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Abstract
There has been a significant lack of Employee engagement study in the academic literature, which in re-

turn resulted in lack of knowledge about its consequences on the governmental sector «Alan M. Saks, (2006)».

It was found that engaged employees tend to be energetic and considerably enthusiastic about their 
work and in result higher organization’s productivity is achieved «Bakker & Demerouti, 2008». A positive re-
lationship between organization’s productivity and employee engagement was found, meaning that the more 
engaged the employee, the better he performs; and thus the better the organization’s overall performance 
«Alan M. Saks, (2006)».

After careful consideration of the Egyptian sector and its status, it was found that an examination of the 
the employee engagement’s impact on Egyptian Public sector is highly needed. Thus, the purpose of this study 
is to examine the employee engagement’s impact on Egyptian Public sector.

Keywords: Employee engagement, Organization’s Productivity, gender, Public sector. 

Introduction
The administrations have come to the realization that the world is evolving, and that employees now 

form a serious difference due to the advanced efficiency and productivity that is now required, thus  em-
ployee engagement became a significantly popular managerial concept and received a significant amount 
of attention. (Johnson, 2004) (Macey, et al., 2009).

Employee engagement results in expressively high outcomes, increases employee’s performance and commit-
ment, and has a positive relationship with organizational performance, productivity, profitability, loyalty and safety   
(Lawler, 2008) 

Hypotheses
1-  There is a Positive relationship between Managers and employee engagement.
2-  There is a Positive relationship between organizational cognition and employee engagement
3-  There is a Positive relationship between Clarity of responsibilities and employee engagement.
4-  There is a Positive relationship between compensation and employee engagement.
5-  There is a Positive relationship between training and employee engagement.	
6-  There is a Positive relationship between employee engagement and performance.
7-  Employee engagement is affected by managers, organization cognitive, compensation, clarity of re-

sponsibilities, and training.

* This article was submitted in November 2018, and accepted for publishing in March 2019,  Published: September 2020.
DOI: 10.21608/aja.2020.111868
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Objective of the Study
1-  To identify the importance of this topic and how can the employee engagement affect the perfor-

mance of the Egyptian public sector.
2-  To identify the not capital of engagement and how those drivers can affect employee engagement.
3-  To examine the effect of the employee’ engagement on productivity.

Definition of Employee Engagement
One of the most widely used terms these days is employee engagement. Engagement itself is an emo-

tional state that leads to the person being involved and loyal (Robinson, et al., 2004) (Schaufeli, 2013).  
Engaged employees can be described as individuals who are pleased with their job, get the needed amount 
of self-actualization from their job role, feel committed to the company, speak highly of it, and support the 
company be successful and achieve its objectives. (Mori, 2008) (Blessing White, 2008).

Engagement is a positive attitude where an employee does more than his job requires and focuses on 
the organization’s benefit rather than his. (Robinson, et al., 2004)

Employee engagement is the outcome of how employees feel about the organization, leaders, and 
the work environment’ (Mercer, 2007) (Kahn’s definition, Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter,2001, p. 417). It is 
preforming personally satisfying activities that enhance a staff member’s sense of professional worth (Leiter 
and Maslach, 1998), affects employee’s morale, production, commitment, loyalty, absenteeism rate, as well 
as, turnover rate. (Macey and Schneider, 2008). (Schmidt, and Hayes, 2002: 269), and must be measured 
with different tools (Schaufeli, et al., 2002). A culture that enables employee engagement needs staff who 
are prepared to go the extra mile to achieve better financial performance (Basis, 2010) (Baumruk, 2006).

The Importance of Employee Engagement
At this critical time, the increased attention from the government to employee engagement is highly 

required and will lead to achieving the government’s goals, as well as, increase its productivity.

Gallup’s study, which was demonstrated on 142 countries in 2015; showed that 13% of Egypt’s em-
ployees are «engaged» and mentally committed to their jobs and likely to be making positive contributions 
to their organizations. However, 55% of Egypt’s employees are «not engaged» and 32% are «actively disen-
gaged» which means they are unhappy and unproductive. This is an indication for a big problem (Gallop 
Study, 2015) (Hanan, et al., 2014).

Managers should promote engagement for numerous reasons, such as the employees’ mental health; it 
was found that engaged employees have healthier mental state and tend to be more productive than employ-
ees who are not engaged, which affects the organization’s competitive advantage (May, et al., 2004) (Crabtree, 
2005) (Macey et al., 2009).  Moreover, a clear strong relationship between productivity and organizational 
performance was found; the higher the employee engagement, the better the financial performance, the less 
the turnover rate, and the higher the productivity (Baumruk, 2006). It was found that when organizations 
have high engagement their operational income increase by 19% (Perrin, 2007).

Drivers of Employee Engagement
There are drivers that can efficiently and effectively lead to employee engagement. Those drivers are 

represented in; the job’s nature, an individual’s relationships with coworkers as well as personal relationship 
with one’s manage, employee development opportunities, the organization’s culture, the communication’s 
quality, the management’s styles, and the levels of trust and respect within the organization (The Confer-
ence Board, 2006) (Lockwood, 2007).

The levels of engagement and its drivers are not constant; however, they differ from one organization to the 
other; due to numerous factors, such as: the different organizations’ structures, cultures and policies, the different 
employee groups, and the different individuals and t jobs (Robinson, 2007)  (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

The most important drivers for engagement can be considered the involvement, career progression, 
training and development, communication, one’s belief in company’s path, and participation in company 
decisions (Melcrum, 2007) (Robinson et al., 2007).
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Performance management and planning, such as appraisals and trainings; are very important factors 
to be considered when attempting to increase employee engagement (Melcrum’s, 2007).

Managers
Nowadays managers take time to understand their employees’ values; they motivate them, and work on cre-

ating a strong connection with them; which in return has a positive effect on the level of employees’ commitment.
Managers can increase employee engagement by allowing the participation in decision making, as 

well as providing feedback on the performance (Buchner, 2007) (Bakker et al., 2007).
The more engaged the employee, the more likely he is to consider his job supportive, due to the 

available resources that can be used to help employees deal with work stress and pressures(Schaufeli & 
Salanova, 2008)(Buckingham and Coffman, 1999) (Crabtree, 2005).

Engagement can be supported by respectful treatment of employees, self-awareness, communication, 
transparency, and ethical behavior (Sinclair et al., 2008). Organization’s management has a great influence 
on engagement  (Macey and Schneider, 2008).

Managers are the most important employee engagement driver and their attitude affect the employ-
ees’ relationships (Melcrum, 2007) (Cleland et al., 2008: 5). Managers who respect their employees and 
make them feel confident in the company and its future; are capable of increasing employee engagement 
(Jack, 2008) (Leiter and Maslach, 1998: 351).

Organizational Cognition
In order for organizations to be creative, they need to engage workers. However, it has to be noted that 

engagement is not the same as involvement; involvement is a result of an intellectual judgment which was 
formed due to satisfying the job needs, however, engagement is the result of feeling of fairness and com-
mitment (May et al., 2004). Employees always need motivation and feeling of commitment (Roffey Park 
Institute, 2008) (Reichers & Schneider, 1990).

Organizational fairness deals allows employees to decide if they have been treated justly in their jobs 
or not; and this in return affects their behavior, attitude, performance, and the organization’s success (Moor-
man, 1991) (Coetzee, 2005). 

Informational fairness is providing employees with the needed information regarding procedures, the 
way they are applied and the expected outcome (Greenberg, 1993).

Macey et al. (2009) model suggests the following:
1-  Employee engagement has a clear state
2-  This state results in engagement
3-  Engagement enhances performance (Hyvönen, 2009).

The work environment, organizational procedures, management, values, role challenges, work-life 
balance, information provided, and reward; forecast the engagement (Glen, 2006).

Clarity of Responsibilities
HR systems and management practices should be used when dealing with employees to produce a 

culture of engagement at workplace (Lockwood, 2007).
To support employee engagement, employee health and safety programs can be used (Grawitch, 2006).
Clear HR policies, assurance employee well-being, work-life balance, performance management, efficient 

communication, and increase employee engagement (Robinson et al., 2004: 129-147) (Anitha, 2014: 308-323) 
(Schneider, et al., 2009: 23-27) (Graen, 2008: 74-75).

Compensation
If a fair system of exchange is implemented, employees would be driven to engage in their jobs (Blau, 

1964: 363-366). When employees receive rewards, they become more engaged. Lack of rewards would 
lead to dissatisfaction(1) (Saks, 2006: 600-619) (Maslach, et al., 2001: 397- 422).
(1)  The social exchange theory (SET) is the most accepted and widely used theory in the recent research on employee 

engagement
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Engagement is affective-cognitive, and Work Life Balance enhances it by providing flexible working 
hours (Schaufeli et al., 2002) (Blates et al., 1999).

Training and Development
Training focuses on providing employees with tools and assets represented in knowledge, skills and 

capabilities that are needed for employees’ career growth. It helps in the completion of job easily by reduc-
ing employee’s physical and mental expenses. (Baker and Demerouti, 2008)

The model below explains the relation between managers, organization cognitive, policies, compen-
sation, training, and employee engagement.

A model suggested by the researcher

Methodology
 Testing the hypotheses proposed in the previous model started in April 2017 and ended in June 2018, 

involved developing and administering a questionnaire to a convenience sample of employees of the Min-
istry of Health and Population in Egypt, assessing the reliability of the scales employed. The statistical anal-
ysis was-conducted using SPSS version 23.
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The population of the study included the employees in the public sector in Egypt. The number of em-
ployees reached 780,200 workers in 2016/2017(1).

The total number of questionnaires distributed was 550. After removing incomplete questionnaires, 
the number of usable questionnaires was 476.

	                Z2    p (1-p)
N=           ــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ
		      d2

N= Sample size is 386 samples
Z = 1.96 is equal to the value of the natural variable standard.
d2    =   the size of the allowed error   0.05

(1)  Annual Report of Government and Public Sector Employees / Public Works 20171, Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics
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Time Frame
From April 2017-March 2018.

Limitation of the study
A random sample was taken from

-	 Employees of the Ministry of Health
-	 Employees of the Ministry of Education
-	 Employees of the Ministry of Electricity

Measures
The questionnaire included questions to assess the variables affecting both employee engagement 

and performance. Those variables are represented in: Managers, organizational cognitive, compensation, 
clarity of responsibility, and training; and there effect on employee engagement and performance. Thus, 
seven variables were measured using Likert scale, which allows individuals to express how much they agree 
or disagree with a particular statement. Answers ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The 
questionnaire consisted of seven parts; each consisted of questions measuring the related variable.

The questionnaire consisted of the following questions:

Managers
1-  Managers pay attention to employees’ promotions
2-  I am glad to work with my manager.
3-  My manager is considerate.
4-  If someone asked me to describe the best manager, I’ll describe my manager.
5-  My manager allows me to participate in decision-making.
6-  I do not want to work with another manager.
7-  I do not want to leave work.
8-  My manager always encourages me.

Organizational Cognitive
1-  My workplace recognizes my efforts.
2-  I will not leave my workplace because I feel special.
3-  If someone asked for the best workplace, I will say my workplace’s name.
4-  I feel confident in my workplace.
5-  I feel responsible in my workplace.
6-  I do not intend to leave my workplace because my efforts are appreciated.

Clarity of Responsibility
1-  Policies and regulations lead me to work professionally.
2-  I will not be able to leave my workplace because it has clear policies, duties and responsibilities

Training
1-  I do not want to leave my workplace because I get training and skills improvement.
2-  My workplace cares about improving my skills.
3-  Training reduces the effort required from me.

Compensation
1-  I think that the promotions are fair.
2-  I am satisfied with the compensations I receive.
3-  My effort is equivalent to the compensations I receive.
4-  I do not want to leave my job, due to the compensations I receive.
5-  The more compensation I receive the more loyal I become to my workplace.



The Impact of Employee Engagement on Productivity...

306

Employee Engagement
1-  I participate in decision-making.
2-  I do not intend to leave my workplace because it enhances my skills.
3-  The more recognition I receive the more loyal I become to my workplace.
4-  The more I participate in decision making the more loyal I become to my workplace.
5-  My workplace cares about my personal problems.

Performance
1-  The more loyal I become to my workplace, the better my performance becomes.
2-  The more I participate in decision-making, the better my performance becomes.
3-  I perform better when I am not stressed.
4-  I perform better when there are flexible working hours.
5-  I perform better when there is a monthly fun day.

Once the questionnaire was answered, each variable’s 
mean answers were calculated and then the means were taken 
and SPSS was used to measure the correlation between each 
variable and the employee engagement and performance.

According to Table (1), most of the respondents range 
from agree and disagree for managers (M=3.47, SD=1.257), 
organization cognitive (M=3.27, SD=1.065), compensation 
(M=3.5336, SD=1.256), clarity of responsibility (M=2.4013, 
SD=0.60933), training (M=2.8046, SD=0.83203), em-
ployee engagement (M=3.7353, SD=1.06291) which 
affects the performance (M=3.8676, SD=1.08643).

Evaluating Reliability
Data analysis was conducted. All scales were first 

subjected to reliability analysis. The Alpha Correlation 
Coefficient (ACC) was used. Item analysis indicated that 
dropping any item from the scales would not significant-
ly raise the alphas.

The reliability measures, in terms of Cronbach’s al-
pha, reached a recommended level of 0.70 as an indica-
tor for adequate internal consistency.

Data Analysis and Results
Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to investigate the relationships between factors as 

shown in Table 3.

The table (3) shows that managers have the highest effect on employee engagement and performance, 
followed by organizational cognition, compensation, clarity of responsibility and training.

It was also noted that the employee engagement has a direct effect and relationship on performance. The 
more the employee engagement, the higher the performance. The graph below illustrates this relationship.

Table3. Correlation Matrix for Variables
Manager Organizational 

Cognitive
Compensa-

tion
Clarity of Re-
sponsibility

Training Employee 
engagement

Perfor-
mance

Manager Pearson Correlation 1 0.805** 0.724** 0.709** 0.661** 0.892** 0.922**
Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Variables
Mean Std. 

Deviation
N

Manager 3.47 1.257 476
Organization cognitive 3.27 1.065 476
Compensation 3.5336 1.25695 476
Clarity of responsibility 2.4013 0.60933 476

Training 2.8046 0.83203 476
Employee engagement 3.7353 1.06591 476

Performance 3.8676 1.08643 476

 Table2. Reliability Coefficients of Variables
Used in This Study

ReliabilityCronbach’s 
Alpha

No. of 
itemsVariable 

0.9020.8148Managers1
0.7780.6056Organizational Cognitive2
0.8430.7112Clarity of Responsibility3
0.8540.730 3Compensation4
0.8270.6845Training 4
 0.8510.7255Employee engagement 6
0.8930.7985Performance7
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Manager Organizational 
Cognitive

Compensa-
tion

Clarity of Re-
sponsibility

Training Employee 
engagement

Perfor-
mance

Organizational 
Cognitive

Pearson Correlation 0.805** 1 0.741** 0.555** 0.513** 0.890** 0.838**
Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476
Compensation Pearson Correlation 0.724** 0.741** 1 0.586** 0.545** 0.754** 0.682**

Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476

Clarity of Re-
sponsibility

Pearson Correlation 0.709** 0.555** 0.586** 1 0.678** 0.678** 0.681**
Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476
Training Pearson Correlation 0.661** 0.513** 0.545** 0.678** 1 0.617** 0.558**

Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476

Employee 
engagement

Pearson Correlation 0.892** 0.890** 0.754** 0.678** 0.617** 1 0.950**
Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476
Performance Pearson Correlation 0.922** 0.838** 0.682** 0.681** 0.558** 0.950** 1

Sig.(2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N 476 476 476 476 476 476 476

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Conclusion
Based on the study, it can be concluded 

that the most important factors affecting the 
employee engagement are managers, orga-
nization cognitive, compensation, clarity of 
responsibilities, and finally training.

Countries facing economic challenges 
and aiming to improve their economy must 
first improve their human resources capital 
and pay close attention to their employees.

Employee engagement  helps in de-
creasing the rates of absenteeism, improves productivity, and enhances the service’s quality. Without em-
ployee engagement; productivity and service quality shall decrease (Nahrgang, Morgeson & Hofman, 2011; 
Harter, et al. 2009; Gonring, 2008).

Employee engagement should be a part of the work environment in order to increase productivity, 
satisfaction, and loyalty, as well as, enhance performance.

Recommendations
In order to increase employees’ engagement, the management has to pay very close attention to its 

employees. This attention can be represented in communicating and discussing the problems they face in 
the workplace and outside of it, allowing them to participate in decision-making; which will in return im-
prove their performance. Employees’ efforts have to be recognized and their evaluation should be based on 
their actual performance. Employees’ responsibilities and duties have to be very clear to enhance their per-
formance and eliminate the risk of misunderstanding their duties.The organization’s culture should allow 
teamwork, and support learning and communication.
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