290 Ph.D. in Social Sciences Journal Vol. 9 No. 2 (May - August 2019)

DOI: 10.14456/phdss}.2019.22 Recaived March _ gEgiptlis
Revised: December 17, 2018

Accepted:  August 28, 2019

HaNENUYaINUsERNWUYaIWINULasynddedanunslalusu
YBINUNIULTIIULATDU WAV Ine

= a

Toyas weuing' w3 anadatennsel’
Uszeed Tlage’ Tugns nessen’

19TuedsiidtanUszasduszniausn Wud Ussmsfinds Wlefnwnanszyureanziinds
Ufsurienssuuusudunedng Wussmiuveswiinay wazanuidlalunu Ussmsiiaes o
AnwnanssnUTaINsSUSuuTUIe T eRefussyniutaswnaL wazamuslaluny uasUszns
gnving Lﬁaﬁﬂmmaﬂiwwmﬁuﬁmﬂﬂ’umaqwﬁmmﬁiamm@?ﬂﬂumu Junsideuuunaunany
TftayaigaUsnaanLuudeununguiieg e ninmuvedsusueiouedynalneain 4 giinia
vowsemelng i 535 AU LartoyalleAnAMINNTENNBATENNgNM0Ee 3 N laun
Aidevagiunislsasy $1uou 12 v wiinousgduuims $1uau 6 v waznsaununguiy
nnuAAU{URNg 91U 3 naudey
HANITITENUIT A1eUITUsudNansenunuInden1sTusLusUANIedN useyniuYes
i uazanudlaluny dmunisiuiuususunsiadinanssnumsuanderiussynituresiingy
wazanuidlaluny dmsuiussyniuresinuinanszmumaansemasalaluny agnlsfin
nansieszaunslassaing nui mefuiiusudnedididmansenumanssdeanuddlaluny
Lwi%a'qNaﬂwmmqé”awhuﬂ’uﬁzgﬂﬁumaqwﬂfﬂmulﬁué’hLLUié’]"uﬂmﬂUéﬁmm&’:ﬂﬂmm

AEA: NMITUIWUTUAWIEIS Nuseynuveantinay; AUttty
USSLANUNAIU: UNANINITY

inAnwvdngasusmsgsiagutudin uviinendesuaum
2086 OUUTIMAMI N, U19ngl NFUVWALAT 10240, UssimeAlne
g muncharee_dba@hotmail.com
22 AEUTMNSTING UMNINGDEIILAN
‘Inendeladafnduazdnnateisuy i Inedesieigaiugium

dun1siuTesgunwaIngudavinisdndensarsive (TC) aglungui 1 arvayveaansuasdenuAsng



NIEsnuUnfiansdiauaans 9 9 atun 2 (wquaiey - Sanau 2562) 291

The Effects of Employee Engagement and Its Antecedents on the Work
Intention of Employees at a Thai Hotel Chain
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Abstract

n this research , the objectives are first, to study the effects of transformational leadership

on employer brand perception, employee engagement, and work intention; second, to
examine the effects of employer brand perception on employee engagement and work intention;
and third, the researcher inquiries into the effects of employee engagement on work intention.

The researcher examined a sample population of 535 employees of a Thai hotel chain
located in four regions of the Kingdom of Thailand (Thailand). The researcher utilized a mixed-
method. In the quantitative phase, the researcher collected germane data from the sample
population through the use of a questionnaire as a research instrument. In the qualitative phase,
relevant data were obtained through the in-depth interviews with three subgroups of members
of the sample population. These three subgroups consisted of 12 hotelier experts, six employees
at the administrator level, and operational level employees. Focus group discussions were held
with discussants from these three subgroups.

Findings are as follows: Transformational leadership showed positive effects on employer
brand perception, employee engagement, and work intention. Employer brand perception
displayed positive effects on employee engagement and work intention. Employee engagement
had positive effects on work intention. However, in the analysis of the equation, it was found that
employer brand perception did not exert direct effects on work intention. It did, however, display

indirect effects via employee engagement as a mediator of work intention.
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funnsmevauelegnanataneldnuAanTs
ﬁqﬁummﬁﬁmmé’amﬁm syduTiusEyNIL
werintuavanasidnelussernadudu wavens
anasflaszAumsliiniuseyniu (not-engaged)
Tglufian wansdsnn 3
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R
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employee engagement outcomes

N

behavioral engagement: extra-role behaviors

dedication

absorption

consequences of employee engagement: feelings of energy

A feel

think act Z

responses

[emotional] [coguition] [ physical ] |
job/personal " job
engaged employee: degree of involvement
resources N 4

~p d
/) attitude o

demands
recipracal |

A

obli gutir;;.
N \ 1

antecedents of employee engagement: effects to psychological conditions

N

employee engagement drivers

=
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arusdlalua e enusjahlumsussng
UfuReuluguzannueseIinig ann1sUssiu
AATLATUINNTEUINNTINY Lanseend
Wwaulun1swanIngfnssulazAuianinan
Favansoasdnis Wunsiumdnenudilabs
WOANITY WIANBIAINTZUIUNISLAANGRNTTY
lun1svhau a1nnsUsLiiuan nATiLYes
YAARIINTIALAR uazNI3 s UBNENavINguvSe
Hepu Tuansfenisian uazanumnaniiiniy
nmsvhanlituesdns Taeidodn anudila
anunsnes U VURINIINTEYIInN TngUsEasR
i dnauiign 1aflousiunuaniizdnlaivnllg
ﬁﬂ‘mqm'ﬁé’fmﬁu%mewqaﬂiimamﬂﬂaﬁu
(Armitage & Connor, 2001; Fishbein & Ajzen,
2010) uazandoyaiBeaUszdnumanladdud

31 eusalaluanu Wushmansainginssuns
Aestuseyniiuvesniinauiudaunsaiign uasd
anuuiugnnniwdlefisutunsiaeudianela
Tusy (job satisfaction) 138 Awdasiuynitusie
DIANT (organizational commitment) ERIRE
$Anlun1sasus (withdrawal cognition) #igfaifin
AuAguLAsaluNMTInngAnssuanizla (Nimon
& Zigarmi, 2015, p.16; Zigarmi et al.,, 2012,
0p.26-27) Fathu mMeeisadedn anuddaly
9 @nansadudunuvesgAnssunisiianuss
Knuveniineula
nsaansaingAnssutesdnisussounly
nsiseil annsedesedldannisdenles §7
Wuseyniuvesyana Wuserniulunisay uay
aomzanusslaluanu Tnewudn fanudenndes
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ﬁ’quﬁﬂiimaqwﬁﬂmuﬁLﬁmﬁuﬁzgﬂﬁu lawn
n3Aseg (stay) M5nA (say) LLa%,’ﬂ’]‘iljﬂ?j'u (strive)
(Aon Hewitt, 2015) FsimuAAMANYAIANE
vosnudslalueld 3 dnvase Tdun (1) A
#ilaag (intent to stay) Wuarusjsiuuanin
vp993An15Aely Areanudulasuiinyeuay
muununting warlaidansunulondnelugag
svpvnasudunieneluniadi (2) anudale
Suseedauasy (intent to endorse) 1WumAy
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deilunisuansanuidniindniediuesanisly
mM3susesivyaradui asnsuanuiiihenu
77 wagBuAUNIAITWBIANIUDIDIANTUAUAAR

i

Meuanlasus (3) MuRdlananInadu (intent to

Y

perform) iuanuyjsiulunisufiRnuseany

NY1Y1UBE1NAUAIUAINTO DAL UNAIIY

o w

Usy@vsnnas lnedilsiagndndudéy (Zisarmi
et al,, 2012) A9m1579 1

AIIUFONAABIYEITUGHNIUYEININIIN AIINAILRIITY UL NGANTIUYEITUGLHN I

NAWusTyNW
(Kahn,1990)

Wuszynwulunisau

(Schaufeli et al., 2002) (Zigarmi et al., 2012)

HRRUNIBNIN NNSHUNAS
(physical) (vigor)
fRmuesuel NYUm
(emotional) (dedication)
ARGUNTIAR 5T
(cognitive) (absorption)

anunslalusy WOANTTUNUSERNWY
(Aon Hewitt, 2015)
mm&gﬂf\]agj nsAsaY
(intent to stay) (stay)
AuidlasusesANLaTH nMsuA
(intent to endorse) (say)
ALAIILAR AL n5aerty
(intent to perform) (strive)

[
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INNITNUNIUITIUNTTUEIUITOASINTDULUIAAUNNTIFY IARININ 4

et
Waq3u

MsTUFUUTUA
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27 4 NTDUMNIAA LNV
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YDINTAITU

ANHAILD
Tuau
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AUAFIUNTTINY
a - Yo a a =
ANNATIUY 1 NMERUTIUIUNNaNTENY
NIUINFBNITFUIUUTUAUIENS
a - Yo o a =
ANNATIUY 2 NIERUNTIUIUNNaNTZNY
NaUINABRUELHNHUYDINTNIUY
a - Yo o a =
aNAFIUN 3 ANERURTIUFUNNANTENY
meuInsieAuAslaluny
AUYAFIUN 4 N155UUUIUAUIET 19N
NILNUNIVINADITUELHNHLYBINTINLY
AUYAFILN 5 N155UUUTUAUIET 19N
nsgnunUINAenufdlalua
AUAFIU 6 MuseynRuveIntnIuilna

ASENUNIIUINADANUAITLUIY

52108U530Y

n9fedli38nsidonuunaunay (mixed
methods research) 5¥%ing MIITBLBIUTUU Uay
MR TnensiiudeyadeUiunm 19
wuuapuugUL AT EUUSEINAN (Likert s
rating scale) 5 s¥fiu fungudlegne Ae niinau
AAUZURANS (line functions) veslsausuuay
JaeiniaTeviedyflne A1n 4 giiniaves
Ustinelng S1uauiiedu 535 au Bunduminey
duviseldl (revenue center) lawn ununsiousy
At ununeIMSUALIATEARN WHuALITY
WHUNAWILATAUNUINTT wazdue Tidnvuey
ATUATIATOUAUUTEIINIANINQUTLEIANTS
149 (Thanin, 2014)

drumsiudeyalenunm Tdwuudunivel
\Bedinngusiogns 3 ndu leud ngudl 1 fe

o

WWEIYIYAIUNITLITURAEATUN SN TUY WS
U 12 v ensiuanuAniulugiteves
2aAN1sludnNnsianTs diungui 2 fie wilnau

SLHUUTMIT 91U 6 YU NI IUANUAALTY
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Tuguewesmiinanuiivszaunisainisdieany
Taonguil 1 waznguil 2 TsUnuumsdaywii
(face-to-face) waznguil 3 Ao MinunAUFTR
s $1uan 12 v wadu 3 ndudes Wensiu
Toyalunuuesvemiinnuiifidnwaziiodtungy
e Ingldsuuuunisaunuingy (focus group)

Han133AsIzdaya
N1T3ATIEYRMANYUEIAETIUNGUATIDE
wansAnfosazuoInguiiegsiivan Taadiu
AdnwazdINYARa WU Nqufdegedlng
Duwends Sovay 61.70 Togszning 26-35 T
Jowar 51.21 un1IAnYISEAUUTYYINT Souas
44.67 UaganunaNsa Sevay 57.57 diunu
AMANYUEN15YINU U ngudegsdlngey
Tusuntsntinaunaufuirnis seau 6-8 Sesas
83.20 UftRnuluuiunemsuazieesiu Yoo
ag 48.60 TUszaumsalinnu a Lsswsudagdu
wan 1-3 U ewar 48.04 uasiivelaegszning
10,001-20,000 U Sogay 68.04
mﬁmeﬁmaﬁaﬁugmmaﬁaLLUs WERSA
AzLUMRAETIEFMUIINANIANLTILRINGNTIDEN
WU (1) nMgdindeusu nui wineulasuns
UFtRananzgihiunsiiBaunst fangaiian
Wi 4.18 5998911 Ao Aunisasewsaduniala
Wi 4.05 sunsiduduiuy Wiy 4.00 uas
Atleniian fie FuNsNIEAUNSAR WAy 3.85
(2) M3FuFuusUAWIE U ndnnuAansTU
Saaurnsudeldes dngefian wiiu 4.24 so9a9
U fe AMAINIUAIAY LYY 4.22 ANAPIUNNT
fiaun Wity 4.14 wazeteeiian Ae Anedu
HARBUWNU WU 3.41 (3) siuseynituvesntdniu
WU wilnuinseauiussyniusuensual 161
gefian Wiy 4.14 509831 e Wuszyniudy
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AUAIN WINNU 4.09 warAUBLNdn AB NUSY

q

HNTUANUNNS3AR WU 3.86 Wazaavine (4) Ay
Aslaluau wuan winawieauaslasuA
ATlauAnINGIY TA1geREn Wiy 4.36 S99a%N

A AUNITSUTBIANESY WINAU 3.97 kavALDY

ign o Auanundlanseg wiiu 3.55

q

D.

N5IATIENRIAUTENBULTIBUTY voIfiuls
wilavia 4 fuds Usangeiail
1. fuwdsnneg ey (LEADER) wu

11 gun sidudukuy (MODEL) fiRnsuiiusd

AudnNwIzgTian sesasn Ao sumsldla (CARE)
AUAIINTEAUNITAA (THINK) n15unfsunsll
(CHARM) snudndfu wazArtfosiian e funs
a31usetumala (INSPIRE)

2. MUsN15FUsUUTUALIEINE (EMPLOY)
WU AaAudeldes (REPUTE) lenduilus
%@mé’ﬂwwqﬁqm 599891 AD AWMU
(DEVEL) sunanauuwny (ECON) muadiu way
Atfosiign Ao sudans (SOCIAL)

3. fuUsiiuserniTuYesntneu (ENGAGE)
wud1 Fruensual (EMO) Tedwivsdnadnuasy
gufiam s99a% A unenm (PHY) wazaiios

Y q
'

=

ign Ao MuUNI53AN (COGNI)
4. fwusauastaluau (INTENT) wud1 ey
M33uTesduaTy (ENDOS) drduiiusdnmdinuog
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3
tloufian fe FuNTLARINAIU (PEFORM)
Tnewudn Addivstmnumnyaunaundy
vasusazesiUsznou (fit index for CFA) vasits 4
AauUs derusmunasvnal (Hair et al., 2006,
pp. 777-779) L&A1 UINTINDIAUTENDUTDS
FuUsuslafiwauntulunsidel aunsealdued
AdnuzratatUsznoumeldfLUsAg il
MTAATILALUUTIR0ENNITIATIATI WanT
ATV UTIA09EUNISIATIATIT WU ARl
ﬂqs?iymmmmsamamﬁu (over all goodness of
fit) iulumanaust @e 2 winiu 45.07, df i
37, Y*/df Wiy 1.22, p-value ity 0.17008,
CFI 1Y 0.999, GFI 1winfiu 0.989, AGFI 1infiu
0.964 tiag RMSEA VAU 0.020 Wan31 WuUa1a9d
MsveilawaunTud danumnzaunaundy
fudeyadasedng wagaNNANITNAaUAIY
dunusigaanvsseninadulsnelubuudians
WU WusERNTUYeINTNUINaNTENUNIATY
sonnudlalusnniign anmslasunanseny
NAEIBUIY wazn1sTusiusudueing
fiendudszavdidune dwansznulaesaniifu
0.69 (t = 10.13) Tisguiiodfymsadfnisesu 01
wagnud1 N15uiiusunugdnalifinuduniug
MansesoRURTTluU (t = 1.44) uanssanin 5
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0.26

0.73e* 0.66%* 077 0.86%* 0.87%*

031*

PHY
(). 750
0.36 | COGNI
033*

0.13* 0.44* 0.90* 0.76%
Y ¥ A
l REPUTE ] ECON | I SOCIAL | DEVEL
M N M A
0.55 0.H 0.19 0.80

v ¥
INK

vy
| CARE | l CHARM | I MODEL | INSRIRE TH
™~ 4+ el /|7 s _..——-; ‘

0.16*

076e  0as>| EMO 0.010% @ 0.69**

___________ RF

STAY [€oa

<064

A7 5 HANSIATIEALUUIIAD9EUNNSIASIASN

nsnAdeUANYAFIUNNTITe ilethuanis
AATzvivoyalBinm IvaaeuANLAgIUNTT
Ao wuin aunfgiud 1, 2, 3, 4 wag 6 T
donAdesMANLATIUNTITY diuanRgud 5
LifauaenndoinuauyigIunsIde nanee
n1sfuiuusuduigdelaiiinansenunisuinge

v

Anuaslaluny dmsunanmsinsgridayait
3

AMAIN NUTT HANdAADINNANYAFIUNIT

q

@ a

e NANLFFIU
nMsieseinansiseiduliouiioy e
MNTUINANTIATITANANALTINTTUUVDINEGY
Mogrelsznau nud Ussaunisallunisviney o
Tsawsudagtu wasseAudumsny dnaviilving
MyATEIgSinasasrunnlunmvagey
auyfgiui 5 liflmuaenadesiu iesandeya
fanAesgidnlng WuewAafuresngy
fdeyaunnsinsiuegredaau 2 yumos léud
yumewominUANAUIIT (awT 1 uazngy
71 2) uazyameinUAAUATRNS (Ndwd 3)

aAUseka

Usgiiudl 1 nmzfihideufguiinansenums
P3IHENITFUILUTLAIEE3 (0.76) 1nTian 0589
W1 AousEHNRUYDININGMU (0.31) WagnaAIy
dlalusu 0.16) muddu eBuglad nasati
AHINAIUNNTNIEAUNITAN LAZNITATIUTS
umale avdawariensiuianselonialasuan
N9 hazinsERuRUsyNTUYB NN UES

U wazdawansenuliiinanusdladang Anssugs

v
v A

Fughne e msITetiindeduny (finding) Uszms
d1Aty Ao nzEBesuiinansEnunIeuInsie
mMsfufuususunedng fenduuseansidumdly
2AUge Wiy 0.76 (¢ = 2.31) wandliiiiiudn g
funumdryaiousiunuvetesnnis lunsnse
Fumsiuinastloviiunedrmensunitausly
wAnnau

Usgiiudl 2 mesufuususnedreinanssnu
NanTeRaTUsEyNTUYBINTneu (0.33) aduly
161 maAnmsiusaasslenifiuieiaiiaue
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deau waza1un1IRRILIAN inlAnviAuaR
MmsuIndefih IouTIMNY Wazosdnng diwa
TAmiusernitusion1svhaufioosdnisnndu
dunansznuveInsiuiuusuduneeiliing
nsgnuNeATIRnIRslaluIL uandliiiudy
1159 UTUALIEYe oadildanunsa
foansienniuslomifindnaayldsusgnaday
F94AITNTUIUTUNITRNAURAIUDIAUTEN DY
WUTUAUIBANN (the employer brand mix) 1w
N ALANIZOIANTINTY

Ussliiuil 3 fuszyniiuvesnidnauing
nIgNUTNImsIReANAIlTlLITY (0.69) HnTien
31NN5EATUNANTENULAETINAINAILH UL
Uf3U uagn s3uuusuaugdng asuielddn win
paAnIsansadaeuauUsElaviineuaues
Foulumadala Tnslamznsifnfusrniiuna
91518 :INNsTUIMsETuaLUYeI09ANTS (POS)
wagmsatiuayuueaiamtnau (PSS) ivinlvidnle
fenaeveantsieuiieasdnisld agdsmali
AeaussiulsengRufifnaulugiuganndnues

BIANITEITY

URIGHGITE

1. NMUTEYNARUIANNTIEHUIMMINTATIS
o o . lead hi Yo aa
WUSLHNNWU (engaging leadership) ¥@3guUINi
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2. Mm3Ussgndunfnnisaainniglusiuiu
N13IANISNINEINTUYEE Taeyansasaiuse
ynviuvesniinautiagiiu Adusiuindounadng
Tusgugsna wazuanadauusuimnednefiudaunss
5]
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Uspifiuedsasiianouarsuaunsanndy

vl fRdeuin wansideluaded awnsn
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NINYINTULYLIVDIFINILTWINTZUULATOVE WAL
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fifluen Bonlaeaidn Tueanisnensiatuse
KNYLYRININMU (Decode of Employee Engage-
ment model--DEE model) uansladunanves
NIEUIUNSRANGANTTURUSZHNTLYDINTNIY
3 snu lown o9Anns Jih wazndnaw Wunns
FUGUMULLIAANIIYINTI MINBIANITABINTT
asamadnsluszauesans danudndudesasng

(%

HATNSTEAUYARAIANATUN DU LAAIRININ 6

dun1siusesgunwaIngudavinisdidensarsivne (TC) aglungui 1 arvayvemansuasdenuasns



304 Ph.D. in Social Sciences Journal Vol. 9 No. 2 (May - August 2019)

business outcomes: effect to stakeholder \
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