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Employees form the foundation of most organisations. Therefore, it is easy to see why increasing their engagement, and thus their morale, can improve performance. This ultimately leads to benefits for the organisation which may include increase an in profits. I will be offering recommendations for how the Human Resources (HR) function of Raspberry Pi can improve employee engagement.

The concepts of Employee Engagement and involvement 
There are many definitions for “engagement” in literature. Overall there is agreement that certain components. This include; willingness to work beyond what is contracted (CIPD, 2012, p. 13); involvement, satisfaction with, and enthusiasm, for work (Harter et al, 2002, p. 269); focus towards the organisation’s goals (Macey et al, 2009, p. 7). Alfes (2010, p. 5) combine some of these elements to assert that engagement can be intellectual, affective and social. Armstrong and Taylor (2017, p. 194) further subcategorise engagement into job or organisational. They discuss how both are inter-related and thus a change in one causes a change in the other. Therefore, it is important we analyse what type of engagement we would like to improve at Raspberry Pi or whether it is both. Interestingly, Stewart (2012) emphasises how employee ‘involvement’ is better than engagement. However, I think she doesn’t see the interrelatedness of what she refers to as ‘involvement’ (likely meaning organisational engagement) to ‘engagement’ (likely meaning job engagement).

The concept of engagement comes from the social exchange theory rules of exchange and reciprocity which are well-described by Saks (2006, p. 603). This theory also shows why employee rewards are important as part of the exchange. Therefore, as we consider ways to improve employee engagement and involvement, we have to be aware that employees will not necessary engage without any monetary or non-monetary rewards being offered.

[bookmark: _Hlk512819975]Furthermore, Armstrong et al (2000) provide a more simplified 3-component model of what constitutes engagement in the Institute of Employment Studies (IES) model shown in Figure 1. One of the components is employee “commitment”. Robinson et al (2004) argue that this is not a reflection of the reciprocity and positive attitude associated with engagement. Hence, Yalabik et al (2013, p. 2803) proposed “affective commitment” which seems a more suitable component of the model. The second component is organisational citizenship. This is related to the individual’s commitment and satisfaction and willingness to go the extra mile. Motivation, the third component, is described by Macey et al (2009, p. 67) as being brought about by the employee feeling that the work is part of their identity. This challenges the notion that only monetary rewards will motivate employees. Overall, engagement seems to fit in line with the high commitment requirements of the Soft, instead of Hard, forms of HR management (HRM), discussed in literature by Guest (1987) and Storey (1992).
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What the company needs to do
[bookmark: _Hlk512077094]Morieux, in his TED talk (2014), describes how complex systems and processes lead to employee disengagement. He argues that it is not a matter of the employees being less engaged and becoming less productive, and in turn becoming pressurised and thus even less engaged. Instead, the complex systems and processes oblige the employees to compensate for the increased time and resource demand, which in turn leads them to become disengaged. Therefore, Morieux recommends 6 simple rules to improve employee engagement and involvement. Although, he encourages us to do away with the models such as the Hard and Soft forms of HRM, his recommendations discussed below still seem to be part of the Soft forms of HRM. Therefore, he does not fully escape the models which he ridicules as leading to even more complex systems. I also believe that other systems and processes can be useful. In this case, I think the Harvard model of HRM offered by Beer et (1984) could offer a framework for Raspberry Pi to improve employee engagement and involvement. Certainly, employee influence is depicted as being part of the consequential flow that ultimately leads to long-term organisational effectiveness, amongst other things.

Below are recommendations for Raspberry Pi to increase employee engagement. 

Recommendation 1: Improve job engagement 
Morieux’s (2014) recommends HR understanding the role and job activities of each of the employees. This might involve reviewing job descriptions and interviewing employees to clarify their role. HR should also take an active role in increasing job challenge, variety, feedback, opportunities for development, and rewards and recognition (Crawford et al, 2013, p. 59-62). Furthermore, there should also be a review of instances where employees have failed in their role. 

[bookmark: _Hlk512172484]Recommendation 2: Match the right skills to the right job
Speaking in the Ministry of Manpower Singapore’s video (2015) on the activities of HR within Singapore, Ms Goh Swee-Chen (Chairperson of Shell Companies Singapore), encourages review by HR of whether the right people are being put in the right roles.  Ulrich (2016) and Crawford (2013, p. 59 – 62) also recommend that HR should ensure the company has the right talent. Charan et al (2015) also recommend involvement of HR in discussions held by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and Chief Finance Officer (CFO). Thus, the Chief Human Resources Officer (CHRO) can then gain more information on the human factors the company requires inorder to achieve its goals.  Overall, I believe that this information will also aid HR in planning for any changes.

Recommendation 3: Empower integrators
Morieux (2014) also advises that HR will need to empower integrators and increase reciprocity. This will entail empowering departmental managers to move away from complex systems and processes and thus integrate the different roles within the organisation and improve cooperation. Hakanen et al (2006) also list the role of managers in offering supervisory support as being a key in increasing engagement. Armstrong and Taylor (2017, p. 199) expand on this supervisory role by describing how the supervisor should give feedback and recognition, be fair, and clarify expectations, amongst other things. This emphasises the importance of departmental managers in the success of this new initiative.

Recommendation 4: Empower employees
Furthermore, all employees should be empowered, for instance to use their own judgement within their own role (Morieux, 2014). Such employee autonomy is also recognised by Crawford et al (2013, p. 59-62) and Hakanen et al (2006) as being a factor in increasing employee engagement. Armstrong and Taylor (2017, p. 199) also promote managers allowing employees autonomy. Armstrong and Taylor (2017, 198) encourage treating the employees as partners and giving them a voice. They add that this is a reciprocal relationship, because, if the employee feels they are being listened to they will be even more likely to engage. HR may also want to enable employees by providing further skills training and revising the job descriptions. From an organisational level, it might also mean allowing employees shares of the company and involving them in key decisions. Along with this new autonomy, the employees should be encouraged to think of the future consequences of their actions. This could be looked at as a type of damage control to ensure that the employees make sensible judgements on behalf of the company. 

Recommendation 5: Increase freedom to voice concerns and explore new opportunities
[bookmark: _Hlk512168916][bookmark: _Hlk511551397]In the Ministry of Manpower of Singapore’s video (2015) several other recommendations are made. Ms Goh Swee-Chen encourages creation of safe avenues to share concerns and explore opportunities. I think this is another way of enabling employees to engage more without fear of reprisals. As described by Mr Maurice Ooi (Head of client solutions, Human Capital Leadership Institute) exploring opportunities also involves learning about different parts of the company and exposure to different best practice and leadership ideas. 

Recommendation 6: Make use of technology
In the Ministry of Manpower of Singapore’s video (2015), Ms Lee Yan Hong, (Managing director and Head, Group Human Resources, DBS) also gives an example of how HR can use technology to improve staff engagement with the workplace. This is done through a mobile application with services such as colleagues’ locations, company policies and transport information. The use of technology to increase engagement, could be expanded to other areas such as giving employees feedback or conducting surveys of this new initiative.

Advantages of improved employee engagement and involvement 
There are many advantages of improved employee engagement and involvement. I believe that this is illustrated quite well in the Harvard Model of HRM (Beer et al, 1984). Employee engagement is incorporated into the model as part of an HR strategy to reach outcomes such as a reduction in costs and high employee commitment. This in turn leads to favourable long-term outcomes which include organisational effectiveness, individual and societal well-being. This leads to benefits for stakeholders and an overall benefit that is applied within the business’ context.

Stairs and Galpin (2010) list further benefits of increased engagement. For the employee, this could mean reduced absences, reduced staff turnover, increased production of work of a greater quality. Alfes (2010, p. 2) also adds that employees are more likely to be innovative and have greater well-being. For the business, it could increase profits and shareholder returns, business growth, and customer satisfaction and loyalty. 

Additionally, if the HR department successfully increases employee engagement and thus profits, it will then be able to approach the company leadership with the results. As argued by Krishnaswamy Ramkumar (2014), such results are what the leadership understand the most, instead of HR jargon. This could then allow more value to be placed in HR. 

However, the link between employee engagement and improved benefits is in some respects an assumption. There are so many links, or onion layers as described by Becker et al (1997), which make it difficult to determine exactly how this change happens. Sparrow (2013, p. 102) also argues that there could be reversal causation taking place. For instance, the employee benefits named above could be causing the increased engagement. Certainly, when one looks again at Armstrong et al’s (2000) IES model of engagement, it is easy to see how the 3 components can lead to increased engagement and also how increased engagement can improve those 3 components as well. Therefore, more research is required to determine how best to measure the outcome and prove a direct causal link. Armstrong and Taylor’s (2017, p. 201) recommendation of a survey to measure the outcomes of this initiative could be a good start here.

Potential problems
[bookmark: _Hlk512818848]The process of improving employee engagement and involvement is likely to be a complex task. An analysis of the general and task environments, resources, and values (E-V-R) as advised by Kew and Stredwick (2010) may be useful here. This is shown in Figure 2. and may be especially important in pinpointing potential problem areas where there is incongruency. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk512174920]Still, Hird et al (2009) illustrate several challenges that can arise when HR try to implement a new initiative. Firstly, the initiative may be inappropriate to the organisation’s needs or not suited to the organisation’s culture. In this case is employee engagement an issue for Raspberry Pi? If so, what does engagement mean for Raspberry Pi? This should be backed up with objective evidence. There should also be an employee survey to measure engagement, as well as identifying the currently drivers of engagement. Any organisational issues which could lead to failure of the initiative, such as resistance from managers, should also be identified and provisional plans put in place to reduce failure of the initiative. The initiative should then be tailored to the specific organisational and employee factors identified. Such steps are part of the ‘engagement journey’ illustrated by Armstrong and Taylor (2017, p. 709) in Figure 3.
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Secondly, the initiative could be hijacked by cost-cutting measures. External factors such as global financial crises or new regulations need to be considered. Examples given by Edward and Rees (2016, p. 144) include CFS and Autopower, whose HR initiatives were cut short when the companies experienced financial crises. Therefore, when planning this initiative, projections for how it will bring the benefits listed above such as increasing profits for the company, should be made clear. Even clearer should be the fact that HR is adding value.

Thirdly, the HR team also needs to be capable of implementing the suggested changes above. This includes aspects such as having enough HR personnel or available HR hours, and not taking them away from other important duties. This should be factored in during the design of the initiative.

Improving employee engagement should not have negative consequences for other stakeholders. As discussed by Ulrich (2016), these stakeholders include clients, shareholders and the community. For instance, staff development materials should not be so expensive as to cost the shareholder. 

Although the HR department may have all the best intentions of improving employee engagement and involvement, there may be low up-take of the new initiatives. This may require further analyses and discussions with the relevant employees so that the initiatives can be made better or new ones implemented. The context within which the initiatives are being implemented, including any organisational factors, and models used, would also need to be reviewed. For instance, Edwards and Rees (2016, p. 53) discuss how there can be lack of employee involvement or commitment in contexts such as liberal markets, where there is less job security. 

Additionally, despite changes to improve engagement, poor results may be seen. For instance, in the growth of the company or its monetary gains. As described above, the link between employee engagement and the company’s profits is not direct. Therefore, in-depth analyses may be required to determine why the interventions have not been successful. One reason may be burnout. As described by Armstrong and Taylor (2017, p. 201), this can lead to the opposite of what was originally intended, including increased absences and staff turnover. This could be prevented by managers reducing pressures on employees and having realistic goals about what can be achieved with the available resources.

[bookmark: _Hlk508520868]In conclusion, the recommendations above should help to improve employee engagement, and thus involvement. This can have lasting measurable, and immeasurable, mutual benefits for both the employees and the company. The design of this initiative should also factor in potential problems in order to be successful.
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Figure 1. Institute of Employment Studies (IES) model of engagement (Armstrong,
2010)
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Figure 2. E-V-R Congruence (Kew and Stredwick, 2010)
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Figure 3. lllustration of the ‘Engagement journey’ (Armstrong and Taylor, 2017, p.
709)




