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Employee Engagement

	1.0
	Introduction

	






	
‘Employee Engagement’ generally describes the level of commitment and involvement an employee has towards an organisation and their values;

“An engaged employee is aware of the business context, works with colleagues to improve performance within the job for the benefit of the organisation” (Miryala, 2015). 
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	What is Employee Engagement?

There are variations to the meaning of ‘Employee Engagement’, though, each definition has a common theme emerging in that engagement is something the employee has to offer; it cannot simply be just a ‘requirement’ of the employment contract. 

Employee engagement looks to understand and describe the nature of the relationship between an organisation and its employees;

“An engaged employee is one who is fully absorbed by and enthusiastic about their work and takes positive action to further the organisation’s reputation and interests” (Employee engagement, 2020).

Concepts of Engagement

Kahn (1990) was one of the founders in applying the concept of engagement to the workplace. He identified engagement as a psychological state and expressed it as a “harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (Emerald Group Publishing Limited., 2015). 

Kahn’s view identified three elements to engagement:

· Physical: the employee applies their physical and mental energies to their job performance.

· Cognitive: the employee is aware of the organisations strategy and knows how to achieve results.

· Emotional: the degree to which an employee feels a connection to the organisation. 

CIPD, in their work with Kingston Employee Engagement Consortium, describe engagement as ‘being positively present during the performance of work by willingly contributing intellectual effort, experiencing positive emotions and meaningful connections to others’ (Bridger, 2018). Their approach provides a three-dimensional concept and describes engagement as:
· Intellectual: viewing the task in hand and looking at how can be done better.

· Affective: feeling positive about doing the job.

· Social: being pro-active and seeking opportunities to discuss work-related improvements with other colleagues.

The Gallup Organization (2006) has similar views in that they refer to ‘engaged employees’ as those who ‘work with a passion’ and feel a “profound connection to their company, drive innovation and move the organization in forward direction” (Sharma, Chaudhary and Singh, 2019). 

In contrast, the Macleod and Clarke (2009) report provides an alternative approach to this concept. They define employee engagement as more of a ‘workplace approach’ in that it is designed to provide employees with an awareness to an organisations goals and values and provide motivation to contribute to the success of the organisation. Their review indicates that leadership and people management are primarily the key drivers of engagement as it places responsibility on them to ‘express the organisation’s vision clearly; provide a clear line of sight; provide autonomy and empowerment to their employees and ensure that work is effectively and efficiently designed’ (Leonard, 2013). 

Organisational Commitment

This is a concept that is frequently linked with employee engagement. John Meyer and Natalie Allen are responsible for the development of the ‘Three Component Model of Commitment’ (TCM) which describes the commitment an employee has to an organisation as more of a psychological state. 

The model comprises of three components that represent how employees feel about their organisation: -

1. Affective Commitment: affection for your job;

2. Normative Commitment: sense of obligation to stay; and

3. Continuance Commitment: fear of loss (The Three Component Model of Commitment: Improving Commitment and Engagement, 2020).

This model can be used in organisations as a mechanism to increase commitment and engagement, whilst also supporting employees to experience a sense of job satisfaction. 

Characteristics of Employee Engagement

Research indicates that organisations with high levels of employee engagement have certain key characteristics, some of which include:

Leadership 

Employee engagement must ‘start from the top’ down. Leaders within an organisation must be able to inspire engagement amongst their senior / middle managers to enable the managers to inspire and engage their employees. According to Radda, Majidadi, and Akanno (2015) “Leadership is the primary driver of engagement” (Kaushik, Kumar and Biswas, 2019).  Failure to engage managers will result in failure to engage the employees. 

Line Managers

This was identified as one of three significant factors that affect employee engagement. (Employee engagement survey 2011: increased awareness, but falling levels, Survey analysis, Tools, XpertHR.co.uk, 2011). Line managers are key for driving employee engagement as they are ultimately responsible for  expressing the organisation’s vision, developing an open and transparent culture, providing autonomy and feedback on performance; “those that are interested in and connect to every team member will foster an engaged culture where employees are committed and willing to perform beyond expectations” (Thinking, 2016). 

Employee Voice

This was identified as one of the four key enablers by MacLeod. Employees who feel they can openly communicate with their employer and effectively influence matters that directly impact them within the workplace will strive to achieve high levels of performance; Alfes et al. (2013) says that “employees who perceive the opportunity to effectively communicate with management, are likely to be more positive and achieve higher levels of performance” (Holland, Teicher and Donaghey, 2018). 

CIPD also has a similar view in that effective voice contributes to “innovation, productivity and organisational improvement” for the employer and “increased job satisfaction, greater influence and better opportunities for development” for the employee (Employee Voice, Factsheets, CIPD, 2020). All of which contribute to high levels of engagement. 

Employee Voice is reflected in the company culture of Google in that they operate a flat organisational structure and have an ‘Open Communication Policy’ which encourages all employees to share their voice; a lower-level employee can share their opinion or concern directly with the CEO – without any pushback from their direct manager (Li, 2020). 

Drivers of Engagement 

Research undertaken to identify the drivers of engagement include: -




Purcell (2010) 

Purcell identified common factors associated with engagement and described them as ‘building blocks of engagement’: - 

· Employee trust in management
· Satisfaction with the work itself
· Satisfaction with involvement in decision-making at 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 (Taylor and Woodhams, 2016).

The ‘building blocks’ reflect the importance for HRM policy and practice as the majority of drivers listed set the basis for good relationships between management and employees from day one, such as ‘employee trust in management’ and ‘job challenge’. Perhaps such HRM policies and practices could be used as a basis to establish a framework to encourage employees to engage. 

The MacLeod Report (2009)

This was a study undertaken of organisations across the UK which were demonstrating high employee engagement and performance. The results clearly identified the following four enablers that were in place to achieve engagement from the workforce: 

[image: ]
(Bridger, 2015)


	2.3
	Engagement Culture 

The research undertaken by Purcell and MacLeod provides substantial evidence that ‘engaging managers’ are ultimately responsible for promoting an engaged culture. 

This is reinforced by Robinson and Hayday (2009) who conducted a study on how managers inspire and engage their teams to perform. A summary of results is shown below:

[image: ]

(Bennett, Saundry and Fisher, 2020)

Robinson and Hayday identified that although engaging managers had similar characteristics in common, such as communication skills, creating a good atmosphere, having a sense of openness and the ability to discuss a wide range of topics, their personality was not the same. The only common denominator was their traits for being an engaged manager.   


	2.4
	Aligning Employee Engagement and Organisational Factors

Alignment between employee engagement and organisational factors is critical to ensure an organisation achieves their goals and sustain high performance. 

“Alignment and employee engagement are complementary and necessary conditions for sustained high performance” (Why combine organisation alignment with employee engagement? 2020). 
 
Engagement can set an organisation up for success both internally and externally, and this was illustrated by the MacLeod (2009) who stated “it is our firm belief that it can be a triple win: for the individual at work, the enterprise, or service, and for the country as a whole” (MacLeod and Clarke, 2009).

High employee engagement can also benefit an organisation financially. For instance, the Towers Perrin study found that high-engagement organisations have a 28% earnings-per-share growth rate in comparison to low-engagement organisations who had just 11% earnings-per-share growth (Phillips and Gully, 2012).

Engagement can also improve employee wellbeing and safety. This was evidenced by Harter et al. (2002) who conclude in their meta-analysis of Gallup survey studies, that “levels of employee engagement were positively related to business unit-performance (i.e. customer satisfaction and loyalty, profitability, productivity, turnover, and safety)” (Storey, 2010). 

Even though research indicates that levels of high employee engagement results in superior business outcomes it must be noted that there are complex factors to consider that could have possibly influenced the results. For example, a business which employs family members, who may not be earning a salary, will automatically be engaged. In this scenario it would be difficult to distinguish if employee engagement resulted in the cause of profitability.  
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2.5.2
	Employee Engagement Levels

Employee engagement levels across the UK has proven of great interest. Two studies which took place to identify engagement levels are:

The Gallup Organisation

They polled workers across the world and found three levels of “engagement” as shown below: -

· Engaged; employees are loyal, productive and less likely to leave the organisation.
· Dis-engaged; employees maybe productive but are not psychologically bonded with their organisation. 
· Actively disengaged; employees are physically present but psychologically absent 

Within the above categories it was identified that: -

· 17% of employees in the UK are engaged; 
· 57% are not engaged; and
· 26% are actively disengaged. (Gallup study: Only 13% of employees are engaged - JobisJob Blog, 2020).

The above results are quite alarming considering the benefits of engagement to an organisation. However, the analysis of results could be interpreted differently in that perhaps during uncertain times employees were reluctant to seek a new job where levels of engagement would rise, and preferred job security over a new opportunity. 

CIPD 

The CIPD’s Employee Outlook (Autumn 2014 survey) used an Engagement Index (EI) to measure levels of engagement. This comprised of the following seven factors:

· Going the extra mile;
· Alignment to organisation purpose;
· Work/life balance;
· Relationship with colleagues;
· Satisfaction with the job role;
· Attitude to senior managers; and
· Satisfaction with the line manager. 

The results of the survey reported an Engagement Index of 38%. This is a growth of 3% since the Spring 2014 survey (Hook and Jenkins, 2019).
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2.6.2
	Limitations of measuring Engagement

Both studies used a survey to establish employee engagement levels and this has been identified as one of the most common methods used to measure engagement levels within organisations. 

Purcell (2010) argues that even though the use of a survey will provide insight into engagement levels, there were also limitations that should be taken into consideration such as: -

· They treat engagement in isolation, and it is simply an annual tick-box exercise.

· Engagement is articulated through an engagement score (or index) which might be used to punish managers in performance reviews

· Engagement score does not explain reasons for engagement. (Taylor and Woodhams, 2016).

Another plausible explanation for the low levels of engagement could relate to:

· Burnout: organisations may automatically disengage their employees due to employees feeling stressed.

· Work Intensification; Rees et al. points out, “engagement can drive work intensification, with employers coming to expect employees to “go the extra mile” as a matter of course, overtime becoming normalised and only over-performance being rewarded” (Bingham, 2016). This can be viewed as taking advantage of the employee as it becomes the “norm” and employers will continually expect more from the employee without any gratification. 

· Lack of work-life balance: it was identified that 40%+ of employees are neglecting aspects of their life because of work. (Why employee work-life balance matters and how you can improve it - Employee Benefits, 2017). This can result in an employee feeling resentment towards their work and disengage because aspects of their life/health start to suffer. 







	3.0
	Employee Engagement and HR Strategy and Practice

Organisations now more than ever need to be able to anticipate change, respond and be prepared for what lies ahead to ensure they remain sustainable. The future of work is changing rapidly, and with globalisation on the increase, HRM need to be able to adapt to changing organisational needs and ensure they are continually adding greater value. 

“With digitalisation, globalisation and new generations entering the workforce – along with many other challenges – the faster a company can evolve alongside shifting consumer and employee trends, the better equipped they are to survive, and more importantly thrive, in the long run” (Maddison, 2020).

There is no “one size fits all” approach. Organisations will have to take into consideration their workforce dynamic when designing effective HR polices as younger entrants to the workforce will have different requirements to the older generation; their content should be based on the unique needs and characteristics of the organisations and its workforce (HR Policies, Factsheets, CIPD, 2019). 

Retaining talent is also a vital dimension of HR strategy and practice. Organisations will want to ensure employees are motivated and focused, so they remain engaged and stay with the organisation; managing employee retention involves strategic actions to keep employees motivated and focused so they elect to remain employed and fully productive for the benefit of the organisation. 


	3.1
	Benefits of Employee Engagement to Stakeholders 

Employee engagement has a direct benefit on the: -

Employer: as stated above, research continually shows that engagement goes hand in hand with high performance. An organisation which has high levels of employee engagement will have a higher retention rate and lower turnover, higher productivity, increased profitability and less absenteeism. 

Employee: will feel more ‘healthier, happier, more fulfilled or more motivated’ (Employee Engagement & Motivation, Factsheets, CIPD, 2019). 

Customer: will improve the experience the customer receives. 


	4.0
	Sources of Employee Engagement Data

Key sources of employee engagement data can be obtained from either ‘macro’ or ‘micro’ data. 

‘Macro’ data is invaluable as the data is obtained on a large scale. However, it is quite generic in that it is not person specific. Macro data can be obtained from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) or CIPD consultancy reports. 

In comparison, ‘micro’ data is more person specific. This is primarily obtained within organisations. For example, conducting satisfaction surveys, interviews, pulse surveys or Gallup Q12. This data can be used to analyse staff turnover, sickness, leavers or financial aspects of the organisation. 

All the above data will provide enough evidence for organisations and enable them to identify areas where they could potentially improve. 


	5.0
	Trends in Employee Engagement

Over the last few years research studies have been undertaken by the Office of National Statistics, CIPD Megatrends and Pulse Surveys to try and identify trends within employee engagement.  

‘Tiny Pulse’ collected data from over 25,000 employees and across 20 industries and this clearly identified areas of weaknesses for leaders to investigate. For example, recognition, it was reported that only a third of workers received recognition and only a quarter felt valued at work and culture, as less than one third believe they had a strong culture (The Findings, 2019).

The Office for National Statistics conducted a survey in 2018 based on elements of ‘job quality’. The results identified that employees who identified as ethnically Chinese or Indian were the most likely ethnic groups to have quality work in comparison to employees who self-identified as ethnically White (Measuring UK job quality, CIPD, 2020).

The change to the demographic of the workforce. With life expectancy increasing and the older generation working for longer, this has seen an increase to the overall age of the workforce within an organisation increase. Those in employment aged over 50 increased from 21% in 1992 to 29% in 2013. In numeric terms this equates to the number of people working over the age of 50 increasing by 3.2 million (Trends Shaping Workforce, 2013).

Research has also shown that there has been an increase to people homeworking. CIPD Megatrends identified that over the last 20 years homeworking has increased to 80% (Key Findings, 2020). This could be down to several factors such as flexibility from the employer, the need to reduce office space or simply to provide the employee with a ‘work-life’ balance. However, primarily due to the global pandemic, homeworking would have increased as the Government published new regulations which were imposed on employers and clearly stipulated that if an employee was able to work from home then they should do so.


	6.0
	Future for Employee Engagement

Employee engagement has evolved over the last few years from the increase in the use of technology, agile working and more importantly the emphasis being placed on organisations to promote employee well-being. 

COVID-19 is one factor that has accelerated change within organisations, and they have had to adapt within a short period of time. For example, organisations are now seen to be more vocal and promoting employee well-being initiatives, providing flexibility to the working hours, undertaking digital transformation, remote working and providing training more frequently. 

Research even indicates that “companies are treating employees better than ever” and “employee engagement is going up” (COVID-19 May Be the Best Thing That Ever Happened to Employee Engagement – Josh Bersin, 2020). 

I believe that the future of employee engagement will consist of more employees working from home, and this will place a heavy reliance on technology to ensure that it remains fit for purpose to suit the organisational needs. In 2015 it was identified that 23% of employees reporting remote working, yet in 2020 this value is closer to 70% (The Future of Work: Remote Workers & Employee Motivation, 2020).This clearly indicates that company cultures will more than likely change, and employers will need to ensure they are able to keep employees engaged. 
































[bookmark: _GoBack]Bibliography

Bennett, T., Saundry, R. and Fisher, V., 2020. Managing Employment Relations. 7th ed. United Kingdom: CIPD KOGAN PAGE, p.127.

Bingham, C., 2016. Employment Relations: Fairness and Trust in The Workplace. London: SAGE, p.176.

Bridger, E., 2015. Employee Engagement. Great Britain: Kogan Page, p.64.

Bridger, E., 2018. Employee Engagement. 2nd ed. United Kingdom: Kogan Page Publishers, p.6.

CIPD. 2020. Employee Voice | Factsheets | CIPD. [online] Available at: <https://www.cipd.co.uk/knowledge/fundamentals/relations/communication/voice-factsheet#:~:text=Introduction,can%20contribute%20to%20organisational%20success.> [Accessed 12 October 2020].

CIPD. 2019. Employee Engagement & Motivation | Factsheets | CIPD. [online] Available at: <https://www.cipd.co.uk/knowledge/fundamentals/relations/engagement/factsheet#6229> [Accessed 13 October 2020].

CIPD. 2019. HR Policies | Factsheets | CIPD. [online] Available at: <https://www.cipd.co.uk/knowledge/fundamentals/people/hr/policies-factsheet#7726> [Accessed 13 October 2020].

CIPD. 2020. Measuring UK Job Quality | CIPD. [online] Available at: <https://www.cipd.co.uk/news-views/nutshell/issue-93/job-quality> [Accessed 14 October 2020].

Cipd.co.uk. 2013. Trends Shaping Workforce. [online] Available at: <https://www.cipd.co.uk/Images/megatrends_2013-trends-shaping-work_tcm18-11401.pdf> [Accessed 15 October 2020].

Emerald Group Publishing Limited., 2015. New Perspectives in Employee Engagement in Human Resources. 1st ed. Emerald Group, p.3.

En.wikipedia.org. 2020. Employee Engagement. [online] Available at: <https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Employee_engagement#Definitions> [Accessed 9 October 2020].

Employee Benefits. 2017. Why Employee Work-Life Balance Matters and How You Can Improve It - Employee Benefits. [online] Available at: <https://employeebenefits.co.uk/employee-work-life-balance-matters-can-improve/> [Accessed 13 October 2020].

Hook, C. and Jenkins, A., 2019. Introducing Human Resource Management. 8th ed. Pearson UK, p.296.

Insync. 2020. Why Combine Organisation Alignment with Employee Engagement? [online] Available at: <https://insync.com.au/insights/importance-combining-organisation-alignment-employee-engagement/> [Accessed 12 October 2020].

JobisJob Blog. 2020. Gallup Study: Only 13% Of Employees Are Engaged - Jobisjob Blog. [online] Available at: <https://www.jobisjob.co.uk/blog/2013/12/shocking-statistics-only-13-of-employees-are-engaged-at-work/> [Accessed 13 October 2020].

JOSH BERSIN. 2020. COVID-19 May Be The Best Thing That Ever Happened To Employee Engagement – JOSH BERSIN. [online] Available at: <https://joshbersin.com/2020/04/covid-19-may-be-the-best-thing-that-ever-happened-to-employee-engagement/> [Accessed 14 October 2020].

Li, L., 2020. 10 Reasons Why Google’S Company Culture Works. [online] TINYpulse. Available at: <https://www.tinypulse.com/blog/10-great-examples-of-googles-company-culture#communication> [Accessed 14 October 2020].

Holland, P., Teicher, J. and Donaghey, J., 2018. Employee Voice At Work. Springer Nature Singapore, p.82.

Kaushik, A., Kumar, A. and Biswas, P., 2019. Handbook of Research on Emerging Trends and Technologies in Library and Information Science. United States: IGI Global, p.361.

Leonard, H., 2013. The Wiley-Blackwell Handbook of The Psychology of Leadership, Change and Organizational Development. John Wiley & Sons, p.164.
MacLeod, D. and Clarke, N., 2009. Engaging for Success. [online] p.6. Available at: <https://engageforsuccess.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/file52215.pdf> [Accessed 13 October 2020].

Maddison, J., 2020. 2020 HR Trends. HR Zone.

Mindtools.com. 2020. The Three Component Model of Commitment: Improving Commitment and Engagement. [online] Available at: <https://www.mindtools.com/pages/article/three-component-model-commitment.htm#:~:text=About%20the%20Model&text=The%20three%20components%20are%3A,(%22normative%20commitment%22).> [Accessed 12 October 2020].

Miryala, R., 2015. Trends, Challenges & Innovations in Management. 1st ed. Zenon Academic, p.101.

Phillips, J. and Gully, S., 2012. Organizational Behaviour. Mason, OH: South-Western Cengage Learning, p.175.

Sharma, N., Chaudhary, N. and Singh, V., 2019. Management Techniques for Employee Engagement in Contemporary Organizations. IGI Global, p.22 

Sociable. 2020. The Future of Work: Remote Workers & Employee Motivation. [online] Available at: <https://www.sociabble.com/blog/future-of-work-employee-engagement/> [Accessed 14 October 2020].

Storey, J., 2010. Leadership in Organizations. 2nd ed. New York, NY: Routledge.

Taylor, S. and Woodhams, C., 2016. Human Resource Management. 2nd ed. United Kingdom: CIPD, p.83 & p.89

Thinking, F., 2016. How Line Managers Can Influence Employee Engagement. [online] Fresh Business Thinking. Available at: <https://www.freshbusinessthinking.com/how-line-managers-can-influence-employee-engagement/#:~:text=Line%20managers%20play%20a%20critical,willing%20to%20perform%20beyond%20expectations.> [Accessed 12 October 2020].

Tinypulse.com. 2019. The Findings. [online] Available at: <https://www.tinypulse.com/hubfs/EE%20Report%202019.pdf> [Accessed 14 October 2020].

Xperthr.co.uk. 2011. Employee Engagement Survey 2011: Increased Awareness but Falling Levels, Survey Analysis, Tools, Xperthr.Co.Uk. [online] Available at: <https://www.xperthr.co.uk/survey-analysis/employee-engagement-survey-2011-increased-awareness-but-falling-levels/111251/> [Accessed 11 October 2020].




2 | Page

image1.png
Visible, empowering leadership that provides a strong strategic narrative
about the organization — where it’s come from and where it’s going.

Engaging managers, who focus their people and give them scope,
treat their people as individuals and coach and stretch their people.
There is employee voice throughout the organizations, for reinforcing
and challenging views, between functions and externally; employees

are seen as central to the solution.

There is organizational integrity: The values on the wall are reflected
in day-to-day behaviours. There is no ‘say—-do’ gap.
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Engaging managers

Disengaging managers

Communicate, make clear what is
expected

Listen, value and involve team
Supportive and back up team members
Target-focused with clear strategic
vision

Show active interest in others

Display good leadership skills and command
respect

Self-centred - lack empathy and interest in
people

Fail to listen and communicate
Don’t motivate or inspire

Don't deliver - blame others, don’t take
responsibility

Aggressive

Lack awareness

SOURCE: Robinson and Hayday (2009)





