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Abstract 

The phenomenon of rising turnover amid high performance achievement represents an anomaly that calls for 

psychological explanation. This study aims to examine the mediating role of employee engagement in the 

relationship between employee performance and workload on employee retention in a boarding school setting. 

The research population consisted of 228 employees at Sekolah Islam Nurul Fikri Boarding School Serang, with 

a sample of 146 respondents selected through proportional random sampling. Data were analyzed using Partial 

Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The results indicate that employee performance has a 

positive effect on employee engagement (β = 0.676, t = 11.781) but no direct effect on retention (β = 0.040, t = 

0.363). Workload has no significant effect on employee engagement (β = -0.011, t = 0.123) yet exerts a negative 

effect on retention (β = -0.255, t = 3.994). Employee engagement fully mediates the influence of performance on 

retention (β = 0.445, t = 7.670), whereas its mediating role in the workload–retention link is not significant. These 

findings confirm that retention is not directly influenced by performance; rather, the effect is transmitted through 

employee engagement. In contrast, workload directly reduces retention without operating through the engagement 

mechanism. The integration of AMO theory, the JD-R model, and Social Exchange Theory successfully elucidates 

these dynamics, particularly within the high-demand context of boarding school education. The managerial 

implications underscore the need for employee engagement enhancement programs and structural workload 

management. 
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1. Introduction 

In the contemporary landscape of human resource management, employees are no longer 

viewed as factors of production, but rather as strategic assets that determine competitive 

advantage (Kaufman, 2001; Noor Al-Jedaiah & Albdareen, 2020). This view is particularly 

relevant in boarding schools, where employees are required to perform intensive and continuous 

roles involving academic, caregiving, and character-building responsibilities. In broader 

institutional contexts, engagement has also been recognized as an important participatory 

mechanism for strengthening shared responsibility, collaboration, and sustainable 
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organizational development (Wijaya et al., 2026). However, the reality at Nurul Fikri Islamic 

Boarding School in Serang reveals an anomaly: employee turnover has consistently risen from 

7.36% in 2022 to 10.96% in 2024, while the average Key Performance Indicator (KPI) score 

increased from 72.14 in 2023 to 90.13 in 2024. 

Theoretically, the relationship between performance and retention remains inconsistent. A study 

by Riadi et al. (2025) found that performance has a positive and significant effect on retention; 

conversely, Kiazad et al. (2024) demonstrated that high-performance work practices can 

increase occupational embeddedness, which in turn facilitates quit intentions. Meanwhile, 

studies on the effect of workload on retention also show mixed results. Most of the research, 

such as Galanis et al. (2024) and Handayani & Pujianto (2024), found that high workload 

triggers burnout and quit intentions. However, Prihantoro & Sutianingsih (2025) reported that 

workload can have a positive effect on retention when accompanied by incentives, whereas 

Rahmansyah & Indiyati (2024) found no significant effect. These differences suggest that the 

mechanisms linking causal factors and retention are not direct and require psychological 

mediating variables 

To address this research gap, this study posits employee engagement as a mediating variable. 

Employee engagement is understood as a state of positive mindset, vigor, dedication, and 

absorption that influences how employees interpret job demands (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Bakker & Demerouti (2017) in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model explain that high 

job demands can be offset by personal resources, including engagement, thereby minimizing 

the negative impact on retention. On the other hand, Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) 

emphasizes that employees who feel valued and emotionally invested will reciprocate with 

loyalty. It is the integration of the AMO model (Appelbaum et al., 2001; Jiang et al., 2012), the 

JD-R model, and Social Exchange Theory that is proposed to explain why high performance 

can drive retention through the reinforcement of engagement, while workload may have a direct 

route to the decision to leave 

The novelty of this study lies in simultaneously testing the mediating role of employee 

engagement regarding two causal factors (performance and workload) within a single structural 

model, an approach that remains very limited, particularly in the context of boarding schools. 

Thus, the objectives of this study are: (1) to analyze the characteristics of employee 

performance, workload, employee engagement, and employee retention; (2) to test the effects 

of employee performance and workload on employee engagement; (3) to test the effect of 

employee engagement on employee retention, (4) to test the direct effects of employee 

performance and workload on employee retention, and (5) to test the mediating role of 

employee engagement in each relationship.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Employee Performance and Employee Engagement 

Employee performance refers to the level of work achievement measured in terms of quality, 

quantity, timeliness, cost-effectiveness, autonomy, and interpersonal impact (Bernardin & 

Russell, 2015; DeNisi & Murphy, 2017). According to the AMO Model (Appelbaum et al., 

2001; Jiang et al., 2012), performance is a function of ability, motivation, and opportunity. 

When employees successfully achieve their work targets, they experience a sense of mastery 

that enhances their self-efficacy and professional self-esteem. This condition subsequently 

triggers employee engagement, particularly in the dimensions of dedication (pride and meaning 
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in work) and vigor (energy and enthusiasm). Thus, the higher the employee performance, the 

stronger their commitment to their work. Therefore: 

H1: Employee performance has a positive effect on employee engagement.  

2.2 Workload and Employee Engagement 

Workload represents the physical, mental, and emotional demands that must be met within a 

specific timeframe (Spector & Jex, 1998). In the JD-R Model, workload is classified as a job 

demand that can trigger a health impairment process and reduce engagement (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017). However, when work demands are still perceived as challenges and 

supported by job resources such as work meaning and organizational support, their negative 

impact can be mitigated. In a boarding school environment rich in spiritual values, workload 

can be interpreted as a form of service, so it may not immediately reduce engagement. Second 

hypothesis: 

H2: Workload has a negative effect on employee engagement. 

2.3 Employee Engagement and Retention 

Employee retention is an organization’s ability to retain valuable employees (Hausknecht et al., 

2009). Engaged employees are physically, cognitively, and emotionally present, thereby 

developing a strong psychological bond with the organization. Within the framework of Social 

Exchange Theory, engagement is a form of positive employee response to supportive 

organizational treatment; in return, they demonstrate high commitment and a strong desire to 

stay. Various studies (Gašić & Berber, 2023; Mvuyana et al., 2025) demonstrate that employee 

engagement is a primary predictor of retention. Therefore: 

H3: Employee engagement has a positive effect on employee retention. 

2.4 The Direct Impact of Performance on Retention 

High performance does not always equate to loyalty. High-performing employees have 

significant bargaining power in the job market and can more easily secure alternative 

employment (Kiazad et al., 2024). If they lack an emotional connection to the organization, 

increased employability may encourage their intention to leave. Equity Theory (Adams, 1963) 

explains that when inputs (performance) are not matched by outcomes (rewards and 

recognition), a perception of injustice arises, which reduces retention. Therefore: 

H4: Employee performance has no direct effect on employee retention. 

2.5 The Direct Impact of Workload on Retention 

Workload that exceeds an individual’s adaptive capacity depletes energy and leads to chronic 

fatigue, which directly influences the decision to stay or leave the organization (Galanis et al., 

2024). Furthermore, a breach of the psychological contract due to excessive workload creates 

a perception of unfairness, leading employees to leave the organization. Therefore: 

H5: Workload has a negative effect on employee retention. 

2.6 The Mediating Role of Employee Engagement 

By integrating the AMO, JD-R, and SET models, it is hypothesized that employee engagement 

serves as a mechanism that mediates the effect of performance on retention. High performance 

builds engagement, which in turn strengthens loyalty. Without engagement, performance loses 
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its driving force on retention. Conversely, engagement may not be able to act as a buffer if the 

destructive impact of the workload is too strong. Thus: 

H6: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between employee performance and 

retention. 

H7: Employee engagement mediates the effect of workload on retention. 

3. Research Method 

This study employed a quantitative, explanatory design and a cross-sectional survey. The 

population consisted of all 228 active employees at the Nurul Fikri Islamic Boarding School in 

Serang. The sample size was calculated using the Slovin formula at a 5% margin of error, 

resulting in a minimum sample of 146 respondents. The sampling technique used was 

proportional random sampling by employee category (educators, Quran instructors, dormitory 

staff, and general staff). Of the 146 respondents, the majority were male (62%), aged 25–35 

years (37%), had >7 years of service (70%), and were permanent employees (94%).  

The variables were measured using a 1–5 Likert-scale questionnaire. Employee performance 

(X1) was operationalized through 13 indicators based on the performance dimensions identified 

by Bernardin & Russell (2015), including quality, quantity, timeliness, cost-effectiveness, 

supervision needs, and interpersonal impact. Workload (X2) used 8 indicators adapted from 

Spector & Jex (1998) and Koesomowidjojo (2017), covering quantitative, qualitative, and 

mental/emotional demands. Employee engagement (M) is measured using 9 indicators from the 

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) by Schaufeli & Bakker (2004), consisting of 

enthusiasm, dedication, and commitment. Employee retention (Y) is measured using 12 

indicators adapted from Mathis & Jackson (2019) and Hausknecht et al. (2009), covering 

organizational factors, career opportunities, rewards, task design, work relationships, and 

retention intentions. 

Data analysis was performed following the guidelines of Hair et al. (2019). Model evaluation 

was conducted using the outer model (convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability) 

and the inner model (R², Q², f², and significance tests using 5,000 bootstrap subsamples). 

4. Findings and Discussions 

4.1 Findings 

4.1.1 descriptive statistics 

Overall, employee performance falls into the high category (average score of 4.11), with the 

interpersonal impact dimension scoring the highest (4.27). The average workload is in the 

moderate category (3.25), with the qualitative aspect being the most dominant (3.73). Employee 

engagement is classified as high (3.52), with the dedication dimension standing out the most 

(4.27). Employee retention is also high (3.78), with the organizational component being the 

highest (4.05) and the rewards dimension the lowest (3.39). This data confirms that while 

employees are proud to be part of the organization, the workload and rewards system require 

serious attention. 

4.1.2 outer model evaluation 

After eliminating the five workload indicators (X2_1–X2_5) due to factor loadings below 

0.50, all remaining indicators had factor loadings ≥0.622 and AVE values above 0.50, 



International Journal of Business, Management & Economics 

e-ISSN: 2746-1351 

Vol. 7, No. 2, May 2026 

Published by:  

 

Pa
ge
5
4

 

satisfying convergent validity. The Fornell-Larcker test showed that the square root of each 

construct's AVE was higher than the correlation between constructs, thereby satisfying 

discriminant validity. The reliability of all constructs was excellent: Cronbach’s Alpha ranged 

from 0.837 to 0.937 and Composite Reliability from 0.897 to 0.945, exceeding the threshold of 

0.70.  

4.1.3 Inner model evaluation 

The R² values for employee engagement (0.459, moderate) and employee retention (0.555, 

moderate–strong) indicate that the model has good predictive power. The Q² values of 0.272 

and 0.306 (>0) confirm adequate predictive relevance. The effect size (f²) indicates that 

employee performance has a significant influence on engagement (f²=0.841), and that 

engagement also has a significant influence on retention (f²=0.527). The direct effects of 

performance on retention (f²=0.002) and workload on engagement (f²=0.000) are very small, 

suggesting that indirect pathways will be decisive. 

4.1.4 Hypothesis Testing 

The bootstrapping results conclude that: 

Table 1 . Direct Effect Test Results 

Hypothesis Relationship Between 

Variables 

Path 

Coefficient 

T-

Statistic 

P-

Values 

Decision 

H1 Employee Performance → 

Employee Engagement 

+0.676 11.781 0.000 Accepted 

H2 Workload → Employee 

Engagement 

-0.011 0.123 0.902 Rejected 

H3 Employee Engagement → 

Employee Retention 

+0.658 7.278 0.000 Accepted 

H4 Employee Performance → 

Employee Retention 

+0.040 0.363 0.717 Rejected 

H5 Workload → Employee 

Retention 

-0.255 3.994 0.000 Accepted 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 

Table 2. Indirect Effect Test Results 

Hypothesis Relationship Between 

Variables 

Path 

Coefficient 

T-

Statistic 

P-

Values 

Decision 

H6 Employee Performance 

→ Employee 

Engagement → 

Employee Retention 

0.445 7.670 0.000 Accepted 

(Full 

Mediation) 

H7 Workload → Employee 

Engagement → 

Employee Retention 

-0.007 0.122 0.903 Rejected 

Source: Processed primary data, 2025 
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4.2 Discussions 

4.2.1 The Effect of employee performance on employee engagement 

High performance has been shown to strengthen employee engagement. This aligns with the 

view that work success provides meaning and pride, which reinforce dedication and vigor 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). In the context of boarding schools, employees who achieve academic 

and caregiving targets feel that their contributions are valued, thereby increasing their emotional 

engagement. These results support the study by Riadi et al. (2025) and are consistent with the 

AMO model's (Jiang et al., 2012) logic of the mastery experience as a builder of self-efficacy. 

4.2.2 The Effect of workload on employee engagement 

The absence of a significant effect suggests that workload has not yet eroded employees’ 

emotional commitment. This can be explained by the fact that, in an environment steeped in 

spiritual values, workload may be interpreted as a calling to service and thus does not directly 

dampen morale. This aligns with Wang's (2024) finding that the impact of workload on 

engagement is complex and influenced by organizational support. Within the JD-R framework, 

job resources, such as social support and high job meaning, at this school can offset demands, 

preventing energy erosion at the psychological level. 

4.2.3 The Impact of employee engagement on retention 

Employee engagement is the strongest determinant of retention. Employees who are physically, 

cognitively, and emotionally engaged develop a sense of ownership and responsibility and thus 

are more likely to stay. These results confirm Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) and the 

findings of Gašić & Berber (2023) and Mvuyana et al. (2025) that engagement is a central 

variable in reducing turnover intentions. 

4.2.4 The direct effect of performance on retention 

Performance does not significantly predict retention directly. This finding explains the anomaly 

of rising turnover when KPIs are high. High-performing employees have high employability 

and easily receive offers from outside the company; without emotional ties, they are more 

willing to leave. This supports the studies by Kiazad et al. (2024) and Pohlan & Steffes (2025) 

and reinforces the argument that a performance appraisal system is insufficient if not 

accompanied by efforts to strengthen engagement. Only through engagement can performance 

be transformed into loyalty. 

4.2.5 The direct effect of workload on retention 

Workload directly reduces retention, indicating that physical and mental exhaustion resulting 

from excessive work demands drives the decision to leave. This is consistent with the health 

impairment pathway in the JD-R Model and the research by Galanis et al. (2024). In the context 

of boarding schools, long working hours and the dual responsibilities of being both an educator 

and a caregiver constitute a structural burden that, if not managed, will accelerate turnover, even 

if employees remain engaged. 

4.2.6 The mediating role of employee engagement 

Full mediation of the impact on performance demonstrates that employee engagement is a key 

mechanism. Without engagement, performance has no effect on retention; organizations must 

ensure that performance achievements are internalized as a source of pride and commitment. 

Conversely, the mediating role of workload has not been proven. This 
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means that engagement is not a buffer that can mitigate the negative impact of workload; an 

excessively heavy workload directly erodes retention and cannot be salvaged by mere love for 

the job. This is an important finding for HRM practices: workload is a structural issue that 

requires task design solutions, not just motivational programs. 

4.3 Managerial Implications 

1. Strengthening employee engagement as a key retention strategy. HR must design 

recognition programs, provide regular performance feedback, and establish clear career 

paths to translate performance into emotional commitment. 

2. Proportional workload management. Evaluating task distribution, implementing shift-work 

systems, and adding staff to critical units, such as dormitories, should be prioritized to 

prevent excessive workload from undermining retention. 

3. Special attention to high performers. High-performing employees must be managed with 

development incentives and fair rewards to prevent them from being easily poached by 

competitors. 

4. Integration of HRM systems. Policies regarding performance, workload, and engagement 

development must be integrated—not fragmented—to create a balance between demands 

and resources. 

5. Conclusion 

Based on the results of the analysis and discussion, this study concludes the following: 

1. Employee performance, employee engagement, and employee retention are in the high 

category, while workload is in the moderate category. However, the rewards dimension of 

retention remains a weak point that requires attention. 

2. Employee performance has a positive and significant effect on employee engagement. The 

higher the performance, the stronger the employees’ commitment to the organization. 

3. Workload does not have a significant effect on employee engagement. This indicates that 

employees are still able to maintain their commitment despite facing high work demands, 

as long as the workload is perceived as part of their professional responsibilities. 

4. Employee engagement has a positive and significant effect on employee retention. 

Employee engagement is a key factor in retaining employees. 

5. Employee performance does not have a direct significant effect on employee retention. 

High-performing employees are not necessarily loyal without emotional engagement. 

6. Workload has a negative and significant effect on employee retention. A high and sustained 

workload directly reduces employees’ desire to stay. 

7. Employee engagement fully mediates the effect of employee performance on employee 

retention. This means that performance will only affect retention if it first fosters employee 

engagement. 

8. Employee engagement does not mediate the effect of workload on employee retention. 

Workload directly influences employees’ decisions to stay or leave, without going through 

the psychological mechanism of engagement. 

Thus, efforts to retain employees in a boarding school setting must combine the management 

of structural workload with the development of sustainable employee engagement. The 

limitations of this study include its cross-sectional design and its focus on a single organization; 

therefore, caution is warranted when generalizing the findings. Future research is encouraged 
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to test this model longitudinally and to include contextual variables such as spiritual leadership, 

organizational culture, and job satisfaction to enrich our understanding of the determinants of 

employee retention. 
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