

Qualification: CIPD Diploma in Applied Human Resources
Module Name: 5KEEG
Understanding Employee Engagement
[bookmark: _GoBack]Word Count: 3138


Student Name: Carla Roberts
Student Number: 1810259
CIPD Membership Number: 53274210


1.
CIPD (2019a) define employee engagement as ‘a combination of commitment to the organisation and its values plus a willingness to help out colleagues’, which is known as organisational citizenship. It is stated that it is about more than motivation, as it is something the employee has to offer and not required as part of their contract.
Kahn (1990) suggested that engagement is a three-dimensional concept, as employees express themselves physically, emotionally and cognitively. Therefore, physical engagement could be expressed though willingness to complete work to a high standard, cognitive engagement could be expressed through enjoying the work and struggling to detach from work, and emotional engagement could be expressed through having enthusiasm and pride in their work. It is therefore a discretionary effort to behave in a way which is ‘going the extra mile’. This links to studies by CIPD (2012) who identified that engagement is either emotional or transactional. Emotional engagement exists when an employee has an emotional attachment to their work, whereas transactional engagement exists when an employee completes their work and is fairly happy but is not committed to the organisation so would leave if they were to get a better offer. 
Johns and Ellis (2016) note that organisational commitment is closely linked to employee engagement. Affective commitment refers to the employee’s emotional attachment to the organisation, meaning that employees want to continue their employment as they relate to the goals and values of the organisation. Continuance commitment refers to when employees feel like they have to stay in the organisation, due to factors such as work friendships and benefits such as share schemes; they would therefore feel like they were losing out if they were to leave. Normative commitment refers to an employee feeling obliged to stay in the organisation due to the investment in them, through things such as training and development. 
Therefore, organisations must try and keep their employees engaged through not only the general work practices, but also connecting with employees on an emotional level by having shared values. Engage for Success (2009) notes that employee engagement is about how we create the conditions in which employees offer more of their capability and potential. It is therefore a two-way commitment which will contribute to organisational success through increased performance, productivity and wellbeing. CIPD (2017a) identify that wellbeing and engagement go hand-in-hand; the way in which employees are managed can have an effect on their health and wellbeing, and if their wellbeing is looked after it will have a positive effect on their productivity and engagement. Office Vibe (2019) came up with ten essential pillars of employee engagement; giving and receiving praise, giving and receiving feedback, what makes us happy, employee wellness, relationships with your manager, relationships with co-workers, personal growth, company alignment, career satisfaction and ambassadorship. Therefore, engagement covers the whole work process and when an employee is dissatisfied with just one of these pillars it can lead to frustrations and disengagement. Macloed and Clarke (2009) state that engagement can be a key to unlocking productivity and transforming lives of people who were disengaged in the workplace. 
2.
Due to the impact that employee engagement can have on the productivity and happiness of employees, it is important that organisations provide the environment for this to exist in. This can be through the HR team, managers and the wider context of the organisations such as the cultural elements. 
Employee engagement has long been studied and has been linked to psychological theories. CIPD (2017b) notes that Maslow’s hierarchy of needs can be linked to employee engagement; this is based on humans needing to fulfil certain needs in order. Psychological needs can be met through employers making sure employees have enough pay to provide them with food and shelter, as well as allowing rest breaks to eat and hydrate. Safety needs are met through feeling secure in their employment and being in a safe working environment. Love and belonging needs can be met through being values at work and having good working relationships. Esteem needs can be met at work through status, having respect and being recognised. Self-actualisation can be met through feeling pride and a sense of achievement and purpose. This can be linked to Herzberg’s two factor theory (CIPD, 2017) as they both have common factors. This theory looks at the factors for satisfaction and the factors for dissatisfaction; having the needs met that are lower down in Maslow’s hierarchy doesn’t necessarily engage the employee, but not having them will disengage them. Whereas having the needs met that are higher up in Maslow’s hierarchy will engage employees.
Purcell (2010) identified that there are several drivers of employee engagement; employees need to have trust in management, satisfaction with the work itself, satisfaction with involvement in decision-making, quality of relationships between managers and employees, satisfactory pay, a challenging job, and a high sense of achievement from their work. It is therefore important for HR to make sure policies are aligned with these drivers so that employees feel engaged and will exert discretionary behaviour. ACAS (2012) concur and stress the importance of trust in creating an engaged workforce. 
Research by Macloed and Clarke (2009) concur with these findings, as expressed in his ‘four enablers’. These four enablers of employee engagement are strategic narrative, engaging managers, employee voice, and integrity. Strategic narrative is having a strong organisational culture which employees can relate to and understand how their roles fit in with this culture. Engaging managers are managers who treat their staff fairly and as individuals, appreciating employees’ efforts and making sure they feel valued and supported. Robinson and Hayday (2009) studied the behaviours managers should exhibit to achieve a high level of employee engagement; they found that managers should communicate well with their team and ensure they understand how they fit in to the wider business context, they should listen, value and involve their teams, focus on targets, should have and share a clear vision, show an active interest in others, be a good leader and role-model, and act with respect so that they are respected. The behaviours of a disengaging manager were also identified by Robinson and Hayday (2009). These included lacking empathy, failure to listen or communicate, being self-centred, not motivating or inspiring the team, blaming others, are typically aggressive, lack the awareness of how their behaviour impacts others, and don’t deliver on promises. It is therefore important for managers to exhibit the behaviour of an engaging manager to have a high-performing team. The third enabler identified by Macloed and Clarke (2009) is employee voice; the organisation communicates well to their employees and involves them in decision making, allowing them to give their views and opinions. The final enabler, integrity, refers to the organisation living its values and correct behaviours are adhered to, creating trust in the organisation. 
It is clear from these studies that HR and managers need to work together to create an environment for employees to be engaged, with HR responsible for creating processes to engage staff and the line managers adhering to the required behaviours.   
3.
When HR and line managers work together to create an engaging environment, there are a number of benefits for different stakeholders. For HR, employee engagement is a vital part of strategy and practice due to the importance of employees being engaged and the impact it has on the business. 
CIPD (2018a) identifies several benefits of employee engagement, ‘as well as employees being happier, healthier and more fulfilled, engaged employees are generally more motivated and more likely to deliver improved business performance.’ , which is evidenced with profit, revenue growth, customer satisfaction, productivity, innovation, staff retention, efficiency and health and safety performance. However, CIPD (2018b) looks into this further and finds that although there is a positive correlation between the two, it is possible for engaged employees to be unproductive or for disengaged employees to be highly productive. They feel that employees are more engaged due to having involvement and an employee voice, rather than the other drivers that other studies have mentioned. 
Towers Perrin (2009) reported that there is a clear link between high engagement and high performance. Their research found that organisations with a high level of employee engagement had a 19% increase in operating income, whereas those with a low level of employee engagement had a 32% decrease. Saks (2006) found a correlation between employee engagement and organisational commitment. This would be beneficial for the employer as there would be less turnover so reduced recruitment and training costs, as well as more experienced employees. Barbera et al (2009) also studied the correlation between engagement and customer satisfaction, and found that implementing employee engagement strategies directly impacts customer satisfaction as employees are happier and have more pride in their work. Harter et al (2002) also found that customer satisfaction was a benefit of high employee engagement, as well as employee loyalty, profitability and safety. Salanova et al (2005) found that engaged staff within the hospitality sector led to better service quality, due to the employees understanding the importance of their role and taking pride in their work. Other studies have linked engagement to higher performance and better adherence to safety procedures (Xanthopoulou et al, 2008; Lockwood, 2007). 
Therefore, the manager benefits from employee engagement as it can help to achieve better results for their team and less employee issues such as disciplinaries, grievances and sickness absence levels. The organisation benefits as there is increased productivity and customer satisfaction, leading to increased revenue and profit. Lastly, the employees themselves benefit as they feel happier coming to work, feel valued and take pride, and their wellbeing is looked after. 
4. 
There is a range of data available from several sources which provides information about employee engagement. The UK Working Lives Report (CIPD, 2019a) outlines some of the themes that are emerging in the world of employee engagement. The overarching dimensions of job quality are pay and benefits, employee contracts, job design and the nature of the work, work-life balance, relationships at work, voice and representation, and health and wellbeing. Specifically, the 2019 report identifies the steps needed to be taken by employers and employees to ensure engagement; these are creating clear career paths for progression, increasing access to flexible working, improving line management and HR capability, reducing workload and stress through reviewing job specifications and the culture within the organisation. The main outcome of this report is that the UK needs to improve its flexible-working approach, as it ranked 24th out of 25 comparators. Other statistics from the report include:
· 49% of workers feel over-skilled or under-skilled for the roles they are in
· 32% of workers feel that their workload is too much
· One in four employees work at least an extra ten hours per week
· 74% of workers are on permanent contracts, and 19% are self employed (a reduction in zero-hour contracts and those in the gig economy). 
The Labour Market Outlook Survey (CIPD, 2019b) identified that the current climate is making it difficult to recruit and retain staff.
· 41% of employers are struggling to fill vacancies
· 33% find it difficult to retain staff
· 43% of employers are developing staff to fill difficult vacancies
· 53% of employers have increased starting salaries for a minority of vacancies
These results suggest that employers must look to retain staff through engagement strategies and by providing a good working environment. They also need to develop recruitment strategies to attract the best talent, through increasing starting salaries and having a good workplace culture. 
5.
Johns and Ellis (2016) note that a CIPD study found there were more women than men were engaged in their work. This links to a more recent study (CIPD, 2019) which identifies the working lives of men and women differentiating based on several factors such as flexible working, pay, job design and relationships at work. Caring responsibilities, often for children, are the main drivers for needing flexible working opportunities and this has led to 45% of working women to be part-time, whereas only 14% of men are part-time. This suggests that if an organisation is not open to flexible working, mainly for women, it could lead to disengaged employees and increased employee turnover rates. The study also found that 17% of women had an experience of being undermined or humiliated at work, compared to 12% of men. Relationships at work and how employees are treated can be one of the main factors in employees being engaged, so organisations must ensure that unfair treatment is dealt with. Organisations must also be accommodating to those with anxiety; as the study shows 29% of women experience anxiety compared with 20% of men. 	
Age also affects what factors engage workers. Avery et al (2007) found that older workers are more engaged if they perceive their co-workers to be of a similar age. It is therefore important for organisations to recruit new employees that are likely to fit in with the team dynamics. Johns and Ellis (2016) note that almost a quarter of employees under 35 felt engaged, whereas 40% of employees over 35 felt engaged. This suggests that once people are more settled and have developed in their career they become more engaged, it could also suggest people’s values change and they have more understanding of business objectives and values. 
Johns and Ellis (2016) also noted a significant difference in employee engagement depending on whether employees were managers; 50% of managers felt engaged whereas only 30% of non-managers felt engaged. However, UK Working Lives (2019) note that mid-level managers and professionals, as well as junior managers and associate professionals experience negative effects on their mental and physical health. This could then lead to burnout or work-related stress, which is identified by Welbourne (2007) as an attribute to resisting engagement. It is therefore important for organisations to ensure managers are looked after and do not become disengaged due to being over-worked. Although it is important to note that some managers become burnt out as they are so engaged and want to ensure they do a good job for the benefit of the organisation, which was identified by Rees et al (2013).
Johns and Ellis (2016) also note that the CIPD survey identified public sector employees being less engaged due to having a lack of trust and confidence in senior managers; this was believed to be due to the senior managers lacking a clear vision. This concurs with findings by Pritchard (2008) who found pride and satisfaction were significantly lower in public sector organisations, as well as employee loyalty. Private organisations are more likely to have clear vision, mission and culture statements as they are profitable and so need their staff to be invested in the product or service. This could also be due to being unsatisfied with pay, as displayed in the UK Working Lives Report (CIPD, 2019). 
Therefore, there can be differences in employee engagement levels depending on gender, demographics and other factors. However, ultimately it depends on individual organisations and their approaches to employee engagement. 
6.
Employee engagement is a subject that is becoming increasingly important, with studies showing changes in motivations. Robinson and Gifford (2014) note that engagement has gone further than just being a phase, and is now embedded in many organisations’ approach and research. However, there is not an agreed definition of employee engagement. Therefore, further research needs to be done to define it and make recommendations to ensure best practice. Johns and Ellis (2016) note that economic uncertainty could cause problems for the future of employee engagement, as it can affect high unemployment and fears about what the future holds. They conclude that employees can remain at an organisation but may still feel non-engaged or disengaged. Engagement isn’t a static approach; it is ever-changing so organisations must keep up-to-date with the latest research. Whereas in the past engagement has been linked to motivation as the energy and enthusiasm for the job, it is now about the quality; Goyette (2016) addresses that employees should maximise their productive motivations and minimise their counter-productive motivations. Therefore, employers should consider group dynamics and relationships between colleagues when hiring; employees should be hired for motivational fit, as just because somebody can do the job doesn’t mean that they will do the job on a consistent basis. As well as this, managers should understand employees’ motivational style and match this with the tasks they are given. 
Within the Deloitte Report (2019) it is identified the importance of employee wellbeing; it is now a differentiator to prospective workers and is reflective of how much employers value their relationships with their employees. Approximately 66% of responders suggested that wellbeing programs are critical to the organisation’s brand and culture; however, there are gaps between what employees value and what organisations are providing. Although physical health is an important part of wellbeing, it is only part of what employees need. For example, an organisation doesn’t engage employees just through implementing yoga into the workplace; wellbeing needs to go further than this and include positive mental health strategies and amending policies to reduce stress and increase a good work-life balance, for example offering more flexible working opportunities. The report states the importance of introducing wellbeing initiatives, not for the purpose of return-on-investment, but to encourage the workforce to engage, perform and flourish. CIPD (2019b) found that more respondents compared to last year agreed that employee wellbeing is on senior managers’ agendas. Therefore, wellbeing is fast becoming a key part of employee engagement and should be embedded into HR and organisational strategies. 
There is evidence of the differing motivation factors between the older generations and the younger generations. Hays (2014) found that millennials are engaged when they have clearly defined career paths as well as relevant training opportunities. They want to be able to move around in their career and achieve career progression at a faster rate than previous generations. It is therefore important for organisations to develop their staff and provide opportunities for progression once they have been provided with the skills, experience and training. Due to the retirement age being increased there will be older people still in the workplace, and therefore organisations will need to keep these older workers engaged. 
To conclude, employee engagement is key to ensure organisational commitment and job satisfaction. HR must work with line managers and senior managers to implement engagement strategies and make sure it is embedded within the culture and values of the organisation. There are benefits for both the organisation and individuals as individual and organisational performance can be improved with employees are engaged. It will also lead to less recruitment and training costs as employee turnover is likely to decrease. Although some engagement factors can be applied to all employees, it is often dependant on the individual. Therefore, organisations should have a wide variety of engagement techniques to cater for different demographics and personalities. 
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