Firm attachment

ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱǰȱ ȱȱ¢ȱȱě¢ȱȱ
improve employee engagement in your organisation? Rob McTague discusses
two tools designed to measure the bond between employee and organisation.

I

magine you’re the coach of a professional sports team and
that, on a good day, maybe 23 percent of your players are
ŗŖŖȱȱĴȱȱȱȂȱǯȱ ȱȱŜŖȱ
ȱȱȱȱĴȯ¢ȱ ȱȱ ȱȱȱ
team talk you can get them up to perform—and the other 15
percent? Well, they are the players who turn up but don’t seem to
ȱǯȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱȬ
sary to be noticed, collect their pay cheques, and go home. Oh
¢ǰȱȱȱȱęȱȱȱȱȱǰȱ¢Ȃȱȱ
only one who gives a damn!
Is a team like that turning up to participate, compete or
ǵȱ  ȱȱ ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱęǵȱȱ
you’ll win the odd game—against other teams like yours—but a
ȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱ ȱȱĚȱ ȱ¢ȱ
because you won’t have enough people on your team with the
ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱęȱȱȱȱȱ
the win.
Now, let’s translate that scenario into an organisational
environment. Rather than athletes and coaches, we’re talking

¢ȱȱǯȱȱȱȬȱȱȱȱȱ ȱ
on you to improve productivity across the organisation so your
competition is a raft of KPIs.
That means only 23 percent of your employees are engaged,
62 percent are neither engaged nor disengaged, and 15 percent
ȱ¢ȱǯȱȱ¢ȱȱȱęȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ
engaged—the people you rely on to implement your strategy!
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱ
to a Gallup Survey published in October 2013. That same survey
ȱȱ¢ȱȱ ȱȱȱ ȱȱ
economy $7.5 billion each year.
Much research has been undertaken around how improved
engagement produces improved productivity. If your numbers
ȱȱĚȱȱȱǰȱ ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱ
improving employee commitment and engagement in your
ǵȱ ȱ¡ȱǰȱ ȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȁȂȱ
is the emotional output of engagement.
Ȃȱȱ¢ȱęȱ¢ȱǯȱȱǱȱ
“Employee engagement is an emergent property of the relationȬ
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¢ȱĴȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
bond between the new employee and the organisation.

ship between an organisation and its employees. An engaged
employee is one who is fully absorbed by, and enthusiastic about,
their work and so takes positive action to further the organisaȬ
tion’s reputation and interests.”
An organisation with high employee engagement levels might
therefore be expected to outperform one with low employee enȬ
gagement, everything else being equal.
While it is possible to measure engagement itself through
employee surveys, this does not necessarily assist in identifying
areas for improvement within organisations—particularly if a gap
exists between an employee’s reality of a situation and a managȬ
er’s perception of that reality. And given that most organisations
only conduct an engagement survey once a year, if at all, will the
employees’ answers help managers identify what that gap is and
ȱ ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱě¢ȱȱȱȱȱ
the team becomes more engaged? This is particularly so if, for the
past 10 months, the employee’s perception has been an emotionȬ
ally driven one.
Improving an organisation’s ratio of engaged to disengaged
employees takes a lot of hard work and it can be all too easy
simply to pay lip service to it. But it’s important to recognise that
when an employee tenders his or her resignation, the decision to
do so is usually made long before the event!
Most of us are familiar with the truism that employees don’t
leave companies, they leave managers. To most employees, their
manager is their direct representative of the company. As a manȬ
ager, you’re the leader of your team, and, along with everything
else required of you, it’s your responsibility to ensure that your
employees are engaged to the highest possible extent. Doesn’t that
put some pressure on!
With this in mind, apart from acting on engagement surveys,
how else can an organisation begin to improve its employee enȬ
gagement? I believe there are two approaches, each of which will
have an impact on the other.

WAY IN
ȱęȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȂȱȬ
ship with the organisation. Think back to when you last started in
ȱ ȱȯ ȱ ȱȱȱȱȱęȱ ȱ ǰȱ ȱȱ¢ȱ
ǰȱ ȱ ȱȱȱĚȱ¢ȱȱȱǵȱȱ
¢ȱęȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȃȱȱ ȱȬ
posed to be”, “Am I comfortable”, “Does my manager like me”,
ȃȱ¢ȱ ȱȱȄǰȱȃȱ ȱȱęȱȄȱ
ȱȃȱ ȱĴȱȱ ȱ ȱȱȄǵ
Human beings are genetically and neurologically geared to
ȱĴȱ ȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ¢ǯȱ
When a new employee joins an organisation, they go through a
ȱȁĴȂȱȱȱȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱ
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between people in a romantic relationship. And just as in a perȬ
ȱǰȱȱ¢ȱ ȂȱȱȁȂȱȱ¢ȱ
ȱȱȱĴȯȱȱȱȱȱǯ
¢ȱĴȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
bond between the new employee and the organisation. Research
 ȱȱȱȱȱęȱŗŘŖȱ¢ȱȱ¢ǯȱȱ
not surprisingly, the direct manager is the person with the greatȬ
ȱĚȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱ
are not mind readers, and they rely on hard data to make inȬ
formed decisions, how can they know what to change?
ȱȱ¢ȱĴȱ ¢ȱǻ Ǽǰȱȱ¢Ȭ
Ȭȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ¢ȱ¢ȱǰȱȱ
ȱȱ ȱȱǯȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȬȱ
survey, which will tell you nothing about an employee’s level of
ȱȱȱȱǯȱ ȱȱĴȬ
ment—the bonding period that occurs before engagement.
Many organisations measure employee engagement annually,
ȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱȱ¢ȱ¢ȱȱȱȁĴȂȱ
boat. To be fair, up until now, there hasn’t been a recognised
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱĴǰȱ
ȱȱȱ ȱǰȱȱ¢ȱ¢ǰȱȂȱȱȬȬ
suming nor cumbersome.
Australian research shows that, based on average direct and
indirect costs, recruiting and upskilling new talent to minimum
performance standards exceeds $100,000 per new employee
ȱȱęȱȱȱȱ¢ǯȱȱȱȱȱ
takes for an organisation to recover that investment is anywhere
between 12 and 18 months, depending on the role, industry and
learning curve to reach full competency.
¢ȱĴȱȱȱȱ ȱ¢Ȃȱȁ¢ȂȱȱȬ
ȱȱęȱȱȱȱǯȱȱȱȱȱȱ
cost of replacing the exiting employee and the $100k investment
increases dramatically with each new recruiting exercise.
ȱȱ¢ȱĴȱ ¢ȱȱ
ȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ¢ȱĴȱȱȱ ȱ
range of industries and a diverse range of people. The research
shows that there are 20 critical drivers an employee assesses, both
¢ȱȱ¢ǰȱȱȱęȱŗŘŖȱ¢ǯȱ  ȱ
we, as managers, choose to manage these perceptions, or not, will
ȱȱȱȱĴȱȱȱǯ

WAY OUT
The second place to look to improve employee engagement is
at the other end of the employment cycle—at the time of exit.
Traditional exit surveys are no longer enough if an organisation
is serious about improving employee engagement. They are often
Ȭǰȱȱȱȱȱ¡ȱ¢ȱ¢ǰȱȱȱ
Ĵȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱǯȱ

EMPLOYEE ENG AGEMENT

Research has pinpointed the key push and pull forces that inȬ
Ěȱȱ¢Ȃȱȱȱȱ ¢ȱ ȱȱǯȱ
The resulting Employee Detachment Inventory (EDI) survey difȬ
fers from traditional exit interviews in that it seeks feedback from
both the exiting employee and his or her manager. It’s important
to know the reasons why an employee decides to leave, but it is
equally important for the manager to understand the extent to
which each detachment force had an impact on that decision.
The comparison of responses between the employee and manȬ
ager to the same set of questions enables the manager to identify
ȱȱȱȱȱ ȱȱ ȱęȱȱ¢ȱ
was in the role, compared with the employee’s actual satisfaction
ratings. The power of the EDI is in surveying the manager.
This comparison is designed to help managers gain awareness
of the issues the remaining and future team members may also be
experiencing, rather than to salvage the relationship.

ȱȱȱȱȱȱěȱȱȱ
levels of engagement, the last thing they need is a handful of
disgruntled employees pulling it apart. These instruments are
ę¢ȱȱȱȱȱ¢ȱȱȱȱ
improve productivity through improved employee engagement.
They should be used with, not instead of, your existing processes.
ĴȱȱȱǰȱȱȂȱȱȱȬ
ured and traditional exit surveys, in my experience, are given
 ȱĴȱ¢ȱ¢ȱ ǯȱ
ȱęȱȱ¢ǵȱ ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱěȱǷ
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