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Introduction 

Work engagement has consistently been a critical issue in various organizations due to its 

recognized importance as a fundamental concept for enhancing workplace well-being 

(Bakker, 2011). Saxena and Srivastava (2015) assert that work engagement has become one 

of the primary challenges that must be effectively managed to achieve organizational goals. 

Accordingly, Frank et al. (2004) emphasize that work engagement should be a core strategy 

for involving employees at all levels to ensure long-term success. 

Work engagement refers to a positive, fulfilling mental and emotional state in relation 

to one’s work, characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption  (Hakanen et al., 2006). 

Vigor represents high energy levels, mental resilience while working, willingness to work 

persistently, and enthusiasm in overcoming obstacles. Dedication reflects full involvement 
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work engagement among Civil Servants dedicated to public service 
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in work with a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. 

Absorption is characterized by full concentration and joy in one’s work, where employees 

feel time passes quickly and it is difficult to detach themselves from their work (Leiter & 

Bakker, 2010). 

According to Gorgievski & Bakker (2010), employees with high work engagement 

perform better than their less-engaged peers. Engaged employees exhibit high energy, 

effectively contribute to task completion, and feel capable of meeting job demands 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). They are more likely to take the initiative to assist colleagues 

in solving problems and willingly share information (Schaufeli, 2012). 

In the context of civil servants (PNS), work performance directly impacts public trust 

in government services (Rohmatiah & Amadi, 2019). Similarly, Gallup (2016) found that 

the average engagement rate among government employees is 29% at the national level and 

17% at the regional level, with the latter categorized as actively disengaged. Engagement 

levels in the public sector (33%) lag behind those in the private sector (36%) (Lavigna & 

Basso, 2020). 

However, public sector employees are often among the most disengaged workers 

compared to other sectors (Dale Carnegie Training, 2012). A common occurrence is that, 

after officially becoming civil servants, certain behaviors emerge that tarnish the image of 

PNS as a whole (Sitorus & Primanita, 2024). This is in line with the statements given by 

civil servants at the National Land Agency (BPN) of Regency X, who were previously 

interviewed. The phenomena experienced by the civil servants at BPN Regency X indicate 

that the issue of work engagement has become a critical area for improvement. As reflected 

in the first aspect of work engagement—vigor—an issue identified among BPN employees 

in Regency X is the presence of employee behavior that indicates fatigue at work and a sense 

of stagnation. In the dedication aspect, behaviors indicating a lack of enthusiasm for work 

are evident, such as the number of employees arriving late for the morning assembly. Lastly, 

in the absorption aspect, some employees show a lack of attention to their tasks and a desire 

to finish work quickly without considering the quality of the outcomes. This is further 

supported by the study which found that the BPN Office of Regency X still needs to improve 

the timeliness of its services conducted (Yanuariza & Novitaningtyas, 2021). Officers are 

expected to be more punctual in completing their tasks and in finalizing the PTSL (Complete 

Systematic Land Registration) certification process in accordance with the applicable 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP).   

Employees who directly interact with clients or the public are particularly critical to 

ensuring work engagement. These employees must dedicate their time and efforts to provide 

optimal satisfaction to clients and the public (Dale Carnegie Training, 2012). Given its 

significance, research on work engagement is crucial to improving both employee welfare 

and organizational productivity. 

Bakker and Demerouti (2008) propose the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, 

which identifies three factors influencing work engagement: job resources, job demands, and 

personal resources. These factors are interrelated, with job resources being particularly 

important when job demands, such as high workloads, increase. The JD-R model posits that 

job and personal resources can predict engagement levels, especially under high job demands 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Employees engaged in their work are driven not just by 

intrinsic motivation but by genuine enjoyment of their work (Gorgievski & Bakker, 2010). 

In the JD-R theory, it is stated that the higher a person’s personal resources, the more likely 

they are to experience alignment between their personal goals and intrinsic motivation 

(Judge et al., 2005). 
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In this study, work engagement is hypothesized to be enhanced through job resources, 

specifically quality of work life (QWL). QWL was selected because it can increase work 

engagement by 35%-40%, depending on the organizational context (Ishfaq et al., 2022). 

Riyono et al. (2022) describes QWL as an organizational culture that balances psychological 

well-being and employee productivity. Unlike previous studies, this research examines the 

relationship between QWL and work engagement in the specific context of the National 

Land Agency (BPN) in Regency X, focusing on the public sector. 

QWL is believed to enhance work engagement by encompassing aspects such as trust, 

care, respect, learning, and contribution (Riyono et al., 2022). Trust fosters a sense of 

security and value among employees. Care ensures employees feel appreciated. Respect 

motivates employees to excel in their work. Learning opportunities enable employees to 

achieve their best. Lastly, the collective willingness to contribute to organizational progress 

plays a vital role in boosting engagement. 

An employee’s personality significantly influences work engagement (Ongore, 2014). 

Riyono (2012) suggests that psychological stability is shaped by individual anchors. Anchors 

represent personal values that guide behavior, including virtues, self, others, and material 

orientations (Riyono, 2012). Virtues, namely principles based on virtuous values. Self, 

namely all self-qualities that are used as a guide for individuals. Others, namely something 

outside a person that is used as a guide for an individual. Materials, defined as all kinds of 

valuable materials and objects that are used as a mainstay for individuals (Riyono, 2020). 

Employees with stable anchor virtues embody goodness, truth, and compassion in their work 

and lives (Hardono, 2021). These values encourage behaviors that benefit organizational 

goals. This study focused on virtues because of individuals with anchor virtues tend to create 

a more supportive organizational climate because their behavior is oriented toward goodness 

and noble values. Those who rely on virtues as their anchor also tend to exhibit emotional 

stability (Hardanti & Riyono, 2022). 

In this study, workload is examined as a job demand. According to the JD-R model 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), job demands such as workload act as moderators in the 

relationship between job resources and work engagement and between personal resources 

and work engagement. Workload encompasses time load, mental effort, and psychological 

stress (Reid & Nygren, 1988). Workload refers to a set of duties or responsibilities given to 

employees within a designated period, requiring them to complete the tasks using their skills 

and capabilities (Yaningsih & Triwahyuni, 2022). Variations in perceptions of workload 

influence its impact on engagement (Elfitasari & Mulyana, 2020). To strengthen the 

theoretical basis of the hypothesis, relevant studies were included to support the role of 

workload as a moderating variable. For instance, Abualigah et al. (2021) demonstrated that 

workload moderates the relationship between religiosity and work engagement, indicating 

its potential to influence how personal or psychological resources impact work-related 

outcomes. This evidence provides a theoretical justification for investigating workload as a 

moderator in the present study. This study positions job demand as a moderator based on the 

JD-R model, which suggests that high job demands can weaken or strengthen the effects of 

personal and organizational resources on work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

Unlike previous studies that examined QWL or virtues independently, this research 

integrates both constructs and tests the moderating role of job demand to offer a more 

nuanced understanding of how employees stay engaged under varying levels of work 

pressure. 

This study offers a novel perspective by examining the role of workload as a 

moderating variable in the relationship between QWL and work engagement, as well as 

between anchor virtues and work engagement, particularly within the context of public 
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sector employees at the National Land Agency (BPN) in Regency X. The purpose of this 

research is to investigate how QWL influences work engagement, moderated by workload 

and anchor virtues influence work engagement, moderated by workload. Helping the 

National Land Agency (BPN) understand the factors that influence employee work 

engagement, thereby enabling the development of more effective policies to improve. Thus, 

we propose two hypotheses: (H1) QWL influences work engagement, moderated by 

workload; (H2) anchor virtues influence work engagement, moderated by workload 

Method 

This research was conducted using a non-experimental quantitative approach to the survey 

method. The data were analyzed using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with SmartPLS 

version 3.0, including the bootstrapping technique to test hypotheses. PLS-SEM was chosen 

because the relatively small sample size allows for analysis using this method, as PLS-SEM 

is indeed suitable for studies with limited samples. In addition, PLS-SEM can be applied to 

models with high complexity, involving multiple constructs and numerous indicators. This 

study uses questionnaires to measure four variables (work engagement, quality of work life, 

anchor virtues, and workload) in the research sample. Data were collected between October 

18th and November 1st, 2024, through a Google Form distributed via broadcast message. 

Participants 

The participants of this research consist of 101 active civil servants working at the National 
Land Agency (BPN) in Regency X. The sampling method used in this study is a population 
study. Descriptive information on the participants’ demographic characteristics is presented 
in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Participants' Demographic Data 

 
Demographics Category Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 60 59% 

 Female 41 41% 

Education High School 10 10% 
 Diploma 17 17% 

 Undergraduate 58 57% 

 Postgraduate 16 16% 

Age 20-30 years 10 10% 

 31-40 years 30 30% 

 41-50 years 30 30% 

 51-60 years 31 30% 

Working Period 1-6 years 33 33% 

 7-12 years 42 42% 

 >12 years 26 26% 

 

Instruments 

Work engagement. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), developed by Schaufeli and 
Bakker and translated by Rosa and Riyono (2014), was used to measure work engagement. 
This instrument consists of 15 items. Responses are based on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging 
from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates "never" and 5 indicates "always." The validity test in this study 
used Aiken’s V with 12 raters, resulting in scores between 0.83 and 0.98. The reliability 
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coefficient in this study, as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha, was 0.89. An example question 
from this item is "When I wake up in the morning, I feel excited to go to work". 

Quality of Worklife. Quality of Work Life Scale, developed by Riyono (2012), was 
used to measure quality of work life. This instrument consists of 25 items. Responses are 
based on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates "never" and 5 indicates 
"almost always." The validity test in this study used Aiken’s V with 12 raters, resulting in 
scores between 0.77 and 0.96. The reliability coefficient in this study, as measured by 
Cronbach’s Alpha, was 0.92. An example question from this item is “trusted to maintain 
confidentiality in my work”. 

Anchor Personality. Anchor Personality Inventory (API), which focuses on anchor 
virtues, was developed by Riyono (2020) to measure anchor virtues. This instrument consists 
of 10 items. Responses are based on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 
indicates "strongly disagree" and 5 indicates "strongly agree." The validity test in this study 
used Aiken’s V with 12 raters, resulting in scores between 0.81 and 0.94. The reliability 
coefficient in this study, as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha, was 0.91. An example question 
from this item is “when I experience failure, I always try to see the lesson behind it”. 

Workload. SWAT (Subjective Workload Assessment Technique) scale, developed by 
Agustiningrum (2016) based on Gary B. Reid’s theory, was used to measure subjective 
workload. This instrument consists of 18 items. Responses are based on a 5-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates "strongly disagree" and 5 indicates "strongly agree." 
The validity test in this study used Aiken’s V with 12 raters, resulting in scores between 0.83 
and 0.94. The reliability coefficient in this study, as measured by Cronbach’s Alpha, was 
0.93. An example question from this item is “tasks often come one after another without a 
break”. 

Data Analysis 

The hypothesis testing in this study was conducted using SEM data analysis techniques with 
SmartPLS version 3.2.9. Before testing the hypotheses, the researcher carried out an 
evaluation of the Measurement Model (Outer Model) and the Structural Model (Inner Model). 
For hypothesis testing, the researcher used the bootstrapping analysis technique with a 
significance level of 95% (α = 0.05) and a t-table value of 1.96 (two-tailed). 

Results  

Measurement Model (Outer Model) 

In terms of the validity, in this study, the loading factor values for all variables are > 0.7, 

indicating that the research can proceed to the next analysis stage. The outer loading values 

for quality of work life range from 0.82 to 0.89, anchor virtues loading factor values range 

from 0.85 to 0.94, work engagement loading factor values range from 0.71 to 0.81, and 

workload loading factor values range from 0.78 to 0.93.  These results suggest a strong 

relationship between the variables, reinforcing the reliability of the measures used in the 

study. Consequently, further analyses can be conducted to explore the underlying 

connections and implications of these findings in workplace settings. This indicates that the 

data gathered is robust enough to warrant deeper investigation. Such analyses could reveal 

valuable insights into how these factors interact and affect employee experiences. See Figure 

1 
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Figure 1 
Measurement Model (Outer Model) 
 

 
 

Table 2 shows that all variables have an AVE value > 0.50, indicating that the variables 

in this study can be considered valid. Therefore, the convergent validity of all variables in 

this study has been fulfilled. 

Table 2 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) score 

 

Variables 
Average Variance Extracted score (AVE) 

Score Description 

Quality of Work Life 0.99 Valid 

Anchor Virtues 0.81 Valid 

Work Engagement 0.58 Valid 

Workload 0.75 Valid 

Table 3 shows that all variables used in this study have composite reliability values > 

0.60 and Cronbach's alpha > 0.60, indicating they are reliable. 

Table 3 

Composite Reliability and Cronbach’s Alpha score 

 
Variables  Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability 

Quality of Work Life 0.99 0.99 

Anchor Virtues 0.98 1.00 

Work Engagement 0.95 0.95 

Workload 0.98 0.98 

Moderating Effect Quality of Work Life*Workload 1.00 1.00 
Moderating Effect Anchor Virtue *Workload 1.00 1.00 

 

Structural Model (Inner Model) 

The results show that 75.5% of the variance in Work Engagement can be explained by the 

combination of Quality of Work Life, Anchor Virtues, and Workload, as indicated by an R-
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square (R²) value of 0.755. This suggests that the model has a strong explanatory power, 

with only 24.5% of the variance attributed to other factors not included in this study. The R-

Square value in this study is considered strong, indicating that the independent variables 

have a strong influence on the dependent variable. 

Table 4 

F Square score (f2) 

 Work Engagement 

Quality of Work Life 0.14 

Anchor Virtues 0.09 

Workload 0.22 

Quality of Work Life* Workload 0.07 

Anchor Virtues*Workload 0.10 

 

The f-square values are shown in Table 4. A value of 0.02 or higher but less than 0.15 

indicates a small effect, a value of 0.15 or higher but less than 0.35 indicates a moderate 

effect, and a value of 0.35 or higher indicates a large effect. Quality of work life and anchor 

virtues have a small effect on work engagement, while workload has a moderate effect on 

work engagement. Additionally, when workload is used as a moderating variable, the effect 

of quality of work life on work engagement is small. Similarly, when workload is used as a 

moderating variable, the effect of anchor virtues on work engagement is also small. 

The current study aimed to examine how quality of work life influences work 

engagement, moderated by workload, and how anchor virtues influence work engagement, 

moderated by workload. The significance level used is 95% (α = 0.05) with a t-table value 

of 1.96 (two-tailed). The results of the bootstrapping calculations in this study can be seen 

in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 
Path Coefficient 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Based on Table 5, the strength of the relationships and p-values are the effect of quality 

of work life on work engagement has a coefficient value of 0.38 and a p value of 0.00. This 

indicates that quality of work life has a positive impact on work engagement. It can be 
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interpreted that every 1-point increase in quality of work life leads to a 0.35 increase in work 

engagement. The effect of anchor virtues on work engagement has a coefficient value of 

0.18 and a p value of 0.00. This demonstrates that anchor virtues positively influence work 

engagement. It can be interpreted that every 1-point increase in anchor virtues results in a 

0.18 increase in work engagement. The effect of workload on work engagement has a 

coefficient value of 0.43 and a p value of 0.00. This signifies that workload positively affects 

work engagement. It can be interpreted that every 1-point increase in workload leads to a 

0.43 increase in work engagement. The interaction between quality of work life and 

workload on work engagement has a coefficient value of 0.18 and a p value of 0.02. This 

indicates that the effect of quality of work life on work engagement is positively moderated 

by workload. It can be interpreted that every 1-point increase in the interaction between 

quality of work life and workload results in a 0.18 increase in work engagement. The 

interaction between anchor virtues and workload on work engagement has a coefficient 

value of -0.17 and a p value of 0.00. This means that the effect of anchor virtues on work 

engagement is negatively moderated by workload. It can be interpreted that every 1-point 

increase in the interaction between anchor virtues and workload results in a 0.17 decrease in 

work engagement. 

Table 5 

Path Coefficient 

 

Hypothesis 
Original 

Sample 

T 

Statistics  
p value Conclusion 

Quality of work life⭢ Work engagement  0.35 3.24 0.00 Accepted 

Anchor virtue ⭢ Work engagement 0.18 3.04 0.00 Accepted 

Workload ⭢Work engagement 0.43 3.59 0.00 Accepted 

Moderating Effect  

Quality of work life *Workload ⭢Work engagement  

0.18 2.31 0.02 Accepted 

Moderating Effect 

Anchor virtue *Workload ⭢Work engagement 

-0.17 2.97 0.00 Accepted 

 

The results demonstrated significant relationships between the predictor variables and 

work engagement. Quality of work life had a positive and significant effect on work 

engagement (β = 0.35, p = 0.001), indicating that an increase in perceived quality of work 

life is associated with higher levels of engagement. Anchor virtues also showed a positive 

effect (β = 0.18, p = 0.002), suggesting that stronger endorsement of anchor virtues 

contributes to greater work engagement. Additionally, Workload had a significant positive 

effect on work engagement (β = 0.43, p < 0.001), indicating that, within this context, higher 

workload may be associated with increased engagement. Regarding interaction effects, the 

moderation analysis revealed that workload positively moderated the relationship between 

quality of work life and work engagement (β = 0.18, p = 0.02). This suggests that the positive 

impact of quality of work life on engagement becomes stronger when workload is high. In 

contrast, workload negatively moderated the relationship between anchor virtues and work 

engagement (β = −0.17, p = 0.003), implying that the beneficial effect of anchor virtues on 

engagement weakens under higher workload conditions. See Table 5  

Thus, the result support both research hypotheses. For H1, Quality of work life was 

found to have a significant positive effect on work engagement, this means that better quality 

of work life is associated with higher levels of work engagement. Moreover, this relationship 

is positively moderated by workload, indicating that the positive effect of quality of work 

life on work engagement becomes stronger when workload increases. For H2, Anchor 
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virtues also showed a significant positive influence on work engagement. However, the 

moderation effect of workload on this relationship is negative, meaning that as workload 

increases, the positive effect of anchor virtues on work engagement weakens. These findings 

confirm that workload plays a moderating role in both relationships, strengthening the effect 

of quality of work life on work engagement, but reducing the effect of anchor virtue on work 

engagement. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether quality of work life affects work 
engagement with workload as a moderator, and whether anchor virtues influence work 
engagement, also moderated by workload. Based on the research findings, the first 
hypothesis (H1) is accepted. This indicates that quality of work life plays a role in enhancing 
work engagement, and its effect is influenced by workload. The results show that quality of 
work life has a positive impact on work engagement. This is supported by research 
conducted by Kanten and Sadullah (2012), which found a significant relationship between 
quality of work life and work engagement. As explained by Bakker (2011), work 
engagement is strongly influenced by job resources, and quality of work life is one such 
resource. Riyono (2012) identifies five key aspects of quality of work life (i.e., trust, care, 
respect, learning, and contribution) that encourage employee engagement by creating a sense 
of being valued and supported. 

The interaction effect shows that workload, as a moderating variable, strengthens the 

relationship between quality of work life and work engagement among civil servants at the 

National Land Agency (BPN) in District X. Under high workload conditions, the role of 

quality of work life in enhancing work engagement increases. Under moderate workload, 

the influence still increases, but at a slower pace. Under low workload, the influence of 

quality of work life on work engagement decreases. Overall, this indicates that the role of 

quality of work life on work engagement increases in line with the increase in workload. 

This finding is in line with Bakker and Schaufeli (2008), who suggested that job resources, 

including quality of work life enhance work engagement, especially when job demands, 

including workload are high. Institutions that foster quality of work life in the workplace can 

improve employee engagement by providing essential elements such as: trust and 

responsibility in their roles, opportunities for learning, involvement in valuable 

contributions, appreciation from supervisors and peers, and mutual care among colleagues. 

All of these contribute to psychological well-being and help employees find meaning 

in their work (Gupta & Sharma, 2018). With strong quality of work life, increased workload 

is no longer viewed negatively but rather as a challenge that fosters engagement, as 

employees feel adequately resourced to handle it. As stated by Bakker & Demerouti (2007) 

in the JD-R model, when employees have sufficient resources, high job demands can actually 

increase engagement by motivating employees to contribute more. Additionally, high 

workload that is positively received and perceived as a challenge can further enhance 

employee involvement in their work. Research by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) emphasized 

that work engagement is not solely tied to light job conditions but also depends on how 

employees perceive and manage demands, provided they have enough job and personal 

resources. 

The National Land Agency (BPN) in District X is responsible for public service tasks 

related to land matters. The workload related to public service demands at institutions like 

BPN can place significant pressure on employees. However, with good quality of work life, 
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this workload can be managed as a challenge to overcome. For civil servants at BPN District 

X, this is crucial since the high demands of public service require strong engagement to 

ensure optimal service delivery. When quality of work lifeis well-established, civil servants 

at BPN District X can maintain high engagement levels even under increasing workload, 

which in turn will positively impact the quality of services provided to the public. 

Similarly, the second hypothesis (H2) is also accepted, indicating that personal virtue-

based values, the anchor virtues affect work engagement and are influenced by workload. 

The findings reveal that anchor virtues have a positive effect on work engagement. As stated 

by Bakker and Demerouti (2007), personality traits influence an individual’s work 

engagement, and in this study, anchor virtues represent such traits. These personal 

characteristics can encourage individuals to contribute optimally. Research by Riyono 

(2020) indicates that individuals attain greater stability when they use virtues as their 

personal anchor. The stability of an anchor reflects an individual's capacity to cope with life 

challenges. When individuals anchor themselves in virtues rooted in goodness, those values 

guide them toward positive behavior. Consequently, individuals with anchor virtues are 

inclined to engage in behaviors that benefit their organization. 

Individuals with anchor virtues tend to cultivate a harmonious, supportive, and 

dynamic work environment while avoiding conflict. This enables smoother coordination and 

greater contribution at work (Hardanti & Riyono, 2022). work engagement is also influenced 

by personal resources (Bakker, 2011), and anchor virtues fall into this category. However, 

the interaction effect shows that workload, as a moderator, weakens the role of anchor virtues 

in work engagement. Under high workload conditions, the role of anchor virtues in 

influencing work engagement among civil servants at BPN District X decreases. Under 

moderate workload, the role increases, but not significantly. Under low workload, the 

influence of anchor virtues on work engagement increases. Overall, this indicates that the 

role of anchor virtues in work engagement tends to decrease as workload increases.  

According to (Riyono & Himam, 2011), anchors represent a personality structure. 

They are considered a personality structure because they reflect behavioral patterns that 

demonstrate a person’s orientation toward values such as virtues (Riyono, 2012). 

Characteristics within anchor virtues—such as kindness, meaning, love (Riyono, 2012), as 

well as empathy and integrity—serve as foundations for employees in carrying out their daily 

tasks that help employees feel more connected and find meaning in their work. However, in 

high workload contexts, the positive impact of anchor virtues on engagement may diminish 

or even reverse.This is supported by the JD-R model, which states that personal resources 

help individuals manage job demands and influence work engagement. Unfortunately, this 

area has not been widely researched. In this study, anchor virtues as personal resources were 

shown to increase work engagement. Riyono (2020) argues that anchors have characteristics 

that provide internal stability across various life situations. In the workplace, individuals 

with anchor virtues are more stable when facing high job demands. However, they may 

prefer to maintain work-life balance rather than push themselves beyond their limits to meet 

excessive demands, which they perceive as detrimental to their engagement. 

This is consistent with Bakker and Sanz-Vergel (2013), who noted that job demands 

can become obstacles for individuals. In the case of civil servants at BPN District X, 

considering that it is the largest district and faces more complex demands and cases than 

other areas, employees may perceive their workload as particularly high. This creates a 

difficult work environment where the positive influence of anchor virtues on work 

engagement can diminish or even reverse when job demands are overwhelming and personal 

resources are insufficient to compensate. 
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Practical recommendations from this study to improve the quality of work life can be 

implemented through several key aspects. In terms of trust, leaders are encouraged to build 

confidence in their subordinates by delegating more challenging tasks that align with 

employees’ competencies. For example, unit leaders at the BPN (National Land Agency) in 

District X can regularly assign specific responsibilities—such as handling land disputes or 

managing land archive systems—to high-potential employees. These tasks should be 

matched with the employees’ competencies and previous performance evaluations, allowing 

them to feel empowered without feeling overwhelmed. An evaluation and feedback system 

should also be established upon task completion to provide recognition and guidance for 

further development. For the respect aspect, institutions should cultivate values that 

encourage mutual respect and appreciation among employees. This can be done by 

establishing a peer appreciation program, where employees can nominate their colleagues 

for monthly awards based on values such as respect and teamwork. In terms of care, 

recognition and appreciation should be given to employees who are able to handle a high 

workload while still delivering satisfactory service to the public. This can be assessed using 

relevant Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) such as the number of land case files completed 

on time, citizen satisfaction levels (measured through surveys), or the ability to resolve 

complex land cases. Regarding learning, the institution can provide training facilities to 

support employee development, such as communication training to improve service delivery 

and IT training in line with the ongoing digital transformation at BPN.  

For the contribution aspect, employees should be provided with a forum where they 

can directly share their ideas related to organizational problem-solving. This can be 

facilitated by creating participatory spaces that allow employees to offer innovative ideas 

and solutions for operational challenges, thereby increasing their sense of ownership and 

engagement within the organization. Another practical recommendation relates to the 

influence of anchor virtues on work engagement, moderated by workload. It is essential for 

institutions to clearly communicate organizational goal setting to employees. In high 

workload situations, it becomes particularly important for the institution to define clear and 

achievable goals and communicate them effectively to all employees. Ultimately, well-

structured goal setting reflects an individual’s commitment to their objectives. With clear 

goals, each employee is expected to better understand their priorities and direction, which in 

turn helps focus their efforts and increases their sense of engagement with their work. 

The limitation of this study lies in the use of workload as a moderator variable in the 

relationship between quality of work life and work engagement. This is because the main 

focus of the study was not on employees’ perceptions of workload. Theoretically, an ideal 

workload is not necessarily high or low, but rather one that matches an individual’s capacity 

and competence. However, in this study, the measurement of workload did not fully capture 

this alignment; instead, it focused more on intensity (whether the workload was light or 

heavy), which may have led to findings that appear less logical. For future research, it is 

recommended either to remove workload as a moderating variable or to develop a more 

accurate measurement that reflects the appropriateness of workload relative to individual 

capacity. 

Conclusion 

This study demonstrates that workload can moderate the role of quality of work life on work 
engagement among civil servants at the National Land Agency (BPN) in District X. When 
the workload is high, the influence of quality of work life on work engagement increases 
significantly. Under moderate workload conditions, the influence of quality of work life still 
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increases, but at a slower rate. However, when the workload is low, the influence of quality 
of work life on work engagement tends to decrease. This study also proves that workload 
moderates the role of anchor virtues on work engagement among civil servants at BPN 
District X. When the workload is high, the effect of anchor virtues on work engagement 
weakens. Under average workload conditions, the influence of anchor virtues increases, 
although not significantly. When the workload is low, the role of anchor virtues in enhancing 

work engagement increases.  
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