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How does internal Corporate Social Responsibility affect employee retention in
an organization?

To examine & identify how Corporate Social Responsibility affects employee
retention as well as to determine & evaluate the relationship between CSR and
employee retention.

This thesis is based on the deductive approach which leads to quantitative data
analysis through a cross-sectional time horizon in form of a rating question
survey. The entire research is developed on Mark Saunders, Philip Lewis and
Adrian Thornhill’s (2008) onion model.

Internal CSR, together with HRM, is influencing employee satisfaction through
policies and strategies that are directed at employees and adapted to employees’
individual preferences. These preferences were identified in the form of needs
and motivating & hygiene factors. The findings suggest, that even when high
employee satisfaction is achieved, employee retention intention is not
guaranteed. CSR, therefore, has a direct effect on employee satisfaction but not
necessarily on employee retention.
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CHAPTER 01 - INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study

A few centuries ago, economists and managers had the opinion that the only “social
responsibility of business is to increase profits” (Friedman, 1970 as cited in Vinerean et al.,
2013a). This has changed according to ongoing research, which states that more and more
businesses are engaging in activities, with the intention to not only regard the economic aspect
but also the societal and environmental aspect (Vlachos et al., 2013).

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is receiving increasing attention by organizations and
its stakeholders. Organizations today face external pressures, demanding sustainability,
contributions to society, honest tax paying and fair working conditions. CSR is hereby
considered as a 'source of organizational competitive advantage’, which is needed to

distinguish oneself from other players in the market (Vinerean et al., 2013a).

Key elements of CSR are characterized as ‘context-specific organizational actions and
policies that take into account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of
economic, social, and environmental performance’ (Aguinis, 2011 as cited in Vinerean et al.,
2013a). CSR is further described as a contribution to the welfare of a company’s employees,
the surrounding local community and society, while at the same time promoting economic
development (World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 1999 as cited in
Bucitniené & Kazlauskaité, 2012).

To gain legitimacy, a good reputation and satisfying financial results, organizations
implement one or several CSR strategies (Beddewela & Fairbrass, 2015). These strategies can
vary, focusing on social aspects, employees, customers, the government or the environment
(Turker, 20009, as cited in Aminudin, 2013).

Employees are important stakeholders as their behaviour actively influences organizational
performances (DeVaro, 2006; Jiang et al., 2012 as cited in Barakat et al., 2016). Abbott

(2002) states that financial results are highly influenced by customer loyalty, which on the
other hand is highly influenced by employee satisfaction, resulting in organizations having

actively shifted their focus from profit, to their employees.

In line with this development, the focus of this thesis will be on internal CSR strategies that
are directed at employees. Internal CSR to employees consists hereby of benefits,

compensations and a pleasant work environment (Vinerean et al., 2013a). External CSR,
8
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which is directed at the external parties surrounding an organization (customers, governments

etc.), will not be the focus of this research.

Internal CSR strategies show important similarities to Human Resource Management (HRM).
The main goal of HRM is the satisfaction of employees, which is why policies and practices
of the Management strategy can easily be connected and used together with CSR, in order to
increase the success of CSR strategies directed at employees (Bucitiniené¢ & Kazlauskaité,
2012). CSR strategies can hereby be considered as an extension of HRM. CSR is a concept
which can be implemented further and connect on to other organizational aspects, apart from
employees. The concept seems therefore to be of importance for an organization as a whole,
when using it together with HRM practices and policies.

Several organizations already present good examples of successful HRM and/or internal CSR
strategies. The well-known multinational organization Google is known for having a good
reputation among their employees (Akorede, 2018; Fortune, 2017; Patel, 2015). Newspapers
and blogs agree that the successful multinational organization not only offers a satisfying pay
check (Patel, 2015), but also other advantages such as onsite childcare, an onsite fitness
centre, health insurance and sick days (Fortune, 2017), as well as options for working from
home (Akorede, 2018). All of it topped up with employee trips and parties (Patel, 2015).
Many other benefits and compensations contribute to a unique working environment which

makes Google one of the most popular organizations to work at.

Another example of a satisfied workforce can be found within the start-up Squarespace as it
offers a flat hierarchy (Squarespace, 2020). According to Patel (2015) ‘employees feel their
voices can be heard when they aren’t muffled under layers of management’. Hereby the

feeling of being able to express oneself contributes to the satisfaction of workers.

Shared values, teamwork, options for development and taking part in innovations are further
ways to motivate employees at Gore (Gore & Associates, Inc., 2020). The organization is

another successful business with a unique working culture.

According to Rajgopal (2016) as cited in Akorede (2018), employees respond to measures
directed at their wellbeing and satisfaction with a higher employee motivation and retention

rate.
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1.2 Research Problem Identification

Many organizations consider human capital as a key element of their success. They believe
that low labour turnover can bring many advantages to a company. But many organizations
are confronted with an employee talent shortfall (Reynolds et al., 2008 as cited in Peng,
2014). This talent shortfall is attributed to many factors, sometimes coming from the simple
fact that there are insufficient talented employees (Peng, 2014). But many organizations face
low motivation and absenteeism within their workforce. Employees also switch among jobs.

Hence, CSR could act as a strategy to attract and retain talented employees (Peng, 2014).

Further, Bauman & Skitka, (2012) as cited in Lee & Chen (2018) emphasized the importance
of employees’ psychological needs in the relationship between employees’ CSR perceptions
and the corresponding organizational outcomes. Some individuals are suffering from mental

illnesses due to the dissatisfaction of their jobs.

There is increasing evidence that an organization's CSR activities comprise a legitimate,
compelling and increasingly important way to attract and retain good employees (Peng,
2014). Plenty of efforts in research were done in the past, to document and understand the
antecedents and consequences of CSR for firms (Peng, 2014). However, research often
addresses how CSR affects financial performance or other important stakeholder groups, for
example, investors, customers, and the government, but it has tended to neglect employees
(Aguinis & Glavas, 2012 as cited in Peng, 2014). This gap in knowledge is surprising given
how well established it is that employee attitudes and behaviour have far-reaching
consequences for the overall success of organizations (Peng,2014). Therefore, the authors of
this study intended to review previous literature and conduct survey research to enhance the
knowledge on how to satisfy, motivate and retain employees with the help of internal CSR

strategies. Further, it is expected to provide conclusions for necessary and interested parties.

1.3 Purpose

The purpose of the study can be considered as one of the most important sections of the study

because it reflects the main aim of conducting research.

The authors strongly believe this research would be extremely beneficial to any employer or a
manager who wishes to create and retain a satisfied workforce within the company because it
becomes a big disadvantage for a company if employees leave and join with a competitor
after gaining several years of experience. That company might have invested huge money in

the recruiting process. Therefore, every company should have its strategies to create efficient
10



employees and retain them for a longer period in the organization. Hence, it is necessary to
identify the importance of having internal CSR strategies and analyse how these strategies

work, to retain employees within an organization.

Therefore, during the study period, the authors intend to examine and identify how Corporate
Social Responsibility affects employee retention. Further, the authors are expected to
determine and evaluate the relationship between CSR and employee retention. Finally, it is
expected to recommend suitable CSR strategies to necessary parties to enhance the
organization's Corporate Social Responsibility to improve employee motivation and retention.

In addition to the above, the authors believe this study would be also beneficial to academics
who wish to fill this gap of their knowledge, especially when conducting future research.

Hence, the authors aim to accomplish the above purposes while conducting proper research
within the given period.

1.4 Research Question

Corporate Social responsibility (CSR), Human Resource Management (HRM), Employee
Satisfaction and Employee Retention are the most important areas of this study. Therefore, it

is expected to find the answer to the following research question:

How does internal CSR affect Employee Retention Intention in an organization?

11



CHAPTER 02 - LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section previous research regarding CSR, Human Resource Management, Employee
Satisfaction, and Employee Retention will be presented.

2.1 CSR

Earlier research stated that ‘modern businesses still raise concern that CSR does not provide
any obvious benefit to the organization’ (WBCSD, 1999 as cited in Buéitiniené & Kazlauskaité,
2012, p.3), thereby questioning the usefulness of voluntary CSR strategies directed at
employee’s, customer’s, society's or other stakeholders’ wellbeing. As of today, CSR seems to
be widely accepted as useful for organizations within the business world. Saeidi et al. (2015)
compared a high amount of research, regarding CSR and organizational performance, which all
showed improvements of firm performance including financial performance and employee

commitment, after implementation of CSR.

CSR does not only have the ability to improve the reputation, sales, and customer loyalty of a
company, and by that leading to more investment made into it (Vinerean et al., 2013a). It also

leads to enormous human resource benefits (Vinerean et al., 2013b).

Motivated and talented employees are in high demand, which leads to competition between
corporations (Vinerean et al., 2013a). Thus, leading to a need for a successful internal CSR
strategy directed at employees to attract, manage and retain them. The different strategies can
be seen as a base for motivating and retaining employees, by providing an ‘appropriate
environment for employee satisfaction’ (Vinerean et al., 2013a). Vinerean et al. (2013a) further
argue that CSR strategies directed at employees, in other words satisfying and fair working
conditions, can even be described as internal marketing. They continue that employees are in
that case internal customers, whose needs need to be fulfilled (Vinerean et al., 2013a). This
successful internal marketing should, among other things, include a fair salary, health benefits,
and job responsibilities (Bhattacharya et al., 2008 as cited in Vinerean et al., 2013a). CSR to
employees further includes a pleasing work environment (Vinerean et al., 2013a). Previous
research confirms that CSR can enhance employee motivation and increase employee retention
(Bonini et al., 2009 as cited in Lee & Chen, 2018).

Managers of different levels are demanded to implement CSR strategies, by communicating

them throughout the organization. CSR has the ability to facilitate a manager’s job, as

12
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‘employees who hold positive attitudes ... will be more willing to direct their behaviour towards
activities that are in line with the goals and values of their organization’ (Lamm et al., 2013;
Temminck et al., 2015 as cited in Barakat et al., 2016, p.2).

Avoided should be allegations and accusations that could cause scepticism regarding CSR
practices used. Examples of allegations are exploitation or greenwashing (Lange and
Washburn, 2012 as cited in Vlachos et al., 2013). According to Story & Neves (2015) it is
crucial that employees believe in the organization's commitment to CSR and support the CSR
policies. Hereby CSR needs to be considered as a long-term process.

2.2 Human Resource Management

An overall strategy, with the ability to satisfy and retain employees is a successful Human
Resource Management (HRM). HRM gains in importance as workers today tend to have higher
expectations of their workplace and are harder to retain (Moore et al., 2014). A fact which holds
especially when focusing on the younger generations (Moore et al., 2014). HRM deals
specifically with the satisfaction of employees, having the goal of enhanced employee retention
and organizational performance (Vinerean et al., 2013a). Internal CSR and HRM go hand in
hand, as HRM is able to motivate employees to commit to a specific CSR policy (Bucitiniené

& Kazlauskaité, 2012).

Human Resource Management (HRM) is further described as the driver of CSR policies and
practices. HRM hereby, has the ability to shape employee perceptions about the organization,
which in turn can influence employee behaviour (Chuang & Liao, 2010). If employee
perceptions and behaviours are positive towards a company, organizational performance
increases. Perceptions and behaviours towards a CSR strategy are equally influenced by HRM,

thereby deciding its success or failure (Buéitiniené¢ & Kazlauskaité, 2012).

Examples of HRM satisfying employees and thereby shaping their perception of the
organization, are employee training and involvement, rewards, and compensations, as well as
an advanced recruitment and selection procedure (Chuang & Lia, 2010). Older research focuses
on autonomy and independence due to self-governing and self-managing teamwork, but also
on being able to shape and to object to the current work environment (Lawler 111, 1986 as cited
in Rondeau & Wagar, 2001). Key factors of HRM which are related to CSR can be summarized
as: ’values and principles; training and staff development; employee involvement; job security;

employee health and well-being; equal opportunities; work-life balance; and integration of

13
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disadvantaged groups into the workforce’ (Vountisjarvi, 2006 as cited in Bucitiniené &
Kazlauskaité, 2012, p.5).

HRM plays an important role, as the above-named management strategies which at the same
time can be formulated into CSR policies, need to be implemented (Bucitiniené & Kazlauskaite,
2012). CSR policies and practices cannot be implemented without a successful HRM to shape
employee perception and behaviour. HRM can be used for the implementation of values for
which CSR policies stand (Bucitiniené & Kazlauskaité, 2012). For a CSR policy to be
successful, employee commitment and motivation is needed. To gain support and commitment
for any CSR policy presented, HRM needs to be an active driver (Buciiiniené¢ & Kazlauskaite,

2012).

An investment made into HRM is assumed to lead to employee motivation, commitment, and
retention (Wright et al., 2003). CSR related HRM would, therefore lead to a positive employer
brand (Buéitiniené & Kazlauskaité, 2012), resulting in competitive advantage.

Although HRM is influencing employee perception to a certain degree, some perceptions of
HRM or CSR practices will continue to differ among individuals (Kuvaas, 2008). Reasons for
that are, amongst others, employees’ individual preferences (Kuvaas, 2008). Needs, Motivation

Factors and Hygiene Factors will later in this chapter, demonstrate these different preferences.

2.3 Employee Satisfaction

Employee satisfaction is essential for an organization and one of the most extensively
researched subjects in Organizational Psychology (Judge & Church, 2000). A prevailing
definition characterizes employee satisfaction as the level of fulfillment, contentment, or
happiness that an employee experiences at his or her job, taking into account career
development, work environment, employee relation with management and compensations and
benefits (SHRM glossary as cited in Vinerean et al., 2013a). Those aspects can be divided into
three components: emotional; referring to feelings such as anxiety and excitement, cognitive;
referring to beliefs, whether a job is challenging, rewarding, and behavioural; referring to

actions such as tardiness, absenteeism, etc. (Bernstein & Nash, 2008).

There are different factors that influence employee satisfaction. Firstly, job security which is
referring to different elements such as a healthy relationship with the superiors and

subordinates, safe working conditions and, other incentives (Hong et al., 2013). Secondly,

14
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opportunities to make use of skills and abilities. Training is hereby not enough for the individual
to feel more satisfied, in case they cannot use their knowledge, skills, and abilities in an effective
way (Kapur, 2018). A third factor is the job characteristics, including skill variety, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback (Kumari et al., 2014). The last factor, job duties, which
includes the level of difficulty of a job and whether the duties are manageable (Kapur, 2018).

According to Kumari et al. (2014), the level of accurate knowledge of employees about these
factors, will contribute to enhance efficiency and influence job satisfaction and motivation,

while lowering absenteeism.

Apart from the working environment factors, flexibility to balance life and work is essential as
employees do not feel satisfied when they find it difficult to manage both their job and their
private life (Kapur, 2018). Finally, there are educational qualifications. Kapur (2018) states
that individuals’ educational qualifications, skills, and abilities determine their attitude towards
their jobs. He also mentions that the individuals with higher education feel less satisfied, if tasks
performed, feel repetitive. Therefore, possessed education and qualification should be utilized
in an effective manner (Kapur, 2018). Further factors influencing employee satisfaction, will

be explained in the theory section of this chapter.

2.4 Employee Retention

There is an increasing amount of research about employee retention as it has gained in
importance, particularly as a talent management tool (Nazia & Begum, 2013). The impact of
employee retention on a business has raised the interest of researchers and HR professionals
alike (Mandhanya, 2015). In order to sustain workers, employee satisfaction needs to be

understood and enhanced (Nazia & Begum, 2013).

Organizations are competing for the best employees, by offering them new possibilities in the
form of better financial and personal development, which therefore leaves the more experienced
and talented employees with a stronger bargaining power (Pettinger, 2014). Retaining
employees who have been working within the same organization for a longer time is beneficial
for ensuring and enhancing the building and development of the business by utilizing the

experiences and skills acquired by those current employees (Inabinett & Ballaro, 2014).

In the long term, if the turnover rate is high, it will cause the company higher costs that could
be invested into mending weaknesses within an organization (Boushey & Glynn, 2012). Apart

from money consumption, the organization might lose employees’ talents and institutional
15



knowledge which usually creates a competitive advantage against competitors. In addition, the
loss will double if employees leave to work for a direct competitor, owning the knowledge

about the past organization (Boushey & Glynn, 2012).

Branham (2005) listed reasons for the voluntary leaving of employees. These were related to
different organizational aspects such as poor management and leadership, lack of career growth
and advancement, financial issues, lack of recognition despite the workload, lack of tools and

resources, and even bad communication and teamwork.
2.5 Maslow’s Pyramid of needs

Different employees come with different needs. Gond et al. (2017) states that individuals
support CSR initiatives with the main motive of satisfying their personal needs. In 1943 Maslow
identified five different needs that can be connected to the support or refusal of CSR practices
(Ramlall, 2004).

Physiological needs are referring to the basic needs like hunger and thirst (Gawel, 1996). In the
work environment, these can be fulfilled by cafeterias, water stations, coffee machines, vending

machines. and sanitary stations (Ramlall, 2004).

The second level is safety, which refers to the need for stability (Gawel, 1996). Safety can be
provided by a variety of options within the work environment. Some examples are wages,
retirement benefits, praise and awards, avoidance of abrupt changes, helping to solve

employees’ problems, breaks, and general working conditions (Ramlall, 2004).

The third level is love, which, regarding the work environment can be translated into a sense of
belonging to the organization (Ramlall, 2004). Cooperation and activities outside of regular

working hours can hereby be used, to create a team spirit (Ramlall, 2004).

The fourth level is esteem, which considers self-respect and respect for others (Gawel, 1996).
This can be achieved through the delegation of responsibilities and the allowance and

encouragement of participation (Ramlall, 2004).

The top of the pyramid is self-actualization which stands for fulfilling one's potential (Gawel,
1996). This need can be fulfilled through options for personal development and by encouraging
creativity (Ramlall, 2004).
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This theory appears to be a particularly useful lens for examining employees’ reactions to CSR
as it has the ability to help an organization understand the different employee needs and being
able to offer the right managerial strategies which help to reach the highest level of employee

satisfaction and employee retention..
2.6 Herzberg's motivation-hygiene theory

In 1959, Herzberg succeeded in coming up with the motivation-hygiene theory in order to
understand employees’ attitudes and their level of performance. The theory consists of two sets

of factors, which are Motivation & Hygiene factors (Alshmemri et al., 2017).

The motivation factor intends to create positive long-term satisfaction, according to Alshmemri
et al. (2017). It can further lead to positive employee attitudes towards the job (Herzberg, 1966
as cited in Alshmemri et al., 2017).

Advancement is a motivation factor, which is defined as the positive status of an employee in
the workplace (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in Alshmemri et al., 2017). Here, the feeling of

contributing to the organization and advancing personally leads to employee satisfaction.

Work itself is a motivation factor, which is aiming at the actual content of job tasks and
assignments which have either a positive or a negative effect upon employees (Herzberg, 1966,
as cited in Alshmemiri et al., 2017). Employees get highly motivated if their jobs are interesting,

varied, and challenging.

Another factor is the possibility of growth, referring to the actual opportunities for a person to
experience personal growth and to be promoted in the workplace (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in
Alshmemri et al., 2017). Organizations should provide necessary training and development

opportunities for employees to enhance their skills.

Responsibility is a fourth motivation factor. It is related to gaining satisfaction from being given
the responsibility and freedom to make decisions (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in Alshmemri et al.,
2017).

When motivation factors are present, they bring benefits to both employers and employees. A
satisfied employee rather tries to do his best and intends to stay within an organization, which

leads to a competitive advantage.
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Hygiene factors intend to prevent job dissatisfaction and can therefore, lead to short-term
satisfaction (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in Alshmemri et al., 2017).

Interpersonal Relationships is a hygiene factor that is defined as working relationships between
the worker and her/his superiors, subordinates, and peers (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in
Alshmemri et al., 2017). Healthy relationships always provide a good mutual understanding
between parties, while leading to a reduction in job dissatisfaction of a person.

Salary is a second hygiene factor, which includes all sequences of events in which
compensation plays a role (Adair, 2006). Examples are increases or decreases in salary, bonuses

and health insurance.

The third hygiene factor consists of policies and administration. These include all descriptions
of adequate or inadequate organization and management (Adair, 2006). A good company policy
and administration provides a healthy and strong corporate culture, which strengthens the
process of employee retention. The lack of a delegation of authority, poor policies as well as
poor communication, influence the job dissatisfaction of employees (Alshmemri et al., 2017).

Supervision is the fourth hygiene factor to influence employee satisfaction. It consists of
remarks about the competence or incompetence, fairness, or unfairness of the supervisor or
superior (Adair, 2006). Good supervision helps to decrease the level of job dissatisfaction
because employees are more satisfied when they receive clear directions and feedback from

their supervisors.

The last hygiene factor is about the Working Conditions and focuses on the available facilities,

ventilation, tools, space, and other environmental aspects (Adair, 2006).

This theory appears to be a particularly useful lens for examining employees’ reactions to CSR
strategies as it gives the ability to measure and classify employee satisfying aspects separately,
into either motivation-related (encourage satisfaction) or hygiene-related (prevent

dissatisfaction).

2.7 Conceptual Framework

A conceptual framework is a way of explaining, graphically, or narrative, the most relevant
concepts to be studied (Miles & Huberman, 1994). It is important to be selective and choose
the most important variables and the relationships that are most likely to be meaningful for the

study (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
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The focus of this thesis is CSR directed at employees and its influence on employee retention.
During the research, the authors realized that HRM and CSR are highly interrelated concepts,
which lead to the result that HRM is also presented as an influence on employee retention.
HRM actively influences employee retention as it is the main Management strategy that, just
as CSR policies directed at employees, intends to satisfy and retain employees. CSR serves
hereby as a specific tool of HRM, which can be used to positively influence employee
satisfaction and retention. Whether policies are accepted, and higher employee satisfaction and
retention is achieved depends on the way Maslow’s employee needs and Herzberg's motivation
& hygiene factors are considered and translated when specific CSR policies are formed and
implemented. Hence, the researchers developed the conceptual framework below (see figure
2.6).

>( CSR & HRM
L Policies

Herzberg's '
Motivation & Maslow's
Hygiene factors Employee Needs

Employee

Satisfaction
N J
e ¢ N
Employee

Retention

Figure 2.7 — Conceptual Framework
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CHAPTER 03 - METHODOLOGY

This section of the thesis contains a description of the chosen methodology for the study. The
scientific approach will be presented and explained, followed by further details of the selection
of respondents, how the survey was conducted and what method was used for the analysis.

Lastly, the methodological criticism and the limitations will be presented.
3.1 Research Design

The Research-Design is the general plan of what the researcher will do to answer the research
question (Saunders et al., 2009). This research has been designed according to the “onion
model” which was explained by Saunders et al. (2009). The model is named the "onion model"
because of its shape. The model has six layers and to get the maximum output of this model, it
is essential to start from the outer layer to the inner layer. Therefore, the research design of this

study is based on these layers as shown in Figure 4.1

Philosophy

Approach

Strategy

Choice

Time-horizon

Techniques

Data
Collection

Figure 3.1 - The onion model (based on Mark Saunders, Philip Lewis and Adrian Thornhill
(2008), cited in Saunders et al., 2009)

The layers are representing the process of research such as philosophies, approaches,

strategies, choice of method(s), time horizons, and techniques (Saunders, et al., 2009).
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The research philosophies’ overarching term relates to the development of knowledge and the
nature of that knowledge (Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore, it is essential to understand the
philosophical paradigms to design proper research. The authors used “Positivism” as the
philosophy of this study. Moreover, the “Deductive Approach” was chosen as the research

approach by authors as deduction owes more to positivism (Saunders et al., 2009).

The authors conducted a “Survey”, as the survey strategy is usually associated with the
deductive approach (Saunders et al., 2009). The survey strategy is perceived as authoritative by
academics in general and is both comparatively easy to explain and to understand (Saunders et
al., 2009). Further, the authors made the choice to use the “mono method”, which allows using
a single data collection and analysis method. Therefore, the authors intended to use the
quantitative method where the survey strategy allows the collection of quantitative data. The
quantitative data can be analysed using descriptive and inferential statistics (Saunders et al.,
2009).

Moreover, since this study is academic research, the authors shall be bound by the specific and
limited time period. This snapshot time horizon is called “Cross-sectional” (Saunders et al.,
2009). Cross-sectional studies often employ the survey strategy (Saunders et al., 2009). In the
final layer of the onion model, the authors chose “Rating questions” to collect data. Rating
Questions most frequently use the Likert-style rating scale in which the respondent is asked
how strongly she or he agrees or disagrees with a statement or series of statements (Saunders

et al., 2009). However, the authors further described all steps in detail in the following chapters.

3.1.1 Research Philosophy - Positivism

According to Saunders et al., (2009), Epistemology concerns what constitutes acceptable
knowledge in a field of study. Further, epistemology can also be described as positivism
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Hence, Saunders et al., (2009) stated that it is perfectly possible to
adopt some of the characteristics of positivism into researches, for example, hypothesis testing,

or using data originally collected in in-depth interviews or questionnaires.

Saunders et al., (2009) also emphasize that quantifiable observations lend themselves to
statistical analysis because only observable phenomena can provide credible data and facts.
However, positivism intends to generalize findings, by discovering data and facts, when

observing a social reality (Saunders et al., 2012 as cited in Rodig & Zalud, 2019). This social
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reality, which in the case of this thesis is the one reality, where CSR leads to employee retention,
can be observed by gathering larger samples whilst conducting surveys.

3.1.2 Research Approach - Deductive Approach

The study is mainly based on the deductive (scientific) approach, and therefore, it is common
for outlines of the main steps of quantitative research to suggest that a hypothesis is deduced
from the theory and is tested (Bryman and Bell, 2015). But quantitative research does not
always entail the specification of hypothesis, and instead, theory acts loosely as a set of
concerns in relation to which the business researchers collects data (Bryman and Bell, 2015).
The specification of a hypothesis to be tested is particularly likely to be found in Experimental
researches (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Hence, hypotheses do not test in this study and the data
obtained through the cross-sectional research design in the form of a survey will be used for

wider generalization. The findings will be compared to previous research.

As the authors take the reality of their assumption (CSR leading to employee retention) for
granted, while following a positivistic approach, a survey seemed the right tool to conduct
research. The authors hereby acted as neutral observers and had no chance to intervene, as the
survey, which was held, was answered online. This leads to higher objectivity and quantifiable
results as there is little to no room for interpretation, which makes it easier to generalize the

results.
3.1.3 Research Strategy - Survey

A quick introduction of the authors and of their field of research was named and explained
ahead of the survey questions, in order for the respondents to familiarize themselves with the
subject. The questions in the survey are based on previous research papers regarding employee
satisfaction and employee retention. They were adapted to the presented theories to match the
needs of this study. The questions were formed into two different categories, starting with
questions about resulting employee satisfaction through different internal CSR and HRM
practices, and ending with questions about the overall level of satisfaction and the intention to
stay (See appendix 1, for the survey questions). Specific questions were chosen in order to

analyse Maslow’s and Herzberg’s Theories (see Operationalization).
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Rating questions most frequently use the Likert-style rating scale in which the respondent is
asked how strongly she or he agrees or disagrees with a statement or series of statements
(Saunders et al., 2009).

All questions, excluding the background questions, can be answered on a five-point Likert-type
scale, ranging from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’), meaning that closed questions
were used, where personal answers are not permitted. One of the advantages of using closed
questions is that they can be pre-coded, thus turning the processing of data for computer analysis
into a fairly simple task (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Altogether 18 questions were prepared while
the survey took approximately five minutes to answer.

A translation of the survey was conducted into English, Swedish and German, in order to make
it easier for the respondents to understand and answer the questions. As the focus of this thesis
lies on general employee satisfaction and retention intention, the survey was open for
respondents around the globe. The country of origin or in which country respondents are

working, was hereby not considered.

Before the survey was sent out to all possible respondents, the questions were pilot tested by
close family and friends of one of the authors. This gave the possibility to adapt and improve
some questions which may not have been applicable or understandable to all respondents. After

receiving feedback, minor changes were made to two questions before sending the survey out.
3.1.4 Choice of Method - Quantitative Data

The main objective was hereby to obtain quantitative data, which is numerically measurable to
draw conclusions and to generalize. The findings are intended to be transformed into descriptive
information. The minimum amount of data to obtain was 40 according to the authors’
supervisor, but 100 respondents was the recommended amount, for better generalization.
Another criterion was the minimum age of 18 years, which is necessary according to a lecture
about quantitative research design. After a period of nine days, the authors managed to maintain

135 respondents.

The authors send out their survey to three different multinational enterprises within Vasteras.
Due to unforeseeable external circumstances, which lead to the outcome that none of the
organizations were able to answer the survey, the authors started to use convenience sampling.

Accessible respondents were therefore found within the authors’ environment. The authors'
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friends and previous colleagues were asked to answer the survey and to send it on to others that
are actively and mainly working. Therefore, the authors send a link of the survey to respondents
on either Whatsapp or Facebook Messenger, which was then, in some cases, transferred to
further respondents, that are not directly related to the authors. This leads to a high amount of
data within a short amount of time. Students were not asked to answer the survey as the focus
of this research lies on employees.

According to Bryman and Bell (2011), it is important that the respondent’s personal data will
be treated with caution, and only used for the purpose of this study. The purpose of the study
and that answers will remain anonymous, was therefore clearly stated at the beginning of the
survey, to confirm that all personal data will be treated with caution. Background questions
concern age, gender, position, the industry in which the employer is active, the division, and
the amount of time the employee has been working for the employer.

3.1.5 Time Horizon - Cross-Sectional

The ‘snapshot’ time horizon called the cross-sectional study and Cross-sectional studies often
employ the survey strategy (Saunders et al, 2009). Since the given time period is limited, the
authors decided to choose cross-sectional which means the study of a particular phenomenon
at a particular time (Saunders et al, 2009). And it is expected to investigate the relationship

between CSR, employee satisfaction, and employee retention within the timeframe.

3.1.6 Techniques - Collecting theories & data

As this study is based on a deductive approach, both primary and secondary data were gathered
for this research. Further, literature & theories of this thesis are based on well-known theories.
Concepts were found through scientific articles, which will then be used to discuss the newly

gathered primary data.

APA referencing style has been used for references and in-text citations for all literature &
secondary sources.
3.1.6.1 Literature & Theories

The Keywords used for this study are HRM, CSR, employee retention, and employee
satisfaction. Scientific articles were used for this thesis, in order to understand concepts and

theories in the chosen field. These were found on Google Scholar as well as in the databases of
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Mélardalen University. Further, several older references are included in the literature review,

which have not been modified.

3.1.6.2 Secondary Data

The secondary data used for this thesis was found on the Internet. Web articles, newspaper
entries, blog entries, and companies’ websites were used to gather general knowledge in order

to understand the current context towards the research topic.

3.1.6.3 Primary Data

Primary data is generally gathered as first-hand experiencing data. The authors of this study
used the “Survey” strategy to gather primary data. The survey strategy is usually associated
with a deductive approach that allows to collect quantitative data which can be analysed
quantitatively by using descriptive and inferential statistics (Saunders et al., 2009).

Convenience sampling was the chosen method to gather the primary data.

3.1.6.4 Operationalization

Questions were formed and adapted in order to form variables that fit to the theories and

concepts presented in the literature review.

Question | Variable Type of | Items Used Adapted from
Scale
Q1 Workspace 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Zhu et al., 2014
Design Likert CSR/HRM policy,
Scale Physiological Needs,

Hygiene Factor

Q2 Salary 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
Likert CSR/HRM policy,
Scale Safety Needs,
Hygiene Factor
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Q3 Work-Life- 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Turban &
Balance Likert CSR/HRM policy Greening, 1997 as
Scale cited in Barakat et
al., 2016
Q4 Employer 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Zhuetal., 2014
Support Likert CSR/HRM policy
Scale
Q5 Meetings for 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
information Likert CSR/HRM policy
exchange Scale
Q6 Teamwork 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
Likert CSR/ HRM policy,
Scale Love Needs,
Hygiene Factor
Q7 Happiness 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
Likert CSR/HRM policy
Scale
Q8 Feeling of 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Vlachos et al.,
Contribution Likert CSR/HRM policy, 2013
Scale Motivation Factor
Q9 Supervision 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
(Allowance for Likert CSR/HRM policy,
Questions) Scale Hygiene Factor
Q10 Space for new 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Vlachos et al.,
ideas Likert CSR/HRM policy 2013
Scale
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Q11 Participation 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Turban &
Likert CSR/HRM policy, Greening, 1997 as
Scale Self-Esteem Needs cited in Barakat et
al., 2016
Q12 Support for 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Harter et al., 2002
Growth Likert CSR/HRM policy as cited in Barakat
Scale etal., 2016
Q13 Supervision 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Vlachos et al.,
(Clearness of Likert CSR/HRM policy 2013
Instructions) Scale
Q14 Stress Level 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Zhuetal., 2014
Likert CSR/HRM policy
Scale
Q15 Usage of skills 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
Likert CSR/HRM policy
Scale
Q16 Options for 5-Point | Employee Satisfaction, Vinerean et al.,
Growth Likert CSR/HRM policy, 2013a
Scale Self-Actualization Needs,
Motivation Factor
Q17 Long-term career | 5-Points | Employee Retention Lee & Chen, 2017
plans Likert Intention, Success of
Scale internal CSR
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Q18 Willingness to 5-Points | Employee Satisfaction, Lee & Chen, 2017
recommend Likert Success of HRM
employer Scale

Table 3.1.6.4 - Operationalization of variables

3.1.7 Data analysis and presentation

As previously stated, was the survey distributed in three different languages. The questions
were hereby translated, but the answers, excluding the background questions, do not have to be
translated. The 5-point Likert-type scale was used in all surveys, which made it easier to connect
the three surveys for the analysis. The authors used Microsoft Excel 2016 & IBM SPSS
analytical software to analyse and present data.

Diagrams are among the most frequently used methods of displaying quantitative data (Bryman
& Bell, 2015). Hence, Pie charts and tables will be presented to visualize the demographic
results. The main advantage of using pie charts & bar charts is that they are relatively easy to

understand to the readers.

The descriptive data was analysed using frequency table and bar charts to present the data within
it. The frequency tables provide the number of people and the percentage belonging to each of

the categories, for the variable in question (Bryman & Bell, 2015).

A descriptive analysis was conducted, thereby comparing the demographic backgrounds of the
respondents and their given answers to the questions. The different industries the respondents
work in, the different age groups and, the years working for the current employer, will, therefore
be analysed in detail. The descriptive analysis intends to identify and explain possible patterns
that may arise among different groups, regarding HRM and internal CSR and their effect on

employee satisfaction and retention.

3.2 Method Criticism: Reliability and Validity

Although the terms “Reliability” and “Validity” seem to be almost like synonyms, they have

quite different meanings in relation to the evaluation of measures of concepts (Bryman & Bell,
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2015). Reducing the possibility of getting the answer wrong means that attention must be paid
to two emphases on research design: reliability and validity (Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore,
the authors of this study intended to conduct proper scientific research by fairly treating these
concepts to minimize the bias and errors of the study.

3.2.1 Reliability

Reliability refers to the extent to which data collection techniques or analysis procedures will
yield consistent findings (Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore, reliability refers to the consistency
of the measurement of a concept (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Furthermore, referring to Saunders et
al. (2009), it is understandable that proper research should minimize subject or participant error,
subject or participant bias, observer error, and observer bias to keep the reliability of the study.

To minimize the participant error of this study, the authors managed to send the questionnaire
to participants during the weekends. The authors could give them enough time to send the
responses since the research is well-planed and continuing according to the timeline. Further,
the method is bias-free because the author allowed respondents to respond without any
hesitation as answers were given anonymously. The survey was highly structured, serving all
participants equally. This allows the authors to minimize the observer errors of the research.
And it is also expected to treat all responses similarly since this leads to minimize observer bias

of this research.

Furthermore, Bryman and Bell (2015) stated the concept of “internal reliability” which can be
used as a fair treatment to assure reliability. According to Bryman and Bell (2015), it is
necessary to be assured that all indicators guarantee consistency. Hence, the authors used the
5-points Likert scale measure to each question and further fixed the middle point as “neutral”
to allow neutral responses. This allowed the authors to maintain ethical and reliable treatment
as they were using the same scale. However, responses can vary due to respondents’ attitudes

and cultural background.

To distinguish between the different backgrounds of the respondents, the authors chose to form
smaller groups regarding the background data collected. Examples are the groups ‘Banking and
Finance’ and ‘IT’, which were separated instead of forming one big group called ‘Services’.
These smaller groups were formed in all categories of the background questions. With this

approach, the authors intend to have a more consistent descriptive analysis, when comparing
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the answers of respondents coming from different industries, different age groups and years of

working for the current employer.

3.2.2 Validity

Validity is concerned with the integrity of the conclusions that are generated from a piece of
research (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Validity is further concerned with whether the findings are
really about what they appear to be about (Saunders et al., 2009). In general, the outcome of the
research should have the ability to fulfil the objective of the study.

The use of references in the appendix gives the authors a legitimate reason to ask the specific
questions and gives the study overall more validity. The pilot-testing, which was conducted to
see eventual weaknesses in the formulation of the questions, leads to further validity. A
theoretical triangulation was conducted, as more than one theory was used to interpret the
presented research phenomenon. Due to the fact that three authors are a part of this thesis, an

investigator triangulation is further conducted, which strengthens the validity of this study.

As the focus lies on employees from different demographic backgrounds, generalizability, and
validity is further strengthened. Sometimes, external validity is referred to as “Generalizability”
(Saunders et al., 2009). The results of the research should reflect the real world. Hence, the
authors always took logical steps in the entire data collecting process to assure the validity of
the study. Further, peer-reviews were held, and comments were given about each section of this
thesis. As our respondents come from different backgrounds, data triangulation, which is used,

makes it easier to generalize the results.

3.3 Limitations

This study comes with some notable methodological limitations. Firstly, the secondary data
collected dates back until 1996. This is due to the well-known theories which were used and
adapted to the research presented. The authors found the chosen theories both in older and
newer sources and research articles. Several parts of the references retrieved, can be categorized
as older research, while dating back for up to twenty-four years. This secondary data can be

seen as outdated and irrelevant.

The primary data, gathered through a survey by using convenience sampling, further gives room
to criticize. The survey was not only distributed directly from the authors to the respondents but

transferred further. As the survey was sent on to further respondents by the initial respondents,
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the sample characteristics were not coordinated by the authors. The initial respondents, which
the authors knew and chose to include in their sample, were therefore adjoined by a number of
random respondents, whose backgrounds were mostly unknown. In one case, a family member
of one of the authors sent the survey further on to her colleagues, which resulted in the entire
company answering the survey. Bias can therefore arise. Another limitation is the inclusion of
previous colleagues, who were asked to answer the survey. As one of the authors knows the

company’s culture in which a part of the respondents is working, bias can further arise.

Lastly, did the chosen theory of Maslow’s Pyramid receive a certain amount of criticism. The
criticism includes, among other points, that Maslow's pyramid of needs assumes that all
employees are having the same needs, and also that all situations are the same (Basset-Jones &
Lloyd 2004, p. 961 as cited in Kaur, 2013). The usage of such a theory can further affect the
credibility of the study.
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS

This section of the thesis provides insights from the survey, presented in a descriptive way, by
using charts and graphs to visualize the findings to the reader.

4.1 Respondents Percentage

The authors sent the questionnaire to 160 people, out of which 135 respondents replied while
25 respondents did not reply. The percentage of total respondents and non-respondents can be
demonstrated as follows,

Percentage of Respondents

§ Response  m Norrresponse

Figure 4.1.1 - Respondents Percentage

4.2 Demographic Analysis
4.2.1 Gender

The cross-sectional survey was sent out to friends, family and previous colleagues of the
authors and led to a total of N=135. The total number of women answering the survey is 58

(approx. 43.0%), with the total of men being 77 (approx. 57,0%) answered.
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Gender

u Men ®Women =

Figure 4.2.1 - Gender

4.2.2 Age of respondents

Most of the respondents (62,2%) are between 25 and 34 years old, followed by 17,0% being
between 18 and 24 years old. The third biggest group (12,6%), is between 35 and 44 years old,
while only 5,2% stated being between 45 and 54, and 3,0% being over 55. The major part of
respondents are therefore younger generations.

Age Categories

529 o0

\

m 18-24 w2534 w3544 w4554 m<5h

Figure 4.2.2 - Age Categories

4.2.3 Work Experience at the Current Employer

The respondents have had a fresh start at their current employer, being employed for under a
year (14,8 %), or for rather short periods of 1-3 years (40,0%). Medium periods of 4-9 years
(29,6%), were common as well. Longer periods between 10-14 years (6,7%), 15-20 years
(5,2%) and over 20 years (3,7%), were less common.
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YEARS WORKING FOR CURRENTEMPLOYER

5.2% 3.7%
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Figure 4.2.3 - Years working for current employer

4.2.4 Industry

The respondents work in highly diverse types of industries. The most common industries are
Banking & Finance (29,6%) as well as IT (11,9%), followed by Health and Social Services
(11,1%) and Hospitality (10,4%).

Industry
Cumulative
Freq LENCY Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Banking and Finance 40 206 206 206
IT 16 119 119 415
Health and Social Services 15 111 111 526
Hospitality 14 104 10.4 63.0
Mobility and Transport 14 10.4 10.4 733
Housing 11 8.1 81 815
Manufacturing 10 74 74 889
Retall 8 29 2.9 948
Other T 5.2 2.2 100.0
Total 135 100.0 1000

Table 4.2.4 - Industries
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4.2.5 Department

Regarding the Department, the authors can see a clear tendency towards Sales (17,8%) and
Finance (14,1%). Further common departments are Administration (13,3%) and Production
(9,6%).

Department
Cumulaiive
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Sales 24 17.8 17.8 17.8
Finance 19 14.1 14.1 3.9
Administration 18 13.3 13.3 452
Production 13 96 9.6 54.8
Retail Banking 11 8.1 8.1 63.0
Healthcare 9 6.7 6.7 69.6
IT 9 6.7 6.7 76.3
Credit Operations 6 4.4 4.4 80.7
HR 6 4.4 4.4 85.2
Housekeeping 4 3.0 3.0 85.1
Quality Assurance 3 2.2 22 90.4
Business Development 2 1.5 1.5 91.9
Corporate Banking 2 1.5 15 93.3
Engineering 2 1.5 1.5 04.8
Logistics 2 1.5 1.5 96.3
Assembly 1 T T ar.0
Education 1 T 7 97.8
Purchasing 1 T 7 98.5
Risk management 1 i i 99.3
Social Service 1 i 7 1000
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Table 4.2.5 - Department
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4.2.6 Position

The main positions match the industries while being either Executives (35.6%) or Assistants
(8,9%), being followed by Junior Executives (6,7%) and Sales Coach (6,7%).

Position
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Executive 48 35.6 356 35.6
Assistant 12 8.9 8.9 44.4
Junior Executive 8 6.7 6.7 51.1
Sales Coach 9 6.7 6.7 578
Analyst 8 59 59 63.7
Junior Executive Assistant 7 5.2 5.2 68.9
Real Estate Agent 7 52 52 74.1
Sales Person 7 52 52 79.3
Industry Worker B 4.4 4.4 83.7
Engineer 4 3.0 3.0 86.7
Housekeeper 4 3.0 3.0 89.6
MNurse 4 3.0 3.0 926
Teacher 4 3.0 3.0 956
Technician 4 3.0 3.0 98.5
Legal officer 1 T ¥ 99.3
Quantity Surveyor 1 7 7 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Table 4.2.6 - Position
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4.3 Presentation of the research findings

In the following part of the thesis, the answers to the survey questions regarding employee
satisfaction and retention will be presented in the form of bar charts. Please refer to Appendix
2 for further descriptive statistics, in the form of frequency tables.

Q1 - | am satisfied with the current working environment (break room, office design, coffee
machine, etc.)

A total of 104 (77.0%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the
above statement, while 24 (17.8%) respondents remain neutral, and 07 (5.2%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q1

G0

Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly Agree
Q1

Figure 4.3.1 - Responses Analysis

Q2- My company offers a fair salary
A total of 80 (59.3%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 27 (20.0%) respondents remain neutral and 28 (20.7%) respondents

disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.2 - Responses Analysis

Q3 - | feel like having a work-life balance (vacation, allowance for days off due to personal
issues, etc.)
A total of 81 (60.0%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 34 (25.2%) respondents remain neutral and 20 (14.8%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q3
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Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree

MNeutral Agree
Q3

Strongly Agree
Figure 4.3.3 - Responses Analysis
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Q4 - | feel like 1 am receiving the support I need from my company (mental and physical
health care, consulting, etc.)
A total of 77 (57.0%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 37 (27.4%) respondents remain neutral and 21 (15.6%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q4
0

Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree

Strongly Agree
Q4

Figure 4.3.4 - Responses Analysis
Q5- My company offers meetings for an exchange of information and complaints

A total of 80 (59.3%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 29 (21.5%) respondents remain neutral and 26 (19.3%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.5 - Responses Analysis

Q6- My company embraces teamwork for example by organizing different activities/projects
A total of 92 (68.1%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 21 (15.6%) respondents remain neutral and 22 (16.3%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q6
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Meutral Agree
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Strongly Agree

Figure 4.3.6 - Responses Analysis
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Q7- | feel happy to come to work

A total of 93 (68.9%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 34 (25.2%) respondents remain neutral and 8 (6.0%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed

Q7
60

Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral

Agree Strongly Agree
Q7

Figure 4.3.7 - Responses Analysis

Q8- 1 feel that I am contributing to something meaningful at work

A total of 106 (78.4%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 17 (12.6%) respondents remain neutral and 12 (8.9%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagree.

41



Qe

Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree

Qs

Strongly Agree

Figure 4.3.8 - Responses Analysis

Q9- My supervisor is available for questions

A total of 115 (85,2%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 9 (6.7%) respondents remain neutral and 11 (8.2%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q9
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Strongly Disagree Disagree

Meutral Agree
Q9

Strongly Agree

Figure 4.3.9 - Responses Analysis
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Q10- My company always welcomes new ideas

A total of 85 (63.0%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 34 (25.2%) respondents remain neutral and 16 (11.8%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed

Q10

a0

Percent

Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree

Strongly Agree
Q10

Figure 4.3.10 - Responses Analysis

Q11- I am given the opportunity to express myself

A total of 102 (75.5%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 21 (15.6%) respondents remain neutral and 12 (8.9%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed
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Figure 4.3.11 - Responses Analysis

Q12- I am given the support to pursue my ambitions

A total of 79 (58.5%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 43 (31.9%) respondents remain neutral and 13 (9.6%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.12 - Responses Analysis
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Q13- My supervisor provides clear instructions

A total of 96 (71.2%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 25 (18.5%) respondents remain neutral and 14 (10.3%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q13
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral Agree

Strongly Agree
Q13

Figure 4.3.13 - Responses Analysis

Q14- 1 feel like I can handle my current workload

A total of 97 (71.9%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 25 (18.5%) respondents remain neutral and 13 (9.6%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.14 - Responses Analysis

Q15- | feel like I can use my skills

A total of 95 (70.4%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 25 (18.5%) respondents remain neutral and 15 (11.1%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.15 - Responses Analysis
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Q16- My company provides options for training & personal development
A total of 85 (63.0%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 33 (24.4%) respondents remain neutral and 17 (12.6%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Q16
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Meutral

Agree Strongly Agree
Q16

Figure 4.3.16 - Responses Analysis

Q17- 1 plan a long-term career in this company

A total of 71 (52.6%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement while 27 (20.0%) respondents remain neutral and 37 (27.4%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.17 - Responses Analysis

Q18- 1 would recommend this company as an employer

A total of 99 (73.3%) respondents of the population have agreed or strongly agreed with the

above statement, while 26 (19.3%) respondents remain neutral and 10 (7.4%) respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.3.18 - Responses Analysis
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4.4 Comparative Analysis

The following comparative analysis introduces frequency tables, comparing the answers of
three different demographic categories. The different categories include age, years working
for the current employer, and industry. Specific questions were chosen that seem most crucial
for the chosen theories.

4.4.1 Working environment

| am satisfied with the current working environment (break room, office design, coffee machine

etc.)
Age Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Sitrongly disagree Tolal
18-24 39.1% 43.5% 8.7% 8.7% 100%
25-34 59.5% 17.9% 17.9%  3.6% 1.2% 100%
35-44 47.1% 29.4% 17.6%  5.9% 100%
45-55 14.3% 57.1% 28.6% 100%
Above 55 50.0% 50.0% 100%
Total 50.4% 26.7% 17.8%  3.0% 2.2% 100%

Table - 4.4.1.1 - Age * Q1 Cross-tabulation

18-24-year-old respondents, agree or strongly agree with the above statement to 82,6 %.
Respondents between 25-34 years, answered either with Strongly Agree (17,9 %) or Agree
(59,5%). 35-44-year-old respondents agree or strongly agree, by forming a total of 76,5 %. 45-
54-year-olds form the biggest group which strongly agrees with the above statement (57,1%),
while 14,3% agree and no one disagrees. For the smallest group, the above 55-year-olds, the

statements are divided between strongly agreed (50%) and neutral (50%).
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Years of Work .Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 45.0% 40.0% 10.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 50.9% 20.8% 20.8% 5.7% 1.9% 100%
4-9 Years 60.0% 17.5% 17.5% 2.5% 2.5% 100%
10-14 Years 44.4% 33.3% 22.2% 100%
15-20 Years 42.9% 42.9% 14.3% 100%
> 20 Years 16.7% 66.7% 16.7% 100%
Total 50.4% 26.7% 17.8%  3.0% 2.2% 100%

Table - 4.4.1.2 - Years working for current employer * Q1 Cross-tabulation

The respondents, who have been working for their current employer for under a year, strongly
agree or agree with the above statement, forming a total of 85% of respondents. Of the
respondents working for 1-3 years, 71,7% agree or strongly agree. Respondents working for 4-
9 years mostly agree or strongly agree (77,5%), while 5% disagree or strongly disagree. Similar
results exist for the groups working for 10-14, 15-20, and above 20 years as they mainly
strongly agree or agree (77,7%; 85,8%; 83,4%). None of the respondents in these three groups

disagrees or strongly disagrees.
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Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

Banking & 67.5%  10.0% 20.0% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Secial 40.0%  40.0% 13.3% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 429% 21.4% 21.4%  14.3% 100%
Housing 273%  63.6% 9.1% 100%
IT 56.3%  25.0% 18.8% 100%
Manufacturing  50.0%  30.0% 20.0% 100%
Mobility & 28.6%  42.9% 14.3%  14.3% 100%
Transport

Retail 75.0% 25.0% 100%
Other 28.6%  42.9% 14.3% 14.3% 100%
Total 504%  26.7% 17.8%  3.0% 2.2% 100%

Table - 4.4.1.3 - Industry * Q1 Cross-tabulation

The respondents that mainly agreed or strongly agreed with the above statement have the
backgrounds Housing (90,0), IT (81,3%), Health and Social Services (80%), Manufacturing
(80%), Banking and Finance (77,5%) and Retail (75%). Respondents in these industries

responded with over 75% either strongly agree or agree.

The most negative responses, where respondents either stated that they disagree or strongly
disagree with the above statement, came from the backgrounds Mobility and Transport (14.3%),
Hospitality (14,3%) and Others (14,3%). Nonetheless, do all industries rather raise positive

anNSWErs.
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4.4.2 Salary

My company offers a fair salary

Agree Strongly agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18-24 43.5% 13.0% 13.0% 26.1% 4.3% 100%
25-34 42.9% 9.5% 27.4% 15.5% 4.8% 100%
35-44 64.7% 23.5% 5.9% 5.9% 100%
45-55 28.6% 42.9% 28.6% 100%
Above 55 100% 100%
Total 46.7% 13.3% 20.0% 16.3% 3.7% 100%

Table 4.4.2.1 - Age * Q2 Cross-tabulation

The respondents between 18-24 years agree or strongly agree with a total of 56,5%, while
30,4% disagree or strongly disagree. The respondents between 25-34 years agree or strongly
agree with a total of 52,4 %, while 20,8% disagree or strongly disagree. 88,2% of 35-44-year-
agree or strongly agree, while 5,9% disagree. 70,5% of the 45-54-year-old agree or strongly
agree, while 28,6% disagree. None of them strongly disagrees or stays neutral. The above 55-

year-old respondents agree to 100%.

Years of Work Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Toftal

<1 Year 40.0% 25.0% 20.0%  10.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 37.7% 9.4% 22.6% 24.5% 5.7% 100%
4-9 Years 50.0% 10.0% 20.0%  17.5% 2.5% 100%
10-14 Years 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% 100%
15-20 Years 85.7% 14.3% 100%
> 20 Years 66.7% 33.3% 100%
Total 47.7% 13.3% 20.0% 16.3% 3.7 100%

Table 4.4.2.2 - Years working for current employer * Q2 Cross-tabulation
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65% of respondents working for under a year, agree or strongly agree with the above statement,
while 15% disagree or strongly disagree. Respondents working 1-3 years strongly agree or
agree with 47,1%, while 30,2% disagree or strongly disagree. 60% of respondents working 4-9
years agree or strongly agree while 20% disagree or strongly disagree. None of the respondents
working between 10-14 years disagrees or strongly disagrees with the above statement, while
77,8% of them agree or strongly agree. The group working 15-20 years either agrees (85,7%)
or remains neutral (14,3%). Respondents working for their employer above 20 years, agree or

strongly agree to 100%.

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

Banking & 50.0% 7.5% 25.0% 15.0% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 60.0% 13.3% 6.7% 13.3% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 28.6% 14.3% 21.4% 28.6% 7.1% 100%
Housing 63.6% 27.3% 9.1% 100%
IT 43.8% 12.5% 25.0% 18.8% 100%
Manufacturing 30.0% 20.0% 10.0%  30.0% 10.0% 100%
Mobility & 50.0% 14.3% 286% 7.1% 100%
Transport

Retail 37.5% 12.5% 25.0% 12.5% 12.5% 100%
Other 42.9% 14.3% 14.3% 28.6% 100%
Total 46.7% 13.3% 20.0% 16.3% 3.7% 100%

Table 4.4.2.3 - Industry * Q2 Cross-tabulation

The respondents being the most satisfied with their salary, have the backgrounds Housing
(90,9%) and Health and Social Services (73,3%). The housing industry is the only industry in
which none of the respondents disagree or strongly disagree. The industries being the least
satisfied with their salary and therefore disagree or strongly disagree with the above statement
are Manufacturing (40%), Hospitality (35,7%), Other (28,6%) and Retail (25%). In these
industries, 25% or more of respondents disagree or strongly disagree with their current salary.
Nonetheless, are there more respondents that agree or strongly agree with their given salary in
all named industries.
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4.4.3 Teamwork

My company embraces teamwork for example by organizing different (entertaining)

activities/projects

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree
18-24 34.8% 30.4% 17.4%  8.7% 8.7% 100%
25-34 52.4% 20.2% 11.9%  10.7% 4.8% 100%
35-44 52.9% 11.8% 23.5%  11.8% 100%
45-55 28.6% 14.3% 14.3%  14.3% 28.6% 100%
Above 55 25.5% 25.0% 50.0% 100%
Total 47.4% 20.7% 15.6%  10.4% 5.9% 100%

65,2% of the 18-24-year-old respondents agree or strongly agree with the above statement.
17,4% disagree or strongly disagree. 72,6% of the 25-34-year-olds agree or strongly agree. Of
the 35-44-year-olds 64,7% agree or strongly agree, while 11,8% disagree. 42,9% of the 45-55-
year-olds agree or strongly agree, while the 42,9% disagree or strongly disagree. Of the above

Table 4.4.3.1 - Age * Q6 Cross-tabulation

55-year-olds, 50% agree or strongly agree, while 50% remain neutral.

Years of Work Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Toral
<1 Year 50.0% 30.0% 15.0% | 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 453% 17.0% 15.1%  9.4% 13.2% 100%
4-9 Years 52.5% 20.0% 20.0% 7.5% 100%
10-14 Years 55.6% 11.1% 33.3% 100%
15-20 Years 42.9% 28.6% 153% 14.3% 100%
> 20 Years 16.7% 33.3% 16.7%  33.3% 100%
Total 47.4% 20.7% 15.6%  10.4% 5.9% 100%

Table 4.4.3.2 - Years working for current employer * Q6 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for under a year, agree or strongly agree to 80%. The remaining 20%
disagree or strongly disagree. From the respondents working 1-3 years, 62,3% agree or strongly
agree, while 22,6% disagree or strongly disagree. 72,5% of respondents working for 4-9 years
agree or strongly agree. 20% remain neutral and 7,5% disagree. The respondents working 10-
14 years agree or strongly agree with 66,7%. The remaining 33,3% remain neutral. 71,5% of
respondents that have been working 15-20 years agree or strongly agree, while 14,3% disagree.

Respondents working over 20 years agree or strongly agree to 50%, while 33,3% disagree.

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Toral

Banking & 62.5% 17.5% 12.5%  7.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 33.3% 33.3% 20.0% 13.3% 100%
Services

Hospitality 42.9% 7.1% 21.4% 28.6% 100%
Housing 45.5% 27.3% 18.2% 9.1% 100%
IT 50.0% 18.8% 12.5% 12.5% 6.3% 100%
Manufacturing 30.0% 20.0% 20.0%  20.0% 10.0% 100%
Mobility & 35.7% 28.6% 7.1% 14.3% 14.3% 100%
Transport

Retail 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%
Other 42.9% 14.3% 14.3% 28.6% 100%
Total 47.4% 20.7% 15.6% 10.4% 5.9% 100%

Table 4.4.3.3 - Industry * Q6 Cross-tabulation

The respondents which mainly answered with agree or strongly agree and therefore stated that
teamwork is common within their work environment had the backgrounds Banking and Finance
(78,9%) and Retail (75%) and Housing (72,8%). The respondents who stated that teamwork
was uncommon within their work environment had the backgrounds Mobility and Transport,
Hospitality and, Other. In each industry, 28,7% of respondents strongly disagree or disagree.
The biggest group of respondents to disagree with the above statement had the background
Manufacturing (30%), while 50% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the above

statement. In all named industries, respondents mainly stated agree or strongly agree.
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4.4.4 Advancement & Responsibility

| feel that I am contributing to something meaningful at work.

Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18-24 47.8% 26.1% 21.7% 4.3% 100%
25-34 51.2% 32.1% 9.5% 4.8% 2.4% 100%
35-44 58.8% 35.3% 5.9% 100%
45-55 14.3% 14.3% 42.9%  28.6% 100%
Above 55 25.0% 25.0%  50.0% 100%
Total 48.9% 29.6% 12.6%  6.7% 2.2% 100%

Table 4.4.4.1 - Age * Q8 Cross-tabulation

Of the 18-24-year-old respondents, 73.9% agree or strongly agree about contributing through
their work, while 4.3% strongly disagree. 83,3% of the 25-34-year-old respondents agree or
strongly agree, while 7,2% disagree or strongly disagree. Respondents between 35-44 years,
agree or strongly agree to 94%. 28,6% of respondents between 45-54 years agree or strongly
agree to the above statement, while 42,9% remain neutral and 28,6% disagree. Respondents

above the age of 55 either agree (50%), remain neutral (25%) or disagree (25%).

Years of Work _Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 50.0% 40.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 49.1% 18.9% 15.1% 11.3% 5.7% 100%
4-9 Years 50.0% 40.0% 10.0% 100%
10-14 Years 66.7% 22.2% 11.1% 100%
15-20 Years 429% 28.6% 28.6% 100%
> 20 Years 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 100%
Total 48.9% 29.6% 12.6% 6.7% 2.2% 100%

Table 4.4.4.2 - Years working for current employer * Q8 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for their current employer for under a year agree or strongly agree to a
total of 90%. 68% of respondents working for 1-3 years agree or strongly agree, while 17%
disagree or strongly disagree. Respondents working 4-9 years for their current employer agree
or strongly agree (90%), while 10% remain neutral. Similar results can be found comparing the
groups working 10-14 years and 15-20 years. No respondents within these three groups disagree
or strongly disagree with the above statement. Respondents working above 20 years, agree or

strongly agree (50%), while 33,3% disagree and 16,7% remain neutral.

Strongly agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

Banking & 45.0%  40.0% 12.5% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 40.0% 333% 133% 13.3% 100%
Services

Hospitality 21.4%  42.9% 28.6% 7.1% 100%
Housing 45.5% 9.1% 36.4% 9.1% 100%
IT 81.3% 12.5% 6.3% 100%
Manufacturing 60.0%  20.0% 10.0%  10.0% 100%
Mobility & 50.0%  35.7% 14.3% 100%
Transport

Retail 62.5% 25.0% 12.5% 100%
Other 42.9%  14.3% 28.6% 14.3% 100%
Total 48.9%  29.6% 12.6% 6.7% 2.2% 100%

Table 4.4.4.3 - Industry * Q8 Cross-tabulation

The industries receiving the most positive responses are IT (93,8%), Mobility and Transport
(87,5%), Retail (87,5%), Banking and Finance (83,7%) and Manufacturing (80%). Within these
industries, respondents rather feel that they are contributing to something meaningful. The
industries with respondents giving the most negative responses being either disagree or strongly

disagree are Others (42,9%). The total of all negative responses is 8,9%.
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4.4.5 Supervision

My supervisor is available for questions

Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18-24 26.1% 52.2% 8.7% 8.7% 4.3% 100%
25-34 51.2% 35.7% 6.0% 6.0% 1.2% 100%
35-44 64.7% 29.4% 5.9% 100%
45-55 42.9% 28.6% 143%  14.3% 100%
Above 55 75.0% 100%
Total 48.9% 36.3% 6.7% 6.7% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.5.1 - Age * Q9 Cross-tabulation

The above statement deals with employee satisfaction achieved through supervision. 78,3% of
18-24-year-olds agree or strongly agree. Similar results can be found for respondents between
24 and 35 years. The respondents between 35-44 years agree or strongly agree with a total of
94,1%. None of the respondents disagrees or strongly disagrees. 71,5% of respondents between
45 and 54, agree or strongly agree, while 14,3% disagree. Respondents above 55 either agree
(75%) or disagree (25%).

Years of Work .Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 35.0% 55.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 47.2% 34.0% 9.4% 7.5% 1.9% 100%
4-9 Years 55.0% 32.5% 7.5% 2.5% 2.5% 100%
10-14 Years 55.6% 33.3% 11.1% 100%
15-20 Years 71.4% 28.6% 100%
> 20 Years 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100%
Total 48.9% 36.3% 6.7% 6.7% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.5.2 - Years working for current employer * Q9 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for under a year, agree with a total of 90% with the above statement.
Respondents working between 1-3 years, either agree or strongly agree (81,2%), while 9,4%
disagree or strongly disagree. Respondents working for 4-9 years agree or strongly agree with
a total of 87,5%, while 5% disagree or strongly disagree. 89,9% of respondents working for 10-
14 years agree or strongly agree, while the remaining 11,1% disagree. Respondents working
for 15-20 years agree or strongly agree to 100%. Respondents working for above 20 years split

their answers between strongly agree (33,3%), agree (33,3%) and disagree (33,3%).

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

Banking & 57.5% 30.0% 5.0% 5.0% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Secial 33.3% 40.0% 20.0% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 28.6% 42.9% 28.6% 100%
Housing 54.5% 36.4% 9.1% 100%
IT 43.8% 43.8% 12.5% 100%
Manufacturing 50.0% 40.0% 10.0% 100%
Mobility & 57.1% 42.9% 100%
Transport

Retail 50.0% 37.5% 12.5% 100%
Other 57.1% 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 100%
Total 48.9% 36.3% 6.7% 6.7% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.5.3 - Industry * Q9 Cross-tabulation

The respondents giving the most positive answers thereby stating that their supervisor is
available for questions, had the backgrounds Mobility and Transport (100%), Housing (90,9%),
Manufacturing (90%), Banking and Finance (89,9%), IT (87,6%) and Retail (87,5%).

The respondents giving the most negative responses being either disagree or strongly disagree
came from the backgrounds Hospitality (28,6%) and Other (28,6%). All named industries do
have more positive answers than negative ones. The total of respondents disagreeing or strongly

disagreeing is 8,2%.
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4.4.6 Participation

I am given the space to express myself

Agree Strongly agree  Neutral Disagree Sitrongly disagree

18-24 30.4% 30.4% 21.7% 4.3% 13.0% 100%
25-34 59.5% 20.2% 13.1% 6.0% 1.2% 100%
35-44 70.6% 11.8% 11.8% 5.9% 100%
45-55 429% 28.6% 14.3% 14.3% 100%
Above 55 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 100%
Total 54.1% 21.5% 15.6% 5.2% 3.7% 100%

Table 4.4.6.1 - Age * Q11 Cross-tabulation

60,8% of the 18-24-year-olds believe they are given the space to express themselves, by either
agreeing or strongly agreeing to the above statement. 17,3% disagree or strongly
disagree. 79,7% of the 25-34-year-olds agree or strongly agree, while 7,2% disagree. 82,4% of
35-44-year-olds agree or strongly agree, while 5,9% strongly disagree. 71,5% of the age group
between 45 and 55, agree or strongly agree, while 14,3% remain neutral and 14,3% disagree.

50% of the above 55-year-old respondents agree, while 50% remain neutral.

Years of Work Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 45.0% 40.0% 10.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 52.8% 17.0% 20.8%  3.8% 5.7% 100%
4-9 Years 57.5% 17.5% 10.0% 12.5% 2.5% 100%
10-14 Years 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% 100%
15-20 Years 57.1% 14.3% 28.6% 100%
> 20 Years 66.7% 33.3% 100%
Total 54.1% 21.5% 15.6% 5.2% 3.7% 100%

Table 4.4.6.2 - Years working for current employer * Q11 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for under a year agree to 85%. Respondents working for 1-3 years agree
or strongly agree with a total of 69,8%. 20,8% remain neutral and 9,5% disagree or strongly
disagree. 75% of respondents working for 4-9 years agree or strongly agree while 15% disagree
or strongly disagree. 77,8% of respondents working for 10-14 years agree or strongly agree,
while none of them disagrees with the above statement. Similar results exist for respondents

working 15-20 years. Respondents working for over 20 years agree or strongly agree to 100%.

Strongly agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

Banking & 72.5% 7.5% 7.5% 10.0% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 46.7%  20.0% 26.7% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 35.7% 35.7% 28.6% 100%
Housing 54.5%  36.4% 9.1% 100%
IT 43.8% 6.3% 31.3% 6.3% 12.5% 100%
Manufacturing 50.0%  40.0% 10.0% 100%
Mobility & 57.1%  28.6% 14.3% 100%
Transport

Retail 50.0%  25.0% 12.5% 12.5% 100%
Other 28.6%  42.9% 14.3% 14.3% 100%
Total 54.1%  21.5% 15.6% 52% 3.7% 100%

Table 4.4.6.3 - Industry * Q11 Cross-tabulation

The respondents which mainly agreed or strongly agreed with the above statement and therefore
state that they are given the opportunity to express themselves had the backgrounds Housing
(90,9%), Manufacturing (90%), Mobility and Transport (85,7%), Banking and Finance (80%)
and Retail (75%). The respondents to disagree or strongly disagree were mainly found in the
industries categorized as Other (28,6%) and IT (18,8%).
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4.4.7 Personal Development

My company has options for training & personal development

Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18-24 26.1% 30.4% 21.7%  21.7% 100%
25-34 50.0% 15.5% 22.6% 9.5% 2.4% 100%
35-44 41.2% 11.8% 41.2%  5.9% 100%
45-55 28.6% 57.1% 14.3% 100%
Above 55 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%
Total 43.0% 20.0% 244% 11.1% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.7.1 - Age * Q16 Cross-tabulation

56,5% of respondents within the age group 18-24 agree or strongly agree with the above
statement, while 21,7% disagree. 65,5% of 25-34-year-olds agree or strongly agree, while
11,9% strongly disagree or disagree. 53% of the age group 35-44 years agree or strongly agree
with the above statement. 41,2% remain neutral, while 5,9% disagree. 85,7% of 45-54-year-old
respondents agree or strongly agree, while 14,3% remain neutral. 50% of respondents above 55

agree or strongly agree. 25% remain neutral and 25% disagree.

Years of Work Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 50.0% 15.0% 30.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 37.7% 18.9% 22.6%  17.0% 3.8% 100%
4-9 Years 50.0% 22.5% 20.0% 7.5% 100%
10-14 Years 44.4% 22.2% 33.3% 100%
15-20 Years 42.9% 14.3% 14.3%  28.6% 100%
> 20 Years 16.7% 33.3% 50.0% 100%
Total 43.0% 20.0% 24.4% 11.1% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.7.2 - Years working for current employer * Q16 Cross-tabulation

62



Respondents working for their current employer for under a year, agree or strongly agree with
a total of 65%, while 30% remain neutral. Respondents working for 1-3 years, agree or strongly
agree with a total of 56,6%. 22,6% remain neutral and 20,8% disagree or strongly disagree.
Respondents working for 4-9 years agree or strongly agree with a total of 72,5%. The group
working for 10-14 years agrees or strongly agrees to 66,6%, while 33,3% remain neutral.
Respondents working between 15 and 20 years agree or strongly agree with a total of 57,2%,
while 28,6% disagree. Respondents working for their current employer for over 20 years either
remain neutral (50%), agree (16,7%) or strongly agree (33,3%).

Industry Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Sitrongly disagree Total
Banking & 55.0% 17.5% 17.5% 10.0% 100%
Finance

Health & Social  20.0% 53.3% 20.0% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 35.7% 42.9% 14.3% 7.1% 100%
Housing 45.5%  45.5% 9.1% 100%
IT 56.3% 6.3% 313% 6.3% 100%
Manufacturing 30.0% 10.0% 40.0%  20.0% 100%
Mobility & 35.7% 28.6% 214% 14.3% 100%
Transport

Retail 50.0% 37.5% 12.5% 100%
Other 28.6% 14.3% 57.1% 100%
Total 43.0%  20.0% 24.4%  11.1% 1.5% 100%

Table 4.4.7.3 - Industry * Q16 Cross-tabulation

The respondents which agreed or strongly agreed the most frequently, therefore stating that
their employer offers options for personal development, have the backgrounds Housing (91%),
Health and Social Services (73,3%) and Banking and Finance (72,5%). The respondents giving
the most negative responses have the backgrounds Retail (50%), Hospitality (20,4%) and
Manufacturing (20%). Within Manufacturing and Hospitality, 40% and 35,7% also agreed or
strongly agreed with the above statement. Within Retail, the answers are divided between agree

(50%) and disagree or strongly disagree (50%).

63



4.4.8 Employee retention

I plan a long-term career in this company

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18-24 21.7% 13.0% 13.0%  34.8% 17.4% 100%
25-34 41.7% 14.3% 19.0% 17.9% 7.1% 100%
35-44 29.4% 23.5% 23.5% 17.6% 5.9% 100%
45-55 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 100%
Above 55 25.0% 75.0% 100%
Total 34.1% 18.5% 20.0% 19.3% 8.1% 100%

Table 4.4.8.1 - Age * Q17 Cross-tabulation

Respondents between 18-24 years, agree or strongly agree with a total of 34,7%, while 52,2%
disagree or strongly disagree. Respondents between 25-34 years, 56% stated agree or strongly
agree, while 25% disagree or strongly disagree. 52,9% of the 35-44-year-old respondents agree
or strongly agree with the above statement. 23,5 % remain neutral, while 23,5% disagree or
strongly disagree. 14,3% of the 45-54-year-olds agree and 71,4% state strongly agree, while

none disagrees. 75% of the above 55-year-olds remain neutral, while 25% strongly agree.

Years of Work . Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

<1 Year 35.0% 20.0% 15.0%  25.0% 5.0% 100%o
1-3 Years 32.1% 7.5% 24.5%  22.6% 13.2% 100%
4-9 Years 37.5% 25.0% 17.5%  15.0% 5.0% 100%
10-14 Years 33.3% 222% 11.1%  22.2% 11.1% 100%
15-20 Years 42.9% 28.6% 14.3%  14.3% 100%
> 20 Years 16.7% 50.0% 33.3% 100%
Total 34.1% 18.5% 20.0% 19.3% 8.1% 100%

Table 4.4.8.2 - Years working for current employer * Q17 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for under a year, agree or strongly agree with the above statement with a
total of 55%, while 30% disagree or strongly disagree. Of the respondents working 1-3 years,
39,6% agree or strongly agree while 35,5% disagree or strongly disagree. 62,5% of the 4-9-
years work-experience group, agrees or strongly agrees, while 20% disagree or strongly
disagree. The respondents working 10-14 years agree or strongly agree to 55,5%, with 33,3%
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. Respondents working 15-20 years, agree or strongly agree
with a total of 71,5%, while 14,3% disagree. Respondents working for their current employer
above 20 years remain neutral (33%), agree (16,7%) or strongly agree (50%).

Industry Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total
Banking & 35.0% 17.5% 27.5% 15.0% 5.0% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 33.3%  20.0% 20.0% 13.3% 13.3% 100%
Services

Hospitality 28.6%  14.3% 42.9% 14.3% 100%
Housing 18.2%  63.6% 9.1% 9.1% 100%
IT 50.0%  18.8% 12.5% 12.5% 6.3% 100%
Manufacturing 30.0% 10.0% 20.0%  30.0% 10.0% 100%
Mobility & 57.1% 21.4% 21.4% 100%
Transport

Retail 12.5%  12.5% 37.5% 37.5% 100%
Other 14.3%  14.3% 71.4% 100%
Total 34.1%  18.5% 20.0% 19.3% 8.1% 100%

Table 4.4.8.3 - Industry * Q17 Cross-tabulation

The industries where respondents stated the most positive results, meaning they are willing to
plan a long term-career, are within Housing (81,8%) and IT (68,8%). Within Manufacturing as
40% of respondents agree or strongly agree, while 40% disagree or strongly disagree, with 20%
remaining neutral. The industries where respondents stated the most negative results, being

either disagree or strongly disagree are Retail (75%) and Hospitality (57,2%).
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4.4.9 Overall level of satisfaction

I would recommend this company as an employer

Agree Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Sitrongly disagree

18-24 30.4% 34.8% 13.0%  8.7% 13.0% 100%
25-34 51.2% 25.0% 19.0%  4.8% 100%
35-44 58.8% 23.5% 11.8% 5.9% 100%
45-55 28.6% 42.9% 28.6% 100%
Above 55 25.0% 75.0% 100%
Total 45.9% 27.4% 193%  4.4% 3.0% 100%

Table 4.4.9.1 - Age * Q18 Cross-tabulation

65,2% of 18-24-year-olds state that they would recommend their current employer as they either
agree or strongly agree, while 21,4% disagree or strongly disagree. 76,2% of 24-34-year-olds
agree or strongly agree, while 4,8% disagree. 82,3% of 35-44-year-olds agree or strongly agree
with the above statement. 5,9% strongly disagree. Respondents between 45-54 years mainly
agree or strongly agree (71,5%), while 28,6% remain neutral. Of the above 55-year-olds, 75%

remain neutral, while 25% strongly agree.

Years of Work .Agree Strongly agree Neuiral Disagree Sitrongly disagree Total

<1 Year 50.0% 40.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100%
1-3 Years 35.8% 18.9% 32.1% 9.4% 3.8% 100%
4-9 Years 60.0% 27.5% 10.0% 2.5% 100%
10-14 Years 44.4% 44.4% 11.1% 100%
15-20 Years 42.9% 28.6% 28.6% 100%
> 20 Years 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100%
Total 45.9% 27.4% 19.3% 4.4% 3.0% 100%

Table 4.4.9.2 - Years working for current employer * Q18 Cross-tabulation
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Respondents working for under a year, agree or strongly agree to 90%, while 5% strongly
disagree. Respondents working for 1-3 years strongly agree or agree (54,7%), while 32,1%
remain neutral and 13,2% strongly disagree or disagree. 87,5% of respondents working between
4 and 9 years, agree or strongly agree, while 2,5% strongly disagree. Respondents working 10-
14 years agree or strongly agree with a total of 88,8% with the remaining 11,1% disagreeing.
Respondents working for 15-20 years either agree or strongly agree (71,5%) or remain neutral
(28,6%). The respondents working for their current employer for over 20 years evenly split
their answers between strongly agree (33,3%), agree (33,3%), and neutral (33,3%).

Strongly agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Total

Banking & 50.0%  30.0% 17.5% 2.5% 100%
Finance

Health & Social 33.3%  20.0% 26.7% 13.3% 6.7% 100%
Services

Hospitality 42.9%  28.6% 7.1% 14.3% 7.1% 100%
Housing 36.4%  54.5% 9.1% 100%
IT 56.3%  18.8% 18.8% 6.3% 100%
Manufacturing 60.0% 10.0% 30.0% 100%
Mobility & 42.9%  28.6% 21.4% 7.1% 100%
Transport

Retail 50.0%  25.0% 25.0% 100%
Other 28.6%  28.6% 28.6% 14.3% 100%
Total 45.9%  27.4% 193% 4.4% 3.0% 100%

Table 4.4.9.3 - Industry * Q18 Cross-tabulation

The respondents giving the most positive answers thereby stating either strongly agree or agree
came from the backgrounds Housing (90,9), Banking and Finance (80%), IT (75,1%), Retail
(75%), Hospitality (71,5%) and Manufacturing (70%).

The respondents giving the most negative answers meaning either strongly disagree or disagree
came from the backgrounds Hospitality (21,4%) and Health and Social Sciences (20%). Both
industries received nonetheless more positive than negative answers. The negative answers of

all respondents within all categories came to a total of 7,4%.
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY’S CONTRIBUTION

This chapter deals with the analysis of the most crucial results found within the survey. The

following observations will be compared and connected to the chosen theories.

5.1CSR

Earlier presented research stated, that CSR leads to enormous human resource benefits,
especially in form of increased employee retention (Vinerean et al., 2013b; Bonini et al., 2009
as cited in Lee & Chen, 2018). The authors’ findings suggest a less straightforward
relationship.

Even with questions about employee satisfaction being answered in an overall positive way,
employee retention intention is not as high as the level of satisfaction might suggest. Except for
the age group between 44-54 years, which agrees to 71,4% that they plan a long-term career at
their current employer, other age groups agree to approximately 50%. The youngest generation
between 18-24 years only agrees to 34,7% and even disagrees with 52,2%. CSR needs,
therefore, to be used especially for younger employees. The oldest generation (above 55) stayed
mainly neutral (75%), which can also be due to them already having worked all their life, which
is why they do not plan a long-term career any longer. Respondents working for their current
employer for under a year agree at least to 55%, while workers working in between 1-3 years
only agree to 39,6%. While employees having a fresh start at their employers are being more
willing to plan a long-term career, workers are having less motivation to do that after the first
year. CSR needs, therefore, to be further used to motivate employees working for over a year
to stay at their current employer. Employees working longer periods state a level of agreement
between 55,5% and 71,5%. CSR can also here help further to improve that level. Respondents
with the highest employee retention intention are having the backgrounds Housing and IT. The
stable job market within the housing industry and the new job possibilities regarding IT may be
a reason for that. Retail and Hospitality face the lowest agreement, which might be due to partly
physical work and lower salaries. CSR strategies cannot change the main type of a physically

and mentally tiring job, which might be a reason for this outcome.

5.2 HRM

HRM deals specifically with the satisfaction and commitment of employees (Vinerean et al.,
2013a; Bucitniené¢ & Kazlauskaité, 2012). According to the findings, the overall level of
employee satisfaction seems to be high, as workers are willing to recommend their employer.
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Younger generations seem to be harder to satisfy, as they generally show a lower level of
agreement, which matches previous studies (Moore et al., 2014). Here, companies should focus
their HRM on younger employees. Paradoxically, are employees working for their current
employer for under a year willing to recommend their employer to 90%, while workers working
between 1-3 years only state 54,7%, which is the lowest level of agreement. The first excitement
and satisfaction that comes with a new job, seems therefore to have disappeared after the first
year. Employees may have experienced their first problems after their first year at work and
may still be too inexperienced to deal with these problems, opposite to older employees and
employees working longer periods. Employees working these longer periods (3 to above 20
years) state a minimum agreement of around 70%. Companies should therefore not only focus
their HRM on new employees, but mainly on the ones which may not be categorized as new,
but still inexperienced. Room for improvement can further be seen regarding long-term
workers. Respondents being the most satisfied with their employer have the backgrounds
Housing as well as Banking & Finance. These two industries may have more experienced HRM,
than the industries of Hospitality and Health & Social Services, which state the lowest level of

agreement.

5.3 Employees’ Needs

Employees' needs were identified by using Maslow’s pyramid of needs. These needs were
later translated into possible CSR and HRM policies within the working environment
(Ramlall, 2004 and Tanner, 2020). Employees’ needs are, according to the survey conducted,

mainly satisfied as the overall answers to the questions were positive.

Physiological needs within the work environment, which can be satisfied by providing
necessary facilities and a stimulating design of workspaces, are perceived as satisfied by the
majority of all demographic categories. An interesting observation is that the level of
satisfaction decreases the older the respondents are. The youngest age group, between 18-24
years, which agreed to the highest extend (82,6%), may be less picky regarding their work
environment than the respondents above 55, which only agree to 50%. When it comes to
dividing the respondents according to the years working for their employer, respondents
working between 1-3 years are the most unsatisfied, while respondents under a year and
respondents working in between 15 to above 20 years are the happiest. Respondents working
for under a year may have lower expectations as they are just starting at an employer, while the

employees working in between 1-3 years are harder to satisfy. Employees working for longer
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periods are more satisfied, as they may have moved to bigger offices or have actively shaped
their workspaces over time. The industries which were the happiest with their work-
environment were Housing and IT. These industries seem therefore to offer the most satisfying
offices and work equipment. The most negative responses were found within Mobility &
Transport and Hospitality. The reasons might be the small workspaces given to workers and the

lack of break rooms that can occur within these industries.

Safety needs were analysed in the form of the given Salary. Here, the level of Satisfaction is
generally lower for the younger generations. As the respondents get older (starting at 35 years),
the level of satisfaction increases, until it reaches 100% for respondents above 55. Respondents
working for their current employer for under a year, agree to a higher extent with their given
salary than respondents working for 1-3 years. After 3 years of work experience, the level of
satisfaction increases again, until reaching 100% when working for above 20 years for the
current employer. At first, workers may be glad to accept whichever salary they receive, until
they stay longer and expect more. As workers are more satisfied the older, they are and the
longer they stay, companies seem to have handled this problem, excluding the workers working
between 1-3 years. Housing and Health & Social Services receive the highest level of
satisfaction regarding their salary, opposite to Manufacturing and Hospitality, which receive
the lowest level of satisfaction. Lower wages can generally be found within these industries,

which leaves room for improvement.

Belongingness is another important need that can be translated into teamwork within the work
environment. In this case, the younger generations of up to 34 years, rather stated that their
company embraces teamwork, while the older generations were agreeing to a lesser extent. The
amount of teamwork seems hereby to be decreasing the older the respondents get, which could
be due to older workers being more experienced and needing less confirmation and help from
others. Respondents working for their current employer for under a year, state the highest level
of agreement, which could be due to the fact that they may still need help from other workers
when just starting at an employer, which thereby automatically leads to more teamwork.
Industries with the highest level of teamwork were Banking & Finance and Retail, while the
industries disagreeing the most to the statement are respondents coming from Mobility &
Transports as well as Hospitality. Cooperation and teamwork may be less needed within certain
industries where tasks are clear and simple, but the lack of teamwork may nonetheless influence

the satisfaction of workers.
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The need for Self Esteem, which can be satisfied through the allowance of participation led to
diverse answers, without following a clear pattern. The option to express oneself is apparently
given the most frequently to 35-44-year-olds, which could be due to their age and experience
in the job. The youngest generation (18-24-year-olds) seems to have fewer options to express
themselves, which was expected as they are less experienced and still have a lot to learn within
their job. Paradoxically, the level of agreement decreases for respondents being above 44 years,
which might also be due to the respondents’ industry and the employer they are working for.
Respondents working for their current employer for under a year seem to have the highest level
of options to express themselves. Employees in all other categories (working between 1 to 20
years), state a lower level of agreement. This could be due to the fact that new workers are
allowed to ask a lot of questions when beginning a new job. Employees working for above 20
years agree to 100%, which could be due to the fact that they had time to work their way up
and now have a lot of influence within a specific company. Allowance of participation should
therefore not only be given to new workers and highly experienced ones, but rather to
employees in all categories. The industries stating the highest level of participation among
workers are Housing and Manufacturing, while the industries with the lowest level of
participation are Other and IT. Here, employers need to encourage workers to express
themselves to a higher extent, in order to fulfil Self-Esteem needs of workers and encourage

employee satisfaction.

The need for Self-Actualization was translated into Training and Personal Development. 44-54-
year-olds state that the option is given the most frequently, while all other age groups agree to
amuch lesser extent. Employees working between 4-9 years state the highest level of agreement
(72,5%), while no other group sticks out. The authors expected that rather younger generations
would state that the option is given the most frequently, but the answers state otherwise.
Companies may want workers to gain experience first, before offering Training. This leads
older workers to be more motivated to stay within a certain company, which seems beneficial
as older workers have more knowledge about an organization. The loss of resources is higher
in the case of a more experienced employee leaving the company (Boushey & Glynn, 2012).
The industries which seem to receive training the most frequently are Housing, Banking &
Finance, and Health & Social Services, while Retail and Hospitality disagree to the highest
extent. Even though Self-Actualization is on the top of the pyramid and therefore given less

importance than the other four factors, training is a crucial tool to retain employees.
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5.4 Motivation Factors and Hygiene Factors

As mentioned earlier in the study, Herzberg’s theory (1966) highlights the importance of
Hygiene Factors and Motivators. The hygiene factors hereby lead to short term satisfaction,
while the motivating factors lead to long term-satisfaction (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in
Alshmemri et al., 2017).

The motivation factors advancement and responsibility, which were both translated into the
feeling of contributing to something meaningful, give the employee a feeling of status and
satisfaction from a given responsibility (Herzberg, 1966, as cited in Alshmemri et al., 2017).
Most respondents in the age categories from 18-44, feel like they are contributing to something
meaningful. Individuals aged 45 and above agree to a lesser extent. Disagreement further is the
highest for workers with above 20 years of work experience. The authors believe that the reason
behind this decrease in satisfaction is the level of routine when performing a job, so an employee
no longer feels that he or she is making a difference. Their status or position in the company
may also have been settled for a longer period, so older employees do not feel that there is any
more room for advancement. Younger respondents may also feel more optimistic than older
respondents in general, about contributing to something meaningful. A young employee may
also rather feel proud about their new job, status and responsibility given, than an experienced
employee who had their job and status for a longer period. There further are some branches that
are strengthening the feeling of contribution more than others, such as IT and Mobility &

Transport.

The motivation factor, growth, shows that employees of the youngest and oldest age groups are
rather not offered the chance of receiving training and development, compared to middle-aged
groups. To achieve long-term satisfaction, options for growth need to be given to all age groups
to at least some extent. The only industries that do not feel dissatisfied with their training and
development options, are found within the Housing and ‘Other’ industry. Although the group

‘Other’ does not show dissatisfaction, many of the employees feel neutral.

The level of satisfaction regarding the three presented motivation factors, differs across
demographic groups, and needs to be further considered by employers in order to ensure long-

term satisfaction. Attention should be paid especially to the oldest and youngest workers.

The results, regarding the different hygiene factors show a generally high level of acceptance

and satisfaction.
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The hygiene factor work-conditions, which was translated into the general working
environment in the form of facilities offered, was mainly perceived as positive. Here, a total of
19,4% of all respondents disagrees about having a good working environment. Nonetheless did
especially the younger generations seem overall satisfied. One can argue that workers may be
willing to accept their workspaces as they perceive it as less important. Humans are further
having the ability to adapt over time, which also reduces the level of dissatisfaction.

It is noticeable that the hygiene factor salary seems more crucial for employees, as all
respondents under the age of 55, stated a certain level of dissatisfaction. Here, the level of
agreement was 100% for respondents above 55. Similarities can be seen looking at respondents
that have been working for their current employer for a longer period. No respondent having
worked for over a ten-year period, feels dissatisfied regarding their salary. This leaves the
authors to assume that either the salary increases, or money becomes less important when
getting older. The only entirely satisfied employees are within Housing, which could mean that
the branch generally offers good salaries. More physically demanding jobs generally show a
higher level of dissatisfaction regarding their salary, which is understandable considering the
lower level of skills and experience needed for doing a job, which mostly results in lower

salaries.

The hygiene factor, relationships, which was translated into teamwork, shows the most negative
results in the study. All age groups, except the one above 55 and all groups divided by years of
work, state a certain lack of teamwork. The only industry that shows total satisfaction is the
retail industry. Teamwork forms a weakness for all other industries within this study. It not only
affects productivity but also the feeling of connection to an organization. Creating negative

feelings, such as lack of affiliation to a workplace, is a barrier to the well-being of employees.

Supervision is the last hygiene factor studied in the survey. The factor was translated into the
supervisor being available for questions. Agreement regarding the employee’s supervision was
received from all age groups, while a smaller rate of disagreement was received, especially
from respondents above 45. Disagreement can also be found within the answers of respondents
with over 20 years of experience. In order to not demotivate more experienced and older
employees, supervision should be decreased over time, while assuming that experience and
knowledge gained over time are enough to perform a job. A possible answer regarding the
disagreement of older respondents could be that some of the more experienced and older

workers may have become supervisors themselves and therefore do not have a direct supervisor
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to ask questions any longer. All industries included in this study, except for Mobility &
Transport are facing employee dissatisfaction regarding their supervision, which is a weakness
that needs to be considered.

Apart from the relationship factor, a high level of agreement regarding the hygiene factors can
be recognized, which should lead to short-term satisfaction, according to Herzberg (1996) as
cited in Alshmemri et al. (2017).

5.5 Concluding Discussion

The authors started this study by assuming that internal CSR directed at employees, has the
power to influence employee retention. The perception of CSR seemed hereby a crucial factor
to consider (Kuvaas, 2008). Needs, Motivation and Hygiene Factors were used to explain
employees’ preferences and the resulting different perceptions in-depth. These factors were
later found to be crucial influences, to which CSR policies need to be adapted to, in order to be

successful.

CSR policies directed at employees, together with HRM do affect employee satisfaction when
needs and motivation & hygiene factors are considered. But even if a high level of satisfaction
is achieved, employee retention intention is not guaranteed. Employees can state that they are
satisfied with their current work environment, and still not have a retention intention, due to
other reasons, which were not covered in this study. Nonetheless, can it also be observed that
industries, with lower employee satisfaction, have a lower employee retention intention.
Therefore, the authors’ contribution of this thesis is the conclusion that CSR directed at
employees does have a direct impact on employee satisfaction but not on employee

retention. Not all satisfaction achieved by CSR and HRM leads to retention intention.

5.6 Future Research

Future research to be conducted could be the focus on two specific industries, for example,
Banking & Finance and Hospitality, to gain a clearer picture of a specific industry. Certain
industries, such as Hospitality do not have a high employee retention intention. A study where
different employers offer the same CSR policies within different industries can be an interesting

and unique approach to analyse the effects of CSR.
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APPENDIX 1 - Survey Questionnaire

1(213|4(5] Source

v | | am satisfied with the current working Zhu et al., 2014
environment (break room, office design,

coffee machine etc.)

v | My company offers a fair salary Lee & Chen, 2017

v | | feel like having a work-life balance Turban & Greening,
(vacation, allowance for days off due to 1997 as cited in Barakat
personal issues etc.) etal., 2016

v | | feel like I am receiving the support | need Zhu et al., 2014

from my company (mental and physical

health care, consulting etc.)

v | My company offers meetings for an Lee & Chen, 2017

exchange of information and complaints

v | My company embraces teamwork for Lee & Chen, 2017
example by organizing different

(entertaining) activities / projects

v | | feel happy to come to work Lee & Chen, 2017

v | | feel that I am contributing to something Pavlos et al., 2013

meaningful at work
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My supervisor is available for questions

Lee & Chen, 2017

My company welcomes new ideas

Pavlos et al., 2013

| am given the space to express myself

Turban & Greening,
1997 as cited in Barakat
etal., 2016

| am given the support to pursue my

ambitions

Harter et al., 2002 as
cited in Barakat et al.,
2016

My supervisor provides clear instructions

Pavlos et al., 2013

| feel that | can handle my current workload

Zhu et al., 2014

| feel that I can use my skills

Lee & Chen, 2017

My company has options for training &

personal development

Vinerean et al., 2013

| plan a long-term career in this company

Lee & Chen, 2017

| would recommend this company as an

employer

Lee & Chen, 2017
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APPENDIX 2 - Presentation of Descriptive Statistics

Q1 - | am satisfied with the current working environment (break room, office design, coffee
machine, etc.)

Q1
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22
Disagree 4 3.0 3.0 52
Neutral 24 17.8 17.8 23.0
Agree &9 91.1 51.1 741
Strongly Agree 35 25.9 25.9 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q2- My company offers a fair salary
Q2
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree & 4.4 4.4 4.4
Disagree 22 16.3 16.3 20.7
MNeutral 27 200 200 40.7
Agree 64 47.4 47.4 88.1
Strongly Agree 16 11.9 11.9 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q3 - | feel like having a work-life balance (vacation, allowance for days off due to personal
issues, etc.)

Q3
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent

valid  Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22

Disagree 17 126 126 14.8

MNeutral 34 252 252 40.0

Agree 58 43.0 43.0 83.0

Strongly Agree 23 17.0 17.0 100.0

Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q4 - | feel like I am receiving the support I need from my company (mental and physical health
care, consulting, etc.)
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Q4

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 5 37 3.7 3.7
Disagree 16 11.9 11.9 15.6
Neutral 37 274 274 43.0
Agree 61 452 452 88.1
Strongly Agree 16 11.9 11.9 100.0

Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q5- My company offers meetings for an exchange of information and complaints

Q5
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent

valid  Strongly Disagree 4 3.0 3.0 3.0

Disagree 22 16.3 16.3 19.3

Neutral 29 215 21.5 40.7

Agree 61 452 452 859

Strongly Agree 19 14.1 14.1 100.0

Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q6- My company embraces teamwork for example by organizing different activities/projects

Q6
Cumulaive
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Permcent

Valid  Strongly Disagree 8 59 59 59

Disagree 14 104 104 16.3

Meutral 21 156 156 319

Agree B5 48.1 48.1 80.0

Strongly Agree 27 20.0 20.0 100.0

Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q7- | feel happy to come to work
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Q7

Cumulafive
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent

valid  Strongly Disagree 4 3.0 30 30
Disagree 4 3.0 3.0 59
MNeutral 34 252 252 31.1
Agree 69 51.1 91.1 8622
Strongly Agree 24 17.8 17.8 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q8- | feel that | am contributing to something meaningful at work

Qs
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22
Disagree 9 6.7 6.7 8.9
Meutral 17 126 126 21.5
Agree 66 489 489 70.4
Strongly Agree 40 296 296 100.0
Total 135 1000 100.0
Q9- My supervisor is available for questions
Q9
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 2 1.5 1.5 1.5
Disagree 9 6.7 6.7 8.1
MNeutral 9 6.7 6.7 14.8
Agree 66 4589 4589 63.7
Strongly Agree 49 36.3 36.3 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q10- My company always welcomes new ideas
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Q10

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Walid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22
Disagree 13 96 95 11.9
Neutral 34 252 252 370
Agree 63 467 467 837
Strongly Agree 22 16.3 16.3 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q11- I am given the opportunity to express myself
Q11
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Pemcent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 5 37 37 37
Disagree 7 5.2 5.2 8.9
Neutral 21 156 156 24.4
Agree 74 548 548 79.3
Strongly Agree 28 207 20.7 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q12-1 am given the support to pursue my ambitions
Q12
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Walid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22
Disagree 10 7.4 7.4 96
Neutral 43 3190 319 41.5
Agres 62 459 459 87.4
Strongly Agree 17 126 126 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q13- My supervisor provides clear instructions
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Q13

Cumulafive
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 3 22 22 22
Disagree 11 8.1 8.1 10.4
Meutral 25 18.5 18.9 289
Agree 75 55.6 55.6 84.4
Strongly Agree 21 15.6 15.6 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q14- 1 feel like I can handle my current workload
Q14
Cumulafive
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Strongly Disagree 2 1.5 1.5 1.5
Disagree 11 8.1 8.1 9.6
Meutral 25 18.5 18.5 281
Agree 71 526 526 80.7
Strongly Agree 26 19.3 10.3 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q15- 1 feel like I can use my skills
Q15
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Strongly Disagree 1 N 7 7
Disagree 14 10.4 104 11.1
Meutral 25 18.9 185 206
Agree 73 54.1 4.1 863.7
Strongly Agree 22 16.3 16.3 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0

Q16- My company provides options for training & personal development
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Q16

Cumulafive
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Pemcent
valid  Strongly Disagree 2 1.5 1.5 1.5
Disagree 15 111 11 1 126
Neutral 33 24.4 24 4 370
Agree 59 437 437 807
Strongly Agree 26 19.3 19.3 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q17- 1 plan a long-term career in this company
Q17
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Pemcent
valid  Strongly Disagree 11 8 1 8 1 81
Disagree 26 193 193 274
Neutral 27 200 200 47 4
Agree 46 34.1 34.1 815
Strongly Agree 25 18.5 18.5 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
Q18-1 would recommend this company as an employer
Q18
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
valid  Strongly Disagree 4 3.0 30 3.0
Disagree 6 44 44 74
Neutral 26 103 193 26.7
Agree 62 459 459 726
Strongly Agree 37 274 274 100.0
Total 135 100.0 100.0
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