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Foreword

[SO (the International Organization for Standardization) is a worldwide federation of national standards
bodies (ISO member bodies). The work of preparing International Standards is normally carried out through
ISO technical committees. Each member body interested in a subject for which a technical committee
has been established has the right to be represented on that committee. International organizations,
governmental and non-governmental, in liaison with ISO, also take part in the work. ISO collaborates closely
with the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) on all matters of electrotechnical standardization.

The procedures used to develop this document and those intended for its further maintenance are described
in the ISO/IEC Directives, Part 1. In particular, the different approval criteria needed for the different types
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Introduction

Employee engagement is a rapidly developing field of study that is increasingly critical to the effective
management of human resources within an organization. This document has been created to provide
guidance for those wishing to develop metrics through which desired degrees of engagement can be
established, tracked, and monitored. Effective metrics used for employee engagement complement, support
and reinforce several other areas of human resource management.

Employee engagement is a result of the experience that a person has at work and how it affects them. The
degree of employee engagement influences many organizational measurements such as productivity and
performance, absenteeism, accidents, retention rate, and even individual productivity and health. A high
degree (femployee €Ngagentent canm positively It iuence these Metrics and Conversely a tow degree of
employeg engagement can negatively influence these metrics.’

Thus, employee engagement is part of a holistic system of workplace environment, often ireferred to as
culture. In ISO 30414, employee engagement is included as a sub-set of organizational cultiite metrjcs.

Typically, metrics are developed for and used by multiple stakeholders. This docutnent is relat¢d to the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 8, Decent Work and Economic Growth, and is intendled to be
used by:

— organizational governance bodies and leaders;

— people with HR expertise;

— manpgers;

— entrppreneurs;

— indiyiduals in the workforce and their representatives;

— profgssional and trade bodies;

— academics and other professionals interestedin employee engagement;
— devdlopers of related standards.

Employee engagement is driven by several factors. An effective system of metrics should be able to inform
the relatjionship between condition$:and antecedents and outcomes being observed. Without thid linkage,
correctiye action required to change the outcome cannot be identified.

Additionplly, lack of engagement can be related to a part of the work environment that is not in the control
of the directly responsible\leader or manager. Effective engagement metrics should clearly show related
factors that can be linked back to specific accountability.
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Human resource management — Employee engagement metrics

1 Scope

This document provides recommendations on how to measure individual employee engagement and whether
to aggregate this data to an enterprise view. It demonstrates how the use of a strategic framework for

employe
of metriq
to link c4

The docu
of mana
demonst
relationg
engagenmn

b engagement determines the key aspects that drive employee engagement, and how a {r:
s can be developed that link positive or negative outcomes to one or more of the strategi
use and effect.

hmework
t drivers,

ment also demonstrates the linkage between individual engagement and the rdlgyand performance

bement at all levels to understand and manage the conditions that impact(actual engag
rates the complexity and interconnectedness of values, behaviours, processes, syste
hips that create a system of inter-dependency responsible for the achievément of optimum ¢
ent.

2 Normative references

The following documents are referred to in the text in such a way that some or all of their content co
requirenpents of this document. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated re|

the lates
ISO 304(
1SO 3041
1SO 2332

3 Ter
Forthep
ISO and |
— ISO
— IECI

4 Fra

F edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.
0, Human resource management — Vocabulary
4, Human resource management — Guideline§’for internal and external human capital report]

6, Human resource management — Employee engagement — Guidelines

ms and definitions
irposes of this document, thetterms and definitions given in ISO 30400, ISO 30414, and [SO 233
EC maintain terminology’databases for use in standardization at the following addresses:

Dnline browsing pldatform: available at https://www.iso.org/obp

lectropediaravailable at https://www.electropedia.org/

mework for employee engagement metrics

ement. [t
ms, and
mployee

nstitutes
ferences,

ing

26 apply.

41 T

e eoncept of employee engagement

4.1.1 General

The degree of employee engagement is an outcome created from several conditions; these conditions
can be considered the strategic foundations necessary to create an organizational culture within which
engagement can be optimized. All organizational stakeholders have a role to play in creating, implementing,
maintaining, and improving employee engagement, principally the senior leaders, managers, HR experts,
employees, and employee representatives.
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Conditions Employee Potential
(antecedents) engagement outcomes
Organization culture Individual satisfaction
and communication with work and job quality
Supportive Improved organizational
1 hi performance
eadership Work and sustainability
. i engagement;
Organizational vigour, Improved employee
learning Aedication and retention
Work content absorption Improved customer
and job design service
Compensation and Improved employ€e
recognition productivity
NOTE See ISO 23326.
Figure 1 — Overview of employee engagementframework
Conditiops or antecedents drive employee engagement that requirés measurement to assess both a
potential| organizational and individual outcomes(2l.3],
4.1.2 (onditions or antecedents[4]
The conglitions or antecedents of employee engagement used in this framework indicate the st
policies, [procedures, approaches to leadership, opérational work planning and execution and
aspects ¢f the workplace environment that impaet an individual’s degree of engagement. These are

unique o each organization and form the foundation of understanding the cause-and-effect
impactinlg the degree of engagement.

Apart fr¢m the factors that management can directly control, there are other external conditions

have ani
(see 5.2,
employe

they shojuld be considered when developing metrics and assessing potential outcomes. Examplef

domestig

4.1.3 Employee engagement

Measure
to their
taken by

rtual and

rategies,
all other
typically
analysis

that can

pact on employee engagement. These can be considered as external conditions, or sub-component

Table 1). These conditigns.include personal issues that can occur outside of work but still
b's degree of engagement-while on the job. While these are external to the model shown in

situations, stability’of home life, stress from external activities or part time study.

5 of employee engagement reflect the degree to which an individual is absorbed and d

affect an

Figure 1,
include

edicated

vork '@hd operates with energy and vigour. Employee engagement is impacted by the ap

for devel

the organlzatlon to support 1ts staff in a manner whlch prov1des quallty work and oppo
: : 5

proaches
rtunities
mmitted

and motivated to apply every effort w1th1n thelr power to help achieve individual, group and organizational
goals. Measurement of engagement assesses a higher degree of employee commitment than employee
satisfaction measures.

Engaged employees are typically satisfied with their jobs; however, a higher degree of satisfaction does not
necessarily increase engagement. A positive degree of employee satisfaction reflects workers enjoying their
job — but not necessarily being engaged with it.

Degrees of engagement have been shown to have an impact on an individual’s health and wellbeing.
Engaged employees also enhance the probability of increased organizational performance outcomes.[2].[3].[3]
Employee retention is an outcome related to degrees of engagement (ISO 30414). Enhanced customer service
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is a key outcome related to employee engagement (ISO 30414); the ISO 10667 series provides gui
assessing customer service outcomes.

4.2 Purpose of measuring employee engagement

dance on

Knowingthe degrees of employee engagementis of value when it can be correlated to individual or organizational

performance, and when it can be linked back to conditions that an organization can plan and manage.

Much of the concept of employee engagement, including foundational approaches to the measur

ement of

engagement have been developed at the individual level. These approaches tend to be well-researched,
statistically validated and effectively linked to specific individual outcomes such as individual performance,
personal health and wellbeing and individual intentions to remain or leave an organization. This approach

has also [included linkages between “generic” conditions or drivers of engagement - such as those
Figure 1Jand the degrees of engagement achieved by an organization.

shown in

More redent approaches to understanding and measuring employee engagement have attempted tq address

engagenlent as a collective indicator that can be aggregated and linked to organizational o

utcomes.

Additionplly, advances in understanding the conditions or drivers of engagement have revealed tht factors
other than the traditional generic approaches are important in understanding beth individual engagement

as well ap linkages to organizational performance.

For this|reason, the measurement of individual engagement has a higher’probability and co

nfidence.

Aggregation of individually collected generically developed engagemént measures is less reliaple, as a

metric that management can respond to by taking actions that have seme’expectation of changing t

he actual

degree of engagement and outcomes. Thus, caution should be exercised when approaching the meaqurement

simplistically aggregate individual data as a reflection of organizational engagement.

5 Megsuring employee engagement

5.1 Business model framework

Figure 1| provides a foundational frameworkifor employee engagement. Figure 2 illustrates the

ee engagement through survey tools that are based of/géneric conditions and which attempt to

business

model frpmework within which employeé engagement is measured, using the input, activity, output, and

outcomegp steps.

Organizdtions seek to optimize outputs and outcomes for the benefit of stakeholders, through the

effective

planning and management of actiyities, processes, and tasks. People who constitute the workforce, are a

key input and form an essential part of these activities. Measurement of employee engagement

provides

an employee-centric view.6f)the effectiveness with which this is occurring. Understanding of d¢grees of
employef engagement proyides information helpful in determining both individual and collectivg outputs

and outcpmes.

When measuremént data collection is structured effectively, the results provide insight into the c
and antefedentsthat are impacting the current degrees of engagement. Through this management
with thelemplayees to remove barriers and improve engagement.

nditions
ran work
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52 In

While enpployee engagement is the focus of measurement, the term “employee” often refers to all pe

are prov
employe

In the pr
resource
this take
others in
and with
the avail

Individu
outputs

engagen
of engag
depende

Individu

e N
Conditions / drivers of employee
engagement
\ y,
s N/ N[ N A
Inputs Process / activity / Outputs Outcomes
tasks
) / \ 4 N\ 4 I
Resources Collective workforce
Individual Individual
Peopler Individual work
individuals Group work (relationship) Collective Collective

Inter-departmental
Internal / external

\_/t ﬁ\ VAR y

\ J - AN J
=4
[ Measurement of employee engagemenj(% ]
Conditions / antecedents Degree of
in the workplace engagement

Figure 2 — Employee engagement within input, process, output and outcome model

lividual and collective engagement

ding the human resource. This includes full*time employees plus part-time, contract, sub
bs and even employees of others within assupply chain.

ocess, activity and task aspect, people are brought together and often work collectively w
s such as equipment and tools t0 ¢reate the desired outputs. The work environment with
s place impacts engagement; part of this environment includes aspects defined within Figt
clude the impact of direct leadership, work relationships both within the individual’s worl

others internally and externally, inter-personal relationships, the effectiveness of leader
hbility of tools and equipment that also act as drivers to positive or negative responses.

hl performance can‘be attributed to individual engagement and can be measured in
productivity)and'outcomes (retention). However collective outputs occur because of the
ent of groups-of people. While group outputs can be attributed to equivalent group agg
ement, higher level aggregation, where there is a multiplicity of inter-relationships a
hcies, sucl’as people having different supervisors, can be misleading.

hl outcomes can also be linked back to issues such as “risk of resignation”, individual health

pple who
contract

ith other
in which
ire 1; but
King area
ship and

terms of
work and
regation
nd inter-

hnd well-

being an

d ether individual outcomes. However, the collective outcome, particularly at the organiizational

level, cannot be directly linked to total organizational performance, although correlation has been identified.

The definition of “workplace” is also changing because of the growth in remote work. Tools to assess
individual and collective engagement continue to develop as the impact of these changes takes place. Because
of the complexity of factors impacting employee engagement, users should be clear on the purpose for which
data are being collected, selection of the relevance of questions being used, and cautious in the conclusions
that are reached when interpreting results and taking actions.

© IS0 2024 - All rights reserved
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5.3 Reason for measuring employee engagement.

Every approach to measuring the degree of employee engagement should be driven by a clear purpose. For
each data set collected, a clear purpose defines sections of the workforce to be included, questions to be
asked that produce valid and reliable results, and the relevance of actions taken based on results.

The value derived from measuring employee engagement comes from one of three conclusions derived from
the results.

a) The degree of employee engagement observed and measured aligns with desired degree of employee
engagement. Management should maintain course.

b) The degreeof employee engagement obse , j creasing indicating potential risk to

c) The[degree of employee engagement observed and measured is out of alignment with that gxpected.
agement

While eployee engagement measurement can be considered straightforward, Fable 1 illustgates the
breadth pf conditions that impact engagement results; it also illustrates that/Outcomes (and outputs) can
be relatdd to management actions at any other levels of aggregation. Withoutclarity of purpose, ffesults of
measurihg engagement cannot be adequately focused to allow conclusions and actions to be taken.

Table 1 — Framework for developing and understanding employee engagement.

Figure 1 Sub-compo-
Framework nent Information derived from measurement
compohent
Internal Aspects of an organization that‘'management can plan and implement that form the
foundation for determiningthe work environment within which individualg oper-
Conditions ate. These are the “mandged” drivers of employee engagement.
External / Personal “non-work*events that impact on the individual, that affect their behav-
personal iour and their degree of engagement.
Employee |Individual Responses indicdte the composite degree of each individual’s engagement hased on
engagement both internal and external conditions.
) Organization |Outcomeumetrics at the collective level related to performance of work tears,
Potentigl out- d -
groyps and organization.
comes
Individual Outcdomes related to each individual (wellbeing, retention).

5.4 Measuring employee engagement

5.4.1 (Qualitative;and quantitative

The medsurentent of employee engagement requires both qualitative and quantitative approadhes. The
questiong asked to obtain feedback are predominately quantitative with responders expressing their feelings
and opinjions related to the question asked. Responses are typically required using a Likert rating sfale.

Quantitative approaches involve the development of questions that can be administered either through
surveys or as part of a pulse survey type of approach. The understanding of responses requires significant
use of quantitative techniques to ensure validity between the questions and the development of useful
information upon which management can act. Questions asked and responses should be shown to have:

— statistical validity to one or more outputs or outcomes;
— statistical validity to conditions or drivers that impact the response to the questions.

Only through these connections can the measurement of employee engagement add value that allows
management to correlate decisions, policies, procedures, and behaviours relative to the operation of the

© IS0 2024 - All rights reserved
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workplace, and a proven linkage between the results from measuring employee engagement and individual
or organizational performance.

Qualitative feedback should supplement the use of quantitative tools. Discussions with employees can
reveal issues and concerns which management can use to understand the “why” of quantitative feedback.
Approaches such as manager one-on-one coaching sessions, focus groups, and exit interviews can provide
valuable feedback. These can be supplemented by real-time feedback such as pulse surveys.

5.4.2 Data collection approaches

In developing approaches to employee engagement measurement, data collection takes place for several
purposes at different times:

— datalcollection used to develop questions related to issues (drivers and conditions) that impact'@mployee
engdgement (what are the right questions that need to be asked);

— data|collection from the target audience for the employee engagement assessment, theugh:
— fraditional employee surveys - on-line or manually administered;

— focus groups and other small-group open forums such as departmental’groups and work cduncils or
bmployee representative bodies;

— [pulse surveys” where data can be collected in real time;

— data| collection using the responses from the survey to assist/in‘feedback to determine priorjities and
actigns required (what are the responses revealing, and what actions do employees see as having

priority).

Key to measurement of effective employee engagement is the consultation and participation of the|“voice of
the emgll)yee". Active engagement with involvement of employee representatives, such as work coufcils, is a
key requjrement for the effective development, implementation and evaluation related to the measuifement of
employe¢ engagement. This consultation and engagentent can also be a significant source of qualitat{ve input.

Consideration should also be given to the existing work climate and the level of openness and h¢nesty of
responsgs. In early stages of measuring engagement, anonymous responses can gain more accurate results.
Organizdtions should respect the confidentiality, protection of privacy and sensitive informatipn about
people af all times.

5.5 Employee engagement{and outputs / outcomes

5.5.1 General

Employef engagementhds been proven to statistically correlate with both individual outputs and outcomes.
Early wgrk on medsuring engagement focused on outcomes related to the individual. This is Hecoming
increasingly impoertant when assessing the effectiveness on work conditions related to the reality of
diversity, equity;and inclusion.

It has alsa’been demonstrated that higher degrees of employee engagement correlate with improved
organizational outcomes. Two examples of early applications to measure employee engagement are outlined
in 5.5.2 and 5.5.3.

5.5.2 The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)

This assessment is based on a set of scientifically validated, standardized questions that measure individual
responses related to conditions in the workplace. The original self-assessment is based on seventeen
questions centred around three main areas.

— Vigour: a series of six questions that assess degrees of energy and mental resilience while working, the
willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence in the face of difficulties.

© IS0 2024 - All rights reserved
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— Dedication: a series of five questions that refer to being involved in one’s work, finding meaning in one’s
work, being challenged, and experiencing sense of enthusiasm, inspiration, and pride.

— Absorption: six questions that refer to being fully concentrated and engrossed in one’s work, whereby
time passes quickly, and one has difficulties detaching oneself from work.

Each question is scored on a standardized seven-point rating scale. Initially the test was developed as a
predictor of individual burn-out. However, since the scale was developed several studies have demonstrated
other personal and organizational benefits. These include:

— job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and low turnover intention;

— willingness to take on additional work (extra-role behaviour);
— prodctive behaviour (taking initiative).

The UWES has since been evaluated using a reduced series of questions and is considered to continue to
demonstjrate reliability. UWES remains one of the most solid approaches to measure’individual engagement
and has been used in comprehensive studies(8l.

5.5.3 allup organization

The Gallpip organization has extensive experience in gathering data,related to employee engagenment. The
company publishes an annual report titled the “Q12 Meta Analysis@®2] that presents a series of rgsults on
employef engagement based on twelve solidly researched, developed, and tested questions. This asgessment
approach referred to as the Gallup Workplace Audit© was devéloped at around the same time as the UWES.

Measuring employee engagement provides a valuable métric and the annual report provided Qy Gallup
demonstrates a strong correlation between degrees of employee engagement and a basket of organlizational
performaince indicators. This provides organizations-with a necessary validation that there is a Cglnnection
between|developing employee engagement and the probability of an improved organizational outcgmes.

More detailed understanding of the background; research and development of the above approach, and the
relevant(questions has also been published and is publicly availablelZl.

5.5.4 (Qther approaches based oniengagement / outcome linkage

In the two measurement approaches quoted in 5.5.2 and 5.5.3, extensive development and modelling have
substantfiated cause and effeet,between employee engagement scores and certain desired outcomes. The
question| sets developed are-¢onsidered protected intellectual property and therefore are only accessible
through puthorized sources:

More refently studies-have been conducted that further reinforce the connection between| degrees
of emplgyee engagément and organizational performance.l8] Based on these studies many c¢nsulting
organizations new”offer employee engagement measurement services, that in most cases are based on their
own proprietary research. Organizations that choose to contract for outside services to conduct gmployee
engagemnlent,surveys should investigate this supporting evidence to assure themselves that the questions
being adhmimisteredtrave beemscientificatty amdstatisticatty supportetd:

Based on research into these various approaches, certain key aspects can form the foundation of the
question sets that may be developed as a base for internally administered surveys.

5.6 Employee engagement and conditions / drivers

5.6.1 General

Measuring employee engagement as a predictor of individual or collective outcomes can help management
identify trends and opportunities for improvement. However, for management the goal is to understand

© IS0 2024 - All rights reserved
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what aspects of organizational conditions / drivers are impacting current degrees of engagement and what

opportunities for improvement can exist by changing these.

The employee engagement cycle

Condltlons / Potentlal outcomes
Engagement
drivers (performance)
Eicure 2 ' mking engagement and t‘f\“l‘]fll\l‘lc / t‘v!!rnrc

The goallfor measuring engagement is to gather information that allows changes to be made to“curient state

of operations” that bring the organization more closely to the desired state - the target béing an in

crease in

engagenlent. Figure 3 shows how conditions / drivers are the basis of “current statef.engagement, which

drive cufrent outcomes. Outcomes can also impact engagement (e.g. positive feedback from cu
and mo
engagenlent should provide a clear linkage back to the conditions / drivers §e_that a potential
needed, ¢an be taken by management.

$tomers),
itoring engagement can provide feedback for conditions that impact_engagement. Measuring

action, if

Approaching the measurement of employee engagement can start with‘developing and using a ggneric set
of questjons built around what can be considered foundational aspects of both individual and dollective

engagemnlent. However, over time, as an organization engages more deeply with the workforce and

expands

its undefstanding of the unique drivers in their own organization, a series of custom questions can be

developdd and “fine-tuned” that more closely link cause and effect.

5.6.2 eveloping a generic question set.

Engaging employees through focus groups and other approaches (the voice of the employee)

in order

to bettef understand the linkages between antecedents / conditions and degrees of engagemeit are an

important aspect to building an effective question set.

Many organizations utilize surveys for data\gathering. Generic questions may be initially used, buf the goal
should be¢ to develop a set of custom questioens. These can be evolved as the understanding of the organization

unique cpnditions / antecedents as dfivers of engagement are understood.

LOW Understanding of the drivers (Conditions / HIGH
antecedents) of engagement
GENERIC Development of question sets CUSTOM

Figure 4— Maturity of question sets based on understanding of engagement

Figure 4|demonstrates that where the understanding of drivers is lower, a generic question set (

general pbservations related to engagement) provides valuable information that can be used af

based on
a basis

for discussion around engagement and possible problems, issues, and barriers. Guidance on cond
engagement can also be found in motivation studies(2l.

tions for

Discussions of the results should allow a clearer understanding of organization specific aspects of
engagement, can then be incorporated into future question sets. While the use of common or standard

question sets can assist in benchmarking results, the conditions that create engagement inclu
aspects that are organization specific.

de many

While there are many generic question-sets in use in the marketplace, most have a commonality of questions
around four main topics. Annexes A through D provide example question sets using the categories shown in

Figure 5.
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/ Employee Engagement \

Major groups of engagement questions

4 Y4 )

Personal.

“Social contract” - pay, benefits,
recognition, growth, work-life balance,
well-being, career opportunities, shared
values (e.g. external environment)

Task environment.
Clarity of purpose, linked work role, skill
utilization, availability of resources (tools /
equipment), job design, managerial support

Organizd
assessm

in Annex E.

— Pers
they
engg
prov
expe
bend

One

of thie individual. An example is the organization's attitude towards climate change.

— TasKk
that
deve
mee
actiy

— Soci
with
and

oni
engall—ﬁrr'rhﬁﬁ_ﬁhrr#ﬁf—hﬁgemen s higher. T Nis in turn leads to operational benetits such as innovation, creativity, an

Inm

4 N\ o ] )
Social environment. Organizational leadership.
Collaboration, cooperation, “Walk the talk,” living the values,
communication, respect, trust, values, constructive feedback, transparency, follow

ethics, DE&], psychological safet up, consistent / fair
& psy g y JAN /

Figure 5 — Major groupings of engagement questions

tions can select from these example sets to develop their own generic employee eng
bnts. Selected questions can be taken from each of the fouf categories. Guidance on use is

pnal. Questions that relate to conditions that an individual considers to be about the rel:
have personally with the organization. In effectwhen a person is hired or contracted or o

ider of (labour / human capital) resources.The individual brings with them their skills, cap
rience, and knowledge with an expectation‘that these will be utilized by the organization fa
fit.

important aspect of personal values’is the alignment between the organization’s values a

environment. These questions relate to the “fit” that exists between the individual and
they have “been hired/to~perform.” While both the individual and the organization at
lop mutual agreementon “fit” at the time of hiring, once engaged in the actual work reality
f expectations. This-aSpect provides data on the degree of engagement being driven by t
ities, job / task the'individual is assigned to perform.

il environmefit. These questions address aspects of motivational theory, and strongly
“organizational culture”. Current degrees of engagement are more strongly impacted
relationship aspects because the way work is performed has changed - from more highly

agement
provided

ntionship
therwise

ged as a member of the workforce, the organization creates a “contract” to pay for their services-asa

abilities,
r mutual

nd those

the work
tempt to
may not
he actual

rorrelate
by social
r focused

dividual work (the purpose / task aspect), to being more collaborative / team based. Miyich work
is agtGally achieved through working with others. If these relationships are positive and su

pportive,

easuring engagement, the part that relationships impact, should be considered.

d agility.

— Organizational leadership. These questions are important to the assessment of employee engagement.
Organizations may have many of the right policies and procedures in place, such as codes of ethics, values
statements and commitments, suggestion schemes, diversity and inclusion initiatives, whistle-blowing
programs, and many others, yet engagement may remain lower than expected. This may be because
employees are disengaged because the organization does not operationalize these commitments in the
reality of their day-to-day activity. This can have a major negative impact on engagement and should be
assessed. By assessing these aspects management can focus on the source of problems - where their intent
is failing to match reality, and action can be implemented to change current reality to the desired state.
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Examples of questions related to each of the four categories can be found in Annexes A through D. Some
questions may be repeated in more than one aspect. See also earlier research into engagement categories
such as cognitive (creative contribution), emotional (regard for the organization), and physical (daily activity
level).[19]

5.6.3 Scoring, aggregation, and weighting of responses.

5.6.3.1 Scoring

In the examples provided in Annexes A through D, the suggested approach to individual scoring is the Likert
scale, usmg a score of 1 (strongly disagree) through to 5 (strongly agree) While there is no option for “not
appllcab C Ul dll Cl}LCl llClLlVC llUL I.U lCDlJUlld, thD call bC addcd bul. L) llUL lCLUllllllClldCd AD dxo\,u Sed the
quality, yalidity and applicability of questions are improved by engaging with members of the\workforce
prior to finalizing the assessment tool.

5.6.3.2 | Aggregation

Employee engagement is personal feedback on how individuals perceive their place’in the organization and,
using th¢ aggregate scores for each individual, to what degree they individuallyare engaged. Fadtors that
impact ope individual's feedback can be different from others.

Aggregation of departmental data where people are engaged in similarnwork in a similar environment
(supervigion etc.) can have some validity. Table 2 suggests that aggregation should be treated with caution
when defermining what the employee engagement results suggest aitd what action should be taken.

It is clegr that each individual's response relates to their ogwh personal work environment, pnd that
aggregatling these results can lead to erroneous assumptions ¥n what action is required. In Figure 6, the
antecedgnts used as examples are those shown in Table2, and each is assessed for possible variability
between|individual results.

Table 2 — Different individuals can'be responding to different antecedents

Conditions / Possible degree ofvariability impacting individual re- | Response
antecedents sponses impact

Organizational |Culture is highly impacted by direct supervision. Communi- |Medium
culture and com- |cation is a,combination of organization level and individual

munication (e.g. intéraction with supervisor).

Supportive lead- |RespoiisSe is highly dependent on direct supervision (individ- Hich
ership val\leader). &
Organizational «‘{Responses depend on location, division or department job Medium /
learning definition, skill levels, seniority / experience. high

Individual specific - but data related to the work undertak-  |High
en within one department or job function can be similar,
Work-Conitent and |therefore data obtained from people doing similar work can

job-design be aggregated.
Compensation Some level of similarity, but pay ranges typically vary by Medium
and recognition [senijority, experience, job responsibility, performance and

others.

Simple aggregation of all results to produce an organization-wide engagement score can have some “gross”
value in identifying trends and comparisons, but in terms of providing cause and effect relationships,
aggregation has little meaning unless the workforce is considered as a single homogeneous group of
people, all motivated by the same conditions and drivers and all doing similar work using similar tools and
equipment and experiencing similar work environment experiences.
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The actual question sets used for data collection should be carefully reviewed and assessed for their ability
to provide responses that are meaningful when aggregated at any level, such as department, division, group,
or organization. These can include:

— different demographics such as lengths of service of age groupings of the population;

— factorsthat differ in relative importance, such as different conditions or drivers in different departments;

— different numbers of people in different departments (see 5.6.3.3 on application of weighting);

— differing impact of conditions / drivers on engagement, related to the work that individuals or groups

are

Additionplly, the degree of engagement of each person is most likely to have a different impad
collectivge outputs and outcomes.

While aggregation should be approached with caution, large organizations may be able tomore ef
aggregatle results through the application of advanced statistical approaches. They can cenduct mult
on aggregate cluster levels using regression analysis. Engagement scores.¢an be segmented, and
different scores calculated based on individual and/ or organizational levels.

analyses|

5.6.3.3

performing, relative to the collective outputs and outcomes.

Weighting

t on the

fectively
factorial

When dgtermining aggregated engagement results for any group, it is*important to recognize that some
groupings (e.g. departments, divisions) are likely to have more employees than others. The weighted

average

set. If departmental scores are used, the scores of employees in‘departments with more employeg
be given|greater weight than the scores of employees in departinents with fewer employees. Figure
the diffefence between the “average” and the “weighted average” when using departmental data.

s a calculation that takes into account the varying degrees of importance of the numbers

in a data
s should
6 shows

Company Employee Engagement Scores (EES)

Department A Department B Department C

300 employees 50 employees 30 employees

Average EES = 26,0 Average EES = 46,0 Average EES = 40,0

(=]

b of Total Employees =79 % % of Total Employees =13 % % of Total Employees = 8 9

If the company simply averdged the departmental data, the company EES for the 380 employees {
(26 + 46J+ 40) / 3 = 3733, " However, using a weighted average, the company EES becomes (26 x 0,79
0,13) + (40,0 x 0,08).=29,7.

The highfer number of employees in Department A has a greater impact on the total EES using the
average.|Even\though the EES for Departments B and C are much higher than those in Departmer

are less

Figure 6 —< Illustration of impact of weighting by department

would be
) + (46 x

veighted
t A, they

ilnfluential to the company'’s overall EES because they represent far fewer employees.

Averaging the results of all individual employees from all three departments would produce the same result
as the weighted average. However, the distinctive differences in departmental engagement scores would be
lost. Employee engagement is significantly higher in Departments B and C than it is in Department A.

Weighting can also be used as organizations develop an understanding of the relative importance of certain
conditions / antecedents to employee engagement. Those factors having a greater importance or impact on
engagement can be weighted more heavily. These weights can be applied when scoring both individual and
aggregated results.
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5.7 Customized approaches to engagement assessment

Some organizations have made progress in the development of more focused, statistically proven approaches
to measuring employee engagement. One example is The Work Environment Survey (WES) program[13];
organizations can follow a similar approach that develops an assessment of employee engagement that is
more closely relevant to their own specific organization.

As the example provided from information available on the WES website demonstrates, this project has been
a multi-year effort to understand employee engagement and to attempt to develop questions sets that will
provide meaningful metrics. The website contains links to both the methodology used, the results obtained,
the reports created, and planned future developments. There are several core aspects to this customized
approach:

— stati
betw

— devd
emp

— devd

— stati
reley

— mod
updz

— cont
and

In additi
benchm3
variabili

5.8 Contextual factors

Employe
within W

— the
outc

— age
risk

— the ¢
degr
indiy

stically driven exercise to develop question sets and surveys that seek to understand
een outputs, organizational outcomes, and employee engagement;

lopment of workforce-driven criteria for understanding the various conditions / driy
oyees (workforce) believe impact employee engagement;

lopment and deployment of question sets, linked to perceived conditionsi/drivers of engag

stically driven modelling and analysis of data collected to correlate nesults obtained to link
rant conditions;

elling and simulations of results to develop potential changes-to conditions and drivers
ite question sets and analysis of responses;

inuous learning of the model of employee engagementiwith an “organizational system” td
inderstand the link between engagement and “whole'system” effectiveness.

bn to these efforts, collaboration with other similar organizations is taking place so as ta
rks and comparable data. However, these efferts should be undertaken with caution becat
'y of factors than may be involved between organizations.

e engagement is primarily an individual-specific measure and as such understanding thg
hich engagement is to be measured should be considered. These may include:

pmes in service orgapizations where direct personal interaction occurs more frequently;

pf the workforce-and maturity of the particular business - lower engagement can create
pf turnover with,a’'younger. more mobile / flexible workforce;

lifference inskill sets between various departments, and the amount of risk associated w
ees of engagement in some key areas (e.g. risk of low engagement with a small group of sp
riduals-who are key to sustaining competitive advantage);

the link

Fers that

rement;

age with

So as to

develop

develop
se of the

e context

fype of industry - employee engagement tends to be more directly linked with organlizational

h greater

th lower
ecialized

— the i

mpact of engagement associated with different work environments; as greater remote y

vork and

hybrid workplaces develop different conditions / drivers can emergell4];

— the condition of the job market for various individuals and groups within the organization, that tends to
impact the point at which disengagement leads to decisions to leave;

— the degree of measures implemented by the organization to consult and involve employees and their
representatives in the development, implementation and evaluation of measures related to engagement.

Contextual factors should be considered in trying to understand the linkage between outputs, outcomes,
and engagement as well as developing question sets, evaluating responses, and determining action.
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5.9 Predictive factors

Employee engagement varies over the long term and can rise and fall as organizations evolve. Actual
engagement can well vary with economic conditions, as organizations make changes, as well as when new
initiatives such as mergers, acquisitions, or divestitures take place. These are disruptive to people; and this
potentially reflects on actual engagement results.

Small changes in overall engagement, for both individuals and groups, should never result in over-reaction.
It is important to develop trends and use these trends to anticipate changes in engagement and respond
as needed. Actual engagement results- especially when they have been effectively mapped to conditions /
drivers, should be subject to traditional statistical control approaches such as establishing upper and lower
control limits, within which fluctuations occur.

Predictilllg the shift in engagement scores based on an understanding of changes in internal condifions can
then be pised to determine if the changes being made are causing the “system” to trend towatrd$ an “out
of contrgl” situation relative to lower employee engagement. This predictive approach can”also| be used
to underftand the point at which engagement scores start to have an impact on individual actionp such as
resignatjons.
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Annex A
(informative)

Generic questions - Personal aspects

Table A.1 contains a series of questions that reflects the types of conditions and drivers of engagement that
an individual “feels” relative to their own personal “contract” with the organization.

Table A.1 — Appropriate personal questions

Haw I feel personally about my relationship Neither %\tiong Iy

: N Strongly . i
with the organization disagree Disagree a:jgree nog Agre?gb agreg
isagree -

[ am fairly compensated for my work

[ am encouraged by my supervisor

[ feel positive about our benefit programs

My workload is usually reasonable

[ am encouraged to upgrade my skills and
capabilities

[ am valued for my contribution

[ am trusted to perform my work

Thle company acts to ensure work / life
bajance

Thle company is concerned about my person-
al vell-being

[ am treated fairly by the organization

Enjployee suggestions are encouraged

I fgel proud to work for my company

[ would encourage others to work here

[ r¢ceive appropriate recognitien'when I do
gopd work

Pepple have the opportunity to develop

Leprning and development are encouraged

Stitess is well mandged in our workplace

Toftal results

If response-is: Score

Strongly 'agree 5

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

o fw| s

Strongly disagree
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