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1.1 Define employee engagement

Engaged employees will conduct themselves in accordance with the interests of the business, thus developing managerial confidence. Employee engagement is central to business success, with the engagement of lower level employees the key to success, as per Isaiah Berlins theory, ‘the fox and the hedgehog’ (Johns & Ellis, 2016). Employees that are highly engaged are 1.3 times more likely to be high performers than their less engaged counterparts (Vance, 2006).

The Macleod Report (2009), highlights 50 different definitions of employee engagement (Johns & Ellis, 2016). One of the earliest definitions was that of Kahn (1990) who ignited interest in the concept of engaged employees. Kahn believed that engagement was a three-dimensional theory and suggested that engaged employees were able to express themselves ‘physically, cognitively and emotionally’ (Luthans & Peterson, 2002).

The CIPD have more recently expressed its own views on employee engagement, with the understanding that employee engagement is a combination of organisation commitment and acknowledgement of its values with an enthusiasm to help colleagues and participate as part of a team. Also known as ‘organisational citizenship’ (CIPD, 2019). The CIPD recognizes that employee engagement exceeds job satisfaction of the employee and recognises that employee engagement is a valued commodity that an employee has to offer an organisation (CIPD, 2019). This concept highlights how engagement is discretionary in nature as employees are not automatically engaged, and cannot be achieved by a contract of employment.

The Macleod Report (2009) developed on an earlier concept and examined the link between engagement and the core relationship between the employer and employee (Engage for Success, 2019 ). This concept can also be linked to discretionary effort and also resonates with Isaiah Berlin’s theory which highlighted the importance of engaging with lower level employees (Johns & Ellis, 2016).

In 2012 CIPD outlined two types of engagement:

Emotional engagement
Transactional engagement

It is believed that employees that are emotionally engaged are truly committed, whereas transactional engaged employees are only superficially committed. It can be said that emotional attachment is intrinsic, whereas transactional factors such as pay and holidays etc. are extrinsic. It is important to strike a balance between emotional and transactional factors to ensure robust engagement. These two types of engagement have very different effects on individual performance (CIPD, 2012).


1.2 Compare and contrast employee engagement with other related concepts

Whilst reviewing the concept of employee engagement it is important to recognise that a vast variety of definitions exist. Employee engagement covers many aspects of the employee relationship and the term now repackages older concepts such as motivation and organisational commitment. 

Employee engagement builds on the much older theory of work motivation, as highlighted by Herzberg’s two factor theory (1959) and Mazlows hierarchy of needs (1954). Whilst employer engagement focuses on the mutual benefits in the employment relationship, seeking to satisfy employees through well-being, job satisfaction which mutually satisfy the organisation through increased levels of performance, commitment and so on (CIPD, 2019), there are other related concepts which feed directly in this concept, which combined, formulate the employee engagement concept. Corresponding theories include job satisfaction, work effort, employer involvement and organisational commitment.

Organisational commitment can be described as an individual’s psychological attachment to an organisation (The Oxford Review, 2019). Meyer & Allen (1991) constructed the ‘Three-component Model of Organisational Commitment’. This framework suggests that employee commitment to the organisation is characterized by a psychological state composed of three components: affective (affection for your job), continuance (fear of losing job), and normative commitment (obligation to remain employed) ( Stinglhamber , et al., 2002).

Whilst employee commitment refers to an employee's satisfaction and identification with an organization, employee engagement is a wider concept and recognizes that an employee who is committed may make discretionary efforts towards achieving an organisations overall goals. 

The concept of job satisfaction also corresponds with employee engagement and is associated with concepts on employee motivation. Job satisfaction can be described as the extent to which employees are happy within their working environment. Happy employees are often more motivated and produce higher levels of output which coincides with additional discretionary effort.

Hertzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory examines employee’s attitudes towards their working environments and level of performance, named ‘motivation’ and ‘hygiene’ factors. These factors differentiate between the ‘intrinsic’ (motivation) factors increasing employee motivation such as job satisfaction, recognition etc., and extrinsic (hygiene) factors which prevent employee dissatisfaction, for example working environments (Fauziah , et al., 2013).

Herzbergs theory provides a comprehensive insight in to the internal and external factors affecting employee motivation and therefore satisfaction. Although an employee may be engaged, the extent of this engagement is not fully reviewed within the generic theory of employee engagement, in contrast to the theories by Herzberg and Mazlow’s ‘Hierarchy of Needs’ theory (1943) (McCleod, 2020).

In summary, the concepts recognise the importance of engagement to the employee relationship and to meeting business objectives, however the concepts explore different areas of engagement. Engagement is widely recognized to enhance discretionary effort and promote a happier, more robust and committed workforce which is identified unequivocally within the theory of engagement.

2.1 Describe the typical HR, leadership and cultural elements likely to be found in an organisation characterised by high levels of employee engagement.


It is now widely recognised that engaged employees are one of an organisations most valuable assets, with organisations seeking to maximise engagement through various means. According to Hertzbergs theory, these needs are met intrinsically, whilst extrinsic needs are maintained to prevent dissatisfaction (Mind Tools, 2020). It has been suggested that employees are habitually motivated and that the key to motivation is to provide a vehicle to leverage the motivation from employees. Motivation can be divided into ambition and accountability, and the inane ability to preserve the organisation and protect the organisation from ‘pain’. These are divided in to pain and pleasure factors, akin to Hertzbergs theory there are both positive and negative factors. Goyette explains that employees cannot be approached as a one size fits all, and the approach to motivation must be adjusted at an individual level to ensure success (Goyette, 2016).

For an organisation to leverage the motivation from its employees, they must meet their intrinsic and extrinsic needs. Organisations with high levels of employee engagement portray key characteristics such as leadership based on facilitation and empowerment versus control and restriction, employees that trust their management teams, job satisfaction and involvement in decision making.

Transformational leadership can lead to higher levels of engagement. Leadership can be defined as the “process of social influence, which maximizes the efforts of others, towards the achievement of a goal”. With that in mind, Sinek highlights the need for leaders to possess two key skills: empathy and perspective. Sinek discusses the requirement for effective leaders to transition from ‘managers’ to ‘leaders’, effectively ending the micromanagement of employees, and developing employee trust and motivation. Sinek explains that leaders are “not in charge”, they are responsible for those that are “in your charge”. It is important to be invested in individuals within your team, and show empathy rather than a dictatorship approach (Sinek, 2017).

Apple have received praise for their leadership style over recent years, with a shift away from an autocratic leadership style to a democratic, participative style under its current CEO Tim Cook. Cooks leadership has been defined by his transparent approach, teamwork and his calm demeanor (Ohio University, 2020). This democratic leadership style develops employee trust, job satisfaction and involvement amongst employees, all of which are contributors to employee engagement.

2.2 Evaluate the need for alignment between employee engagement and other organisational factors.

MacLeod (2009) believed there were four enablers of employee engagement:

· Strategic Narrative
· Engaging Managers
· Employee Voice
· Integrity

(Dromey, 2014).

MacLeods theory enables us to break down the concept of engagement and review the enablers of engagement against other organizational factors, as it is the organisations approach to these enablers themselves that facilitate the over all success of an organisation to engage its employees.

(Powell, 1992) explained that opportunities for creating synergy between different functions, processes, products and customer groups are identified through the processes of alignment as well as highlighting the existing fit between the organisations goals and objectives and those of the wider organisation and its employees.

With the concept of alignment in mind, employee engagement occurs when employees have a psychological contract in place aligning their performance to the organizational goals (Macey, et al., 2009). This cannot solely be achieved through a contract of employment, and is agreed at a much deeper level, developed through the ‘Four enablers of Employee Engagement” as noted by Macleod (2009). 

All four enablers have communication in common. Effective communication is the enabler behind strategic narrative, engaging managers, and employee voice. With communication in mind, it is essential that these communications are delivered with integrity, and in an inclusive, accessible, and cohesive manner.

A positive organisationsal culture is at the center of employee engagement and alignment. It is essential that an analysis is carried out of the different components of the organisations strategy, for example the method of delivery and how the strategy is experienced by employees. Employees look for cohesive processes that enable collaboration and cooperation between both senior managers, and lower level employees. The success of all processes is determined by these communication channels and the execution of strategies. In contrast, employees may also look for indications of command and control aspects of the policy which do not encourage collaborative working practices, and more of a ‘head down, get on with your work’ culture (Schuck, et al., 2011). The new CIPD Profession Map, highlights the importance of leadership in driving organizational culture and shaping the employee experience (CIPD, 2020).

Failure to ensure alignment between employee engagement and other organizational factors can have dire consequences for an organisation and can have visible performance consequences, with failure to meet overall organizational objectives.

3.1 Explain why employee engagement is an increasingly vital dimension of HR strategy and practice. 

Employees that have good jobs and are subject to supportive and cohesive management and policies are known to be happier, healthier and more accomplished in their work, which in turn drives organizational productivity and innovation, ensuring that more robust and innovative services are provided. This reciprocal view of motivation and management is centric to engagement (CIPD, 2019).

2020 has exemplified the importance of aligning employee engagement with other organizational factors. The ongoing Covid crisis has proven now more than ever, the importance of engaged employees, and the need to align engagement with other organizational factors. Sadly, there is increased evidence which suggests that employees trust in organisations and leaders is on the decline and has reached an all time low. This has been exacerbated by the current crisis and periods of Furlough, redundancies, and businesses which have ceased trading because of the crisis (ACAS, 2014).  There is also the recognition that senior managers and leaders are working more remotely and have less direct contact with employees and customers causing a loss of trust and a break down in the relationship which is posing a serious issue for many organisations.

With that in mind,  high street names have also been hit by scandals, which would have affected the engagement of employees within and had a profound effect on employee trust, think Ted Baker and the ‘forced hugging’ scandal which drives at poor employee engagement as a result of poor work practices and subsequent poor levels of employee engagement. Other scandals include the Uber ‘bathroom scandal’ which differentiated between bathroom facilities for ‘partners’ and ‘employee’ (Panko, 2020).

Examples of bad practice and the detrimental effect on organisations and employees combined with studies of exceptional employee engagement provide a case for the importance of employee engagement in organizational success and performance. The ASDA case study provides evidence of this and the importance of cultural change in achieving organizational success. At the verge of bankruptcy, ASDA  identified the great engagement of its employees in becoming he number one best place to work in 2002 as well as benefiting the commercial success of the business, 15 years after being on the verge of bankruptcy (CIPD, 2014).

The bottom line is that engaged employees are more likely to do their jobs, be more satisfied, and have a positive impact on coworkers through happy and enthusiastic behaviour. This type of behaviour is invaluable to organisations and can be attributed to the main driver behind organizational success.

3.2 Evaluate the potential benefits, for different parties, of high employee engagement.

Macleod (2009) succinctly sums up the potential benefits of employee engagement on different parties, ‘it is our firm belief that (engagement) can be a triple win: for the individual at work, the enterprise or service, and for the country as a whole’ (Engage for Success, 2019).

We are already familiar with the notion that happy employees are engaged, and engaged employees are more likely to be high performers. The Towers Perrin 2007/2008 Global Workforce study (2009) clearly demonstrates the links between high engagement and high performance. The study recognises the fact that engagement is a ‘two-way street’ with mutual gains for employees and employers alike. Interestingly the study also alludes to the notion that engaged employees are born not made, and employers have a very limited ability to create this motivation if it is not an inherent trait (Towers Perrin, 2009).

Research also shows that employee engagement is positively associated with organisational commitment (Saks, 2006), customer satisfaction, employee loyalty, profitability, productivity and even safety (Harter, et al., 2002). These associations were scrutinized in a study by Locke et al (2007) who reviewed the working conditions of two Nike t-shirt factories in Mexico. Lockes findings found that two different cultures within the plants had a profound impact on the output and profitability of each manufacturing plant. One plant produced 80 t-shirts a day, whilst the other produced around 150. The plant with the control culture unsurprisingly produced less t shirts than the plant with the freedom culture. Interestingly, both plants were subject to the same code of conduct and both plants received comparable scores in Nike audits. In summary, the main driver behind the differences in environment and production output was attributed to the management style and culture that developed as a consequence of this (Locke & Romis, 2006).

A study by Gallup also identified 9 performance outcomes from engaged employees, interestingly, these included higher customer ratings and profitability. The study also highlighted the benefits gained by pursuing employee engagement and customer engagement concurrently, after all a happier employee is more likely to deliver a better service (Gallup, 2013).

In summary, engaged employees are most importantly more likely to produce a higher output of work, as noted within the Nike case study, thus benefitting the economy as a whole. As per the Nike case study, it is also important to establish the right conditions to nurture engagement and drive higher levels of performance amongst employees (Towers Perrin, 2009).


4.1 Identify key sources of employee engagement related data. 

Employee engagement data assists us to gain a better understanding of the phenomenon of employee engagement. Statistical data specifically helps businesses and HR professionals alike review current employee engagement trends to ensure efficient forward planning of their own area of expertise or workforce.  This data can pave the way for new work trends and patterns and can help to shape emerging policies and procedures. For example, 69% of employees are reported to have confirmed that they would work harder if they were ‘better appreciated’. This data might encourage organisations to review their recognition and benefits policy to see if and what recognition employees require in order to encourage more output (Smarp, 2020).

Key sources of employee engagement data can be found in:

· National surveys
· Sector specific surveys
· Case-studies
· Organisational specific date, such as sickness rates, staff satisfaction surveys, employee turnover data.
It can be beneficial to review national surveys against sector specific surveys to highlight trends, as well as comparing sector specific surveys against your own organisation to benchmark specific statistics such as employee turnover and levels of sickness.

Examples of some employee engagement reports include the OBR (Office for Budget Responsibility) Report on UK productivity, which highlighted that Britain is 15% less productive than comparable EU competitors (Employee Benefits, 2018).

The CBI (Confederation of British Industry) ‘Ostriches & Magpies’ Report which highlighted the reluctance of 70% of UK businesses to adopt modern technology practices and associated this with a lack of productivity within the UK. The same report also made references to the UK’s most successful firms as being the most innovative (Employee Benefits, 2018).

In the National Employee Research Survey, 90% of employees revealed that they feel that employee recognition is important at work (Employee Benefits, 2018).

It is important to review employee engagement statistics to unlock key trends, which in turn will enable organisations to prepare and adapt for change. Agile and innovative workplaces are most successful in the 20th century with the concept of globalisations. Now more than ever it has become increasingly important to ensure employee engagement, given that over the current pandemic and subsequent lock down periods, statistics show that an increased percentage of people have been working at home (Office for National Statistics, 2020).


4.2 Describe key trends in employee engagement and differences linked to gender, demographic and other factors. 

In 2018, around two-thirds of employees were classed as being ‘satisfied’ within their jobs, only 18% of these were at either extreme with ‘very satisfied’ or ‘dissatisfied’. Most respondents were ‘satisfied’ (46%). The same proportion of people that were unsatisfied recorded their intentions to resign from their jobs in the next year. The report highlighted a fluctuation in these figures with a particularly noticeable drop in satisfaction around 2020/2011 (CIPD, 2018). The Gallup organisation reported that the ratio of engaged to disengaged staff was substantially higher within average organisations with the ratio of disengaged employees higher than those engaged, in comparison to world class organisations that displayed a higher ratio of engaged employees in comparison to disengaged employees at 9:5 (Gallup, 2015).

The economic activity of the UK shrank by 0.2% towards the end of 2011, coinciding with the findings of the CIPD report (BBC , 2012) ,highlighting the link between job satisfaction, employee engagement and performance outputs, affecting Companies bottom lines, with subsequent effects on the economy as a whole thus highlighting the relationship between employee motivation and the effectiveness of an organisation (Manzoor, 2011).

There may be an argument to say that there is a complacency amongst those that are ‘satisfied’. Would they be inclined to manifest traits such as those of high performing ‘very satisfied’ employees, or would they be more inclined to meet the minimum requirements of their job roles without the added benefits of discretionary effort, engagement, and other such trait found amongst their high performing and engaged counterparts?

Gender differences are noticeable within employee engagement, and different demographic areas of employees have different needs and preferences. It is important that employers adopt a flexible and inclusive approach to recruiting and managing employees to ensure optimum engagement as ‘one size does not fit all’ (Great With Talent, 2014).

Employee engagement statistics show several gender differences between men and women. For example, women are more committed to their place of work than their male counterparts, and value their relationships with coworkers more. Males have a trend to value progression and salary above building strong working relationships (Great With Talent, 2014).

There are also demographic factors affecting length of service, for example differences in age and length of service.  Generational differences can largely be attributed to variations in employee engagement. Research suggests that adopting different managerial styles for different generations can prove successful in promoting engagement amongst ‘baby boomers’. Other generations have highlighted the need to have a better ‘work-life’ balance and ‘love what they do’. This is mostly seen within generation Y, and millennials (Thomas, 2018).

The implementation of employee engagement tactics is especially important now, given that the workforce is largely made up of millennials (38%), and generation X employees (35%). The influx in technology, and associated changes to the way organisations operate mean that now more than ever more employees are agile working or working from home. With this in mind it is important that organisations are able to maintain employee engagement (lefever, 2018).

4.3 Evaluate the future for employee engagement, based on current trends.

Organisations have never been so well equipped to review the effectiveness and efficiency of their workforces. Whilst some smaller companies have not yet been able to take advantage of technology and tools available to them to track productivity and other key employment metrics, larger companies have had the opportunity to utilize these new technologies to their benefit, however the findings are largely available to all, and it is these statistics and key trends that pave the way in reviewing and creating the way that we work as individuals and organisations.

Most companies continue to monitor engagement on an annual basis using more traditional methods such as surveys, for example, my organisation has previously implemented an annual employee satisfaction survey using a web-based survey tool.  Whilst the benefits of such surveys are upheld, organisations need to invest more time and attention in to investing and engaging with their employees, and utilizing all available digital methods to increase engagement, productivity, retention and the over all satisfaction of the workforce. 

It is important for the current trends of employees such as better work-life balance, better use of technology such as AI, and maintaining diversity and inclusion practices to be reviewed and where possible included within any employee engagement means, to ensure demographic differences are kept to a minimum. HR are able to play a pivotal role in these practices and are now increasingly recognised as having a more strategic role within business settings.
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