations (N = 803). Numbers in bold = 95% Credibility Interval does not include zero. a7-point scale. b5-point scale. cIn years. d1 = female, 2 = male.



We performed an MCFA to examine the construct validity of the self-report measures. A 5-factor model with separate HAW, interest-taking, work engagement, adaptive performance, and OCB was tested against three alternative models. As Table 3 shows, the 5-factor model had a good fit and fitted our data best compared to the alternatives. A supplemental exploratory factor analysis with Harman's single-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) also indicated that there was no single factor at the within or between level that would account for substantial shared variance, suggesting the absence of common method variance.

TABLE 3  Confirmatory factor analyses results for study 1 (experienced employees).


	Model
	χ2 (df)
	Δχ2
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMRw
	SRMRb





	1 Within: work engagement; adaptive performance; OCB 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	723.37 (260)
	–
	0.93
	0.91
	0.05
	0.06
	0.08



	2 Within: work engagement and adaptive performance as one factor; OCB 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	1466.33 (265)
	742.96***
	0.81
	0.78
	0.08
	0.02
	0.08



	3 Within: work engagement; adaptive performance and OCB as one factor 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	1114.06 (262)
	390.68***
	0.86
	0.84
	0.06
	0.07
	0.08



	4 Within: work engagement and adaptive performance and OCB as one factor 
Between: happiness at work and interest-taking as one factor
	296.39 (271)
	2240.01***
	0.57
	0.51
	0.11
	0.16
	0.16





Nbetween= 126, Nwithin= 803. OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior; CFI, Comparative Fit Index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation. SRMRw/SRMRb, Standardized Root Mean Residual for within/between. ***p < 0.001.





4.2.2 Test of hypotheses

Before hypothesis testing, the trace plot inspection and a stable potential scale reduction value of < 1.05 after ~200 iterations indicated a very good model convergence. Results further indicated a good fit for the mediation model [95%-CI = [−18.98; 29.75]; Posterior Predictive P-Value = 0.33].

For Hypothesis 1.1a and Hypothesis 1.2a, we tested the direct positive effect of HAW on adaptive performance and OCB, respectively. Multilevel estimates do not indicate direct effects of HAW on adaptive performance [B = 0.12, 95%-CrI = [−0.13; 0.38]] and OCB [B = 0.21, 95%-CrI = [0.16; 0.60]]. Therefore, Hypothesis 1.1a and Hypothesis 1.2a have to be rejected, and HAW does not directly relate to adaptive performance and OCB among experienced employees.

Hypothesis 2.1a proposed the indirect positive effect of HAW on adaptive performance via work engagement. Hypothesis 2.2a proposed an indirect effect of HAW and OCB via work engagement. Consistent with Hypothesis 2.1a and Hypothesis 2.2a, multilevel estimates revealed that between-person HAW positively related to work engagement [B = 0.90, 95%-CrI = [0.60; 1.21]]. At the within-person level, work engagement was positively related to both adaptive performance [B = 0.30, 95%-CrI = [0.21; 0.38]] and OCB [B = 0.14, 95%-CrI = [0.05; 0.23]], supporting Hypothesis 2.1a and Hypothesis 2.2a respectively. Consequently, the two hypothesized indirect effects of HAW via work engagement on adaptive performance [B = 0.26, 95%-CrI = [0.16; 0.39]] and OCB [B = 0.13, 95%-CrI = [0.05; 0.23]] were evident among experienced employees (see Table 4). Both Hypothesis 2.1a and Hypothesis 2.2a are therefore supported. Thus, work engagement fully mediates the positive relationships between HAW and adaptive performance (Hypothesis 2.1a) and OCB (Hypothesis 2.2a) among experienced employees.

TABLE 4  Multilevel estimates for study 1 (experienced employees).


	
	Model 1 (mediation)
	Model 2 (moderated mediation)



	Parameter
	B
	PSD
	95% CrI LL
	95% CrI UL
	B
	PSD
	95% CrI LL
	95% CrI UL





	Within-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    WE → AP
	0.29
	0.04
	0.21
	0.38
	0.30
	0.04
	0.21
	0.38



	    WE → OCB
	0.14
	0.05
	0.05
	0.23
	0.14
	0.05
	0.05
	0.23



	    R2 AP
	0.06
	0.02
	0.03
	0.11
	0.07
	0.02
	0.03
	0.10



	    R2 OCB
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.04
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.04



	Between-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    WE → AP
	0.04
	0.07
	−0.10
	0.18
	0.04
	0.07
	−0.11
	0.18



	    WE → OCB
	0.11
	0.11
	−0.11
	0.33
	0.11
	0.11
	−0.12
	0.32



	    R2 WE
	0.23
	0.07
	0.11
	0.37
	0.26
	0.07
	0.13
	0.40



	    R2 AP
	0.04
	0.04
	0.00
	0.14
	0.04
	0.04
	0.00
	0.14



	    R2 OCB
	0.05
	0.04
	0.00
	0.15
	0.05
	0.04
	0.00
	0.16



	Cross-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    HAW → WE
	0.87
	0.15
	0.57
	1.17
	0.90
	0.16
	0.60
	1.21



	    HAW → AP
	0.13
	0.13
	−0.13
	0.37
	0.12
	0.13
	−0.13
	0.38



	    HAW → OCB
	0.22
	0.19
	−0.17
	0.60
	0.21
	0.19
	−0.16
	0.60



	    IT → WE
	
	
	
	
	−0.19
	0.12
	−0.41
	0.05



	Indirect effects



	HAW → WE → AP
	0.25
	0.06
	0.15
	0.38
	0.26
	0.06
	0.16
	0.39



	HAW → WE → OCB
	0.12
	0.05
	0.04
	0.23
	0.13
	0.05
	0.05
	0.23



	Interaction



	HAW × IT → WE
	
	
	
	
	−0.14
	0.17
	−0.47
	0.19




Nbetween= 126, Nwithin= 803. PSD, Posterior Standard Deviation; HAW, Happiness at Work; WE, Work Engagement; IT, Interest-Taking; AP, Adaptive Performance; OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior. 95% CrI LL (UL), Lower (Upper) Level of 95% Credibility Interval. Bold values indicate parameters' 95% Credibility Interval does not include zero.



In Hypothesis 3a, we predicted moderating effects (amplifying effects) of interest-taking on the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement among experienced employees. However, multilevel estimates do not indicate an interaction effect of HAW × interest-taking on work engagement [B = −0.14, 95%-CrI = [−0.47; 0.19]]. Therefore, Hypothesis 3a did not receive support from the first sample's data. Interest-taking does not moderate the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement among experienced employees. Consequently, the proposed moderator's conditional indirect effects at higher or lower levels could not be interpreted. Thus, Hypothesis 4.1a and Hypothesis 4.2a are not supported.



4.2.3 Supplementary analysis

Although the current study focused on the moderating role of interest-taking, we conducted supplementary analyses to examine the other subscales of the index of autonomous functioning. Multilevel estimation revealed non-existent interactions of the sub-facets of susceptibility to control [B = 0.01; 95%-CrI = [−0.16; 0.17]] and authorship [B = −0.03; 95%-CrI = [−0.56; 0.50]] with HAW. Therefore, none of the subscales of the index of autonomous functioning moderated the positive effect of HAW on work engagement among experienced employees.




4.3 Discussion of study 1

In our first study, we sought to investigate the mediating role of work engagement in a sample of experienced employees, and our findings confirmed our hypothesis. Our results indicate that HAW had a positive effect on work engagement, which in turn positively influenced extra-role performance in the form of adaptive performance and OCB. The path of motivation triggered by HAW highlights the importance of this construct as a key resource for experienced employees. Although we initially hypothesized that interest-taking moderates the positive effect of HAW on work engagement, our first study does not provide evidence for this interaction. One possible explanation for this lack of moderation is that experienced employees often possess a deep understanding of work processes and company culture and are frequently capable of adapting their work to their interests and skills. Furthermore, their experience often allows them to quickly acclimate to new tasks, which might limit the relevance of interest-taking in moderating the relationship between HAW and work engagement. However, our study's findings provide valuable insights into the mediating role of work engagement between HAW and extra-role performance among experienced employees.




5 Study 2: newcomers


5.1 Materials and methods
 
5.1.1 Research design and participants

We recruited newcomers from various organizations in Germany using the convenience sampling method through professional networks or direct contact. Participants self-registered for the online study via a double opt-in email procedure. All participants were fully informed about the study's details and assured of data confidentiality and security. Participation was voluntary, and participants received no monetary compensation. However, as in Study 1, participants were given the option of receiving individual feedback. Of the 246 people who initially participated in the survey, 120 were excluded because they had only completed one survey or because data were either illogical or incomplete. The final sample included 126 newcomers. The average number of completed surveys was 3.17, resulting in a total of 399 observations. The average age was 27.84 years (SD = 6.73 years). 63.50% of the sample were female. Work experience was 4.26 years on average (SD = 6.48), and the average number of previous job changes was 2.15 (SD = 2.17), reflecting the participants' experience with socialization processes. 10.30% of the newcomers were in leadership positions, and 31.70% worked part-time. Participants came from various industries: The health and social care sector (18.90%), service industry (17.10%), wholesale and retail (16.20%), education and upbringing (12.60%), or information and communications (8.10%). Thus, we investigated a heterogeneous sample of newcomers with a wide range of professional and personal backgrounds. Participants filled out the first questionnaire 2–4 weeks after organizational entry, covering the time since they started their job. The three consecutive questionnaires were then sent at 4-week intervals, covering the initial 4 months of the new employment.



5.1.2 Measures

We used the same scales as in Study 1, except for OCB (see Table 1). The first questionnaire included demographic information, such as age or gender, and measures of HAW and interest-taking as a trait. The first and the subsequent three questionnaires assessed work engagement, adaptive performance, and OCB.



5.1.3 Analytical procedure

The procedures of Study 1 were adopted accordingly.




5.2 Results of study 2
 
5.2.1 Descriptive statistics, construct validity, and model fit

Table 5 displays descriptive statistics and reliabilities of variables. Similar to Study 1,3 examination for within-person (Level 1) and between-person (Level 2) variances among the outcome variables revealed substantial amounts of variance on Level 2 (see ICC values in Table 5). In line with Study 1, the results of variance decomposition also support the application of multilevel modeling.

TABLE 5  Descriptive statistics for study 2 (newcomers).


	Variable
	M
	SD
	ICC
	Correlations



	
	
	
	
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.





	1. Work engagementa
	4.64
	1.21
	0.71
	(0.95)
	0.34
	0.18
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Adaptive performancea
	5.43
	0.95
	0.43
	0.55
	(0.75)
	0.14
	
	
	
	
	



	3. OCBb
	2.53
	0.70
	0.63
	0.34
	0.26
	(0.82)
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Happiness at workb
	3.68
	0.70
	
	0.67
	0.46
	0.26
	(0.89)
	
	
	
	



	5. Interest-takingb
	3.49
	0.72
	
	0.22
	0.18
	−0.09
	0.22
	(0.77)
	
	
	



	6. Agec
	27.84
	6.73
	
	0.16
	0.11
	0.17
	0.07
	−0.05
	–
	
	



	7. Genderd
	1.37
	0.48
	
	−0.08
	−0.08
	0.12
	0.02
	−0.06
	0.02
	–
	



	8. Work experiencec
	4.26
	6.48
	
	0.09
	0.09
	0.13
	−0.03
	−0.05
	0.90
	0.02
	–



	9. Job change experiencee
	2.15
	2.17
	
	−0.02
	−0.09
	0.16
	−0.09
	−0.09
	0.48
	0.08
	0.58




OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior; M, Grand means for person-level means; SD, Standard deviation of grand means for person-level means; ICC, Intraclass Correlations of within-variables. Values for McDonald's Omega are depicted in parentheses on the diagonal. Below the diagonal are between-level correlations (N = 126), and above the diagonal are within-level correlations (N = 399). Numbers in bold = 95% Credibility Interval does not include zero. a7-point scale. b5-point scale. cIn years. d1 = female, 2 = male. eTotal number of previous job changes.



As in Study 1, a 5-factor model with separate HAW, interest-taking, work engagement, adaptive performance, and OCB was tested against three alternative models. As can be seen in Table 6, the 5-factor model had a good fit and better fitted our data compared to the alternative models. We could replicate the factor structure from Study 1, and the discriminability of our measures was given. Supplemental exploratory factor analysis again indicated no substantial shared variance at a single factor at the within or between level, again suggesting the absence of common method variance.

TABLE 6  Confirmatory factor analyses results for study 2 (newcomers).


	Model
	χ2 (df)
	Δχ2
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMRw
	SRMRb





	1 Within: work engagement; adaptive performance; OCB 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	733.20 (320)
	–
	0.91
	0.90
	0.06
	0.06
	0.07



	2 Within: work engagement and adaptive performance as one factor; OCB 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	920.80 (322)
	187.60***
	0.87
	0.85
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07



	3 Within: work engagement; adaptive performance and OCB as one factor 
Between: happiness at work; interest-taking
	1028.87 (322)
	295.67***
	0.85
	0.83
	0.07
	0.11
	0.07



	4 Within: work engagement and adaptive performance and OCB as one factor 
Between: happiness at work and interest-taking as one factor
	1781.58 (328)
	1048.38***
	0.69
	0.65
	0.11
	0.13
	0.12





Nbetween= 126, Nwithin= 399. OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior; CFI, Comparative Fit Index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMRw/SRMRb, Standardized Root Mean Residual for within/between. ***p < 0.001.





5.2.2 Test of hypotheses

Trace plot inspection and the potential scale reduction value falling below 1.05 after ~500 iterations indicated good model convergence. Like in Study 1, results revealed a good model fit [95%-CI = [−19.60; 26.47]; Posterior Predictive P-Value = 0.41].

Hypothesis 1.1b and Hypothesis 1.2b postulated the respective direct positive effects of HAW on adaptive performance and OCB among newcomers. Multilevel estimates do not confirm the direct effects of HAW on adaptive performance [B = 0.14, 95%-CrI = [−0.09; 0.38]] or OCB [B = 0.04, 95%-CrI = [−0.17; 0.25]]. Among newcomers, HAW is not directly related to adaptive performance and OCB.

Hypothesis 2.1b and Hypothesis 2.2b proposed that work engagement mediates the positive effect of HAW on newcomer adaptive performance (Hypothesis 2.1b) and newcomer OCB (Hypothesis 2.2b), respectively. The results show that between-person HAW was related to newcomer within-level work engagement [B = 1.01, 95%-CrI = [0.79; 1.23]]. On the within-person level, newcomer work engagement was related to adaptive performance [B = 0.37, 95%-CrI = [0.25; 0.50]] and OCB [B = 0.12, 95%-CrI = [0.04; 0.19]]. Therefore, the results support the indirect effect of HAW on adaptive performance via work engagement [B = 0.37, 95%-CrI = [0.24; 0.54]] and the indirect effect of HAW on OCB via work engagement [B = 0.12, 95%-CrI = [0.04; 0.20]] (see Table 7). Thus, Hypothesis 2.1b and Hypothesis 2.2b were supported. Consistent Study 1 on experienced employees, work engagement also fully mediates the positive relationship between HAW and adaptive performance (Hypothesis 2.1b) and the positive relationship between HAW and OCB (Hypothesis 2.2b) among newcomers.

TABLE 7  Multilevel estimates for study 2 (newcomers).


	Parameter
	Model 1 (mediation)
	Model 2 (moderated mediation)



	
	B
	PSD
	95% CrI LL
	95% CrI UL
	B
	PSD
	95% CrI LL
	95% CrI UL





	Within-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    WE → AP
	0.37
	0.06
	0.25
	0.50
	0.37
	0.06
	0.25
	0.50



	    WE → OCB
	0.12
	0.04
	0.04
	0.20
	0.12
	0.04
	0.04
	0.19



	    R2 AP
	0.11
	0.04
	0.05
	0.20
	0.11
	0.04
	0.05
	0.19



	    R2 OCB
	0.03
	0.02
	0.00
	0.09
	0.03
	0.02
	0.00
	0.08



	Between-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    WE → AP
	0.27
	0.09
	0.10
	0.44
	0.28
	0.09
	0.11
	0.44



	    WE → OCB
	0.17
	0.08
	0.01
	0.32
	0.17
	0.08
	0.02
	0.33



	    R2 WE
	0.45
	0.07
	0.30
	0.59
	0.54
	0.07
	0.39
	0.66



	    R2 AP
	0.33
	0.09
	0.16
	0.51
	0.35
	0.09
	0.17
	0.53



	    R2 OCB
	0.13
	0.06
	0.03
	0.27
	0.14
	0.07
	0.03
	0.29



	Cross-level



	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	    HAW → WE
	0.98
	0.11
	0.77
	1.20
	1.01
	0.11
	0.79
	1.23



	    HAW → AP
	0.15
	0.12
	−0.09
	0.39
	0.14
	0.12
	−0.09
	0.38



	    HAW → OCB
	0.05
	0.11
	−0.16
	0.26
	0.04
	0.11
	−0.17
	0.25



	    IT → WE
	
	
	
	
	0.10
	0.11
	−0.10
	0.31



	Indirect effects



	HAW → WE → AP
	0.36
	0.08
	0.23
	0.53
	0.37
	0.08
	0.24
	0.54



	HAW → WE → OCB
	0.12
	0.04
	0.04
	0.20
	0.12
	0.04
	0.04
	0.20



	Interaction



	HAW × IT → WE
	
	
	
	
	0.46
	0.14
	0.19
	0.72



	Conditional a-path



	HAW × IT (−1 SD) → WE
	
	
	
	
	0.67
	0.14
	0.40
	0.95



	HAW × IT (+1 SD) → WE
	
	
	
	
	1.34
	0.16
	1.03
	1.65



	Conditional indirect effects



	HAW × IT (−1 SD) → WE → AP
	
	
	
	
	0.25
	0.07
	0.13
	0.40



	HAW × IT (+1 SD) → WE → AP
	
	
	
	
	0.50
	0.10
	0.31
	0.71



	HAW × IT (−1 SD) → WE → OCB
	
	
	
	
	0.08
	0.03
	0.02
	0.15



	HAW × IT (+1 SD) → WE → OCB
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.06
	0.05
	0.27




Nbetween= 126, Nwithin= 399; PSD, Posterior Standard Deviation; HAW, Happiness at Work; WE, Work Engagement; IT, Interest-Taking; AP, Adaptive Performance; OCB, Organizational Citizenship Behavior; 95% CrI LL (UL), Lower (Upper) Level of 95% Credibility Interval. Bold values indicate parameters' 95% Credibility Interval does not include zero.



Hypothesis 3b addressed the moderating role of interest-taking. It proposes that the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement is stronger for newcomers with higher (vs. lower) interest-taking. In support of this proposition, results indicate that interest-taking moderates the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement [B = 0.46, 95%-CrI = [0.19; 0.72]]. We performed a simple slope analysis for values of the moderator at one standard deviation above (+1SD) and below (−1SD) the mean as recommended by Preacher et al. (2006) and depicted the interaction in Figure 2. Interaction patterns show that for newcomers with higher levels of interest-taking, the positive relationship between HAW and work engagement is stronger (B = 1.34) than for those showing lower levels of interest-taking (B = 0.67). Thus, Hypothesis 3b is supported. Interest-taking moderates the positive relationship between HAW and newcomer work engagement.


[image: Line graph depicting the relationship between happiness at work and work engagement, with two lines representing lower and higher interest-taking. Higher interest-taking has a steeper slope (B = 1.34) compared to lower interest-taking (B = 0.67). Both lines show positive correlations, with happiness ranging from −1 SD to +1 SD.]
FIGURE 2
 Interaction effects of happiness at work and interest-taking.


Consequently, Hypothesis 4.1b and Hypothesis 4.2b predicted that interest-taking moderates the respective indirect effects of HAW on adaptive performance and OBC via work engagement. Multilevel estimates provided evidence for a moderation of the indirect effects. For values of the moderator at one standard deviation above and below the mean, results indicate conditional indirect effects of HAW on adaptive performance (B = 0.25 for interest-taking at −1SD, B = 0.50 for interest-taking at +1SD) and OCB (B = 0.08 for interest-taking at −1SD, B = 0.15 for interest-taking at +1SD) via work engagement (see Table 7). Thus, interest-taking moderates both indirect effects of HAW on adaptive performance (Hypothesis 4.1b) and OCB (Hypothesis 4.2b) via work engagement among newcomers.



5.2.3 Supplementary analysis

As in Study 1, we conducted an additional analysis on the potential moderating effects of the other two subscales of the index of autonomous functioning. Again, no interaction of HAW with susceptibility to control was found [B = 0.10, 95&-CrI = [−0.21; 0.40]] among newcomers. Regarding the interaction of HAW and the subscale of authorship, multilevel estimates support an interaction effect on work engagement [B = 0.56, 95%-CrI = [0.24; 0.87]]. As the current study focuses on interest-taking, there will be no detailed discussion regarding self-congruence specifically. Nevertheless, potential implications for future research will be discussed later.




5.3 Discussion of study 2

In line with Study 1, all hypotheses regarding the mediating role of work engagement were supported among our newcomer sample. We found that HAW relates to work engagement, which further leads to increases in socialization outcomes. Therefore, our findings further support the proposition of HAW as an important resource for experienced employees and newcomers. In addition, and in contrast to Study 1, we were able to show that interest-taking moderates the positive effect of HAW-on-work engagement. This further highlights the importance of additionally considering interactions between job resources and personal resources and adds to our understanding of how individuals might profit from HAW. Also, the findings of our second study address the supposition of the newcomer pathway to organizational socialization (Saks and Gruman, 2018), which adapts the motivational process of the JD-R model and extends it to organizational socialization research. Finally, work engagement mediates the positive relationship of HAW with adaptive performance and OCB, respectively. Thus, by proving that work engagement is an important mediator between socialization resources (here: HAW) and socialization outcomes (here: adaptive performance and OCB), our findings add to the knowledge about the role of work engagement among newcomers during organizational socialization.




6 General discussion

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that investigates the relationship between HAW and adaptive performance or OCB among different populations of employees and, based on the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), explains these relationships via work engagement. In particular, we examine the interactive effect of HAW and interest-taking on work engagement, ultimately predicting adaptative performance and OCB, through two studies with employees at different stages of their organizational careers: experienced employees (Study 1) and newcomers (Study 2). First, our results demonstrate that HAW is an important job resource for both experienced employees and newcomers, affecting work engagement and the motivational process of the JD-R model. Second, we confirmed the moderating role of interest-taking among newcomers, introducing interest-taking as a valuable personal resource that helps individuals benefit from HAW even more regarding their engagement. Third, both studies improve our understanding of the link between HAW and important work-related performance outcomes, namely adaptive performance and OCB. Based on JD-R theory, we demonstrate the crucial role of work engagement as a mediator with additional emphasis on organizational socialization research.


6.1 Theoretical contribution

We make several contributions to theory and research. First, we contribute to research on HAW regarding its role as a resource and its consequences for organizations and employees at different career stages. Recent research shows HAW is inherently connected with motivating job characteristics (Oerlemans and Bakker, 2018) and modern work environments (Kortsch et al., 2022). HAW is determined by the factors of self-actualization, meaningfulness, and community (Rehwaldt, 2017; Rehwaldt and Kortsch, 2022) and is supposed to relate to creativity, motivation, and performance (Rehwaldt, 2020). Implementing this conceptualization of HAW, we expand the knowledge about its relationship with motivation and performance among employees at different stages of their careers. Referring to the JD-R model's motivation process, we demonstrate that HAW is an important job resource (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, 2017) for experienced employees and newcomers. By conducting two longitudinal studies among heterogeneous samples, we further address recent calls for longitudinal examinations of HAW and its consequences among diverse occupational groups (Rehwaldt and Kortsch, 2022).

By including interest-taking as a moderator in the relationship between HAW and work engagement, we further add to the understanding of how personal resources help individuals leverage their job resources more effectively. The JD-R model expects individuals with more personal resources to have better access to job resources, which will benefit the motivational process (Bakker et al., 2023). In our second study, we can show that newcomers with higher levels of interest-taking, compared to those with lower levels, are better able to benefit from the job resource HAW, such that they exhibit higher levels of work engagement. In doing so, we also respond to calls by Saks and Gruman (2012, 2018) to examine the joint effects of resources on work engagement among newcomers and contribute to organizational socialization literature. As mentioned earlier, we did not find a moderating effect of interest-taking among experienced employees. However, previous research has shown differences between newcomers and experienced employees in terms of the influence of personality on performance (e.g., Bauer et al., 2007; Tracey et al., 2007). Our results were surprising as we hypothesized that interest-taking benefits newcomers and experienced employees. One possible explanation could be the different phases and situations that lead to different perceptions of the work environment among new hires and experienced employees. While newcomers gain many new impressions, experienced employees have more expertise and experience to react to situational work events without much effort and attention. Therefore, because of their stage, newcomers benefit more from higher interest-taking, such as finding meaning in events and staying motivated. However, more research is needed to replicate and confirm these findings. The person x situation approach of JD-R theory by Bakker et al. (2023) can serve as a theoretical foundation to dig deeper into understanding these relationships.

We further contribute to the work engagement literature by clarifying the role of work engagement for newcomers during organizational socialization and experienced employees. In line with the JD-R model and numerous empirical research that suggests work engagement mediates the motivational process between job resources and performance outcomes (e.g., Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), our results show that work engagement fully mediates the relationship between HAW and adaptive performance and OCB, respectively. Regarding research on organizational socialization, our study adds to the limited knowledge about newcomer work engagement (Saks and Gruman, 2012, 2018). We introduce HAW as a valuable socialization resource and empirically support the mediating role of work engagement for newcomers.

Furthermore, our studies focus on adaptive performance and OCB and contribute to the knowledge of how to promote both simultaneously. Employees are confronted with changes in their work environment and show adaptive behavior to respond to those changes in their job tasks (Jundt et al., 2015). We contribute to the literature and expand the evidence on how engagement improves adaptive performance in employees, as there are only a few studies to link them (e.g., Kaya and Karatepe, 2020; Park et al., 2020). Furthermore, our results add to the existing literature on the relationship between work engagement and OCB (e.g., Borst et al., 2020; Gupta et al., 2017). Consistent with previous research, our results suggest a positive relationship between work engagement and OCB for both experienced employees and newcomers. Making an important contribution to organizational socialization research, this is the first study to demonstrate the relationship between newcomers' work engagement, adaptive performance, and OCB.



6.2 Practical implications

Current research suggests that HAW can provide valuable indicators for assessing progress and change in various work domains, such as employee acquisition, onboarding, and retention (e.g., Rehwaldt, 2017; Kortsch et al., 2022). Results from both studies extend and support these approaches and serve as a foundation for practical implementation for organizations seeking to build and improve HAW and work engagement from the outset and throughout employment. Creating favorable and inspiring work conditions and environments is strongly related to better performance (e.g., Bashir et al., 2020). Promoting HAW as a strategic HR measure has been shown to positively impact innovative performance and OCB (Fröhlich et al., 2025a,b).

Organizations should aim to build a professional and trusting community and empower employees to contribute to the bigger picture to strengthen HAW. This can be achieved, for example, by emphasizing the factors of meaningfulness and self-actualization, encouraging early employee participation, supporting open communication, implementing feedback, and promoting autonomous working (e.g., Rehwaldt, 2017; Kortsch et al., 2022). HR professionals and leaders can invest in targeted measures that strengthen meaning, self-actualization, and community in the workplace, e.g., via positive and supportive leadership (Fröhlich et al., 2025a,b), a culture of appreciation, or meaningful work tasks. In particular, training on positive leadership and coaching on HAW could help employees improve the factors of HAW. Companies should also provide employees with opportunities to improve their ability to align their actions with their interests to promote HAW and improve work engagement and extra-productive behaviors. Furthermore, training employees in interest-taking supports them in developing important skills and improving their experience of HAW. Implementing interventions addressing work engagement (see also Knight et al., 2019) and HAW is a promising avenue for future research.



6.3 Limitations and avenues for future research

First, we used self-report data, susceptible to certain biases (e.g., social desirability) and inflated associations due to common method bias. We addressed this issue by using validated and distinct measures for all focal constructs and carefully designing the studies (e.g., separating measurements during the day in Study 1). Furthermore, multilevel CFAs confirmed the distinctiveness of the focal constructs, and a supplemental Harman's single-factor test suggests the absence of common method variance. However, to further mitigate potential biases, future research could include, for example, other sources of external information or ratings from team members or supervisors. Furthermore, given the nature of our approach, we focused on the investigation of the effects in the direction of HAW on work engagement in a multilevel design. Future studies could apply multilevel modeling to integrate further constructs that might explain our proposed relationships (for further factors, see the second limitation as well), even at the team- or organizational level, or implement cross-lagged panel models to investigate potential feedback-loops that might lead from engagement to HAW.

Second, especially in the first study, there is no significant moderator effect, raising two questions: (1) Which moderators could further explain the link between HAW and work engagement, especially for experienced employees? We suggest that the lack of effectiveness of interest-taking as a moderator among experienced employees might be due to them already being accustomed to their work environment. However, future studies might test this supposition. Also, exploring alternative personal resources as moderators (e.g., workplace curiosity or proactive personality) or additional factors such as job autonomy or role clarity, might be a fruitful avenue for future studies. Weinstein et al. (2012) found associations of interest-taking with the Big Five personality traits. Thus, further investigation into how personality traits impact the effectiveness of interest-taking or affect the link between HAW and engagement could benefit our understanding of the relationship. These studies might shed light on the question of how more self-regulated personality profiles could generally benefit more from HAW than others. (2) Are there possibly industry or organizational differences that explain how interest-taking or personality traits in some industries interacts more with HAW and thus sets motivational processes in motion that favor individual work engagement? For example, organizational culture, workplace policies, or job complexity could form contextual factors that help further explain the relationships. Similarly, although we acquired two heterogeneous samples that each integrated multiple industries and jobs, our results are based on so-called WEIRD (i.e., from Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic societies) samples. Investigating the HAW-engagement-performance link in various working areas, industries, and cultures would be a promising avenue for future research.

Third, it should also be noted that a large portion of the first study was collected during the Corona pandemic, which is an additional limitation. In addition, future intervention studies could examine how training or coaching, focusing on work engagement or factors for HAW, enhances extra-productive behavior.
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Footnotes

1For more details on the framework of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being we refer interested readers to: Ryan and Deci (2001) and Delle Fave (2023).

2Despite significant correlations of age and work experience with OCB and of organizational tenure with interest-taking, we excluded these control variables from further analyses in order to minimize power reduction associated with type II error inflation (Becker, 2005; Becker et al., 2016). Supplemental analyses that accounted for the aforementioned variables also did not reveal a different pattern of results.

3As in Study 1 and due to nonsignificant correlations with the focal variables, additional control variables are excluded further analyses.
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