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Abstract 

The major challenge for the HR managers today is not recruitment of talented employees but to keep 
their employees engaged. The top management in every organization is trying to formulate new 
policies every day to overcome this problem of keeping employees engaged. Therefore, current study 
entitled “drivers of employee engagement in Indian banking sector” has been undertaken. In order 
realize the stated objectives the researchers have identified seven key drivers of employee engagement 
namely Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, Communication and 
quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational 
commitment. The researchers have collected data from 200 respondents working in various banks both 
public and private sector across Bengaluru city.  The validity of the questionnaire was adjudged, using 
Cronbach's coefficient (α) was calculated to test the reliability and internal consistency of the 
responses. We found a significant relationship between the chosen variables with the demographic 
factors. We found a significant correlation among the chosen variables and with overall satisfaction. 
Supervision, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational 
commitment were the major drivers of employee engagement in banking sector.   Based on the analysis 
a brief summary of findings has been drawn, a meaningful conclusion has been arrived at and the 
results have been compared with the possible evidence.  

Keywords: employee engagement, reliability of information, appraisal, Cronbach's coefficient, 
commitment 

 

Introduction 

Today in the contemporary world it has become a challenge to the HR managers to keep their employees engaged. Various 
methods are used to keep the employees engaged by the employers. The top management in every organization is trying to 
formulate new policies every day to overcome this problem of keeping employees engaged. Employee engagement has been 
grown rapidly from the past two decades. It has been given high importance in all the organizations. The emergence of the 
challenge for the managers is not only to retain the employees but also to keep them engaged. Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) 
said that employee engagement is very essential for the modern organization to increase the productivity considering the 
challenges. Macey et al. (2009) claimed that it also helps the organizations to gain competitive advantage. Though many 
researchers have studied about employee engagement, there is no definite definition. Employee engagement has the impact 
of both behavioral and psychological factors which involves effort, interest, energy and enthusiasm of the employees. 
According to Kahn (1990), he elucidates the major three psychological conditions i.e. meaningfulness, safety and 
availability and their individual and contextual sources. Kahn (1990) also claimed that the engagement and disengagement 



Singaporean Journal of Business Economics, and Management Studies 

   41 

of the employees depends on caliber to perform in their organization. He was the one who coined the term ‘engagement’ 
for the purpose of understanding the process of “self in role” and the roles and responsibilities conducted by the people in 
the organization. Diamond and Allcorn (1985) has claimed that several concepts are needed to suit the people working in 
an organizational life, meaning that “continuing emotional charge and psychological complex”.  

Employees who were satisfied and contented with their work experience was the great formula for success in those days. In 
other words, these employees would intent to stay with the company and contribute towards the organization’s stability and 
increase the productivity (Sanchez and McCauley, 2006). But now the time has changed. As the globalization is growing 
rapidly, the world has become even more competitive. Hence, satisfied employees and stable employees are not enough to 
gain competitive advantage. These satisfied employees may just meet the demanded work but there will be no results in 
meeting the higher performance (Abraham, 2012). In order to overcome this problem, the employees must go beyond their 
assigned roles and tasks, the employers should inspire and motivate their employees to take up the initiative to put their 
maximum efforts and capabilities to their job (Bakker and Leiter, 2010). Hence, the contemporary organizations want their 
employees to be enthusiastic and energetic to take up the responsibilities beyond their job with their own interest for their 
development and strive for high quality of performance – shortly the companies want their employees to be dedicated and 
engaged (Bakker and Leiter, 2010).Employee engagement includes employees’ values, goals and ambitions with the 
organization. It is also considered to be the most suitable and best method to succeed. Engaged employees not only are 
committed towards their job but they are also passionate and proud about their organization. Engaged employees see the 
organizations future as well as the mission and objectives of the organization. 

The structure of the empirical paper is as follows. Section two deals with the review of previous work done connected to 
the proposed title of the study. Section three discusses the objectives to be achieved from the current research and a detailed 
methodology adopted for the study. Section four outlines the analysis and inference based on the collected primary data and 
in thelast part a brief discussion and conclusion have been made and the findings of the study has been compared with the 
possible evidence. 

Literature Review 

Review of previous literatures has given deep insight about the levels of employee engagement. There are many researchers 
who have studied about this topic and have created the strong foundation for this area of HR.  Baumruk (2004) has mentioned 
that every single organization to gain the competitive advantage over the other organizations, employee engagement has 
become the effective tool to succeed the same. Certainly, to measure the business productivity employee engagement has 
become one of the most critical factors and has been a convincing factor for success of any organization. According to 
Young (2012) employee engagement is a very vital issue for any of the organizations as it is a part of a substantial bond 
with individual, team and organizational performance (Towers Perrin-ISR, (2006); Margaretha and Saragih (2008); 
Cameron (2005)) in areas such as productivity, (Difeng Yu (2013); Wahyu AD (2013) ; Simha and Vishnu Vardhan (2015)), 
job design((Humphrey et al. (2007); Crawford et al., (2013); Bakker and Bal, (2010)) , overall stakeholder value (Swetha 
and Kumar), turnover (Clugston, (2000);Harter et al. (2002); Harmon, et al, (2003); Morrison, et al. (2007); Buchanan 
(2004)), customer loyalty (Ketter (2008); Gonring (2008); Haid & Sims (2009)) company reputation (Kemp et al. (2013); 
Rothbard (2001)), customer service and satisfaction (Vance (2006); Wagner & Harter (2006); Salanova et al. (2005); Frank 
et al., (2004); Coffman, (2000); Heintzman and Marson, (2005); Ellis and Sorensen, (2007)), and retention (Schaufeli and 
Bakker (2004); Insync Surveys).   Review of literature also highlighted that certain factor such as career development 
opportunities (Sandeep et al. (2008); Neeta (2011); Brown (2011); AndrewaOlogbo et al. (2012)), effective Management 
of talent (Bhatnagar J. (2007), quality leadership (Sumit J (2013), Jyotsna B (2008), Upasna et al. (2012)), clarity of 
organizational policies (Mona MN (2013)), employee empowerment (Aamir Ali (2013); Simon AL (2012)),   fair 
performance appraisal system (Kenneth and Bobby (2009)), effective and reliable communication (Dale Carnegie & 
Associates white papers (2012)) influences employee engagement in an organisation.  

The term employee engagement was first conceptualized by Kahn (1990). According to Kahn (1990) employee engagement 
is beyond job satisfaction and varies from the job contribution. He has also claimed that engaged employees show more 
interest, energy and enthusiasm about their job and work with their peers. These kind of employees work for the benefit of 
their organization with full involvement and dedication. Later many other researchers keeping the above literature as the 
foundation have tried to define employee engagement.  
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For example, Harter et al. (2002) define engagement as “the individual’s intellectual commitment and satisfaction as well 
as enthusiasm for assigned job”. Towers Perrin (2006); Hewitt; Mercer argued that employee engagement means 
“employees’ willingness, ability and motivation to contribute towards organisation’s success”. Ruth Davidhizar and Ruth 
Shearer (1998) have defined employee engagement as “more energy and commitment from the workers to organisation’s 
success”. Baumruk (2004); Richman (2006) and Shaw (2005) argued that employee engagement is emotional and 
intellectual commitment to the organization.  In the words of Robertson-Smith, and Markwick, (2009), engaged employees 
are considered as a pillar of good working atmosphere where employees are effective.  However, Robbins & Judge, (2009) 
argued that engagement can affect attitude creation and change.  Another group of researchers for example,Hakanen et al. 
(2006); Saks (2006); Bakker & Bal (2010); Rich et al. (2010) argued that when the engagement level is high, it affects job 
attitudes such as satisfaction and commitment, job performance and organizational citizenship behavior.There are also 
researches who suggested that overall, engaged employees are likely to have  greater attachment to their firms and are likely 
to remain with their current employer (Schaufeli and Bakker (2004); Robinson (2006); Saks, (2006); The Towers Perrin 
(2006); Shuck, Reio, and Rocco, (2014)), are likely to be productive (Saks, (2006)), are less likely to leave their employer 
(Truss et al. (2006)),interact positively with customers and leads to customer satisfaction, (Buckingham & Coffman (1999); 
Coffman & Gonzalez-Molina, (2002); Robinson & Perriman, (2004); Schaufeli et al (2008);Chalofsky, (2010)) increases 
customer loyalty and results in business growth and profitability (Harter et al., (2002); Li et al., (2004));Hewitt Associates, 
(2004);The Gallup Organisation (2004); Vance (2006); Wagner & Harter (2006)). 

According to Schein (1984),organization culture gives employees a sense of identity and generates a commitment towards 
particular values and ways of doing things. This view was supported by Klein (2008);Siddhanta and Roy (2012) and Singh 
& Shukla (2012). 

Another steam of researchers for example Sundaray (2011) and Bhatla (2011) concluded that the organizations should focus 
on developing engagement strategies to engage the employee which in turn increase the organizational commitment and 
results higherin terms of productivity, profits, quality, customer satisfaction and employee retention. In this context it is 
worthy to note that HR practices and policies play a crucial role in defining the relationship between the employees and 
employers. In a study Kerstin A (2010) and Mona (2013) confirm that the HR practices and policies and its relationship 
with employee engagement is indirect. 

However, researchers like Bakker & Xanthopoulou (2009); Demerouti et al. (2010); Selvarasu & Sastry (2014) argue that 
vigor or dynamism is the most dominant factor which influences the employee engagement component compared to 
absorption and dedication.  They argued that vigor is one component which is strongly associated with engagement 
outcomes.  

Yet another stream of researchers concluded that the communication channels in an organization play a key role in employee 
engagement for example Kahn, (1990); Ridder (2004);Clegg et al. (2005);Shockley-Zalabak (2006); Ziuraite (2008);Hahn, 
et al. (2013) and Sharma (2014).  

Gruman and Saks (2011) in their empirical study concluded that organizations must provide enough career growth 
opportunities to employees. In order to accomplish this goal, organisations should provide them sufficient training and 
development opportunities with adequate resources that allow them to fully engage and gain adequate expertise and required 
skill sets for their professional development.  This view was supported by Sandeep et al. (2008); Neeta (2011); Brown 
(2011); AndrewaOlogbo et al. (2012).  

Wagner and Harter (2006) argued that providing constructive and supportive feedback mechanism allows employees to 
know that managers care about their performance and success, which increases their level of engagement.  Similar view 
was documented by Bakker & Demerouti, (2008), Marciano, (2010) Gruman and Saks (2011).  Macey et al. (2009) opined 
that trust and fairness are the two key elements for employed engagement.  

Bhatnagar J (2007); Cristina and David (2008); Jessic and Cooper (2011) argued that employee engagement culture in an 
organisation is the key for success.  In this context, the employee engagement culture refers to career planning, support and 
incentives from the organisation. 

According Lucas et al. (2006) employee voice is the most crucial factor that decides the length of the employee engagement. 
In this context employee voice can be defined as the ability for the employees to have an input into decisions that are made 
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in the organizations. Even this view was supported by Robinson et al. (2004) employee voice in decision making process 
would create feeling valued factor and acts as a key driver of employee engagement.  

In an empirical study Sathyanarayana and Garagesa (2017) have found that Supervision, Quality of Work Environment, 
Reliability of information, Appraisal Process and Organizational commitment were the major determinants of employee 
engagement in Indian IT sector.  

The review of literature on the proposed topic employee engagement, thus throws light on facts relating to the research gap 
on the chosen topic.  Given the importance of the concept of employee engagement to business organizations, coupled with 
the deepening disengagement among workers today, a crucial question is how to boost the engagement of the employees to 
the organization.  In the words of Kohli & Grover, (2013) in India only eight percent of the employees are engaged in their 
workplace.Therefore, there is a need to conduct an empirical survey relating to this proposed topic. However, only a handful 
of academic researchers have attempted to define and model employee engagement in Indian scenario.  The literature shown 
that there is a link between level of engagement and employee retention, organizational performance, profitability, 
customer’s satisfaction, loyalty etc.  Therefore, an organization’s skill to manage employee engagement is closely linked to 
its ability to accomplish high performance levels and superior business measurable results.Despite of the sensational growth 
of the Indian banking sector, only a few of the researchers have focused on measuring employee engagement in Indian 
context.   This means that the issue of employee engagement in Indian banking sector is a largely unknown factor, making 
this study exploratory in nature.  The present research would make an addition to existing literature on measurement of the 
length of employee engagement by collecting first-hand information.  

Research Design 

Objectives of the Study  

The major objectives of the study are as follows: 

1. To examine the influence of demographic factors such as age, gender, length of service, annual household income on 
individual factors of employee engagement in banking sector in Bengaluru city. 

2. To understand the impact of the chosen variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of 
information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and 
Organizational commitment) on the employee engagement in Banking sector in Bengaluru city.  

3. To offer suggestions based on the current empirical research.  

Hypothesis 

H1: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors (gender, age, experience and annual household 
income) with the chosen variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, 
Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction, Organizational 
commitment and Overall satisfaction)  

H2: There is no significant correlation among the chosen variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, 
Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of 
satisfaction, Organizational commitment and Overall satisfaction) 

H3: There is no significant relationship between independent variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, 
Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of 
satisfaction and Organizational commitment) and dependent variable (Employee engagement). 

Methodology 

The study is exploratory in nature as it endeavors to uncover the latent behavioral aspects of banking sector 
employeesoverall work engagement towards work. The universe of the study is banking sector employees both public and 
private sector in Bengaluru city, Karnataka situated in India. The researcher has arrived at a sample size of 200respondents.  
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Primary Data Source  

The literature has given a number factors to measure the employee engagement practices in anorganizational 
context.However, there has been no consensus on the factors that influence the employee engagement and an instrument to 
measure the same.  Based on the intensive literature review, the researchers have identified seven important drivers that 
influence the employee engagement namely, Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, 
Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction andOrganizational 
commitment.Firsthand information was obtained from respondents through a structured questionnaire. An interview 
schedule was constructed to elicit information from the respondents. The researcher chose an interview schedule since the 
respondent has to be coaxed to answer the questions put forth in the questionnaire. Moreover, the researcher had a stringent 
requirement for the data to be pure and in all senses comprehend the very spirit of the questionnaire and thus the research. 
The researcher could also clarify any doubts to the respondent and explain the objective of each question whenever the 
respondent raised doubts.The validity of the questionnaire was adjudged, using Cronbach's coefficient (α) was calculated to 
test the reliability and internal consistency of the responses. Cronbach's coefficient, having a value of more than 0.7 is 
considered adequate for such exploratory work.  

Analytical Method  

The data collected is initially organized in a meaningful manner with the help of MS Excel and SPSS software. Once 
organized, the researcher tabulated the frequencies, which provided the requisite profile of the data collected and helped the 
researcher build the contingency tables for further detailed analysis. On performing detailed analysis, patterns from the data 
is further put for validation through testing of hypothesis, wherever the researcher deemed important and based on the 
conditions set for such test. 

Data Analysis 

In order to realize the stated objectives, various statistical tools have been employed. First, respondents’ demographic factors 
have been outlined in the following two tables: 

TABLE No. 4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS 
Variables Categories No of respondents Percentage 

Gender 
Male 124 62.0 
Female 76 38.0 

Age 

21-30 100 50.0 
31-40 40 20.0 
41-50 46 23.0 
50 and above 14 7.0 

Experience 

Less than 5 126 63.0 
5-10 26 13.0 
10 and Above 48 24.0 

Annual  
Household 
Income   

Less than 7,50,000 115 57.5 
7,50,001-10,00,000 36 18.0 
10,00,001-15,00,000 21 10.5 
Above 15,00,000 28 14.0 

 
It is evident from Table No. 4.1 that among 200 respondents interviewed,62 percent of the respondents were male and rest 
38 percent were female. There weremore malethan female respondents.  

Out of 200 respondents interviewed,50 percent of the respondents belong to age group 21-30, followed by 23 percent belong 
to age group 41-50, 20 percent of the respondents belong to age group 31-40 and balance 7 percent of the respondents 
belong to age group more than 50. This indicates that majority of the respondents were youths.  

Out of 200 respondents interviewed, 63 percent have started their career in banking sector for less than 5 years, followed 
by 24 percent having experience in banking sector for more than 10 years and balance 13 percent have an experience 
between 5 to 10 years. This signifies that majority of the respondents have started this career recently.  
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Out of 200 respondents, 57.5 percent respondents have an annual household income of less than Rs. 7,50,000, followed by 
18 percent respondents having an annual household income of between Rs. 7,50,001-10,00,000, 14 percent respondents 
having an annual household income of more than 15,00,000 and balance 10.5 percent have an annual household income Rs. 
7,50,001-10,00,000. This indicates that majority of the respondents belong to income group below Rs. 7,50,000.  

TABLE NO 4.2 TABLE SHOWING MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF 35ITEMS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
In order to investigate the relationship between the demographic variables such asGender, Age, Experience and Annual 
Household Income with various variables chosen for the purpose of the research (Supervision, Quality of working 
environment, Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process 
and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment) chosen for the study the researchers have framed the following 
hypotheses.   

Sl No Items Mean SD Std. Error of 
Mean   

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

1 S1 4.19 .506 .051  
 
.817 

2 S2 4.12 .656 .066 
3 S3 4.20 .778 .078 
4 S4 3.77 .839 .084 
5 QWE1 4.36 .732 .073  

 
.769 

6 QWE2 4.19 .837 .084 
7 QWE3 3.36 1.089 .109 
8 QWE4 4.04 .710 .071 
9 QWE5 4.13 .691 .069 
10 R1 4.10 .577 .058 .876 
11 R2 4.22 .690 .069 
12 C1 4.29 .743 .059  

 
 
.709 

13 C2 4.20 .765 .058 
14 C3 4.06 .736 .069 
15 C4 3.93 .742 .074 
16 C5 4.20 .620 .079 
17 C6 3.98 .829 .071 
18 C7 3.97 .688 .062 
19 C8 4.05 .744 .069  

 
.903 

20 PB1 3.92 .929 .074 
21 PB2 3.83 .888 .083 
22 PB3 3.89 .815 .057 
23 A1 3.91 .780 .096  

.874 24 A2 4.01 .835 .052 
25 A3 3.92 .825 .041 
26 OC1 4.13 .720 .056  

 
.738 

27 OC2 4.22 .629 .049 
28 OC3 4.15 .702 .081 
29 OC4 4.10 .689 .025 
30 OC5 4.09 .842 .089 
31 OC6 4.20 .667 .057 
32 SS1 4.03 .731 .056  

.861 33 SS2 4.23 .763 .024 
34 SS3 4.05 .757 .086 
35 SS4 3.95 .869 .063 
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H0: There is no significant relationship between the Gender, Age, Experience and Annual Household Income of the 
respondents and variables (Supervision, Quality working environment, Reliability of information, Communication and 
quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment).  

Later the researchers have employed the Pearson’s Chi square test to prove or disprove the hypothesis. The results of the 
test have been presented as follows: 

TABLE No. 4.3 TABLE SHOWING THE CHI SQUARE RESULTS 

Variable 1 Variable 2 
Chi Square 

Value 
P value  Results  

Gender  

Supervision 14.140 .078 Accept 
Quality of working environment 23.198 .039 Reject 
Reliability of information 45.156 .000 Reject 
Communication and quality of 
information 48.168 .000 Reject 

Pay and benefits 44.630 .002 Reject 
Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 36.863 .000 Reject 
Organizational commitment 21.854 .039 Reject 
Overall satisfaction  56.873 .000 Reject 

Age 

Supervision 55.731 .000 Reject 
Quality of working environment 55.929 .039 Reject 
Reliability of information 59.048 .009 Reject 
Communication and quality of 
information 78.850 .001 Reject 

Pay and benefits 52.467 .002 Reject 
Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 34.489 .076 Accept 
Organizational commitment 55.256 .048 Reject 
Overall satisfaction  58.967 .000 Reject 

Experience  

Supervision 33.105 .007 Reject 
Quality of working environment 39.067 .000 Reject 
Reliability of information 40.709 .000 Reject 
Communication and quality of 
information 46.105 .030 Reject 

Pay and benefits 41.124 .001 Reject 
Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 18.612 .289 Accept 
Organizational commitment 39.824 .047 Reject 
Overall satisfaction  47.256 .000 Reject 

Annual 
Household 

Income  

Supervision 45.731 .001 Reject 
Quality of working environment 46.929 .009 Reject 
Reliability of information 49.018 .000 Reject 
Communication and quality of 
information 48.651 .001 Reject 

Pay and benefits 52.467 .002 Reject 
Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 44.173 .016 Reject 
Organizational commitment 45.256 .008 Reject 
Overall satisfaction  49.128 .000 Reject 

 
Analysis:It is clear from the above table No 4.2 that the computed Pearson Chi-square value between demographic factors 
Gender and Supervision was 14.140 with a p value of .078, this indicates that we cannot reject the null hypothesis.  However, 
for Quality of working environment 23.198 with a p value of .039 followed by Reliability of information was 45.156with a 
p value of .000, Communication and quality of information was 48.168 with a p value .000, Pay and benefits was 44.630with 
a p value .002, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction was 36.863 with a p value .000, Organizational commitment was 
21.854with a p value .039 and for Overall satisfaction was 56.873 with a p value .000. This indicates that we can reject the 
null hypothesis.  
The computed Pearson Chi-square value between demographic factors Age and Supervision was 55.731 with a p value of 
.000, followed by for Quality of working environment 55.929with a p value of .039, Reliability of information was 59.048 
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with a p value of .009, Communication and quality of information was 78.850 with a p value .001, Pay and benefits was 
52.467with a p value .002, Organizational commitment was 55.256with a p value .048 and for Overall satisfaction was 
58.967 with a p value .000. This indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis. However, for Appraisal process and level 
of satisfaction Chi-square value was 34.489 with a p value .076, this indicates that we cannot reject the null hypothesis.   
The computed Pearson Chi-square value between demographic factors Experience and Supervision was 33.105with a p 
value of .007, followed by Quality of working environment 39.067with a p value of .000, Reliability of information was 
40.709with a p value of .000, Communication and quality of information was 46.105 with a p value .030, Pay and benefits 
was 41.124with a p value .001, Organizational commitment was 39.824with a p value .047 and for Overall satisfaction was 
47.256 with a p value .000. This indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis. However, for Appraisal process and level 
of satisfaction was 18.612 with a p value .289, this indicates that we cannot reject the null hypothesis.   
The computed Pearson Chi-square value between demographic factors Annual Household income and Supervision was 
45.731 with a p value of .001, followed by Quality of working environment 46.929with a p value of .009, Reliability of 
information was 49.018 with a p value of .000, Communication and quality of information was 48.651 with a p value .001, 
Pay and benefits was 52.467with a p value .002, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction was 44.173 with a p value .016, 
Organizational commitment was 45.256with a p value .008and for Overall satisfaction was 49.128 with a p value .000. This 
indicates that we can reject the null hypothesis.  
 
TABLE No. 4.4 TABLE SHOWING INTER-CORRELATION MATRIX  
 S Q R C PB A OC DV 

S 
Pearson Correlation 1 .582** .525** .440** .365** .304** .398** .394** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

Q 
Pearson Correlation .582** 1 .714** .658** .279** .351** .562** .398** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

R 
Pearson Correlation .525** .714** 1 .552** .191 .226* .446** .376** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .057 .024 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

C 
Pearson Correlation .440** .658** .552** 1 .550** .522** .666** .503** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

PB 
Pearson Correlation .365** .279** .191 .550** 1 .803** .690** .517** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .005 .057 .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

A 
Pearson Correlation .304** .351** .226* .522** .803** 1 .668** .630** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000 .024 .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

OC 
Pearson Correlation .398** .562** .446** .666** .690** .668** 1 .662** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

DV 
Pearson Correlation .394** .398** .376** .503** .517** .630** .662** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Result: As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Supervision with Quality of working environment was 
.582** with a p value of .000, followed by Reliability of information.525** with a p value of .000, with Communication 
and quality of information.440** with a p value of .000, Pay and benefits was .365**with a p value of .000,Appraisal 
process and level of satisfaction .304** with a p value of .002, organizational commitment .398** with a p value of .000 
and Overall Satisfaction was .394**with a p value of .000, therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis. 
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As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Quality of working environmentwith Reliability of information 
was .714** with a p value of .000, followed byCommunication and Quality of information.658** with a p value of .000, 
Pay and benefits was .279** with a p value of .005,Appraisal process and level of satisfaction .351** with a p value of .000, 
Organizational commitment .562** with a p value of .000 and Overall Satisfaction was .398**with a p value of .000, 
therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis. 

As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Reliability of information with Communication and quality of 
information was .552** with a p value of .000, followed by Appraisal process and level of satisfaction .226* with a p value 
of .024, Organizational commitment .446** with a p value of .000 and Overall Satisfaction was .376**with a p value of 
.000, therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis.However, for Pay and benefits the correlation coefficient was .191 with a 
p value of .057 meaning that we cannot reject the null hypothesis.  

As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Communication and quality of information with Pay and 
benefits was .550** with a p value of .000, followed byAppraisal process and level of satisfaction .522** with a p value of 
.000, Organizational commitment .666** with a p value of .000 and Overall Satisfaction was .503**with a p value of .000, 
therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis. 

As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Pay and benefits with Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 
was .803** with a p value of .000, followed byorganizational commitment .690** with a p value of .000 and Overall 
Satisfaction was .517**with a p value of .000, therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis. 

As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for Appraisal process and level of satisfaction with Organizational 
commitmentwas.668** with a p value of .000, followed byOverall Satisfaction was .630**with a p value of .000, therefore, 
we can reject the null hypothesis. 

As the tabulated value of Pearson correlation coefficient for OrganizationalCommitmentOverall Satisfactionwas.662** with 
a p value of .000, therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis. 

 

EXHIBIT 4.1 GRAPH SHOWING INTER-CORRELATION MATRIX AMONG THE VARIABLES 
REGRESSION MODEL 
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For the purpose of the study, a multiple regression model was run to test the hypothesis. The following multiple regression 
model has been used to test the theoretical relationship between the overall outcome (employee engagement) as perceived 
by the respondents with various identified factors (Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, 
Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational 
commitment).   

Y (Employee Engagement) = a + b1 X1 (Supervision) + b2 X2 (Quality of working environment) +b3 X3 (Reliability of 
information) + b4 X4 (Communication and Quality of information) + b5 X5 (Pay and benefits) + b6 X6 (Appraisal process 
and level of satisfaction) + b7 X7 (Organizational commitment) + Є …………… (1) 

Where, 

Y = (Employee Engagement) 

X is the vector of explanatory variables in the estimation model 

X1 = Supervision 

X2 = Quality of working environment 

X3 = Reliability of information 

X4 = Communication and Quality of information 

X5 = Pay and benefits 

X6 = Appraisal process and level of satisfaction 

X7 = Organizational commitment 

a = constant intercept term of the model  

b = coefficients of the estimated model  

Є = error component.  

 
TABLE 4.5 TABLE SHOWING REGRESSION STATISTICS 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis: R square represents the percentage movement of the dependent variable which is captured by the intercept and 
the independent variable(s). Above obtained results explain 88.2% of the variation in financial leverage is captured by 
independent variables with Standard Error of 1.06398 

Inference: From the above analysis one can infer the dependent variable employee engagement is highly explained by the 
independent variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, Communication and 
quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment), which 
means there is a high degree of impact of independent variables on the Overall outcome.In the above table ANOVA explains 

Regression statistics 
R .939 
R Square .882 
Adjusted R Square .812 
Std. Error of the Estimate 1.06398 
F Stats  15.814 
F Sig .000 
Durbin-Watson 1.955 
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the joint impact of Independent variables on the dependent variables. It is evident from the above analysis that F value is 
15.814with a significance value of .000. Therefore, we can reject the Null Hypothesis. 

TABLE 4.6 TABLE SHOWING REGRESSION RESULTS 
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 1.421 1.653  .859 .392   
V1 .205 .107 .178 2.922 .048 .575 1.740 
V2 .166 .110 .188 1.508 .135 .319 3.136 
V3 .250 .230 .114 1.088 .279 .446 2.242 
V4 .040 .062 .074 .657 .513 .390 2.565 
V5 .255 .137 .257 2.866 .035 .260 3.839 
V6 .559 .143 .482 3.901 .000 .323 3.096 
V7 .315 .084 .452 3.765 .000 .342 2.920 

 
Intercept is α in the set equation. Standard error measures the variability in approximation of the coefficient and lower 
standard error means coefficient is closer to the true value of coefficient. Overall outcome is a dependent variable and 
Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay 
and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment are independent variables.  

Results show that independent variables Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, 
Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational 
commitment have positive coefficients i.e. they have a direct relationship with Overall outcome (Employee engagement).  

Test of Hypothesis 

In order to assess the relationship between the independent variable (s) and dependent variable, the researcher has 
established the following hypothesis and to prove or disprove the hypothesis the researcher has employed multiple 
regression analysis. 

Null Hypothesis (H0) There is no significant relationship between independent variables (Supervision, Quality of working 
environment, Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process 
and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment) and dependent variable (Overall outcome.). 

Results show that p-value is less than 0.05 at 5% level of significance for Supervision, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process 
and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. This indicates that the 
overall outcome has significant relationship with Supervision, Pay and benefits, appraisal process and level of satisfaction 
and organizational commitment.  

Results show that p-value is more than 0.05 at 5% level of significance for Quality of working environment, Reliability of 
information, Communication and quality of information, so the null hypothesis is accepted, which signifies that work life 
balance has no significant relationship with these variables. 

Conclusion 

Satisfaction at work has become a widespread focus for researchers. In today’s competitive world, retaining the talent pool 
has become the main challenge for HR managers. HR managers’ task is not only to recruit and retain the employees but 
also to keep them engaged to their assigned roles and responsibilities.  Therefore, the current empirical study entitled “the 
determinants of employee engagement in banking sector” has been undertaken to investigate the extent to which the various 
chosen factors influence the employee engagement in banking sector, Bengaluru city. In order to realize the stated 
objectives, the researchers have collected data from 200 respondents working in various banks, both public and private 
sector across Bengaluru city.  The validity of the questionnaire was adjudged, using Cronbach's coefficient (α) was 
calculated to test the reliability and internal consistency of the responses.  Following were the major findings of the study: 
majority of the respondents belong to the age group between 21-30.  Among 200 respondents interviewed, 62 percent of the 
respondents were male and rest were female. Out of 200 respondents interviewed, 63 percent have started their career in 
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banking sector for less than 5 years, followed by 24 percent have experience in banking sector for more than 10 years.  57.5 
percent respondents have an annual household income of less than Rs. 7,50,000, followed by 18 percent respondents have 
an annual household income of between Rs. 7,50,001-10,00,000. In the current study we found a significant relationship 
between the chosen variables (Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, Communication 
and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment 
and Overall satisfaction) with the demographic factors. We found a significant correlation among the chosen variables and 
with overall satisfaction. Regression results revealed that Supervision, Pay and benefits (Bernthal 2007) Haid & Sims, 2009; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment (Bernthal 2007), 
were the major drivers of employee engagement in banking sector.  However, Quality of working environment, reliability 
of information and communication were not the significant drives of employee engagement in banking sector.  Based on 
the above brief summary of findings the following suggestions have been offered to the employers or the managers. 

Quality of supervision: When it comes to the quality of supervision, the employers in banking sector should focus on 
building a good relationship between the supervisor and subordinates. Although evidence from the study shows that the 
majority of the respondents were happy with the supervision quality, however, still there is a gap when they were “try to 
express his/her confidence with your ability to perform the job” and supervisors were “willing to tolerate arguments and to 
give a fair hearing to all points of view.” Therefore, the organization must strive to overcome this barrier by incorporating 
this style of leadership.  

Quality of working environment (QWE): Most of the respondents were aware of their work expectations and they claimed 
that they have all the required materials, equipment and resources to do their assigned task.  I need to do my work right. 
They felt that they have received recognition or praise for doing good work for the organization and also they felt that there 
is someone at work, who encourages their growth and development in the organization. Apart from it they claimed that they 
have an opportunity to learn and grow in the organization. However, there is a variation in the statement “In the last seven 
days, I have received recognition or praise for doing good work” and “There is someone at work, who encourages my 
development”. This standard deviation signifies that all of the respondents has not agreed with these two statements. 
Therefore, it is suggested to incorporate these as a policy issue in the organizational manual.  

Reliability of information (R): Majority of the respondents have agreed with the statements“You think that information 
received from management is reliable” and “You think that information received from your colleagues (co-workers) is 
reliable”. This signifies they were satisfied with the reliability of the formal messages. Therefore, managers should 
disseminate formal information through these channels only.  

Communication and quality of information (C): Majority of the respondents have agreed with inter and intra branch 
communication channels and they also agreed that the company was having frequent meetings to update information on the 
progress of the company. However, the respondents were not satisfied with the statement “You receive information from 
the sources that you prefer”. This indicates that the required information is not coming from the right sources. Somewhere 
they felt that there is no clarity pertaining to strategic decisions of the top management and this was evidenced in the next 
statement that “You are kept informed about how well the firm’s goals and objectives are being met”. Therefore, the 
company should focus on the elimination of this barrier.  

Pay and benefits (PB): For this dimension the results were mixed. Majority of them were of the opinion that the 
compensation and benefits were competitive. Still major chunk of the respondents were of the opinion that there was no 
transparency in the reward policy. Therefore, it is suggested to incorporate this gap in the policy manual to eliminate the 
ambiguity.  

Appraisal process and level of satisfaction: Majority of the respondents were satisfied with the promotional policies in the 
organization and the feedback mechanisms.  However, most of them did not agree with the statement “I intend to remain as 
this bank’s employee for the next two years”. This indicates that the firm is weak in talent retention. Therefore, the firm 
should focus on developing strategies to retain talents in the organization.  

When it comes to overall Satisfaction survey (SS) the responses were mixed bag, meaning that majority of the respondents 
agreed with the statement that “I really feel that this organization’s problems are my own”. In order to get full commitment 
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and cooperation from the employees, organisations should focus on the supervision quality, pay and benefits and fairness 
in appraisal as they are the major drivers of employee engagement.  

The current empirical study reveals that the work engagement has significant relationship with Supervision, Pay and 
benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction. In order to get full commitment and cooperation from the employees, 
organisations should focus on the Supervision quality, Pay and benefits and fairness in Appraisal as they are the major 
drivers of employee engagement.  

Managerial Implications of the Current Study  

For long, HR managers have been obsessed with recruiting the employees with right skills set and paying them right 
compensation which was presumed to be the key for success.  Most management today recognize that a ‘satisfied’ employee 
is not necessarily the ‘best’ employee in terms of commitment, job performance, productivity and organizational citizenship 
behavior. It is only an ‘engaged employee’ who exhibits more interest, energy and enthusiasm about their job and work 
with their peers.  The current study enables the managers to get a significant clarity and understanding on employee 
engagement in Indian banking sector as; (i) it enables the policy makers to understand the impact of demographic factors 
on chosen variables such as Supervision, Quality of working environment, Reliability of information, Communication and 
quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment. (ii) it 
enables the managers to understand the impact of Quality of supervision (?) on the employee engagement. In general 
majority of the respondents felt that they like amicable work environment. Therefore, the policy makers must strive to 
overcome the various artificial barriers by incorporating employee friendly supervision; (ii) yet another important finding 
of the current study was the feeling that there is someone at work, who encourages their growth and development in the 
organization. Therefore, managers must incorporate this element in the working environment; (iii) current study pointed 
that the formal communication channels are very effective and the majority of the respondents were satisfied with the 
reliability of the formal messages and channels. Therefore, managers should disseminate vital information through formal 
communication channels only; (iv) one of the major finding of the current research is that the managers should communicate 
right information through the right sources; (v) another notable observation of the current empirical study is talent retention 
(vi) last but not the least, in order to get full commitment and cooperation from the employees, banks should focus on the 
quality of the supervision, focus on pay and fringe benefits, quality of appraisal policy as they are the major drivers of 
employee engagement in Indian banking sector and (vii) though the employees were satisfied with their jobs, majority of 
the respondents did not intend to continue in the organization due to various reasons. It is vital to recognize the expectations 
of the employees, maintain transparency in policies, and uphold an effective organization culture in order to retain the 
employees. 

Limitations of the Study and scope of the study for future Research 

In the background of the present study, the researcher has identified the following areas for future research which can be 
carried in the field of employee engagement;  

(i). Since the study was confined to geographical limits of Bengaluru, Karnataka state only, an extended study of this kind 
encompassing more number of states (to capture the cultural differences across regions) over a longer period of time may 
be taken up;  

(ii). the present study on employee engagement has been restricted to banking sector only. A study covering IT, automobile, 
PSU, government service, hospitality, manufacturing etc. may be taken up; 

(iii). in the current study the researchers were able to identify only seven variables such as Supervision, Quality of working 
environment, Reliability of information, Communication and quality of information, Pay and benefits, Appraisal process 
and level of satisfaction and Organizational commitment.  However, an extended study of this kind with more organization 
specific or industry specific indicators may be taken up and  

(iv) in the current empirical study the researchers took employee satisfaction as a dependent variable. However, an extended 
study of this kind with dependent variables such as more organization specific or industry specific indicators may be taken 
up for example productivity, employee turnover intention, customer loyalty, company reputation, customer service and 
satisfaction etc.  
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