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7MER – Managing Employment Relations

Choose either assessment 1 or assessment 2

Managing Employment Relations Assessment 1
Learning outcomes 1, 2, and 3

Write a report, of approximately 3000 words in length, which draws on examples of organisational practice and academic literature to evaluate the extent to which the management of employment relations is becoming increasingly fragmented and blurred owing to structural labour market changes and inter-firm network relationships. Explain the implications that your review has for the management of employment relations at an organisational level.
Marking guidelines – MER – Assessment 1
The question is assessing mostly LO2 (environmental factors affecting ER); in part LO1 (voluntarism and regulation); and LO3 given it relates to how the parties deal with issues of labour market flexibility. 

General: To be worthy of a Pass, Merit, or Distinction grade, the report should be well-written, have a clear introduction, line of argument, analysis and synthesis of concepts, evidence and practice, and include correct and relevant references to M-level literature (journal articles, government reports, theoretical sources, consultancy reports, research reports, textbooks, etc). (PP)

Pass

A pass answer must be able to explain that the management of the employment relationship between an employee and employer can be blurred and is not always as straightforward as might be assumed. Issues to do with the flexible firm, part-time and casual jobs, labour market changes and possible insecurity are all relevant concepts. There exists plenty of secondary data to illustrate the extent of labour market changes, such as labour force survey, WERS, BiS data etc. This need not be extensive, but what is used must be convincing.  (BO, KU)
The core is about changes arising from supply or inter-firm networks, use of agency staff and the likes of outsourcing. Consideration may be given to the flexible firm model (e.g. Atkinson), but this alone is not sufficient for a pass. Literature and practice has moved on considerably since Atkinson’s flexible firm model, and this should be clearly understood in the answer. (AC, KU)  

Pass answers should show consideration of practices concerning inter-firm networks, such as outsourcing and compulsory competitive tendering in the public sector. This means that many employees working for an agency company are often located at a client firm and can therefore encounter employment relations outcomes set by the managers of the client firm in which they are based, not their immediate employer, the agency.  (KU)
A pass answer will realise that economic, legal, political and/or technological factors in the wider environment can be traced to the shift in employer-employee relationships that are becoming of an increasingly blurred nature.(KU, AC)

Merit

Merit answers will develop the link to these factors in a more analytical way, drawing on changes in organisational strategy, the implementation of practices surrounding the blurring of organisational boundaries and external factors. One noticeable legal case in the area is that of Motorola-Davidson-Melville Craig Group: An agency employee working at Motorola claimed unfair dismissal against the agency and Motorola (who was the client’s customer). The Employment Appeal Tribunal decided that Motorola’s practical authority and power to control agency workers constituted it as the employer. Hence, the ‘non-legal’ employer, Motorola, was held to be responsible for unfair dismissal compensation. There are a number of models and diagrams that illustrate this fragmentation of flexible labour market relationships, such as those by Marchington/ Grimshaw/ Rubery. (KU)
Distinction

Distinction level answers should make connections with the roles and functions of the parties in terms of implications for either the strategy, or the practice of managing employment relations at an organisational level. For example, over time employees may develop mixed identities given the lack of clarity as to who is the (agency) employees’ direct employer. Distinction answers will also question the extent of the fragmented employment relationship model. For example, while there has been an increase in the use of atypical, flexible and agency type employment, some of the flexibility associated with these jobs is not necessarily negative for some employees, so there are implications for managers and employees who have a preference for such arrangements (term-time working etc). ((BO, AC)
Fail

A fail answer may either show unconvincing argument or persuasion (PP), very little knowledge and understanding of the substantive aspects concerning environmental factors pertaining to flexibility and inter-firm networks (KU), business awareness of the demands on flexibility (BO), or logical application (AC). Fail answers may do no more than describe the flexible firm model and show little development of knowledge and application since this model (e.g. Atkinson, mid 1980s). Fail answers may also focus too narrowly on the candidate’s own organisation and miss other environmental context factors that may be important in the future (e.g. outsourcing, agency employees etc).   

Managing Employment Relations Assessment 2
Learning outcomes 1, 4 and 6

Draw on relevant research evidence and organisational practice to produce a written assignment of approximately 3000 words that explains the key drivers that are claimed to engender an effective employee engagement strategy and evaluate the extent to which these drivers shape the management of employment relations.
Marking guidelines – LTD – Assessment 2

General: To be worthy of a Pass, Merit or Distinction grade, this assignment needs to be well-written, have a clear introduction, line of argument, analysis and synthesis of concepts, evidence and applied organisational practice. It must include correct and relevant references to M-level literature (journal articles, government reports, theoretical sources, consultancy reports, research reports, textbooks, etc). (PP)
Pass, Merit or Distinction answers may either support employee engagement or question its validity and practice. Whatever is argued, it needs to be developed from a full and excellent critique of theoretical concepts and evidence-based practices from multiple literature sources and third-party sources. (KU, PP)
Pass

A pass answer must demonstrate understanding that there are competing interpretations of the concept and what drives it across different organisational settings; develop a coherent and accurate definition of employee engagement; distinguish it as something substantially different or unique to other existing arrangements (such as employee commitment, loyalty, or employee involvement); draw on appropriate research evidence; understand the organisational context and level at which it may be applied/appropriate; defend and justify conclusions. (BO, KU)
Defining employee engagement is not straightforward and competing perspectives exist. It has been viewed as someone being ‘involved, enthusiastic and passionate about their job’ (Macey et al, 2009) and Kahn (1990) defines it as a state of ‘physical, emotional and cognitive’ support. Truss et al (2006) relate engagement to achievement of ‘discretionary effort’ by employees to help the organisation succeed. The CIPD defines engaged employees as those ‘who do their best’, ‘go the extra mile’, identify with the organisation and its values’. CIPD research (by Truss) points to a three dimensional concept, including: Emotional Engagement (involves organisation members being emotionally attached and involved with their work), Cognitive Engagement (employees are clear about their work mission and what it achieves for the organisation); and Physical Engagement (willingness to go the extra mile for the organisation). Higher (merit or distinction) marks should be reserved for those who can allude to the unevenness and complexity of defining the concept of employee engagement. (KU)
Candidates must demonstrate an understanding of the key drivers for employee engagement to achieve a pass grade. Some consultancy literature tends to identify almost an endless list of practices: 75 drivers are listed by Towers Perrin (2003, 2009), which range from wage payment systems to employee voice and welfare programmes.  However, the government’s MacLoad (2009) report commented that the most important driver is ‘employee trust’ in management and ACAS (2010) identifies four important drivers for employee engagement: 

• leadership (shared vision about organisational purpose and its goals); 

• engaged managers (managers who are engaged know how to empower employees);

• voice and participation (providing employee with the opportunity to contribute); and

• integrity (belief organisational values are genuine). 
(KU)
Some appreciation of the implications concerning the (real or potential) impact on employee relations is important for a pass. Typical responses may include building higher trust, more effective involvement and idea-generation of employees. However these need to be explained and defended, and not presented as bland or poorly justified linkages to better performance and therefore improved management relations. Evidence or opinions need to be reinforced from appropriate citations and analysis. Fail answers will tend not to question the evidence and practice of conceptual ideals. (BO, AC)
Merit

Merit level answers will develop a critical synthesis of these drivers and relate them to broader organisational strategic matters: for example, explain that they are not statistically validated drivers that have a clear impact, but are areas considered to be good practice which may have an influence for some grades of employees (e.g. senior or more professional) then other workers (e.g. production-line operatives).  (BO, KU)
Distinction

Distinction answers may further comment that there is an ambiguous issue concerning the levels of employee engagement. They are likely to explain that employees have to feel engaged with someone or with something, and therefore there are objects of engagement which may overlap across multiple levels (the job itself, work colleagues, team members, supervisors, senior managers, the organisation etc). (KU)
A lack of direct evidence charting a ‘causal line’ between drivers for engagement and actual outcomes, does not in itself devalue the concept. Distinction-level answers will demonstrate an understanding of this and will comment on the limitations in evidence, while reinforcing the value of an idea yet to be proved more definitively. Such limitations may be used to moderate any recommendations or actions plans. (KU)

Fail

Fail answers will tend not to question the evidence and practice of conceptual ideals. (BO, AC). The terms and concept of employee engagement may be poorly or inaccurately defined (KU). Fail answers will assume that the drivers lead to some specific outcome without teasing out the processes and explaining why these may support a given outcome (AC). A poor or unconvincing case and critique could be expected in fail answers (PP).  
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