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INTRODUCTION

Employers are constantly trying to find ways to amage their employees to do more in
carrying out their business tasks, while being ived, effective and enthusiastic at their
workplace. Engaged employees have a greater impdmth can ultimately lead to a
competitive advantage for the entire organisatibn.today's businesses there is an
awareness of the importance of human resourcethébusiness. Within the company,
people often feel that human knowledge, skills anehtivity are the only assets that
competing companies cannot imitate, and that tlaeyhave a tremendous benefit in terms
of business improvement, but only if they are prbpteated. In order to attract and retain
quality employees, increase employee engagementhet workplaces and make
employees more productive, companies must findotbeer way to motivate and engage
their employees. Engagement is a new notion inhtlirean resource management that is
very rapidly gaining in popularity among managerd keaders of the companies.

Although the engagement of employees in the lagtykars has become a subject of great
interest, both in scientific and professional @&@s;l academic literature is still poorly
represented. The theme of engagement was initiathpduced by Kahn (1990) who
defines personal employee engagement as a physagaljtive and emotional employee
involvement during the job placement. Hence, engemgg is a measure in which
employees physically and mentally dedicate theneseto performing an organisational
role. Employee engagement is associated with timsesef additional energy that an
individual feels and uses when performing roles tasés.

Employed employees will show the initiative, proaety look for ways to contribute and
overcome what is commonly expected of them (Mace$chneider, 2008). Engagement
can also be seen as a level of dedication and geplimvolvement in the enterprise itself
and the values of the company, or as a baromedémntibasures the level of association of
an individual with the organisation. Many studiesvé been conducted on this topic,
demonstrating that engaged employees will showatds and cooperative behaviors that
will benefit them personally, but the entire orgaation (Harter, Schmit, & Hayes, 2002a),
that employee engagement has a mediation rolehiie\ang job satisfaction (Saks, 2006).
Employee engagement is a tool that can help corapayain competitive advantage over
other companies because human resources are th&otdr that cannot be duplicated by
competing companies, and as such it is considereioeta very valuable asset of any
organisation with which it is only necessary tohaedled properly. From an organisational
perspective, it is important to understand the eaasd effects of employee engagement to
mitigate all the disadvantages of disengaged enmsglayin order to survive on the market,
organisations not only need talented employeesrust make sure their employees invest
their maximum of knowledge and skills in their ownsiness. Otherwise, some of the
human resources could remain inaccessible and dnuse avoid the latter scenario,
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contemporary organisations expect from their emgdgy the proactivity, initiative,
responsibility for their own professional developmeand loyalty to high performance
standards. In short, they need energetic, commatteldoverwhelmed employees. The three
attributes mentioned are an integral part of tHendien of work engagement according to
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzélez-Roméa and Bakker (20@#ch will be used for the
research done in this thesis.

The main aim of this work is to investigate if tleeent studies regarding the link between
work engagement and performance of the companyddoelapplied in the two biggest
publicly owned companies in Bosnia and Herzego\imereinafter: B&H). These two
companies with public ownership will be considedes to the fact that all other publicly
owned companies do not perform well, moreover, ttend to constantly (for years)
perform with loss. Unlike those companies, BH Tetacand Elektroprivieda B&H
(hereinafter: Elektroprivreda) tend to perform wiplofits each year. Since they do not
follow "the pattern” of publicly owned companie$,seems challenging to investigate the
real reasons for such behavior. It is even moreomapt, because of the fact that
Elektroprivreda is a monopolist and BH Teleconaiteader in its area. Therefore, the
thesis tends to investigate the level of work eegagnt among employees as possible
reason of high performance of these two compamdda@see if there are some differences
in the level of work engagement among differenegaties of employees. Such research
will be conducted by questionnaires based on tlmeddt Work Engagement Scale which
includes three dimensions: vigor, absorption andiacdgion within the employees of two
companies and interviewing managers. The thegisvided into four chapters, where the
first chapter gives us an insight into the thecsdtaspect of work engagement, the second
chapter tends to introduce readers to the methuatshiad been in use when it comes to
measuring the level of work engagement, the thirapter is created as literature review
which tends to provide readers with the informatonproves regarding the importance of
work engagement in the business world as well asttoduce the readers to the trends of
work engagement worldwide and the fourth chaptpresents the empirical research of
work engagement in the mentioned companies witbudson and recommendations for
further investigation.

So, after defining work engagement, describingmig&asurement, and reviewing studies on
the “drivers” of engagement as well on those whieve, by using different methods,
proved engagement to be important and helpful fanagers to develop methods to
improve employee performance and, consequentlyramgpcompany's performance, the
empirical evidence of the level of work engagemanBH Telecom and Elektroprivreda
will be presented followed by the discussion regeydthe achieved results,
recommendation on improving the level of work eregagnt and a conclusion which tends
to confirm or deny the claim that these two compamieal with engaged employees.



1 THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF ENGAGEMENT

1.1 Definition of engagement

Employee engagement has become a very popular itopecent years when it comes to
finding the source of an organisation's competitidvantage. There are many authors
who have demonstrated a strong link between engagfeamd employee performance, on
the one side, and engagement and employee perfoenvath business outcomes, on the
other side. Many authors as well have agreeddimgloyee work engagement is one of
the crucial drivers of business success and lomg ¢gowth and development (Lockwood,
2007; Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008a; Richman, 2006)erxthough, only 13 percent of
worldwide workers are indeed engaged workers (@ali014), undoubtedly, employee
engagement is becoming more and more importantdaatiog the growth strategies of
companies worldwide. Such reasoning is even morpoitant in the developing
economies, which are facing a hard time to keepitip the changes, where only engaged
employees would be able to attract new, loyal arghged customers that will eventually
have the impact on the financial performance ofctrapanies.

But what does engagement really stand for, in otfeeds, how do we define engagement?
Even though a lot of scholars have researchedtdipis, after many years of exploring
such tool in achieving better outcomes in businesser has a single universal definition
of employee engagement been adopted. Some authdrg Yery logical that there is no,
and there cannot be a, single universal definiibangagement since it is a psychological
state of mind of a human being, whereas othersifindt to be a suitable tool in measuring
business outcomes (Ferguson, 2007). Another disagmet between authors is if the
engagement is determent by the organisation (M2@81) or by something that individual
employees bring to the organisation (Harter, SchngidKeyes, 2002b). Trusst (2015) and
Macey et al. (2008) emphasize that such differeircéiseoretical approach to engagement
is a result of the academic lack of interest inotlge but all being rather "practitioners”
focusing on engagement strategies and actions. edter, when trying to explain the
notion of work engagement, those who are not praatriven researchers tend to say that
this is rather a field without its concept and thas based on positive consequences, thus
that its theory has not been rigorously concepgedli much less studied, but at the same
time emphasising that this doesn't mean that emgagielacks conceptual or practical
utility (Macey et al., 2008). Saks (2006) was orfiethe first researches that found the
distinction between job engagement and organisaimgagement. Even though there are
authors that advocate both viewpoints, it seenmisntiagority, based on the current studies,
advocate an approach to which engagement is prddbgesomething that individual
employee brings to the workplace (job engagemeaf)er than the workplace itself
(organisation engagement).



One of the definitions of work engagement to begith is the one that Kahn (1990) has
given. He defined engagement as “the simultaneonglayment and expression of a
person’s ‘preferred self'in task behaviors thatrpode connections to work and to others,
personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emali@and active, full performance&ahn
(1990, p. 700), suggesting that engagement demanels of employees physical energy,
strength, and readiness to accomplish their r&esotional aspect of engagement means
that employees display what they think and feddjrtbreativity, their beliefs and values,
and their personal connections to others, whereamitive aspect of engagement is
understood to be the employee beliefs about thenisgtion and its leaders.

Since Kahn (1990) was one of the first authors tledined the concept of engagement, in

other words "founding father" of engagement, upogmauthors have based their

definitions on his but extending it with their owrewpoints. Schaufeli et al. (2002), as
authors who dedicated a lot of time to studying tield and eventually developing the

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (hereinafter: UWHfa} theasures work engagement,

defined engagement as a positive, fulfilling, woekated state of mind which is

characterised by three elements: vigor, dedicatiad,absorption. Vigor is defined as high
levels of energy and mental resilience, persisteagd willingness to invest effort;
dedication as a sense of work's significance atitusrasm, whilst absorption as happiness
at work and being fully concentrated due to the fhat time passes very quickly while
doing one’s job (Shaufeli et al., 2002). Nelson &mmons (2003) defined engagement
as a state when employees feel positive emotiomartbtheir work, find their work to be
personally meaningful, consider their workload ®rhanageable, and are hopeful about
the future of their work. In other words, it is ohefd as follows:

» passion for work (Truss, Soane, Edwards, Wisdom|l,G& Burnett, 2006) which is
made of three dimensions defined by Kahn (1990),

* engaged employees have high levels of energy and anthusiastic
about their work and often fully immersed in theiork so that time flies by (May,
Gilson, & Harter, 2004),

 a workplace approach designed to ensure that eegsowre committed to their
organisation’s goals and values, motivated to doute to organisational success, and
are able at the same time to enhance their owresehsvell-being’ (MacLeod &
Clarke, 2009),

* emotional and intellectual commitment to the orgahon (Richman, 2006),

» positive attitude held by employees towards theawigation and its values (Robinson,
Perryman, & Hayday, 2004),

» the extent to which employees commit to somethingooneone in their organisation,
how hard they work and how long they stay as alre$that commitment (Corporate
Leadership Council, 2004),

* engaged employees work harder, are more loyal emdnare likely to go the ‘extra
mile’ for the corporation (Lockwood, 2007),
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* employee engagement is a desirable condition, hasrganisational purpose, and
connotes involvement, commitment, passion, entBosidocused effort, and energy,
so it has both attitudinal and behavioral companékiacey et al., 2008).

Accordingly, engagement indicates the extent toclvipeople are physically and mentally
devoted to the performance of the organisatiori@l Employee engagement is associated with
a feeling of extra energy that an individual festsl is used in the exercise of roles and tasks.
In general, engaged employees will show initiatpeactively look for ways to contribute
further to and beyond what is normally expectethefn. The engagement can be seen as a
level of commitment and involvement of employeesthe company and values of the
company or as a barometer that measures the Ievtlegration of the individual with the
organisation. What the differences among the embag®loyees and disengaged employees
are can be seen in Table 1. Employee engagemealreasly stated, is a tool that can help
companies in gaining a competitive advantage owkerocompanies and since human
resources are the only factor that competing compacannot duplicate and as such is
considered to be very valuable property, each aggton needs to properly handle work
engagement and understand the causes and effectgagfed employees.

Table 1. Difference between engaged and disengaggtbyees

Engaged employees Not engaged employees Activelyatigaged employees

- work with passion and - are essentially “checkef - aren'tjust unhappy at work:
feel a profound out.” they’re busy acting out their
connection to their - they're sleepwalking unhappiness
company, through their work day, - every day, these workers

- they drive innovation putting time, not energy undermine what their
and move the or passion, into their engaged co-workers
organisation forward. work. accomplish.

SourceN. Lockwood, Leveraging employee engagement fopettive advantage: HR's strategic goal,
2007, p. 3.

1.2 Engagement versus motivation and satisfaction

Work engagement is a relatively new notion in HurkResources Management which is
being heavily explored due to its compelling resushowing a strong link between

engagement and profitability through higher proolitst sales, customer satisfaction, and
employee retention. It is becoming an extremelyeajpipg topic which is beyond the

traditional ones such as employees motivation tsfaation. However, some authors think
of it as just a repackaged notion with nothing mew (Macey et al., 2008), whereas others
think of engagement as a whole new concept witierdiht basic things (Bakker, 2009).

Even though in practice engagement sometimes tend® equalised with motivation,

nevertheless those two are not synonyms. Moretivere are certain differences that make
5



engagement a superior psychological behavior angagex strives to achieve with its
employees. Engaged employees, in short, can beredefs those who are passionate
about their job, always strive for more and digeciontribute to the company's results
with no willingness to leave the company voluntariMotivation, on the other side, is
defined as the process of initiating human acasitiits focus on certain objects and
regulating activities in order to achieve certagalg. Motivation is also the psychological
characteristic of people, which affects the levélcommitment of an individual in
performing a particular job. Successful businedsrprises depend on the efficiency of all
employees and require continuous improvement effartd motivation of people at all
levels. Motivated employees are productive, effitiand committed to work. Therefore,
the motivation of employees and creation of stramgivation system is one of the key
functions of managers (Vidayi 2012). The manager's task is that through ura®isig
the complexities of human nature, depending onsgiexific circumstances, chooses and
applies appropriate motivational strategies that miovide the desirable behavior of
employees and the realisation as of their own, faksted objectives and tasks of the
organisation. In short, motivation is a behaviaedied toward a goal that excites needs
caused by the man, and the reason for the behavimmeet needs.

The father of the theory of motivation is consider® be Maslow and his famous

hierarchy of needs theory, upon which many theorlater based their approach to
motivation (Varga, 2011). According to Maslow, imdiual behavior depends on the desire
to meet one or more of the five general needspbotine, motivation is directly connected

with desires and wishes of individual, thus moimatas behavior is in service of gaining

those needs. So, motivated employees are motibgtgersonal gain and may not always
do what is best for the company.

There lies the main difference among engaged antivated employee. Engaged
employees are basically motivated employees batrttotivation in not only directed to
satisfaction of personal needs but as well to tieggof the company, so we might say that
engagement is a combination of personal motivataa motivation to make an
organisation perform better (Skinner, Kindermanon@ell, & Wellborn, 2009). Therefore,
the motivated employee would ask "What is there f@?" whilst engaged employee
would ask "What is there for us?" and these questectually differ engagement from
motivation. When discussing the impact of motivatam the performances of the company
the focus is what a manager must do in order tovawet their employees, whereas when it
comes to engagement it is presumed that the enmmlagea person is engaged by
themselves and that managers don't need to do muectder to make their employees
engaged, they are already engaged, so the manégagss just to keep it at same level the
employees were at when they started to work. Saivatmn is rather something that must
be stimulated, whereas engagement is behaviontasit be maintained.



Satisfaction is also a notion which is usually lgelmked to engagement, but in the
beginning is clear that satisfaction is not thadwor, it is rather the way employees feel
after finishing some work: if they are happy wittetwork and what they gain at work
(Harter et al., 2002a). Just as the motivationsfattion could be seen as one puzzle of the
work engagement, after all, a happy employee ismpsrtant as the motivated one but the
difference lies in the motives that drive the enyplna Engagement is defined in terms of
high internal motivational state, unlike motivatiamich is behavior created by external
motivational "forces".

To sum up, the engaged employee is the one whotisated, satisfied and willing to do one
step more not only for its own gain but also fa tirell-being of the organisation. According
to Schaufeli, Taris, Le Blanc, Peeters, Bakker@adonge (2001) engaged employees:

» are active,

* believe in themselves,

» generate their own positive feedback,

* have values that match the organisation,

* sometimes feel tired, but satisfied,

» are also engaged outside work,

but at the same time are not workaholics being sgeskand stressed by the work, but are
rather happy, satisfied, excited about their jod anhievement striving individuals who
have been driven by intrinsic rather than extringick motivation and personal initiative.

In one word, engaged employee is a motivated aridfied individual with other
previously named features that make engagementnopienon to be explored by the
human resource management as a positive attitulie dyethe employee towards the
organisation and its value.

1.3 Main drivers (antecedents) of engagement

There are different factors that influence emplogegagement which are common for any
organisation regardless of sector. There are soffeeethces among authors between what
they consider to be the main drivers of employeagagement, however they agree on
one: the ability of an employee to express his g¢ivs; ideas and suggestions with no fear
to be discredited and that the sense of approvdilrespect towards his ideas is the key
driver of the engagement. Hence, any organisatian treats its employees with dignity

and respect will be able to create an environmentgfowing engagement, therefore,

antecedents of engagement are the conditions wmdployees work whereas the aim of

such conditions is to foster work engagement.



Kahn (1990) indicates that personal involvementedels on the psychological experience
of the role, in terms of purpose, i.e. feelinggetiirn on physical, cognitive or emotional
energy, security, and opportunities for expressumhout fear of negative consequences
and the availability of physical, cognitive or emooial resources needed for inclusion in
the role (job characteristics). Employees will rz¢, in any circumstances, equally
engaged, and it is important to recognize the encst of certain conditions that create the
conditions for employee engagement. Among the keyerchinants of employee
engagement Anitha (2014) ranked: business envirafnmeadership, teamwork and
cooperation, training and career development, osgéional policies, workplace well-
being and compensation.

Operating environment with a lot of support (AnitB@14) typically shows concern for the
needs and feelings of employees, provides employads positive feedback, easier
development of new skills and faster problem retsmiu In such circumstances, employees
are more interested and put more effort in perfogrtheir business tasks. So, perceived
organisational support is the extent to which eiygés feel that the organisation cares for
their well-being and values their work. Such feglocan be fostered through interactions
and discussions with employees (Kahn, 1990).

Leadership and communication are also importantcqomditions for employee
engagement. Effective leaders need to know how rapegsly convey information to
employees about their work tasks and thus affeeir thnthusiasm and encourage their
interest in the job. Studies confirm the influenck leaders on achieving employee
engagement (Wallace & Trinka, 2009). Leaders aregmally responsible for
communicating with employees about the affect tkéorts in the company have on the
overall interest of the organisation. When emplgyksel that their work is important and
appreciated, it greatly affects their growing ietdrand engagement of business tasks.
With the simple feeling of being worthy, useful araluable (Kahn, 1990) employees will
find more meaningfulness in their work, and in tuexhibit higher engagement (Rich,
Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Lockwood (2007) emphasishat communication involves
employees in decision-making processes through sfogwoups, what makes them
worthwhile and appreciated.

The voice of the employee also acts as a powerfuéidof engagement. If an employee
feels that he is involved in the decisions that arade within the company (Kular,
Gatenby, Rees, Soane, & Truss, 2008) and thatdtespal is used, then he will be more
active in the workplace. Another element that afeamployee engagement is trust or the
existence of genuine, fair, consistent, fair anéroponnections between employees and
their supervisors.



Co-worker support, teamwork and collaboration as® assential item of engagement.
Favorable work climate and good cooperation willeagues can encourage increased efforts
in the workplace. Kahn (1990) says that humaniogiatfull of trust and support, as well as
teamwork, can greatly contribute to employee engagt The employees are not afraid of
trial and possible falls in the workplace if theglf safe to work with colleagues and put more
effort in their responsibilities. Support amongdel colleagues spreads positive energy and
attitude which makes employees want to make aa effort in job performances.

Opportunities: training and career development (Rsdn et al., 2004; Anitha, 2014) are
helping employees to focus on the work dimensiod @otivate them to become more
engaged in their work. Training (Anitha, 2014) I®lim concentrating onto tasks, and
raises the level of self-confidence. It generaliyers to the improvement of skills and
knowledge of employees, which ultimately results higher engagement. Employee
development (Azeem, Tahir Paracha R., & Tahir Herak., 2013) is however a strategic
approach that focuses on the future growth of eygae where employees occupy several
positions in the company, which for them bringsagee accountability. Training and
development helps employees to stay focused on Wwk and job performance and it
motivates them to increase engagement.

Organisational policies, structures and systemsesgmt a kind of framework within which
managers try to encourage engagement. They arertempdor the promotion of the
realisation of individual achievements and goald te best support to work tasks because
they help balance the work of the employees anul ek environment (Anitha, 2014).
Richman (2008) showed that flexible organisatigmalicy has a largely positive impact
on increasing employee engagement. Labor welfaagh(R Harter, 2010) is defined as all
things that have a significant impact on the exgrexe of life and way of thinking. This is a
measure that shows that there is human satisfartitdme workplace which consequently
improves employee engagement.

Compensation (what employees get in return for thegaged work) motivates employees
to achieve more and to focus on their businesspansonal development (Anitha, 2014,
Lockwood, 2007). However, different compensationsnit have an equivalent role in
driving engagement. Research indicates that intéagompensations have the strongest
impact on engagement (Scott & McMullen, 2010). SEK06) argues that employees are
most likely to engage more to the extent they peecbetter awards and recognition in
return. Maslach (2001) also noted that the lackeabgnition and rewards can lead to
combustion of employees at work, therefore suitableors and awards are very important
for the engagement. A particularly interesting tiyeaccording to Kahn (1990), is that the
level of employee engagement depends largely onb#mefits they receive, or the
employees perception about their received benefits.



According to Robinson et al., (2004) one of thersfyest drivers of engagement is "a sense
of feeling valued and involvedThey argue that such sense means employees invehiem
in decision-making processes, the opportunitiesieyeps have to develop their jobs, the
approval of managers or their interest and conaiaber of the ideas employees give and
managers' concerns about employees' health anebeiall. So, managers have the key
role to foster the sense of value and availabl®elStowould be positive views about
different aspect of working life such as trainidgyvelopment and career, performance and
appraisal communication, fair treatment and eqp@lodunities, pay and benefits, family
friendliness etc. (Robinson et al., 2004). Themefdhe first step to achieving engaged
employees would be to foster the sense of employsdge and involvement in the
organisation, because after all, we spend a mgjofiour day in that organisation so if we
don't feel valued and appreciated, as an individual the effort we put in making the
organisation a better place, such organisationsssecily will face with the unengaged
employees. Lockwood (2007) considers that emplsyeiotional commitment is one of
the key drivers of engagement. Emotional commitnrefdrs to "the extent to which the
employee derives enjoyment, meaning, pride or raipn from something or someone in
the organisation” and represents " the extenthizlwan employee feels that someone or
something within the company provides developmeffitzncial or professional rewards
in employee’s best interestd’ockwood, 2007, p. 2).

In short, benefits that employees gain or, as K&8990) suggests, the perception of
benefits employees receive, which necessarily ddvaee to be tangible (bonuses, the use
of organisation's car, vacation home, etc.) buangible like manager's admiration,
appreciation, giving the opportunities to develagHer, etc., are considered to be one of
the main antecedents of engagement.

After the given discussion, where single most ingoatr drivers of the work engagement
have been named, according to the research infighs drivers of engagement can be
grouped into two main drivers called job resour¢Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and

personal resources (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Sack2003).

1.3.1 Job resources

Job resourcessuch as supervisory relations, interpersonal matand task resources are
the physical, psychological and social organisaii@spects that contribute to the personal
growth and development, easier achievement of wmw#ls and consequently enforce
employees' engagement (Bakker et al., 2007). Sigoeyv relations and interpersonal
relations are connected to the extent to which marsaare committed to their employees
and their ability to help employees solve work peofis and extent to which an employee
has co-worker support, whereas task resouefes to the opportunities to learn something
new (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schauf2liQ7).
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1.3.2 Personal resources

On the other handgyersonal resourcesare self-efficacy, organisation-based self-esteserd,
optimism (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Hobfoll, 2002¢rsonal resources are defined as a sense
of ability of an individual employee to control amdpact their working environment. Self-
efficiencyis defined as a perception of employee’s abilitiatte and meet the demand in their
its working environment. Organisation-based ssiéem (hereinafter: OBSE) is defined as the
degree to which an individual believes to be impartmeaningful, effectual and worthwhile
within the organisation. Factors that can contebth a higher OBSE are: employee
involvement program, organisational structure, rgangent trustworthiness, organisational
support and respect (Gardner & Pierce, na). Résmarargue that employees with a higher
degree of OBSE will most likely be the ones whd laél more organisationally committed and
engagedOptimismrefers to the belief of an individual that will Bble to perform with a good
outcome and therefore, such individuals are natichto confront any kind of challenge that
has been put in front of them.

Few authors have discussed the influence of joburess on personal resources and their
impact on work engagement (Xanthopoulou et al.728®thman & Joubert, 2007; Bakker
& Demerouti, 2008, etc.). Their findings suggesdttthe existence of job resources may
activate personal resources which, in turn, mawltres positive psychological and
organisational outcomes, i.e. engagement (Xanthopoet al., 2007). Furthermore, many
studies have shown that for instance employeesanliigh level of self-esteem, as one of the
personal resources, will cope better with stresgoak, willing to put much more effort in the
work because they believe in their own abilitied &el worthy and as a significant part of the
organisation which eventually leads to better perémces of an employee and better
employee's performances lead to better organisdiboricomes. However, as already stated, in
order to encourage personal resources which elydéisive a positive impact on the
organisational outcomes an environment to enfdneset resources must be created, thus
managers must work on fostering personal resoofdbeir employees’ engagement.

1.4 Consequences of engagement

When it comes to consequences of work engagemaajgritg of authors speak of the
consequences that engagement has on the orgam&atigicomes and there is a small
group of authors that speak of engagement in texhrtbeir consequences on personal,
individual outcomes. Since engagement means aiymsiulfilling, work-related state of
mind (Shaufeli et al, 2002) its consequences shbal firstly seen in the individual
outcomes (Saks, 2006) such as attitudes, intentaons behaviors. Saks (2006) examined
the consequences of engagement on individual owspiout as well on the business
outcomes. As mentioned previously, Saks (2006) ne of the first researchers that
examined both: job and organisation engagementreakehe has showed that both job
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engagement and organisation engagement are pgsiilzged to job satisfaction, organisational
commitment, and organisational citizenship behaaod negatively related to intention to quit.
What does that really mean? For instance, jobfaetin can be defined as a positive state of
mind which is the result of valued and appreciatedk, so employees who tend to be more
satisfied are those who are going to maintainetel lof their engagement because the feeling of
satisfaction drives them to engage more due téathehat they feel as worthwhile members of
the organisation and who are dignified by givenraispl. This, in turn, will lead to such
behaviour being repeated. If the engagement remaitise same level or even becomes higher
not only will the individual outcome be obvious lhe organisation will profit from such
behavior in terms of a possibly improved businegsame. Therefore, the initiative to leave the
company will decrease due to the fact that employemefit from their engagement through
higher meaningfulness of their role in the orgdmmeathus positive experiences and emotions
will foster engagement which will eventually leaal job satisfaction, among other things,
resulting in a decreased desire to leave sucleagggdraising, and friendly oriented organisation.

So far, a number of quantitative studies regardirgg link between work engagement and
company performance have been conducted . Hademi&t, Agrawal, and Plowman (2012)
conducted a meta-analysis in order to prove suldtiarship. Their study included 192
organisations in 49 industries and 34 countries mo#ted at nine outcomes: customer
loyalty/engagement, profitability, productivity, rtwver, safety incidents, shrinkage,
absenteeism, patient safety incidents, and qudkfects). The analysis was made on the basis
of “Gallup Qy2* questionnaires. Results have confirmed that #iationship between work
engagement and performance is substantial. H&ttmnidt, Killham and Agrawal (2009),
conducting a meta-analysis once more, as well @ smher authors (Edmans, 2012), have
shown that work engagement as the driver of organigal performance differs across a range
of situations: type of industry, work type, countmentality, etc. Moreover, Harter, Schmidt and
Hayes (2002a) linked work engagement with the mtodty and profits despite the fact that
such outcomes might be the result of some othéorfatke competition, customer spending,
and trade legislation. Indeed, when an organisa&moployees whose values and norms are in
line with those of the organisation, it is expectiedt they will perform very well with the
customers, which will eventually have an impacthe organisation’s performance (Salanova,
Schaufeli, Llorens, Piero, & Grau, 2005).

Indeed, there are a lot of studies which indicatlee positive relationship between
employee attitudes towards work and organisationgtomes: customer satisfaction,
financials, organisational commitment (Zohar, 2000hnson, 1996; Schmidt, Joiner,
Young, & Telch, 1995). Even though, while exploritng employees as the main factor of
business success, scholars focused on the negstieeof the well-being of employees
(burnout) for years, but in recent years the fdeas shifted to the positive pole, to the so-
called work engagement. Work engagement is defasgedn energetic state in which the
employee is dedicated to excellent performance @kvand is confident in his or her
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effectiveness (Schutte, Toppinnen, Kalimo, & Sck&uf000). Therefore, engagement
consists of three elements: vigor, dedication dvsbgption. Vigor refers to the high levels
of energy and mental resilience, persistence adithgness to invest effort; dedication

refers to the sense of work's significance and wsadism, whilst absorption refers to the
happiness at work and being fully concentrated tiu¢he fact that time passes very
quickly while doing one’s job (Shaufeli et al, 200&chaufeli and Bakker (2003) have
developed the three factor analysis, the UWES, hvisigpports the given definition of

work engagement. On the basis of this methodolowgny studies have been done, which
validated the usage of the UWES in measuring wagagement.

To sum up, the consequences of work engagemenmaleple. We can distinguish
positive outcomes on the individual and organisetiolevel. Positive outcomes for
individuals are as follows:

. positive emotions of the employees who are hencee nppoductive, confident,
optimistic, and creative (Bakker & Demerouti, 20@&jlanova & Shaufeli, 2007)

. healthier employees who are in a condition to perfn a better way (Hakanen,
Bakker, & Schaufeli2006; Shaufeli & Bakker, 2004)

. employees create their own job and personal ressyakker, Salanova, Schaufeli,
& Llorens, 2003)

. positive mood contagion: positive mood of engagagleyees will be transmitted to
other co-workers. Moreover, optimism and a posiawude will create a positive
climate that will lead to better task performanosgardless of a possibly demanding
task which has been put in front of them (Bars2082; Demerouti & Bakker, 2006)

Positive organisational-level outcomes are as glo

. customer loyalty, business growth and profitabi{ithe Gallup Organisation, 2004)

. higher retention of employees (Sundaray, 2011)

. total returns to shareholders rises (Abraham, 26h@jved that total returns went up
by 13% over a period of five years

. makes employees effective brand ambassadors twrdheisation (Gichohi, 2014).

Nevertheless, despite the fact that engagemendnsidered to be a state that encourages
positive human behaviours which consequently pregsitive outcomes in business, some
studies showed that high engagement might havdivegansequences as well. The potential
downside of high engagement would be one’s altditmanage work-life balance. The ability
to mantain the same levels of energy and resoatagerk and in personal life is called work-
life balance. However, eventhough many studies baes done so far on the topic of work-
life balance emphasising the importance of maiirtgithis balance, the relationship among
this balance and engagement is indeed poorly aeshrbut it has been recently gaining
attention. Nevertheless, the answer to the questimuld it be possible for a highly engaged
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employee to mantain the same level of engagemdmme as well?", is worth exploring
while pointing out negative sides of engagement.

As previously mentioned, many studies exploredvibek-life balance, therefordyilliams
and Boushey (2010) showed that 90% of working mettend 95% of working fathers
experienced conflict between their work and persbwas. Lazun, Morganson, Major, and
Green (2010) explored what the desires of employeesder to mantain work-life balance
are, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) showed theiymsffects of mainaining a work-life
balance such as higher organisational commitmenhtirasteased job satisfaction. However,
eventhough there are not many studies, consid#regnportance that engagement gained in
the business world, exploring the direct relatigmdfetween engagement and its impact on
personal life, i.e. the work-life balance, is sdnireg worth exploring in order for employees
and employers to make cost benefit analysis wheonites to engagement. In other words, it
seems rational to investigate at what cost a coyngam boast with a higly engaged employee,
could lack of energy and resources at home jegmatigagement at work at some point and
result in a turnover where a company would be position to invest their resources and time
again in creating another engaged employee? Adetlogiestion make this relationship very
important to conduct research on.

Nevertheless, few scholars investigated this mglatiip showing that high engagement indeed
can jeopardise work-life balance. Parkes and Ladgf2008) proved that highly enagaged
employees experienced difficulties in balancingrtpersonal, family and work life. Listau,
Christensen and Innstrand (2017) using the Cortsanvaf Resources (hereinafter: COR) and
examining academics from the Norwegian universagt@ showed that high engagement
potentialy could jeopardise work-life balance bl#oahat two dimensions of engagement:
dedication and vigor are positively correlated wita work-home facilitation meaning that the
Spillover theory (Zedeck, 1992) could be appliecehAccording to this theory a person that is
experiencing high levels of engagement, theretargaging the maximum of their energy and
resources, might spill these emotions into thesopal life, thus eliminating the work-life
balance. Grawitch and Barber (2010) made a studghwshowed a positive and direct
correlation between access to work flexibility asdployee engagement, so did Richman,
Civian, Shannon, Hill, and Brennan (2008) showiratt work-life supportive work
environment would enhance the development of erepl@ngagement. Therefore, in order to
mantain work-life balance employees should be pexviwith flexibilty at work such as: a
reduced number of work hours, alternative work dales, flextime and compressed work
week, which would eventually enhance engagementelland Schneider (2008) suggested
that the COR theory, according to which loss obueses leads to increased levels of stress,
impacts the relationship between work-life balaacel engagement, because engagement
means full engagement of energy and resources rit avmal if all energy and resources are
directed to work engagement then employees mighefbevith no energy and resources
needed to mantain their personal, family life. ldalbben, Harvey, and Bolino (2009) showed,
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as well, that higher levels of work engagement tledconflicts in the personal lives of
employees.

All the previously mentioned studies showed thaigement as much as it seems to have
many positive outcomes also has some negative woeth exploring and discussing.
Therefore, as many studies showed main dowsizeelsted to the highly engaged
employees’ ability to maintain their personal arily life. However, some studies
exploring this relationship found that such relasibip is negatively correlated, meaning
that highly engaged employees will not experierad#lt in their personal life (Schilling,
2014) and that despite the fact that some othesl@chproved the opposite (Parkes, et al.,
2008) such findings could be justified by the Spilr theory. However, considering the
chaotic time we are living in, where chasing goadibess results means higher and higher
levels of work engagement then it is to be assuthatdlengagement might spare all or the
majority of the energy and resources worker "pasg'sand therefore will not have any or
will have less energy and resources to spare in peesonal lives making the relationship
between engagement and work-life balance signifieard positively correlated. Such
disbalance could do more harm to the company de#pathigh level of work engagement,
for instance increased turnover intentions. Theegfdespite all the positive outcomes of
high work engagement, we should bear in mind soaakdffects that a high level of work
engagement can produce. So far, work-life balareens to be the main side effect of high
work engagement. However, if such balance is maetathrough creations of the work-
life supportive work environment and flexibilitiet work then we might be able to
eliminate this side effect of high engagement. Andve take a look at the following
subchapter we will see that engagement is all ab@ating an environment where it will
be nourished. Thus, by creating a work-life suggertvork environment it would be able
to eliminate work-life disbalance as the side dffgicengagement and thereby enchance
engagement as well.

1.5 Building engagement in the workplace

Work engagement as one of the crucial drivers cfifess success and the long-term
growth and development of organisations in the Igiglompetitive market is a relatively
new concept with still unclear concept (Truss, 20¥s it was previously discussed,
different definitions of engagement exist due te fhct that we are dealing with new
concept which is related to the behavior and alitof employees which makes the
acceptance of a unique definition harder. Nevees®la lot of authors, despite the usage
of different elements in creating a definition afgagement, have proved its positive
effects both on the employees as individuals am$eguently on the business outcomes of
an organisation.
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For instance, while defining the concept of engag@nMacey et al. (2008) started from
the idea that engagement is made out of three blsitents: trait, behavior and state. Trait
is referred to proactive personality, conscientness; state is referred to satisfaction,
affection, commitment, involvement and behavioraferred to role expansion, personal
initiative and adaptability. Each of these elementake up an important part of
engagement, indeed those are the elements of engagsubsume. If the practice and
theory oriented researchers accepted such defirofiengagement it would mean that trait
is element either employee possesses or doesrdubedt is a part of their personality.
However, such trait might not have its importangeitiis not encouraged in the
organisation. In other words, no matter how comgmes or proactive an employee may
be, that doesn’t necessarily have to reflect onr thwerk if the organisation does not
encourage, appreciate and develop the environmdmrensuch a trait would be
maintained. However, if conditions which are totéssengagement (antecedents) are not
appropriate or suitable then the environment fetdong such elements does not exist and
engagement cannot be expected either.

Shaufeli et al. (2002), on the other hand, staftedn the idea that engagement is
characterised by the following three elements: nigledication and absorption, whereas
vigor refers to high levels of energy, persisteacd willingness to invest effort, dedication
refers to enthusiasm about work and absorptiornrgeti@ the happiness at work. They
created a series of questions based on which arokss should get a picture about the
level of employees' engagement. On the basis sktlet questions not one of these three
elements can be said to present a positive vielfeads it is defined as a trait according to
Macey et al. (2008) but rather those elements lageones for which a development
environment must be created, otherwise engagem#aok.

One thing is certain, no matter how engagemeneimed, no matter which elements are
found to subsume engagement, work engagement @yadyeth employees are the concepts
that must be taken care of in terms of buildingganironment in which those concepts will
flourish with all positive outcomes. For those canigs which still haven't used this "tool"
in producing better business outcome an emergingstopn iIs how to create an
environment where engagement will flourish?

Therefore the best strategy in building engageraeiaently doesn't exist. But what is sure
is that human resources managers as well as &t othnagers from different layers must
be included in the process of building engagemewnentually, it is all about creating an
environment where engagement will be nourishedfaBostudies have shown that best
strategies to build engagements are those thalvmemgagement of managers themselves
in the process. Engagement cannot be seen aslgonthef a programme, it is rather a
long term process where everyone must be includéerms of collaboration. Trainings of
managers on how to build engagement matters asawéliscussions with employees about
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their level of engagement, their opinions on wleat be done to improve it and eventually
making quantitative analysis about the level ofagy@nent are the key factors for raising
engagement. Even though qualitative analysis cartribky due to the fact that the
statisticians and expert from these field are uguabt involved in the survey, which
sometimes can make managers go on the wrong t&ulch & Rocco, 2013), however if
it is conducted in an appropriate way its resulté show managers how engaged their
employees are and what the next step is. Manatgainsings have a two-side benefit: first,
managers as employees increase their own levelgg#fgement, and secondly, in line with
increased level of engagement they will foster gegaent among employees.

Human resources managers are the ones that aretekpe work on building engagement
among their employees. There are different stragseghat can be used in building
engagement. According to Bakker (2009) one of fh@priate strategies would be to use
Job demand - resources mddéhereinafter: JD-R model) in assessing the leviel o
engagement within the organisation and to deteteicadents of engagement. His strategy
involves an assessment of work engagement andtgsedents on the individual and then
on the organisational level. This strategy involeequalitative analysis which should be
made out of a 45 minutes interview with single emgpks from different layers of the
organisation but also conducting a quantitativeyam of job demand and job resources.
When it comes to conducting analysis on the orgaioisal level, focus is put on the
teams, departments and job positions. Dependingthen results of the conducted
qualitative and quantitative analysis some subgsocgn be formed in order to detect
further indication for interactions. However, thesh important thing when it comes to
applying this strategy is to give feedback to emppés and include them in plans of action
for increasing engagement.

Shuch et al. (2013) advocate development of engagertihrough collection of data,
communication with employees through performanceieres, maintaining setting
sessions, weekly employee-manager conversion whitimake employees feel as a part
of the organisation. Another strategy accordinghtese authors for building engagement
is conducted through work development of employeesmanagers as well. Such strategy
starts from a simple fact: by investing in emplsjeemployees will invest back into the
organisation.

Essentially, while building engagement everythirsg considered within the job and
personal resources as antecedents of work engage8wnthe key strategy in building

! JD-R Model starts from the assumption that evely is characterised by its demands and resources,
whereas a job demand refers to high work pressutleeanotionally demanding interactions with clieats
customers and job resources refer to the suppam tolleagues and supervisors, performance fe&gdbac
skill variety, autonomy in work and learning oppmities. This model is often used to predict work
engagement due to the fact that job resourcesrfesggagement and they tend to have a positivetedfethe

job demand.
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engagement is to invest into the "production” af tbb and personal resources because
those are the drivers of engagement to which ndrtbeoemployees can stay immune.
After all, no matter how well a job is paid if amployee is not satisfied, motivated,
respected or if they don’t have an opportunitietorn and for further development there is
a danger of burnout from which the organisation ncanprofit. So, investing into
engagement pays back because employees will ilnaest into the organisation through
their effort to do their job as good as possiblemnmitment and loyalty. Therefore, an
organisation must provide necessary preconditiongifigagement, otherwise engagement
will lack and the organisation will fail to expeniee all its positive effects.

2 MEASUREMENT OF ENGAGEMENT
2.1 Elusive nature of employee engagement

The main drawback of work engagement is its "nowansality”, thus there is no universal
definition of work engagement according to whictmsokind of a standard methodology
for measuring the level of work engagement woulteX hat is why scholars (Kular et
al., 2008) have their doubts regarding the relegaot the comparison of undertaken
studies due to the fact that different measuresewaken while making conclusions
regarding the level of work engagement worldwidecRcally, there is no unique method
for measuring the level of work engagement, difier@uthors on the basis of their own
perception of work engagement make questionnaireéshware to be applied on a certain
group of employees of a certain industry, coungtg, Such approach which enables the
freedom in making questionnaires based on whaticeguthors find to be relevant in
discovering the level of work engagement can btimg numbers regarding the level of
work engagement into question. If we bear in mimel fact that different presented levels
of work engagement can be the result of differerarasng countries, nations, mentality,
etc. then numbers presented definitely cannot bsulgect of comparison which all
companies want to do first when dealing with thebem of work engagement. That is
why theory-driven researchers appeal to a unigtiaeitien of work engagement as well as
a unique method for measuring work engagement erbétsis of which results would be
presented which could form a relevant and validisodsr the subsequent researches
regarding engagement worldwide.

Basically, depending on conceptualisation, theee different tools for assessing work
engagement, both in applied research and for siieeptirposes. However, in order for an
instrument to be called a measure of engagementust have a clear theoretical basis,
consistency with the corresponding definition, istettal evidence to support validity and
reliability, and practical purposefulness in thgamisational context. There lies the first
issue while assessing work engagement due to ¢keofaa unique concept of engagement.
Another problem lies in the way questions are matide evaluating work engagement.
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The basis of this problem is the fact that fromnaet perspective work engagement is a
state (a feeling of energy and immersion) or a fiveg reflects stable and positive views of
life and work. For example, the answer to the qaestHow do you feel at your work?"
can be answered from two sides: from a positioa person or a person's point of view,
the answer to this question would depend on wipsraon feels on a busy day, why such
feelings exist today and not tomorrow and by catirérom the position of observing
behaviour among people, we may wonder why somel@depl engaged in work, and
others do not. Depending on whether we accept é¢fiaitions of some authors who talk
about work engagement as a relatively long-terrte staer time and thus explicitly ignore
more temporal forms of work engagement that shawtdiations within individuals and
relatively short periods of time, the question ifether the scales for assessing the
engagement of labor are valid. Nowadays, many asitlsirive to measure work
engagement on a daily basis due to the fact thah ékle most engaged employees
sometimes might have a bad day and could feelitesgersed, or could have less zest,
stamina, energy, etc. However, as long as therm islear and unique concept of work
engagement different instruments, models, methb@®ries or whatever name we use to
identify measures of work engagement, with differénawbacks and strengths, will
always exist. Thus, why we prefer some instrumeet another is the main problem when
it comes to this concept of human resources managem

2.2 Previous operationalisations of employee engagent

In the very beginning when engagement as a newomati human resources management
appeared such methodology didn't exist, but sorerahethods were in use. Since work
engagement was considered to be the opposite obbyrthus work engagement was
considered to be a positive antithesis to burnatiich has been a subject of study for
ages. Before the researchers shifted their intetestwork engagement, scholars
investigated work engagement by using the sameumsits as for burnout. The logic
behind such behavior lay in the fact that exhausti® the first dimension of MBI, whereas
MBI stands for Maslach-Burnout Inventory as anrmstent developed by Maslach and
Jackson (1981) for measuring burnout of employees considered to be opposite to
vigor, and cynicism opposite to dedication. In otherds, both concepts, burnout and
engagement were understood to be opposite polesrdinuum that is covered by one
single instrument: the MBI (Shaufeli et al., 200Rgnce, burnout is characterised by the
exhaustion and cynicism which refer to low actigatiand low identification, whereas
engagement is characterised by vigor and dedicatioich refer to high activation and
high identification, what made many authors in\ggte engagement by an opposite profile
of MBI scores. However, burnout and engagementlaaeacterised by a third factor that is
not negatively correlated, thus is not an oppgsile of employees’ well-being as first two
factors are considered to be direct opposites €psdbnal efficiency is the third element of
burnout and absorption is the third element of gegaent) and considering the fact that
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even though the first two dimensions of burnout angagement might be considered to be
direct opposites, thus its structure differs, whitlakes MBI scores not an adequate
measurement of engagement (Shaufeli et al, 2002).

2.3 Methodology for measurement of engagement

Among a lot of different approaches of measurirgylével of work engagement, there are
some commonly used approaches which have beconme popular in recent years. While
exploring the employees as the main factor of lmssirsuccess, scholars were focused on
the negative pole of the well-being of employeasriibut) for years, but in recent years
the focus has shifted to the positive pole, to seecalled work engagement. Work
engagement is defined as an energetic state irhvinicemployee is dedicated to excellent
performance at work and is confident in his or bB#ectiveness (Schutte et al., 2000).
Therefore, engagement consists of three elemeigisr, \dedication and absorption. Vigor
refers to the high levels of energy and mentallieesie, persistence and willingness to
invest effort; dedication refers to the sense ofkigosignificance and enthusiasm, whilst
absorption refers to happiness at work and beithg doncentrated due to the fact that time
passes very quickly while doing one’s job (Shauf8lalanova, Gonzales — Roma, &
Bakker, 2002). Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) haveetitged the three factor analysis, the
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (hereinafter: &yYBvhich supports the given
definition of work engagement. Many studies haverbelone on the basis of this
methodology which validated the usage of the UWEB€asuring work engagement. This
is the most popular measure of engagement whidtilisgaining popularity while the
interest in engagement was, and still is, growih/ES was developed by Arnold Bakker
and Wilmar Shaufeli as two experts on work engagenihis model of measuring work
engagement is based on the following definitiormofk engagement: "Engagement is a
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of minddhis characterised by vigor, dedication,
and absorption. Rather than a momentary and spestdie, engagement refers to a more
persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive sthi is not focused on any particular
object, event, individual, or behavior. Vigor isachcterised by high levels of energy and
mental resilience while working, the willingness itovest effort in one’s work, and
persistence even in the face of difficulties. Datlan refers to being strongly involved in
one's work and experiencing a sense of significaanthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and
challenge. Absorption, is characterized by beirlty ftoncentrated and happily engrossed
in one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and lvexe difficulties with detaching oneself
from work", (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 290120).

Hence, according to Shaufeli et al., (2001) mainstwicts of engagement are: vigor,
dedication and absorption. So, in order to deteentire presence and the level of work
engagement Shaufeli and Bakker made a a self-rep@stionnaire which includes 17
items: 6 vigor items, 5 dedication items, and 6ogtison items, whereas in some other
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studies it includes 15 items: 5 vigor, 5 dedicataod 5 absorption items. Schaufeli et al.
(2002) were at an earlier stage of the instrumeavekpment working on a somewhat
wider version of the UWES questionnaire for job @aggment which initially contained 24
statements. However some of the included itembgtparticular 7 items, appeared to be
unsound and were therefore eliminated so thatelstremained. Each constituting aspect
of work engagement includes a certain statementiwbach employee should rate using
Six response options. Available response optioagram 6=always to 0= never. Since it is
about self evaluation of the employee's conditian, the way he feels about his job, the
response options are: never, almost never, raselpgetimes, often, very often and always.
Those employees that score high on vigor are cersildto have energy, zest and stamina
when working, whereas those who score low on Vigive less energy, zest and stamina as
far as their work is concerned; those who scord log dedication are considered to
strongly identify with their work because it is &j@nced as meaningful, inspiring, and
challenging, whereas those who score low do nattiiyewith their work because they do
not experience it to be meaningful, inspiring, balkenging; moreover, they feel neither
enthusiastic nor proud about their work and tho$® wcore high on absorption are
considered to be happily engrossed in their wdrky tfeel immersed by their work and
have difficulties detaching from it because it e@rthem away, whereas employees who
score low on dedication do not feel engrossed anensed in their work, they neither have
difficulties detaching from it, nor do they forgaterything around them, including time.

The reason for its popularity lies in the fact thigt validity has been proven among
different studies conducted in various countrieshsas Spain, Netherlands, Greece, China,
Denmark, South Africa, etc. (Bakker & Schaufeli080 De Bruin, Hill, Henn, & Muller,
2013; Koyuncu, Burke, & Fiksenbaum, 2006, etc.)emhthe correlation among the three
factor solution was proven to be high (vigor, datimn and absorption). The survey’'s
simplicity in implementation makes it popular amaegearchers as well. The instrument
showed internal consistency (Cronbach alpha) ranfiiom 0.80 to 0.90 (Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004) and exceeding the value of 0.70 wiidhaditionally used as the threshold
for the acceptability of the instrument (NunnallyB&rnstein, 1994).

Even though, the UWES is the most commonly usettument in measuring work
engagement and as such was validated through ntades some authors find that the
scale of answer options is not precise and thusnhot take into account daily variations
of energy, zest, stamina, enthusiasm and othemactaistics of engaged employees to
which, as mentioned previously, researchers stovélevertheless, until such drawbacks
are removed, this instrument will remain the magiylar and most valid one.

Another model accepted worldwide is “Gallup,Qquestionnaires. Two researchers Dr.
Clifton form Nebraska University and Dr. Gallup eadeveloped the so-called “Gallup
Q12" questionnaires which are the product of analgsisducted over many years. Namely,
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since the 1950s Dr. Clifton has studied work anardmg environments in order to

determine the factors that contributed positivelythose environments and that enable

people to capitalise on their unique talents. Hedugarious rating scales and interview

techniques to study individual differences, analgzguestions and factors that explain

differences in people. Concepts studied includedcu$ing on strengths versus

weaknesses,” “relationships,” “personnel suppdiftiendships,” and “learning”. Various

guestions were written and tested, including maayeversions of the Q12 items. In the

1980s, Gallup scientists continued the iterativecpss by studying high performing

individuals and teams. Studies involved assessnwnisdividual talents and workplace

attitudes. Gallup researchers asked top-perfornmdiyiduals or teams to describe their

work environments, and thoughts, feelings, and Weha related to success. The

researchers used qualitative data to generate ligged and insights into the distinguishing

factors leading to success. From these hypothéseg,wrote and tested questions. They

also conducted numerous quantitative studies thuig the 1980s, including exit

interviews, to continue to learn causes of emplaygrover. In the 1990s, the iterative

process continued where during this time, Galligeaechers developed the first version of

the Q12. Such version of Q12 has been administeretbre than 7 million employees in

112 different countries before its final wordingdaorder were completed in 1998. The

Gallup's Q12 is the result of more than 30 yea@cotimulated quantitative and qualitative

research. Q12 has intends to measure two standpdhise that measure attitudinal

outcomes (satisfaction, loyalty, pride, customewise intent, and intent to stay with the

company) and those that measure actionable iskaeslive the above outcomes. So, the

Q12 is made of twelve statements whereas each ge®lshould rate these statements

using six response options. Available responseongtiare from 5=strongly agree to 1=

strongly disagree and a sixth response option =t doiww is unscored. Each statement

measures a certain concept:

. Q00 measures overall satisfaction of employee thigdhcompany,

. Q01 measures expectations of employees,

. Q02 reefers to materials and equipment which ampased to be available to
employees while doing their job,

. Q03 measures opportunity to do what employeesdaidg best,

. Q04 measures recognition for good work,

. QO5 refers to the feeling that someone at workscab®ut the employee,

. Q06 refers to encouragement that employees retaivbeir further development,

. Q07 measure if employees feel that their opinianst,

. Q08 refers to whether employees feel their jobripartant in creating the outcomes
of the organisations (mission/purpose)

. Q09 measures the extent to which employees feel dssociates are committed to
doing quality job,

. Q10 measures the extent to which fellow colleaguesconsidered best friends,

. Q11 refers to how often the progress of employe@saasured, and
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. Q12 refers to learning and growth, i.e. the opputies employees have for their
further development and improvement.

Many authors (Harter & Schmidt, 2002; Harter, SafftmAgrawal, & Plowman, 2012;
Harter, Schmidt, Killham, & Agrawal, 2009;) have lidated the usage of Q12
guestionnaire while measuring the level of work aggment and by the meta-analysis
based on these questions, the effect of employegagement onto business outcomes
which makes it a popular methodology while testvmoyk engagement and its effects on
the business outcomes of an organisation.

Another approach that has been used in testingrdsence of work engagement is the JD-
R model, a so-called job demands-resources theBakker & Demerouti, 2007,
Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001ndeed, this model is testing
engagement by showing how engaged workers molitisie own job resources to stay
engaged. So, it does not directly give the answewnhiether a company is dealing with
engaged employees or not, but rather whether tlmken®omobilise their own job resources
which indirectly refers to engagement. This thedrys been used to predict work
engagement and job performances (Bakker, Van Erkmé&rivan Riet, 2008; Bakker,
Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004). The main reason fempibpularity lies in its flexibility due
to the fact that it can be applied to all work @amiments and can be tailored to a specific
occupation under consideration (Bakker & Demero@fl14) and, even though job
demands and job resources are understood to liggpers of two independent processes,
i.e. job demands are a predictor of exhaustion jahdresources predictors of work
engagement (Bakker et al., 2014), still job demaardsjob resources initiate two different
psychological processes, which eventually affegidrtant organisational outcomes. Such
relationship was proven by different authors, sashBakker, Demerouti, De Boer and
Schaufeli (2003) who applied this model to the Duklecom company where the results
showed that job resources like social support, sugey coaching, performance feedback,
and time control were the main predictors of ddthhcaand organisational commitment,
which, in turn, were related to turnover intentions

Another reason for the popularity of this modethis fact that job demands and resources
interact in predicting occupational well-being. fact, job resources can mitigate job
demands, whereas it was proven that employees \&ke hvailable job resources like
social support, autonomy, performance feedback,cpdrtunities for development cope
better with job demands which eventually effects terformance outcome (Bakker,
Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005). Also, job demands capldy the impact of job resources
on work engagement. This model is valuable in aasgswork engagement because it
includes personal resources such as positive salfrgtions, predicts goal-setting,
motivation, performance, job and life satisfactishich mediate the relationship between
job resources and work engagement, suggestingaihatesources foster the development
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of personal resources. Whereas, Xanthopoulou, Bakkemerouti, and Schaufeli (2009)
suggested that job resources predicted personalneess and work engagement; and
personal resources and work engagement, in tuadigted job resources. Although the
relationship between personal resources and joburess was established by different
authors, the relationship between personal resswuand job demands was not supported
entirely. To sum up, JD-R model, as combination of work cti@réstics, that can be
organised in two categories: job demands and jaourees, shows that these work
characteristic individually affect not only empl@y&ealth and motivation but they have
joint effects on the well-being of an employee whic turn reflects on the engagement of
employees and performance outcome of employeeseder, it also includes personal
resources which are important predictors of moiwatind buffers of unfavorable effects
of job demands. All of this together shows a puesiinterconnection of work engagement
making it a popular and suitable model for meaguand predicting work engagement.

3 ENGAGEMENT AS IMPORTANT FACTOR OF COMPANY'S
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Engagement as a reason of better employees' perfoamces

Different studies conducted all over the world agalifferent age groups, occupational
groups and gender have shown the importance ofgengent towards better employees'
performances (Bakker et al, 2008a; Bakker, 200@bee, 2005; Edmans, 2012, etc).
However, all authors agree on the following: pesitemotions, good health, enthusiasm
and collaborations among happy employees are tsomnewhy working in the field of
employees' engagement are worth all the effortrandey spent because eventually it
will result in better performances of employeeskia et al. (2008a) find positive
emotions, good health, ability to mobilise theisaarces and crossover contagion of
engagement to be the reasons why engaged emplpggesm better. Positive emotions
encourage creativity, innovations, willingness tot pnore effort in the work, work
optimism and confidence and the willingness to halpp other colleagues; good health
enables workers to perform well because they suéss from headaches, chest pain,
cardiovascular problems, and stomach aches; theyatioi mobilise their own resources
results in better performances which is due tofdéioce that engaged employees are able to
increase social support, autonomy, learning oppdrés, and performance feedback and
the transfer of positive experiences appears taltr@s more cooperative behavior and
better task performance. For instance, in theidysmmong 2,229 officers working in one
of 85 teams Bakker et al. (2006) found that teawedlevork engagement was related to
individual team members’ engagement (vigor, detoatand absorption). After checking
for individual members’ job demands and resour&haufeli et al.(2008) conducted a
study among managers which showed that engagenaanpredictive of increases in next
year's job resources, including social support,oaamy, learning opportunities, and
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performance feedback. In their study among foufetgéht Dutch service organisations,
Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) found that engaged ®rarisuffer less from self-reported
headaches, cardiovascular problems and stomach.ache

Ariani (2013) conducted a survey among 507 empleyegh a response rate of 92 %) out
of 550 employees from service industries in Yogygkéndonesia, where out of the 507
respondents, 276 were female and 231 were malethgtgoal to show that engagement is
predominantly associated with organisational citstep behavior (hereinafte©CB).
Therefore, the employees who exhibited higher Ewal engagement were found to
contribute to their organisations with higher levef individual OCB. Such study showed
that engaged employees experience a high levedrmafectivity with their organisation, so
managers who want to see better performances af #meployees should increase
engagement by designing jobs that include motigattharacteristics, particularly with
regard to the significance and variety of the taskformance. Moreover, this study
showed why engaged employees perform better wisiatiue to their ability to exhibit
extra role behavior because they are able to adesimgoals and perform their tasks
efficiently, enabling them to pursue activitiestthee not part of their job descriptions.

3.2 Link between work engagement and business outcome

Bearing in mind that factors such as earnings pares(hereinafter. EPS), profitability,
productivity, and customer ratings are all key oadors in determining organisation’s
health and its potential for growth. It is importan see if such indicators are linked to the
level of employee engagement. Many quantitativdisturegarding the link between work
engagement and company performance have been mdde Blarter, Schmidt, Agrawal
and Plowman (2012) conducted a meta-analysis iardadprove such relationship. Their
study included 192 organisations in 49 industried 84 countries and looked at nine
outcomes: customer loyalty/engagement, profitahiliproductivity, turnover, safety
incidents, shrinkage, absenteeism, patient safetydents, and quality (defects). The
analysis was made on the basis of “Gallug’ Questionnaires. The results confirmed that
the relationship between work engagement and pedoce is substantial.

Gallup (2013) conducted its eighth meta-analysighenQ12 using 263 research studies
across 192 organisations in 49 industries and 3htdes including nearly 1.4 million
employees and confirmed the well-established cdiorebetween employee engagement
and nine performance outcomes: customer ratingsjtadvility, productivity, turnover,
safety incidents, shrinkage (theft), absenteeigtiept safety incidents and quality.

Gallup (2013) also conducted a study among 49 gyiiiaded companies with EPS data
available from 2008-2012 and Q12 data availablenf010 and/or 2011 in its database
and found that organisations with a critical massrgaged employees outperformed their

25



competition and that such companies, therefore pammes with engaged workforces, have
higher earnings per share (EPS) and seem to haweard from the recession at a faster
rate.

The company Aon Hewit (2013) showed a strong cati@h between employee
engagement and financial performance too. Theidysghowed that organisations with
high levels of engagement (65% or greater) contioueutperform the total stock market
index and they posted total shareholder returns BRfter than average in 2010. On the
other hand, companies with low engagement (45%%8)lhad a total shareholder return
that was 28% lower than the average.

The Corporate Leadership Council (2004) conductediobal survey of the engagement
levels of 50,000 employees in 27 countries emplmagstbe link of engagement to business
success and its direct impact on employee perfaceand retention.

3.3 Methods for the improvement of work engagement

For organisations to have engaged workers they dafiste and measure success at every
level in the organisation in a way that focusesrgveerson, team, department, and
business unit on driving performance and resultgyagement is not something that will
appear on its own, it must be nourished, managaust montinuously work on it.
Throughout their studies over the last 15 yeargoasultants of Gallup, Mann and Harter
(2016) have identified five best practices thatriowe engagement and performance:

* integrate engagement into the company's humanatapiategy

* use a scientifically validated instrument to measenmgagement

* understand where the company is today, and wherants to be in the future

* look beyond engagement as a single construct

» align engagement with other workplace priorities.

All these practices should result in creating algirpractice where engagement won't be
seen as a survey that must be conducted once abygarather as a concept which will
help management to align goals and performanceéseotompany after giving feedback
for creating a human capital strategy that willleesthat those goals and performances are
achieved. Therefore, it should result in involvetmemd commitment of leaders,
communication strategy on the basis of which lemderd managers will continuously
work with regular business activities as well as daveloping engaged employees.
Working on the development of employee engagemerthée workplace shouldn't be
something that will be done separately from othesifess activities. It is important that
managers clarify work expectations, get people wtisdy needto do their work,
provide development, promote positive coworkertieteships,—andorovide workers with
new resources, and ensure employees have opp@sutotdo what they do bedtiow,
what instruments are the most appropriate to useei@suring-the employee engagement at
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the workplace can be tricky due to the fact thatehs no standardised measure, so it is
very important to understand the way a company wdtk goals for the future in order to
be able to use appropriate and validated instruisndot measuring employee's
engagement. Hence, it is important to focus on avipg enagagement and not only
measuring it, because measuring engagement, ibppate instruments are used, will give
just facts that will not serve the purpose if tlaegn’t applied or improved. Some managers
tend to make those mistakes by focusing only oualnmeasurement of engagement with
no vision how such numbers can be used in improlbiginess overall. So, the results on
the level of employee engagement are not just nisntaling managers that they are
doing fine, those numbers have their purpose ifl lse& proper way.

Gallup (2014) reported the practice that when mes to the employee engagement the
best organisations integrated:

» strategy and leadership philosophy

* accountability and performance

* communication and knowledge management

* development and ongoing learning opportunities.

Leaders must have a strategy on how to link engagemo the company’s mission and
growth strategy, they must infuse engagement ircthieire of organisation, leaders must
communicate the engagement's impact throughouyteieand share engagement tools and
best practices within the organisation, use ev@podunity to inform employees on the
results of engagement and its effects on busings®mes and, finally, constantly work on
developing work engagement with clear programmesded not only on individuals but
on teams as well.

Aon Hewitt (2013) in its report suggested five kegredients to build a culture of
engagement which are as follows:

* build engaging leadership

* build trusting relationships with your employees

e grow your talent

* enable engagement and performance

» focus on the individual.

Creating a culture of engagement starts with leadser it is crucial for an organisation not
only to have an engaged leader, because every isaian does, but an engaged
leadership, i.e. a group of managers that truly aondstantly work on improving

engagement. Building relationship with employeea isey point in creating engagement
because that is the way an organisation showsnagyees what makes working for that
organisation better than working somewhere elsablimg employees to develop learning
agility in order to provide solutions for the futuare also important and that is why big
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and successful companies provide their employdéselt training, coaching, mentoring,
and recruiting with the desire to do the same thers. Since engagement won't happen on
its own, it is important to provide resources amdgpams that will enable engagement to
flourish within the organisation. Since engagentants out to be an individual concept it
should be measured and managed at that level ds asupossible, which will enable the
organisation to reveal different personalities witthe organisation enabling its leaders to
find proper measures to enhance engagement.

3.4 Trends of engagement in different countries worldude

Shaufeli, Bakker and Salanova (2006) conducte@ssenational study in several countries
using the UWES methodology shortened to 9 itemseravtthe results showed not only
different levels of engagement among countriesdiftgrent levels of engagement among
different occupational groups as well and the thet engagement didn't correlate to the
age of respondents but to gender. Analysis wasumied in the ten following countries:
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Finland, France, Gegmaxetherlands, Norway, South
Africa and Spain which was carried out between 199@ 2003 among following
occupational groups: social work, police, manageim#ne-collar, white collar (profit and
nonprofit), health care and teaching. The resuisred that in the Belgian, German,
Finnish, and Norwegian samples, men scored slighidyner on the three engagement
dimensions than women, whereas the reverse wadairdee South African (only vigor),
Spanish (only dedication and absorption), and Dwgamples. When it comes to the
occupational groups the highest levels of vigoreMeund among educators, managers and
police officers, whereas the lowest scores weresriesl for blue-collar workers, social
workers and counsellors, and health care workens. Aighest levels of dedication were
found among police officers, managers and edusatehereas the lowest scores were
observed for blue-collar workers, white-collar werk in the nonprofit sector and social
workers and counselors. The highest levels of absor were found among police
officers, managers and educators, whereas the i®eeses were observed for blue-collar
workers, white-collar workers in the nonprofit scand health care workers. Moreover,
results of the analysis have showed that engageimehe positive antipode of burnout,
where the level of engagement did not differ amgegder but did slightly among age
groups, hence it increased with age.

Overall engagement on the world scene is not alethed we would expect it to be. Gallup
(2014) conducted a global study from 2009 to 20&ihgithe Gallup €& methodology
which showed that only 13% of the working forcel#2 countries is considered to be
engaged whereas the level of work engagement vanmesg countries. Gallup's general
findings throughout the years are that employegagement is in crisis and is not growing
as it should be, but rather stagnating. Accordmghe previously mentioned studies we
could notice that analyses were conducted in theldped countries where engagement as
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the new notion in human resource management has &k place, so the results of such
studies showing high level of engagement of empmsyia developed countries and effort
of managers on developing it is something thatxgeeted. However developing and
underdeveloped countries are still fighting witlsiesgoroblems such as poverty, corruption,
unemployment, etc., so it is no wonder that engageracks in the business world, not
only among employes but among managers as welu@aktudy confirmed such a thesis
showing that the highest levels of active disengsagd in the world is in the Middle East
and North Africa region, particularly in Tunisi&4@6), Algeria (53%), and Syria (45%).
However, engaged employees might be the next stdpvelopment. Gallup showed that it
is exactly what so-called emerging countries sushMexico, Indonesia, Turkey, South
Africa, Brazil, India, China and Russia, need irithexpansion because they will not be
able to sustain growth which is now based only gpoe and productions, but at the
domestic consumer market. The percentage of wagkgament worldwide is presented in
Table 17 which is part of Appendix B.

Table 2. Regions ranked according to their levetofk engagement

Rank Region Level of the work engagement

(%)

1. USA and Canada 29

2. Australia and New Zealand 24

3. Latin America 21

4, Commonwealth of independent countries and nearb 18

countries

5. Western Europe 14

6. Southeast Asia 12

7. Central and Eastern Europe 11

8. South Asia 10

8. Middle East 10

8. Sub-Saharan Africa 10

8. North Africa 10

9. East Asia 6

SourceGallup Organisation, State of the global workpla2@14, p. 54-104.

According to the data Gallup presented in theirorgpconsiderable variation in
engagement levels across different regions of thedwcan be seen. East Asia showed the
lowest level of engagement which is significantgldw the world's level of engagement of
13%. Such level of work engagement is usually cotatewith the culture of the nation
which is respectful toward authority while open eoumication lacks preventing youth and
young talents to express their own ideas and inmv& Even though Korea is seen to
invest a trillion of Vons into process improvemeohange management, research and
development, and organisational transformatioh thid results are not as expected where
according to Gallup's experts the reason for arktwrn on the investment can be found in
the low level of engagement of Korea's employees.
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Four regions share the next place in the regioh thi¢ lowest level of work engagement:
South Asia, Middle East, North Africa, and Sub-SahaAfrica with a percentage of 10%,
again below the world's level of work engagemerite Tow level of engagement in the
South Asia region, especially in India, accordiogtite Gallup's study comes from the
ineffective management due to which employees dgoedorm at their best whereas in
East Asia it can be connected with Confucianisnfer@ace to authority is a deeply
entrenched social value. South Africa's economgdamany structural changes which
might be the reason for these regions to have dde@l of work engagement. On the other
hand, in the Middle East such numbers for thisaegire even promising.

Central and Eastern Europe took seventh placethvithevel of work engagement of 11%
which is below the world average. Among 20 cousirieoland has the highest and Turkey
the lowest level. Considering the structure of dmoeintries from which this region is
composed of, it is evident that we are talking abdeveloping, so-called countries in
transition which are still fighting with basic priems like: high levels of unemployment,
corruption, nepotism, slow economic growth, etc. iBsuch circumstances employees are
happy to have a job which in many cases does motige the environment for increasing
engagement.

Southeast Asia takes the sixth place among thedgoregion with the level of work
engagement of 12%, still lower than the averagddiolevel of work engagement. Even
though the Phillipines show a high level of worlgagement in this region other included
countries unfortunately have a significantly loievel of work engagement. Since these
are the fast growing economies highly engaged wocks will have an advantage in
seizing opportunities for some further growth. Desthe fact that Indonesia in this region
has the GDP growth of more than 6% per year, it s the lowest level of work
engagement in this region of only 8%, where Gallupsearchers find the opportunity for
further economic growth and increasing the level vadrk engagement. Nowadays
managers use a so-called "command and control"addtr managing which is evidently
not an appropriate one due to the fact that a ntyjof the Indonesian work force is
younger than 30, so in order to engage such emgdoymd to harness their talents
managing strategies with open communication, mergaand coaching system might be
the right ones for increasing the level of work aggment.

Western Europe made out of the 19 most developedtces in the world showed a
relatively low level of work engagement of 14% whits just a little above the world
average of 13%. Such results might be the resulieosevere consequences of the last debt
crisis, especially in France, Ireland, Italy, aqhf® which made many young people lose
their jobs and those who were lucky enough to kibegir jobs stayed to work in the
workplace which might not be a workplace that cagege them.
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The Commonwealth of independent countries and geawbntries took fourth place with

the level of work engagement of 18%. The level affkvengagement varies among the
countries, whereas the lowest level was measuredzerbaijan and the highest in

Kazakhstan. Latin America took third place accogdio the Gallup's study of the level of
work engagement globally with 21%. Among 22 cowstnncluded in the study, Mexico

has the lowest level with 12% whereas Panama leakigimest level of work engagement.
With increased foreign direct investment and mo@er&@DP growth, the economic

environment in Latin America has improved consibbran the past decade followed by
the low level of unemployment where we can find tbasons for Latin America showing

the level of work engagement of 21%.

Australia and New Zealand have among the higheadl lef work engagement (24%)
which is significantly above the world's level. Hewer, despite this high level of work
engagement these countries are still struggling @isengaged employees among whom
according to the Gallup’s 2011-2012 employee reseafi7% of actively disengaged
workers in Australia and New Zealand admitted teimg experienced stress the day
before, while 24% experienced sadness and 42% ierped worry. Therefore, even
regions with considerably high levels of work engagnt have to work on engaging the
rest of the working populations. USA and Canadewsld the highest level of work
engagement in the world with the percentage of 28%eh numbers are not surprisingly
good, due to the fact that we are talking abouebtiged countries that are not struggling
with unemployment or any other economic problemsueT recession brought some
difficulties , as elsewhere in the world, howevers obvious that like Australia and New
Zealand, USA and Canada still have space to inereesr level of work engagement.

Besides these differences in the level of work gegaent among countries and regions
worldwide, Gallup (2014) also showed that there @diféerences in the level of work
engagement among different occupations and leivetiocations. Occupations that have
been subject of analysis are as follows: managexsigives/officials, professional work,
clerical/office workers, installation/repair worlkerservice workers, construction/ mining
workers , manufacturing/production workers, salawkers, transportation workers,
farming/fishing/forestry workers, whereas whenatmes to education the study included
elementary education or less, secondary educatidrieatiary education. In some regions
employees with the highest level of work engagenemd to be the ones who are the most
likely to be engaged, whereas in some regionsvtas versa, thus employees with a low
level of education tend to be among the most erdyayeployees. Such results mostly
depend on the economic situation in the regionsosne countries which are not able to
provide jobs for highly educated individuals aresé which have employees with the low
education levels to be most engaged. The resuliseohnalysis among regions are shown
in the following table.
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Table 3. Level of work engagement among occupatmakslevels of education

among regions

Region

Result of analysis

USA and Canada

engagement drops with the employees’ higher leskEducation
managers tend to have the highest level of worlagegent

Australia and New Zealand

engagement is higher among those employees witleamentary
education or less than among those with highelddenfeeducation
job types in which employees are most likely teebgaged tend t
be those that do not typically require high levefseducation,
including farmers, installation/ repair workersdaservice workers

O

Latin America

jobs that tend to require higher levels of educatiod provide a
more autonomous working environment such as prioiesk
workers and those in management or leadership tefesto show
a higher level of work engagement

Commonwealth of independent
countries and nearby countries

engagement rates increase among employees whoahevkege
education employees in leadership roles, includimgnagers
executives, and officials, post the strongest eegemt results
among job types

Western Europe

engagement rates are slightly higher among thosén &nh
elementary education or less than among those aittollege
education employees in job types that tend to requmore
education such as professionals and managersuteses; and
officials are no more likely to be engaged thanséhan more
routinized job types like manufacturing and consian.

Southeast Asia

engagement of employees with a higher level of atioic is
higher employees working in industries less likdéty require
higher levels of formal education including coostion and
manufacturing are least likely to be engagedhéirtjobs.

Central and Eastern Europe

engagement rates increase among employees whoahevkege
education engagement is higher among occupaticatsréguire
more education and tend to be characterised by morenomy
and influence such as managers and profession&kvgor

South Asia employees with tertiary education are more likelyp& engaged
professional workers are among the most engaged
Middle East employees of tertiary education are among the rikaly to be

engaged professional workers, managers and offizekess are
among the most engaged

Sub-Saharan Africa

the most highly educated Africans and those ingssibnal job
categories are the most engaged

North Africa

employees of tertiary education are among the rikely to be
engaged professional workers, managers and offinkess are
among the most engaged

East Asia

employees who are most likely to hold positionsaofhority like
managers, executives, or officials and professiomatkers are
likely to be actively engaged engagement among @yepk of all
levels of engagement is almost at the same level

SourceGallup Organisation, State of the global workpla2@14, p.54-104.
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Aon Hewitt (2017), the consultancy house which iglabal leader in human capital
consulting and outsourcing solutions provides ahmeports on the trends in global
employee engagement as well. Their study is corduict more than 1,000 organisations
around the globe using data from more than fivdionilemployee responsesccording to
the result of their studgp5% of examined employees are engaged, the Galhlpalg
employee engagement reporting 13%. But we must ipearind that Gallup's study is
conducted worldwide in different countries, in di#nt industries at different levels of
every organisation, whereas Aon's study is conduatéhe top companies in the world.

Gallup's and Aon's researchers agree on the follpwiemployee engagement does not
have an upward, but rather a downward trend. InfdHewing graph Aon presented the
changes in the employee engagement throughoutettiss wmong different regions of the
world. If we take a look at the trend of employagagement in regions reported by Gallup
and Aon we can notice than findings match in a wagt compared to the global average
Europe has a lower level of engagement, that NArtrerica and Latin America have
higher levels of employee engagement comparedeavtirld's average, that Asia Pacific
shows a slowdown trend whereas only Australia isxaeption.

Figure 1. Employee engagement in Latin Americaglotdally
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Figure 2. Employee engagement in North Americaglabally
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Figure 3. Employee engagement in Europe and ghpball
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Figure 4. Employee engagement in Africa and glgball
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Figure 5. Employee engagement in Asia Pacific dobdaily
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In chapter 1.3 Main drivers (antecedents) of eegant we discussed the drivers of work
engagement. Aon Hewitt (2011) made an analysis gmegions regarding the drivers of
work engagement their nations find to be the mogiortant. Just as the level of work
engagement among regions, drivers of work engagemiéier among nations. What
drives employees engagement worldwide is showrnénfollowing tables where drivers
that Aon set to be relevant the nations rankedrdaog to their opinion.
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Table 4. Top five drivers of employee engagemerdragnregions

Engagement Drivers | Asia-Pacific| Europe| Latin America| North America
Career Opportunities 1 1 1 1
Brand Alignment 2 3 3 4
Recognition 3 5 2 5
People/HR Practices 5 2 5 -
Organisation reputation - - - 3
Managing performance - - - 2
Pay 4 4 4 -
Valuing People/ - - - -

Source Aon Hewit, Trends in Global Employee Engagem2®it,1, p.9.

Previously mentioned studies showed that the lefrelork engagement does not only vary
among the countries and regions to which these tdeanbelong to, but among the
professions, educational levels, and drivers ofleyge engagement as well. Some studies
showed that neither gender nor years are relevanthie level of work engagement,
whereas some studies showed different results (K&0@9). Such diversity in the results
of the study are the outcome of the way engagemeneasured as well as of the targeted
groups that are examined and cultural differenéexaminers. In the previous chapter we
mentioned that such diversity among the resulth@fevel of work engagement is mainly
due to the fact that engagement as a notion in huesources is not standardised nor is
there a unique formula or definition of such notlmetause we are dealing with something
that is supposed to measure behaviour, feelingeardions of employees for which there
cannot be a unique approach.

4 EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON ENGAGEMENT IN BH TELECOM
AND ELEKTROPRIVREDA

The aim of this research is to investigate thelkewéwork engagement among employees
in BH Telecom and Elektroprivreda, to make a corafpae analysis of employees work
engagement in the two mentioned companies in dadassess if this could be the reason
for a high business performance of the companiesid®s the overall level of work
engagement we wanted to see if there are somerdatiffes in the level of work
engagement among different categories of employeas,is, if different characteristics
such as gender, level of education, age or lenfgitodking experience influence the level
of work engagement. In line with the previously memed, the following research
guestions will be the subject of discussion: Are #mployees of BH Telecom and
Elektroprivreda engaged employees which could ke dhuse of their high business
performances and if yes, do different charactesstf employees make a difference
among the level of work engagement?
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4.1 Company description

BH Telecom and Elektroprivreda are publicly ownemnpanies and market leaders in
their fields. Moreover, Elektroprivreda as the pareompany in the Elektroprivreda B&H
Group which provides services of generation, trassion and distribution of electricity is
a monopolist, as the only company supplying theallemnd natural entities with the
electricity in FB&H. On the other hand, BH Telecasrthe leading telecom operator, but it
is not the monopolist, due to the fact that in 2@€l@communication market opened up
and other operators have come on the market, butrttarket share is still low.

Table 5. Information about BH Telecom

Year | Number of employees Profit (in BAM)
2014 3.538 78.541.120
2015 3.468 80.166.353
2016 3.426 92.799.266

SourceBisnode - Provider of digital business information

BH Telecom is a stock company in which 90% of @it owned by the FB&H, and 10% is
owned by minority shareholders. BH Telecom is aliteg provider of telecommunication
services which according to its investments iniguéa able to provide high quality services
and it is a member of international associationsdiecommunication.

Table 6. Information about Elektroprivreda

Year | Number of employees Profit (in BAM)
2014 4.990 3.234.760
2015 4.882 3.635.753
2016 4.709 12.858.086

SourceBisnode - Provider of digital business information

Elektroprivreda is a joint stock company in whidb® of capital is owned by the FB&H,
and 10% is owned by minority shareholders. It gfeam the 2009 parent company in
the EPB&H Concern, which is connected to severatanies in the field of mining and
manufacturing of equipment whereas other compardes subsidiary companies.
Elektoprivreda is headquarted in Sarajevo wherkasstibsidiaries are headquartered in
Tuzla, Kakanj, Mostar, Zenica and Béha

Thus, we are dealing with two leading companielSB&H, which most likely, due to their
ownership, are still the leaders on the market. éle@x, competition is growing for both of
them and unless they adapt they will not be ablkeustain a long term performance. After
all, the mission of both companies is to keep #agling position, thus to strengthen their
market position and customer confidence througlctmtinuous professional development
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of staff, the management of human resources anprdyiding a positive organisational
climate which evaluates and appreciates the suafegs employees. It is important to
acknowledge that both companies are socially resptenfor investing not only in their
infrastructure, but also in the education and ingnof their employees and the
environment sponsoring different projects acrossctiuntry.

4.2 Research methodology

The measurement of job engagement was conductdd tivd UWES (Utrecht work
engagement scale), which was designed by SchaufdliBakker (Schaufeli et al., 2003),
so the questionnaire was based on the Utrecht WWadagement Scale which included
three dimensions: vigor, absorption and dedicatiath dimension has a set of statements
which employees are supposed to confirm or denyeawer seven option were given
which were scaled from zero to six as follows: mg@émost never (a few times a year or
less), rarely (once a month or less), sometiméswaimes a month), often (once a week),
very often (few times a week) and always (every)daVhe results of the questionnaire
will be processed using the SPSS programme wher&et#el of work engagement among
the employees of these two companies will be asdems the basis of which a conclusion
regarding possible differences will be stated. tiemranalysis will be conducted with the
aim to investigate if there is difference in thedeof work engagement among male and
female employees, professional workers and managemnployees of different level of
education and if age and length of working expegeraffect the level of work
engagement, where the respondents will be a pamefsample that is gathering the data
from both companies into one sample, due to the faat such analysis between
companies would not be representative because avéealing with a small sample. Since
both companies are publicly owned companies, wbergjoal was to see what the level of
work engagement in companies with such ownershigvésfound it to be appropriate to
investigate if the different characteristics of éoyees of these two companies affect their
level of work engagement. Besides this questioenaiterviews were conducted with
employees in human resources department in ordéindoout if the managers of the
company pay attention to their employees in ordemake them more engaged in their
work and if so, which methods were used to engmithe engagement of employees.

The current study selected 115 employees randoroly fiwo companies to fill in the
guestionnaires, whereas 57 employees of BH Tel@esponded to the questionnaires with an
age from 19 to 69 (M=42,11; SD=12,59) and 58 engae\of Elektroprivreda responded to the
guestionnaires with an age from 24 to 61 (M=4031559,56). The average age of the whole
sample (N=115) is 41,54 (M=41,54; SD=11,13). Empksythat have taken the questionnaire
are those of main offices of Elektroprivreda arl Belecom headquartered in Sarajevo, where
the respondent rate was 57,5% (200 questionnaiges giwen to both companies, that is 100
guestionnaires each). Since the goal of the studytavinclude as many employees as possible
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with different occupations within the companies sjeanaires were distributed to those
employees who were willing to participate in thisdy, so the respondents were selected
randomly due to general reluctance of employegsuticipate in the survey (which is the main
issue when conducting studies in the companiegii)B

Of all the employees in BH Telecom 23 were malecgupying 40%; and 34 female
employees, with a percentage of 60%; 48 were psfeal workers, occupying 84%, and
9 managers, with a percentage of 16%; 20 employees those with tertiary education,
with a percentage of 35%, and 37 those with seagndducation, occupying 65%.
According to their age, respondents were divided @ groups: group 1 was made of
employees up to 29 years of age (2 respondentsipgicy 4%), group 2 employees
between 30 and 49 years of age (44 respondentspyiog 77%) and group 3 employees
who were 50 and more than 50 years old (11 respisdeccupying 19%). According to
the length of their working experience respondergre divided into 4 groups where group
1 was made of employees with working experiencetau® years (19 respondents,
occupying 33%), group 2 was made of employees wihking experience between 10
and 19 years (10 respondents, occupying 18%), gBowas made of employees with
working experience between 20 and 29 years (2loremts, occupying 37%) and group
4 was made of employees with working experienc8@and more years (7 respondents,
occupying 12%). To sum up, the age of the respasdanged from 19 (min) to 69 (max)
with an average of 42,1 years, whereas the lengtfoking experience measured from 1
month to 39 years, with an average of 15,9 years.

Of all the employees in Elektroprivreda 20 were enalccupying 34,5%; and 38 female,
with a percentage of 65,5%, whereas 56 were miesal workers, occupying 96,6%,
and 2 were managers, with a percentage of 3,42eniployees were those with tertiary
education, with a percentage of 20,7%, and A46tlaose with secondary education,
occupying 79,3%. According to their age responderaie divided into 3 groups: group 1
was made of employees up to 29 years of age (®megpts, occupying 13,8%), group 2
of employees between 30 and 49 years of age (3B®mdsnts, occupying 65,5%) and
group 3 was made of employees who were 50 and thare50 years old (12 respondents,
occupying 20,7%). According to the length of thewmrking experience the respondents
were divided into 4 groups where group 1 was matieeraployees with working
experience up to 9 years (21 respondents, occup¥$)8%), group 2 was made of
employees with working experience between 10 anglel®s (20 respondents, occuoying
34,5%), group 3 was made of employees with worlemgerience between 20 and 29
years (13 respondents, occupying 22,4 %) and grbupas made of employees with
working experience of 30 and more years (4 respasgdeccupying 6,9%). To sum up, the
age of the respondents ranged from 24 (min) to(n@dx) with an average of 41 years,
whereas the length of working experience measued ® months to 35 years, with an
average of 13,5 years.

38



4.3 Results on employee engagement
4.3.1 Results on the overall level of work engagement amg BH Telecom and
Elektroprivreda

The following tables show average results, standbrdiations and standard subscale
errors, comparing the results for the two differenipanies in which the study was

conducted. As we can see in the first table, onmamee Elektroprivreda employees have
achieved slightly higher scores on vigor, and BHedem's employees have on average
achieved a slightly higher score on dedication albsbrption. Since the main score of all
three dimensions in both companies are is than Bereas the total score of

Elektroprivreda is 5.04 and total score of BH Telacis 5.17, that means that employees
of both companies score high on work engagement.

Table 7. Comparison of the level of work engagenaembng BH Telecom and
Elektroprivreda

Engagment| Company N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
dimension
Vigor BH Telecom 57 5.04 1.074 0.142
Elektroprivreda| 58 5.14 0.834 0.109
Dedication | BH Telecom 57 5.22 1.445 0.191
Elektroprivreda| 58 4.89 1.166 0.153
Absorption | BH Telecom 57 5.26 1.187 0.157
Elektroprivreda| 58 5.08 1.020 0.134
Total score | BHTelecom 5.17
Elektroprivreda 5.04

To test whether the obtained differences weressiedily significant, we used a t-test for
large independent samples. From the table belowléT&.) we can see that these
differences are not statistically significant akrievel of 5%. We conclude that between
employees of BH Telecom and Elektroprivreda thenmea difference in engagement in any
of the three dimensions, i.e. we cannot say thgileyees of Elektroprivreda are more
engaged than employees of BH Telecom or vice versa.
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Table 8. T-test results

Engagment t Df Sig. (2- Mean Std. 95% Confidence
dimension tailed) | Differen | Error Interval of the
ce Differe Difference
nce Upper Lower
Vigor -0.556 105.562 0.579 -0.10p  0.180 -0.456 0.2%56
Dedication 1.338 107.406 0.184 0.328 0.245 -0.158 0.814
Absorption 0.856 109.903 0.394 0.177 0.207 -0.282 0.586

4.3.2 The differences in job engagement between male afeimale company employees

In order to investigate the three-dimensional tssof work engagement by men and
women, we calculated average values, standardtdmsaand standard three-dimensional
errors, especially for each sex. An investigatibrthe scores gained by male and female
employees in their job engagement shows that nmafgdagees on average scored slightly
better than female ones on the dimension of vigor dedication while female employees
on average scored slightly better than male ondb@dimension of absorption (Table 9.).

Table 9. Comparison of work engagement among nasldgsemales

Engagment | Gender N Mean Std. Deviatior Std. Error Mean

dimension

Vigor Male 43 5.12 0.981 0.150
Female 72 5.07 0.950 0.112

Dedication | Male 43 5.13 1.311 0.200
Female 72 5.01 1.327 0.156

Absorption | Male 43 5.11 1.081 0.165
Female 72 5.20 1.125 0.133

To test whether the obtained differences werestitally significant, we used a t-test for large
independent samples. From the table below (Tahlewk® can see that these differences are
not statistically significant at a risk level of S%oncluding that there is no difference in the
overall level of work engagement among males amdles of the two companies.

Table 10. T-test results for work engagement ammalgs and females

Engagment t Df Sig. Mean Std. Error 95%
dimension (2- Difference | Difference| Confidence
tailed) Interval of the
Difference
Lower | Upper
Vigor 0.247 | 86,217] 0.806 0.046 0.187 -0.325 0.417
Dedication 0.469| 89.356 0.64D 0.119 0.254 -0.885623.
Absorption | -0.450| 91.302 0.654 -0.095 0.211 -0.516.325
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4.3.3 The differences in job engagement between companymployees regarding
their position in company

An investigation of the scores gained by managedsprofessional workers shows that on
average managers scored slightly better on the rdiime of absorption and dedication

while professional workers on average scored addier than managers on the dimension
of vigor (Table 11).

Table 11. Comparison of the level of work engagemaemong managers and
professional workers

Engagment | Position N Mean | Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

dimension

Vigor Manager 50 5.03 1.097 0.155
Professional workef 65 5.14 0.840 0.104

Dedication | Manager 50 5.17 1.458 0.206
Professional workef 65 4.97 1.201 0.149

Absorption | Manager 50 5.21 1.215 0.172
Professional workef 65 5.14 1.020 0.127

As we can see in the following table (Table 12hg tlifferences between managers and
professional workers have not been statisticatipiicant and we conclude that there are
no differences in the overall degree of work engag@ between managers and
employees.

Table 12. T-test results for work engagement ammagagers and professional workers

t Df Sig. (2- | Mean Std. 95% Confidence
tailed) | Differen Error Interval of the
Engagment ce Differen Difference
dimension ce t
Lower | Upper

Vigor -0.612 89,213 0.542 -0.114 0.18y -0.486 0.257
Absorption 0.782 93.937 0.436 0.199 0.254 -0.306 704.
Dedication 0.320 95.113 0.750 0.068 0.213 -0.355 49D.

4.3.4 The differences in job engagement between companynployees with different
length of working experience

Examining the relationship between work experieacd job engagement, we decided to
divide the work experience into 4 categories (ascdeed previously), and the statistical
significance of the three dimensions of engagenbemiveen these four categories was
checked by variance analysis. As we can see ineT4Bl, the differences between the
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employees of different work experience have notnbsttistically significant and we
conclude that there are no differences in the @degfeengagement at work or in a single
dimension between employees with different workegignce.

Table 13. Comparison of the level of work engagememong employees with different
length of working experience

Engagment dimension Sum of SquaresDf Mean F Sig.
Square
Vigor Between 2.561 3 0.854 0.929 0.429
Groups
Within 101.952 111 0.918
Groups
Total 104.514 114
Dedication | Between 6.127 3 2.042 1.184 0.319
Groups
Within 191.436 111 1.725
Groups
Total 197.564 114
Absorption | Between 4.408 3 1.469 1.211 0.309
Groups
Within 134.675 111 1.213
Groups
Total 139.083 114

4.3.5 The differences in job engagement between companynployees with different
age

Examining the relationship between age and workagement, we decided to divide our
employees into three age categories (as previauslgtioned in chapter 4.2.), and the
statistical significance of the three dimensions esfgagement between these three
categories was checked by variance analysis. Asamesee in Table 14., the differences
between the employees of different ages have nen Iséatistically significant, and we
conclude that there are no differences in the l®felvork engagement or in a single
dimension between employees of different ages.

42



Table 14.Comparison of the level of work engagemaembng employees of different age

Engagment () (J) age Mean Std. | Sig. | 95% Confidence
dimension Age | group | Difference | Error Interval

group (1-3) Lower | Upper

Bound | Bound

Vigor up to 2 -0.246 0.253 0.626 -0.87 0.38
29 3 -0.542 0.276 0.151 -1.23 0.14

30-49 1 0.246 0.253 0.626 -0.38 0.87

3 -0.296 0.202 0.34p -0.80 0.20

50 and 1 0.542 0.276 0.151 -0.14 1.23

more 2 0.296 0.202 0.34p -0.20 0.80

Dedication up to 2 0.067 0.345 0.982 -0.79 0.92
29 3 -0.612 0.377, 0.271 -1.55 0.32

30-49 1 -0.067 0.34%5 0.982 -0.92 0.79

3 -0.679 0.275 0.051 -1.36 0.00

50 and 1 0.612 0.377, 0.271 -0.32 1.55

more 2 0.679 0.275 0.051 0.00 1.36

Absorption Upto 2 0.005 0.292 1.000 -0.72 0.73
29 3 -0.453 0.319 0.368 -1.24 0.34

30-49 1 -0.005 0.292 1.000 -0.73 0.72

3 -0.458 0.233 0.14p -1.04 0.12

50 and 1 0.453 0.319 0.368 -0.34 1.24

more 2 0.458 0.233 0.14p -0.12 1.04

4.3.6 The differences in job engagement between companynployees with different
levels of education

Respondents with secondary education show onlyal shfference on the dimension of
vigor at work, while respondents with a univergiggree on average scored slightly better
on dedication and absorption (Table 15.). Howewerprder to check whether these
differences were at the same time statisticallyificant, we tested them with a t-test for
large independent samples. The results are shotie ihable 16. By examining the results
of t-tests we conclude that none of these diffeesnare statistically significant, i.e.
respondents of different educational status alect&d be engaged equally.
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Table 15. Comparison of the level of work engagememong employees with different
education level

Engagment Education level N | Mean| Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

dimension

Vigor Highschool 49 5.10 1.196 0.171
University 66| 5.09 0.743 0.091

Dedication| Highschool 49 5.02 1.576 0.225
University 66| 5.08 1.097 0.135

Absorption| Highschool 49 5.04 1.04 0.201
University 66| 5.26 0.815 0.100

Table 16. T-test results for engagement among grapowith different levels of

education
t-test for Equality of Means
t Df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95%
tailed) | Difference| Difference| Confidence
Engagment Interval of the
dimension Difference
Lower | Upper
Vigor 0.035 | 74.936 0.972 0.007 0.194 -0.379 0.393
Dedication | -0.207] 80.999 0.837 -0.054 0.263 -0.5717.468
Absorption| -0.963] 71.711 0.339 -0.216 0.224 -0.663231

4.3.7 Discussion regarding the conducted interviews witimanagers

Besides obtaining the results based on the questias of employees of two companies,
we wanted to see how much attention the human resomanagers of these two
companies pay when it comes to building an enviemnwhere employees would be
engaged. Interview was comprised out of 11 questwhich are presented in Table 18
(Appendix D).

On the basis of the answers given to these quas(itwe transcript of the interviews is
presented in Appendix E) we concluded that manaigeBH Telecom are slightly more
aware of the importance of engagement where nedepport is provided by different
team buliding workshops, individual conversatiorrtain compensation and etc, while
managers in Elektroprivreda, still do not have @aclvision on what work engagement
really represents or if they do, nothing has beenedat the level of human resource
department, but rather the responsibility of mdting and engaging employees has been
delegated to the managers at lower hierarchy. Hewewne of these two companies have
a plan when it comes to how to engage their emp®ya a right way, nor have they
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measured level of work engagement among their eapkor planned a budget for some
further activities in this area.

The overall conclusion is that managers do not igtded what engagement really means,
that engagement is not just about how some emptogaa contribute to the business
outcome by working or delivering their tasks by tjigen deadlines, but it is a wider
picture. Additionally, they are unaware of its inm@amce in a way it has been handled so
far, because they still rely on the fact that erppés will engage themselves merely
because of the thought that they work in a sucakgsiblicly owned company in such an
economy when people are lucky to have a job wilakmufficient reason for their further
engagement.

4.4 Discussion and recommendations

The results of the present study showed that erepoyf both companies, BH Telecom
and Elektroprivreda tend to be engaged employelesteremployees of Elektroprivreda on
average scored slightly better on vigor, whereapleyees of BH Telecom on average
scored slightly better on dedication and absorptidius, those differences do not affect
the overall level of work engagement, i.e. empleyeé both companies aspire to be
engaged. However, such results should be integpieieefully due to the fact that a high
variability is present in the answers among empsyeelatively high standard deviations
of each dimension of UWES are indicators of sudtabdlity (Table 7.) and if we take a
look at the frequencies of the answers (Tables ppehdix F) we can notice such
variability where answers indeed vary from O to 16 the scale meaning that not all
employees are equally engaged. Since we also ctedluterviews with the managers in
both firms, we could see that managers are sékperienced when it comes to the field of
work engagement. One of the reasons for such vhtiyah the answers of employees can
be found in the fact that nothing has been donkotmst engagement among employees,
where employees are those who should engage thesaseith no appropriate support
from management making them more vigorous thancdéeti or vice versa.

However, the main question here is what the reafmmsuch conceptualisation of work

engagement are. While asking managers to elaborattheir answers regarding what
engagement means for them we got the impressianntaaagers tend to rely on the
market position of the company which enables thmpamy to provide benefits such as:
much higher salaries than the average salary in HiB&xtra bonuses when going on
vacation, extra bonuses for celebrated holidays, &t be the main drivers of work

engagement. Eventhough there are some authorsimhbénefits to be one of the drivers
of work engagement (Anitha, 2014; Lockwood, 2008ksS 2006), but not the sole driver
of work engagement as it is understood to be isgh@o companies. Since we are talking
about two publicly owned companies which due tdrthearket position, monopilist or
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oligopolist, and their core business won't lackfigpmaking benefits to be something that
won't lack as well, then it is understandable whanagers tend to understand engagement
the way they do.

Moreover, due to their positions on the market dredr "secure" profit the managers do
not find the need to encourage further engagentfewe add the fact that even if they fail
to provide the profit which is expected there wdar@tmuch protest for because the system
in FB&H is constructed in that way that managerpublicly owned companies don't take
their roles as serious as they should nor doesyhtem force them to answer for their
mistakes, such as ruining the company and resuitindpe lack of effort to encourage
engagement of their employees. Therefore, reasorthé managers lacking the awareness
of what engagement really means can be found ngtiortheir market positions but as
also in the fact that we are talking about publmiyned companies where managers do not
understand their role in a proper way. Also, th&tay that enables them to be managers is
not aware of the real role of the managers bueraths understood as the other "chair" for
the political party in which an elected manageneglecting the fact that such perception
will have great consequences at some point. Howeercan just assume what the reasons
of managers understanding engagement poorly oeraththe wrong way are, because it
would be hard even imposible to investigate suchgpions.

The results also showed that there is no differem¢ke level of work engagement among
employees with different length of working expedendifferent age, different position or
in the different level of work engagement in th@teompanies, i.e. among both categories
(male and female; managers and professional wqrkkose with only a high school
diploma or a university diploma).

To sum up, even though an overall level of workagggnent seems to be present in both
companies, due to the variability in the given amswvwe must be careful while
interpreting such results because not all employaesequally engaged and there is
evidently space for further improvement. Especidliye take into account the results of
the conducted interviews with managers, where weloded that there is no awareness of
what engagement really stands for and how impoittaist for a company. Thus, results
regarding the level of work engagement in both cammgs should be understood with a
"reserve". However, we cannot neglect the stasiktiesults which showed that employees
of these two companies tend to be engaged, wheregemgement can be the reason why
these two companies, among all publicly owned congsa show positive numbers when
it comes to their profits, which is a recommendatior further analysis on a correlation
between these two factors especially since noninexfe two companies have done any
kind of similar study even though their manageraincl that they are aware of how
important factor engagement is in achieving béitexiness outcomes.
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Since all variables in this study were measuredddffassessment questionnaires we must
be aware of certain limitations such as that thege probability of failing to fully respond

to answers with honesty either due to mistrustheirt own anonymity or due to the
awareness of the importance of their position (toigld also be one of the reason of high
variability in the answers). Also, we must be awafethe fact that this study was
conducted only in Sarajevo, in the headquartesredsethese two companies have much
higher numbers of employees across the countrychwihvould be interesting to explore in
a future analysis.

So, due to the mentioned limitations of the achdenesults we will point out few facts that
can influence the overall level of work engagenwdrthese two companies in the long run.
Hence, among three dimensions, according to thensned each dimension of both
companies, as the indicators of the level of womgagement, employees of
Elektroprivreda on average scored slightly worsealedication whereas employees of BH
Telecom on average scored slightly worse on vigeidently BH Telecom's employees
lack energy while doing their job which can be tethto the answer that their managers
gave when it comes to the ways they engage theiames, i.e. that employees are lucky
to have such a job and that only such thoughts ntad® do their job and engage them
with work. If employees are doing their job just deliver their tasks by the given
deadlines, which is according to the managers ofTBlécom a crucial indicator of work
engagement, no wonder that on average these eneglggered low on this dimension.

A solution for such low scores must be found firstraising the awareness of managers
regarding the significance of work engagement, that we are not only talking about
intellectual dedication to job but emotional as lwe&hich will result in enthusiastic
employees bursting with energy who are also mentakilient to any obstacles that can
arise at work. On the other hand, Elektroprivre@a'gployees on average scored slightly
worse on dedication, where the main reason for smwhscores can be found in the fact
that their managers treat employees as "machinehwisage must be maximised" where
the environment where such employees would feelnmgtul, enthusiastic, inspired,
proud and challenging, as to what dedication referss not provided because managers
do not have a clear vision of what engagement mhaeaor the fact that no activities were
undertaken in order to engage employees. Bottoenidirthat if these two companies wish
to have engaged employees in the long run, thetlatttheir employees should be happy
just because they have a job will not maintain gegaent nor increase it.

Thus, managers must start from the top of the compay firstly integrating work

engagement into the company's human strategy, bidiroy engaging leadership,
communicating with their employees in order to #ud trusting relationship with
employees and enabling them to develop and growtheg with the company. Those
strategies are very important especially if we takéook at the length of employees’
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working experience at the two companies, where @niaof the respondents have been
working for a long period of time within the compaand will probably retire from those
companies then it is clear that if nothing is donehe field of engagement over time such
employees will just do their job as routine whiteling three dimensions of UWES scale
which would make them engaged employees. Managamsot under no circumstances
wait for the moment when employees start feelingiotivated and less engaged and then
take some action, but they must constantly mortiterlevel of work engagement in order
to create a climate in which engagement will boost. would also be interesting to
investigate the level of work engagement acrossy#iaes in these two companies, due to
all mentioned limitations, and compare them totstyigs that managers use or do not use
in engaging their employees.

In the end, based on the results of the reseamthucted, it is possible to advise these two
employers to persist in communicating with emplayssgarding their contributions to the
company and the benefits they will have, givingthmore information on why, how and
how much they spend and invest in the program gagement which aim is not only to
increase business outcomes for the firm but algwrdeide satisfaction among employees.
In this way, they can awaken employees about theflie they provide (not only tangible
but intangible as well) and encourage employeesnigage more in their workplace in
order for both sides to gain from the situation.

CONCLUSION

As a relatively new and poorly researched constrworking engagement is a positive
aspect of occupation which is usually defined agoaitive, fulfilling mental state
associated with a work characterised by vigor, cidin, and absorption of work tasks,
due to which it seemed appropriate to researchidpis, especially if we bear in mind that
studies regarding this topic were not conducteB&t. Therefore, the main goal of this
work was to explain why work engagement is impdrtamow work engagement, i.e.
engaged employees, can affect performance of tmpaoy, to explain what the drivers of
work engagement are, furthermore, to present egisgsearch which showed the level of
work engagement across the world and research vghiotved that engaged employees do
contribute to better performance of companies amhteially to investigate the levels of
work engagement among employees in BH Telecom &idrBprivreda. This was done to
examine differences among the levels of work engeme of employees of these two
companies, should it be present, and to examinggedifferences in the components of
work engagement with regard to the collected sdeimographic variables such as age and
sex, education level, position in the company amdjth of working experience.

Throughout this thesis it was shown that despiettiought by a majority of authors, who
are considered to be masters of this field, worgagement is an important construct of
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human resource management in this fast growing etaldce where every company tends
to keep up with the changes, to attract new, laya engaged customers in order to have
better financial performances, still there is ataer "reserve" when it comes to what
engagement really means. Could there be a univedséhition and how such
inconsistency in definition of engagement affetts measurement of work engagement?
This is because of the fact that engagement isyehpfogical state of mind of a human
being which is thus hard to define, leaving spamedifferent authors to give different
definitions of what work engagement stands for.@se of such a fact all results gained
should be interpreted with caution especially beeadifferences in the gained results
could appear if different measures are used. Sooh-Universality” in the definition of
work engagement can bring into questions the nusnbegarding the level of work
engagement, and the relevance of the concept & @gagement when trying to link it to
the business outcomes of the companiéss is something that every scholar should be
aware of when interpreting gained results and igisomething that could diminish the
relevance of this construct. While conducting thalgsis in this thesis we were able to see
that such doubts could be true. Even though afiedacting the analysis it turned out that
employees of both companies on average score mghook engagement and that there
are no significant differences among the level ofkvengagement of employees of these
two publicly owned companies. However, high valigbiin the answers was present
leaving a lot of space to doubt the overall leielvork engagement and to investigate the
reasons for such variability that enables the auttvdbe 100% sure that all employees are
engaged, but rather must take these results withoca Because of all other limitations
presented in the previous chapter it would be balsen compare these results with other
companies, moreover it is not certain that a comparamong these two companies can be
definite, because different factors within the camps could affect the answers
employees had given.

Further analysis regarding the effect of socio dgmaphic variables on the level of work
engagement showed that there are certain diffesean®ng three dimensions of work
engagement, however such differences do not dfieabverall level of work engagement,
so females are not more engaged that males, agelladoesn't make a differences in the
level of work engagement nor does the length ofkimgr experience or education level or
position in the company. After interviewing the HRMpartment managers, we found that
neither of each companies had a clear vision orkvemgagement nor the strategy or
budget on the basis of which they would foster amntain work engagement that certainly
exists among their employees. Therefore, we coattlade that if these two companies
want to maintain the level of work engagement @irtemployees, who turned out to be
engaged, certain strategy must be implementedewalabing, fostering and maintaining
work engagement because previous studies showedsdivp correlation among
engagement and positive business outcomes (Har&dr, 2012; Gallup, 2014, etc) which
is the goal of these two publicly owned companies.
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Botom line, despite the fact that our analysis stohiwhat on average employees of both
companies score high on work engagement using W&® as instrument for measuring

work engagement, our stand point of view is thas tlesult must be interpreted with

caution. Such stand point of view is due to alvpresly mentioned restrictions, especially
the one which refers to the fact that we are dgalith the notion that represents the
psychological state of mind of employees where eatiployee as a human being is
different and unique which makes it hard to unifystpopular instrument that is used
worldwide by the human resource management whels foo improvement of business

outcomes of companies are under discussion. Thereddl the benefits that this popular
notion of human resource management brings ardaken into question. However, we

should be aware of its drawbacks that unfortunatelyld diminish its relevance when

linking it to business outcomes and when presentungbers on an overall engagement
worldwide.
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Apendix A: List of abbreviations

B&H

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Elektroprivreda Elektroprivreda B&H

UWES Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
OBSE Organisational based self-esteem
JD-R model Job demand - resources model
Aon Aon Hewit

OoCB Organisational citizenship behavior




Apendix B: Table presenting the percentage of workengagement worldwide
Table 17. Level of the work engagement in the negi@nd countries of the world

Region — country Precentage of
engagement
Sub-Saharan Africa 10
Nigeria 12
Botswana 10
South Africa 9
Middle East 10
Qatar 28
United Arab Emirates 26
Bahrain 19
Kuwait 19
Saudi Arabia 9
North Africa 10
Morocco 19
Libya 17
Lebanon 15
Egypt 13
Jordan 13
Algeria 12
PalestinianTerritories 11
Iran 7
Iraq 6
Israel 5
Tunisia 5
Syria 0
East Asia 6
South Korea 11
Taiwan 9
Japan 7
China (incl. Hong Kong) 6
South Asia 10
Pakistan 15
Sri Lanka 14
India 9
Southeast Asia 12
Philippines 29
Thailand 14
Malaysia 11
Singapore 9
Indonesia 8

(table continues)



(continued)

Australia and New Zeland 24
Australia 24
New Zeland 23
USA and Canada 29
United States 30
Canada 16
Latin America 21
Panama 37
Costa Rica 33
Brazil 27
Guatemala 26
Colombia 26
El Salvador 24
Chile 24
Dominican Republic 23
Bolivia 23
Nicaragua 22
Uruguay 22
Honduras 19
Venezuela 18
Peru 17
Argentina 16
Ecuador 16
Paraguay 14
Mexico 12
Western Europe 14
Denmark 21
Malta 19
Portugal 19
Spain 18
United Kingdom 17
Iceland 16
Ireland 16
Norway 16
Sweden 16
Switzerland 16
Germany 15
Slovenia 15
Austria 14
Italy 14
Luxembourg 14
Belgium 12
Finland 11
France 9
Netherlands 9

(table continues)



(continued)

Commonwealth of independent countries and nearby cmtries 18
Kazakhstan 23
Moldova 22
Russia 19
Ukraine 10
Belarus 9
Azerbaijan 5
Central and Eastern Europe 11
Poland 17
Estonia 16
Latvia 13
Bulgaria 12
Macedonia 12
Albania 11
Montenegro 11
Slovakia 11
Hungary 11
Lithuania 10
Bosnia and Herzegovina 9
Czech Republic 8
Turkey 7
Croatia 3

Source Gallup Organisation, State of the global workpa014, p.54-104.




Apendix C: Questionnaire for employees - UWNES
Possible answers

Never | Almost never|  Rarely Sometimes| Often | Very often| Always
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(A fey times (Once a (A few (Once a| (Few times| (Every
a year or les) month or times a week) a week) day)
less) month)
VIGOR

At my work, | feel bursting with energy

At my job, | feel strong and vigorous
When | get up in the morning, | feel like goingvork

| can continue working for very long periods airagt
At my job, I am very resilient, mentally
At my work | always persevere, even when thingsoiogo well

DEDICATION
| find the work that | do full of meaning and puggo
| am enthusiastic about my job
My job inspires me
| am proud of the work that | do
To me, my job is challenging

ABSORPTION
Time flies when I'm working

When | am working, | forget everything else aroumnel

| feel happy when | am working intensely
| am immersed in my work

| get carried away when I'm working

It is difficult to detach myself from my job




Apendix D: Example of the interview conducted amondnuman resource managers
Table 18. Questions for managers

What does engagement mean to your team?

How do you recognise if an employee is engaged?t\Afteathe key characteristics

of an engaged employee in your opinion?

Do you measure employee engagement? Why yes/iye3,lhow?

When you hire new employees, how do you assess thwential level of

engagement at work? How can your maintain the esmbm they have when they

accept a position?

What have you done or are you planning to do tamensveryone is engaged and

not just those who are easily engaged?

What are you doing each day to model enthusiastigl@/ee engagement for your

team? What works best from your experience?

What case studies are there that demonstrate Htebenefit of spending resources

on trying to lift employee engagement?

How much money has your company spent on exteorauitants talking with th

staff, customers and suppliers?

Do you have scheduled team building workshops ensmimpany? Why yes/no?

yes, can you explain how they are conducted and thka effect is?

How often do you talk to employees about their wamkl performance? Do you give

individual or group feedback?

. Do you know, and can you measure how your emplom@gagement directly

correlates and impacts on your organisational as&e

11°}

f




Apendix E: Transcript of the interview with managers

Transcript of the interview with the manager of Belecom

1.

o

Engagement is reflected through the dedicationdkvand the need to make the result
of this work useful. Since we are doing planning agporting, engagement is reflected
in the need for each employee to thoroughly comgitiocument that will be the basis
for decision making.

Based on the results of the job itself, the qualitye issues it poses, the dilemmas it
faces and seeks help. Key features are work indigmee and effort they make to
always be one step ahead trying to improve therkwo

The Company has passed the Rules of Evaluationthab once every year, all
employees are evaluated not only in terms of engagebut by multiple criteria. With
each employee, the immediate manager has the bbhg® conduct a conversation
and the employee has the right to give his comraeithe score.

We live in a country where most people are satisiigth their ongoing employment,
so that enthusiasm is present and maintained @sderemployees are aware of the
environment they are living in.

Task assignments are given to each employee ongwing basis to ensure that every
employee contributes to the development of the Gamp

The work we do is tied to deadlines, so the dejivdrreports within deadlines reaches
the fulfillment of the goals. Setting precise déaek is a good model.

No such study has been done so far.

| don't understand the question.

Sports games were organised where employees hazppuetunity to meet with each
other in other circumstances not related to thegol often "contradicted" goals. It
must be used to create better interpersonal raktiips.

10. Individual conversations are conducted if needad. repetitive established business

tasks, there is no need for conversation, when adivities emerge, we communicate
about the proposals in order to find the best swiut

11. We are not able to provide you with the confiderasure, but we are aware that it is

important and that it significantly influences dawsiness outcomes.

Transcript of the interview with the manaqer ofkKEleprivreda

1.

w

Employee engagement represents the maximum utisaif an employee in the
workplace in accordance with his competences arrét experience.

Employee's performance is a key indicator of emgxsyengagement.

We don't measure work engagement at the moment.

Optimal business allocation, in accordance withdbagree of complexity of the tasks
and the deadlines for its realisation.

Currently, we are not able to reward employeesrioreased engagement at work, but
we are trying to stimulate them and indirectly redvnem with other intangible assets.

9



6. Depending on the management mode, the managersgahisational units are in
charge to design and implement different modelsriggrovement of employee's work
engagement.

7. No.

8. Not familiar.

9. Some managers do organise some kind of team bgitgissions.

10. It depends on the individual approach of the manag

11. Certainly one of the key factors in achieving ergational success of the company,
but in our company such research was not condumtetthe basis of which we could
give exact indicators.

10



