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Employee Engagement 
Organisations spend a lot of time acquiring people with the necessary skills and experience that it requires through its effective recruitment strategies. Once employed, the organisations attentions shift to find ways of getting the best out of its people and manage their performance to ensure organisational outputs are met. 
Defining Employee Engagement 
Academic interest in employee engagement started with William Kahn in the 1990’s. Kahn (1990) observed through his studies, that “in engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively and emotionally”. Kahn’s definition of employee engagement suggests that it is a three-dimensional concept and is therefore complex. 
ACAS (2014) provides a definition whereby “employee engagement describes the positive attitude or behaviour of someone at work”. 
The definition given by CIPD (2017) suggests that engagement is “something that the employee has to offer and cannot be ‘required’ as part of the contract of employment contract”, therefore implying the discretionary nature of engagement, whereby it cannot be automatically presumed, and employees will not automatically be engaged in the workplace.  
Bridger (2018) address that there are a broad range of definitions given to the term ‘employee engagement’ highlighting that the 2009 MacLeod Review found over 50 definitions of the term. The Macleod Review, initiated by the interested of the UK Government in 2008, made recommendations on promoting employee engagement, and recommends methods of Government support to ensure the relationships between employer and employees are at the centre of business strategies (Woods, 2009). MacLeod and Clarke (2009) also argues that employee engagement is “the heart of the workplace relationship between employer and employee” which, consequently, can have significant impacts on productivity. 
Barnett (2019) agrees with this, suggesting there is a correlation between high levels of employee engagement and increased performance, with around 69% of respondents to a survey by The Harvard Business Review Analytic Services strongly agreeing that it is difficult to improve performance without also improving engagement. 
The interest in engagement continued in 2011 with the creation of an ‘Engage for Success Task Force’, whose voluntary movement in alliance with the CIPD promotes employee engagement as better ways to work, benefiting individual employees, teams and whole organisations. Their approach to engagement looks at “the right conditions for all members of an organisation to give their best each day, committed to their organisations goals and values… with an enhanced sense of their own well-being” (Engage for Success, 2020). 
More recent research by the CIPD (2012) supports Kahn, in that engagement is a complex concept. They suggest that there are two types of engagement: emotional and transactional engagement. Emotional engagement suggests that employees are emotionally attached to their work, whereas transactional engagement describes the engaging behaviours exhibited, however individuals are not necessarily attached to the workplace and will move onto pastures new if required. 
Concepts of Engagement
CIPD (2019a) suggests that employee engagement is a new term used for older concepts such as work motivation and organisational commitment. 
Organisational commitment is closely related to employee engagement, referring to an employee’s psychological attachment to the organisation.  Taylor and Woodhams (2016) outline three ‘mindsets’ that can characterise an individual’s commitment to their organisation:
[image: ]Similarly, to the definition of engagement given by the CIPD, ‘affective’ commitment is something that employees have to offer, and it cannot therefore be part of the employment contract. Alternatively, employees feel like they ‘have to’ remain committed to the organisation with ‘continuance’ commitment, and feel that they ‘ought to’ with ‘normative’ commitment. All three forms of commitment highly influence the length that employees stay with organisations. 
Definitions of engagement highlight the need for employees to be happy, healthy, and motivated. Richardson (2017) describes motivation as “the force that compels people to act or decide to take a specific course of action”. Researchers suggest that not all motivation is the same, identifying ‘intrinsic’ and ‘extrinsic’ motivational factors. Burkus (2020) explains the differences of this, whereby extrinsic motivation accounts for any reason an individual carries out the work, other than the joy of doing the work itself, whereas intrinsic motivation refers to the activities carried out because of the enjoyment in doing so. 
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Description automatically generated]Frederick Herzberg’s studies identified two sets of factors affecting motivation and work: hygiene factors relating to the job environment, and motivators relating to the job content itself. He suggests that both need to be addressed not only to achieve good performance, but job satisfaction (Mullins, 2010). 


[image: ]







Abraham Maslow suggested that there are five hierarchies, or levels of needs, that explain how people are motivated. The five needs are: psychological, safety, social, esteem and self-actualisation.  According to Maslow, an individuals unsatisfied needs become a motivating factor (Management Study Guide, 2020). He implies that each level of the hierarchy, needs to be addressed in order before and individual is fully satisfied and motivated.  
Such theories suggest that there are multiple factors, which, when combined, can help to contribute to employee engagement and performance. 
Key Characteristics of High Employee Engagement 
Engagement has been highlighted as having various dimensions, however Purcell (2010) argues that there are common factors associated with engagement, known as ‘building blocks’ including: 
· Trust in management 
· Satisfaction with work 
· Satisfaction with involvement in decision making in the workplace
· Quality of relationships between management and employees
· Satisfaction with the amount of pay received 
· Job challenge
· Satisfaction with the sense of achievement from work
These building blocks can be seen as a starting point for engagement, and areas of interest for inclusion in HR policy and practice to encourage employees to exhibit discretionary effort. 
MacLeod and Clarke’s research, identified four common themes that go together for successful employee engagement, known as the ‘four enablers of engagement’. 
[image: ]Emphasis on the role of managers in promoting an engagement culture have been highlighted by both MacLeod and Purcell. Bock (2016) uses the example of Google and their ways of management to depict elements of the enablers. Firstly, it removed all status symbols of its Managers in terms of their dress-code (Managers can be seen in casual wear and not suits), communal dining areas and parking spaces. The aim was to send a message to employees that Google live by their 10 values. The introduction of the ‘Googleist Survey’ annually asks around one-hundred questions, scored on a five-point scale, to around fifty-thousand Googlers to gauge their feedback on the organisation, and implement necessary changes if required. 
The Institute of Employment Studies (IES) identified 25 ‘engaging managers’ who’s span of control varied from 4 people to over 5,000, who showed similar behavioural traits, that included: clear communication, a shared strategic vision, show an active interest in others and good leadership skills through positive role-modelling (Robinson & Hayday, 2009). It became apparent that the sample selected were also high-performance managers with high-performance teams, which in turn reflected in additional skills, such as dealing with and tackling poor performance quickly and effectively. 
Pfeffer (1994) analysed the ways HR practices are used in the most successful and fastest growing organisations, compared to those of their less successful competitors. He concluded that a mixture of ‘best practices’ was used in most of these organisations. Purcell et. al (2003) suggests that performance is a function of people’s ability, motivation and opportunity, known as the AMO model. Purcell outlined eleven HR policies and practices that impacted on improving performance. The findings of such studies imply that when an organisation has in place ‘bundles’ or ‘high performing’ HR policies and practices, there is a positive response from employees. This is also reflected when there is a sense of shared purpose, and increased communication with line management.
The work by the Gallup Organisation aimed to address levels of employee engagement through a 12-question instrument. Harter et al (2002) states how by 2002, 198,514 people in 7,939 businesses had responded to the 12-question statements indicating whether they strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree or neither agree nor disagree to each statement. 
The key findings suggest:
· Greater variation in the level of employee engagement between different business departments, compared to different organisations - due to the quality of the line management. 
· Correlation between engagement scores and business performance
· Strong relationship between engagement and employee turnover 
Both studies address the impact of HR policies and practices in helping to generate business performance by positively impacting on employees. The ‘black box’ studies use the term ‘discretionary effort’ to describe this, whereas the Gallup studies use ‘employee engagement’. 
‘Best fit’ emphasises the importance of ensuring that HR strategies are appropriate to the circumstances of the organisation, including its internal and external environments. Best Fit strategies need to be vertically aligned with the business strategy, and horizontally aligned with all aspects of HR strategy so they are consistent and support each other. The greater the degree of horizontal and vertical integration with an organisation, the more effective HR strategy will be. 
Some remain unconvinced by outcomes of such research. They suggest the likes of Google, Apple and Microsoft, use their superior performance leads to buy into and invest in a first-class approach to HRM and performance management, creating employee value propositions, becoming highly rewarding places to work.
Another explanation for the correlation is, if an organisation is professionally and efficiently managed and can generate more income for investment, this in turn could impact on performance and its approach to employment practices. 
Rob Briner (2014) remains sceptical regarding employee engagement suggesting “there is no agreed definition, no evidence it can be reliably measures, its identical to ideas that have been around for 50 years, and there is currently no quality research showing it will increase performance”. 
Importance of Employee Engagement
MacLeod (2009) claims that “engagement can be a triple win: for the individual at work, the enterprise or service, and for the country as whole”. This implies that engagement is beneficial to all. Towers Perrin 2007/2008 Global Workforce Study (2009) supports the positive impact of employee engagement, demonstrating links between high engagement and high performance. Other research has proven that engagement levels are positively associated with organisational commitment, customer satisfaction, employee loyalty, profitability and productivity (Harter et al, 2002). 
Sir John Whitmore first published the GROW model in 1992. Organisations incorporate such models into their management processes and leadership models to engage people, encourage performance and maximise productivity by developing a coaching mindset. GROW stands for: Goal, Reality, Options and Will, and enables managers to ask questions in a carefully structured way promoting deeper awareness and greater responsibility (Performance Consultants, 2019). 
Studies carried out by the Gallup Organisation have demonstrated huge organisational benefits when employee engagement and customer engagement are pursued in tandem. Similarly, these results were reflected in research carried out by Hutchinson and Purcell in 2003. They looked at four matched Tesco Stores in the UK and noted how simple changes in management style (moving away from top-down to freedom to respond to customers) improved the mood of the customer and employee. 
Penhale Smith (2015) identifies two ways that HR can positively impact on employee engagement and commitment, the first by creating a culture where employees feel they fit in with the organisation and their visions and goals. This is something that can be addressed in the recruitment process and emphasised within the induction process. He notes that “skills can be taught, culture cannot”. By helping to create synergy between stakeholders and business objectives, and avoiding potential rifts between the two, HR are safeguarding the culture that employees align with. 
Secondly, and as outlined by Herzberg and Maslow, showing appreciation and recognition towards employees helps to establish an appreciative work environment, which in turn continues to encourage and impact on employees. 
Hearn (2020) argues that HR should not be solely responsible for employee engagement, when in fact it is the role of the whole organisation. He outlines that traditionally, HR have been responsible for collating necessary statistical data on such topic, however senior managers must drive the cultural shift, communication is a two-way system, line managers need to set an example and employees must be responsible for their own engagement. 
As addressed by Maslow and Herzberg, it is not only internal factors that can impact on employees, a PESTLE analysis (CIPD, 2020) highlights the key Political, Economic, Sociological, Technological, Legal and Environmental, externals factors that are currently affecting an organisation.
Stakeholder Engagement
In a time where there is a lot of uncertainty, it is more important than ever that its stakeholders feel engaged with the goings on in the organisation and how it plans to successful move forward during the pandemic. 
Customers are pivotal to organisations success, whether this is someone buying goods from their local shop, or an exchange in business, organisations rely on their trade. Organisations must ensure that company information is easily accessible either by including on their websites, or clearly setting out in contracts of employment. A clear and visible line of communication is vital to engaging effectively. Social media has proven to be an effective influencer, negatively and positively, however by spending time on such campaigns could work out beneficial.  
Public sector organisations are heavily involved with Trade Unions which is of long-term importance in terms of engagement. There is the potential for a clash of ideologies, therefore engagement comes from a unitarist perspective, whereby the interest of management and employees is seen as being similar, and when conflict arises it is due to a misunderstanding. To eliminate any confusion, both the organisation and TU need to understand each other and build a level of trust. 
Sources of Employee Engagement Data 
Engagement data can be monitored internally using KPI’s and IDR’s. Cambridge University Press (2020) define Key Performance Indicators as “a way of measuring a company’s progress towards the goals it is trying to achieve”. Peter Drucker’s SMART approach explained by Mindtools (2019) enables specific, measurable, attainable, relevant and timely targets to be set and achieved. The use of KPI’s enables organisations to monitor organisational performance which is subsequently impacted by engagement such as sickness and employee turnover. 
CareerSmart (2020) explain the purpose of an IDR from an organisation’s perspective is to “assess an individual’s performance and to reinforce the connection to the aims and objectives of the organisation”. The IDR process allows employees to express their feelings and highlight any concerns they may have, which can then be addressed.
Surveys are carried out internally and externally and allows for a wide range of opinions/views to be collated and help to identify where to take action to improve engagement and performance. A simple Google search identifies how common this method of collecting data has become, with hundreds of companies offering sample questions, or providing a service of creating a survey. 
The UK Working Lives Report by CIPD (2019b) analyses survey data where respondents were asked to consider the work and jobs they do against various criterion of good work. This report highlighted the need for increased flexible working arrangements to focus on supporting better well-being and work-life balance, which is emphasised during the pandemic. The Office for National Statistics (2020) reported in April 2020 that 46.6% of people in employment did some work from home, 86% of whom did so as a result of the coronavirus pandemic. 
Additionally, as an outcome of the Taylor Review of Modern Working Practices, highlighting 53 recommendations for the future of the UK labour market, the Governments responses formulated the ‘Good Work Plan’. As of April 2020, the Government had incorporated 51 of such recommendations into UK employment law (Hardes, 2020). 
Key Trends in Employee Engagement 
Human Resources Today (2020) along with Hearn (2019) explain that with the changes in society, comes the need for change in engagement and therefore predicts numerous trends for consideration by organisations in 2020. 
Technology has already taken over the way in which HR and organisations function, making it easier for organisations to deliver quicker and better results. The people of this generation are adapting to technological changes, which for Millennials and Gen Zers, this is something they would struggle to work without. Technology is allowing for employees to connect with wider and more readily available information, providing opportunities for agile working. Engage for Success (2017) emphasises how “new tech tools can help employees and managers request, give and receive feedback on projects and goals in real time”.   
Globalisation and technology have opened the doors to opportunities all over the world, therefore diversity and inclusion must prevail. People from different ethnicities, traditions and social structures enables unique ideas and different perspectives to be brought together. Inclusion in an organisation is the element that will encourage employee engagement. Globalisation has resulted in increased competition, which in turn, has resulted in organisations fighting against each other to attract the best talent. 
Generation Y & Z are looking for different things out of the workplace, than that of 20 years ago. In view of this, consideration needs to be given to long-service schemes, and whether these are still relevant. This generation of workers are looking for career growth, therefore organisations must ensure that they foster an environment providing learning and development opportunities. Google’s ‘CareerGuru’ programme matches employees with Google executives whom provide one-on-one coaching and guidance.  
Research from Gallup suggests that gender diversity brings a different dimension to engagement and performance. They suggest that female managers are more engaged with their employees, bringing distinctive viewpoints and ideas to the workplace. They also note heightened levels of engagement between female employees and female managers. 
Future of Employee Engagement 
The future of employee engagement is highly influenced by the external environment. Coronavirus has dramatically impacted engagement as a result of economic uncertainty, higher levels of unemployment, fears of losing their jobs and fears of sickness. Taylor and Woodhams (2016) expand on this, suggesting that employees are not necessarily engaged because they have a job, these factors may cause them to be non-engaged or even disengaged. They also note that whilst others are losing their jobs, an employee may become preoccupied in ensuring their own security, putting engagement on the back foot. 
Technology will continue to transform the ways of working; therefore, efforts will be concentrated in ensuring that everyone is happy with such changes, offering support and advise where necessary. The emphasis on the need for technology has been heightened because of the pandemic. According to Grace (2020), by 2030, 75% of the workforce will be made up of Millennials, subsequently, organisations are going to have to adapt their engagement strategies to include open interaction, a good work culture, involvement, and achieving purpose and fulfilment. 
She also goes onto imply that work-life balance is no more, instead taking the approach of work-life blend. Organisations will be required to embrace agile and flexible working to suit the needs of their employees and increase motivation. 
Conclusion
It has been highlighted throughout, the importance of engagement to an organisation in terms of performance, and employee benefit. Times will continue to change and consequently, the ways of engagement will continue to change. 
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Affective Commitment  Employee’s positive emotional attachment to the  organisation.   

Continuance Commitment  More negative in character, because individuals  commit to the organisation on account of the  perceived ‘costs’ of departure and loss.   

Normative Commitment   Employees remain committed to the organisation .   

 


image2.jpeg
Herzberg's
Motivators
and Hygiene
Factors

‘motivators'

achlevement

I
=

personal growth

‘hygiene’ (or ‘maintenance’) factors

status ‘ security ‘ relationship with subordinates

personallife‘ relationship with peers ‘ salary

work conditions ‘ relationship with supervisor

company policy and administration ‘ supervision

Hygiene factors are merely a launch pad - when damaged or undermined
‘we have no platform, but in themselves they do not motivate.

2 lanchapmon 2003, e esaurce rom i Busnessalls com, ok b s, an chgman accept 1 by,




image3.png
Self-
Actualisation

Esteem





image4.emf
Strategic narrative  Visible, empowering leadership providing a strong  strategic  narrative about the organisation, where it’s  come from and where it’s going  

Engaging managers  Engaging managers who focus their people and give  them scope, treat their people as individuals  ensuring  their feel  valued and supported to do their job   

Employ ee voice  When  employees’   views are listened to and  see their  opinions count and make a difference  

Integrity   The values are the organisation are reflected in day to  day  behaviours. There is no say - do gap.   

 


