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Abstract
Title: Evaluating levels of Employee Engagement of store staff within three Lidl UK stores in South West Wales
Author: Ashley Pinches
Supervisor: Dr Alex Bell
Date: 28/03/18
Purpose: The purpose of this research project was to examine employee engagement in a FMCG retail environment. 
Methodology: The research was conducted using a quantitative analysis through a 16-question survey. There were 63 participants sourced from three Lidl UK stores in the South West Wales region. The data was then analysed using SPSS.
Results and Discussion: The research project found that levels of employee engagement within the three retail stores varied significantly depending on age, employment length, the role at the company, and contract type, with no differences being found between genders. The research also highlighted that despite its efforts Lidl UK suffers from sector wide issues of low employee engagement in a FMCG retail environment.
Recommendations for future research: This research was carried out in a geographically small area and only dealt with one company in the FMCG sector. Future research could focus on other retailers within this sector or broaden the research to encompass retail in general, to better define the issue of low employee engagement and how to improve it.

Introduction
Background of Employee Engagement 
In an increasingly global and competitive market where customers’ expectations are higher than ever, businesses are continuously looking for an advantage and have spent large amounts of time and money on innovation and change just to remain relevant (Truss et al, 2014). In the retail sector and the fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) sector in particular, large amounts of money is spent on hiring and training new staff to overcome the high turnover of staff issue persisting in this sector (Zeynap, 2012). Human resource management is a vital component in businesses, its strategically important and plays a role in a company’s profitability and capability to respond to market changes (Truss et al, 2014). Employees’ behaviour and enthusiasm contribute significantly to a business’ growth, and with several research studies supporting the assertion that employee motivation directly correlates with positive outcomes for organisations in all sectors (Saks, 2006). Saks (2006) highlights that if a business is highly productive, its employees will be also, and argues that the more employees are motivated the better they will perform. A significant component of motivation is employee engagement, which correlates strongly with job satisfaction and has attracted lots of interest from companies and human resource practitioners as a source for competitive advantage (Saks, 2006). Truss et al (2014) add that employee engagement is a term used to define the connection of employees to their work and company is dependant on several drivers such as autonomy, communication, leadership and rewards, which if satisfied can positively influence workplace performance. Benefits of high levels of employee engagement range from increasing customer loyalty, improved productivity, and reducing staff turnover, something which the retail sector desperately needs.

FMCG Retail Sector
The retail market is a very dynamic environment which changes frequently and is influenced by external and internal factors such as the economic downturn in 2008 to the ever-increasing competition from other retailers (Clarke, 2012). Purcell et al (2012) highlights that the retail sector is highly competitive and suffers from more and more retailers entering the marketplace, therefore many retailers now prioritise human resource management, shifting from traditional priorities such as marketing, to combat the lack of product differentiation extra competition brings for example. The FMCG sector is involved in the production and selling of goods that are typically consumed frequently, with goods such as food and household products an example of these consumables. Within the retail sector however there are several challenges facing human resource management, such as seasonal demand and high staff turnover. Retailers in the FMCG sector work year-round and face periods that are busy such as the Christmas period (in Western countries) for example, therefore would require increased staffing levels, and face quieter periods where they don’t require the extra staff (Martindale, 2012). During the busy periods retailers increase staffing levels hiring a compliment of temporary staff to meet the extra demand, however these staff are often untrained, therefore would not provide good customer service consumers would expect, and less likely to be motivated than permanent members of staff if they are on temporary contracts (Martindale, 2012). A second issue facing the FMCG sector is the high turnover of staff, with a repetitive and low skilled job, employees routinely leave employment for different opportunities, resulting in increased and levels of time and money frequently being spent on recruitment and training. Truss et al (2014) points out that retailers have recognised the issue of staff turnover and have sought to invest in employee engagement initiatives to improve retention levels. Martindale (2012) supports this by adding that highly engaged employees are half as likely to leave an organisation and have lower rates of absenteeism and sick leave.

Lidl UK
Lidl is a multi-national FMCG retailer that operates throughout Europe and the UK, with a network of over 700 stores, 12 distribution centres and over 20,000 staff in the UK alone (Lidl company website, 2018). Lidl, along with fellow German FMCG retailer Aldi, are discount retailers who utilise their large supply chain to source and sell products at discount prices to improve profitability and market share (Butler, 2016). Lidl have seen their profits consistently increase for over a decade, closing the gap on the UK’s biggest retailers. Lidl now has the 7th largest market share amongst UK retailers in the FMCG sector, with ambitions to challenge the ‘big four’ supermarkets; Tesco, Sainsburys, Asda and Morrisons. Lidl have gained their market share through offering low priced products by only stocking one or two types of products compared to larger retailers such as Tesco stocking several more, operating with much fewer staff in stores, operating with a much flatter organisational hierarchy and not offering home deliveries, which can incur extra costs (Lidl company website, 2018).



Rationale for study
With the high turnover of staff and low job satisfaction levels associated with the FMCG sector, improving levels of employee engagement is a significant priority for retailers (Truss et al, 2014). Employee engagement is a powerful tool that retailers are turning to, to try and gain a competitive edge and increase employee motivation, within the UK FMCG sector Lidl have gained ground on the ‘big four’ FMCG retailers through a range of strategies, resulting in consistent high productivity, and have led the way in offering its staff a ‘living wage’ salary, rather than the compulsory ‘minimum wage’ others provide (Lidl company website, 2018). This research project was important to highlight whether the high performing organisation with competitive operational strategies and efforts to improve workers’ standard of living correlated with engagement levels amongst its employees.









Literature Review
Employee Engagement
Employee engagement is a term that confounds a singular definition and just searching for the term ‘Employee Engagement’ on the Google search engine returns over 19 million results. Truss et al. (2013) suggests that the term itself is a problematic construct that was found by MacLeod & Clarke (2009) to have over 80 variants. The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines ‘engagement’ as an ‘emotional involvement’ or ‘commitment’, therefore suggesting a psychological aspect.
Concepts from Human Resources (HR) such as effort, performance, satisfaction, loyalty and commitment for example are referenced when defining employee engagement, however it is important to note that engagement isn’t objective and expected from an employee, but is dependant more on an internal state within the employee because of certain antecedents or drivers ranging from pay and benefits to effective leadership and communication within an organisation (Bridger, 2014).
When attempting to determine what employee engagement is, Meyer & Gagne (2008) highlighted that several theories have been used as tools to explain what makes individual constituent parts of employee engagement distinct from other similar constructs, and they also suggest that the Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) is the best suited theory to describe the entire construct.



Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
Abraham Maslow emphasised the significance of employee engagement over 40 years ago, and intellectualised achieving optimal human functioning through a ‘hierarchy of needs’; a 5-level pyramid ascending from the most basic level ‘Survival’ and when this basic need is met the individual proceeds through ‘Security’, ‘Belonging’, ‘Importance’, until they reach ‘Self-Actualisation’ where they have become all that they can be, regarding their talent and ambition (Hoffman et al., 2009). Truss et al (2014) point out that the most basic levels, which formed the foundation of the ‘needs pyramid’ were physiological and safety ‘needs’, which involve money and shelter ‘needs’ for example; once these needs are met the individual then requires needs to be met that are more consistent with constructs related to alacrity; namely ‘belonging’, ‘esteem’, and finally ‘self-actualisation’. Self-actualisation is a term that refers to the fulfilment of every need and can take advantage of his or her potential (Maslow, 1954). As a psychological theory the hierarchy of needs has faced criticism and deemed unreliable due to its cultural bias, however, Jerome (2013) argues that the theory still has relevance in business even today. Truss et al (2014) link the more basic levels of the five-level hierarchy (physiological and safety levels) to the administrative or managerial culture, and the higher levels relating more to social and emotional needs of the individual being met. Jerome (2013) suggests however that once the first three levels have been satisfied the need for appreciation is the primary motivator; linking self-esteem and growth to the higher levels of the pyramid. In relation to business, Benson & Dundis (2003) argued that the first levels represented the salary of the role that could then be utilised to satisfy shelter requirements for example. Benson & Dundis (2003) argue then that if this requirement is not met satisfactorily it will reflect poorly on the employees’ performance at work. The second level involves satisfying safety needs in the job, which Benson & Dundis (2003) suggest could involve safety within the job itself such as correct working procedures or involve job security and could be satisfied through workplace unions for example. Albrecht (2010) argues that a sense of security would be increased through the setting of clear goals and a range of incentives as well as acceptable workplace conditions. The third level of the hierarchy involves feeling a level of belonging and could be represented as having healthy relationships with co-workers, which can help overcome feelings of alienation and can include the receipt of affection. Kelleher (2014) highlights that now the employees’ survival and security needs are satisfied they will aim to achieve ‘relatedness’, which also correlates with the Self-Determination Theory framework which posits ‘relatedness’ as one of three essential components required for employee engagement (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Gallup’s renowned employee engagement survey also sees social belonging as important as it includes the question, ‘Do you have a best friend at work?’ and found that individuals who answered in the positive were typically more engaged at work than individuals who answered in the negative (Kelleher, 2014). Benson & Dundis (2003) then suggest that the fourth level or the ‘needs for esteem’ level is the motivator once all three previous needs are satisfied and in a business context, can be based on the rewards or regard received. If an employee receives respect, positive appraisals and feedback and a feeling of value within the organisation this ‘level’ will be satisfied, however if they receive negative feedback and don’t feel valued they are likely to feel worthless within the organisation (Truss et al, 2014). Hoffman et al. (2009) points out that appreciation is integral to employee engagement and Kelleher (2014) adds that when employees’ ‘self-esteem’ needs are satisfied their levels of performance and engagement will increase. Benson & Dundis (2003) finally argue that the fifth and highest level of needs, known as ‘self-actualisation’, could be achieved through opportunities for growth made available to the employee, such as training, and if satisfied at all levels the employee will be able to reach their potential and perform at their best (Jerome, 2013). Kelleher (2014) suggests that the highest level, ‘Self-Actualization’, relates to employees functioning at their optimal level, consequently leaders and managers should attempt to assist their employees achieve this level of actualization. Kelleher (2014) does state however that employees at this stage should not be over-stretched with overly challenging tasks and/or duties. This level is where employees perform at their best but can still be susceptible if employee engagement decreases across the organisation in response to redundancies for example, which could affect their perceptions of job security (Albrecht, 2010). Locke & Latham (2002) add that opposed to the first four ‘levels’, self-actualisation is a construct that has no satiation point and is more closely related to modern interpretations of employee engagement as it involves consistent growth opportunities for the employee to reach their potential, Truss et al (2014) suggests working alongside an employee to help progress, develop and shape their career can achieve optimal engagement at work. Maslow’s hierarchical theory of needs then requires a symbiotic relationship between the organisation and employee to achieve success and reach the peak of the needs pyramid (Jerome, 2013). 

Self-Determination Theory
Meyer & Gagne (2008) believe that the self-determination theory (SDT) constructed by Deci & Ryan (1985) is a useful tool to be used as a framework to help lead research and practice in employee engagement. Essentially SDT, according to Deci & Ryan (1985), is composed of two underlying applications of motivation; namely ‘intrinsic’ and ‘extrinsic’. Macey & Schneider (2008) define ‘intrinsic motivation’ as a personal motivating factor that relates to an individual’s own desire to do something for the purposes of enjoyment and benefit, and they relate ‘extrinsic’ motivation to external antecedents of motivation and carry out behaviours for instrumental reasons. Meyer & Gagne (2008) add that within ‘extrinsic’ motivation there are several underlying types, ranging from ‘external regulation’, which is related to a drive to earn a reward for example, then there is ‘introjection’, which relates to a drive to increase self-esteem or ego, thirdly there is ‘identification’, which is associated with a drive to achieve personal ambition, and fourthly ‘integration’, which is associated with a drive to articulate ones impression of self. Within these four types of ‘extrinsic’ motivation, Meyer & Gagne (2008) partner ‘identification’ and ‘integration’, as they require an increased amount of desire and purpose and are more closely linked to ‘intrinsic’ motivation, which have been grouped together as being subtypes of ‘autonomous regulation’. On the other hand, Meyer & Gagne (2008) argue that because ‘external regulation’ and ‘introjection’ require external factors they should be distinct from the other forms of motivation and should be defined as being types of ‘controlled regulation’. Deci& Ryan (1985) concluded that due to its self-regulated nature that requires elevated levels of volition, ‘autonomous regulation’ has consistently exhibited a relationship with increased performance and ingenuity. Meyer & Gagne (2008) argue that SDT is powerful because it does more than create a list of motivating factors, it allows for the identification of the overarching processes of engagement. Fundamental psychological needs such as autonomy and relatedness are shown to be instrumental, if they are satisfied, to ‘autonomous regulation’, and that satisfaction of the autonomy need for example leads directly to increased workplace performance (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Truss et al (2014) explain that within SDT there are three psychological needs that require satisfying; autonomy, belonging and competence. Deci & Ryan (2008) regard these three needs as of paramount importance when it comes to engagement, and challenge that satisfying these needs is a much better predictor of engagement than will or desire. Deci & Ryan (2008) add that these psychological needs are not limited to a group of people but are ubiquitous worldwide, it is the extent individuals can satiate these needs that differs, therefore being able to measure the individual differences across these stable constructs can offer a clearer picture of how engaged someone is. Truss et al (2014) explain ‘autonomy’ as an individual feeling in control of their actions, ‘competence’ is defined as an individual being proficient at a task or behaviour, and ‘belonging’ as a sense of togetherness with people and acceptance. Wiedemann (2016), by examining the relationship between employee engagement and three components of ‘need’; ‘relatedness’, ‘competence’, and ‘autonomy’, found that satisfying these needs was an accurate predictor of high employee engagement. Truss et al (2014) also concurs with the universality of the requirement for satisfaction of these psychological needs and stated that research studies in Bulgaria, South Africa, and Belgium found that ‘autonomous’ motivation to meet the three needs was a significant predictor of task and employee engagement.

Employee Engagement in the FMCG/Retail Sector
Employee engagement has been widely regarded as an important requirement across all business sectors due to its ability to increase performance, improve service, and advance sales (Nidan, 2016). Nidan (2016) suggests that an employee who is more engaged at work is more conscious of the organisation and actively works to benefit the performance and future of the organisation. IES (Institute for employment studies) research has also concluded, from research within UK retail, that sales figures were directly influenced by employee engagement levels, and a direct correlation being found in sales figures when commitment levels increased (Robinson et al, 2004). However, a study by the Institute of Customer Service found that employees in the UK retail sector were more likely than in any other sector to be disengaged at work (Martindale, 2012). A global employee engagement survey, by Gallup management, found that organisations with employees who were engaged more than average engagement levels were more likely to increase earnings than organisations whose employees were below average engagement (Ott, 2007). Zeynap (2012) adds that employee engagement is of particular importance in the retail sector due to the nature of the work, employees in this sector communicate with customers consistently, therefore arguably have a greater bearing on customers evaluation of the organisation and sales. Zeynap (2012) supports this assertion by adding that through analysis of a major retailer in the United States, an employee who has been invested in, through an employee engagement programme, would lead to a more profitable outcome if compared to an employee who didn’t receive this investment. A significant issue for the retail sector is the high turnover of staff, and organisations are now attempting to tackle this issue through a range of practices, not least through employee engagement investment (Macleod & Clarke, 2012). Employee engagement is vital to retail organisations to combat this high turnover of human resource, however Macleod & Clarke (2012) suggest that another issue related to employees disengaged at work is productivity. The UK was found to be lagging significantly compared to other economically developed nations in productivity, and it is suggested that the potential liability to UK financially could be around £60 billion; employee engagement then is increasingly becoming essential (Macleod & Clarke, 2012). Retailers have begun to understand that in ever increasingly demanding competition with other retailers, getting feedback from employees is highly valuable (Questback, 2017). However, due to the arguably inherent obstacles in the retail sector where issues such as the short-term strategic views they are often unable to stray away from due to financial cycles, and also the infrequency of valuable feedback that an annual employee survey, which provides the central feedback acquisition for many organisations, requires a large amount of time when attempting to reach employees working on shifts for example (Questback, 2017). Macleod & Clarke (2012) concur with this assertion and explain that significantly many retailers rely on reactive rather than proactive approaches which would enable organisations to identify antecedents and drivers of engagement and behaviour through a frequent feedback loop to ensure consistent development and transformation. Martindale (2012) supports this by suggesting that an adequately customised and developed workplace survey for employee feedback can be an effective and useful instrument for middle and senior management, to maximise employee potential and also navigate through tough times. On the other hand, Martindale (2012) does point out that advanced employee surveys in forward thinking organisations yield only small changes and is typically related to leaders failing to enact action plans and communicate the esteem to which they hold their ‘employee’s voice’. Surveys then need to clearly outline their benefit to the overall business strategy so that senior leaders can identify the link and invest appropriate resources to implement changes identified by their employees (Macleod & Clarke, 2012).



Antecedents of Employee Engagement
Autonomy
Since Kahn (1990) conceived and defined the term ‘employee engagement’ and suggested that individuals who are engaged in a ‘role performance’ demonstrate a proclivity for self-expression; physically and cognitively as well as emotionally, and there has been significant interest in the construct, particularly in a business context (Truss et al, 2014). The society for human resource management (SHRM) and the chartered institute for personnel development (CIPD) repeatedly cite employee engagement as a vital aspect in employee relations (Cohen, 2007). As the construct continues to demonstrate possibilities for business success, it is important to try and establish what creates and drives motivation in employees to be more engaged in their work (Zeynap, 2012). A driver of employee engagement is a psychological construct that elicits generally a positive result and typically revolves around ‘psychological meaningfulness’, Kahn (1990) lists constructs such as autonomy, growth opportunities, and rewards that are related to higher employee engagement levels. Autonomy is a psychological construct that relates to independence and personal control, where employees feel that they have the ability and opportunity to make their own decisions for example, and according to Truss et al (2014) has been one of the more heavily researched drivers of engagement. Autonomy is believed to be important to increasing employee engagement as the increased discretion and control to make independent decisions within the role increases the personal meaning to the job and organisation in general and gives the employee a feeling of ownership and shared responsibility of business results (Macleod & Clarke, 2012). This construct is held by Ryan & Deci (2000) as vital and consistent with their SDT that posits autonomy as a ‘universal need’. In a meta-analysis of employee engagement research, Christian et al (2011) found a statistically significant relationship between employee engagement and autonomy, they discovered through analysis of 43 studies that contained an overall sample of 24,000 participants, a .39 relationship and concluded that satisfaction of this need is a good method to improve engagement. Krishnan et al (2013) highlights the job characteristics theory by Hackman & Oldman (1975) which suggests that autonomy at work will increase employees’ internal motivation. Organ et al (2006) take this further and argue that when autonomy is bestowed upon employees they are more willing to carry out tasks that previously they would be unwilling to. Krishnan et al (2013) interestingly found that employees’ perception of autonomy significantly impacted their enjoyment, attitude, employee engagement and social behaviours like helping colleagues, therefore empowering employees can elicit not only positive work-related behaviours but also non-task actions. However Christian et al (2011) and Krishnan et al (2013) did point out that although there were correlations between autonomy and employee engagement, it is important to note that autonomy alone did not account fully for an engaged worker, implying that there were other psychological mechanisms that contribute. A survey carried out by the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM, 2012) found in a job satisfaction survey that ‘autonomy’ and ‘independence’ was only ranked at 6, with job security ranked as the most important factor (Abraham, 2012). Job satisfaction is not employee engagement but has been referred to as a consequence of employee engagement by Garg & Kumar (2012), Rana & Chhabra (2011) and Abraham (2012). 


Rewards and Recognition
At the foundation of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is the physiological drive of survival, and in a business-context is characterised by a drive for rewards such as a salary (Truss et al, 2014). Rewards elicit feelings of worth and meaning as it reflects directly on an individuals’ personal worth in their workplace (Kahn, 1990). Kimutai et al (2015) highlights that rewards aren’t necessarily exclusively associated with salary but can also include bonuses, salary raises, and compensatory holidays for example. An improved salary can not only better satisfy the survival needs of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs pyramid but also indirectly increase levels of productivity by improving morale, and commitment of employees, motivate employees to work harder, and ultimately be engaged (Kimutai et al, 2015). Truss et al (2014) also suggests that offering an attractive salary can reduce issues such as absenteeism and employee turnover, something which the retail sector struggles with consistently. Koskey & Sakataka (2015) add that rewards can come in the form of recognition, employers who recognise workplace performance of employees can expect improved productivity. Truss et al (2014) concur by stating that organisational recognition of employees’ work is an essential factor towards increasing employee engagement. Wellins et al (2015) cites the Walker (2013) information study ‘Halfway out the door’ to echo the importance of reward and recognition in driving employee engagement, which found that a lack of recognition is a significant factor in employees deciding to leave their company. Wellins et al (2015) add that a form of recognition is receiving regular feedback and found in a study of retail companies across the USA that only 42% of respondents felt that had sufficient feedback. Truss et al (2014) explain that feedback is essential as it creates an opportunity for communication with management, a motivator for future actions and as a method of recognising and supporting employee development. However, feedback should be positive and constructive, some managers and organisations wrongly utilise feedback and view this as an opportunity as an invitation for further negative criticism or generic company-wide feedback that does not consider individual contribution (Wellins et al, 2015). Employee feedback increases feeling of meaningfulness as it affords them with an update of their progress towards individual goals and how they contribute to organisational goals as well as ensuring they feel valued (Kahn, 1990). Crawford et al (2010) in a meta-analysis of studies pertaining to recognition and engagement, concluded that there was a significant correlation between employees feeling recognised and valued through feedback and levels of engagement, and summarised that constructive information relating to employees’ performance from managers and co-workers enhances employee engagement. Contrastingly however, Crawford et al (2010) found that external rewards, whilst also related to engagement, was typically seen to enhance levels of engagement, was also observed to elicit negative relationships with employees. Truss et al (2014) highlight that research by Ryan & Deci (2000) also found negative relationships between extrinsic rewards and employee engagement and suggests that there could be negative outcomes when extrinsic rewards are used as a tool to promote intrinsic motivation.

Teamwork/Social Support
Another antecedent of employee engagement is teamwork and/or collaboration, very few employees can perform at work without support from colleagues and managers (Wellins et al, 2015). Hoegl et al (2004), in a longitudinal study of whether teamwork within groups and teamwork between groups can effectively predict a company’s productivity, found that the amount of social support made available to employees correlates directly not only with performance but also with staff retention and commitment, concluding that employees value teamworking environments. Truss et al (2014) argues that trust is the foundation that organisations should look at maintaining as it plays a pivotal role in developing teamwork, camaraderie, and social support. Working in an environment built around trust enables employees to have confidence in their colleagues and organisational leadership, trust that they’re valued and that their welfare is a concern (Wellins et al, 2015). Saks (2006) found that teamwork and social support were useful predictors of employee engagement across a multitude of companies and pointed out that aside form autonomy, social support has been the biggest recipient of research in employee engagement studies, where it has been consistently seen to positively influence engagement levels. A supportive environment where employees feel less afraid of speaking up with ideas, taking risks without fear of negative consequences, and participated in trusting relationships felt safe and secure at work, and more likely to show high levels of commitment and motivation within the organisation (Kahn, 1990). Related to feeling of safety and security and a supportive environment is the opportunity to share ideas, which is commonly known as an ‘employee voice’ (Crawford et al, 2010). Employees with the ability to voice their concerns and ideas, without feeling unappreciated are shown to be more engaged at work compared to an employee whose opinion isn’t listened to or valued (Saks, 2006). Macleod & Clarke (2012) recognised that organisations with higher engagement levels also tended to have opportunities for employees to get involved in the decision-making process, and often in return, these organisations benefitted from economic growth and productivity increases. Challenging organisational hierarchies and top-down approaches, Clarke (2012) believes these approaches are outdated, and argues that ‘employee voice’ creates value, where employees can relate and communicate about what’s going on within the organisation on a day to day basis allowing for greater efficiency as well as improved employee performance due to their empowerment. However, Clarke (2012) does concede that organisations should take time to create the correct culture first, where constructive and business led ideas are suggested, particularly with the advent of ‘social voice’ across social media platforms, where communication can be problematic due to mixed messages, and inconsistent feedback. Clarke (2012) adds that employee involvement should be a tool used by employers and managers, and not a token display of interest, which can negatively effect levels of employee engagement. Truss et al (2014) suggests that organisations who listen and respond to ‘employee voice’ are often environments where effective communication can thrive; another antecedent of employee engagement.

Communication
Communication throughout an organisation is a significant contributor to employee engagement particularly in large multi-national organisations where meaningful relationships built between employee and employer (Truss et al, 2014). Communication from line managers is regarded as vital to ensuring higher levels of engagement and relates to ‘employee voice’ previously mentioned (Wellins et al, 2015). Purcell & Hall (2012) relates employees’ attitudes and beliefs surrounding their workplace, role and organisation is central to employee engagement, and if they are positive attitudes and beliefs employees are significantly more likely to respond with reciprocal willing behaviours. Purcell & Hall (2012) believe that the key to ensuring this positive relationship are line managers, where engagement is the outcome of line managers creating environments that are supportive, trusting and fair, often through open communication. Macleod & Clarke (2009) add that the major source of information within the organisation for employees is their line manager, where a proficient line manager speaks both formally and informally to employees across a range of areas such as role allocation, change management and resolving work related problems for example. To create a culture of openness and justice when decisions are made, line managers are also responsible for detailing the process they went through to carry out a certain (Macleod & Clarke, 2009). Truss et al (2014) adds that in communication between these two parties it is often the line manager who is the primary partner as they are the communicators who relay company information, set new procedures and make the decisions, so they should ensure that when delivering this information, the employee feels valued and connected to the organisation. Fairlie (2011) points out that communication benefits employees as it ensures they can identify what contribution they make to the organisation, and benefits employee through performance feedback, where it can provide employees with recognition and clarification of areas to improve or explanation of task challenges. Having trust in leadership is another outcome of regular and supportive communication, which contributes significantly to functioning in tasks that require co-operation and teamwork (Truss et al, 2014). Employees desire to know where they belong within an organisation and also where that organisation is heading, Purcell & Hall (2012) claim that senior management, who are responsible for company strategy, should play a role in answering these questions, complimenting the daily communication their line managers are engaging in. Senior managers can considerably increase engagement levels throughout the organisation by communicating their mission purpose and direction for the organisation, if the goal is to increase commitment form employees providing an emotional connection with the company’s leader is vital (Fairlie, 2011). Eccleston (2011) voices concern for organisations with poor communication between employees and management, highlighting a study by development company ‘European Leaders’ who found that only 32% of a participants understood their company’s aims and also discovered that less than 20% of participants perceived their company as ‘good’, concluding that management had not promoted enough meaning to the employees to drive understanding and engagement. Eccleston (2011) also referenced a study by the Holmes Report, a public relations think tank, who identified that in the USA productivity losses per worker per year amounted to over $26,000 due to barriers in communication, and that organisations that had leaders who communicated consistently and effectively had typically 47% better returns for their shareholders, in comparison with organisations who had the poorest communicators. Communication then is an essential component to organisational success, is vital when creating an environment of trust, and is consistently found to have an impact on employee engagement.

Opportunities for Development
An employee often finds motivation through opportunities for personal and professional development and/or growth, which can be useful not only for the employee to perform their role to a higher standard but also increase feelings of meaningfulness and value (Noe et al, 2010). Facilitating an employee’s development increases feelings of value as they offer a pathway for future job challenges and exposes employees to other tasks or roles they might find more of a fit (Truss et al, 2014). Kahn (1990) believes that employees who are given opportunities to grow with an organisation are more fulfilled and feel more willing to stay with the company and feel more prepared to combat future challenges. Workplace training and opportunities for development has been found to consistently correlate to positive engagement (Bakker et al, 2006, Salanova et al, 2005, and Rothman et al, 2007) and has also found to positively influence engagement amongst managers (Rothman et al, 2007). In a study researching ‘the antecedents of employee engagement in the manufacturing sector’ Ping et al (2013) discovered that employee development was the most significant drive for employee engagement and highlighted that survey respondents listed ‘growth opportunities’ as the biggest motivating factor when choosing to remain with an organisation. Understanding what employees perceive as a successful career within their organisation is an important consideration for any employer as it allows them to create development opportunities or pathways that can facilitate these goals (Ping et al, 2013). Truss et al (2014) continues by suggesting employees require roles that are both challenging and meaningful and also expect a relationship between their own role-related goals and the company’s goals. Employee engagement is driven then by employees feeling part of the organisation and feeling valued, Robinson et al (2004) found that an aspect of feeling ‘valued’ and ‘involved’ was opportunities for employees to grow and develop, therefore ensuring this need is satisfied can significantly relate to increased employee engagement. However, if adequate progression opportunities and support are not offered then the long-term consequences can be damaging to both employer and employee and behaviours such as withdrawal from tasks decreased motivation and performance will be the outcome (Rothman & Rothman, 2010).



Research Methodology

Research Question
Aim
With the salaries that outstrip most of its competitors, low levels of management hierarchy and an increased level of autonomy and responsibility given to its employees compared to other major supermarkets; I intended to better understand through an engagement survey how Lidl employees feel about their organisation and their position within it and how they perceived their future to assess whether any of the benefits Lidl offers can motivate staff to remain in the grocery sector and buck the grocery sector staff turnover and low engagement trend. 

Objectives
The survey, in summary, will look to explore the levels of employee engagement at three Lidl stores from the South West Wales region. The first objective for this study will be to assess whether personal characteristics such as age play a role in employee engagement scores. The second objective will be to distinguish whether the increased autonomy Lidl give to its staff positively affects scores on all the other employee engagement measures. The third objective of this thesis is to determine whether the flatter organisational structure at Lidl where managers communicate with store assistants more frequently impacts levels of employee engagement.
Hypotheses
At Lidl the employees are given a level of autonomy that other supermarkets don’t, this is due to the business model Lidl and other discount retailer Aldi operate with and is used as a method to reduce costs. They hire less employees and work with a much flatter management hierarchy within stores, resulting in employees there having much more responsibility and workload. Wiedemann (2016) in a study utilising a Self-Determination Theory framework, found a relationship between ‘autonomy’ and employee engagement, however it is important to consider the implications the higher demand Lidl places on its staff as well as the greater autonomy. I would suggest that being in a store assistant role in this environment would increase feelings of personal achievement, which should in turn increase engagement.  I am confident though that having greater independence and decision-making responsibilities that employees will see this positively.
Hypothesis 1 ‘Store assistants will feel their autonomy needs are met therefore will score highly on the questions relating to the autonomy drive’

At Lidl they operate on a skeleton staff with low levels of management bureaucracy within stores, therefore there is a greater connection between the employee and manager. According to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (from an employee engagement perspective) this will affect the third level ‘Belonging’ (Kelleher, 2014). Having a genuine belief in leadership and regular effective communication was found to correlate positively to employee engagement (Truss et al. 2013).
Hypothesis 2 ‘Due to this increased exposure store assistants and store managers will both score highly in questions relating to the communication drive’ 

With the high turnover of staff associated with the grocery sector, making a career in retail more attractive to the younger worker is vital, with millennials looking for more opportunities for personal development and knowledge particularly in areas such as technology, I would hypothesise that having lots of personal development opportunities for younger workers would positively correlate with increased employee engagement, supporting what Truss et al. (2013) posited (Altmann, 2015). In the grocery sector currently, these are few and far between so my third hypotheses;
Hypothesis 3 ‘Younger workers (under 30) will score significantly lower than older employees (30+) on questions relating to personal development opportunities’


Research Paradigm and Method
A quantitative survey could benefit Lidl by highlighting the perceptions of its staff and whether its benefits and rewards system for example is paying dividends. I decided to use a quantitative research method as it is less subjective than a qualitative method which is important as I am currently employed by Lidl, therefore I wanted to be as impartial as possible. Secondly, I chose a quantitative design because it is easier to test hypotheses and theories as it is conclusive in its purpose.
 With significant financial losses associated with low employee engagement it is beneficial to gain an appreciation of areas to focus on to try and generate greater engagement and satisfaction from its staff.
The survey itself had a sample size of 63 store staff employees from Lidl, it involved a mixture of full time and part time staff and involved store assistants, duty managers and assistant and store managers. The survey contained statements and the respondents had 5 possible answers to choose from in an agreement scale (e.g., Strongly Agree, Somewhat Agree, Neither Agree or Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, and Strongly Disagree).
To better understand how engaged Lidl’s employees are and how to build an engagement survey, first it is important to first understand the antecedents or drivers of employee engagement, Sanchez & McCauley (2006) conducted a meta-analysis of employee surveys and found that perceptions employees had of their work contrasted between different countries. Truss et al. (2013) highlighted four global antecedents of employee engagement from the Sanchez & McCauley (2006) research study; 
1. Nature of the work
2. Belief in leadership
3. Benefits of the role
4. Communication within the organisation
Truss et al. (2013) identified that employees in the UK specifically, responded or were driven by respect. Truss et al. (2013) identified that British workers were more engaged at work when they had;
1. A sense of personal achievement
2. A belief in leadership
3. Personal development opportunities
4. Good or fair benefits
5. Effective organisational communication

Bridger (2014) argues that for retail organisations, questions in an employee survey should relate to the company’s brand and customers, who are at the centre of its operational strategy, in contrast to a manufacturing organisation whose questions should focus around quality and administration. Hastings (2012) points out that in comparison to employees who work in sectors such as healthcare, banking, manufacturing and government departments for example, employees from the retail sector were found to have significantly lower engagement in a study carried out by the Kenexa high performance Institute (KHPI), a subdivision of the Kenexa HR consultancy organisation. The Kenexa consultancy defined engagement (employee) as, 
“The extent to which employees are motivated to contribute to organisational success and are willing to apply discretionary effort to accomplishing tasks important to the achievement of organisational goals”
In contrast to the antecedents of employee engagement Truss et al. (2013) highlight the Kenexa survey simply asked four questions of the respondents; they asked for employees to assess to what extent they agreed or disagreed with four statements that did however similarly centre around respect. Truss et al. (2013) concurred with the Kenexa findings and adds that due to the nature of retail work being ‘low skilled’ and often ‘seasonal’ employers might feel less encouraged to adopt better employee engagement strategies that could generate a significant cost. This concern for costs and savings was compounded by the economic downturn in 2008, which led to businesses struggling and a concerning perception from employees that their organisation doesn’t value them (Bridger, 2012). 
A big contributor to employee engagement research is the Gallup foundation, an organisation founded by George Gallup in the 1930’s to better understand public opinion, who have been utilising a 12-question survey to discover engagement levels and whether there was a correlation between these results and workplace performance (Bridger, 2012). Gallup’s survey was created after two significant research projects that involved interviewing large numbers of employees and leaders within hundreds of organisations across the globe (Truss et al, 2013). The first project aimed to find out what the best performing employees required from the workplace; the research concluded that engaged talented workers had received high performing leadership from immediate supervisors. The second research project’s aim was to better understand how high performing organisational leaders located, recruited and retained the best employees; at conclusion of the two research projects Gallup utilised the results and then generated a dozen pointed questions best suited to measure and interpret the capability of the workplace (Harter et al. 2008). Harter et al. (2008) point out that since the final edit of the 12-questions in 1998 there have been over 7 million employees who have been administered the survey, has a global reach with over 100 countries utilising the engagement tool, and has been found to have a significantly high (0.9) Cronbach Alpha score highlighting its reliability as a psychometric tool. The Gallup survey grouped their 12 questions into 4 sub-groups which relates to Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs, with basic needs propping up the pyramid, followed by management support, teamwork and growth at the top (Harter et al. 2008). The survey that was used for this research was influenced by the antecedents of employee engagement illustrated by Truss et al (2013), Sanchez & McCauley (2006) and the Gallup 12 question survey that Harter et al (2008) utilised in their research and was based around five drivers; rewards and recognition, autonomy, communication, teamwork and personal development opportunities. 

Data Collection
The survey analyses input from 62 Lidl UK employees from 3 stores in the South Wales region, and involved respondents from a range of roles, from store assistant to duty manager to assistant manager and store manager respectively. 
I first intended to utilise several questions of the survey to discover more about the respondents’ background and posed several questions pertaining to their age, gender, job position, length of time in the role and whether they were a full time or part time employee. 
The employees were invited to complete a 16-question employee engagement survey that contained a Likert-type scale for them to rate in response to a statement. The survey included 5 categories of survey items that were identified from Gallup to be essential components to employee engagement. The survey asked questions for every category, and this survey, opposed to the Gallup study that asked 12, contained 11 employee engagement items and 5 personal background questions. The scale range was; 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. The respondents were identified as being highly engaged if their average score was 4-5, engaged if they scored 3-4 and disengaged if they scored 1-3 (Saks, 2006). 


Methods of Data Analysis
The survey provided nominal data therefore I utilised a quantitative analysis. The results of the survey were analysed with SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences), and preliminarily the data was analysed to firstly ensure there was internal consistency and that the survey questions were reliable, and this was ensured by utilising the Cronbach Alpha co-efficient which provided positive results illustrating its validity. Secondly descriptive statistics such as the means and standard deviations were identified alongside plotted histograms (Bryman, 2015). Following this, to compare means of the employee engagement scores across the 5 categories and between different respondent groups (such as the difference of employee engagement levels between younger and older employees for example) an independent t-test was utilised. 

Results
The purpose of this section is to summarise the data analysed from the survey of 62 respondents across three Lidl stores. This section will provide a detailed interpretation of the gathered data across 16 survey questions; 5 being related to personal characteristics and the following 11 pertaining to 5 drivers or antecedents of employee engagement (Benefits/Needs, Autonomy, Communication, Teamwork, and Personal Development). The first analysis carried out was a scale validation assessment of the 5 antecedents of employee engagement using Cronbach’s Alpha. Cronbach’s Alpha measures internal consistency and is frequently used as a tool to gauge scale reliability, and often a score of .70 or above is regarded as acceptable in social science survey or research designs (Truss et al, 2014). The results of the scale validity analysis are presented in table 1, however an analysis of the ‘Benefits/Needs’ driver could not be carried out as there was only one question relating to this in the survey. 
                a)                                 		b)
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.710
	2


	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.835
	3




	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.704
	2


	    c)                                                        d)
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.796
	3



Table 1 – Reliability Analysis Results

With the exception of ‘Benefits/Needs’; Table 1 a) Personal Development, b) Teamwork, c) Communication, and d) Autonomy, all had scores above the 0.7 standard, highlighting that the questions that were asked to determine each antecedent were reliable, and that the questions did accurately measure and relate to the antecedent that they were designed for.


Factor Distribution
In this part of the results section the descriptive statistics for each antecedent will be presented alongside a histogram to present a clear view of the respondents’ responses. 






	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Are you content with your salary?
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0645
	1.19933

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
	
	
	
	




 [image: ]Table 2 – Benefits/Needs



	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	62
	2.00
	5.00
	3.1935
	.88408

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
	
	
	
	



[image: ]Table 3 - Autonomy



	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	62
	2.00
	5.00
	3.4677
	.90023

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	2.8065
	1.15714

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0161
	.98334

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	2.8710
	.98320

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
	
	
	
	






[image: ]Table 7 - Communication



	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	2.8387
	1.07419

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	62
	1.00
	4.00
	2.5484
	.98642

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	2.7903
	1.18926

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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Table 10 - Teamwork





	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	2.8226
	1.26133

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	62
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0323
	1.18692

	Valid N (listwise)
	62
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Table 12 – Personal Development




In this section Table 2 through Table 12 highlights the mean score for each question asked relating to employee engagement and the standard deviation.


Gender

This section will illustrate the analysis of the survey and detail the differences between genders. When approaching Lidl staff to participate in the survey it was clear there were more male employees than females employed in the stores I assessed, with only 23 out of 62 being female, however there was no reason for this difference, but it is worth noting. 
	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Are you content with your salary?
	Male
	39
	3.0000
	1.25656
	.20121

	
	Female
	23
	3.1739
	1.11405
	.23230






	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Are you content with your salary?
	Equal variances assumed
	.124
	.726
	-.548
	60
	.585
	-.17391
	.31713
	-.80827
	.46045

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.566
	50.831
	.574
	-.17391
	.30732
	-.79094
	.44311


Table 13 – Independent T-Test: Gender differences in ‘Benefits/Needs’ drive

There was no significant relationship between gender and satisfaction of the Benefit/Needs drive (Table 13). The p-value is 0.585, therefore the difference between the two means is not significantly different from zero at the 5% level of significance. 


	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Male
	39
	3.1795
	.99662
	.15959

	
	Female
	23
	3.2174
	.67126
	.13997

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Male
	39
	3.4103
	.93803
	.15020

	
	Female
	23
	3.5652
	.84348
	.17588



	


Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Equal variances assumed
	4.894
	.031
	-.162
	60
	.872
	-.03790
	.23431
	-.50659
	.43078

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.179
	58.825
	.859
	-.03790
	.21227
	-.46268
	.38688

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Equal variances assumed
	.399
	.530
	-.652
	60
	.517
	-.15496
	.23780
	-.63063
	.32071

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.670
	50.303
	.506
	-.15496
	.23129
	-.61945
	.30953


Table 14 – Independent T-Test: Gender differences in ‘Autonomy’ Drive


From the analysis (Table 14) it is clear there was no significant relationship between gender and either the questions that fell under the autonomy antecedent. The p-values are 0.872 and 0.517 therefore the differences between the means were not significantly different from zero at the 5% level of significance. 	




	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Male
	39
	2.9231
	1.22226
	.19572

	
	Female
	23
	2.6087
	1.03305
	.21541

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Male
	39
	3.2051
	1.00471
	.16088

	
	Female
	23
	2.6957
	.87567
	.18259

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Male
	39
	2.8718
	1.00471
	.16088

	
	Female
	23
	2.8696
	.96786
	.20181



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	.354
	.554
	1.034
	60
	.305
	.31438
	.30405
	-.29380
	.92256

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1.080
	52.574
	.285
	.31438
	.29104
	-.26949
	.89825

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Equal variances assumed
	.055
	.815
	2.020
	60
	.048
	.50948
	.25224
	.00493
	1.01402

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2.094
	51.462
	.041
	.50948
	.24336
	.02102
	.99793

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Equal variances assumed
	.213
	.646
	.009
	60
	.993
	.00223
	.26063
	-.51912
	.52358

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.009
	47.695
	.993
	.00223
	.25809
	-.51679
	.52125


Table 15 – Independent T-Test: Gender differences in ‘Communication’ Drive
From the analysis (Table 15) there was a significant difference on the “In the previous week, my manager has praised my work” question, with a p-value= 0.48 satisfying the 5% level of significance. Males scored higher on this score than females suggesting that females felt that their manager didn’t praise their work as much as males did. However, the means from the other two questions were not significantly different between the two genders. 

	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Male
	39
	2.8718
	1.05580
	.16906

	
	Female
	23
	2.7826
	1.12640
	.23487

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Male
	39
	2.6154
	.98983
	.15850

	
	Female
	23
	2.4348
	.99206
	.20686

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Male
	39
	2.7949
	1.15119
	.18434

	
	Female
	23
	2.7826
	1.27766
	.26641


Table 16 – Independent T-Test; Gender differences in ‘Teamwork’ drive
	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Equal variances assumed
	.144
	.706
	.313
	60
	.755
	.08919
	.28452
	-.47994
	.65831

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.308
	43.883
	.759
	.08919
	.28939
	-.49408
	.67246

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Equal variances assumed
	.053
	.819
	.693
	60
	.491
	.18060
	.26045
	-.34037
	.70157

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.693
	46.196
	.492
	.18060
	.26060
	-.34390
	.70510

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Equal variances assumed
	.584
	.448
	.039
	60
	.969
	.01226
	.31525
	-.61834
	.64286

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.038
	42.472
	.970
	.01226
	.32397
	-.64131
	.66584




From the analysis (Table 16) it was clear there was no significant difference between any three of the ‘teamwork’ survey questions and gender. With p-values= 0.755, 0.491, and 0.969, highlighting that they were not significantly different from zero.




	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Male
	39
	2.8205
	1.29517
	.20739

	
	Female
	23
	2.8261
	1.23038
	.25655

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Male
	39
	3.0769
	1.13287
	.18140

	
	Female
	23
	2.9565
	1.29609
	.27025








	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Equal variances assumed
	.503
	.481
	-.017
	60
	.987
	-.00557
	.33436
	-.67440
	.66325

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.017
	48.225
	.987
	-.00557
	.32990
	-.66879
	.65764

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Equal variances assumed
	.651
	.423
	.383
	60
	.703
	.12040
	.31425
	-.50820
	.74900

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	.370
	41.423
	.713
	.12040
	.32549
	-.53674
	.77754


Table 17 – Independent T-Test: Gender differences between the ‘Personal Development’ drive

From the analysis (Table 17) it is clear there were no significant differences between the two means. The p-values were 0.987 and 0.703. In summary there was only one question in the survey that found a significant difference between males and females, suggesting that in general gender did not play a role in employee engagement scores.


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are you content with your salary?
	Equal variances assumed
	1.976
	.165
	-3.198
	60
	.002
	-.90833
	.28407

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3.222
	58.275
	.002
	-.90833
	.28188

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Equal variances assumed
	.715
	.401
	-2.127
	60
	.038
	-.46458
	.21845

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.127
	59.764
	.038
	-.46458
	.21843

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Equal variances assumed
	.719
	.400
	-1.711
	60
	.092
	-.38542
	.22525

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.721
	59.268
	.090
	-.38542
	.22395

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	.028
	.868
	-2.726
	60
	.008
	-.76250
	.27969

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.722
	59.262
	.009
	-.76250
	.28011

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Equal variances assumed
	3.688
	.060
	-1.989
	60
	.051
	-.48542
	.24405

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.968
	52.131
	.054
	-.48542
	.24668

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Equal variances assumed
	.002
	.966
	-.481
	60
	.633
	-.12083
	.25145

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.481
	59.864
	.632
	-.12083
	.25131


 Age This section will illustrate the analysis of the survey and detail the differences between two age groups (18-30 and 30+). When approaching Lidl staff to participate in the survey there were 32 participants aged 18-30 and 30 participants aged 30 and above. 

Table 18 – Independent T-Test; Age differences between ‘Benefits/Needs’ drive, ‘autonomy’ drive and ‘communication’ drive.
From the results in Table 18 it is apparent that there was a significant difference between age groups and scores on the ‘benefits/drive’ question. The p-value=0.02 meets the 5% level of significance, with the younger group being less satisfied than the older group with their salary. There was also a significant difference on one of the ‘autonomy’ drive questions, with a p-value of 0.38 suggesting that the younger group felt less autonomous in their role at Lidl than the older group. There was less of a difference in responses to ‘communication’ drive questions with only one of the three questions resulting in a significant difference. Employees in the younger group responded significantly differently (p-level=0.008) to employees in the older group to the question ‘When I’m here, I feel that I can achieve what I do best every day’.  
	Group Statistics

	
	Age grouping 18-30 or 30 +
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	18-30
	32
	2.6563
	.97085
	.17162

	
	30 +
	30
	3.0333
	1.15917
	.21163

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	18-30
	32
	2.3438
	.93703
	.16564

	
	30 +
	30
	2.7667
	1.00630
	.18372

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	18-30
	32
	2.5313
	1.10671
	.19564

	
	30 +
	30
	3.0667
	1.22990
	.22455

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	18-30
	32
	2.0000
	.98374
	.17390

	
	30 +
	30
	3.7000
	.87691
	.16010

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	18-30
	32
	2.0625
	.61892
	.10941

	
	30 +
	30
	4.0667
	.63968
	.11679


(Table 19 group stats)



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	
	
	
	

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Equal variances assumed
	1.459
	.232
	-1.392
	60
	.169
	-.37708

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.384
	56.732
	.172
	-.37708

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Equal variances assumed
	.608
	.438
	-1.714
	60
	.092
	-.42292

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.710
	58.900
	.093
	-.42292

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Equal variances assumed
	.253
	.617
	-1.804
	60
	.076
	-.53542

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.798
	58.308
	.077
	-.53542

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Equal variances assumed
	.123
	.727
	-7.165
	60
	.000
	-1.70000

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-7.192
	59.855
	.000
	-1.70000

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Equal variances assumed
	.047
	.829
	-12.537
	60
	.000
	-2.00417

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-12.523
	59.423
	.000
	-2.00417


Table 19 – Independent T-Test; Age Differences between ‘Teamwork’ drive, and ‘Personal Development’ drive.

From Table 19 there was no significant difference of scores on the ‘teamwork’ drive between the younger and older groups, however there was a significant difference between the younger group and older group on scores relating to the ‘personal development’ drive, with p-level=0.000 significance on both questions.



Contract Type
This section will analyse differences between employees on full-time and part-time contracts at Lidl. There was a relatively equal number of participants from each control group, with 28 full-time staff and 34 part-time staff.
	Group Statistics

	
	Full time or part time contract
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Are you content with your salary?
	Full time
	28
	3.8214
	1.09048
	.20608

	
	Part time
	34
	2.4412
	.89413
	.15334

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Full time
	28
	3.8571
	.75593
	.14286

	
	Part time
	34
	2.6471
	.54397
	.09329

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Full time
	28
	4.0357
	.69293
	.13095

	
	Part time
	34
	3.0000
	.77850
	.13351

	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are you content with your salary?
	Equal variances assumed
	.652
	.423
	5.478
	60
	.000
	1.38025
	.25197

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.373
	52.106
	.000
	1.38025
	.25687

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Equal variances assumed
	1.994
	.163
	7.318
	60
	.000
	1.21008
	.16537

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	7.092
	47.823
	.000
	1.21008
	.17062

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Equal variances assumed
	.006
	.936
	5.475
	60
	.000
	1.03571
	.18916

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.538
	59.608
	.000
	1.03571
	.18701


Table 20 – Independent T-Test; Contract type differences between scores on ‘Benefits/Needs’ drive and ‘Autonomy’ drive
From the results in Table 20 it was clear that there were significant differences across both Benefits/Needs drive and Autonomy drive scores. Considering responses, full-time workers scored higher on the ‘salary contentment’ question (M=3.824, SD=1.090) compared to part-time workers (M=2.441, SD=0.891) with a significantly different P Value (p-value=0.000). Full-time workers also scored higher on the two autonomy related questions (M=3.857, SD=.756, and M=4.036, SD=0.693) than the part-time workers (M=2.647, SD=0.544, and M=3.000, SD=0.776) with a significant difference being found (p-value=0.000).












	Group Statistics

	
	Full time or part time contract
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Full time
	28
	3.5714
	1.13622
	.21473

	
	Part time
	34
	2.1765
	.71650
	.12288

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Full time
	28
	3.6429
	.95119
	.17976

	
	Part time
	34
	2.5000
	.66287
	.11368

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Full time
	28
	3.3571
	1.02611
	.19392

	
	Part time
	34
	2.4706
	.74814
	.12831


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	8.251
	.006
	5.883
	60
	.000
	1.39496
	.23712

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.638
	43.741
	.000
	1.39496
	.24740

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Equal variances assumed
	3.917
	.052
	5.560
	60
	.000
	1.14286
	.20556

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.373
	46.792
	.000
	1.14286
	.21269

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Equal variances assumed
	3.294
	.075
	3.929
	60
	.000
	.88655
	.22562

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	3.813
	48.249
	.000
	.88655
	.23252


Table 21 – Independent T-Test; Contract type score differences across communication drive related question

From the results in Table 21 it is apparent that there are significant differences between full-time and part-time scores relating to the three ‘communication’ drive related questions (p-value=0.000 across all three).


	Group Statistics

	
	Full time or part time contract
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Full time
	28
	3.5000
	1.00000
	.18898

	
	Part time
	34
	2.2941
	.79884
	.13700

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Full time
	28
	3.1429
	.89087
	.16836

	
	Part time
	34
	2.0588
	.77621
	.13312

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Full time
	28
	3.5000
	1.13855
	.21517

	
	Part time
	34
	2.2059
	.88006
	.15093



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Equal variances assumed
	3.334
	.073
	5.280
	60
	.000
	1.20588
	.22840

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.166
	51.254
	.000
	1.20588
	.23342

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Equal variances assumed
	2.770
	.101
	5.119
	60
	.000
	1.08403
	.21176

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	5.051
	54.033
	.000
	1.08403
	.21463

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Equal variances assumed
	3.350
	.072
	5.048
	60
	.000
	1.29412
	.25638

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	4.924
	50.169
	.000
	1.29412
	.26282


Table 22 – Independent T-Test; Contract type score differences across Teamwork drive related questions

From the results in Table 22 there were significant differences across all three questions relating to the teamwork antecedent between full and part-time workers (p-value=0.000 across all three sub-questions).

	Group Statistics

	
	Full time or part time contract
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Full time
	28
	3.1071
	1.19689
	.22619

	
	Part time
	34
	2.5882
	1.28199
	.21986

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Full time
	28
	3.2857
	1.18187
	.22335

	
	Part time
	34
	2.8235
	1.16698
	.20014



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Equal variances assumed
	.470
	.496
	1.634
	60
	.107
	.51891
	.31757

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1.645
	59.017
	.105
	.51891
	.31544

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Equal variances assumed
	.000
	1.000
	1.543
	60
	.128
	.46218
	.29953

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1.541
	57.457
	.129
	.46218
	.29990


Table 22 – Independent T-Test; Contract types score differences across Personal Development drive related questions

From the results in Table 22 unlike all other questions in the employee engagement survey there were no significant differences in the scores on the personal development related questions between full and part-time workers, p-value=.107, and p-value=0.128 respectively.
Length of Employment
Employees who had been at the company under 1 year compared to employees who had been there over 2 years.
	Group Statistics

	
	Time at Company; under 1 year and 2years +
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Are you content with your salary?
	under 1 year
	19
	2.1579
	.95819
	.21982

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.5652
	1.07982
	.22516

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	under 1 year
	19
	2.9474
	.70504
	.16175

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.6957
	.82212
	.17142

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	under 1 year
	19
	2.1053
	.93659
	.21487

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.4783
	1.08165
	.22554



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are you content with your salary?
	Equal variances assumed
	1.381
	.247
	-4.421
	40
	.000
	-1.40732
	.31835

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-4.472
	39.768
	.000
	-1.40732
	.31467

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Equal variances assumed
	1.923
	.173
	-3.128
	40
	.003
	-.74828
	.23922

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3.175
	39.929
	.003
	-.74828
	.23569

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	1.151
	.290
	-4.347
	40
	.000
	-1.37300
	.31588

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-4.408
	39.893
	.000
	-1.37300
	.31151


Table 23 Independent T-Test; Length of employment score differences across ‘Benefits/Needs’ drive and ‘Autonomy’ drive related questions 
From the results in Table 23 there were significant differences in the responses of employees who have been at Lidl under 1 year compared to employees who have been at the company over 2 years (p-values= 0.000, 0.003, and 0.000 respectively). The employees who had been at the company over 2 years scored higher on the survey than employees who had been at the company under 1 year across the three questions. 
	Group Statistics

	
	Time at Company; under 1 year, and, 2years +
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	under 1 year
	19
	2.1053
	.93659
	.21487

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.4783
	1.08165
	.22554

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	under 1 year
	19
	2.6842
	.47757
	.10956

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.3478
	1.22877
	.25622

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	under 1 year
	19
	2.6316
	1.01163
	.23208

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.0870
	.99604
	.20769



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	1.151
	.290
	-4.347
	40
	.000
	-1.37300
	.31588

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-4.408
	39.893
	.000
	-1.37300
	.31151

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Equal variances assumed
	15.653
	.000
	-2.216
	40
	.032
	-.66362
	.29946

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.381
	29.573
	.024
	-.66362
	.27866

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Equal variances assumed
	.067
	.797
	-1.464
	40
	.151
	-.45538
	.31097

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.462
	38.285
	.152
	-.45538
	.31144


Table 24 – Independent T-Test; Length of employment score differences across ‘communication drive related questions

From the results in Table 24 across two of the sub questions relating to the communication drive that employees who have been employed at the organisation longer than two years scored higher than employees who had been there under 1 year. However, it is also apparent that there was no significant difference to scores on the question, ‘when at work I feel my manager or a fellow employee cares for me’, p-value=0.151, which does not meet the 5% level required to be significant.
	Group Statistics

	
	Time at Company; under 1 year and, 2years +
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	under 1 year
	19
	2.3684
	.76089
	.17456

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.2174
	1.16605
	.24314

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	under 1 year
	19
	2.1053
	.73747
	.16919

	
	2 years +
	23
	2.6957
	1.14554
	.23886

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	under 1 year
	19
	2.2632
	.93346
	.21415

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.2174
	1.24157
	.25889



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Equal variances assumed
	7.676
	.008
	-2.727
	40
	.009
	-.84897
	.31131

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.836
	38.140
	.007
	-.84897
	.29931

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Equal variances assumed
	11.047
	.002
	-1.937
	40
	.060
	-.59039
	.30478

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.017
	37.940
	.051
	-.59039
	.29271

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Equal variances assumed
	2.644
	.112
	-2.764
	40
	.009
	-.95423
	.34521

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.840
	39.693
	.007
	-.95423
	.33598


Table 25 – Independent T-Test; Length of employment score differences across ‘Teamwork’ drive related questions

From the results in Table 25 there were significant differences across two of the questions relating to the teamwork drive (p-value= 0.009, and 0.009 respectively), with the question, ‘the core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me’ not having a significant difference between employees who have been there under 1 year compared to employees who have been there over 2 years (p-value=0.060).
	Group Statistics

	
	Time at Company; under 1 year and, 2years +
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	under 1 year
	19
	1.7895
	.85498
	.19615

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.6957
	.97397
	.20309

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	under 1 year
	19
	2.2105
	.71328
	.16364

	
	2 years +
	23
	3.8261
	.93673
	.19532



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Equal variances assumed
	.767
	.387
	-6.666
	40
	.000
	-1.90618
	.28594

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-6.751
	39.829
	.000
	-1.90618
	.28234

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Equal variances assumed
	.793
	.379
	-6.178
	40
	.000
	-1.61556
	.26151

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-6.340
	39.773
	.000
	-1.61556
	.25481


Table 26 - Independent T-Test; Length of employment score differences across ‘Personal Development’ drive related questions

From the results in Table 26 there were significant differences found across both questions relating to the personal development drive (p-value=0.000, and 0.000 respectively). 
Role at Company
In this section a comparison was made between the employee engagement scores of store assistants and store managers, with a sample of 39 store assistants and 6 store managers. 

	Group Statistics

	
	Role at Company; Store assistant, and store manager
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Are you content with your salary?
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.5385
	.96916
	.15519

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.6667
	.51640
	.21082

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.7436
	.59462
	.09522

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.6667
	.51640
	.21082

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Store Assistant
	39
	3.1026
	.82062
	.13140

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.5000
	.54772
	.22361



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are you content with your salary?
	Equal variances assumed
	2.870
	.097
	-5.230
	43
	.000
	-2.12821
	.40693

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-8.130
	11.445
	.000
	-2.12821
	.26178

	I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
	Equal variances assumed
	.147
	.703
	-7.483
	43
	.000
	-1.92308
	.25701

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-8.313
	7.208
	.000
	-1.92308
	.23132

	I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me
	Equal variances assumed
	.080
	.779
	-4.015
	43
	.000
	-1.39744
	.34807

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-5.388
	8.910
	.000
	-1.39744
	.25936


Table 27 – Independent T-Test; Comparing survey scores relating to the ‘Benefits/Needs’ drive and the ‘Autonomy’ Drive between store assistants and store managers.
From the results in table 27 there were significant differences of scores on all three questions (two drives) between store assistants and store managers (p-value=0.000)

	Group Statistics

	
	Role at Company; Store assistant, and store manager
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.1795
	.72081
	.11542

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.8333
	.40825
	.16667

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.5128
	.64367
	.10307

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.6667
	.51640
	.21082

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.5641
	.82062
	.13140

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.3333
	.51640
	.21082



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
	Equal variances assumed
	3.293
	.077
	-8.748
	43
	.000
	-2.65385
	.30336

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-13.090
	10.625
	.000
	-2.65385
	.20273

	In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
	Equal variances assumed
	1.308
	.259
	-7.794
	43
	.000
	-2.15385
	.27636

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-9.178
	7.619
	.000
	-2.15385
	.23466

	When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
	Equal variances assumed
	1.340
	.253
	-5.099
	43
	.000
	-1.76923
	.34700

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-7.122
	9.452
	.000
	-1.76923
	.24842


 Table 28 – Independent T-Test; Comparing survey scores relating to the ‘Communication’ drive between store assistants and store managers.
	Group Statistics

	
	Role at Company; Store assistant, and store manager
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.3077
	.76619
	.12269

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.5000
	.54772
	.22361

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.0513
	.72361
	.11587

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.0000
	.00000
	.00000

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.1538
	.87475
	.14007

	
	Store Manager
	6
	4.6667
	.51640
	.21082

	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My opinions at work are appreciated
	Equal variances assumed
	.395
	.533
	-6.719
	43
	.000
	-2.19231
	.32630

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-8.595
	8.364
	.000
	-2.19231
	.25505

	The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
	Equal variances assumed
	3.587
	.065
	-6.533
	43
	.000
	-1.94872
	.29831

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-16.818
	38.000
	.000
	-1.94872
	.11587

	When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
	Equal variances assumed
	.569
	.455
	-6.814
	43
	.000
	-2.51282
	.36879

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-9.928
	10.129
	.000
	-2.51282
	.25311


From the results in Table 28 there were significant differences between scores on all three questions relating to the communication antecedent (p-value=0.000), with store managers (M=4.833, 4.667, and 4.333, respectively) scoring significantly higher than store assistants (M=2.179, 2.512, and 2.564 respectively).
Table 29 – Independent T-Test; Teamwork scores between Store Assistants and Store Managers
From the results in Table 29 there were again significant differences between scores across all questions relating to the Teamwork drive (p-value=0.000 for all three). With store managers (M=4.500, 4.000 and 4.666, respectively) again scoring significantly higher than store assistants (M=2.307, 2.051 and 2.153, respectively).
	Group Statistics

	
	Role at Company; Store assistant, and store manager
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.6410
	1.22447
	.19607

	
	Store Manager
	6
	3.0000
	.89443
	.36515

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Store Assistant
	39
	2.9487
	1.16864
	.18713

	
	Store Manager
	6
	3.6667
	1.03280
	.42164


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
	Equal variances assumed
	1.832
	.183
	-.687
	43
	.496
	-.35897
	.52220

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.866
	8.209
	.411
	-.35897
	.41446

	At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
	Equal variances assumed
	.574
	.453
	-1.419
	43
	.163
	-.71795
	.50592

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.556
	7.127
	.163
	-.71795
	.46130


Table 30 – Independent T-Test; Personal development drive scores between store assistants and store managers
From the results in Table 30 there were no significant differences on either personal development related question (p-value=0.496, and 0.163 respectively).

Conclusion
From the results it was apparent that store assistants scored poorly on questions relating to the ‘autonomy’ drive, and also scored significantly lower than store managers, which rejects the first hypotheses, and suggests that the level of responsibility given to Lidl supermarket staff at these three locations is only seen as a positive or a benefit to management, with store assistants being less sure of their duties and responsibilities at work, and not enjoying the level of responsibility their job provides them.
The second hypotheses can also be rejected as store assistants again scored significantly lower on all questions relating to the ‘communication’ drive than store managers. The extra exposure thought to bring store assistants and store managers closer together because of a flatter organisational hierarchy and smaller operational teams within the stores failed to bring about high scores for store assistants, suggesting that they didn’t feel appreciated at work, weren’t sufficiently motivated, and felt that workplace standards were low. Store managers on the other hand scored highly on all three of the ‘communication’ drive questions, suggesting either that the increased contact with staff was seen as positive, that they were satisfied in their role due to other benefits such as a better salary so were generally more satisfied in their job, or that they felt pressure to answer positively due to their position at the company.
The third hypothesis was proven to be accurate by the data; younger workers scored significantly lower than older workers on questions relating to the ‘personal development’ drive. Younger workers scored significantly lower across both questions and this correlates with the research assumptions that due to few opportunities, lower meaningful work, and a high turnover of staff, younger workers, who typically look for opportunities for personal development and knowledge, would be unsatisfied and score significantly differently to older workers.

Discussion
The results of the questionnaire and data analysis highlight several important insights into how employees felt in their roles at Lidl. The present research was carried out to better understand the levels of employee engagement and to highlight the antecedents and impact of individual differences on these levels. Initially it is important to point out that the questionnaire met the reliability standards required for an accurate result by satisfying the internal consistency measure from Cronbach Alpha (Truss et al, 2014). 
Following this the questionnaire asked 16 questions, with 5 being related to personal characteristics; age, gender etc. From the results it was apparent that there were relationships between employee engagement scores and answers to the personal characteristics questions. When comparing employee engagement scores of participants from different age groups it was clear that employees from the younger group (18-30) scored significantly lower across four of the sub-group drives (‘Personal development’, ‘Benefits’, ‘Autonomy’, and ‘Communication’) suggesting that age plays a significant role in the levels of employee engagement at the three Lidl stores. This finding supports Garg (2014), who points out that through a meta-analysis of research on employee engagement and age, it was clear that levels of engagement increase with the age of the individual. However, contrary to this finding there have been studies, Wilson (2009) and Swaminathan and Ananth (2009) for example, that found differences across antecedents of employee engagement such as career development opportunities (‘Personal development’) that younger workers prioritise and ‘autonomy’, which older workers tend to prioritise, but no overall differences of employee engagement levels among employees of contrasting ages (Garg, 2014). Interestingly Garg (2014) suggests that an employees’ gender effects levels of employee engagement more significantly whereas from the results of this questionnaire, no significant differences were found between male and female employees, except for the scores on one of the questions pertaining to the communication drive. Garg (2014) highlights research carried out by Gallup (2010) that found women to be more satisfied in their employment than men, however, Truss et al (2014) suggests that this difference could be influenced by many forces, for example men score higher than women in the manufacturing industry, whereas women score higher than men in the service sector, suggesting job type plays a role in levels of employee engagement across genders. However, Truss et al (2014) also argued that to simply conclude there are significant differences across genders in their fulfilment at work would also overlook the contrasting ways men and women are treated at work. It could be argued then that due to the highly autonomous nature of the work at Lidl management treat people a lot more equally and consistently than in other organisations. From the research it was also clear that pert-time and full-time employees scored significantly differently, with full-time workers across 4 of the ‘drives’ with only ‘Personal development’ questions finding no difference. Hastings (2012) suggests that employees who were not engaged at work were 50% more likely to leave their role in the next 12 months, and that studies by HR consultancies the Temkin group (2012) and Kenexa high performance institute (2012), found that part-time workers were found to be consistently less engaged than full time workers, therefore more likely to leave their place of work and contributing to the high turnover of staff associated with the retail sector. Given the nature of retail work, which is often seasonal, temporary and part-time, making efforts to increase employee engagement of employees should be a priority, however if the low levels are related significantly to less time at work, and less exposure to the organisation perhaps the less engaged workers will be a fixture in retail unless organisations re-think their approaches to the employee engagement issue (Hastings, 2012). The most significant difference between employee engagement scores was found between employees who were with the company for a period of several years and those who have recently joined the company. There were significant differences across all the employee engagement drives, suggesting that the longer you’re with a company the greater you’re engaged with paperwork. Truss et al (2014) adds that a difference relating to time spent at the company could also relate to job satisfaction, suggesting that a reason employee’s who haven’t been in the role very long, haven’t had time to master the job or have found that the work isn’t for them. However, a case study by the NHS in 2003 found contrasting results, it discovered that employee engagement levels fell in conjunction with the length of service, until significant time was spent at the organisation (20 years plus). Truss et al (2014) also suggests that employee engagement levels decrease as time spent at the company increases, and concludes that employees tend to lose motivation over time and are more likely to undermine their organisation, however, similarly Harter (2015) looked at employees who had been with a company for over a decade, whereas the questionnaire utilised in this project only differentiated between employees who had been with the company under a year, and those who have spent more than three years with the company. A potential avenue for future research could be to investigate this further by having more detailed questions relating to time spent at the organisation. The final personal characteristic was the employees ‘role at the company’, and for analysis purposes only two roles (store assistants and store managers) were investigated. Employee engagement levels of store managers were found to be significantly higher than store assistants which correlates with a study by the IES (2003) who also found that managers were generally more engaged at work than employees in other positions. Truss et al (2014) points out that managers are more likely to be satisfied at work as they typically feel more valued, through higher salaries, and increased personal responsibility managers are also more autonomous, however they are also more likely to have higher engagement levels with their profession or job role rather than with the organisation itself.
Overall the results of the employee engagement survey were a mixture of expected and unexpected conclusions, with managers, older employees and employees being involved with the company for 3 years or more scoring highly and store assistants, younger workers and part-time staff scoring poorly. The retail sector struggles with low employee engagement and a high turnover of staff and work should be done to combat this consistent trend (Truss et al, 2014). From the results it was clear that Lidl have work to do to improve employee engagement across certain groups of employees and that management should try to better understand the problem of low employee engagement within their stores to be better placed to try and improve the issue (Harter, 2013). Truss et al (2014) suggests that a good starting point to combating this is to return to the basics, to communicate more effectively with staff who are reporting to you, to ensure they are effectively recognised for their work, and to help employees better understand their importance to the organisation and where they fit in. Purcell & Hall (2012) do concede however that to make improvements to employee engagement scores in the retail sector would involve changing the nature of the work itself, and that the lower employee engagement scores of part-time workers are inevitable due to the decreased exposure to the organisation and reduced opportunities available to part-time staff.
Recommendations for Future Research
This research identified several important findings; however, it also highlighted several limitations. Firstly, the questionnaire was limited by its scale, with a larger number of participants across a greater network of stores would have allowed for more purposeful and meaningful results that could also consider regional differences. Therefore, an avenue for future research could be to investigate employee engagement scores across all of Lidl stores in Wales, or even the UK. A second limitation was that the research only investigated employee engagement scores in one retailer, so comparisons could not be made to better determine whether the increased salary, or greater autonomy of the work within Lidl improved scores compared to a separate retailer, giving a better picture of improvements, if any, within the retail sector. Thirdly a limitation of the research was that it only looked a quantitative data, and didn’t probe the participants for details that could shed a light on why they scored highly or poorly on the survey, for example a qualitative design could have provided more insight on why managers scored higher than store assistants, perhaps because of the greater salary or perhaps because they felt more pressure to respond positively in fear of their job security or promotion prospects for example (Purcell & Hall, 2012).
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Appendices

Survey Questions 
(Please circle the appropriate response)

1 – Are you:
 Male 		 Female?

2 – What is your age range: 
18-30 		 31+?

3 – Do you work:
 Full time 	 	Part time?

4 – How long have you been employed at Lidl?
 Under 1 year	 	1-2 years 	 2 years +

5 – What is your position within Lidl? 
Store Assistant 		Duty Manager 		Assistant Manager	 Store Manager

6 – Are you content with your salary?
Very much so	-	Yes	-	Neither yes or no	-	No	-	Not at all	

7 - I know what my duties and responsibilities are at work
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

8- I enjoy the level of responsibility this job provides me 
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

9 – When I’m here, I feel like that I can achieve what I do best every day
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

10 – In the previous week, my manager has praised my work
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never


11 – When at work I feel that my manager or a fellow employee cares personally for me
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

12 – My opinions at work are appreciated
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

13 – The core mission and goals of my company are motivating to me
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

14 – When in work I get the impression my fellow employees/managers high have working standards
Always     -     Most of the time     -     Neither yes or no     -     Sometimes     -     Never

15 – My personal progress has been discussed with me in the past year
Frequently     -     A few times     -     Neither yes or no     -     Rarely     -     Never

16 – At work in the past few months to a year I have had personal development opportunities
Frequently     -     A few times     -     Neither yes or no     -     Rarely    -     Never



(Questions and how they link into 5 categories;
6 – Benefits/Needs
7 and 8 – Autonomy
9, 10 and 11 – Communication
12, 13 and 14 – Teamwork
15 and 16 –  Personal Development) 
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