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ABSTRACT 
The main objective of the study was to establish factors that promote employee 

engagement in Afya acco. To c. tabli h this, a survey was conducted at Afyn 

A 0 ocicty Limited ituatcd at Nairobi. The study was done thr ugh the usc of 

structured que tionnaircs. The research design used was survey and the data ' us 

analyzed using de criptive statistics 

The study found out that the employees of Afya SACCO vie' ed the tate of each of 

the nine factors affecting employee engagement as being abo e average. The Im e t 

ranked ' ere both Leadership and Reward. econd lm est ranked ' ere de elopment 

opportunities and quality of communication. h highest ranked ' ere Work. Line of 

sight, immediat super i or nd t m " rk . he impa t of demographic 

charactcri!.tics on th rat in • of ditkr nt f dt ~s I I to th It II )\\'in • lindin •s: ··mh, 

department, po itinn i.tnd 1 '\: " rc found n t t 1 tfh: t th nuin '" l I ·nlJit\) • 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Ba kground of the . ttul. 

One of the key ingn:dicnts nf a slt~.:c~:sslirl compun is its nbilit to nllrac t, motivate 

and retain great talent. ' I his is hCl.::llls • finding and kl!Cf in • grl!at taknt assun:s th~.: 

organitation a futur · and it's thl! kl.: to organi1ational cl !l!ctiYl!lll'ss. In addition to 

gctting the right talent managl!r ' genuine!) want and nel!d 1 coplc "h) .lr~o: nu.:ntally 

and crm tiona II) connected to their job · and "ho arl! "illing to appl) drs ·ret it nar. · 

cHore indeed '' illing hands to help their com panic · succeed. 

' r the r~::c..::nt ) eL r there ha bt:..::n ignili , nt hift in the cmplo) ee-emplO) er 

rclati n hip. l oliO\ ing the c on mi d \ ntum in the . rl 199 . rncre. ing 

mp titi n in the nd in re. Ill 

pr th t diti 1\ I 

\ f m thin 

\ I 
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met expectations or who become expendable as markets or internal strategies change 

(Bates, 2004). Organizations want people to put in extra effort and generate 

innovative ideas to improve crviccs (. kapinkcr, 2005). 

1.1.1 Employe ngag m nt 

Employee enga •cmcnt thcrdhn.: , ts a heightened emotional and intdle 'htal 

connct..:tion that an cmplo) cc has for his/her job, organization, mana •cr or co·w~Hkcrs 

that in turn influences himlhct to apply additional discrctionar) effort to his lhcr "~'rk 

(I he onferencc Board. 200 ). According to Wikipcdia I 'ncyclopedia cmpl ycc 

engagement i also called work engagement or work r engagement :md an "engaged 

cmplo)~.:C'' i one who is full invohed in, and enthu ia ti ab ut hi. or her \\ork. and 

thu in w. y that furthc their re niz ti n inh.:r t. 'I he Institute for 

l·mployment it •. p ithe ttiiU mpl ) e 1 ' • rd . n 

ithin th b 

r • niz. ti n". 

co niti e c mmitm nt 



Brown (2005) views engagement as a progressive combination of satisfaction 
' 

motivation, commitment and advocacy resulting from employees' movement up the 

engagement pyramid. Satisfaction is what gets employees to just show up for work. It 

is the base level of employee contentment whether or not they can do their job, how 

happy they arc with their pa ·. how \\ell they like their working L'nvironment hut haH 

no real dcsin: to go the e:\tra mile. Moth·ation is the "bun" employees feel about their 

work and a dcsin: to exec.:! in it. ommitmcnt is about feeling purl of the wider 

company whereas motivation work at an individual level. Commith:d workers 

become positive amba sadors for their companies. Advocacy is the real measure in 

this instance is how proactive emplo) cc arc in ::;peaking about the om pam the' 

"ork fi1r a , ell as the products and sen ice:o they ofler. It i · free d\ ertising and from 

the rno t crcdibk of ource . Engagement then ombin ti n of all pre eding 

f 1 tor . An en • cd w rkcr i ti\ te mrnitted n n d' te r 

the comJ ny n I wh t it pr du e 

>n a rn rc prn ti I level. lllJI 
l \\ I 

It rcfe 

nd "ill in I) i\e o th ir di 

pc pie rk nd in 

reall} i in 



Gallup (2006) saw employees as divided into three types with regard to their level of 

engagement, the engaged, not- engaged and the actively disengaged , ith the later 

being of most concern to the employer a. a rc ult of sharing their discontent\\ ith their 

co-workers and the wider" orld . l his shows that not all employccs in an organi/lllion 

arc engaged. ' l her~ nrc thost: who an.: not cngagcd and tt:nd to conccntratt: on tasks 

other than the goals tllld outconH:s tht:y an.: 1.! . peeled to accomplish. Fflorts arc Ill be 

made to raise kH:Is of engugement for tho ·c '' ho fall in the not·cngagcd ran •c. 

(\\"".retention .. aukrihub.com). nc question still challenges man) orgunization · in 

their quest to improve performance - what can be done to significantly impact 

emplo) ce engagement (People management- 2008}'? lultiple studie. in different 

countrk and aero s industries shO\\ that emplo) e~.: "ho re p. ssionatc b ut their 

~ oh tr in the minorit) (Di! cl pm~.:nt Dimen i n lnt rn. ti n. I 2007 .lt i unlike!) 

th one izc tit II tppr a hi e ti\e, le\el 

rdin , t tit it I 

: II 

} r I 



registered in Kenya such as National Hospita l Insurance Fund (NHIF) and past 

members who resigned but own shares in Afya Investments co-operative society 

limited . 

Afya Saving and Co-operative society (SACCO) Limited in her endeavor to remain 

the Co-operative of choice, in promoting the Social economic well being of its 

customers through the prov ision of affordable financial service has recognized human 

resources as the dri vers of business success. But despite the much cfTort expended to 

recruit and retain the best talent there is lack of enthusiasm in the part of employee in 

their course of duties. Employee individual performance is wanting "hich is evident 

through customer complaints. The management in its effort to ga in competith e 

advantage against its competition has adopted reward management ystem to motivate 

the cmploy<.:cs in thei r performance. According to Armstron} (2003) employee reward 

system consists of u integrated polkics proc.;c.; <.: .111d pr. <.:iic.;<.:s for t<.: \\ ardin, 

employee in accordance with their c ntrihutic n. kill , omp ten~.:l' und th~.: 111 ,11 k~.·t 

work. But as the employees rca h their · I ric 

to motivate them . ·r hi then how that i in 

fi·orn a combination of many fa to nd n t on I) m 

Ace rdin to Perrin 2003 buil in 

rc t n the und ti n of m 

I urth r it i n 1 

imp n nt 

th 

ult 

n. 



1.2 Statement of the problem 

Chartered fn stitute of Personnel and Development (CfPD) (2006) emphasizes that 

employees are increas ingly being recognized as the key business drivers. The ability 

of business to add va lue rest on its frontline employees or human capital. 

Organizations that wish to succeed have to get the most out or this resource. This is 

because the quality of output and competitive adva ntage of a company d~:pends on the 

quality of its people. The combination of strong competi tive busines · pre ·urc · and 

tight labor market conditions for the most talented employees means that employer 

must find a way to keep costs under control and at the ame time en ure that the 

orga nization has the workforce it requires to grow. di er if) in to ne\\ areas of 

business, expand internationally and be effective. (Jac~ on, 2009). 

In Kenya there is a quite an number of studi s \\ hich ha. b~.:en done on the relared 

concept such as K izito (2000) who tudit:d !ht: rd. ti nship· bcor" t.:t:n pay job 

sati faction and org lflinttiorwl commitment I :1 < q )f,ltion, 

Abwavo (2005) \\hO tudicd c n P Y hoi '' •mizttk n 1t 

commitment and job · ti action nmon c mm rcial nk • Kh in • "h 

tudicd job ati fa tion and or niz.ati n mmitm nt 

reprc ent tivc 

pcrccpti n o 

a an rn 

n 



1.2 Statement of the problem 

Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CfPD) (2006) emphasizes that 
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as well being, personal relationships and gender differences played a major role in 

influencing employee engagement. Others like Bates (2004) and Perrin consider 

organizational factors such line management, job characteristics reward and 

recognition as the most imp rtant in driving engagement. The orporute Leadership 

ouncil (200 I) concludes that th~.: employee- manager relationship is in fltct the most 

powerful driver of employee's engagement. Therefore the aim of this ·tud i · to tr 

and find ' hat factor play major role in enhancing employee engagement in an 

acco' and ho" these factors if applied can lead to organizational effecti ene s. 

1.3 Objccti c of the study 

To determine factors that promotes employee engagement in f a CCO 

1.4 Importan c of the tud 

I· ir t th ~: finding:-. of this stud · will be of imp n. n ·~.: t d1ol r • nd rest:. rd1~.:rs s it 

\ i 11 , dd to th~: body of knowlt:d •c · f i.tll) in thi .m: th.ll 1 ill n d .\ Itt )I 

<~endemic rc carch. 'I hcrclorc th • tud 

cco11dly the tudy "iII be re t t th 111 Ill 

ciety by 11 that n d am lnll . II\ 

recruiting dcplo) in' nd t in in tin 'h illl 

ext 11 d l th nd 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Employee Engagement 

Employee engagement has become a popular topic in workplace. research and 

development currently ' ith many claiming that it predicts employee outcomes, 

organizational uccess and financial performance (Bates, 2004). Alter all, ' hat 

organization ' ouldn t want an engaged workforce? Much ha been researched on 

employee engagement and employee commitment in the ' orkplace and it effect on 

the bottom line especially in the U and the UK Perrin, (2003). A lot of, hat ha been 

written about this topic comes from the practitioner literature and con ulting firms 

with a little from the academic literature. 

It has however, been ackno\\ !edged that cmpiO) cc cn •. • mcnt has bc n ddincd in 

man dilfcn:nt' ay and th:Jtth~.: c.l linition ound imil.u to llh 1 I llct kt\l \\tl .\nd 

c lablishcd con tru uch a " r • ni:r ti nal 

citizen hip b havi r' C B R bin n et I. 2 

m ny or the element of h th c mmitm nt nd 

mat h either neither commhm 

cc rdin t 

in th t it 

hil it 

mmitm nt" 111d • '' • tni:i~ 1ti m II 

'Ill tins 

ik I 

net 

mmnm 1t 

th il 



the job, and treating the former as organizational commitment and the later as job 

engagement. While OCB involves voluntary and informal behaviors that can help co­

workers and the organization, the focus of engagement is one's formal role 

performance rather that purely extra role and voluntary behavior. oncerning job 

involvement May et a! (2004) sees it as the rc ult or cognitive judgment about the 

need ati fying abilities or the job and is tied to one self image. Engagement has to do 

with how individuals employ themselves in the performance of their job. Furthermore 

engagement involves active use of emotions and behavior in addition to cognition . 

2.1.1 Employee engagement levels 

1allup, a U organization providing management con ulting, human resources and 

statistica l research services, has defined these thr~: employee types: engaged, not 

c.:ngagcd and actively cngag d. l:ngagcd cmplo c.:~.:s , r dc.:dicatcd to their role, les 

likely to leave the company, more produ tiv~.: , •in: t dt~·r ~.:ushHn~.:t s~.:tvi c and in tum 

create •realer profit in private scrvi c .all up 

builder in , n organitation driving inn \'ali n nd m l\'in • the 

'J hey have de ire t know the · tnti n fi r th tr 

and exceed them in th ir ' 

time t ct k completed to 

mmitm nt 

iti Ul 

Ill b 1\h llll: l 

ill pm in . t1 

\It t .l 



getting the basic requirements of the job done without interest, energy, passion or any 

personal investment. Pleasant enough and often with good attendance, they take in 

low - risk, low commitment mode, oflen focused entirely on the step that they take 

to reach any goal and not on the g al itself( off'man, 2002). They arc usually neither 

negative nor po. itive about their company, adopting a "wait and sec" attitude to their 

jobs, manager and coworkers ( offman, 2003). Where engaged employees will put 

in additional effort a part of their everyday a working pattern, non-engaged 

employees are interested only in getting by and will not be willing to ' ork extra 

without for example, inducement or a similar persuader. 

Actively di engaged employees are unhappy in their' ork and often don't care" ho 

knows it. 1 hey are acting out of their unhappiness (Gallup, 2005). The are 

·consistently again t virtually cvcl)thing' ( m n, 2003). Their' ork \\ill be lopp 

and I or of poor quality, their , ttendancc inconsist nt , s the ' take more st k th •s 

((,allup. 2003) and they arc much mt rc likd y t l lc.n c the comp\1\) th '" 

employee. 'f hey may be hi 1hly vo al in th ir mplaint nd 1 it i ·i m t • lin t th · 

company undcnnining c llengue· t rnaint inin und 

atrno phcre and their c rele pp h t th ir 

generated by more "illing rk m 1 

eni th m t 

2 , r 



2.1.2 Employee engagement and individual differences 

Here we draw attention to how engagement levels may be linked to individual 

differences. There is much evidence in literature to support the notion that individual 

differences impact work performance. According to Robinson (2006) individual 

differences play a vital role in determining an employee's potential level of 

engagement. Individuals categoriLe and make sense of events and ituati ns 

according to the unique and personal frame of reference which reOect the 

personality, past experiences, knowledge, expectations and current needs priorities 

and interests. 

Employee engagement is also related to related to emotional individual experiences 

and well being May eta/ (2004). Emotions are a natural feature of our psychological 

makeup and af cct not only individual' person I live but also their beha\iors at 

\ ork. 'I he Pcrrin (2005) stud identified both cmttions and rationallt as ore 

compctcncic . 'I he. found thc emotional I tors • r · linked to Ill in lh•idu;ll'" 1 1. ~)ll, I 

· ti faction and the en c of in pi ration and uflinnati n the) ' ·t II )I\\ th · " )I k ''" I 

from being pan of the organizati n. \\ t 200 th t "h n indh idu 1! t I 

po itivc emotion . they re able to thin · m r f1 n-min \; " . nd u ,\I t 

likely t feel greater I -c nt I, pe m 

\\Ork pi . B) 

m 



poorly with their family and friends . The findings indicated 51% of actively 

di sengaged employees, 35% of not engaged employees and t 8% of engaged 

employees say yes. This is to show that family tress and work related stress may be 

interlinked. Locke and Taylor ( t 990) recognized the relatedness needs individual 

pos es , arguing that individual · who have rewarding interpersonal interactions with 

their co-workers al o should experience greater meaning in their work. Kahn at 

ugge ted the client's relations for some individuals may play a role in providing 

meaningful work experience. 

cnder diffe rences have also been found to impact on engagement such that men 

experience enrichment for work to fa mily while women e. perience depletion for 

'> ork to fa mily. Furthermore Gallup's U re earch concluded that \ oman tend to find 

more ful fi ll ment in their job. and arc more cnga lCd th. n men are. Th same tud 

found that married cmp l oy~.:cs t nd tt h: vc hi •h r en'· •cmcnt than tht s "ht) ar 

in •lc h cau c th former h· vc dtl d b Hh in thci1 f 

And finally it ''a f und that female mana •cr 

percentage of a lively di ngag d '' 

bout the ell bein of the indi idu I Perrin -

dri cr of en ni 

und th t 

tnd 1 mt • sit n I li \ s. 

t 'lid l ) h \\\: I hi •h ' I 

un th. t th m t im1 1 t.uu 

. l h~.: 

\trk 
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Therefore in summary despite the existence of common drivers of engagement, 

different groups and individuals are influenced by different factors. Individual 

personality and perception, emotions and well being all play an important role in 

employee engagement. Nevertheless all individuals de. pitc of their individual not 

difference have the potential to be engaged at work 

2.2 Factor that promote employee engagement 

Di ccrning what enables engaged behaviors is almost as tricky a identifying a ingle 

concrete definition of employee engagement. There have been several research 

studies that have published that identify factors that drive employee engagement. 

Kahn ( 1990) found that the presence of three p ychological conditions influence 

people to personally engage in their work and the ab ence of \ hich encouraged 

di sengagement. ' I hcsc arc m aningfulnc . , afcty nd a ailabilit}. he onference 

Hoard (2006) found that differ nt drin .: rs of cnga •cmcnt wcr proposed in 1.. I. r •d 

con ultanc hu ·d studies on en •a •emcnl. 'I he mo~t omm mly r ·p Htc I " r trust 

und integrity. the nature o t the job· th li n o ~i ht b ·t,ucn in lh i tu 11 · rt ~''m 111 

and company p rlonnance· care r gro" th p rtunitic ; pri c in th 

relation hip with cowor ·e Iteam m m mpl nt 

re i tion hip \'hh r. IPD th.tt t: Ill( ll') l? c 

en ement i dri th 

Ill mmuni ti n tl th 



employees experiences all influence engagement level'. Therefore the factors listed 

below consist of key drivers given from a combination of both The Conference Board 

(2006) and DOl (2007). 

2.2.1 Nature of job 

Thi driver refer· t the day to day content and routine of the employee's job and the 

degree to which he or she derives emotional and mental stimulation from it this 

includes opportunity to participate in decision making and autonomy (The conference 

Board, 2003). According to IES (2009) much of the literature has shm n the 

importance of ha ing challenging and varied work that utilizes old and ne\ skills. 

1 he \ ark needs to be perceived as creative and exciting for the employees. 

Employees also need to feel that the work they are doing i important for themsel es 

and lor oth rs. AI o thi work. hould ha e th required re our cs '' ith lear goals and 

accountability. < rgani/ations hoping to drive cn •, •crncnt mu~t tap into cmplo ces' 

pas ion, commitment, and identification with thc or •anit. ttiol\. I his is a· l mpltsh d 

by h ving the right mployec for the ri •htjobs (DI I, 2007 . 

2.2.2 Lin of ight bch\ c •n individual p r orm n 

p rform n 

i dri h II th mpl ., 

nd th' Olllll'ln~ 

tl m 



attain this alignment leader need to help employees see the bigger picture and 

understand their roles relative to it DOl, 2007) 

2.2.3 Development opportunities 

Thi is the degree to which an employee feel that they have equal opportunities for 

are future opportunities for career growth, development training opportunities and 

promoti on within the company and to a lesser degree is aware of a clearly defined 

career path (Baumuruk, 2004). According to DOl 's (2004), it was found that many 

employees leave their jobs for better growth and development opportunities often 

offered by the organization. Most employees want to keep their jobs fresh and 

interesting by learning new approaches and building ne' skills. The key to successful 

deve lopment program is to ensure that all employees ha e a plan for development and 

clear accountabil itie. for making progr s. on their plan~ (DOl , 2007) 

2.2.4 Pride about th • cornpan 

'J hi refer to the amount of elf c~ lccm th l an ~.:m p l )CI: kti ' ·s It ) Ill t 'ttl • 

a ociated with hi her company. 'I hi dri ' er h 

recommending the company to p 

Lea · hip oun il, 2005 . 

·2.2. R c 1 niti Jll nd r rd 

R i\in 

nd mpl 
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appreciated. Employees who feel they are listened to, supported and are recognized 

for their contributions are likely to be more engaged . People like to be recognized for 

their unique contributions (Walker information, 2000). This supports BlessingWhite's 

(2008) findin gs that rewarding efforts and encouragement arc of great importance to 

employees and Watson (2007) that having clear expectations and delivering reward 

i key to engaging the workforce. alary is important but more as a discngagcr than an 

engager (I , 2009). 

2.2.6 Quality communications 

According to IES (2007), Employees may engage m an organization if they can 

understand the organizations values and goals and de elopments in these. They need 

to understand ho\: their own role contributes to these and the resources a ai lable to 

deliver th m as well as feeling well- in[! m1 d about \' hat b happening in the 

ur •itnization. l)uildin' a stron • sense of , li •nn11.:nt "ith st rait: ·~ rt:yuin:.s a goo :1 

communication :.;y tems and tron • uccountabi Iity. bnplo) c s shl'ttld l w II 

informed bout chan •c that aflcct their "ork •roup o that tht:y ,u~;n't 1.: llllu ·d l t 

urpri d \\hen tho c change ar introdu ~:d 1 Dl. 20 7 . 

fonnal nnd open tw \ ay communi 

opp rtunilie for up rd fee ith ut r r 

nnati n. 



work groups that fail to recognize the need to unite the ir efforts toward a common 

goal. When groups become insulated from other groups they can develop an "us 

versus them" mentality that ends up hurting the organization in sma ll ways each and 

every day and in big ways in the long run . A key ingredient in deve loping and 

maintaining high levels of co-operation and team work is a work environment built on 

tru t. Trust means employees have con!idence that other's actions arc con i tent with 

their word , that the kills they have developed are respected and valued and that each 

employee uniquely matters in the work place (Roger , 1994). According to Erdem and 

Atsan (2003) trust is a critical success factor in organizations and plays a key role in 

fostering high levels of team work and collaboration. 

2.2.8 Per. onal relationship with one' manager 

'I his is th~: degree to which an emplo c aluc the rdationship that he . he has ' ith 

hi /her dir~:ct mana •t.:r. ' I his dm.:s not r ll: r to prokssiona l 01 job rdakd aspc 'h of 

th~:ir relation hip But~:s 2001). c ordin• t l I ohin n cl ,ll ( .. 007) th immnli.lt 

manager influcn c man · a p ct 

en agcmcnt level . Thi 

and retention rc 1\:Irin. 

2006 . Buckin ham and 

ha \: ith hi 



2.2.9 Inspiring leadership 

This driver applies to the degree to which the employers feels that members of the 

management team arc concerned about the well being of their employees tell the truth, 

communicate difficult message well, listen to employees and then follow with action 

and demonstrate the c mpany's expressed goals and value through the pers nal 

behavior ( orpornte leadership ouncil, 2004). Leaders and manager who in pire 

confidence in individuals giving them autonomy to make decisions with clear goal 

and accountability are perceived as engaging. The actions and integrity of leaders and 

line managers are vitally important in enabling engagement. Managers must be visibly 

committed to the organization and display a genuine responsibility to their employees 

and the wider communities, particularly in terms of their ' ell being. Managers also 

need to fair and honest in their judgment and rc pon ibiliti and foster a ense of 

involvcml.!nt and valu (01)1, 2007). 

While c· ch ~tudy fo u cd on omc dri\'crs more th n othct s, • '1\ 't•tlh th • 1 pt t '\lt: 

Leader hip < uncil (200 ) d m n tratcd that the em tit n tl d1 h ct 

relation hip with one' manger and ''ith pride in n 

impa t n di rctionary \\Or · e n than th 

I 1 i upp n the m 

r h d I '' tim 

ndit . 

in ' hkh ht 

nditi n dt 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research de ign 

The research de ign is a survey. A survey is an attempt to co llect data Crom member · 

of a population in order to determine the current status of the popu lation, ith r'spect 

to one or more variable . 

3.2 Data collection 

The population of interest consisted of the Afya ACCO staff. Currently the 

organization has 277 members of staff. A representative ample of the population, as 

selected using probability sampling method knO\ n a tratitied ampling technique. 

'I hi s sampling technique" as used becau c the population is heterogeneous and th 

tcscun.:hcr wus intc.:n.: ted \! ith a set of homo ~c.:n us s. mpk "hich ar r pn:sc.: nt 41 t1, . , 

·r he population wus di idcd into the.: I 1lkn' in I c l~: I rtcs: ·niot Ill, lhl' 'IS, ti Jdl 

and ( pcrational manager . 'cnior cl ri al nd upp )tt t 

'lmple compri ed of 70 members of th th 1 )put ti~ n u 

rcprc entati e mple. l'he r ti nnle behind thi iz 

(I 981 \\ ho tate that ford ripti e tudi t I t I II 

i en u h mpl . 



The sampling framework will be as follows: 

Table 3.1 Sampling Framework 

Category 
r-

Number Sample o;o 

~. - - - --
Sen tor managers 18 4 25 

Middle and operational managers 60 
~ 

15 25 

I--
enior Clerical taff 11 6 29 25 

Clerical officer and Support staff 89 22 25 

Total 283 70 

ource: Author (2010) 

Primary data was be obtained by use of a If administered questionnair adopted 

from (Ill t1hd om d 1 .., lh I 

'J he questionnaires comprised of both OJ~.:n • nd do cd ntkd quc.:,tion , 'I h. " 1 ~ 

distributed to the ·::Hnplcd employee 0, "In th ·n fill ·d lllU th ·n 

return them for analy i . 'I he m d di ributi n " hand d Jh ~.:r) h11 lht1 ~.: 

employee ba ed at the headqunners and by mail fi r th 111 mbe 

at the nine f· r nt 1 e rvi ti uti t ·n th urn 

3.3 

., h 



tendency, measure of variability as well measures of association or relationship. The 

results were then computed and presented in tables, graphs and charts to enable the 

reader to compare or see the trend of the distribution more clearly hence interpretation 



CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.0 Introduction 

This chapter presents the data analysis results and corresponding inferences. It sets otT 

by presenting the background information. This is then followed by the result. 011 

standards acqui ition, the extent of implementation and factors accounting for it 

implementation. The results are presented in tables, charts and percentages. The 

resu lts obtained were as follows. 

4.1 Respondents background profiles 

·r he study achieved a 90 % response rate. Of the e\.p ted 70 respondents, 63 

que. tionnaires were returned. Thi r presents a very go d resp n. c r t . ch of the 

strata was adequately represented ' ith the hi •hcst hcin' thc s~.:nit r man. g~.:r ( 1 00%), 

clerical and support staff' (95%) • cnior clcri tl olli cr 9 %) and thl' lo" st 1 ·in , 

middle and operational manager with a 7 % r 

Table 4.1: Rc pon crate 

c 



Either gender was fairly represented with the male being slightly higher (54%) and 

the female (46%). 

Chart 4.1: Gender distribution 

-- l 
I 

I 
f 

1 
_1 

Source: Author (20 I 0) 

A majority of the respondents (38.1%) \\ere aged bet\\een 42-47)e. r . 1 his "· . 

closely loll owed by those aged bctwe~:n _,o.' · ) e:u~ · t 27%. he • t~: rit: "ith the 

least respondent:; were 18·2 ( .2%) .md O'er 

Table 4.2 gc distribution 

Age (yearw) 

------



The study found that most employees in the organization are fairly well - trained with 

a close to 60% of the total employee having a diploma qualification or higher. A 

majority of the respondents (42.9%) had a college diploma. This was followed by 

those with a certifica te (3 1. 7%) then those with a degree ( 15. 9%). 

Table 4.3: Education levels 

Frequency Perc nt l 

A level 

6 9.5 

Certificate 

20 31 .7 

-
Diploma 

27 42.9 

Degree 

10 15.9 

Total 

63 100 0 

'=-
Source: Author (2010) 

. alaries enjoyed by the respondent's ranges from under K h .20 000 to over K hs. 

100,000. Over slightly halfofthc cmplo)C c. m • month! K h 40,000 or 

less hence the mcdiun alary is K h . 0,000. fh ·hi 
rninfl 

salary of over K h 60.000 only cornpri o 

the rc pondenl 44. % earned a m nthl) 

40,000. 'J hi 

(28.6). 'J he mo group joint!) mpn 
11 



Table 4.4: Income bracket 

Frequency Percent 

Below 20000 
6 9.5 

21 000-40000 
28 44.4 

41 000-60000 
18- 28.6 

rs-1000-80000 
- 5 7.9 

81 000-1 00000 
6 ------g:s 

Total 
63 100.0 

Source: Author (2010) 

A majority of the respondents (36.5) had served the SACCO for between 6 and 10 

years. This was followed by those who had served for ben een over 20 year 

(23.8%). 'This result indicates that the SACCO has high emplo) ee retention since all 

the respondents had served for over 6 years. 

Ta ble 4.5: Y ~1rs of crvicc 

Froquoncy Percent 

0 - 5 

8 12 7 

6-10 

23 36.5 

11-15 

1f t-~ c19T 

16-20 

5 7 9 

Over 20 

15 23 8 

Total 

63 1000 

~. 

Sourc : Author (2010} 

-
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communications, Team work, immediate supervisor and Inspiring leadership; all of 

which were suggested by past studies as affecting employee engagement. Each of 

these factors was measured using at least three (3) po itive statements. To examine 

whether these statements appropriately mea. ured each of the constructs, cronbach's 

alpha was u ed. 

4.2.1 Test of reliability 

The tatements used to measure the various parameters were subjected to ron bach' 

alpha test to determine consistency and unidimensionality. The result indicate that 6 

out of the 9 parameters had a Cronbach's alpha greater than 0.70, which is 

recommended threshold for a factor to be considered reliable. T\ o parameters had 

ronbach's alpha slightly greater than 0.60.0nly one parameter - line of sight - had 

the lowest alpha of' 0.4 I. Folio\! ing thcsc rcsults the in~trumcnt was onsidered 

reliable in measuring the tk:sircd constructs. 



Table 4.6: Testing of parameters consistency and unidimensionality using 

Cronbach 's alpha test 

----- -
Factor that promotes engagement Cronbach's alpha 

Work 
0.605 

-
Line of sight 

0.409 

Development Opportunities 
0.629 

Pride of the company 
0.815 

Reward and recognit ion 
0.769 

Qual ity commun ications 
0.743 

Team work 
0.885 

r-- -
Immediate superv1sor 

0.832 

Inspiring leadership 
0.890 

.'ourc :A uthor (20 10) 

Past research has cst<thlishc.:d thrtt the nine mc.:n t. 

lhi tudy wasta ked with c tabli hin' the tate ofthc • 

wa further ta ked to extend finding o p tudi b \\ h th I thl'l n 

a ociation bet\\CCn cmplo)ee demog phi nd fl tin 

engagement. 

D riptive tati ere u min 

pe ifi 



4.3 Mean ratings of the engagement factors 

The results indicate that all the nine factors were rated above 3.0 each meaning that 

they were all ranked above average. The lowest ranked were both Leadership and 

Reward and recognition with a mean of 3.3. Second lowe t ranked were development 

opportunities and quality of communication with means of 3.5 . The highest ranked 

were Work (mean 4. 1) and Line of sight (mean 4.1). Examining the standard 

deviations, apart from line of sight and work with s.d < 0.6, all the other factors had 

significantly high standard deviations with leadership leading with s.d of 1.04. These 

indicate a very high variability in the data which call for further examination to 

identify the causes of this wide variability. One possible explanation could be to do 

,. ith variability in demographic characteristics which is examined in greater detail 

below. 

'I ahlc 4.7: Eng:tgcmcnt factors subjected to the dcscriptin: st:\tistil's 

Deacript•ve Stat• tiea 

Work 
63 

Line or lllght 
63 

Development opport n 63 



To further simplify the results of mean rankings, a composite index was computed by 

converting the mean to percentage. The grand composite index was obtained to be 

76% which indicates that Afya SACCO is doing well with regard to the factors 

affecting employee engagement. A rating of 55% L considered average in thi s scale. 

Again, the lowe t ranked arc Leadership and Reward & n.:cognition with an index of 

67%; while the highest ranked is Work, Line of Sight and Pride of the company with 

similar indice of 83%. The main factors contributing to the current status of 

engagement in Afya ACCO are work (83%), line of sight (83%), pride of the 

company (83%), team work (80%) and the immediate supervisor relation hip (81 %). 

Table 4.8: the status index of the engagement factors in Afya SACCO 

Status Index 

Work 
83% 

Lin of sight 
83% 

Developm •nt opportuniti s 70" 

Pride of the company 83" 

Reward and recognition 67" 

Quality of communica ion 
71 

Teamwork 
so 

tmm drat sup ·rvrsor 
-81 

l d rshlp 
7 

·~ 

Sour : Author (2010) 

·· -==-=-



Chart 4.2: Graphical representation of the status index of the engagement 

factors in Afya Sacco 

Line of sight 

Work 

Pride of the company 

Immediate supervisor 

Teamwork 

Quality of communication 

Development opoortunities 

Leadership 

Reward and recognition 

Sourc : Autho r (2010) 
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4.5 Im pact of dcmo~ra phi · clmrac tcri, tk on f~t· top; prmnotinJ:! •mplO)l'l' 

engagement 

'I he study attempted toe tabli h the efTe t o d m raphi n th niiH: 

factor . he dcmographi ex mined in Jud d: 
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Chart 4.3: Grand mean based on gender 

Fe mal 
e 

.;..,;; .... :~...;._,:_,_... ;,.., . ., ..... '•, ... 
n.-.» .... ,.,il'f .• ~ ._...~,,~""" .. • ·:t ·, ... 

, • : 

Male 

3 70 3.72 3.74 3.76 3.78 3.80 3.82 3.84 

ourcc: Author (20 I 0) 

3.86 

'I he table bdO\ represents the mean factor r:\1 in •s b •~.:nd~.:t s wdl , s o .\ 

results on tc t of as ociation. on of th · • ndcr had a si •nifk. ntly dilh:ruH 111 \In 

rating from the other (all p-valuc > 0.05 . 'I hi m an th t •endcr diller ·n . 1.h s 



Table 4.9: Evaluation of factors promoting employee engagement based on 

gender 

Gender 

- -
Male Female p-value 

- -- - 4.'15 --
Work 

4.14 0.94 

--
Line of sight 

4.14 4.16 0.87 

f-

Development opportuntttes 
3.52 3.47 0.80-

Pride of the company 
4.08 4.21 0.54 

Reward and recognttion 
3.46 3.20 0.29 

-
raualtty of communtcation 

3.63 3.46 0.45 

~ -
Teamwork 

3.99 4.04 0.82 

Immediate supervtsor 
4.18 3.88 0.10 

Leadership 
3.43 3 25 0.50 

-Source: Author (2010) 

' I h~,; gcncr<.~l ruting. by d partmcnt run 1CU l l\\ct:n to LO -: "ith the IO\\ ~l 

r<.~nkin ' hcing from llurll' n rc ourcc dcp trtmcnt. th then <)I ., '\I i H\ .111 1 

I· inancc, then admini tration. I he hi •he t r n ·in dcp run nt " 

·LOS). 



Chart 4.4: Grand mean ratings based on departments 

FOSA 

Operations 

Human .. 

ICT 

Finance 

Administration 

(1 

I 
./ 

L 3.00 

ourcc: Author (20 I 0) 

I I I 

i I 

I l 
I I 
I i 
I I 

/ / / 

3.20 3.40 3.60 

/ ~ 

3.80 4.00 4.20 

loser examination of' specific mean ratings, hO\\.~Vcr, n::veal that then; was no 

significant difference h tween the me, ns of the v 1rious lkp. rtm~nts as ~~,~.1 u by 

the A OVA rc ults \ ho c P-Value an..: displn) cd in the ttblc t ·lo" . 1 lith~: p ,·· llu •s 

arc greater than 0.05 indicating that there i n iati n bel\\ ·n dcp rtmcnt 111 I 

ratings for the ariou fa tor a e ting emplo) en m nt 



Table 4.10: Evaluation of engagement factors on the basis of departments 

Department 

Human 

Administration F1nance ICT Resources Operations FOSA P-value 

Work 4.24 4.05 4.25 3.92 4.38 3.83 0.24 

Line of sight 4.12 4.20 4.83 3.78 4.05 4.23 0.44 

Development 3.61 3.43 3.50 3.50 3.27 3.68 0.80 

opportunities 

Pride of the company 4.30 4.02 4.50 4.00 4.21 3.87 0.75 

--
Reward and 3.47 3.31 3.33 3.00 3.36 3.20 0.97 

recogmtion 

Quality of 3.82 3 49 4.17 300 3 49 3.23 0.35 

commumcatlon 

Teamwork 4,11 4 08 4.13 3.00 4,03 398 0.44 

lmmedt te supervtsor 4.31 3.98 3 75 3 75 3 81 4 03 0.40 

Leader&htp 3 58 3 30 4 13 3 17 3 29 ?. .93 0.58 

- ··-
Source: Author (2010) 

he mean rating indicate that enior manager rated the fa t hi •h~.: t (me 111 . I 

followed by middle and operational manage (mean .0 th n Jeri~. 1 , nd llJ r , .. 1 

tall (menn = 3.83 and finall nior cleri hi 1111::. n th. t 

cnior man gcr lind the nin fi to p~ m tin 

the 

tin n . 1. 



Chart 4.5: Grand mean ratings based on positions 

Senior managers 

M iddle and operational managers I 
Senior Clerical staff 

Clerical officer and Support staff 

3.40 3.50 

Source: Auth r (20 I 0) 

3.60 3.70 3.80 3.90 4.00 4.10 

It is worth noting here that leadership .:md rC\\:Ird c· r~~.:o 1nition consist~ntl • scot~ 

IO\ mean averaging -· .0 acr 1 th an u c· dr . I hi call 

e. tubli h the cau e oft he I 'er, the fH alue 

ariou cadre of ta arc not ati ticall..: i nificant t th 

(p- alucs > 0.05 . 'I hu it wa n t • ·\: 1 th\: 

p ·rception on the v ri u fi t p m tin em pi • mnt 

4.20 



Chart 4.6: Grand mean ratings based on age 
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, ourcc: Author (20 I 0) 

' I he difference in scores f(>r the various a • sis not tatistic, lly si •nifi nt (p-valu s 

0.05). 'J his means that then.: is no associution bctwcc.:n the · •~.: nd th~.: tatin •s of the 

ariou factor promoting employee engagement. 



Table 4.12: Evaluation of engagement factors on the basis of age 

Age 

Over 

18-23 24-29 30-35 36-41 42-47 48-53 53 P-Value 

4.75 
f-- - -

Work 4.04 4.12 4.50 4.12 4.20 4.25 .751 

~ - 1-
Line of sight 4.50 4.28 4.17 4.06 4.27 4.33 .887 

1--- - - - -
Development 3 75 3 52 3.35 3.00 3.56 3.80 3.25 .824 

opportunities 

- 41 4 f---3.90 Pride of the - 467 4.33 4.17 4.47 4.33 .788 

company 

Reward and 3.83 3.11 3.22 3.33 3.44 3.67 3.00 .895 

recognition 

Quality of 4 33 3.56 3.41 4.00 3.47 3.93 3.33 .715 

commumcat1on 

Teamwork 4.50 4.08 3.93 4 50 4 00 4.05 3.00 .807 

lmmed1ate 4,50 3.73 4.16 4.25 4 14 3 65 4.00 .472 

superv1sor 

'Lei'd r hip ·-· 1--"388 3 27 ,_ 312 363 3 37 390 3 2s-r~· ,831-

... 
Sourc : Author {2010) 

'a lary is usual ly a ticky i ue \\here employee · tb la ti n 1s on rncd. lhm , ·1. in 

this en c it appear fr m the graph belO\\ that fav ra th pt 'Ill lin ' 

engagement i unifi rm a ro the lary ale. 

h . 6 1000-8000 tal)' br cket· hile lh lo 

K h . 20 000 I ry br indi te ll 

I ry n II 



Chart 4.7: Grand mean ratings based on salary 

81000-
100000 

61000-80000 

41000-60000 

21000-40000 

Below 20000 

0.00 

. ourcc: Author (20 I 0) 
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clost.:l I ok at the individual rating. by c ch sal ry sc. I I{ r t.:ach of tht.: nin~.: fa t rs 

shows v ide diffcr~.:nc~.:s in tht.: ratin •s 101 l tk, l inc 

opportunities. 'J hcsc arc, ho\\cvt.:r l(>und not to c si •niti , nt difkr nc s (p v tlu· 

0.05) c. ct.:pl for\ ork (P-valu • 0.03<0.05) h n e th per t h " '' k It t '' 

depend on the alary bra kct. n the other h nd the f lht m tinin 

eight factor doc not depend n the lary b 

4.50 



Table 4.13: Evaluation of engagement factors on the basis of salary 

Salary bracket 

Below 21000- 41000- 61000- 81000-
20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 P-Value 

---,--
Work 3.60 4.16 4.08 4.45 4.54 0.03 

- - -- - 1- 0.07 Line of sight 3.61 4.15 4.13 4.53 4.39 

- 2.83 
- - 4Ts 0.08-Development opportunities 3.54 3.47 3.63 

-
Pride of the company 3.50 4.05 4.22 4.60 4.56 0.11 

Reward and recognition 3.22 3.29 3.50 3.73 2.89 0.62 

Quality of communication 3.56 3.49 3.44 3.93 3.83 0.74 

Teamwork 3.25 4.08 4.02 4.00 4.46 0.14 

~mediate supervisor 4.13 4.06 3.85 4.55 4.00 0.42 

~adership 2.75 3.41 3.17 4 00 3.63 0.30 

Source : Author {2010) 

( thcr suggestions made by, at most, one respondent includ d communication such as: 

Discussions he held with the st· n bclbn.: changes arc d( nc conccrnin 1 their duties: : 

Bureaucracy hinder free flow of information "hich ufTcct quality of the tllllput 

!carl defined operation and procedure manual · manag m nt d H l1pm nt 

opportunitie uch Perforrnan e apprat h uld 
. 

d h \ \ 
"' 

m nagcrnent for de\clopmcnl ol e e then tl 

undcn. ken; rtific 1tc lObe 0 ercd ter h I . 

4.4 I i II iun 
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evidenced by customer complaints, seems not to completely lie in employee 

engagement. This conclusion has been deduced from the findings of this study which 

puts the overall rating of employee engagement factors at 76% which has been 

majorly been supported by the proper work environment, understanding of employee 

contribution to the company goa l , good relation hips with the immediate upcrvi ors 

as well as team work. However, this level can be rai sed through more attention paid 

on entire SACCO leadership, development opportunities as well as reward 

management. Also a suggested by a majority of the respondents, the problem could 

also be emanating from lack of motivation, poor pay, unfair handling of promotions 

and lack of adequate ski lis. 

Further, a more critical look at the engagement of employees categorized using 

demographic characteristics do not show evidence of ass i tion with on ption. 

Sa lar scah.: sc~.:ms to have nn fleet on the rutin • of thr~.:e key ~.:n •a •em nt fadors, 

namely: Work Line of i •ht and r cvcloprncnl opportunitic . t hi then, ould 

con ·titutc a key to prioritizati n of cmpl ycc engagement. c rdin • t ru ct II 

(2006) indi idual factors including among other . g nd r di1 eren pia: d ma1 )I 

role in influencing emplo ·ee engagement. 

'1 ru s finding incc it find that the rntin o empl • 

ci1ti 1n' ith •cndcr. 

n 1 Uf put 

h.\\: 11 



CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARYOF THE MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATION 

5.0 Introduction 

This chapter pre ent a ynthesis of the entire study. It contains a summary of the 

research findin gs, di cu sion of the findings in accordance with the objectives, 

conclu ion and recommendations. 

5. 1 ummary and finding 

1 his stud sought to establish the state of factors affecting employee engagement at 

fyu S C .( . It was further sought to extend findings f past . tudics by e • mining 

\ hcthcr then.: is an association bel\ ecn l!mployec demo l!, phics nd f'1ct01s 11c tin • 

employee cng·1 •cmcnt. It was c tahlished that the employees of 

the state of each of the nine factor affecting emplo) cc engagement u 

a\eragc. [~vc n then. there \\ere apparent difTeren e 

'I he lowe t ranked \ere b th Leader hip nd Re\\ rd. .... nd I ' 

development opp rtuniti and quality o mmum ti n. 1 hi h 

' rk, Line of i te upe 

urin • th 



work, line of sight and development opportunities (measured at the 10% significance 

level). This negates Perrin's work that compensation is not a major factor in 

promoting employee engagement. However, the respondents came up with a host of 

suggestions of factors that could affect their engagement at work. The main factors 

raised were: Motivation, Pay rai e, Promotions and Training & seminars. Others 

included staff posting, better communication and handling of staff uggestions. 

5.2 Conclusion 

The Afya A 0 employees find all the engagement factors favorable in promoting 

engagement levels. Demographic characteristics: Gender, position, department and 

age do not affect the perception of factors affecting employee engagement. On the 

other hand, salary scale does affect this perception. mployees at Af; a S CO deem 

motivation. pay raise, Promotions and ' I raining · seminars as kc..: 1:1c..:tors affc ting 

crnployt:c cngugcmcnt. 

5.3 Rccomm ·ndation 

In its quest to become a co-operative of choi e 

motivation pay Promotion and 'I rainin & min a 

cmplo) c engagement. ince the main probl m 

·nthu h m, further re rch i rmin 

uld 'tluuk 

impr 'in 

r empl )t:c 

mpl , 
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Appendix 1: Letter 

Dear Sir I Madam, 

Naomi W. Ndugo, 

MBA Student, School of Business, 

University of Nairobi 

Po Box 30197, Nairobi 

RE: REQUEST FOR RESEARCH DATA 

I am a post graduate student in the school of business pursuing Masters of 

Bu incss Administration (MBA) in Human Resource Management. As a 

partial fulfillment of the course requirements, I am condu ting a 

M nagcmcnt Research Project on: 

"l!.. mplo F:ngag m nt in Afy.t aving. and r· dit "' -op rati 

Yo u ha c thcrcft rc been cho en to e part ofthi · ·tudy. I kindly 11.: 1uc~t 

• u to a ·ist completing the attached que tionnaire t th bl: ·t ll' ~ 1m 

knm ledge. 'I he information given will b treated "ith tri t • nfidencc 

nd \ ill bt: u ed for acad mic purp c onl~'· 

·1 nkin ' \J in v m 

ll' 



Appendix II - Questionnaire 

PART A- Demographic Info rmation 

Gender: Male female 

Department: 

Position 

What is your age bracket? 

30 - 35 36-41 t8 23 I 
~~ 

42 47 ~--' _ __.J 

24 - 29 

48 - 53 Over 53j ._ _ _.. 

I low many years have you worked for the Afya Sacco? 

0 to 5 years 

16 to 20 yt.:ars 

6 to 10 years 

over 20 years 

Level of proficiency in your present profession 

1\ lc cl D crtilicatc D Diploma 0 
degree D 

What i your • alary Bracket? 

B low 20,000 D 21,000 - o,ooo D 

61 , 0 - 80, ooo s 1,ooo-1oo.ooo 0 

1 1 to 15 years 

0 rec 0 



PART B - Factors Promoting Employee Engagement 

{Circle the provided boxes as appropriate) 

Rating scale 

Strongly di sagree 

Disagree 2 

Ne ither Agree nor Disagree 3 

Agree 

trongly agree 

4 

5 

Factors that promote employee engagement 

I have the materia ls and equipment I need to do my job efficiently 

I knm: \ hat i expected of my job 

Workload is distributed equally throughout our department /unit 

bl to handle my job 

I clearly understand my company goals 

M indi idual goals arc connected directly to the company's goal 

I understand ho\ my job contribute to the organi:~,ati nal 

performance 

5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 

1 2 J .. 
15 

4 5 

4 



Am recognized and praised for a good job 

I am happy with the benefits offered to me 

· Quality communications 

I can understand what the management tells me 

I feel free to offer comments and sugge tion 

I fee l actions are taken on my sugge ti n 

Team work 

The people I work with help each other when needed 

My coworker and 1 hare information and new ideas 

My co-workers do their best 

I enjoy w rking with my coworkers 

Immediate upervi or 

r-M) immediate supervi or treats me fa irly 

I can f'recl approach my superv isor with problems 

M super isor handles my work re lated issue satisfactorily 

M supervisor cares ab ut me as a per11on 
·-lm.piring leader. hip 

.lila •emcnt care for all its employees at all levels 
c 

'I here i a go d communication between talfand mana •crs 

I have confidence in the leader hip of Afya Sacco 

Management exerci e fair and hone ty in all judgment 

PAR'l 

PI a n · oth r thing th 

th pia • o our r 

hi 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

u t ul 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
-

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 .. 

2 3 4 

2 ~ 4 

2 3 ~ 

.2 3 -l 

~------------------------------------------

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
-
5 

1 s 
~ 

5 

. 


