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Abstract  
Increasing the level of employee engagement should be the goal of any organization since engaged and 
committed employee is satisfied, motivated, loyal, dedicated and productive. The performance and 
quality work of such an employee contributes to a better performance of the organization and its chances 
in the market. A basis of a strong involvement and engagement of employees is appropriate environment 
that provides them what they need. This paper has the character of a descriptive overview study and aims 
to summarize and synthesize the theoretical assumptions and present results of current research studies 
on the subject. The paper presents variety of views and opinions on various aspects of the employees' 
engagement. 
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Introduction  
 
Organizations spend a lot of effort and money to create a high performance work environment. Part of 
this process is the fostering of employees' work commitment and engagement. Committed and engaged 
workforce is more productive and loyal. Moreover, engaged employees exhibit attentiveness and mental 
absorption in their work (Saks 2006, in Shuck et al. 2011) and display a deep, emotional connection 
toward their workplace (Wagner & Harter 2006; Kahn 1990, in Shuck et al. 2011).  
 
As states Millar (2012) people behave according to how they feel. No amount of employee-engagement 
activity is going to change this fundamentally. An organization can have the best reward system, training 
and development and human resource policies, but if people do not feel good about themselves then 
neither can behaviour change, nor training be effective (Millar 202). There is a clear connection between 
employee satisfaction, engagement, commitment, involvement, devotion and loyalty and thus 
employees' engagement issue should be seen in the broader context - as part of overall organizations 
retention strategy.   
 
 
1.1 Work engagement – explanation of the concept  
 
Employee engagement has been defined from different perspectives and in many different ways. One of 
the most famous authors in this field William A. Kahn (1990, p. 700) define personal engagement as 
“the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s “preferred self” in task behaviours that 
promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional), and 
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active, full role performances”. Author states that “in engagement, people employ and express 
themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (Kahn 1990, p. 694). 
Kahn’s (1990, 1992, in Xu & Thomas 2011) engagement concept is based on psychological conditions 
of engagement, where the employee needs to have sufficiently meaningful work, have the personal 
resources available to do the work, and feel psychologically safe in investing himself/herself in that 
work in order to become engaged in his/her work. 
 
Engagement is according Maslach et al. (2001, in Saks 2006) characterized by energy, involvement, and 
efficacy – this symptoms represent the counterpart to the three burnout dimensions of exhaustion, 
cynicism, and inefficacy. Work engagement is defined by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004, in Bal et al. 
2013) as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterized by vigour and dedication to the 
job.  Explanation of the employee engagement concept provide also Shuck and Wollard (2010, in Shuck 
et al. 2011) who define it as an “individual employee’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral state 
directed toward desired organizational outcomes”.  
 
Concept of engagement is often confused with other terms. For example, May et al. (2004, in Saks 2006) 
distinguish between engagement and involvement: job involvement is the result of a cognitive judgment 
about the need satisfying abilities of the job and is tied to one’s self-image. The prestigious magazine 
Forbes has published several articles relating to employee engagement. Interesting opinions presented 
Kevin Kruse (2012) who indirectly refers to the mistaken concepts and he explains engagement in 
reverse way i.e. states what is not employee engagement: 
• Employee engagement does not mean employee happiness. Someone might be happy at work, but 

that doesn’t necessarily mean they are working hard, productively on behalf of the organization.  
• Employee engagement doesn’t mean employee satisfaction. Satisfied isn’t enough and engaged 

employee do more than satisfied employee (Kruse 2012). 
Bakker et al. (2014) compare work engagement and workaholism. These two concepts represent two 
active, work-related states that are indicative of heavy work involvement. The main difference lies in the 
fact, that whereas work engagement usually combines high effort with positive affect and has favourable 
consequences, workaholism usually combines high effort with negative affect (Bakker and Oerlemans 
2011, in Bakker et al. 2014).  
 
There were extensive debates about the precise meaning of employee engagement and these are three 
things we know about it:  
• it is measurable, 
• it can be correlated with performance, 
• it varies from poor to great (source: http://www.engageforsuccess.org). 
 
Organizations are attempting to increase employee engagement, because there are evident advantages of 
having engaged employees. Engaged employees:  
• are willing to make use of their full selves in their work roles in a positive way (Kahn  1990, in Xu 

& Thomas 2011),  
• have better wellbeing (Hallberg and Schaufeli 2006, in Xu & Thomas 2011), 
• are more productive (Rich et al., in Xu & Thomas 2011),  
• remain in their jobs for longer (Saks 2006; Schaufeli and Bakker 2004, in Xu & Thomas 2011). 
 
Kevin Kruse - NY Times bestselling author (2012) states that “employee engagement is the emotional 
commitment an employee has to the organization and its goals, resulting in the use of discretionary 
effort”. Author, referring to 29 research studies argues that there is a correlation between engagement 
and: (1) service; (2) sales; (3) quality; (4) safety; (5) retention; (6) sales, profit and total shareholder 
returns; and (7) role of front-line managers. 



eXclusive e-JOURNAL 
ISSN 1339-4509  

ECONOMY & SOCIETY & ENVIRONMENT    

	  

	  

1.2 Employee engagement determinants 
 
AON – a leading global provider of risk management, insurance and reinsurance brokerage, and human 
resources solutions and outsourcing services with more than 66,000 colleagues worldwide annually 
publishes studies – reports on employee engagement. For assessing employee engagement the AON 
developed and uses Aon Hewitt’s Engagement Model which examines both the individual’s engagement 
outcomes and the potential engagement drivers that are part of the organizational work experience. This 
employee engagement model has been tested, evolved and validated by over 15 years of research on 
millions of employees across a variety of companies and industries worldwide (throughout Asia Pacific, 
Europe, Latin and North America). Aon Hewitt model defines and examines these engagement drivers 
divide into six categories: 
1. Work: Empowerment/Autonomy; Sense of Accomplishment; Work Tasks. 
2. People: Senior Leadership; BU Leadership; Supervision; Collaboration. 
3. Opportunities: Career Opportunities; Learning & Development. 
4. Total rewards: Brand/Reputation; Pay; Benefits; Recognition. 
5. Company Practices: Communication; Diversity & Inclusion; Enabling Infrastructure; Performance 

Management; Customer Focus; Innovation; Talent & Staffing. 
6. Quality of life: Job Security; Safety; Work/Life Balance. 

 
Anitha J. (2014) - based on the most famous studies and opinions - defines following factors facilitating 
employee engagement:  
1. Work environment – workplace environment that aids employees for focused work and 

interpersonal harmony. 
2. Leadership – effective leadership is a construct comprising self-awareness, balanced processing of 

information, relational transparency, and internalised moral standards (Walumbwa et al. 2008 in 
Anitha 2014). 

3. Team and co-worker – supportive and trusting interpersonal relationships, as well as supportive 
team promote employee engagement (Kahn 1990 in Anitha 2014).  

4. Training and career development – helps the employees to concentrate on a focused work 
dimension. 

5. Compensation – compensation or remuneration motivates an employee to achieve more and hence 
focus more on work and personal development. It involves financial and non-financial rewards. 

6. Organizational policies –  organisational policies, procedures, structures and systems (such as fair 
recruitment and selection, flexi-timing, aid in balancing work and life, and fair promotional 
policies) influence the extent to which employees are engaged. 

7. Workplace well-being - wellbeing is defined as “all the things that are important to how we think 
about and experience our lives” (Rath and Harter 2010, in Anitha 2014). 

 
Psychological meaningfulness, availability, and safety - three antecedent conditions proposed by Kahn 
(1990) provide opportunities for intervention to increase levels of engagement (in Xu & Thomas 2011). 
Based on these, we can define the factors affecting work engagement:  
• Work characteristics: challenge and autonomy influencing psychological meaningfulness (Bakker 

and Demerouti 2007, in Xu & Thomas 2011).  
• Sufficient psychological and physical resources such as self-confidence that influence psychological 

availability (Hallberg and Schaufeli 2006, in Xu & Thomas 2011).  
• Organizational social systems with consistent and supportive coworker interactions and 

organizational norms influence psychological safety and allow greater engagement (Bakker and 
Xanthopoulou 2009, in Xu & Thomas 2011). In relation to the psychological safety there is another 
very important factor influencing engagement – leadership, especially one that provides a 
supportive, trusting environment (Xu & Thomas 2011). 
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CIPD's (2008) findings suggest that there is a set of well-designed employee practices and management 
behaviours that create strong/high levels of employee engagement in the organisations: 
• reactive decision-making that pick up problems before it is too late;  
• consistent management style based on the attitudes of individual managers that leads to perceptions 

of fairness;  
• high levels of advocacy that help to avoid risk of creating a downward spiral of employee 

resentment and disengagement; 
• presence of fluidity in communications and knowledge sharing;  
• rich work–life balance;  
• high perceptions of senior management visibility and quality of downward communication;  
• coherent communication channels enabling clarity and timeliness of the message;  
• recruitment and retention practices meeting the needs of teams;  
• the need of new leaders to clarify their leadership style quickly (during organisational change and 

periods of low performance) in order to maintain engagement levels;  
• attention paid to leadership development so that junior managers can progress in the organisation; 
• employee take-up in involvement initiatives are strongly encouraged, particularly at lower levels of 

the organisation.  
 
 
1.3 Current researches on employee engagement  
 
Although engaged workforce is powerful source of competitive advantage - because it positively impacts 
the quality of the service or goods provided by the company, increase company performance and 
productivity, boos business outcomes and much more - the bulk of the current workforce is not engaged.  
This is confirmed by various researches and studies, for example: 

• 2012 Global Workforce Study (providing a snapshot of the attitudes and concerns of 32,000 
workers around the world) shows that only 35% of the global workforce is highly engaged, 22% is 
unsupported, 17% detached and up to 26% of employees feel disengaged.  

• Gallup's study on American workplace “State of the American Workplace” (2013) shows that  of 
the approximately 100 million people in America (holding full-time jobs) 30 million (30%) are 
engaged and inspired at work, 20 million (20%) employees who are actively disengaged and other 
50 million (50%) American workers are not engaged. Gallup also found that women had slightly 
higher overall	  engagement than men, despite facing several gender equality issues in the workplace 
(e.g. hiring bias,	  lower pay, glass ceiling).	  

• 2012 Employee Job Satisfaction and Engagement (a Research Report by the Society for Human 
Resource Management (SHRM). The survey examined 34 aspects of employee engagement. This 
study, inter alia, shows that more than one-half of employees reported feeling focused and 
enthusiastic about their work - 61% said that they were wrapped up in their work and were 
passionate and excited about their job, 54% said they enjoyed volunteering for activities beyond 
their job requirements, and 51% felt completely plugged in at work.	  

• Report of AON Hewitt “2013 Trends in Global Employee Engagement” (2013) demonstrated 
that 4 out of 10 employees worldwide are still not engaged. While 60% of employees globally are 
considered engaged, 40% of employees are passive or actively disengaged. Engagement levels are 
relatively stable. 	  
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• GfK - a global market research agency  - conducted the study among more than 30,000 employees 
in 29 countries called “GfK international employee engagement survey 2011”. The study finds a 
labour market polarized between disillusioned 18-29-year-old employees and their older (possibly 
more resigned) counterparts. In the context of the study title “A Disengaged Generation: Young 
workers disengaged by pressures of work worldwide” it can be concluded that younger people are 
less engaged as older - just 21 % of 18-29-year-olds are highly engaged with their employer, 
compared to 31 % of those in their 60s. Among the 29 countries where the survey was conducted, 
Slovakia takes the 24th place (followed by only five countries - Peru, Portugal, Serbia, Czech 
Republic, Hungary). It means that the level of engagement of young employees is very low. In 
relative terms, only 9% of 18-29 year olds are “highly engaged” with their employer.  

• The Global Employee Engagement Index is a global survey conducted by Effectory International 
that surveys the work-related opinions of employees in 47 different countries (including Slovakia). 
Respondents are asked more than 100 questions to gain a detailed insight into global work-
opinions.  From the data collected, Effectory International creates an independent benchmarking 
tool that compares countries on 17 key HR themes (including employee engagement). Respondents 
are randomly selected people working for companies ranging in size from 50 to more than 100,000 
employees in various industries. Engagement is one of organisational X-ray elements. The score of 
Slovakia is 5.8 which is lower than global index (6.2) - it means that the overall level of 
engagement is lower than the average of the 47 countries studied. 

 
According Czarnowsky (2008, in Shuck et al. 2011) there is a discrepancy between the perceived 
importance of engagement and the level of engagement that exists in organizations today that is why it is 
cause for major concern.  This discrepancy presents a significant opportunity for human resource 
development scholars and practitioners to develop research agendas and practical strategies toward the 
forefront of this concept. 
 
Millar (2012) points to the need of paradigm shift in employee engagement which requires moves from 
the independent/dependent relationship that exists between employer and employee to a relationship that 
is interconnected and where accountability exists on both sides. Where employees are caught in 
dependence they are looking to the organization to look after them and they behave like victims. 
Allowing them to own their accountability helps to create a more equal relationship from which 
employees will naturally give of themselves which represents win/win for all stakeholders. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
People are swayed by a range of factors and have different reasons (mostly existential) why they work. 
Their mere presence in the workplace does not necessarily mean a good performance. In order to 
maximise productivity and profitability of workforce organisations should pay due attention to employee 
engagement. Engaged people are involved and committed to their work, maximize their skills and 
abilities, they spent more time, and energy, put more enthusiasm and exert more effort in the work and 
thereby benefiting themselves and particularly their organization.  
 
Current level of employee engagement is not ideal. Most surveys showed disheartening findings - that 
less than half of the workforce worldwide is engaged in work. Since low engagement can contribute to 
multiple organizational problems (such as low performance, decreased productivity, increased levels of 
turnover etc.) it is important to enhance engagement. Managers and human resource professionals must 
create a supportive environment and favourable work conditions, develop strategies, programs, practices 
and policies to enhance employee engagement.  
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Given the lack of researches/studies focused on the level of employee engagement in Slovakia we have 
only a few isolated data that predicate of level of work engagement in Slovakia. This raises the need for 
studies that would comprehensively and consistently investigated employee engagement in Slovak 
organizations. 
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