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ABSTRACT

The paper explores the relationship between the structured onboarding process and the resulting employee
engagement, as most onboarding studies focus on other onboarding outcomes. The proposed hypothesis was:
“A structured onboarding process is positively related to employee engagement.”, while the research question
was: ‘Is a structured onboarding process more relevant for some employee engagement dimensions than

others?’ To assess the onboarding process, the ‘Onboarding Assessment Survey’ developed by Baker and DiPiro
(2019) was used, and to assess employee engagement the ‘Utrecht Work Engagement Scale’, more specifically
UWES-17, developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004b) was used. Using a sample of 622 respondents and applying
correlation and multiple regression analyses, we revealed that a structured onboarding process is statistically
significantly positively related to employee engagement in total and by dimensions. In terms of employee
engagement dimensions, we also found that a structured onboarding process is more strongly related to
employee dedication and less related to employee absorption in their work.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the dominant characteristics of the contem-
porary business environment is flerce competition
for talents of all sorts of profiles. Many organizations
are planning for this situation by focusing on the
first step — recruiting the needed talent. In doing so,
they fail to recognize that efficient and effective on-
boarding is key to turning new hires into productive
employees and retaining them for longer (Booz Allen
Hamilton, 2008).

Onboarding as “the process by which one is
taught and learns 'the ropes’ of a particular organi-
zational role” (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979, p. 211), is
considered a critical human resource management
function as it has implications for individuals and or-
ganizations (Saks & Gruman, 2018). It helps individuals
experience less tension in adapting to the new work
environment due to being unfamiliar with the organ-
izational culture, procedures and systems (Jahya et al,,
2019). For organizations, it is a cost-effective way to
accelerate the time it takes for a new hire to become
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productive, enhance employee engagement, improve
employee retention, and be a critical determinant of
an employee’s long-term success within an organiza-
tion (Booz Allen Hamilton, 2008; Nigah et al,, 2012).

However, although the impact of quality on-
boarding has been documented in both practice and
scientific research, there is still one area that requires
attention - its relationship with employee engage-
ment. Not only that “very little is known about the
effects of onboarding on newcomers’ work engage-
ment” (Saks & Gruman, 2018, p.12), but there is a
lack of empirical research proving the relationship
between the concepts. Namely, most studies on on-
boarding focus on the outcomes of onboarding such
as job satisfaction, increased performance, and turn-
over intentions (e.g., Bauer, 2010; Bauer et al, 2007).
Furthermore, studies on onboarding and employee
engagement usually focus on specific aspects of the
concept, such as institutionalized onboarding tactics
(e.g., Nguyen et al,, 2020) or satisfaction with buddy-
ing (e.g, Nigah & al, 2012). As well, some studies in
this area failed to find a direct relationship between
onboarding and newcomer engagement (Saks & Gru-
man, 2011). Finally, it is impossible not to onboard a
new employee — the real issue is the quality of the
onboarding (SHRM, 2012). Consequently, it is relevant
to explore whether a structured onboarding process
is vital for onboarding success as measured by the
later engagement of employees at work.

As approaches to onboarding range from quite
systematic, comprehensive and formal to the ‘sink or
swim' strategy, where new employees often strug-
gle to figure out what is expected and understand
the norms of their new workplace (Bauer, 2010), our
research is embedded in the interactionist perspec-
tive (see Criffin, 2012), a sociological approach which
discloses that what happens in work settings is the
outcome of the interaction between the organization
and the individual (Nguyen et al,, 2020).

In the theoretical part of our paper, we briefly
define the concepts of onboarding and employee en-
gagement through their definitions, dimensions and
benefits for organizations, and present general reflec-
tions and insights on the relationship between the
characteristics of onboarding and employee engage-
ment. In the empirical part of our paper, we explore
the aforementioned relationship through quantita-
tive field research on a sample of 622 employees.
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND, HYPOTHESIS
AND RESEARCH QUESTION

2.1. The concept of onboarding new employees

Onboarding defined. Onboarding is the process of inte-
grating and assimilating new hires to performance and
social aspects of their new jobs quickly and easily, by
enabling them to acquire knowledge, skills, attitudes
and behaviours, as well as tools and other resources
necessary to function effectively and efficiently with-
in an organization (using Bauer, 2010; Lavigna, 2009;
SHRM, 2012). Two distinct but interrelated areas of on-
boarding are orientation (operational integration) and
socialization (cultural integration) (e.g., Bauer, 2010;
Laurano, 2013), with the former referring to under-
standing the role demands, job tasks, and other ‘hard’
characteristics of a job, while the latter refers to inte-
grating within an organization in terms of understand-
ing the organizational values and norms, interpersonal
integration and other 'soft’ characteristics of a job. Ori-
entation programs provide information about the job
itself and the immediate work environment (Klein &
Weaver, 2000), while the socialization process focuses
on enculturating new employees so that they develop
pride in their new organization and internalize its val-
ues (Cable, Gino & Staats, 2013).

Benefits of onboarding. The benefits of onboard-
ing for employees and companies are manifold. For
individuals, onboarding reduces uncertainty and am-
biguity, which facilitates entering the role more quick-
ly, accelerates time-to-productivity, enables social
adjustment and provides a sense of belonging in the
short term, while in the longer term, by supporting
learning, it increases job satisfaction and employee
engagement, improves employee performance, and
increases employee emotional attachment and com-
mitment to the organization (e.g., Bauer et al,, 2007,
Gallup, 2016; Jahya et al., 2019; Laurano, 2013; Lavig-
na, 2009; Nguyen et al., 2020; Saks & Gruman, 2018;
SHRM, 2012; Yang, 2008). Consequently, on the or-
ganizational level, successful onboarding leads to
higher work quality, greater customer satisfaction,
higher productivity levels, and better employee re-
tention rates (e.g.,, Bauer, 2010; Cable, Gino & Staats,
2013; Laurano, 2013; Lavigna, 2009; SHRM, 2012).

Onboarding activities. Various departments and
key stakeholders are typically involved in the creation,
implementation, and measurement of onboarding ef-
forts (Laurano, 2013), such as HR department (e.g., on-
boarding specialist), managers (e.g., senior leaders as
process champions, immediate superiors), colleagues
(e.g, mentors, buddies), support functions (e.g., IT de-
partment), and the newly employed themselves. To
achieve the best onboarding results, multiple stake-
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holders need to collaborate, and there should be no
primary owner of this process (e.g., Booz Allen Ham-
ilton, 2008; Laurano, 2013). Typical onboarding com-
ponents include (in order of frequency of occurrence):
paperwork, preparation of a workstation, orientation
package, information about the organization (e.g., vi-
sion, mission, goals, values, culture, policies, benefits
package), introduction to team members and other
relevant members of the organization (especially go-
to people), tour of the facility, assignment of a buddy/
mentor, establishment of job duties and responsibili-
ties (including information about work standards and
performance expectations), arrangement of formal
and informal social interactions, training (from learn-
ing about products/services and mentoring to specific
training for the job), constant support and progress
feedback (including communicating career develop-
ment opportunities), and measuring and evaluating
the onboarding process. All these activities are used
to provide newcomers with two types of resourc-
es — work-related and social capital resources (Saks
& Gruman, 2018). Additionally, it is worth mentioning
that organizations disagree on the appropriate length
of onboarding initiatives — some accept that a few
hours or a single day/week is sufficient (e.g, Bau-
er, 2010; Laurano, 2013; Lavigna, 2009), the majority
considers it to be a comprehensive process involving
a series of activities spanning one or many months
(e.g, SHRM, 2012), while some view it as an ongoing
process that takes place throughout the employee's
tenure (e.g., Jahya et al,, 2019).

Structured onboarding process. As organizations
increasingly realize the value of a thorough onboard-
ing process and are looking for ways to strengthen
onboarding by making it a process and rather than
an event (SHRM, 2012), a more structured onboard-
ing process is becoming a norm. Organizations vary
in the formality, comprehensiveness and complex-
ity of onboarding activities they apply. Some apply
informal onboarding - the process by which an em-
ployee learns about their new job without an explic-
it organizational plan, while others believe in formal
onboarding - a written set of coordinated policies
and procedures that assist an employee in adjusting
to their new job in terms of both task and social as-
pects (e.g, Bauer, 2010; Bauer et al., 2007). In this pa-
per, we define the structured onboarding process as
a well thought through, step-by-step implemented
and carefully timed programme for integrating new
employees.

2.2. Employee engagement

Employee engagement defined. One of the first widely
accepted definitions of employee engagement was
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offered by Kahn (1990, p. 694), in which personal en-
gagementis defined as the "harnessing of organization
members’ selves to their work roles: in engagement,
people employ and express themselves physical-
ly, cognitively, emotionally, and mentally during role
performances”. According to Schaufeli et al. (2002, p.
74), who popularized the engagement concept, it is “a
positive, fulfilling, work related state of mind that is
characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption”,
where the three employee engagement dimensions
refer to the following: “vigor refers to high levels of
energy and mental resilience while working, the will-
ingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence
even in the face of difficulties; dedication refers to be-
ing strongly involved in one's work, and experiencing
a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride,
and challenge; and absorption refers to being fully
concentrated and happily engrossed in one's work,
whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties
with detaching oneself from work” (Schaufeli, 2013, p.
21.). Colloquially, employee engagement is the enthu-
siasm someone feels towards their job (Guy & New-
man, 2013), because of which they are willing to go
the extra mile (Bakker & Hakanen, 2013) and ready to
invest not only hands and head, but also their heart
(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995).

Benefits of employee engagement. Many em-
ployee- and employer-level benefits of an engaged
workforce are documented in the literature. Engaged
employees are more satisfied with their jobs, more
creative, innovative and proactive, have higher job
performance, feel lower burnout, and are more sat-
isfied with their careers and life in general (e.g,, Agar-
wal, 2014; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Chughtai &
Buckley, 2011; Gruman & Saks, 2011; Kyoung Park et
al, 2014; Timms & Brough, 2013; Wefald & Downey,
2009). On the employer level, employee engagement
is associated with higher employee commitment and
loyalty, greater organizational citizenship behaviour,
reduced absenteeism and turnover, and ultimately
better business outcomes (e.g, Biswas & Bhatnagar,
2013; Brunetto et al, 2012; Harter & Schmidt, 2002;
Hoigaard et al,, 2012; Ibrahim & Al Falasi, 2014, Saks,
2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004a).

2.3. The relationship between employee
onboarding and employee engagement

There is a general agreement that solid onboarding
strategy helps with engaging new employees, as
well as engagement issues throughout an employ-
ee's tenure (e.g, Lavigna, 2009; SHRM, 2012; Stein &
Christiansen, 2010). As plastically explained by Gallup
(2016), if new employees are not welcomed like rock
stars, their experiential disappointment could lead to
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low engagement and seeking out a new opportunity.
However, according to Saks and Gruman (2018), as
already highlighted, not enough attention has been
given to this relationship.

Moreover, existing studies exploring the rela-
tionship between onboarding and employee engage-
ment are often limited in their scope. For instance,
Nigah et al. (2012) explored the impact of a buddy.
They found that employees who reported more satis-
faction with buddying reported greater levels of work
engagement. Saks and Gruman (2018) accentuate the
supervisor's support. They explain that supervisor’s
support is especially important for newcomers’ work
engagement because supervisors can provide a vari-
ety of resources that are important for engagement,
such as challenging work assignments, opportunities
for growth and development, and positive feedback
and recognition. Related to the length of onboarding
process, SHRM (2012) reports that studies demon-
strate that the new employee’s treatment and orien-
tation during the first 30 to 90 days of employment is
the most relevant period for their later engagement.
Nguyen et al.'s (2020) study on the relevance of insti-
tutionalized onboarding tactics showed that institu-
tionalized approach can increase employees’ engage-
ment to work.

All the above implies that the assumption that
more structured onboarding programs, which enable
better integration of new employees into their jobs
and the organizational culture, resultin more engaged
employees (e.g, Booz Allen Hamilton, 2008; Gomes
& Sousa, 2023; Stein & Christiansen, 2010), has to be
thoroughly explored. This relationship should be ver-
ified empirically, as scientific agreement could not be
achieved by using only general impressions of prac-
titioners. Moreover, previous research has predom-
inantly explored the relationship between specific
onboarding aspects (such as the role of various on-
boarding stakeholders) and employees’ engagement
levels, but not the significance of the onboarding as
a comprehensive process that includes both orienta-
tion and socialization elements, in other words, the
role of a structured onboarding process. Accordingly,
we pose the following hypothesis: H = A structured
onboarding process is positively related to employee
engagement. However, since previous research has
not problematized the role of onboarding for various
dimension of employee engagement, we also pose
the following research question: RQ = Is a structured
onboarding process more relevant for dimensions of
some employee engagement than for others?
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1. Instruments

The questionnaire for collecting data, which was
anonymous, consisted of three parts. For assessing
the structuredness of the onboarding process, we
used the ‘Onboarding Assessment Survey’ developed
by Baker and DiPiro (2019), which assesses the re-
spondents’ onboarding experience with the necessary
components of the onboarding process identified by
the authors. The instrument covers four areas that
the authors believe constitute a structured onboard-
ing: consistent communication of expectations, a
timely onboarding schedule, provision of onboarding
resources and the establishment of a mentor relation-
ship. It is a 10-item one-factor self-report scale, and
the respondents evaluate their agreement with the
items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disa-
gree) to 5 (strongly agree), which indicates the level of
perceived structuredness of the onboarding process.
The sample items are "l received an itinerary outlining
my first day, which included parking and the name of
my departmental point-person.” and “l was provided a
mentor who was available to assist me when needed.”.
A higher mean value of 10 evaluations represents a
perception of a higher level of structured onboarding
process being present (independent variable).

To assess employee engagement, we used the
‘Utrecht Work Engagement Scale — UWES’, which
was developed by Schaufeli et al. in 2002, specifi-
cally a UWES-17 version (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004b).
This is a 17-item three-factor self-report scale which
measures both the total engagement and three en-
gagement dimensions: (1) vigour (6 items; e.g., "l can
continue working for very long periods at a time."),
(2) dedication (5 items; e.g., “l am proud on the work
that I do.”) and (3) absorption (6 items; e.g., “l get car-
ried away when I'm working.”). Respondents evaluate
how they feel at work on a 7-point scale ranging from
1(never) to 7 (always/every day). A higher mean value
of respondent’s evaluations represents a higher level
of four self-reported employee engagement indica-
tors — three engagement dimensions indicators and
total engagement indicator (dependent variables).

Finally, to control the role of socio-demographic
variables, the questionnaire collected six demograph-
ic and background information — gender, age, educa-
tional level, length of service, hierarchical level, and
sector (control variables).

3.2. Data collection and sample

A snowball sampling was used to identify and
reach respondents, starting with the authors’ busi-
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TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and Pearson correlation coefficients for the relation between
structured onboarding and engagement indicators
Constructs M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1Structured onboarding 361 0.95 (912)
2 Vigour 5.00 119 3607 (.883)
3 Dedication 523 141 377 783" (.919)
4 Absorption 5.21 1.06 1997 78 6647 (.828)
5 Total engagement 514 1.09 3477 928" 908™ 87 (.942)

NOTE: Cronbach’s a shown in brackets; ™ p <.001

ness contacts. The only requirement was that re-
spondents worked for the current employer for at
least 6 months, as we assumed that both onboarding
experience and employee engagement take time to
happen/develop. The data were collected from Croa-
tian employees in March 2021.

The sample consists of 622 respondents of both
genders (804 female; 19.6 male), from various age
groups (M = 36.92; min = 23; max = 65) and educa-
tional levels (secondary school degree = 19%; under-
graduate degree = 12.6%; graduate degree = 52.3%;
postgraduate degree = 16.1%), with different length
of service™ (M =12.35 years; min = 6 months; max =
45 years) and coming from various hierarchical levels
(non-managerial position = 70.1%; lower managerial
position = 16.9%; higher managerial position 13%) and
sectors (private = 56.4%, public = 37.6%, non-profit =
3.9%, mixed = 2.1%).

3.3. Data analysis

We first explored the relationship between the
concepts using correlation analysis. Since the de-
pendent variables were significantly correlated with
each other and with the independent variable, we
then performed a linear multiple regression analysis.
To test the effect of control variables on dependent
variables, we used Pearson correlation coefficient cal-
culations and non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney
U-tests or Kruskal-Wallis H-tests). The Kruskal-Wal-
lis H-tests showed that the sector was unrelated to
all dependent variables and were therefore excluded
from regression analyses. Other socio-demographic
variables implied statistically significant differences
between the groups (gender, educational level and

i Various lengths of service were accepted as previous
research revealed that employee engagement is related
to the onboarding experienced during the first one to
three months of employment (SHRM, 2012).

hierarchical level) or were statistically significant-
ly correlated (age and length of service) with some
dependent variables, and were therefore retained
in corresponding regression analyses. The statistical
software package IBM SPSS Statistics 23 was used for
the data analysis.

4. RESULTS

Table 1 shows that respondents rated their employer’s
onboarding practices as moderately to well structured
(M =361on ascale from1to 5), that they are more en-
gaged (5.00 < M <523 on a scale from 1to 7) and that
data are suitable for regression analysis as all explored
variables are statistically significantly interrelated (p <
.00M).

Table 2 depicts the results of four regression
analyses performed, with selected socio-demo-
graphic variables (those detected significantly cor-
related/related with specific engagement indicators)
and structured onboarding as independent variables,
engagement dimensions and total engagement as
dependent variables. As can be seen from the table,
all regression models are significant (p <.001) and 12.5
to 18.7% of the variance in respondents’ engagement
when measured by engagement dimensions and
17.3% of the variance in respondents’ total engage-
ment are explained by the perceived level of struc-
tured onboarding. Next, the results indicate that the
perceived level of the structured onboarding process
is statistically significantly positively related with all
three engagement dimensions and total engagement.
Finally, regression results indicate that gender and hi-
erarchical level are statistically significantly related
with the intensity of all explored engagement indi-
cators, while educational level and length of service
are statistically significantly related with the intensity
of absorption as an engagement dimension. However,
beta coefficients (1226 < B < .373) reveal that struc-
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TABLE2  Multiple linear regression analyses for structured onboarding predicting engagement
dimensions and total engagement
Vigor Dedication Absorption Total engagement
B t B t B t B t

(Constant) 5.382™ 6.847" 7.719™ 6.768"
Gender 089 2424 087 2358 180 4715 131 3.529™
Age -.025 -.259 / / -.200 -1.909 -.057 -.576
Educational level / / / / 147 3.665™ / /
Length of service 73 177 / / 345 3.283" 177 1.800
Hierarchical level 167 4565™ 124 3.365” J00 2618 147 4.002™
Structured onboarding 370 9.998™ 373 10114 226 5.8127™ 354 9492
F-test value 28163™ 39.049™ 14.515™ 256317
R? 187 159 125 173

NOTE: ' p<.05; " p<.01; " p<.001

tured onboarding is more relevant for employee en-
gagement in total and by dimensions than socio-de-
mographic variables explored (.087 < B < 189, with
the exception of B = .345 of the length of service).

5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Theoretical implications

Considering the relevance of the topic, studies on
the relationship between onboarding and employee
engagement are insufficient. Our research therefore
adds to the body of knowledge in the area by empir-
ically proving the hypothesized relationship. Precisely,
both the correlation and regression analysis show the
statistically significant proportional relationship (p <
.001) between the structured onboarding process and
employee engagement overall and in the individual,
thus supporting the proposed hypothesis. This find-
ing is in line with Booz Allen Hamilton's (2008) rec-
ommendation that organizations should use the on-
boarding process strategically, as well as with Gallup’s
(2016) conclusion that throwing new hires into work
immediately without proper onboarding puts an early
strain on the employee-employer relationship (which
includes employee engagement).

Next, as there were no previous studies inves-
tigating the relationship between the structured
onboarding process and various dimensions of em-
ployee engagement, our study opens the discussion
in this area. Our research provides a positive answer
to the research question of whether the structured

onboarding is more relevant for some employee en-
gagement dimensions than for others. Namely, when
looking at correlation and beta coefficient values,
the structured onboarding was revealed to be more
relevant for employee’s dedication to their work (r =
371; B = .373). At the same time, correlation and beta
coefficient values indicate that the structured on-
boarding is less relevant for employee onboarding (r
= 199; B = .226). The results presented are interesting
considering that vigour presents a physical-energetic,
dedication, an emotional absorption and a cognitive
component of engagement, or put differently, vigour
corresponds to an employee energy, dedication to
an employee persistence and absorption to an em-
ployee focus (Schaufelli, 2013). This explicitly implies
that a structured onboarding is more relevant for an
employee’s emotional involvement and persistence
at work than their cognitive involvement and focus
during work.

Finally, our research underscores the need for an
interactionist perspective in the organizational set-
ting, as employee engagement (individual behaviour)
was found to be a function of a structured onboard-
ing process (organizational practice). As Nguyen et al.
(2020) explain, what happens in work settings is not
the result of the organization’s practice or the indi-
vidual efforts, but the outcome of their interaction,
which our findings support as well.

5.2. Implications for practice

The theoretical part of our paper underlines that
onboarding, as the process of “integrating new em-
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ployees into an organization and equipping them to
succeed” (Lavigna, 2009, p. 65) is important for em-
ployee and organizational performance in general,
and employee engagement in particular. In general,
as Bauer (2010) advises, the sooner new hires feel
welcome and prepared for their jobs, the sooner they
will be able to successfully contribute to the organi-
zation's mission. Organizations and HR practitioners
should be particularly aware of the importance of
a well-structured onboarding process for the en-
gagement of employees afterwards. The fact that
onboarding is one of the most challenging areas of
talent management when it comes to discerning the
ROI should not discourage organizations from adopt-
ing a new approach to onboarding — one that both
engages new hires and drives business results (Lau-
rano, 2013).

The empirical part of our paper implies that the
priority of HR professionals should be to convince
upper management of the strategic importance of
proper onboarding (SHRM, 2012). By proper onboard-
ing, we mean a well-structured onboarding process
that is the consequence of attentive reflection and
comprehensive integration of all relevant onboarding
elements.

5.3. Limitation and future research

A common limitation of field research, including ours,
stems from the operationalization of the concepts
explored. While the employee engagement concept
was operationalized through “UWES-17", a validated
and widely used construct (Bakker et al, 2008) in
more than 20 languages (De Bruin et al,, 2013), the
“Onboarding Assessment Survey” which was used to
operationalize the structuredness of the onboarding
process, is a less used but most readily available corre-
late construct of the concept (Regul Erent Ondrusek,
20271). Further limitations related to the operationali-
zation of the concepts are: the usage of self-reports,
which raises the issue of socially desirable responses
(self-reports used to assess both the independent
and the dependent variables) and a common source
bias (structured onboarding and employee engage-
ment were measured from the same source). How-
ever, the subjective nature of both concepts, the an-
onymity of the respondents and the high reliability of
both scales used, mitigate concerns over these issues.
Another limitation of our study is that the respond-
ents evaluated the onboarding processes they had
gone through in the past, while reporting on their en-
gagement in the present. This is a legitimate research
design from a theoretical perspective, but excludes
the potential impact of other organizational, group,
or individual variables on employee engagement.
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Based on the above, it is recommended that
future research consider developing a more appro-
priate instrument to measure the structuredness of
the onboarding process. Next, although the social-
ization part of onboarding is a matter of employee
experience, future research could use only objective
indicators of onboarding, such as onboarding com-
ponents, length of onboarding, stakeholders involved,
etc., to avoid a common method variance. Finally, the
longitudinal or experimental research design should
be recognized to investigate whether employees
respond to a structured onboarding with more en-
gagement, in other words, to determine the causality
between the structured onboarding process and em-
ployee engagement.

6. CONCLUSION

Our research contributes to the discussion on the
relationship between the quality of the onboarding
process and the resulting engagement of new em-
ployees. Our empirical findings suggest that the per-
ceived level of the structured onboarding process is
proportional to employee engagement and that the
dimensions of employee engagement are more im-
portant for employee engagement and less impor-
tant for employee absorption.
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JE LI ANGAZIRAN ONBOARDING VAZAN ZA ANGAZIRANI RAD?
ODNOS IZMEBU STRUKTURIRANOG ONBOARDINGA | ANGAZIRANOSTI ZAPOS-
LENIKA

Rad istrazuje odnos izmedu strukturiranog onboarding procesa i rezultirajuce angaZiranosti zaposlenika,
s obzirom na to da se vecina istraZivanja onboarding procesa usredotocuje na druge ishode. Predlozena
hipoteza glasila je: ,, Strukturirani onboarding proces pozitivno je povezan s angaziranos¢u zaposlenika®,
dok je istrazivacko pitanije bilo: ,Je li strukturirani onboarding proces relevantniji za neke dimenzije
angaziranosti zaposlenika nego za druge?“

Za procjenu onboarding procesa koriStena je anketa ,,Onboarding Assessment Survey*, koju su razvili
Baker i DiPiro (2019.), dok je za procjenu angaZiranosti zaposlenika koristena , Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale” (UWES-17), koju su razvili Schaufeli i Bakker (2004b).

Na temelju uzorka od 622 ispitanika i primjenom korelacijske i viSestruke regresijske analize otkriveno je
da je strukturirani onboarding proces statisticki znacajno pozitivno povezan s ukupnom angaziranoscu
zaposlenika te s pojedinaénim dimenzijama angaZiranosti. Sto se tice dimenzija angaziranosti
zaposlenika, takoder je utvrdeno da je strukturirani onboarding proces snaznije povezan s posvecenoscu
zaposlenika, dok je slabije povezan s njihovom apsorpcijom u rad.
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