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1. Define employee engagement and explain how it relates to other concepts such as organisational commitment, employer involvement and job satisfaction
When employees are dissatisﬁed at work, they are less committed and will look for opportunities to quit. If these opportunities are unavailable, they may emotionally or mentally “withdraw” from the organisation which clearly impacts on productivity and meeting the overall organisational goals (Lok and Crawford, 2004). However, those employees who have good quality jobs, a rounded work-life balance and are well managed, will not only be happier, healthier and more fulfilled, but are also more likely to improve productivity and drive product and service innovation. This ‘mutual gains’ view of motivation and people management lies at the heart of employee engagement (CIPD, 2019a). 
The CIPD (2019a) suggest employee engagement is a combination of commitment to the organisation and its values and a willingness to help colleagues. This links to the Kahn (1990) academic work that highlighted engagement as a three pronged issue namely cognitive, emotional and physical. Cognitive engagement refers to employees’ beliefs about the company, its leaders and the workplace culture. The emotional aspect is how employees feel about the company, the leaders and their colleagues.  Konrad (2016) sees physical as being a behavioural element; a value-added component reflected in the amount of effort employees put into their work, for example brainpower, extra time and energy,  or ‘going the extra mile’ for the organisation. 
As suggested, engagement is as much about the individual and their own motivations, rather than a one-sized-fits-all process pushed by HR. Employee Engagement is discretionary i.e. it cannot be assumed to happen to everyone, or in the same way! Johns and Ellis (2016) suggests these elements are what makes defining the term employee engagement difficult and points to the McLeod review which contains over 50 definitions. Indeed the CIPD (2019) identify that the lack of consensus on what engagement is, has led to many different ways to measure it, and inconsistent advice on how to achieve it. The identify that loose or overly broad definitions hamper effective engagement, as it is unclear what is a problem or opportunity, or what should be done.
Macey and Schneider (2008) declare that engagement is a desirable condition. It has an organisational purpose and should be organisationally led, but importantly operates at an individual level and has both attitudinal and behavioural components. Employees can exhibit personal involvement, commitment, passion, enthusiasm, focused effort, and energy, without wider organisational support. As Johns and Ellis (2016) describe, harnessing discretionary effort of people produces better results than if people simply work within and to, the confines of a job description. 
Job satisfaction (an employee’s feelings about their work), organisational commitment (an individual’s psychological attachment to the organisation) and organisational commitment (a psychological state that characterises the employee’s relationship with the organisation) (Rashid et al, 2003) are all constructs feeding into employee engagement.  Whilst they are terms that are defined separately, Johns and Ellis, (2016) suggest they are integral to employee engagement, which goes further than straightforward commitment, involvement and simple job satisfaction. Indeed, as Purcell (2010) suggests, employee engagement is ultimately about performance, results and outcomes; an employee may be satisfied with their job they do and may be happy in that role; however this does not assume meaningful work is performed. For this to happen other cultural elements need to be in place. 

2. Describe the HR, leadership and cultural elements of organisations which have high levels of employee engagement, making reference to academic literature on the subject.  You should also explain the need for aligning employee engagement with other key organisational factors.
As has been suggested there are two elements of employee engagement. Firstly the influence of job-level factors and employee’s personal motivations, and secondly wider organisational factors that need to be in place to ensure every employee is engaged and productive. Employee engagement cannot be imposed and must permeate the culture of the organisations. In order for this to happen a number of elements need to be in place including senior leadership support, clarity of organisational vision and goals, organisational climate and supportive HR practices (Bakker and Albrecht, 2018).  These mirror the cultural elements found in the MacLoed Report (Macleod and Clarke, 2009) which highlights a strategic narrative, engaging managers, employee voice and integrity as being the pre-requisites for employee engagement. 
Popli and Rizli (2016) suggest leadership as being one of the single biggest factors affecting employee perceptions in the workplace about wider engagement. This is backed up by Attridge (2009) asserting that leadership style, trust in leadership and effective leader–follower interactions are critical for promoting employee engagement.  Senior leaders within organisations “symbolise the values of the organization, determine the flow of the organisational resources, and model employees’ ways of thinking, feeling, and reacting to important events” (Leiter and Bakker, 2010).  Leadership based on facilitation, where teams are led by leaders who can bring the team together to clarify goals, set priorities, assess progress, seek solutions for problems, assign tasks and be accountable to one another are more engaging than a more traditional top-down, control-led, tell approach (MacLeod and Clarke, 2009). 
HR and its operations also have an important role in employee engagement, especially in the way it is perceived to enable each employee within the organisation to be their best (Alfes et al, 2010).  Albrecht et al (2018) suggests this includes how HR provides sufficient opportunities for training and development, the use of effective selection practices and ensuring that employees are communicated with on organisational performance. Barrick et al (2015) proposed that because HRM practices “shape the nature of the employee-firm relationship” they serve as powerful elements of collective organisational engagement.
Crawford et al. (2010) found that the shared perceptions about the extent to which employees can exercise discretion and decision-making authority also influences employee engagement.  They described how the organisations with high levels of engagement are generally perceived to support and empower employees to make their own decisions. This they state, will result in an individual and collective sense of positive energy, involvement and willingness to work toward the achievement of organisational goals. Again, this ties in with the strategic narrative as discussed by MacLeod and Clarke (2009) who describe an explicit culture that gives clear line of sight from employee to organisational aims. 
Work by authors such as Bakker et al (2007) and Jenkins and Delbridge (2013) are critical of organisations that try to engage employees just of sake of being seen to engage. Whether on an individual or organisational level, there are reasons why disinterest occurs and organisational context is crucial. Organisations going through cost-cutting, redundancies, wage freezes and an uncertain future are finding these barriers to engagement (Johns and Ellis, 2016). 

3. Explain why employee engagement is increasingly a vital dimension of HR strategy and practice. The potential benefits for different stakeholders should be evaluated with reference to published sources.
Raveesh et al (2010) noted that employee engagement has become a critical organizational business issue as the world recovers from economic recession. With the increasing awareness that the greatest asset of any organisation is its people, organisations are turn to HR to set up the strategic agenda for the development of employee engagement and commitment. This is a trend that continues as, according to the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM)/Globoforce (2013) survey, nearly half of HR professionals indicated employee engagement amongst the top three challenges their organisation faces, followed by succession planning, culture management, employee retention and performance management. 
A four stage approach for a HR engagement strategy is suggested by Guest (2015):
*Implementing engagement by managers and leaders promoting engagement values 
*Creating and reinforcing a climate for engagement by treating employees with fairness and trust
*Promoting engagement through recruitment of employees who welcome engaging jobs, provision of training and development and design of jobs to provide autonomy
*Monitoring progress towards high engagement through surveys, feedback and action planning.
Lookwood (2007) finds that HR can foster an environment for engagement by developing a targeted, proactive strategic communication plan. In doing so, employee morale can be built, boosted and maintained and key business objectives supported. HR should consider how to communicate, involve employees through focus groups and learn to track and measure success. Lewicka (2011) also notes that HR managers have a clear role in employee engagement by giving rewards and recognition of employee’s effort, harnessing relationships, giving opportunities to excel, inducing leadership qualities and providing a friendly and supportive environment.  
The support of well-being within this environment is also important as it leads to better morale and engagement (CIPD, 2017).  HR professionals are in a unique position to ensure that health and well-being initiatives are taken seriously at a strategic level and implemented effectively on a day-to-day basis. Indeed, the CIPD, (2019b) strongly argue that it is HR who should have the knowledge and insight to inform an evidence-based approach and ensure that health and well-being is not a series of standalone initiatives, but integrated into the organisation’s culture, leadership and people management practices.  Lewis et al (2012) proposed that the specific combination of employee engagement, health and well-being drives sustainable employee engagement over period of time. 
Another study by the CIPD (2017) argues that HR practitioners can better prioritise what needs to be done to enhance managers’ skills and management techniques to support employee engagement and the health and well-being of all employees and Johns and Ellis (2016) point to the focus on engagement strategies by HR on both employees and customers, as both are critical to success.  
The effective use of the tools available to HR can enable the organisation to focus on engagement which can consequently boost motivation, output and employee retention. The quality of engagement will determine however whether the workforce will stay and flourish, stay and decline, or leave. 

4. Summarise key sources of employee engagement related data, citing different examples.
The Schaufeli et al (2002) study into work engagement has been the subject of the greatest amount of scientific studies. Schaufeli et al. (2002) proposed that engagement is a multidimensional construct consisting of three dimensions: vigor, characterised by high levels of energy, effort, resilience, persistence, and motivation to invest in work; dedication, as exhibited by involvement in work, enthusiasm, and a sense of pride and inspiration; and absorption, demonstrated by immersion in one’s work and the sense that time does not drag in the workplace. This model/study is known as the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale of employee engagement, and has been a standard way of psychometrically testing engagement. 
Further studies have also assessed real life rather than theoretical engagement. Thousands of employees, across 200 US based businesses were analysed by Wellins, Brenthal and Phelps (2006) for Development Dimensions International (DDI). Their research showed that employees with higher engagement scores are more satisfied with their jobs, less likely to leave their organisations and are more capable of achieving their performance goals.
A positive relationship has also been shown between employee engagement and organisational performance, highlighted by the huge Gallup study (2010) which researched approximately 1.4 million employees in 192 organisations, across 49 industries and spread over 34 countries. The Gallop study found that businesses with the highest engagement scores (the top 25%) averaged 18% higher productivity than those with the lowest engagement scores (the bottom 25%).  It concluded by stating that “employee engagement strongly relates to key organizational outcomes in any economic climate, and that employee engagement is an important competitive differentiator for organizations”.  
Another a significant research report was the Towers Perrin Global Workforce Study (2007). This again demonstrated the links between high performing organisations and their highly engaged staff. Comparing 50 global organisations over a period of a year, the reports finding confirmed that those businesses with high engagement saw a 19% increase in profits, compared with low engagement leading to a 32% decline in profitability. 
Closer to home, the CIPD Employee Outlook Survey (2009) was carried out and now acts as a benchmark against which organisations can measure the outcomes of their own engagement surveys.  The research indicates that employee engagement levels amongst UK employees are stable, with around 35–39% of employees reporting that they are ‘engaged, 60% of individuals were found to be emotionally engaged and cognitively engaged and 40% ‘went the extra mile’.  However, Johns and Ellis (2016) issue a word of caution and suggested the initial benchmark may be low, so exceeding it could be relatively easy and if an organisation is not benchmarking against the best, complacency could set in. Indeed, the CIPD (2009) itself, state that “Research confirms … that there is a significant gap between levels of engagement found among UK employees and those that would produce optimum performance”. 
Further negative views of UK levels of employer engagement comes from the Buckingham (2001) report, covering a sample taken from the UK population showed that more than 80% of the workforce felt they were not engaged. Engagement was broken into three categories, engaged, non-engaged and disengaged, with only 17% engaged, 63% non-engaged and 20% actively disengaged; a gloomy picture indeed. Whist this was an engagement survey (a mechanism much criticised by Purcell (2014), it highlighted the link between low engagement and burn-out, the intensification of work and a lack of work-life balance. This is an area that continues to be studied and researched and much academic evidence continues to demonstrate that employee health, well-being and engagement are important for organisational success. For example, in a meta-analysis, Ford et al (2011) found links between employee psychological health and well-being and overall performance; Donald et al (2005) found that almost a quarter of the variance in employee productivity is explained by psychological wellbeing, perceived commitment of the organisation to the employee and resources and communication.


5. Outline the findings of recent studies on employee engagement, including the extent to which gender, demographic and other factors influence levels of engagement.  
Demographics (such as gender, age, level of education etc.) are important factors that need to be taken into consideration during all HR and management decisions, because they influence work behaviour and the productivity of the employee. Indeed this is especially pertinent in relation to organisations who are culturally diverse and working across international markets (Maslach et al, 2001). 
Whilst not a recent study, research by Kahn (1990) and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) identified that the level of work engagement is affected by the specific demographic characteristics of the respondents. Bakan et al (2011) also observed that employees’ personal characteristics such as age, gender, and job security can have significant effect on an individual’s commitment. Other research carried out by Eker et al (2004) and Asadi et al (2008) showed that demographic variables specifically gender, age, education, marital status of employees and their length of employment were important factors in determining the levels of job satisfaction of employees. Results of the CIPD Employee Outlook Survey (2009) also showed that more women than men were engaged , with a quarter of under 35s engaged compared to 40% of the over 35s. 
Age and work experience are cited as going hand in hand. As one grows with age one’s work experience would also be expected to increase (Shuker et al, 2015). Whilst only in a college environment, James, et al (2007) reported that older workers were more engaged than younger workers when they worked with a supportive supervisor in a supportive organisational environment, the suggestion being that age gave a more balanced outlook and offered more stability. The Popli and Rizli (2016) study found that employee age impacts the level of employee engagement. They concluded that the engagement scores across different age groups was found to be significant. 
However, a Slovakian study by Vorina et al (2017) drew the conclusion that there is no statistically significant difference between gender and employee engagement and job satisfaction. The do suggest however, that other variables such as age, level of education and salary expectations were not part of the study. 


6. Conclude with a balanced evaluative summary of the future of employee engagement.
What is engagement and how can it be defined is a question still to be fully answered with many commentators including Truss et al, (2014) and Purcell (2014) suggesting more research is needed and whilst it is not a fad and should not be abandoned, unless it is properly understood it cannot be measured and interventions may be wasteful.  
As has been suggested, Employee engagement strategies can work but they have to be in the right context. Within a climate of general uncertainty, with an economy putting a squeeze on spending and wage increases put under pressure, engaging the workforce becomes more difficult. Added to this is the state of change within organisations and the rightly growing expectations of employees to work more flexibly with a greater work life balance,  means the difficulties of engaging employees is amplified. The decision to invest in strengthening engagement or commitment (or both) depends on an organisation’s strategy and the makeup of its workforce.
Within such an environment there is debate, as covered by the literature, about personal attitudes to work i.e. an innate personal dedication to getting the work done to a profitable standard. Does someone carry a sense of personal pride a purpose, despite conditions imposed on them by the organisation?  As Johns and Ellis (2016) state employment does not mean engagement. 
Tied in with this is the big issue of measurement and interpretation of results. Organisations define and measure engagement in a variety of different ways and Vance (2006) suggests there is no one “best” way to define or stimulate engagement in the workforce. Do surveys actually measure engagement effectively? This is queried by Purcell, (2014). The CIPD (2019a) who sees issues with this too. The multi-faceted nature of employee engagement means that it can be easy for measures to bundle together quite distinct factors which are hard to put into definite action. Again, human capital metrics can be invaluable, but need to be reliable and give data that is clear and specific enough to be turned into strategy and action within the organisation. Lockwood (2007) states that even HR can act as a barrier, depending on how these workplace policies and practices are implemented.
Despite these issues the studies and research shows that the level of engagement does determines whether people are productive and stay with the organisation—or move to the competition. Research highlights that the employee connection to the organisational strategy and goals, acknowledgment for work well done, and a culture of learning and development continues to foster high levels of engagement.  The CIPD (2019a) suggest various dimensions of working life lead to employee engagement, including personality (for example, self-confidence and resilience), job design (for example, job demands and resources), leadership and management, organisational climate or culture (for example, psychological safety and the emphasis on service quality) and management practices (from mindfulness interventions to training courses). 

Employee engagement is a movable feast and HR need to push innovative and ultimately transformational ideas.  Lockwood (2007) sees the future of engagement being focused on HR foster positive, effective people managers along with workplace policies and practices that focus on employee well-being, health and work/life balance. This future of engagement is summed up by Aon Hewitt’s (2014) global engagement report, which  suggests that ‘companies will need employees to go above and beyond in different ways—not just to engage by working harder, but to engage in ways that show resiliency, learning, adaptability and speed’.
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