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Abstract

Engaged employees are enthusiastic and put in aefleffort in their work, this positively contrilag to labour
productivity. Labour productivity is concerned with the amourtlgme) of output that is obtained from each
employee. The aim of this study was to establishrekationship between employee engagement andutabo
productivity. The study adopted an explanatory aedle design where census method was used invoR0Bg
State Corporations in Kenya. The data obtained waalyzed using descriptive and inferential statesiti
analyses. The study established that Employee engag is positively and significantly related tobbar
productivity and employee engagement significactlytributes to labour productivity. The study camgs that
highly engaged employees are more productive anttibate positively the performance of an organizat
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1.0 Introduction

1.1Background of the Study

Productivity is the relationship between the qusntif output and the quantity of input used to gate that
output. Productivity demonstrates the efficiencyhwivhich output is produced by a given set of isp@&ince
productivity is generally measured by the rati@ofput to input, an increase in the ratio indicatesncrease in
productivity and the opposite is true. According-reeman in the OECD Manual (2008) labour proditgtisan
best be measured by looking at the number of hoarked and the level of output, however this measan be
interfered with by the level of engagement of emgpks, this is because the level of output can thereint for
different employees despite working for the sammimer of hours. NHS National Workforce Project€)(2)
defines employee engagement as a measure of hgplepeannect in their work and feel committed toithe
organization and its goals. Highly engaged workfooan increase innovation, productivity, and bottoma
performance and hence increase Labour productivity.

GDP per employed person and GDP per hour workedpcavide a general picture of a country's Labour
productivity. According to Omolo,(2010) The gapweén Kenya's economy and those of the high perfogmi
Asian tigers has widened tremendously since thentcg's independence in 1963 with Kenya recordiogy |
GDP compared to the Asian tiger Countries. Thiseisause developed countries and the Asian tigavg tiver
the years emphasized on increasing labour prodiyco as to improve G.D.P person as well as r#ise
standards of living. Poor labour productivity haeb cited as one of the reasons leading to théndeid the
growth of the economy from an (World Bank Reportastained in a Republic of Kenya report, 2007).

1.1.1  Profile of State corporations in Kenya

State Corporations are government owned corpoatwimich are either fully owned or partially owneg b
government. They are regarded as one of the fatltatshave a great potential to facilitate econogrimwth,
they are envisioned as playing a crucial role ironRsting and /or accelerating economic growth and
development that will drive the social and econotmémsformation of Kenya tda globally competitive and
prosperous country with a high quality of life b§3D”; Presidential Taskforce on Parastatal Reforms (&P
2013).

The total wage bill of State Corporations takesuab®% of GDP while their internally generated funds
contribute about 7% of GDP (Omolo, 2010). This shbat State corporations contribute towards thenecuc
growth of the country and there is need for effectind effective management of their human ressuntech
contribute to the performance of state corporatiéeployee engagement has been found by researtthers
increase innovation, productivity, and bottom-Ilpeformance which facilitates increase Labour potigity.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Kenya aspires to achieve a high and sustained etorgrowth consistent with the Government’'s empleptn
wealth creation and poverty reduction ObjectiveateSCorporations are envisioned as playing a atuole in
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Promoting and /or accelerating economic growth dadelopment that will drive the social and economic
transformation of Kenya. However according to Om¢Rk010), state corporations have been charactehiye
low work performance and poor service delivekgcording to Sessional paper no. 3 on National Bctdity
policy (2013),Kenya is faced with low labour productivity levelhich have been attributed to poor work
attitudes, poor work ethics and lack of commitmamd involvement. Poor labour productivity has beéed as
one of the reasons leading to the numerous contglaincitizens of poor service delivery among prikkrvice
employees. According to Kamoche (2003) curremtliténya the traditional personnel management appriza
being used to manage an employee which lays & leinphasis on administrative procedures evidempiuislic
corporations. This requires a shift in the way @naging employees of the government or state catipos so
as to ensure that they deliver results. Very lififeention has been paid to employee engagemenh@ndhis
can be used to drive up labour productivity inestarporations, however according to Sang (20I%pleyee
engagement plays a significant moderating effediabour productivity and contributes positivelyegmployee
performance. This research therefore seeks to listtaihe relationship between employee engagemedt a
labour productivity in state corporations in Kenya.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
The main objective was to establish the relatigndigtween employee engagement and labour prodyditivi
State corporations in Kenya

1.4 Hypothesis
Ho: Employee engagement is not significantly relatethbour productivity

2.0 Literature Review
2.1 Labour productivity

According to OECD (2001), Labour remains the on¢hefmost important input to many production prgess
with labour input being measured by the total numbiehours worked. According to Freeman (2008) the
measure of input use reflects the time, effort skitls of the workforce. Labour productivity is amrned with
the amount (volume) of output that is obtained freamech employee. Labour Productivity = Total Outpuibtal
Productive Hours (Spring Singapore, 2011). It ciap &e measured by looking at the added Value mérdf
Labour Cost (Labour productivity = value added floe products/ total wages).Labour productivity bagn
identified as a crucial indicator of workforce pmrhance. According to a study by Spring Singap@@L{),
Productivity is critical for the long-term compéténess and profitability of organizations.

Since Labour Productivity = Total Output / TotalbBuctive Hours and it can be measured by lookinthet
guantity or quality of goods or services per timperg or numbers employed or the value added touystedthen
labour productivity can be measured for an indiglda firm, a process or a country. Since GDP isegaly

used as a measure of total output, then it canossilple to measure a country’s labour productiirita given

year or period by dividing the GDP in a given pdrlay the total productive hours in that period. Kets and
policymakers compare a country's labour produgtiritm period to period as a measure of outputiefficy.

According to Sessional paper no. 3 on National Bectdty policy (2013), Kenya's labour and capital
productivity indices were 0.84 and 0.46 respecyiviel 2009. This is in contrast with the benchmarfkao
productivity index of at least 5 for global compiegness.On a microeconomic level, labour productivity is an
important component of the profit function, sinteantributes to better performance and produgtivithereas
on a macroeconomic level labour productivity cdnites to economic development.

Increases in productivity can be driven by techgumal advances (through innovation and increasesills) or
through improvements in efficiency. Employee engaget can help increase efficiency by creating great
output produced by a given number of employees an mours used for production, improving quality or
decreasing the amount of time take or the costlwedb However there have been reports of low labour
productivity in Kenyaleading to diminishing output and relatively hilglvour input costsLabour productivity
only partially reflects the productivity of labour terms of the personal capacities of workersherintensity of
their effort.

According to Omolo (2010}espite the significant role of productivity in pnoting enterprise competitiveness,
economic growth and employment creation, the saa® rfot been mainstreamed in all sectors of Kenya's
economy. Some of the labour productivity indicators includabour cost effectiveness, labour cost per
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employee, value added per employee, capabilitylfléty of work force, product yield per employeeaiting

time per customer/client served, compliment to clamgs ratio, investment in training per employemployee
to client ratio, Labour turnover and absenteeisnm@mtion a few. Labour productivity therefore paes a
measure of how much value an organization is aergatith its labour force. Labour productivity inghresearch
was measured by four items adopted from Navar&x@2Q);by looking at compliments to complaints rattee

waiting time per client, and the number of cliesg¢sved or output produced per employee, Labouotnand
absenteeism to mention a few

2.2 Employee Engagement

Engagement is defined as the state of emotionalirtetiectual involvement that motivates employ¢esio

their best work (Aon Hewitt Global Research on Hyegaent, 2012). Engaged employees are those who give
full discretionary effort at work, and are highligerous and dedicated to their job, while disengag@ployees

are those who are disconnected from work and ddae¢ the energy to work hard nor are they enthtisiat
work. Schaufeli et al (2002) describes engagementa d'positive, fulfilling, work-related state of nd
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorptidhtan be concluded therefore that employee emmagt
affects productivity, profitability, employee ret@m and customer services (Xanthopoulou et al9200

The Aon Hewitt engagement model looks at 3 aspefcesmployee engagement which are Say, Stay, Strive.
Engaged employees consistently speak positivelytathe organization to co-workers, potential empks; and
customers, they have an intense desire to be p#éinerganization and they exert extra effort andage in
behaviors that contribute to business success

According to Bakker et.al (2001), there are attldasr reasons why engaged employees perform bitber
non-engaged employees. First, engaged employess efperience positive emotions (e.g., happinegsand
enthusiasm). Second, engaged employees experietiee bealth. Third, engaged employees create tivair
job resources and personal resources. Fourth, edgagployees transfer their engagement to others.

According to Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) while drout workers feel exhausted, cynical and havaced
professional efficacy, their engaged counterpaa¢s vigorous, are enthusiastic and absorbed im tiaik and
have increased professional efficacy and energy.

Work engagement is positively associated with joaracteristics that might be labelled as resouroesivators

or energizers, such as social support form co-werked one's superior, performance feedback, cogcjab
autonomy, task variety, and training facilities (Berouti et al., 2001; Salanova et al., 2001, ScHad&
Bakker,2003). A study by Bakker et al (2003) showkealt job resources such as social support fromsone
colleagues and job autonomy are positively rel&addvels of engagement.

Other employee engagement drivers include; the witsedf, quality of working life, total rewards, ogwany
practices, management/leadership, career oppaesiaibd working relationship to mention a few.

3.0 Resear ch M ethodology

3.1 Research Design

Explanatory research design was used for this relseBxplanatory research design is suitable foséhstudies
that seek to determine relationships between ViasaExplanatory case studies examine the datalglosth at
a surface and deep level in order to explain ttenpmena in the data and they have been used sfutlyeiss

researches where theories are used as a basisdeerstanding and explaining practices or procedures

3.2 Sampling and Sampling procedure

The study population comprised of the State Compmra in Kenya which are 202 in number (sourceteSta
Corporations Advisory Committee, 2014) while thegtd respondents were the 202 HR managers in #te st
corporations in Kenya. HR managers were regardesl astable unit of observation since they arepbkcy
makers, and are the implementers of HRM practicesaae therefore better placed to give an opiniorthe
relationship between Employee Engagement and |giraluctivity. Therefore a census approach was.used

3.3 Research Instruments and Data Collection and Asialy

Questionnaires that were composed of semi struttarel open ended question which were used for data
collection, and were structured on a five-pointdrikscale. The questionnaires were sent with arcleger
outlining the objectives of the research, accomganivith directions for filling out the survey, some
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guestionnaires were completed in the presenceeofabearcher. A pilot study was conducted so abdok for
possible errors that could arise from unclear uwdions, by using Cronbach Alpha method, which wsed to
check on the reliability and validity of the instnents used by determining the internal consisteridiie scale
used. Chronbach alpha values of 0.7 and abovensidered adequate (Sekaran ,2003), the averagalizuio
Alpha value was 0.793. The quantitative data wadyaerd using descriptive statistics and inferergtatistics
using Statistical Package for Social Sciences ($P3$Be hypothesis testing was done at 5% level of
significance

4.0 Results and Discussion

A response rate of 83% was obtained. From the iiser analysis majority of the respondents agréext
engaged employees have a desire to be part ofutteess of their organization, however a minoritg.8%6)
agreed that the employees in their organizatioreveagaged or showed enthusiasm.

Correlation was used to analyze the degree ofioaltiip between Employee Engagement and the variaibl
Labour Productivity. Pearson coefficient (r) andwas used to determine if there is a significatdti@nship.
The Pearson (r) correlation coefficient showedrangt positive and significant relationship betwé&anployee
Engagement and Labour Productivity because it hadaason correlation coefficient (r) of 0.727 arg alue

of 0.000. This means that as Employee Engagemerg¢ases Labour Productivity also increases in #mes
direction. This finding can be supported by a reseaone by West and Dawson (2012), among Heatitoise
workers which confirmed that employee engagemeatideto improved individual employee performance,
reduced absenteeism and turnover as well as reghatesht mortality.

Regression analysis was used to find out if Emmdyrgagement predicts the given dependent varfhhbour
productivity). Linear regression yielded a statistalled coefficient of determination R of 0.53, this means
that employee engagement contributes 53% to Lapodluctivity. This implies that employee engagement
plays a significant role in ensuring that therd_@our productivity. This is supported by reseabghGallup
(2008), which showed that engaged employees ardi@mlly attached to their organizations, are cottedi
and therefore are more productive.

On the test of significance, the p- value was 0.800 it shows a significant linear relationshipvietn Labour
productivity and Employee Engagement. The implaratf this is that Employee Engagement plays arkéy
in ensuring labour productivity, the higher the émgpe engagement the higher the Labour productiVitys is
because it leads to positive behavior in employwesh as taking personal initiative, organizatiatitizenship
behavior and employee effectiveness (Macey andeédén2008)

Since the p- value which is 0.000 is less than @®DB00 < 0.05) then §Hvas rejectedecause there was a
significant relationship between Employee Engagdraad Labour productivity.

5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

Based on the above findings, this study concludasEmployee Engagement plays a key role in englaimour
productivity and the higher the level of employamagement the higher the Labour productivity. Tikis
because Engaged employees are enthusiastic antbetb$o their work and have increased professieffadacy
and energy (Schaufeli & Bakker,2003).

5.2 Recommendations
This study recommends that HR personnel in statpocations in kenya need to consider how to in@eas
engagement levels among staff, by incorporating leyee engagement practices and conducting regular
engagement surveys. Some employee engagementsdtiver can drive up employee engagement levels
include; employee development opportunities, strovapnagement — employee relations, employee red¢ognit
and empowerment as well as team work and collalooréd mention a few. There is need for more emightas
be laid on how to increase Labour productivity eamployee in the state corporations and employeagsrgent
will play a very key role by focusing on engagemariners and creating an employee engagement gyratdis
will help to engrain a productive culture in Kenyaarkforce
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5.3 Suggestionsfor further research

This study recommend further research on the rbjelodesign on employee engagement in state catipois
so as determine if the current job design praciitéise public service are a contributor to empbgagagement
and if Job design plays a moderating effect on Lalpooductivity.
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