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ABSTRACT 

 

This istudy isought ito ievaluate ithe iimpact iof ijob isatisfaction ion iwork iperformance iof 

iemployees iof ithe iPostal iCorporation iof Kenya. iOf ifocus iin ithis istudy iwas ito iassess ihow 

iemployee iwelfare, iremuneration, ireward imechanism, icommunication, iand imanagement 

istructure iaffect ithe iperformance iof iemployees. iThe iobjectives iwere ito idetermine ithe 

irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith iorganizational istructural icommunication iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya, ithe irelationship ibetween 

icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance iof ithe iemployees, iand ithe irelationship 

ibetween ithe ireward isystem iin iplace iand iemployee iperformance. iThe ihypotheses ito ibe 

applied iwere ithat ithere iwas ia isignificant ipositive irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith 

iorganizational istructural icommunication iand iwork iperformance; ithat ithere iexisted ia 

isignificant irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance, iand ithat 

ithere iwas ino isignificant ipositive irelationship ibetween ithe ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance. iThe istudy iadopted idescriptive iresearch isurvey, iwhere ia isample iof i640 

iemployees iwas itaken ito irepresent i20% iof ithe ientire ipopulation iof i3200. iData icollection iwas 

idone ithrough isemi-structured iquestionnaires. iStatistical iProgram ifor iSocial iSciences 

i(SPSS) iwas iused iin ithe ianalysis iof ivariables iin idescriptive istatistics. iData iwas ipresented 

iusing idescriptive istatistics iand ithe ifindings ipresented iin ifigures iand itables. iThe itheoretical 

iframeworks ithat iguided ithis istudy iwere iLocke‟s ivalue itheory iand ithe iHerzberg‟s itwo ifactor 

itheory. iResults ishowed ithat ithere iwas iindeed ia isignificant irelationship ibetween ijob 

isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance. iOn ithe ibasis iof ithe ifindings, iit iwas irecommended ithat 

ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya ishould iadopt imore ieffective icommunication istrategies ito 

iencourage icoordination ibetween ithe iemployees iand isupervisors. iFurther, ithe ifindings 

ishowed ithat iorganizational icommunication iis ia isignificant ifactor iin iemployee iwork 

iperformance ihaving iestablished ipositive isignificant icorrelations. iThe ifindings iadd ito ithe 

ibody iof iknowledge ion ipolicy iformulation iwhich iwill iin iturn ibe iused ito iimprove 

iperformance iof ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iand iother irelated icorporations. iA isimilar 

istudy ishould ibe ireplicated iin iother iorganizations iacross ithe iCountry ito iestablish iwhether ijob 

isatisfaction ihas ian iinfluence ion ijob iperformance iin iother isectors iand iregions iwith idifferent 

isociodemographic icharacteristics. i i 
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CHAPTER iONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 iBackground iInformation 

Workplaces ihave ibecome iincreasingly icomplex iover irecent idecades, iowing ito ithe 

idynamism ibrought iabout iby iinnovations iand ichanges iin itechnology ithat ihave imade iwork 

ienvironments imore isophisticated. iAmidst ithese ichanges, iorganizations ihave ihad ito ipush 

ihuman iresource ito ifocus ion iefficient idelivery iof iservices iin iorder ito imaximize iprofits iwhile 

iaiming iat iincreased iproductivity. iHuman iresource ihas ithus icome ito ioccupy ian iimportant 

iposition iin icorporate iorganization, iand istaff isatisfaction iand iits irelationship ito iperformance 

ihas ibecome iparamount. iIt ihas ibecome iimportant ito idescribe ithe irelationship ibetween ijob 

isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance, ithe itwo ibecoming imajor icritical ifactors ito ibe iconsidered 

iin imanagerial idecision-making iprocesses iin iorder ito ilead iorganizations itowards itheir igoals 

i(Tabassum, iKhan, iSherani iand iImran,2016). i iJob isatisfaction ias ibecome isignificant iin ithe 

ioverall iperformance iof ifirms. 

 

Many iresearches ihave iattested ito ithat iboth ijob isatisfaction iand iperformance iare iclosely 

irelated iwith ieach iother iand ihave igreater ipositive ieffect ion ithe iorganizational ioverall 

iproductivity iand iperformance i(Arham iet ial, i2011; iSkibba, i2002; iBujang, i2011; iEdwards iet 

ial, i2008; iDu iand iZhao, i2010; iand iBaloch iet ial, i2011). iAccording ito iArham iet ial i(2011) iand 

iSkibba i(2002), ifor iinstance, ipriority ishould ibe igiven ito iemployee isatisfaction, ias iemployees 

iwho ifeel isatisfied iin idoing itheir ijobs iwill ibe iat itheir ioptimum iboth iphysically iand imentally. i 

iThe ihigher ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction iof iemployees, ithe ihigher iwill ibe itheir iproductivity. iThis 

iwas iaffirmed iand iproclaimed iby iKhan iet ial i(2016): i“It iis ialways iof ihigh ipriority ifor ievery 

iorganization ito iincrease iproductivity iand iefficiency iwith ithe ihelp iof ihigh-level 

iperformance, iand ia isatisfied iworkforce iis ithe ionly isource ithrough iwhich ihigh ilevel iof 

iperformance ican ibe iachieved iby ian iorganization.” iIf iemployees iare idissatisfied ithey iwill 

iquit ior ibe iabsent ifrom itheir ijob ias icompared ito isatisfied iemployees i(e.g iHackett i& iGuion, 

i1985; iHulin, iRoznowsk, i& iHachiya, i1985; iKohler i& iMathieu, i1993). iHappy iemployees 

igave imore iproductivity, iabsenteeism iand iturnover irate idecreased, iand ithere iwas ia 

ipromotion iof iworking irelationships iin iwhich ithey iperform iwell i(Khan iet ial, i2016). i 
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According ito iBakotic i(2016), iwhile isome iresearchers ifound ia ipositive icorrelation ibetween 

isatisfaction iand iorganizational iperformance i( iChan,Gee,& iSteiner, i2000; iEllinger, iYang,& 

iHowton,2002; iHuselid,1995; iKoys, i2001; iLatif iet ial.,2015; iMafini i& iPooe,2013), iothers 

ifound ino istatistically isignificant icorrelation ibetween ithese itwo ivariables i(Daily i& 

iNear,2000; iMohr i& iPuck,2007). iThis iinformed ithe idrive ito iestablish ithis irelationship iin ithe 

icurrent istudy. 

 

Companies icontinuously iimprove itheir iworking iconditions ito iattract iskilled ipersonnel iwho 

iare imotivated ienough ito imaximize iprofits iand irevenues, iwhich iin iturn idetermine ihow ilong ia 

ifirm icould ilast. iIf ia icompany iis icontinuously imaking ilosses, imeasures ihave ito ibe itaken ito 

imitigate ithe iproblem. iSome iof ithese imeasures ihave itraditionally iincluded icutting idown ion 

ithe icosts iof ioperation iand iother iexpenses. iCompanies iworldwide ihave itried ito iachieve ithis 

ithrough idownsizing, ichanging istrategies ito iaccommodate iless iexpenses, ietc. iIn iKenya, istate 

icorporations ihave ibeen iknown ito iresort ito iretrenchments. iIn isuch iinstances ithe icorporations 

ihave isought ito iretain ionly ithe imost iskilled iand iessential imembers iof ithe iworkforce, 

ifactoring iin iissues isuch ias iwork iperformance ito idetermine iwho iis iretained. 

The iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya, ia istate iEnterprise ioperating iunder ithe iPCK iAct, i1998, iwas 

iformed iin i1999 iwhen ithe iKenya iPosts iand iTelecommunications iCorporation iwas idissolved 

iin iorder ito iseparate itelecommunications ifrom ipostal iservices. iIts imission iis, i“to ideliver 

iinnovative ifinancial i(payment iservice), ioffer idistribution iand icommunication isolutions ito iits 

icustomers iand icreate ivalue ifor ithe istakeholders”. iIt iis iwholly igovernment-owned iand ia 

imember iof ithe iUniversal iPostal iUnion. iThe icorporation i(Kenya iPost) ioperates iin ithree 

idistinct iareas: iMail iServices i(mails iare idelivered iwithin ia icity iin i24hours), iCourier iServices 

i(packages ican ibe idelivered iwithin ihours iin iurban icenters, iworldwide iand ithe imore 

itraditional imoney iorders), iand iFinancial iServices i(limited ito ielectronic ifunds itransfers). iThe 

iCorporation iis icurrently ire-engineering iits ikey ibusiness iprocesses ithrough iinnovation iand 

iadoption iof iInformation iCommunications iTechnology iin iorder ito imeet ithe iever-changing 

icustomer idemands iin ia idynamic imarket iplace. 

 

The iCorporation iis ialso ia ikey ipublic icommunication iand ifinancial iservices iprovider icharged 

iwith ispecific istatutory ifunctions ithat iare igeared itowards irapid isocial iand ieconomic 
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idevelopment iin iKenya. iTo idischarge iits ifunctions ieffectively, ithe iCorporation ihad iput iin 

iplace ia istrategic ibusiness iplan ito iensure iefficient idelivery iof iservices, iimprovement iof iits 

icorporate iimage iand iincreased iproductivity. iIn ithis iregard, ithere iwere ideliberate iefforts ito 

iensure ithat ithe iright istaff, iwith ithe iright iskills, icompetencies iand iattitude, iwere iselected ito 

ifill iarising ivacancies iby igiving iopportunity ito iall istaff imembers, imaking ipositions 

icompetitive. iThis iresearcher isought ito iestablish iemployees‟ isatisfaction iwith ithe imode iof 

ipromotion iand ipersonnel iselection iprocedures, iorganizational icommunication, ireward 

isystems iin iplace, ijob isecurity iand italent idevelopment iin ithe iimplementation iof ithe ilaid 

idown istrategies, iand ihow ithe isame irelated ito iemployee iperformance iwithin iPostal 

iCorporation iof iKenya iin iNairobi iCity. i 

 

1.2 iStatement iof ithe iProblem 

Posta iKenya iis ione iof ithe imany istate icorporations iin iKenya ithat ihave ihad ito icarry iout 

istructural iadjustment iin irecent iyears. iSuch iprograms ihave iled ito ijob ilosses iand 

idissatisfaction iamong iemployees iwho ifear ifor itheir ijob isecurity. iFor iPosta iKenya, iemployee 

iturnover iincreased iafter ithe iretrenchments, ilosing imuch iof iits iskilled iworkforce ito iprivate 

ifirms, iboth ilocally iand ioverseas. i 

 

A ireport iby ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iTask iForce iin iJune i2017 ifound iout ithat ithe 

icorporation iwas ispending iKsh i1.7 ibillion ion iits iemployees‟ iannual iwages. iThis iwas i65% iof 

iits itotal irevenue, imeaning ithat iit iwas ispending imore ion ilabour ithan ion idevelopment iand 

igrowth. iThis iwas inot isustainable. iThe iTask iForce iwas iof ithe iopinion ithat ithe icorporation 

ihad ibeen ia ivictim iof idisruptive itechnologies, iand ithe ionly iway iout iwas ito iswitch ito imore 

idigital-friendly iservices. iTo icut ion iits ispending iand ireduce ilosses, iPosta iKenya iplanned ito 

ilay ioff ia isignificant inumber iof iemployees. iMost iof ithe iemployees iwere iwilling ito ileave, ibut 

ithat idid inot iimprove imatters iand ithe ilosses icontinued ito igrow. iFor ithe ifinancial iyear 

i2015/2016, iPosta iKenya imade ia iKsh i1.5 ibillion iloss i(Mumo, i2017). iThe iemployees iwere 

inot idelivering ias ithey iought ito. iThe iTask iForce iopined ithat ijob isatisfaction iwas iwidespread 

isince ithe iearlier iretrenchments. iJob isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance iwork iin itandem inot 

ionly iin imanufacturing iorganizations; iit iwas iimportant iin ithe iservice iindustry/organizations 

ias iwell i(Khan iet ial, i2016). iThis istudy isought ito iinvestigate ithis irelationship i(between ijob 
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isatisfaction iand iemployee iperformance) iin ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya ithat ihas iits 

ioffices iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

 

1.3 iPurpose iof ithe iStudy 

The ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iinvestigate ithe irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 

iwork iperformance iof iemployees iin iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

 

1.4 iObjectives iof ithe iStudy 

The iobjectives iof ithis istudy iwere: 

1. To idetermine ithe irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith iorganizational istructural 

icommunication iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees iat iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya 

iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

2. To iexamine ithe irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance 

iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

3. To iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween ithe ireward isystem iand iemployee iperformance 

iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi icity. 

 

1.5 iResearch iquestions 

1. What iis ithe irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ithe iorganizational istructural 

icommunication iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees iat iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya 

iwithin iNairobi iCity? 

2. What iis ithe irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance iof 

iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity? 

3.  iWhat iis ithe irelationship ibetween ithe ireward isystem iand iemployee iperformance iat 

ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi icity? 
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1.6 iHypotheses iof ithe iStudy 

The ifollowing ihypotheses iwere itested iat i0.05% isignificance ilevel: 

H01: iThere iis ia isignificant ipositive irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ithe iorganizational 

istructural icommunication iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal 

iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

H02: iThere iis ia isignificant irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

H03: iThere iis ino isignificant ipositive irelationship ibetween ithe ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

 

1.7 iJustification iof ithe iStudy 

Mohammed iInuwa i(2016) iheld ithat iemployees‟ iperformance iwas iinstrumental ito 

iorganizational igrowth iand iproductivity. iThis, iin iturn, iwas itied ito ithe isatisfaction ithey ifelt 

iwith ithe iorganizational isetup. iIf ian iorganization iis inot idoing iwell, ithe imajor iculprit icould ibe 

idissatisfaction iwith iaspects iof ithe iwork ienvironment ithat iled ito ireduced iperformance. iThis 

iwas ithe isituation ithat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwas ifacing. iTo ienable iit idischarge iits 

ifunctions, iit imade iattempts ito iput iin iplace ia istrategic ibusiness iplan ito iensure iefficient 

idelivery iof iservices iand iimprovement iof iits icorporate iimage. iEmphasis iwas iput ion iensuring 

ithat ithe iright istaff, iwith ithe iright iskills, icompetencies iand iattitudes, itook iup iany ivacancies 

ithat iarose. iIn ithe inew iapproach, iemployees iwere iregarded ias ithe imajor ibusiness iresource 

ithat ifacilitated ithe idaily iactivities iand ioperations iof ithe iorganization i(Mudah, iRafiki, i& 

iHarahap, i2014), iyet ias iasserted iby iMowday, iPorter iand isteers i(2013), i“most iemployees iof 

itoday ihave ia ihigh idegree iof ijob idissatisfaction, iwhich icreates iattitudes ithat iare iundesirable 

ion ithe ijob iand iin iturn idegenerate itheir iperformance iability iand itheir iworking iplace ias iwell.” 

iSince iorganizational ieffectiveness iand iefficiency idepend ion ihow ieffective iand iefficient ithe 

iemployees iin ithe iorganization iare i(Oluwafemi, i2010), iit iwas iincumbent iupon ithe iPosta 

iKenya imanagement ito icomprehend ihow iemployee isatisfaction irelated ito idaily 

iresponsibilities iso ias ito iimpact ion itheir iproductivity iand iperformance i(Inuwa, i2016). iThis 

istudy isought ito icontribute ito ithis icomprehension iby istudying ithe irelationship ibetween ijob 

isatisfaction iand iemployee iperformance iat ithe iPosta iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 
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1.8 iSignificance iof ithe iStudy 

Existing iliterature iappears ito isuggest ithat isatisfied iworker iis ithe imost iproductive iworker 

i(Skibba, i2002; iArham iet ial, i2011; iKhan iet ial, i2016). iIf iemployees iare idissatisfied ithey iwill 

iquit itheir ijobs ior ithey iwill ibe iabsent ifrom itheir ijob ias icompared ito ithe isatisfied iemployees 

i(Hackett i& iGuion, i1985; iHulin, iRoznowk, i& iHachiya, i1985; iKohler i& iMathieu, i1993). 

iThere iexists isufficient iknowledge ion ijob isatisfaction iand ihow iit irelates ito ithe iperformance 

iof iemployees. iHowever, iwhen iit icomes ito iKenyan istate icorporations, ithe iextent ito iwhich 

ijob isatisfaction irelates iwith iwork iperformance ihas inot ibeen isufficiently iexplored. iResults 

ifrom ione icorporation icould ibe isimilar ito ithose iof ianother. iHowever, ilocalized iand iprecise 

iinformation ion isuch icorporations iis iessential iin iunderstanding ithe ipolicies ithat ineed ito ibe 

iformulated ito iimprove iperformance. iTherefore, ithis istudy iwill iseek ito iexamine ithe 

irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees iin ithe iPostal 

iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity, iNairobi iCounty. 

 

Stakeholders iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya icould iuse ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy ito 

iimprove ithe iworking iconditions iwithin iPosta iKenya iand ithus iimprove itheir iwork 

iperformance. iGovernment ipolicy imakers, itoo, icould ialso ibenefit ifrom ithe ifindings iof ithis 

istudy ias ithey iformulate ibetter ipolicies iaimed iat iimproving iservice idelivery iand iincreasing 

iefficiency iat istate icorporations. iFurthermore, ithe iresults iof ithis istudy iwould iadd ito ithe ibody 

iof iexisting iknowledge ion ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees, iwhich icould 

iprompt ifurther iresearch iinto ithe iarea. 

 

1.9 iScope iof ithe iStudy 

The istudy iwas iconducted iat iPosta iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity, iin iNairobi iCounty iand 

iinvolved iits iemployees ias ithe iresearchers isought ito iestablish ithe iextent iof ithe irelationship 

ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance. iThe ifactors istudied iwere isatisfaction iwith 

iorganizational istructural icommunication, icareer ipath iand imobility, iand ireward isystem. 

iWork iperformance iincluded iproductivity, iturnover, iloyalty, icustomer isatisfaction, 

iabsenteeism, iability ito ihandle ipressure, iand iprofits. iThese iwere idiscussed ialong ifour imajor 

iintervening ivariables, inamely iage, igender, ieducation ilevel iand iwork iexperience, ito ihelp 
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iestablish irelationships ibetween ithe imajor ivariables iof ithe istudy, ithat iis, ijob isatisfaction iand 

iperformance. 

 

1.10 iAssumption iof ithe iStudy 

The iassumptions iof ithe istudy iwere ithat ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iwere irelated, 

iand ithat ithe isatisfied iworker iperformed ibetter iat iwork ithan ithe ione ithat iwas inot, iand ithat ithe 

iresults icould ibe igeneralized ito iother isectors iother ithan ithe iservice isector iwhere ithe iPostal 

iCorporation iof iKenya ilay. 

 

1.11 iOperational iDefinition iof iTerms 

Communication iSatisfaction i iThe idegree iof isatisfaction iperception iin ithe iinformation iand 

ibusiness irelationship iin ithe icommunication ienvironment 

i(Redding i1972:429). iInvolves iemotional iappraisal iof ian 

iemployee‟s iintra-organizational icommunication ipractices, 

iand iis imultidimensional i(Carriere iet ial., i2007:61) ihence, 

ian ioutcome iof icommunication iinteractions iwith iothers 

i(Anderson, iMartin i& iRiddle, i2001). 

Job iPerformance i i i i i The itotality iof iall ithose iexpected ibehaviors ithat iindividuals 

ibring ito itheir iworking ienvironment iand igive ivalues ito ithe 

iorganization i(Motowidho, i2003). i 

Job iSatisfaction i i i i The ipositive iemotions ian iemployee iin ithe iorganization ihas 

iabout ithe ijob ihe/she iperforms iand ithe iexperience ithey igain 

ifrom itheir ijob i(Luthans i2007, ip.141). 
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CHAPTER iTWO 

LITERATURE iREVIEW 

 

2.1 iIntroduction 

This ichapter iconceptualized ithe istudy iwithin ithe icontext iof iexisting iknowledge. iThe 

ifollowing iaspects iwere icovered: ifactors iaffecting ijob isatisfaction, iindicators iof iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees, itheories ion ijob isatisfaction, iand iconceptual iframework. 

 

2.1.1 iJob iSatisfaction 

Job isatisfaction ican ibe idefined ias ithe ireactions iof ian iemployee itowards ia ijob ibased ion ia 

ivariety iof ifactors i(Wong iand iLaschinger, i2012). iThis imay ibe iexpounded ifurther ito imean 

ithat ian iemployee‟s iattitudes iand ifeelings itowards iwork iare iwhat iis igenerally iconsidered ias 

ijob isatisfaction. iThese iattitudes iand ifeelings imay iaffect ithe iquality iof iwork iof ian iemployee. 

iWork iperformance iis ithe itotal iexpected ivalue iof ian iemployee‟s idiscrete iinstances iof 

ibehavior iover ia iset iperiod iof itime i(Motowidlo, i2003). iIt isummarizes ithe iwork iexpected iof 

ian iemployee iand ihow iwell ithat iwork iwas idone. iIt iinfluences iturnover, iproductivity, iprofits, 

iloyalty, icustomer isatisfaction, iability ito ihandle ipressure, iand iabsenteeism. iWorkers iwho iare 

ihappy iabout itheir ijobs iare iless ilikely ito iresign ior iseek ibetter iterms iin iother ifirms. iThey iare 

imore iindustrious, iself-driven, iand iless ilikely ito iabscond ior ipostpone ijob-related iactivities. 

iFirms iwith ihappy iemployees irealize iprofits iand igrowth iin ithe ilong irun. iSatisfied iemployees 

iare imotivated iand iwhen imotivated ithey iwill iwork ihard iand iwill ibe icommitted ito ithe 

iorganization iand iwill iachieve ithe igoals iof ithe iorganization ias iwell i(Khan iet ial, i2016). 

Job icharacteristics iinfluence ithe iwell-being iof iworkers. iDemands iof iwork, iextrinsic iand 

iintrinsic iefforts, iand inegative icoping ihave ibeen ishown ito icontribute ito idepression iand ilower 

ijob isatisfaction. iOn ithe iother ihand, isocial isupport, ipositive icoping, iand irewards icontribute 

ito idecreasing idepression, iimproving iemployee imorale, iand ihigher ijob isatisfaction i(Mark i& 

iSmith, i2012). 

 

2.2 iFactors iAffecting iJob iSatisfaction 

The ifollowing iare ithe ifactors ithat iaffect ijob isatisfaction: 
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2.2.1 iOrganizational iStructure iand icommunication 

The itype iof iorganizational istructure iused iin ia ifirm idetermines ihow idecisions iare imade iand 

ithe imode iof icommunication iof isuch idecisions ito ithe irest iof ithe ifirm‟s iworkforce. iThere iare 

imany itypes iof istructures iused iin iorganizations isuch ias: isimple istructure, imachine 

ibureaucracy, iprofessional ibureaucracy, idivisionalized iform, iand iadhocracy. 

 

The ifollowing istructures iare iexpounded ifollowing iMintzberg‟s iframework i(Lunenburg, 

i2012): 

(i) Simple istructure 

This iform iof iorganizational istructure iuses idirect isupervision iand ihas iits icore ipart iat ithe 

istrategic iapex. iCentralization iis ihorizontal iand ivertical. iSuch iorganizations iconsist iof itop 

imanagers iand ia ifew iworkers iin ioperations. iWorkers iperform ia ivariety iof itasks iand ithe 

isupport istaff iis ivery ismall. iThe itechnostructure iis ialso ilacking. 

(ii) Machine ibureaucracy 

The icore ipart iof ithis iorganizational istructure iis ithe itechnostructure. iStandard iwork iprocesses 

iare ithe ibasis iof icoordination. iThis iorganizational istructure iuses ilimited ihorizontal 

idecentralization. iMachine ibureaucracy iresembles imechanistic iorganizational istructure. 

iWork ispecialization iis ihigh iand ithere iare imany ilevels ialong ithe ichain iof icommand. 

iDecision-making iis ihighly icentralized iwith ia ilot iof isupport istaff. 

(iii) iProfessional ibureaucracy 

Operating icore iforms ithe icore ipart iof ithe iorganization, iwith ihorizontal iand ivertical 

idecentralization. iStandard iskills iform ithe imain ioperating imechanism iwith iautonomy igiven 

ito iprofessionals. iThis itype iof iorganizational istructure ihas ia ilarge isupport istaff, ibut ismall itop 

imanagement, imiddle imanagement, iand itechno istructure. 

(iv)  iDivisionalized iform 

The imiddle iline iforms ithe icore ipart iof ithis iorganizational istructure. iThe imain imechanism iof 

icoordination iis ithe istandardization iof ioutput. iAt ithe idivisional ilevel, idecentralization iof 

idecision imaking iis ikey. iVertical idecentralization iis ilimited. iLittle icoordination iis iobserved 

ibetween ithe ivarious idivisions iwith ieach idivision ibeing icentralized. iThe itechno istructure iis 

ivery ilikely ito ibe ifound iat ithe iheadquarters iproviding iservices ito ievery idivision. iHowever, 

ithe isupport istaff iis ifound iwithin ievery idivision. 
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(v) Adhocracy 

The icore ipart iof ithe iadhocracy iis ithe isupport istaff. iThe istructure iis ivery ilow iin 

idecentralization iwith ia ismall itechnostructure. iThe icomplex istructure iis isupported iby ia ivery 

ilarge isupport istaff. iSophisticated itechnology iis iused iin ithis istructure ibecause iof iits inon-

conventional itasks iin itechnology iand iinnovation. 

Job isatisfaction iwith irespect ito iorganizational istructure iwould idepend ion iother ifactors isuch 

ias ithe inature iof iwork iand iworkload, icommunication ichannels, iand iskills iset. i 

 

2.2.2 iCommunication iSatisfaction 

Communication isatisfaction iis itaken ias ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof ian iemployee iin ithe 

iquantitative iand iqualitative iaspects iof iinterpersonal iand iorganizational icommunication iin 

ithe iorganizational ienvironment i(Gulnar, i2009: i64). iWhen iemployees iare isatisfied iwith 

iintra-organizational icommunication, ian ieffective ibusiness irelationship ican ibe iestablished 

ibetween imanagers, isubordinates iand icolleagues i(Chan iand iLai, i2017: i215). iPositive iresults 

ihave ibeen iobtained iin iperformance, iproductivity, iprofitability iand icustomer-oriented iwork 

iin iorganizations iwhere iemployees iare isatisfied iwith icommunication i(Gokce i2013). iAlso, iit 

ihas ibeen ifound ithat ithe irates iof istress, iwork istoppage iand iabsence iare ireduced i( iEroghi iand 

iOzkan,2009: i52) iand ithat iineffective icommunication ican iharm ian iorganization iand ieven 

ilead ito iits ideath i( iChang, i2006:4). iIt ihas ialso ibeen iestablished ithat iemployees iwith ihigh 

icommunication isatisfaction ilevel itend ito irespond ipositively ito iorganizational idecisions iand 

imanagerial iactions i(Ehlers, i2003). 

 

The imost icomprehensive ianalysis ifor icommunication isatisfaction iin iorganizations iwas 

icarried iout iby iDowns iand iHazen i(1977). iPositive iresults ihave ibeen iobtained iin 

iperformance, iproductivity, iprofitability iand icustomer ioriented iwork iin iorganizations iwhere 

iemployees iare isatisfied iwith icommunication i(Gokce, i2013). iThe i“Communication 

iSatisfaction iScale” iwas ideveloped ito imeasure icommunication isatisfaction, ithis iis 

imultidimensional iand ithere iare ieight isub-dimensions iin ithe iscale. iThe icurrent istudy 

ihighlights ithe isub-dimensions ibut iwill iexamine ionly ifive. 

First iis ithe iCommunication iClimate. iThis idiscusses icommunication imotivation ilevel, 

iintegrating iemployees ifor iorganizational ipurposes, iand ievaluating iemployees‟ iattitudes 
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itowards ihealthy icommunication iattitudes. iSecond iis iSupervisor iCommunication, iwhich 

ientails iidentifying ithe idegree itaken iinto iaccount iby ithe isupervisors iof ithe iemployees, ithe 

iopen-mindedness iof isupervisors, iand itheir iability ito iprovide iguidance iin ibusiness-related 

iproblems. iThird iis iOrganizational iIntegration, iwhich iincludes iindividual icommunication 

isatisfaction ithat icomes ifrom ibeing iaware iof ithe iemployee‟s iworking ienvironment iand 

iinformation iabout ithe iorganization. i 

 

Then, imedia iquality iis irelated ito icommunication ichannels. iIt iprovides iinformation ion 

iwhether ithe imeetings iare iwell iorganized, iwritten iinformation iis iclear, iand ihow icorporate 

inotices iare idirected. iHorizontal iCommunication iis ifocused ion iinformal iand ifreely-oriented 

icommunication. iOrganizational iinformation iconsists iof icorporate ivalues ifinancial istatus, 

iinformation iabout ithe iorganizational ipolicies iand itargets. 

Individual ifeedback iis ibased ion ithe ineed ito ilearn iabout ithe iperformance iof iemployees. 

iFinally, isubordinate icommunication iincludes ithe ifield iof icommunication iup ior idown iwhich 

ithe imanager ihas iwith isubordinates. iThe itotal iobtained ifrom ithese isatisfactions iobtained 

ifrom iorganizational icommunication iin igeneral i(Downs iand iHazen, i1977: i66-68). 

 

2.2.3 iCareer ipath iand imobility 

People iwith idecision imaking iprocesses ithat iare iself-regulated itend ito ichoose icareer ipaths 

ithat iare ibest isuited iwith itheir iinterests iand iskillset. iSuch ipeople iare ia iperfect ifit iwith ithe 

ichoice iof icareer ialong itheir iprofessional igrowth. iSelf-regulated idecision imakers iare imore 

isatisfied ithan ithose iwho ichoose icareers ithat idon‟t iagree iwith itheir iinterests iand iskillset 

i(Eun, iSohn i& iLee, i2013). 

 

Employee imobility ihas ia ihigh iimpact ion ithe ioutcomes iof ithe iorganization. iHighly iskilled 

ipeople iwith ia idefinitive icareer ipath iare ihighly isought iafter iby icompanies. iHowever, ithe 

imovement iof iemployees iwithin ian iorganization iand ibetween iorganizations iis ihighly 

icontrolled iby idynamics iwithin ithe ilabor imarket. iWhere ithere iis ihigh idemand ibut ilow 

isupply, icompanies iwould itend ito irestrict imovement iof iemployees ibetween iorganizations 

ibut ifacilitate ivertical imovement iwithin ithe iorganization. iWhere ithere iis ilow idemand ibut 

ilarge isupply, icompanies iwould irestrict imovement iwithin ithe iorganization ibut iencourage 

imovement ibetween iorganizations i(Mawdsley i& iSomaya, i2015). 
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However, ijob isatisfaction iof iemployees iin ian iorganization iwould idepend ion ithe iability ito 

iprogress iand igrow ialong ithe ichain iof icommand. iOrganizations iwith iminimal ichances iof 

ipromotions iwould imost ilikely ihave idissatisfied iemployees. iHere, iCareer ipath i& imobility 

iinvolves ipersonnel iselection iprocedure iand italent idevelopment, icareer idevelopment iand 

ipromotion. 

 

1)  iPersonnel iSelection iProcedure 

This irefers ito ithe imethodical iprocess iof ihiring, irecruiting, ior ipromoting iindividuals. iIt 

ientails ithe isystematic idecision imaking iabout iwhich iindividuals ito iemploy ito ifill iopen 

ipositions iwithin ian iorganization, iwith imain igoal ito iidentify iand iemploy ithose iindividuals 

iwho ihave ithe inecessary iknowledge, iskills iand iabilities i(KSAs) ito isuccessfully icomplete ithe 

iwork iof ithe iorganization. iNotably, ithe ivolume iand iquality iof ithis iwork idirectly iaffects 

iorganizational isuccess. iIndividual iapplicants imay ibe inew ientrants iidentified ithrough ian 

iexternal irecruitment iprocess ior iinternal iapplicants i(current iemployees) imoving ito inew 

ipositions. iInternal iapplicants imay ibe iinterested iin ia ichanging itheir icareer ithrough ia 

ipromotion ior imay iwant ito ichange icareer ipaths. 

 

2) Career iDevelopment 

As icited iby iArnold iand iCohen i(2008); iArthur iet ial; i2015 iDries iet ial; i2008. iA icareer 

iconstitutes ithe iunfolding isequence iof ia iperson‟s iwork iexperiences iovertime i(Arthur iet ial, 

i1989 iand iArthur iand iRousseau, i1996). iThis iis ilooked iat iobjectively iand isubjectively. 

iObjectively, icareer idevelopment ientails ipredictable istages iand ian iordered isequence iof 

idevelopment i(Dries iet ial; i2008). iWhile isubjectively, iit iis idefined ias ithe ipersonal 

iinterpretations iand ivalues ithat iidentity ibestows ion ia iperson i(Dries iet ial; i2008). iOf irelevance 

ito icareer idevelopment iare isuch idimensions ias ijob isatisfaction, icontentment iwith icareer 

iopportunities iand ifeeling iself-confident iat iwork i(Mulhall, i2014). iNotably, ithe icontemporary 

iconceptualization iof icareer idefinition ireflects ian ialtered ienvironment, iwith iincreased 

iglobalization irapid itechnological iadvancement, igrowing iworkforce idiversity iand i 
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the iexpanding iuse iof ioutsourcing iand ipart-time iand itemporary iemployees i(Arthur iet ial; 

i1999; iSullivan iand iBaruch, i2009). iThe ichanges ihave itransformed ithe itraditional 

iorganizational istructures, iemployer-employee irelationships iand ithe iwork icontext, icreating 

idivergence iin iindividuals ienact itheir icareers i(Briscoe iand iHall, i2016; iForsyth, i2002; iHerr, 

i2008; iHumphreys, i2013; iMulhall, i2011; iSullivan iand iBaruch,2009). iThe iend iof ithe 

itraditional ibureaucratic icareer, iwhich ientails iemployees iprogressing iin ian iupward 

ihierarchical imanner iwithin ia ismall inumber iof iorganizational istructures, ihas ibeen iregularly 

inoted i(e.g iArthur iet ial., i1999; iHall, i2002; iSullivan iand iArthur, i2006). iThis iperspective ihas 

ibeen ireplaced iby imore iembracing inotions iof icareer, ibased ion ithe iaccumulation iof iskills iand 

iknowledge iand iintegration iof ione‟s iprofessional iand ipersonal ilife iwith iemployees iholding 

idiverse irole iin ian iarray iof isettings i(Mulhall, i2014). iAll ithis iconsists icareer idevelopment. i 

 

2.2.4 iTalent idevelopment i 

This imainly ientails iidentifying ithe iperson ito ibe ideveloped, ithe italent ior iability ito idevelop, 

ithe icompetencies ito idevelop, ithe idrivers iof idevelopment, ithe ipace ifor idevelopment, iand ithe 

iarchitecture iput iin iplace ito isupport ithe idevelopment. iCompanies ithat iinvest iin italent 

idevelopment ischemes irealize ihigher iemployee icommitment iand iloyalty, ias iwell ias ijob 

isatisfaction iand ibetter iwork iperformance i(Garavan, iCarbery i& iRock, i2012). iOn ithe iother 

ihand, icompanies iwith inon-existent italent idevelopment ischemes ihave ia iworkforce iwith 

iuntapped ipotential. 

 

2.2.5 iReward isystems iand iremuneration 

Reward isystems iare imainly iemployed iby icompanies ito iencourage iknowledge isharing iand 

iattainment iof icompany igoals. iBoth iintrinsic iand iextrinsic irewards ihave ia irole ito iplay iin 

iknowledge isharing ibetween iemployees. iStudies ishow ithat iemployees iare isatisfied iwith 

icompanies iwhere ithe iauthorities irecognize igood iwork idone iby iemployees. iFinancial ireward 

imotivates iemployees iand iencourages icompetitiveness ibetween iworkers i(Mustapha, i2013). 

iHowever, iemployees iprefer irecognition iover imonetary ireward i(Šajeva, i2014). i 

Companies iwith ia igood iremuneration ischeme iinvolving iraises, iallowances, iand igood 

isalaries ihave iemployees iwho iare imore imotivated ithan ithose ifrom icompanies iwith ipoor 

icompensation ischemes. i 
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2.2.6 iJob isecurity 

Job isecurity iaffects ithe isatisfaction iof iemployees iin iany iorganization. iIf ia ifirm ihas ia ihistory 

iof ilaying ioff ipeople iregularly ior isporadically, iemployees ihave ino iway iof iknowing iwhether 

ithey iwould ibe inext ion ithe iline. iAnyone iis ia ipotential ivictim iof iretrenchment ior idownsizing 

iinitiatives. iThis iderails ithe imorale iof ithe iemployees iand iresults iin ipoor iwork iperformance. 

iOn ithe iother ihand, iif ia icompany iexhibits istability iin iits ihiring ipractices iand iretains imost iof 

iits iworkers, iemployees ibecome imotivated iand icommitted ito ithe icompany. iThis iresults iin 

ihigher ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance i(Yousef, i1998). 

 

2.3. iJob iPerformance iand iIndicators iof iWork iPerformance iof iEmployees 

The isuccess iof ievery iorganization iis ibased ion ithe iperformance iof iemployees ijobs 

i(Pushpakumari, i2008). iAccording ito iSonnentag iand iFrese i(2002), ithe ihigher ithe 

iperformance iof iemployees, ithe ihigher ithe ichance ifor igetting ithe imaximum iproductivity. 

iMost ifirms ievaluate ithe iperformance iof itheir iemployees ion ia iquarterly ior iannual ibasis. 

iHere, iindicators iare idiscussed ias ifollows: 

 

2.3.1 iProductivity 

This idescribes ithe iefficiency iwith iwhich iwork iis iproduced ior idone. iIt ialso idescribes ithe 

iquality iof iwork idone iby ithe iemployees iof ian iorganization. iWorkers iwho iare isatisfied iwith 

itheir ijobs iand iare iself-motivated iwork ibetter iand ifaster. iHappiness iof iemployees iaffect itheir 

iproductivity. iEmployees iwho iare isad iand idepressed iare iless iproductive ithan ithose iwho iare 

ihappy iand ilively i(Oswald, iProto i& iSgroi, i2015). i i 

 

2.3.2 iTurnover 

Turnover iin ian iorganization icauses idisruption iin iits ioperations. iOrganizations ilose itheir 

iessential ipersonnel ithrough ijob ioffers iby iother ifirms, idissatisfaction iby iemployees, 

iunfavorable iworking iconditions, ietc. iThe irelationship ibetween iorganizational iperformance 

iand iemployee iturnover ihas ibeen iobserved ito ibe inegative i(Hancock iet ial., i2011). iTurnover 

iderails ithe ioverall iperformance iof ithe ifirm, iand iin isome icases, icauses iwork iperformance iof 

iemployees ito ibe ipoor iwhen iextra iworkload iis iheaped ion icurrent iemployees ito icater ifor 

iturnovers. iOrganizations itherefore itry ito iretain itheir iskilled iworkforce ithrough iensuring 

ifavorable iworking iconditions iin ithe iworkplace. i 
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2.3.3 iLoyalty 

Human iResource iManagement ipractices iaffect ijob isatisfaction iand iemployee iloyalty. iThe 

ifactors ithat ineed ito ibe iwell-managed iby ithe iorganization iare ikinship, ipromotional 

iopportunities, inon-work ivalues, iconstituent iattachments, iexpected iutility iof ialternative 

iinternal iwork iroles, itraining iopportunities, ipeer igroup irelationships, ipromotions iand 

ipayments. iIf ithese iissues iare imanaged iwell, ijob isatisfaction iincreases iamong iemployees iand 

ithis ileads ito icommitment. iThe iemployees ibecome iloyal ito ithe ifirm iand ibecome iwell-

motivated ileading ito ibetter iwork iperformance i(Harun, iShahid iand iOthman, i2017). 

 

2.3.4 iAbility ito iHandle iPressure 

Handling ipressure iis imore iof ia ipersonal iissue ithan ian iorganization iissue, ithough ithe iformer 

iaffects ithe ilatter. iCore iSelf-evaluations i(CSEs) ireveal ithe iattitudes iand ifeelings iof 

iemployees itowards ithemselves. iEmployees iwho iare iable ito ihandle iwork ipressures iperform 

iwell iand iare imore iproductive ithan ithose iwho icannot ihandle iwork ipressures. iWork ipressures 

iare imostly irelated iwith iworkload iand imanagement ipractices. iHowever, ithe irelationship 

ibetween iwork ipressure iand iwork iperformance iis icurvilinear i(Hofmans iet ial., i2015). 

 

2.3.5 iWorkload 

Job icharacteristics ihave ibeen iobserved ito iinfluence ijob isatisfaction. iIf ithe ijob iis 

icharacterized iby ihuge iworkloads ithat ibarely igive iemployees itime ifor irest, ijob isatisfaction iis 

imostly ipoor. iToo imuch iwork istresses iemployees iand itheir imorale igoes idown. iEmployee 

iwork ioutput iis imainly iobserved ias idisorganized iand ihurriedly idone ito imeet idaily iquotas. 

iWork iperformance iin ithis icase iis iseen ito ibe ipoor. iWork istresses icould ialso iaffect iemployees 

imentally. iOn ithe iother ihand, ijobs icharacterized iby ismall iworkloads ispread iover imanageable 

itime iresult iin ihigh ijob isatisfaction. iJobs iwith iflexibility iin ithe ischedule ireduce iwork istresses 

iand iare iless ilikely ito iresult iin ipoor iemployee imorale. iWork iperformance iand iquality iare 

ihigh iin isuch icases i(Mark i& iSmith, i2012). iMark i& iSmith i(2012) irecommend ithat irather ithan 

ichange ijob icharacteristics ifor igood iworking iconditions, ifirms ishould iidentify iat-risk 

iindividuals iand ihelp ithem iadopt ipositive icoping imechanisms. 

 

Van ider iDoef, iMbazzi i& iVerhoeven i(2012) iconducted ia istudy ion iEast iAfrican inurses iand 

iWestern iEuropean inurses. iThey ifound iout ithat ijob isatisfaction iamong iEast iAfrican inurses 
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iwas imuch ilower ithan ithat iof iWestern iEuropean inurses. iThis iwas idue ito ihigh ilevel iof iburn 

iouts iand isomatic icomplaints. iPublic inurses iscored ieven imore iunfavorably ion ijob iconditions 

iin iEast iAfrica ias icompared ito itheir iprivate icounterparts. iWork iperformance iof iEuropean 

inurses iwere iseen ito ibe imuch ibetter ithan ithat iof iEast iAfrican inurses. iFirms ishould igive itheir 

iemployees imanageable iand ireasonable iworkload ito ireduce iboth imental iand isomatic istresses 

iand iburnouts. i 

 

2.3.6 iProfits 

Higher iprofits iare ia ikey iindicator iof ibetter iwork iperformance. iBetter iwork iperformance iis 

iinfluenced iby imany ifactors iwhich iwork ihand-in-hand ito iinfluence iemployee iattitudes. 

iHappy iemployees iengage ifreely iand icooperate itogether ito iaccomplish iorganizational itasks. 

iFirms itherefore ishould ibe istriving ito iensure ithat itheir iemployees iare ihappy iand imotivated ito 

iperform ibetter iand iincrease icompany iprofits i(Biro, i2018). 

 

2.4 iEmpirical istudy iFindings 

A inumber iof istudies ihave ibeen icarried iout ion ithe irelationships ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 

iemployee iperformance. iFor iinstance, iArham iet ial. i(2011) iinvestigated irelationship ibetween 

ijo isatisfaction iand iperformance iin ia istudy iin iwhich ithey iselected i150 irespondents ias itheir 

isample ifor ithe istudy iin ithe iconstruction iorganizations iin iNigeria. iAfter ithe ianalysis iit iwas 

iconcluded ithat ia ipositive irelationship ibetween iboth ijob isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance 

iamong ithe iemployees iof iconstruction icompanies iexisted iand ithat ithe irelationship iwas ialso 

isignificant. iHowever ianother istudy iby iBilal iKhan,Uzma iTabassum, iAbdul iwahid iSheria, 

iand iImran iKhan i(2016) iamong iemployees iwithin icommercial ibanks iin iPunjab iCity, 

iPakistan irevealed ithat ijob isatisfaction iand iperformance ihave iweak icorrelation iand 

isignificance. 

 

Halina iBinti iBujang i(2011) iconducted ia iresearch iin iwhich ishe istudied ithe irelationship 

iamong ithe iemployees iof iprivate iUniversities iand iColleges iin iKuching, iMalaysia iabout 

ievaluating ithe irelation ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iperformance. iFindings irevealed ithat ijob 

isatisfaction iand iperformance iwere iinterrelated iwith ieach iother. iThis isupports ia istudy iby 

iNimalathasan iand iBrabete i(2010) iwho istudied ithe irelation ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 
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iwork iperformance iof iemployees iworking iin ithe ibanking isectors iin iJaffna iPeninsula, 

iSrilanka iand ithey itook ia isample icomposed iof i60 irespondents iand ifound ithat ijob isatisfaction 

iand iperformance iboth iwere iinterrelated ipositively. 

 

Another istudy iby iEdwards iet ial i(2008) ion idifferent ifacets iof ijob isatisfaction iand itask iand 

icontextual iperformance. iHere, ithe isample iwas iof i444 irespondents iand ithis iresearch iwas 

icarried iout iin ithe imanufacturing iplant iin iSouth iEastern iTexas iin ithe iUnited iStates. iAfter ithe 

ianalysis iin ithis istudy ipositive irelation iwas ifound ibetween ithe iwork iitself iand ijob 

iperformance. iFurthermore, ia isignificant irelation iwas ifound iin ibetween ipromotion iand ijob 

iperformance. 

 

Du iand iZhao i(2010), iconducted iresearch ion ithe iemployees iof ienterprises ito iknow ithe 

irelation ibetween ipay isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance. iThe istudy iwas icomposed iof i126 

irespondents iand ithe iresult ishowed ithat isignificant ilinkage iwas ifound ibetween ithe ipay iand 

iperformance. iShokrkon iand iNaami i(2009) iconducted ianother istudy ion ithe irelationship 

ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iorganizational icitizenship ibehavior iin iAhvaz ifactory. i400 

iworkers iwere iselected ias isample ifor ithis istudy iand isignificant irelation iwas ifound ibetween 

isatisfaction iand isupervision iand ijob iperformance. 

 

Fiaz iMahmood iQamar iand iQadar iBakhsh iBaloch i(2011) iperformed ianother istudy iin ithe 

iprivate iand ipublic isector ihospitals iin iPeshawar. iThe isample isize iselected ifor ithis istudy iwas 

i113 idoctors, iout iof iwhich i59 idoctors iwere iselected ifrom ipublic ihospital iand i54 iwere 

iselected ifrom ithe iprivate isector ihospitals. iThe iresults irevealed ithat iboth ipromotion iand ijob 

iperformance iare ilinked iwith ieach iother. iThe iresponse iof ithe idoctors iwas imostly ithat 

ipromotion ipolicy iplay ipositive irole ion itheir iperformance iduring itheir iworking ihours. 

Job isatisfaction iin idifferent iresearchers iis iused ias idependent iand iindependent ivariables. iThe 

iresearch istudies ishowed ithat ijob isatisfaction ia idependent ivariable iis irelated ito igender, iage, 

iintelligence, irace, ieducation iand ivarious ipersonality itraits. iWhile ias ian iindependent ivariable 

iit iwas icorrelated iwith iproductivity, iabsenteeism, iaccidents iand iturnover. iThis iis ithe 

iresearcher‟s ibasis iof iresearch iobjectives idiscussion iin ithe icurrent istudy ialongside ithe 

iintervening ivariables iof iAge, igender, ieducation ilevel iand iwork iexperience. 
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2.5. iRelationship ibetween ithe iorganizational istructural icommunication isatisfaction 

iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees. 

2.5.1. iAge 

More irecent iresearch ihas iinvestigated idifferences iin ijob isatisfaction ilevels iaccording ito iage 

i(Ang iet ial., i1993; iOshagbemi, i1998; iLuthans iand iThomas, i1989; iGroot iand iMaasen iVan 

iden iBrink, i1999; iOshagbemi(2000a). iThe imajority iof istudies ion ithe irelationship iof iage iand 

ijob isatisfaction ihave ifound isome iassociation ibetween iemployee iage iand ijob isatisfaction. 

iJob isatisfaction ihas ibeen icharacterized ias iessential ito iorganizational iperformance i(Mathieu, 

i1991:607-628; iOstroff, i1992:963-974). iHerzberg iet ial; i1957;Clark iet ial;1996 isuggest ithat 

ijob isatisfaction iis iU-shaped iin iage, iwith ihigher ilevels iof imorale iamong iyoung iworkers ibut 

ithat ithis ideclines iafter ithe inovelty iof iemployment iwears iand iboredom iwith ithe ijob isets iin. 

iSatisfaction irises iagain iin ilater ilife ias ithe iworker ibecome iaccustomed ito itheir irole. iIn 

icontrast iother istudies ireport ia ilinear ipositive irelationship ibased ion iage. iJohn iW. iHunt iand 

iPeter iN.Saul i(1975) ifound iage ito ihave ia istronger irelationship iwith isatisfaction. iOn ithe iother 

ihand, iSarker, iParkpoom i& iAlf iCrossman i(2003) iresearch ifinding iindicated ithat iemployee 

iage iis inot isignicantly iassociated iwith ioverall ijob isatisfaction ilevel. i iFu iand iMount i(2002) 

ifound iage ito ibe ione iof ithe idefining isocio-demographic icharacteristics iof ihorizontal 

icommunication idimension iand ithat iolder iworkers ihad ihigher ilevel iof icommunication 

isatisfaction ithan iyounger iones. i i 

 

Although inot istatistically isignificant, iOgunjinmi i(2013:332) icites idetailed ifindings iby iOzer, 

iSantas iand iSantas i(2017) iwho iconducted ia istudy ion icommunication isatisfaction iof inurses iin 

iEurasia, iand ifound ithat inurses iwho iwere i32years iof iage ior iolder igave ihigher iscores ifor 

icommunication iclimate isubscale. iWhen ithe itest iresults icomparing ithe iscores iof ithe 

iparticipants ifor ithe isupervisor icommunication iaccording ito ivarious ivariables, iit iwas ifound 

istatistically isignificant idifferences iaccording ito iage i(t=2.315; ip<0.05), ititle i(t=1.880; 

ip<0.05), itotal iworking itime iin ithe icurrent iunit i(t=-2.072; ip<0.05). i iIn ithis iaccord, 

iparticipants‟ iscores iregarding iorganizational iintegration iand iorganizational ifeedback 

idimensions ishowed istatistically isignificant idifferences iaccording ito ithe iage, ias isuch 

iemployees iaged i32 iand iolder ihad ia ihigher isense iof iorganizational ifeedback. iFu iand iMount 

i(2002: i69) ialso ifound idifferences iin ithe iorganizational ifeedback iwhereby iin icontrast ito ithe 

iolder, isatisfaction ifrom ithe iorganizational iknowledge iwas ifound iless iimportant iin iyounger 
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ipeople. iBal i(2013:119) istated ithat ithere iwas ino idifference iin ithe iage iof inurses iin iterms iof 

iorganizational iintegration iand iindividual ifeedback isatisfaction. iThe isupervisor 

icommunication idimension iscores iwere ifound ito ibe istatistically isignificant iaccording ito iage 

i(t=2.315; ip<0.05) iand ithe inurses iwho iwere i32 iyears iof iage iand iolder ihad ihigher isupervisor 

icommunication i(Ozer, iSantas iand iSantas i(2017). 

 

2.5.2 iGender 

Sarker, iParkpoom, i& iAlf iCrossman i(2003) ifound istronger irelationship iwith isatisfaction 

iamong imales ithan ifemales. iOn ithe iother ihand iHall iet ial i(1994) iinvestigated ithe irelation iof 

iphysician igender, ipatient igender iand iphysician iage ito ipatient isatisfaction iand ifinding 

irevealed ithat ipatients iexamined iby iyounger ifemale iphysicians ireported ilower iratings iof 

isatisfaction. iThe ifindings iwere itrue ifor imale iand ifemale ipatients, ihowever, iin iboth istudies, 

ithe ilowest isatisfaction iin iabsolute iterms iwas iamong imale ipatients iexamined iby iyounger 

ifemale iphysicians. iIn ithe isame iaccord, icorrelations ibetween iverbal iand inon-verbal 

icommunication iand isatisfaction ifor idifferent icombinations iof iphysician iand ipatient igender 

isuggested ithat igender-related ivalues iand iexpectations iinfluence ipatients‟ ireactions ito 

iphysicians‟ ibehavior i(Hall iet ial, i1994). 

 

2.5.3 iEducational iLevel 

Gonzalez, iSanchez iand iGuzman i(2016) idid ia istudy ion ithe ieffect iof iEducational ilevel ion iJob 

iSatisfaction iand iOrganizational iCommitment i(A iCase iStudy iin iHospitality) iand ifound ithat 

ieducational ilevel iitself idoes inot iinfluence ijob isatisfaction. iHowever, ithey idetermined ithat 

iemployees iwith ilower ieducational ilevel iare imore iaffected iby ithe ilack iof ijob iopportunities 

iand imore ilikely ito iexpress ihigher ilevels iof igratitude ifor ithe ijob ithey ihave ibeen iable ito 

isecure iand imaintain. 

 

2.5.4 iWork iExperience 

Ogunjinmi i(2013) ifound ithat ithe iworking iexperience ihad ia isignificant iand ipositive 

irelationship iin icommunication isatisfaction. iIn icontrast ito ithis istudy, iBal i(2013:121) ifound 

ithat inurses iless ithan ione iyear iin ithe iprofession ihad ihigher isupervisor icommunication ilevel 

ithan ithose iwho ihad iworked iin ithe iprofession ifor ilonger. iWhere ithere iis icommunication 

isatisfaction ione ican ibetter iunderstand ithe iwork iassigned ito ithem iand ihence icontribute ito ithe 
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isuccess iof ithe iorganization i(Ogunjinmi iet ial. i(2013). iAccording ito iENME i(2019) ion ithe 

ilink ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iemployee iperformance iemployees ithat iare iunsure iof itheir 

ijob isecurity iare imore ilikely ito ibe ianxious, iand imuch iless ilikely ito ibe isatisfied iin itheir iroles, 

iwhereby i“feelings iof ijob isecurity ican isimply ibe iimproved ithrough ihonesty iin iemployer‟s 

icommunication iand itransparency iin iemployees‟ iexpectations.” 

 

2.6 iRelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance iof 

iemployees i 

2.6.1 iAge 

According ito iGirish iand iRao i(2017) istudy ion iimpact iof iinternal imobility ion iorganizational 

iperformance, iearlier imobility imeans ijust ithe imovement iof ian iemployee iwith irespect ito ihis 

iposition ior icomplete ichange iin ihis ioccupation, ibut iaccording ito ithe imodern iera, ione iof ithe 

iimportant ithings ito ido iis, ito imake iemployee imore iaccessible iand imobile iin iboth ifunctional 

iand ialso igeographies iso ithat iit ibenefits ithe icompany iperformance. i“Internal imobility iis idone 

iwhen ia imanager iis iopen-minded iand imakes itheir iemployee ito imove ito idifferent iroles iand 

iexternal imobility iis ibased ion iemployee imoving iout iof ian iorganization i(Girish i& iRao, 

i2017).” iIn iterms iof iage, iemployees, iespecially igeneration iY iworkers iborn ibetween i1980 

iand i1994, imost iwant ito istay iin ithe iorganization iwith iintention iof igetting ia iprofessional 

iopportunities iand icareer ipaths, ithey iare imore iambitious ithan ithe ibaby iboomer iworkers. iSo, 

iin iany iindustry imost iof ithe iworker ifound ito ibe ibaby iboomer iemployee i(Rao iand iGirish, 

i2017). iThe imain ireason ifor ia iturnover iare iboth ithe iemployee iand iorganization, iwhereby 

iquits iand idismissals iare idue ito ithe itype iof iemployment isystem ithat iexists, iwhich inegatively 

irelate ito iemployee isatisfaction i(Rosemary iBatt iet ial, i2011). iYoung iworkers ifor iinstance 

iwere ifound ito ibe ivery imobile, iand imost iof ithem ichange ijobs iseveral itimes iduring ithe ifirst 

idecade iof iwork ihence, imobility iseems ito ipay ioff, ias iwage igrowth iis ialso ihigh ifor iyoung 

iworkers i(McWilliams i& iKeith, i1999). i 

 

2.6.2 iGender 

According ito iKristen iKeith iand iAbagail iMcWilliams i(1999), iarticle ion ithe ireturns ito 

imobility iand ijob isearch iby igender, ithey ifound ia istatistically isignificant igender idifferences 

iin imobility ipatterns iand isearch ibehavior,but inot iin ithe ireturns ito igiven ibehavior. i“Both imen 

iand iwomen iengaged iin isubstantial ijob isearch iand imobility iearly iin itheir icareers, iwhich 
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iresulted iin iwage igrowth ipremiums.” iIn ianother istudy iby iMaume iJr. i(1999) ion ithe 

ioccupational isegregation iand icareer imobility iof iwhite imen iand iwomen, itwo iemployment 

itransitions iwere iexamined ii.e. iupward imobility iand itransitions iinto ijoblessness. iResults 

isupported ithe inotion ithat iwomen iin imale-dominated ioccupations ido inot imove iup ithe icareer 

iladder, ibut irather iare ipressured ito imove iout iof ithese ipositions i(1999). iAdditionally, ion ithe 

irelationship ibetween igender idynamics iin ithe iwork isetting iand iindividual icareer ipaths, iin ithe 

ipresence iof icontrols, ipercentage iof imales iin ithe ioccupation iwas ipositively irelated ito imen‟s 

ichances iof ireceiving ia iwage ipromotion i(Maume iJr., i1999). i“For iwomen, ioccupational 

isegregation ipositively iinfluenced imovement ito ijoblessness.” 

 

2.6.3 iEducation iLevel 

In itheir icross-classified imultilevel ianalysis iof ijoint ieffects iof iindividual icharacteristics iand 

ithe ilabour imarket ion icareer imobility, iKornblum, iUnger iand iGrote i(2018), ifound ithat ithe 

ilevel iof ieducation iis ipositively irelated ito ithe iprobability iof icrossing iorganizational, 

iindustrial iand ioccupational iboundaries. iAccordingly, iciting iForrier iet ial i(2009), itheoretical 

imodel, icareer imobility idepends ion ian iindividual‟s iavailable iopportunities ifor imobility. 

iLevel iof ieducation iis ian iimportant iaspect iof ihuman icapital ithat idetermines ian iindividual‟s 

ivalue iin ithe ilabour imarket iand iconsequently ishapes ihi/her icareer iopportunities i( iForrier iet 

ial,2009; iFugate, iKinicki, i& iAsh iforth, i2004). iNotably, iindividuals iwith ihigher ilevel iof 

ieducation iare iattractive ito iemployers ibecause ithey ipossess ivaluable ideclarative iand 

iprocedural iknowledge iresulting iin ia ihigher ilevel iof itask iperformance i( iAllesandri, iBorgoni, 

i& iTruxillo, i2015; iNg i& iFeldman, i2009). iThey ialso ishow imore iorganizational icitizenship 

ibehavior iand iless icounterproductive iwork ibehavior i(Ng i& iFeldman, i2009). i 

 

Accordingly, iorganizations iuse ilevel iof ieducation ias ian iessential icriterion ifor ipersonnel 

iselection i( iNg i& iFeldman, i2009), iand iemployees iwith ia ihigher ilevel iof ieducation ioften 

iindicate ia ihigher iconfidence iin ifinding ia inew ijob ion ithe iinternal iand iexternal ilabour imarket 

i( iWittekind, iRaeder, i& iGrote, i2010). iThus, i“a ihigher ilevel iof ieducation ishould iresult iin 

imore icareer iopportunities iin idifferent iorganizations.” i iIncrease iin ieducational ispecialization 

iusually iresulting ifrom iearning ia ihigher ieducational idegree imight istrengthen ithe iboundaries 

isurrounding ione‟s ioccupation i(Kornblum, iA., iUnger, iD., i& iGrote, iG(2018), iindividual iwith 
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ia ihigher ilevel iof ieducation ipossess ihigher icognitive iabilities i(Avolio i& iWaldman,1994; 

iBerry, iGruys, i& iSackett, i2006) ithat ishould ienable ithem ito iacquire inew iknowledge iand 

iskills imore ieasily. i iFurthermore, iearning ia igraduate idegree iinvolves ilearning iuseful imeta-

skills i(e.g. iplanning iand imotivational ipersistence) ithat ican ibe iapplied iin idifferent iindustries 

iand ioccupations. iFor i“well ieducated iindividuals, iendowment iwith icognitive iabilities iand 

imeta-skills i ishould imake iit ieasier ifor ithem ito icross iindustrial iand ioccupational iboundaries 

iand iconsequently, ioffers ithem icareer iopportunities iin idifferent iand ioccupational iboundaries 

i(Kornblum, iUnger i& iGrote,2018).” 

 

2.6.4 i iWork iexperience i 

“It iseems ireasonable ito isuppose ithat iworkers iwho iengage iin ijob isearch ishould iexperience 

imore iwage igrowth ithan ithose iwho ido inot, ibecause ithey iare ibetter iinformed iabout itheir ivalue 

ito ithe imarket i(McWilliams iand iKeith, i1999). iHowever, iaccording ito iKornblum, iUnger i& 

iGrote i(2018) iopenness ito iexperience ihad ino ieffect ion icareer imobility, iand inone iof ithe 

ipredictors iwere irelated ito ioccupational iboundary icrossing. iGill iet ial i(2019), isurveyed 

irestaurant iindustry iemployees ifrom ithe ilower imainland iarea iof iBritish iColombia, iCanada 

iand ithe iPunjab iarea iof iIndia iwere isurveyed ito iassess itheir iperceptions iof ijob isatisfaction, 

iwork iexperience, iand idesire ito ibe iempowered iat itheir iplaces iof iwork. iResults isuggested ithat 

ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iexperience ienhance ithe iemployee idesire ifor iempowerment iin iboth 

icountries-Canada iand iIndia. 

 

2.7 iRelationship ibetween ithe iorganizational ireward isystem iand iemployee iperformance 

2.7.1 i iAge 

According ito iIdemobi, iNgige, iand iOfili i(2017) istudy ion irelationship ibetween ireward isystem 

iand iorganizational iperformance, ifound ithat iorganizational ireward isystem ihas i ia isignificant 

ieffect ion iworker‟s iproductivity, ithere iexists ia isignificant irelationship ibetween iorganizations 

ireward iand iworker iattitude, ieven irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand ijob isatisfaction. 

iIn ifact, iorganizational ireward isystem iand iemployee‟s isatisfaction iis iseen ias ian iinterrelated 

icomponent iin ian iorganization i(Munap iet ial, i2013). iAs ifar ias iemployee‟s iage iis iconcerned, 

iin ia istudy iconducted iby ithe iAmerican iAssociation iof iRetired ipersons iin i1999 ifound ithat 

inon-financial iincentives iworked imost ieffectively iwhen itailored ito ithe iemployees‟ iage 
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igroup. iEmployees inearing iretirement iage ivalued ithe iopportunity ito icontinue ito iwork ipart 

itime ion ia iflexible ischedule iafter iretirement. iYounger iemployees ivalued ifeedback ifrom 

imanagement, ias iwell ias icareer idevelopment iopportunities. iEmployees iin ibetween ithese 

iages ivalued iretirement iplanning iassistance iand ithe iability ito itake ia isabbatical. iFlexible 

ischeduling iwas ipopular iwith iboth iolder iand iyounger iworkers i(Scott iThompson, i2019). 

iAccording ito ia isurvey iby iconsulting icompany iMercer iin i2011, iemployees iin iArgentina, 

iBrazil, iCanada, iMexico iand ithe iUnited iStates, ifound ithat ialthough ifinancial irewards iremain 

iimportant ithey iactually ihave iless iimportance ifor imost iemployees ithan irespectful itreatment 

iand irecognition i(Thompson, i2019). iThis ineeds ito ibe iestablished ideveloping icountries ilike 

iKenya. 

 

2.7.2 iGender 

Psychologists iassert ithat imen itend ito ibe imost iinvested iin itheir ipay iand ibenefits, 

iadvancement iand iprofessional isuccess, iand iauthority iand ioverall istatus. iEven ithough 

iwomen itoo ivalue ipay iand ibenefits ibut iresearch i isuggests ithat ithey iplace ieven ihigher ivalue 

ion iother iaspects iof ithe iwork iplace iexperience, iincluding iprofessional irelationships iand 

igaining ifriends iat iwork, ireceiving irecognition iand irespect ifrom icolleagues, iand ienjoying 

iexcellent icommunication iand icollaboration iwith icoworkers i( iLauren iDeegan,2019). i 

 

2.7.3 iEducation iLevel 

Schneewers, iSkirbekk iand iRudolf iWinter-Ebmer i(2014) ifound ia ipositive iimpact iof 

ischooling ion imemory iscores. iThis ishows istrong ilink ibetween ieducation iand iintelligence ias 

iper imet ianalyses iof iquasi iexperimental istudies. iThe iimplication ibeing ithat ieducation iis ia 

icontributor ito imany ibeneficial isocio-economic ioutcomes i(Harry i& iGeorge, i2019). iThis iis 

iconnected iwith ithe ilevel iof itraining ithat iboosts ifeeling iof ivalue iin iemployees ihence iimplied 

ipreference ifor inon-financial irewards ilike irecognition ifor iemployees iwith ihigher ieducational 

ilevels. iIn ianother istudy iit iwas idetermined ithat iemployees iwith ilower ieducational ilevels iare 

imore iaffected iby ithe ilack iof ijob iopportunities iand imore ilikely ito iexpress igratitude ifor ithe 

ijob ithey ihave ibeen iable ito isecure iand imaintain i(Gonzalez iand iSanchez, i2016). 

iNevertheless, ithe isame istudy ifound ino iinfluence iof ieducational ilevel ion ijob isatisfaction, 

iwhile iAhmet i(22011) ifound ia ipositive irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand ieducation 
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ilevel ithereby isuggesting ithat imanagers ishould ifind inew imethods ito iincrease ieducation ilevel 

iof itheir istaff iand idevelop iwork icontext iparallel ito ieducation ilevel. 

 

2.7.4 iWork iExperience 

Work iexperience iis ithe iamount iof ijob irelated iexperience ian iindividual ihas iaccumulated iover 

ithe icourse iof ihis/her icareer i(Teshik i& iJacobs, i1998 iafter iNg i& iFeldman, i2009). i iQuinones, 

iFord i& iTeachout i(1995 iafter iNg i& iFeldman,2009) isuggest ithat iwork iexperience iconsists iof 

i“events ithat iare iexperienced iby ian iindividual ithat irelate ito ithe iperformance iof isome ijob. 

i“That iolder iworkers iare ialso isaid ito ibe imore iexperienced iworkers, iimplies iage iand iwork 

iexperience iare ipositively icorrelated iyet itheoretically idistinct i( iGaletic, iKlindzic i& iNukic, 

i2019). i“The iaccumulation iof iwork iexperience iis imore ilikely ito iinfluence icognitive ireactions 

ito ithe iwork iplace ispecifically i( iAvolio i& iWaldman, i1994 iafter iNg i& iFeldman,2009). 

iMoreover, igiven ithe ichanging ishape iof icareer ipaths, isome iolder iindividuals imight ihave 

ivery ilittle iwork iexperience iin ian iindustry iif ithey ihave ihad imultiple icareers iin imultiple 

ifields. iAccording ito ithe isame iResearch iGate iempirical istudy iby iGaletic, iKlindzic iand iNukic 

i(2019) ion iwork iexperience irelated idifferences iin inon-financial irewards ipreferences iin 

iCroatia, ia itest ifor istatistically isignificant idifferences ibetween i“organizational” istudents iand 

iemployees iwith iwork iexperience iin imean ivalues iassigned ito ivarious inon-material irewards, 

ia inon-parametric istatistical itest i( iMann-Whitney iU) iwas iperformed i. iMore ispecifically, iit 

iwas ishown ithat istudents iassign igreater iimportance ito ithe ifollowing inon-material ielements: 

ipromotion iopportunities i( i= i0,000), ijob isecurity i i(=0,004), iprestigious iwork iposition i 

i(0,000), iand iparticipation iin idecision imaking i(0,001). iThis iseemingly ishowed ithat iyoung 

istudents, ithat imostly ihold ino iworking iexperience, iare iprimarily iinterested iin iseizing icareer 

iopportunities iin ia ijob ithat iwould ibe imeaningful iand iimportant, iand ithe ione ithat iwould ibe 

iaccompanied iby iparticipative idecision imaking. iOn ithe iother ihand, ijob isecurity iis ialso 

ihighly ivalued iwhich icould ibe iexplained iby ithe ifact ithat iCroatia ihas ione iof ithe ihighest irates 

iof iunemployment iin iEurope, iwhich iis iespecially ipronounced iin icase iof iyoung iworkers i( 

iGaletic iet ial, i2019). iWhen iit icomes ito iemployees iwith iworking iexperience, ithe irespondents 

iassigned imore iimportance ito iemployer‟s iethical ibusiness ipractices i( i=0,000), ihigh-quality 

ileadership i(0,048), iautonomy iin iperforming itasks i(0,000), iand iteamwork ienvironment i( 
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i=0,000), iwith inon-material irewards ilike iwork ilife ibalance iand irecognition ibeing iimportant, 

iand ileast irelational ireward ibeing iprestigious iwork iposition i( iGaletic iet ial,2019). 

2.8 iTheories ion iJob iSatisfaction 
 

2.8.1 iLocke’s iValue iTheory 

This itheory iassigns iintrinsic ivalue ito ieach ifactor iof isatisfaction iaccording ito ithe iperson iwho 

iis iassessing ieach ifactor. iEvery iperson ihas itheir iown iview iand ihence ivalue ifor ieach ifactor. 

iThis ichanges ithe ivariability iof ijob isatisfaction ifurther. iIf ithe iorganization iknows ithe ivalue 

iplaced ion ievery ifactor, ithere iwill ibe ibigger ichanges iin ithe ishift iin isatisfaction. iPlacing itoo 

imuch ivalue ion ia ispecific ifactor ielicits igreater idissatisfaction i(Dolfsma, i1997). iThis itheory iis 

igoing ito iguide ithe idetermination iof ifactors iaffecting ijob isatisfaction, iand ithe iextent ito iwhich 

ieach ifactor iaffects ijob isatisfaction. iTouching ion isatisfaction, ithis itheory ibecomes iimportant 

ito iemployee iperformance iwhich iis ihuman ilabor iand iof ivalue iattached, ito iattaining 

iorganizational iobjectives. iAs iit icould ibe isaid ithat ijob isatisfaction idetermines iorganizational 

iperformance irather ithan iorganizational iperformance idetermining iorganizational isatisfaction 

i(Bakotic, i2016). 

2.8.2 iHerzberg’s iTwo iFactor iTheory 

The itheory idescribes ithe icategorization iof iattitudes iby iemployees iregarding itheir irespective 

idisciplines. iThis iwas idone iwith irespect ito ia inumber iof ifactors ireferred ito ias imotivators. iThe 

imotivators iwere iwork, igrowth, irecognition, icareer iadvancement, iachievements, iand 

iresponsibilities. iThe irespondents ihad ito icategorize itheir iresponses ito ieach ifactor ias ieither 

isatisfaction ior idissatisfaction. iFactors iassociated iwith idissatisfaction ior i„hygiene‟ ifactors 

iwere ithose iinvolving icompany ipolicy, isupervision, iworking iconditions, iinterpersonal 

irelationships iand iadministration i(Ghazi, iShahzada i& iKhan, i2013). iThis itheory iis 

iparticularly iuseful ifor iorganizational iheads iin iknowing iwhat iworking iconditions ineed ito ibe 

iimproved ito imaximize iproductivity. iIt iapplies iin ithis istudy ito ithe icareer ipath i& imobility ias 

ifar ias icareer idevelopment iis iconcerned iand ito ithe ireward isystem iin iterms iof ipromotion iand 

irecognition ias imotivators ithat icould iturn iout ito ibring iand iincrease iemployee isatisfaction iat 

ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya. iAlso iapplies ito ithe irelationship iamong ico-workers iand 

isuperiors iin iadministrative iconnection iand icommunication, iwhich idirectly ilinks ito ithe 

icontextual iperformance iultimately icontributing ito itask iperformance ihence ioutcome iof 

iand/or iimproved iperformance. 
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2.9 iConceptual iFramework 

Independent i i ivariable        

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure i2.1 iConceptual iframework ishowing ithe irelationship ibetween iand iamong 

ivariables. 
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The iconceptual iframework iis iillustrated iin ithe ifigure i1 iabove. iIt ishows ithe irelationship 

ibetween iand iamong ivariables iwhich iwas imeasured iusing iquestionnaire itools iprovided ifor 

iemployees iand itheir iseniors. iJob isatisfaction ihere ientails icommunication isatisfaction iwhich 

iwas imeasured iusing iCommunication iSatisfaction iQuestionnaire; iCareer ipath iand imobility 

iinvolving ipersonnel iselection iprocedure, italent idevelopment, iand icareer idevelopment 

iopportunities, iand iReward isystem iwhich ientails iFinancial/extrinsic iand iNon-

financial/intrinsic irewards. iEmployee iperformance ion ithe iother ihand iwas imeasured iin iterms 

iof iproductivity iwhich iis iefficiency, ieffectiveness iand iquality iof iwork; iturnover, iabsenteeism 

iand iloyalty, iability ito ihandle ipressure i(workload) iand icustomer isatisfaction. 
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CHAPTER iTHREE 

RESEARCH iMETHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 iIntroduction 

This ichapter ifocused ion ithe ifollowing: iresearch idesign, istudy ilocation, ipopulation, 

isampling, idata icollection iand idata ianalysis iprocedures ithat iwere iused ito iachieve ithe 

iobjectives iof ithis istudy. 

3.2 iResearch iDesign 

This istudy iused ian iex-post-facto iapproach iin idescriptive iresearch. iIn ithis iapproach, ithe 

icurrent istate iof ithe ivariables iwas itaken ias istatic isince ichanges ihad ialready itaken iplace iand 

icould inot ibe iaffected ifurther. iThe iresearcher itherefore ihad ito istudy ithe ivariables icarefully 

ifor iunderstanding iof itheir irelationships. iThis iapproach iis iappropriate ifor isocial iresearch 

iwhere iit iis iimpossible ito imanipulate ihuman icharacteristics iof ithe iparticipants i(Simon i& 

iGoes, i2013). iThis itype iof iresearch idesign ihas ithe iweakness iof icontrol. iFor ithis ireason, 

iintervening ivariables inamely, iage, igender, ieducation ilevel iand iwork iexperience iwere 

iincluded ifor icontrol ipurposes iin ithe istudy. i 

3.3 iStudy iLocation 

This istudy iwas icarried iout iat ithe iPosta iKenya, iwithin iNairobi icity iin iNairobi iCounty, 

iKenya. iThis iis iwhere ithe igeneral ipost ioffice i(GPO) iis ilocated ihence, iproper ireflections iof 

ijob isatisfaction iand iperformance irelationships icould ibe icaptured iby ithe iresearcher iin 

ifindings. iThere iwas ialso iease iin idata icollection isince ia inumber iof ipost ioffices iare ispread iout 

iwithin ithe icity iCentre. iThe ipost ioffices ithat iparticipated iin ithe iresearch iincluded; iGeneral 

iPost ioffice i(GPO), iCity isquare ioffice, iRonald iNgala ioffice, iNgara ipost ioffice, iMuthaiga 

ipost ioffice, iNyayo istadium ipost ioffice iand iEnterprise iroad ipost ioffice. 

3.4 iTarget iPopulation 

The ipopulation itargeted ifor istudy iwas ithe iemployees iof ithe iPosta iKenya iat ivarious ilevels iof 

ithe iorganizational istructure iand itheir isupervisors/seniors iholding imanagement ipositions iin 

ivarious idepartments. iThe itarget icorporation ihad ian iemployee ipopulation iof iabout i3200 

iacross ithe icountry. iA iminimum iof i100 iparticipants iwas irecommended ifor ia isurvey iresearch 

ifor ithe ipurposes iof istatistical ianalysis i(Fraenkel i& iWallen, i2000). iThus, ithe iresearcher iin 
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ithis istudy ifocused ion iNairobi icity iPosta iemployees iwith ithe istated i100 iminimum ias ithe 

isample iof ithe istudy isample iwhich iis imanageable. iAccordingly, i70 iemployees iof ithe ilower 

icadre iand i30 iseniors iin isupervisory iroles iof ithe imanagement icategory iparticipated iin ithe 

istudy ias iconstituting ithe istudy ipopulation. iTherefore, itwo imain iunits iof irespondents iin ithis 

istudy iwere, ithe ijunior iemployees iand ithe iseniors iin isupervisory iroles. 

 

Table i3.1 iStudy ipopulation 

Respondent iCategory Sample i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iPercentage 

Employees 70 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i70% 

Seniors/supervisors 30 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i30% 

TOTAL 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i100% 

 

3.5 iSampling iProcedure iand iSample iSize 

The isample isize iof i70 iemployees iand i30 isupervisors iwas ienough ifor ithis istudy. 

iAccordingly, ithese iwere iselected ithrough istratified irandom isampling iprocedure, iwhich 

iimplies ithe iinclusivity iaspect iof iensuring iall icategories iof iemployees iare iconstituted iin ithe 

isample. iTo iensure ithis, ithe iresearcher ibrought iinto iconsideration ithe iintervening ivariables 

iof iAge, igender, ieducation ilevel iand iwork iexperience ifor iincreased ireliability iand ivalidity iof 

ithe ifindings. 

 

3.6 iResearch i i iInstruments 

The itype iof iquestionnaire iused iin ithe icollection iof idata iwas ia isemi-structured iquestionnaire. 

iQuestions ion ifactors iaffecting ijob isatisfaction iin ithe istudy iwere imajorly iclosed iquestions. 

iThis iwas ifor iease iof icollecting iand iunderstanding ithe idata. iIt iis iadvantageous iwhen ia 

ilimited ior ifewer iresearchers iare ineeded ito iadminister iquestionnaires ito ilarge inumber iof 

irespondents. 

The itype iof iquestions iused ito iassess ithe iwork iperformance iof iemployees iin ithe istudy iwas 

ithe ione ithat iwas iused iby iDesler i(1980) ito iassess iwork iperformance iin ia iprocessing ifirm. 

iThe iquestionnaire icontained iquestions iwith iperformance iindicators ion ia iscale iof i1 ito i5 i(5 i– 

ivery igood, i4 i– igood, i3 i– iaverage, i2 i– ipoor, i1 i– ivery ipoor). i 
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The istudy ialso iused iopen-ended iquestions ito iget ithe irespondents‟ iopinions ion ithe iissues 

iraised. 

 

3.7 iValidity iand iReliability iof iResearch iInstruments 

The iCommunication iSatisfaction iQuestionnaire i(CSQ) iby iDowns iand iHazen i(1977) ihas 

ibeen istudied ias ia ivalid iand ireliable iinstrument. iThe iconstruct ivalidity iof ithe iCSQ ihas ibeen 

idetermined iprimarily ithrough ifactor ianalysis. iCrino iand iWhite i(1981) iadministered ithe 

iCSQ ito i137 isupervisors ifrom ifive itextile imills iand ifound ithe ieight ifactors. iC.W.Downs iand 

iHazen i(1977) i ideveloped. iOn ithe iother ihand, iClampitt iand iGirard i(1988) iargued ifor ia ifive-

factor isolution. iEqually iso ithe iresearcher ifocused ion ifive ifactors. iEvidence iof iconcurrent 

ivalidity iexists. iCSQ ifactors ihave ibeen ifound ito ibe ihighly icorrelated iwith ijob isatisfaction 

i(C.W. iDowns i& iHazen, i1977), istrong ipredictors iof iorganizational icommitment i(A. iDowns, 

i1991; iPotvin, i1991/1992), iand irelated ito iturnover i(Gregson, i1987) iand ineed ifulfillment 

i(Kio, i1979, i1980). iIt iis iunrelated ito idemographic ivariable ithough. iWhen iit icomes ito 

ireliability, iTest-retest i(2week iinterval) ireliability iof ithe iCSQ iwas ireported iat i.94 i(Downs i& 

iHazen, i1977). iCoefficient, ialpha ireliabilities ifor iits idimensions ihave ibeen iconsistently ihigh, 

iranging ifrom i.72 ito i.96 ifor istudies iin ithe iUnited iStates i(Potvin, i1991/1992) iand iAustralia 

i(A. iDowns, i1991). iThe itotal isatisfaction iobtained ifrom icommunication isatisfaction 

idimensions ishows ithe iamount iof isatisfaction iobtained ifrom iorganizational icommunication 

iin igeneral i(Downs i& iHazen, i1977:66-68), iwhich iis imajorly iat ithe icore iof ithe iany iPostal 

iCorporation‟s ioperations. i 

 

3.8 iPiloting iof i iResearch iInstruments 

Other ijob isatisfaction ivariables iquestions iwere iborrowed irandomly iand iconstructed iby ithe 

iresearcher ito isuitably iachieve ithe iobjectives iof ithe istudy. iThus, ithey iwere ipiloted. iAlso, 

iEmployee iperformance iquestionnaires iwere iadopted irandomly iand iconstructed iby 

iresearcher iwho isubjected ithem ito ipiloting ito itest itheir ireliability, ito iincrease ivalidity iof 

ifindings. iA ipilot istudy iwas iconducted iat iLitein iPostal ioffice, iKericho iCounty iwhich iis ian 

iupcountry ilocated ioffice isince ithe istudy iwas iconducted iin ithe icity iwhich iis imore iof ian 

iuptown isetting. iThis iassisted iin iissues ipertaining ivalidity iand ireliability. 
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3.9 iData iCollection iProcedures 

The iresearcher iapplied ifor ia iresearch ipermit ifrom ithe irelevant iauthorities iat iUniversity iof 

iNairobi iDepartment iof iPsychology, iResearch ipermit ifrom ithe iNational iCommission ifor 

iScience, iTechnology iand iInnovation i(NACOSTI), iand iPosta iKenya ito iconduct ithe istudy. 

iThis iwas ifollowed iby ivisits ito iother irelevant iheads iin ithe iorganization ifor iformal 

iintroductions. iThe iresearcher ithen imade iarrangements ito iget iappointments ifor 

iadministering ithe iquestionnaires ito ithe ichosen isubjects iof ithe istudy. 

 

3.10 iData iAnalysis 

All idata iwas icollected ifrom ithe irespondents iand ianalyzed. iQuantitative idata iwas ianalyzed 

iusing ithe iStatistical iPackage ifor iSocial iSciences i(SPSS) isoftware. iDescriptive istatistics iwas 

iused ito ianalyze ithe iobjectives. iAverage iscores ifrom iall ivariables iwere icorrelated iusing 

iSpearman‟s irank iorder icoefficient. i0.05 isignificance ilevel iwas iused ito itest ithe ihypotheses. 

 

3.11Ethical iobligation 

The iresearcher isought ipermission ito icarry iout ithe istudy ifrom ithe iUniversity iof iNairobi, 

iDepartment iof iPsychology. iThe iresearcher ithen iapplied ifor ia iresearch ipermit ifrom ithe 

iNational iCouncil ifor iScience iand iTechnology iand iInnovation i(NACOSTI). iConsent iwas 

ialso isought ifrom ithe imanagement iof ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya ito iallow ithe 

iresearcher ito icollect idata ifrom ithe iemployees. iThe isampled irespondents iwere iinformed iof 

ithe inature iand ithe ipurpose iof ithe istudy iand iallowed ito ichoose iwhether ito iparticipate ior inot. 

iThose ithat ichose ito iparticipate iwere iassured ithat ithe iinformation ithey iprovided iwould ibe 

itreated ias iconfidential. iThe iresearcher idid inot irequire iany iof ithem ito iwrite itheir inames ion 

ithe iquestionnaires. i  



  

 32  
 

CHAPTER iFOUR 

DATA iPRESENTATION iAND iANALYSIS 

4.1 iIntroduction 

This ichapter ipresents ifindings iof ithe istudy ion ithe irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 

iwork iperformance iof iemployees iof ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya. iDemographic 

icharacteristics iare ifirst ipresented, ifollowed iby iresearch ifindings iguided iby ithe iobjectives iof 

ithe istudy. 
 

4.2 iDemographic iCharacteristics iof iRespondents 

The icurrent isample isize iconsisted iof ia itotal iof i100 irespondents, idivided iinto i70 iemployees 

iand i30 isupervisors. iData iwas icollected ion ithe ifollowing isociodemographic icharacteristics: 

iAge iin iyears, igender, ieducational ilevel iand iwork iexperience. iDemographic ifindings iare 

ipresented iin itable i4.1 iand i4.2 isubsequently. 

Table i4.1 iDemographic iCharacteristics iof iEmployees 

Characteristics Frequency Percent 

Gender i   

Male i 26 37.1 

Female i 

Total i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

44 

70 

62.9 

100.0 

Age i   

25-29 iyears 3 4.3 

30-39 iyears 17 24.3 

40-49 iyears 24 34.3 

50-55 iyears 

Above i55 iyears 

Total 

11 

15 

70 

15.7 

21.4 

100.0 

Educational iLevel   

No iresponse 1 1.4 

Certificate 29 41.4 

Diploma 28 40.0 

Degree 11 15.7 

Masters 1 1.4 

Total 70 100.0 

Work iExperience   

1-3 iyears 7 10.0 

4-6 iyears 5 7.1 

7-10 iyears 7 10.0 

10-15 iyears 37 52.9 

Above i15 iyears 13 18.6 

Total 70 100.0 

Job iSatisfaction   

No iresponse 1 1.4 

Disagree 12 17.1 

Neutral 14 20.0 

Agree 36 51.4 

Strongly iagree 7 10.0 

Total 70 100.0 
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As ishown iin itable i4.1, imajority iof ithe iemployees iwere ifemales i(62.9%), i34.3% iwere iaged 

ibetween i40 ito i49 iyears, i40% iof ithe iemployees ihad iattained ia idiploma ilevel iof ieducation iand 

i52.9% ihad iworked ibetween i10 ito i15 iyears. iOverall, i51.4% iagreed ithat ithey iwere isatisfied 

iwith itheir ijob. i 

 

Table i4.2 iDemographic iCharacteristics iof iSupervisors 

Characteristics Frequency Percent 

Gender i   

Male i 17 54.8 

Female i 

Total i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

14 

31 

45.2 

100.0 

Age i   

25-29 iyears 2  i i6.5 

30-39 iyears 8 25.8 

40-49 iyears 9 29.0 

50-55 iyears 

Above i55 iyears 

Total 

9 

3 

31 

29.0 

 i i9.7 

100.0 

Educational iLevel   

Certificate 4 12.9 

Diploma 11 35.5 

Degree 10 32.3 

Masters 

PhD 

4 

2 

12.9 

 i i6.5 

Total 31 100.0 

Work iExperience 

No iresponse 

Less ithan i1 iyear 

 

1 

1 

 

 i i3.2 

 i i3.2 

1-3 iyears 4 12.9 

4-6 iyears 5 16.1 

7-10 iyears 5 16.1 

10-15 iyears 4 12.9 

Above i15 iyears 11 35.5 

Total 31 100.0 
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As ishown iin itable i4.2, imajority iof ithe isupervisors iwere imales i(54.8%), i29% iwere iaged 

ibetween i40 ito i49 iyears iand i50 ito i55 iyears irespectively, i35.5% iof ithe isupervisors ihad 

iattained ia idiploma ilevel iof ieducation iand i35.5% ihad iworked ifor iover i15 iyears. i 

 

4.3 i iRelationship ibetween ithe iOrganizational iStructural iCommunication iSatisfaction 

iand iWork iPerformance iof iEmployees i 

The ifirst iobjective iof ithe istudy iwas ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween iorganizational 

istructural icommunication isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees. i 

 

4.3.1. iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iOrganizational iStructural iCommunication 

iSatisfaction 

To imeasure ithe ilevel iof iemployee isatisfaction iwith iorganizational istructural, irespondents 

iwere ipresented iwith i17 iitems ithat iassessed ithe ilevels iof iemployees isatisfaction iwith ivarious 

iaspects iof iorganizational icommunication iand ifeedback, ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert iscale i(1- 

istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). iSince ithere iwere i17 

iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas i85 i(17x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible iscore iwas i17 i(17x1). 

iAn iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal i17 iitems. iThe iscores 

iwere ithen icategorized iinto i3 ilevels, iwhere iscores iranging ibetween i17-41 irepresented ilow 

ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith icommunication, iscores ibetween i42-60 irepresented imoderate ilevel 

iof isatisfaction iand iscores ibetween i61-85 irepresented ihigh ilevel iof isatisfaction. iThe ifindings 

iare ipresented iin itable i4.3. 

 

Table i4.3 iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iOrganizational iCommunication 

 i iLevel iof iSatisfaction Frequency Percent 

 Low isatisfaction 4 5.7 

Moderate isatisfaction 38 54.3 

High isatisfaction 28 40.0 

Total 70 100.0 

 

Findings ifrom itable i4.3 iindicate ithat imajority iof ithe iemployees i(54.3%) iwere imoderately 

isatisfied iwith iorganizational icommunication, iwhile i40% ihad ia ihigh ilevel iof isatisfaction 

iwith iorganizational icommunication. i 
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4.3.2 iSupervisors iPerception iof iEmployees iCommunication 

Supervisors iwere irequired ito iindicate itheir iperception iof iemployees‟ iresponsiveness ito 

idirections, isuggestions, icriticisms iand iresponsibility ifor iinitiating icommunication. iThe 

ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.4. 

 

Table i4.4 iSupervisors iPerception iof iEmployees iCommunication 

Perception Disagree  i iAgree  iSomewhat iAgree 

Freq i i i i i% i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i 
Freq i i i i i% i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
Freq i i i i i i i i i i i i i i% i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Responsiveness ito idownward idirect 

icommunication 

4 12.9 22 71.0 5 16.1 

Reception ito ievaluation, isuggestions iand 

icriticism 

4 12.9 22 71.0 5 16.1 

Responsibility ifor iinitiating iupward 

icommunication 

1 3.2 22 71.0 8 25.8 

       

From ithe ifindings ion itable i4.4, i71% iof ithe isupervisors iagreed ithat ithe iemployees iwere 

iresponsive ito idownward idirect icommunication, ireceptive ito ievaluation, isuggestion iand 

icriticism iand iresponsible ifor iinitiating iupward icommunication irespectively. i 

 

4.3.3 iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iPerformance i 

To imeasure ithe ilevel iof iemployee iperformance, irespondents iwere ipresented iwith i12 iitems 

ithat iassessed itheir iperception ion itheir iperformance iat iwork iin iterms iof iproductivity, 

iabsenteeism iand iloyalty, iproductivity iand iability ito ihandle ipressure, ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert 

iscale i(1- istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). iSince ithere 

iwere i12 iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas i60 i(12x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible iscore iwas 

i12 i(12x1). iAn iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal i12 iitems; 

ithe inegative iworded iitems iwere ireverse icoded. iThe iscores iwere ithen icategorized iinto i3 

ilevels, iwhere iscores iranging ibetween i12-29 irepresented iPoor iperformance, iscores ibetween 

i30-42 irepresented imoderate ilevel iof iperformance iand iscores ibetween i43-60 irepresented 

ihigh ilevel iof iperformance. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.5. 
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Table i4.5 iEmployees iLevel iof iJob iPerformance 

 i iLevel iof iPerformance Frequency Percent 

 Poor iperformance 2 2.9 

Moderate iperformance 36 51.4 

High iperformance 32 45.7 

Total 70 100.0 

 

As ishown iin itable i4.5, i51.4% iof ithe irespondents ihad ia imoderate ilevel iof iperformance, iwhile 

i45.7% ihad ia ihigh ilevel iof iperformance. 

 

4.3.4 iHypothesis iTesting 

To itest ithe ihypothesis, ia ispearman irank iorder icorrelation icoefficient iwas iconducted ito iassess 

ithe irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication iSatisfaction iand iwork 

iperformance. iSpearman icorrelation iwas ichosen isince ithe ivariables iwere imeasured iat ithe 

iordinal iscale. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.6. i 

Table i4.6 iCorrelation ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iand iWork 

iPerformance 

 Work iPerformance 

Spearman's irho Organization 

icommunication 

Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.450
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 70 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

There iwas ia imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural 

icommunication iand iwork iperformance, irs(70) i= i.450, ip i< i.05. iThis iimplies ithat ia ihigher 

ilevels iof isatisfaction iwith iorganizational icommunication iwas icorrelated iwith ihigher ilevels 

iof iwork iperformance. iBased ion ithe ifindings, ithe inull ihypothesis iwas ithus irejected. 

To ifurther ianswer ithe iobjective, ithe iresearcher iconducted ispearman irank icorrelations 

ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication iand iwork iby iperformance iin iterms iof iage 

icategory, igender, ieducational ilevel iand iwork iperformance. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin ithe 

isubsequent itables. 
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Table i4.7 iCorrelation ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iAge iCategory 

 iAge iin iYears 

Work 

iPerformance 

25-29 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

. 

Sig. i(2-tailed) . 

N 3 

30-39 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.065 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .803 

N 17 

40-49 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.666
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 24 

50-55 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.907
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 11 

Above i55 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.324 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .239 

N 15 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

There iwas ia imoderate iand istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural 

icommunication iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iaged ibetween i40 ito i49 iyears iand 

i50 ito i55 iyears, irs(24) i= i.666, ip i< i.05 iand irs(11) i= i.907, ip i< i.05 irespectively. i 
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Table i4.8 iCorrelation ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iGender 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iGender Work iperformance 

Spearman's irho Male Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.648
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 26 

Female Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.349
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .020 

N 44 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

*. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.05 ilevel i(2-tailed). 
 

There iwas ia imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural 

icommunication iand iwork iperformance iamong imale irespondents irs(26) i= i.648, ip i< i.05 iand 

iweak ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication iand iwork 

iperformance iamong ifemale irespondents i irs(44) i= i.349, ip i< i.05 irespectively. 
 

Table i4.9 iCorrelation ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iEducational ilevel 

Educational iLevel 

Work 

iperformance 

Certificate Spearman's irho  iCommunication 

 

Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.272 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .153 

N 29 

Diploma Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.614
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .001 

N 28 

Degree Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.701
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .016 

N 11 

Masters Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

. 

Sig. i(2-tailed) . 

N 1 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

*. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.05 ilevel i(2-tailed). 
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There iwas ia istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication 

iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad iattained idiploma iand idegree ilevels iof 

ieducation, irs(28) i= i.614, ip i< i.05 iand irs(11) i= i.701, ip i< i.05 irespectively. i 

Table i4.10 iCorrelation ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iWork iExperience 

Work iExperience Work iperformance 

1-3 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.467 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .291 

N 7 

4-6 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.973
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .005 

N 5 

7-10 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.381 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .399 

N 7 

10-15 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.416
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .010 

N 37 

Above i15 iyears Spearman's irho Communication Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.875
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 13 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

*. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.05 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

There iwas ia istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication 

iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad ia iworking iexperience iof i4 ito i6 iyears 

iand iabove i15 iyears, irs(5) i= i.973, ip i< i.05 iand irs(13) i= i.875, ip i< i.05 irespectively. iThere iwas ia 

imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication iand iwork 

iperformance iamong iemployees iwho ihad iworked ibetween i10 ito i15 iyears i irs(37) i= i.416, ip i< 

i.05 irespectively. 
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4.3.5 iRelationship ibetween ithe iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iWork iPerformance iof 

iEmployees 

Objective itwo isought ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween iemployee‟s icareer ipath iand 

imobility iand iwork iperformance. iTo iachieve ithis iobjective, ithe ifollowing inull ihypothesis 

iwas iformulated: 

 

H02: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iCareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

Findings ion ithe idescriptive istatistics iof iemployees‟ isatisfaction iwith ipersonnel iselection, 

icareer idevelopment iand ijob isecurity iare ifirst ipresented ifollowed iby ihypothesis itesting. 

 

4.3.6 iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iPersonnel iSelection 

iProcedure 

To imeasure ithe ilevel iof iemployee isatisfaction iwith ipersonnel iselection iprocedure, 

irespondents iwere ipresented iwith i6 iitems ithat iassessed ithe ilevels iof iemployees isatisfaction 

iwith ivarious iaspects iof ipersonnel iselection iprocedures, ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert iscale i(1- 

istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). iSince ithere iwere i6 

iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas i30 i(6x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible iscore iwas i6 i(6x1). iAn 

iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal i6 iitems; ithe inegative 

iworded iitems iwere ireverse icoded. iThe iscores iwere ithen icategorized iinto i3 ilevels, iwhere 

iscores iranging ibetween i6-14 irepresented ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith iselection iprocedures, 

iscores ibetween i15-24 irepresented imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iand iscores ibetween i22-30 

irepresented ihigh ilevel iof isatisfaction. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.11. 

Table i4.11 iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iPersonnel iSelection iProcedures 

 i iLevel iof iSatisfaction Frequency Percent 

 Low isatisfaction 14 20.0 

Moderate isatisfaction 50 71.4 

High isatisfaction 6 8.6 

Total 70 100.0 

 

Findings ifrom itable i4.11 iindicate ithat i71.4% iof iemployees iwere imoderately isatisfied iwith 

ipersonnel iselection iprocedures, iwhile i20% ihad ia ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction. i i 
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4.3.7 iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iCareer iDevelopment 

To imeasure ithe ilevels iof iemployees isatisfaction iwith icareer idevelopment, irespondents iwere 

ipresented iwith i12 iitems ithat iassessed itheir iperception ion itheir icareer idevelopment, ion ia ifive 

ipoint ilikert iscale i(1- istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). 

iSince ithere iwere i12 iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas i60 i(12x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible 

iscore iwas i12 i(12x1). iAn iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal 

i12 iitems; ithe inegative iworded iitems iwere ireverse icoded. iThe iscores iwere ithen icategorized 

iinto i3 ilevels, iwhere iscores iranging i12-29 irepresented ilow isatisfactions, iscores ibetween i30-

42 irepresented imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iand iscores ibetween i43-60 irepresented ihigh 

ilevel iof isatisfaction. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.12. 

 

Table i4.12 iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iCareer iDevelopment 

 i iLevel iof iSatisfaction Frequency Percent 

 Moderate isatisfaction 40 57.1 

High isatisfaction 30 42.9 

Total 70 100.0 

 

From itable i4.12, i57.1% iwere imoderately isatisfied iwith itheir icareer idevelopment iand i42.9% 

iwere ihighly isatisfied iwith itheir icareer idevelopment. 

 

4.3.8 iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iJob iSecurity 

To imeasure ithe ilevels iof iemployees isatisfaction iwith itheir ijob isecurity, irespondents iwere 

ipresented iwith i6 iitems ithat iassessed itheir iperceived ijob isecurity iin ithe iorganization, ion ia 

ifive ipoint ilikert iscale i(1- istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). 

iSince ithere iwere i6 iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas i30 i(6x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible 

iscore iwas i6 i(6x1). iAn iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal i6 

iitems, ithe inegative iworded iitems iwere ireverse icoded. iThe iscores iwere ithen icategorized iinto 

i3 ilevels, iwhere iscores iranging ibetween i6-14 irepresented ilow isatisfaction, iscores ibetween 

i15-21 irepresented imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iand iscores ibetween i22-30 irepresented ihigh 

ilevel iof isatisfaction. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.13. 
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Table i4.13 iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iJob iSecurity 

 i iLevel iof iSatisfaction Frequency Percent 

 Low isatisfaction 25 35.7 

Moderate isatisfaction 37 52.9 

High isatisfaction 8 11.4 

Total 70 100.0 

 

As ishown iin itable i4.13, i52.9% iof iemployees ihad ia imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith itheir 

ijob isecurity, iwhile i35.7% ihad ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction. 

 

4.3.9 iHypothesis iTesting 

To itest ithe ihypothesis, ia ispearman irank iorder icorrelation icoefficient iwas iconducted ito iassess 

ithe irelationship ibetween iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iwork iperformance. iSpearman 

icorrelation iwas ichosen isince ithe ivariables iwere imeasured iat ithe iordinal iscale. iThe ifinding iis 

ipresented iin itable i4.14. i 

 

Table i4. i14 iCorrelation ibetween iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iWork iPerformance 

 Work iperformance 

Spearman's irho Career ipath iand 

imobility 

Correlation iCoefficient .317
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .007 

N 70 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

There iwas ia iweak ipositive irelationship ibetween iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iwork 

iperformance, irs(70) i= i.317, ip i< i.05. iThis iimplies ithat ia ihigher ilevels iof isatisfaction iwith 

icareer ipath iand imobility iwas icorrelated iwith ihigher ilevels iof iwork iperformance. iBased ion 

ithe ifindings, ithe inull ihypothesis iwas ithus irejected. 

To ifurther ianswer ithe iobjective, ithe iresearcher iconducted ispearman irank icorrelations 

ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iby iperformance iin iterms iof iage icategory, 

igender, ieducational ilevel iand iwork iperformance. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin ithe 

isubsequent itables. 
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Table i4.15 iCorrelation ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iWork iPerformance iby 

iAge iCategory 

Age iin iYears Work iperformance 

25-29 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation iCoefficient .866 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .333 

N 3 

30-39 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation iCoefficient .401 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .111 

N 17 

40-49 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation iCoefficient .711
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 24 

50-55 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation iCoefficient .093 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .786 

N 11 

Above i55 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation iCoefficient -.457 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .087 

N 15 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

There iwas ia istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork 

iperformance iamong irespondents iaged ibetween i40 ito i49 iyears, irs(24) i= i.711, ip i< i.05. 

 

Table i4.16 iCorrelation ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iWork iPerformance iby 

iGender 

Gender Work iperformance 

Spearman's irho Male Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.662
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 26 

Female Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

-.036 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .817 

N 44 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

There iwas ia imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork 

iperformance iamong imale irespondents, irs(26) i= i.662, ip i< i.05. 
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Table i4.17 iCorrelation ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iWork iPerformance iby 

iEducational iLevel 

Educational iLevel Work iperformance 

Certificate Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.435
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .018 

N 29 

Diploma Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

-.279 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .150 

N 28 

Degree Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.960
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 11 

Masters Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

. 

Sig. i(2-tailed) . 

N 1 

*. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.05 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

There iwas ia istrong ipositive irelationship iand imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween icareer 

ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad iattained idegree iand 

idiploma ilevels iof ieducation, irs(11) i= i.960, ip i< i.05, i iand irs(29) i= i.435, ip i< i.05 irespectively. 
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Table i4.18 iCorrelation ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iWork iPerformance iby 

iWork iExperience 

Work iExperience 

Work 

iPerformance 

1-3 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.608 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .148 

N 7 

4-6 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.363 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .548 

N 5 

7-10 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

-.160 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .733 

N 7 

10-15 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.254 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .130 

N 37 

Above i15 iyears Spearman's irho Career ipath Correlation 

iCoefficient 

.511 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .075 

N 13 

 

The irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork iperformance iamong 

irespondents iby iwork iexperience iwas inot istatistically isignificant, ip>0.05. i 

 

4.3.10 iRelationship ibetween iReward iSystem iand iWork iPerformance iof iEmployees 

Objective ithree isought ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance. iTo iachieve ithis iobjective, ithe ifollowing inull ihypothesis iwas iformulated: 

H03: iThere iis ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iReward iSystem iand iwork iperformance iof 

iemployees iat ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iwithin iNairobi iCity. 

Findings ion ithe idescriptive istatistics iof iemployees‟ isatisfaction iwith ipersonnel iselection, 

icareer idevelopment iand ijob isecurity iare ifirst ipresented ifollowed iby ihypothesis itesting. 
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4.3.11 iDescriptive iStatistics iof iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem 

To imeasure ithe ilevel iof iemployee isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem, irespondents iwere 

ipresented iwith i12 iitems ithat iassessed ithe ilevels iof iemployees isatisfaction iwith 

iorganizations ireward isystem, ion ia ifive ipoint ilikert iscale i(1- istrongly idisagree, i2-disagree, i3-

neutral, i4-agree, i5-strongly iagree). iSince ithere iwere i12 iitems, ithe ihighest ipossible iscore iwas 

i60 i(12x5) iand ithe ilowest ipossible iscore iwas i12 i(12x1). iAn iindividual‟s itotal iscore iwas 

iderived ifrom ithe iaddition iof ithe itotal i12 iitems; ithe inegative iworded iitems iwere ireverse 

icoded. iThe iscores iwere ithen icategorized iinto i3 ilevels, iwhere iscores iranging ibetween i12-29 

irepresented ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem, iscores ibetween i30-42 irepresented 

imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iand iscores ibetween i43-60 irepresented ihigh ilevel iof 

isatisfaction. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin itable i4.19. 

 

Table i4.19 iEmployees iSatisfaction iwith iOrganization iReward iSystem 

 i iLevel iof iSatisfaction Frequency Percent 

 Low isatisfaction 43 61.4 

Moderate isatisfaction 21 30.0 

High isatisfaction 6 8.6 

Total 70 100.0 

 

From itable i4.19, imajority iof ithe iemployees i(61.4%) ihad ia ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith ithe 

iorganization ireward isystem, iwhile i30% iwere imoderately isatisfied. i 

4.3.12 iHypothesis iTesting 

To itest ithe ihypothesis, ia ispearman irank iorder icorrelation icoefficient iwas iconducted ito iassess 

ithe irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand iwork iperformance. iSpearman icorrelation iwas 

ichosen isince ithe ivariables iwere imeasured iat ithe iordinal iscale. iThe ifinding iis ipresented iin 

itable i4.20. i 
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Table i4.20 iCorrelation ibetween iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem iand iWork 

iPerformance 

 Work iperformance 

Spearman's irho  iReward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .137 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .257 

N 70 

 

The irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork iperformance iwas inot 

istatistically isignificant, irs(70) i= i.137, ip i= i.257. iThe ilevel iof isignificance iwas imeasured iat 

i0.05 ilevel. iBased ion ithe ifindings, ithe inull ihypothesis iwas ithus iaccepted. 

To ifurther ianswer ithe iobjective, ithe iresearcher iconducted ispearman irank icorrelations 

ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork iby iperformance iin iterms iof iage icategory, 

igender, ieducational ilevel iand iwork iperformance. iThe ifindings iare ipresented iin ithe 

isubsequent itables. 

 

Table i4.21 iCorrelation ibetween iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iAge iCategory 

 iAge iin iYears Work iperformance 

25-29 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient . 

Sig. i(2-tailed) . 

N 3 

30-39 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .324 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .204 

N 17 

40-49 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .222 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .297 

N 24 

50-55 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .461 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .154 

N 11 

Above i55 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .424 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .115 

N 15 

 

The irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork iperformance iamong 

irespondents iby iage icategory iwas inot istatistically isignificant, ip>0.05. i 
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Table i4.22 iCorrelation ibetween iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iGender 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iGender Work iperformance 

Spearman's irho Male Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .538
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .005 

N 26 

Female Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient -.090 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .563 

N 44 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

There iwas ia imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand 

iwork iperformance iamong imale irespondents, irs(26) i= i.538, ip i< i.05. 

 

Table i4.23 iCorrelation ibetween iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iEducational iLevel 

Educational iLevel Work iperformance 

Certificate Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient -.116 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .551 

N 29 

Diploma Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .024 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .904 

N 28 

Degree Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .898
**

 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 

N 11 

Masters Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient . 

Sig. i(2-tailed) . 

N 1 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

There iwas ia istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad iattained ia idegree ilevel iof ieducation, irs(26) i= i.538, 

ip i< i.05. 
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Table i4.24 iCorrelation ibetween iSatisfaction iwith iReward iSystem iand iWork 

iPerformance iby iWork iExperience 

Work iExperience Work iperformance 

1-3 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .512 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .240 

N 7 

4-6 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient -.895
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .040 

N 5 

7-10 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .389 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .389 

N 7 

10-15 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .355
*
 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .031 

N 37 

Above i15 iyears Spearman's irho Reward isystem Correlation iCoefficient .434 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .139 

N 13 

*. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.05 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

There iwas ia iweak ipositive irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad ia iworking iexperience iof i10 ito i15 iyears, irs(37) i= 

i.355, ip i< i.05. iThere iwas ia istrong inegative irelationship ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward 

isystem iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iwho ihad ia iworking iexperience iof i4 ito i6 

iyears, irs(5) i= i-.895, ip i<.05. i 
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CHAPTER iFIVE 

SUMMARY iOF iTHE iFINDINGS, iDISCUSSIONS, iCONCLUSION iAND 

iRECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 iIntroduction 

This ichapter ipresents ithe idiscussion iof ithe ifindings, iconclusions iand irecommendations iof 

ithe istudy ion ithe irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees: 

ia icase istudy iof iPosta iKenya. iThe ichapter ibegins iwith ithe idiscussion, ifollowed iby ithe 

iconclusions idrawn ifrom ithe idiscussions iand ifinally ithe irecommendations ibased ion ithe istudy 

ifindings. 

 

5.2 iSummary iof iKey iFindings 

In ithis isection, ithe iresearcher imade ia isummary iof ithe ikey ifindings iof ithe iresearch. 

 

In iterms iof idemographics, imajority iof ithe iemployees iwere ifemales i(62.9%), iwhile imajority 

iof ithe isupervisors iwere imales i(54.8%). iMore ithan ihalf iof ithe iemployees i(52.9%) ihad ia iwork 

iexperience iof ibetween i10 ito i15 iyears iand i51.4% iagreed ithat ithey iwere isatisfied iwith itheir 

ijob. iMajority iof ithe isupervisors i(35.5%) ihad iworked ifor imore ithan i15 iyears, iwhile i35.5% 

ihad iand i32.3 i% ihad iattained idiploma iand idegree ilevels iof ieducation irespectively. i 

Descriptive ifindings ion ithe ifirst iobjective iestablished ithat imajority iof ithe iemployees 

i(54.3%) iwere imoderately isatisfied iwith iorganizational icommunication, iwith imost 

isupervisors i(71%) ifurther iagreeing ithat iemployees iwere ireceptive ito ithe ivarious iaspects iof 

icommunication iin ithe iorganization. iThe idescriptive ifindings ifurther iestablished ithat 

imajority iof ithe iemployees i(51.4) ihad ia imoderate ilevel iof iperformance. iFindings ion ithe 

ihypothesis itesting iestablished ia ia imoderate ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational 

istructural icommunication iand iwork iperformance, irs(70) i= i.450, ip i< i.05. i i i 

 

Descriptive ifindings ion ithe isecond iobjective iestablished ithat ia isignificant inumber iof 

iemployees i(71.4%) iwere imoderately isatisfied iwith ipersonnel iselection iprocedures, ia ifurther 

i57.1% iwere imoderately isatisfied iwith itheir icareer idevelopment, iwhile i52.9% ihad ia 

imoderate ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith itheir ijob isecurity. iFindings ion ithe ihypothesis itesting 

iestablished ia iweak ipositive irelationship ibetween iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iwork 

iperformance, irs(70) i= i.317, ip i< i.05. 
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Descriptive ifindings ion ithe ithird iobjective iestablished ithat imajority iof ithe iemployees i(61.4) 

ihad ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith ithe iorganization ireward isystem, iwith ionly i8.6% ibeing 

ihighly isatisfied iwith ithe ireward isystem. iFindings ion ithe ihypothesis itesting iestablished ithat 

ithere iwas ino istatistically isignificant irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance, irs(70) i= i.137, ip i= i.257. iHowever isignificant icorrelations iwere iestablished 

iamong imale iemployees, irs(26) i= i.538, ip i< i.05, irespondents iwith ia idegree ilevel iof ieducation 

irs(26) i= i.538, ip i< i.05 iand ithose iwho ihad iworked ibetween i4 ito i6 iyears iand i10 ito i15 iyears, 

irs(5) i= i-.895, ip i<.05 iand irs(37) i= i.355, ip i< i.05 irespectively. 

 

5.3 iDiscussion iof ithe iResearch iFindings 

In ithis isection, ithe iresearcher idiscusses ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy iin iaccordance ito ithe 

iresearch iobjectives. 

 

5.3.1 iRelationship ibetween ithe iOrganizational iStructural iCommunication iSatisfaction 

iand iWork iPerformance iof iEmployees 

The ifirst iobjective isought ito idetermine ithe irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural 

icommunication isatisfaction iand iwork iperformance iof iemployees. iAccording ito iGulnar 

i(2009), icommunication isatisfaction iis itaken ias ithe isatisfaction ilevel iof ian iemployee iin 

iquantitative iand iqualitative iaspects iof iinterpersonal iand iorganizational icommunication iin 

ithe iorganizational ienvironment. iIn ithe icurrent istudy, isatisfaction iwith iorganizational 

icommunication iwas iassessed iquantitatively iwith ithe imajority iof ithe iemployees iindicating 

imoderate iand ihigh ilevels iof isatisfaction i54.3% iand i40% irespectively. iMajority iof ithe 

isupervisors i(71%) ion ithe iother ihand iagreed ithat iemployees iwere iresponsive ito idownward 

idirect icommunication ias iwell ias ibeing ireceptive ito ievaluation, isuggestions iand icriticism. 

iThese ifindings iwere iin itandem iwith ithe istudy iconducted iby iEhlers i(2003) iwhich iestablished 

ithat iemployees iwith ihigh icommunication isatisfaction ilevel itend ito irespond ipositively ito 

iorganizational idecisions iand imanagerial iactions. iA istatistically isignificant imoderate 

ipositive irelationship iwas iestablished ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication iand 

iwork iperformance, irs(70) i= i.450, ip i< i.05, iimplying ithat ihigher ilevels iof isatisfaction iwith 

iorganization icommunication iwere icorrelated iwith ihigher ilevels iof iwork iperformance. iThese 

ifindings iare isupported iby ia isimilar istudy iby iGokce i(2013) iwhich ialso iestablished ithat 
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ipositive iresults ihave ibeen iobtained iin iperformance, iproductivity, iprofitability iand icustomer 

ioriented iwork iin iorganizations iwhere iemployees iare isatisfied iwith icommunication. iA 

imoderate iand istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween iorganizational istructural icommunication 

iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iaged ibetween i40 ito i49 iyears iand i50 ito i55 iyears, 

irs(24) i= i.666, ip i< i.05 iand irs(11) i= i.907, ip i< i.05 irespectively. iThese ifindings iconcur iwith ithe 

ifindings iconducted iby iFu iand iMount i(2002), iwhich iestablished ithat iage iwas ione ithe 

idefining isocio-demographic icharacteristics iof ihorizontal icommunication idimension iand 

ithat iolder iworkers ihad ihigher ilevel iof icommunication isatisfaction ithan iyounger iones, 

ihowever ithese ifindings icontradict ithe ifindings iby iSarker, iParkpoom i& iAlf iCrossman i(2003) 

iwho iindicated ithat iemployee iage iis inot isignificantly iassociated iwith ioverall ijob isatisfaction 

ilevel. iIn iterms iof igender idifferences, ithe icurrent istudy iestablished ia imoderate ipositive 

icorrelation ifor ithe imale irespondents iand ia iweak ipositive icorrelation ifor ithe ifemale 

irespondents, irs(26) i= i.648, ip i< i.05 i iand irs(44) i= i.349, ip i< i.05 irespectively. iSimilar ifindings 

iwere iestablished iby iSarker, iParkpoom, i& iAlf iCrossman i(2003), iwho ialso ifound istronger 

irelationship iwith isatisfaction iamong imales ithan ifemales. 

 

5.3.2 iRelationship ibetween ithe iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iWork iPerformance iof 

iEmployees 

The isecond iobjective isought ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility 

iwith iwork iperformance iof iemployees. iEun, iSohn i& iLee i(2013), iin itheir istudy iindicated ithat 

iSelf-regulated idecision imakers iare imore isatisfied ithan ithose iwho ichoose icareers ithat idon‟t 

iagree iwith itheir iinterests iand iskillset, ithis iaspect iis ibrought iout iby ifindings iof ithe icurrent 

istudy, iwhich iestablished ithat ia isignificant inumber iof iemployees i(42.9%) iwere ihighly 

isatisfied iwith itheir icareer idevelopment, iwhile ithe iremaining i57.1% ihad ia imoderate ilevel iof 

isatisfaction. iA ifurther i35.7% iof ithe iemployees iindicated ithat ithey ihad ia ilow ilevel iof 

isatisfaction ias ifar ias itheir ijob isecurity iwas iconcerned. iThis inotion ican ibe iexplain iby iYousef 

i(1998), iwho inoted ithat iemployees iare imore ilikely ito iremain icommitted iand imotivated ito ia 

icompany ithat iexhibits istability iin iits ihiring ipractices ias iopposed ito ione ithat ihas ia ihistory iof 

ilaying ioff ipeople iregularly ior isporadically. iA iweak ipositive irelationship iwas ifurther 

iestablished ibetween iCareer iPath iand iMobility iand iwork iperformance, irs(70) i= i.317, ip i< i.05, 

iwhich iimplies ithat ihigher ilevels iof isatisfaction iwith icareer ipath iand imobility iwas icorrelated 

iwith ihigher ilevels iof iwork iperformance. iThis ifinding iis ialso isupported iby ia istudy iconducted 
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iby iFiaz iMahmood iQamar iand iQadar iBakhsh iBaloch i(2011) iwho irevealed ithat iboth 

ipromotion iand ijob iperformance iwere ipositively icorrelated. iThe icurrent istudy ialso 

iestablished ia ipositive isignificant irelationship ibetween icareer ipath iand imobility iand iwork 

iperformance iamong imale irespondents, irs(26) i= i.662, ip i< i.05, iwhile ia inegative irelationship 

ithat iwas inot isignificant iwas iestablished iamong ifemale irespondents, irs(44) i= i-.036, ip i> i.05. 

iThese ifindings iconcur iwith ithe istudy iconducted iby iMaume iJr. i(1999), iwho iestablished ithat 

iwomen iin imale-dominated ioccupations ido inot imove iup ithe icareer iladder, ibut irather iare 

ipressured ito imove iout iof ithese ipositions. iAdditionally, ion ithe irelationship ibetween igender 

idynamics iin ithe iwork isetting iand iindividual icareer ipaths, iin ithe ipresence iof icontrols, 

ipercentage iof imales iin ithe ioccupation iwas ipositively irelated ito imen‟s ichances iof ireceiving ia 

iwage ipromotion, iwhile ifor iwomen, ioccupational isegregation ipositively iinfluenced 

imovement ito ijoblessness. iStrong ipositive isignificant icorrelation iwas iestablished ifor 

iemployees iwho ihad iattained ia idegree ilevel iof istudy irs(11) i= i.960, ip i< i.05, icompared ito ithe 

imoderate icorrelation iestablished ifor irespondents iwho ihad iattained ia icertificate ilevel iof 

ieducation. iThe icurrent ifinding iagree iwith ia istudy iby iWittekind, iRaeder, i& iGrote i(2010) 

iwho inoted ithat iemployees iwith ia ihigher ilevel iof ieducation ioften iindicate ia ihigher 

iconfidence iin ifinding ia inew ijob ion ithe iinternal iand iexternal ilabour imarket. iAdditionally iand 

iincrease iin ieducational ispecialization iusually iresulting ifrom iearning ia ihigher ieducational 

idegree imight istrengthen ithe iboundaries isurrounding ione‟s ioccupation i(Kornblum, iA., 

iUnger, iD., i& iGrote, iG, i2018). 

 

5.3.3 iRelationship ibetween iReward iSystem iand iWork iPerformance iof iEmployees 

The ithird iobjective isought ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees. iFindings ion ithe ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith iorganization ireward 

isystem iindicated ithat imajority iof ithe iemployees i(61.4%) ihad ia ilow ilevel iof isatisfaction iwith 

ithe ireward isystem. iPast istudies ion ithe iother ihand ipoint ito ithe ifact ithat iemployees iare 

isatisfied iwith icompanies iwhere ithe iauthorities irecognize igood iwork idone iby iemployees, 

iboth iin iterms iof ifinances iand irecognition i(Mustapha, i2013; iSajeva, i2014). iFindings ion ithe 

ihypothesis itesting iestablished ia iweak ipositive icorrelation ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward 

isystem iand iwork iperformance, ihowever ithe irelationship iwas inot istatistically isignificant, 

irs(70) i= i.137, ip i= i.257. iA isimilar istudy iby iDu iand iZhao i(2010), iestablished ia isignificant 
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irelationship ibetween ipay isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance. iA imore irecent istudy iby 

iIdemobi, iNgige, iand iOfili i(2017) ion ithe irelationship ibetween ireward isystem iand 

iorganizational iperformance, ialso ifound ithat iorganizational ireward isystem ihad ia isignificant 

ieffect ion iworker‟s iproductivity. iThe icurrent istudy ifurther iestablished ia isignificant imoderate 

ipositive icorrelation ibetween iReward iSystem iand iWork iPerformance iof imale iemployees, 

irs(26) i= i.538, ip i< i.05. iThis ifinding iis isupported iLauren iDeegan i(2019) iwho iasserts ithat imen 

itend ito ibe imost iinvested iin itheir ipay iand ibenefits, iadvancement iand iprofessional isuccess, 

iand iauthority iand ioverall istatus icompared ito itheir ifemale icounterparts iwho iare imore ilikely 

ito ivalue iprofessional irelationships, iexcellent icommunication iand icollaborations iwith 

icolleagues iat iwork. iThe icurrent istudy ifurther iestablished ia istrong ipositive irelationship 

ibetween isatisfaction iwith ireward isystem iand iwork iperformance iamong irespondents iwho 

ihad iattained ia idegree ilevel iof ieducation, irs(26) i= i.538, ip i< i.05. iThis iimplies ithat iemployees 

iwho iare imore ieducated iare ilikely ito ivalue irewards ias ipart iof itheir ijob iperformance. 

iSimilarly, istudy iby iGonzalez iand iSanchez i(2016), ifound iout ithat iemployees iwith ilower 

ieducational ilevels iare imore iaffected iby ithe ilack iof ijob iopportunities iand imore ilikely ito 

iexpress igratitude ifor ithe ijob ithey ihave ibeen iable ito isecure iand imaintain. 

 

5.4 iConclusion 

This istudy iwas iundertaken ito iestablish ithe irelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iwork 

iperformance iof iemployees: ia icase istudy iof iPosta iKenya. iThe iconclusions ipresented iare 

idrawn ifrom ithe istudy iobjectives. 

 

The istudy ifindings iconclude ithat imajority iof ithe iemployees iand isupervisors iare isatisfied 

iwith ithe ilevel iof icommunication iin ithe iorganization. iThe istudy ialso iconcludes ithat 

iorganizational icommunication iis ia isignificant ifactor iin iemployee iwork iperformance ihaving 

iestablished ipositive isignificant icorrelations. i 

 

The istudy ifindings iconclude ithat icareer ipath iand imobility iis ipositively icorrelated ito ijob 

iperformance. iHowever, imale iemployees iare imore ilikely ito iindicate ia ipositive iassociation 

ibetween icareer imobility iand ijob iperformance ithan ifemale iemployees. iThis iindicates ithat 

imale iemployees iare imore ilikely ito iget imore iopportunities ito iadvance iin itheir icareer ipaths. i i 
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The istudy ifindings iestablished ithat ithe iemployees ihad ilow ilevels iof isatisfaction iwith ithe 

ireward isystem iemployed iin ithe iorganization. iThe istudy ifindings icould inot imake ia 

isubstantial iconclusion ion ithe irelationship ibetween ireward iSystem iand iWork iPerformance 

ifor ithe icombined igroup, isince ithe irelationship ibetween ithe ivariables iwas inot istatistically 

isignificant. iHowever, ia isignificant irelationship iwas iestablished ifor imale iemployees iand 

ithose iwho ihad iattained ia idegree ilevel iof ieducation. iMale iand ieducated iemployees iwere 

itherefore imore ilikely ito iassociate ijob iperformance iwith ireward isystem, ia ifinding ithat iwas 

ialso isupported iby iprevious istudies. i 

 

5.5 iRecommendations 

Considering ithe isignificant irole iplayed iby icommunication iin ienhancing ijob iperformance, 

iorganizations ishould iadopt imore ieffective icommunication istrategies ithat iencourage 

icoordination ibetween ithe iemployees iand isupervisors. iThe istudy ialso irecommends ithat ithe 

ipolicy imakers iin iorganizations iadopt igender iinclusive ipolicies ithat iprovide ifor iequal 

iopportunities ito iboth imale iand ifemale iemployees iin icareer idevelopment iand imobility. 

iFinally, ithe istudy irecommends ithat iorganizations ireview itheir ipolicies ion irewards iand 

irecognition ito iensure iopenness iand iconsultation iin ithat iprocess. i i i i 

 

5.6 iSuggestions ifor ifurther iresearch 

This istudy ifocused ion ione icorporation, ithe iPostal iCorporation iof iKenya iand ionly ione 

ivariable, ijob isatisfaction iand iits ieffects ion iwork iperformance. iThere iwere iobvious 

ilimitations iboth iin iscope iand ivariables iexamined. iThe iresearcher itherefore irecommends 

ifurther istudy ion ithe ifollowing iareas ito iaddress ithese ilimitations: 

i. A isimilar istudy ishould ibe ireplicated iin iother iorganizations iacross ithe iCountry ito 

iestablish iwhether ijob isatisfaction ihas ian iinfluence ion ijob iperformance iin iother 

isectors iand iregions iwith idifferent isociodemographic icharacteristics. i i 

ii. An iexploratory istudy ishould ibe iconducted ito iestablish iother isignificant ivariables iin 

iorganizations iassociated iwith ijob iperformance. 

iii. It iis irecommended ithat iintervention istudies ibe iconducted ithat iare igeared itowards 

ienhancing ijob isatisfaction iand ijob iperformance. 



  

 56  
 

REFERENCES 

 

Akpinar. iA.T, iTorun. iE, iOkur. iM.E i& iAkpinar. iO. i(2013). iThe iEffect iof iOrganizational i 

Commitment iin iSmall iBusinesses. iInterdisciplinary iJournal iof iResearch iin 

iBusiness. i iISSN: i2046-7141 iVol.3, iIssue. i04(pp.27-32). 

Alessandri, iG.,Borgoni,L.,& iTruxillo, iD.M.(2015). iTracking ijob iperformance itrajectories i 

over itime: iA isix-year ilongitudinal istudy. iEuropean iJournal iof iWork iand i 

iOrganizational iPsychology; i24,560-577. 

Ali, iA. iand iHaider,J. i(2012). iImpact iof iInternal iOrganizational iCommunications ion 

iEmployee. iJob iSatisfaction i- iCase iof iSome iPakistani iBanks. iGlobal iAdvanced 

iResearch iJournal iof i i 

Management iand iBusiness iStudies, i1, i38-44. 

Arham,A.,Abdulquadri.,Ade iBilau, iWallace., iEnegbuma,I., iAjagbe,A.M., i& iAli,N.(2011). i 

Evaluation iof iJob iSatisfaction iand iperformance iof iemployees iin ismall iand 

imedium-sized iconstruction iand iproject imanagement,15,225-229. 

Arnold, iJ. i& iCohen, iL. i(2008),”The iPsychology iof iCareers iin iIndustrial iand iorganizational i 

Settings: iA icritical ibut iAppreciative iAnalysis, iInternational iReview iof iIndustrial 

iand iOrganizational iPsychology, i23: i1-44. 

Arthur, iM.B iand iRousseau, iD. i(1996), i„Introduction: iThe iBoundary-less iCareer ias ia iNew i 

Employment iPrinciple,‟ iin iM.B. iArthur iand iD.M. iRousseau i(eds), iThe iBoundary-

less iCareer: iA iNew iEmployment iPrinciple ifor ia iNew iOrganizational iEra, iOxford 

iUniversity iPress, i3-20. 

Avolio.B.J., i& iWaldman,D.A. i(1994). iVariations iin iCognitive, iPerceptual iand ipsychomotor 

iabilities iacross ithe iworking ilifespan: iExamining ithe ieffects iof irace, isex, iexperience 

iEducation, iand iOccupational itype. iPsychology iand iAging, i9,430-442. 

Azhar,A. i(2006). iAuditing iCommunication iSatisfaction iAmong iAcademic iStaff: iAn 

iApproach ito imanaging i iAcademic iExcellence. iThe iBusiness iReview, i5, i330-333. 

Bakanauskiene,I. iBenderaviciene,R. i& iKrikstolaitis,R. i(2010). iEmpirical iEvidence ion 

iEmployees‟ iCommunication iSatisfaction iand iJob iSatisfaction: iLithuania‟s 

iUniversity iCase: iOrganizaciju iVadyba:Sisteminiai iTyrimai, i54,21-36. 



  

 57  
 

Bakotic i(2016). iRelationship ibetween iJob iSatisfaction iand iOrganizational iperformance. 

iJournal iOf iEconomic iResearch. iVolume i29, i2016-Issue i1: iIncluding iSpecial 

isection: i7
th

 iInternational iScientific iConference iby iJuraj iDobrila iUniversity iof iPula 

iand iIstrian iDevelopment iAgency. 

Bal, iC.G. i(2013). iA ifield iStudy ion iCommunication iSatisfaction iin iHealth iInstitutions. 

iJournal iof iSocial iand i i i iEconomic iResearch, i25,107-126. 

Biemann, iT. iZacher, iH., i& iFeldman; iD.C i(2012). iCareer ipatterns: iA itwenty iyear ipanel 

istudy. iJournal iof iVocational iBehavior, i81,159-170. 

Biro, iM. i(2018). iHappy iEmployees i= iHefty iProfits. i[online] iForbes. iAvailable iat: 

ihttps://www.forbes.com/sites/meghanbiro/2014/01/19/happy-employees-hefty-

profits/#5c1b1bed221a i[Accessed i18 iOct. i2018]. 

Briscoe, iJ.P. iand iHall,D.T i(2006), i„The iInterplay iof iBoundaryless iand iProtean iCareers: 

iContributions iand iImplications, iJournal iof iVocational iBehavior, i69(2): i4-18. 

Carriere, iJ. i& iBourque, iS. i(2007). iThe irole iof iCommunication iSatisfaction ias ia imediator 

ibetween ian iorganization‟s iInternal iCommunication iSystems iand itwo ijob ioutcomes: 

iJob iSatisfaction iand iOrganizational iCommitment. iASAC, i60-75. 

Chang, iJ.C.(2006). iCommunication iSatisfaction iin ithe iprivatization iprocess: ithe iexperience 

iof iTaiwan iagency, iUnpublished iDoctoral iDissertation, iTouro iUniversity, iUM. 

iDissertation iService. 

Clampitt, iP. i& iGirard, iD.M i(1988). iTime ifor ireflection: iA ifactor ianalytic istudy iof ithe 

icommunication isatisfaction iInstrument. iPaper ipresented iat ithe iannual imeeting iof ithe 

iInternational iCommunication iAssociation, iSan iFrancisco. 

Deegan i(2019). iThe iRole iof iGender iin iRecognition: iMen iVs iWomen. i 

Desler, iG. i(1980). iOrganizational iTheory. iNew iJersey: iPrentice-Hall, iInc. i 

De iVos, iA., i& iMeganck, iA.(2008). iWhat iHR iManagement ido iversus iwhat iemployees‟ 

ivalue: iExploring iboth iparties‟ iviews ion iretention imanagement ifrom ia ipsychological 

iContact iperspective. iPersonnel iReview, i38, i45-60. 

De iVos, iA., i& iDries, iN. i(2013). iApplying ia italented imanagement ilens ito iCareer 

iManagement: iThe irole iof ihuman iCapital iComposition iand iContinuity. iThe 

iInternational iJournal iof iHuman iResource iManagement, i24, i1816-1831. 



  

 58  
 

Dlouphy,K., i& iBiemann,T. i(2018). iPath idependence iin iOccupational iCareers: 

iUnderstanding ioccupational imobility idevelopment ithroughout iindividuals‟ icareers. 

iJournal iof iVocational iBehavior, i104, i86-97. 

Dolfsma, iW. i(1997). iThe isocial iconstruction iof ivalue: ivalue itheories iand iJohn iLocke's 

iframework iof iqualities. iThe iEuropean iJournal iOf iThe iHistory iOf iEconomic 

iThought, i4(3), i400-416. idoi: i10.1080/10427719700000059. 

Downs,C.W.and iHazen,M.D.(1977). iA ifactor ianalytic istudy iof icommunication isatisfaction. 

iJournal iof iBusiness iCommunication, i14(3), i63-73. 

Dries, iN., iPepermans, iR. iand iCarlier, iO.(2008), i„Career isuccess: iConstructing ia 

iMultidimensional iModel: iJournal iof iVocational iBehavior, i73 i(2): i254-267. 

Du iL.Y., i& iZhao iF.F.(2010). iA iStudy iof irelationship ibetween ipay iSatisfaction iand ijob 

iperformance ifor iemployees. iInternational iConference ion iE.-Business iand iE-

Government,896-899. 

Edwards,B.D.,Bell,S.T.,Arthur, iW.,& iDecur, iA.D i(2008). iRelationship ibetween ifacets iof 

ijob isatisfaction iand itask iand icontextual iperformance. iApplied iPsychology: iAn 

iInternational iReview, i57(3), i441-465. 

Ehlers,L.N.(2003). iThe iRelationship iof iCommunication, iJob iSatisfaction, iAnd iSelf-

Reported iAbsenteeism iMonster. iThesis, iMiami iUniversity, iOxford, iOhio. 

ENME i(2019). iThe ilink ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand iemployee iperformance. 

Eun, iH., iSohn, iY., i& iLee, iS. i(2013). iThe ieffect iof iself-regulated idecision imaking ion icareer 

ipath iand imajor-related icareer ichoice isatisfaction. iJournal iof iEmployment 

iCounseling, i50(3), i98-109. idoi: i10.1002/j.2161-1920.2013.00029.x 

Fatma,J., i& iLlaci,S.(2015). iThe iImpact iof iCommunication iSatisfaction iand iDemographic 

iVariable ion iEmployee iEngagement. iJournal iof iService iand iManagement i08(02): 

i191-200.Doi:10.4236/Issm2015.82021. i 

Feldman, iD.C., i& iNg, iT.W.H.(2007). iCareers: iMobility, iembeddedness, iand isuccess. 

iJournal iof iManagement, i33,350-377. 

Fiaz, iM.Q., i& iBaloch, iQ.B.(2011). iJob iSatisfaction iand iPerformance: iA iComparative iStudy 

iof iPrivate iand iPublic iSector ihospitals. iAbasyn iJournal iof iSocial iSciences, i4(1), i56-

69. 



  

 59  
 

Forrier, iA., iSels,L.,& iStyren,D.(2009). iCareer iMobility iat ithe iIntersection ibetween iAgent 

iand iStructure: iA iconceptual imodel. iJournal iof iOccupational iand iOrganizational 

iPsychology, i82. i739-759. 

Forsyth, iP. i(2002), iCareer iManagement, iOxford: iCapstone iPublishing. 

 iFraenkel, iJ.R., i& iWallen, iN.E. i(2000). iHow ito iDesign iand iEvaluate iResearch iin iEducation. 

iNew iYork: iThe iMcGraw iHill iCompanies, iInc. 

Frone iN. iand iMajor, iP. i(1988). iThe ieffect iof iCommunication iQuality ion iJob iSatisfaction 

iamong iNurses, iGroup iand iOrganization iStudies, i23,123-40. 

Fu,Y.Y. iand iMount, iD.(2007). iHotel iguests‟ icumulative iSatisfaction iupdating iprocess iin ithe 

icontext iof iservice ifailure iand iService irecovery. iInternational iJournal iof iHospitality 

i& iTourism iAdministration, i8(1)77-98. 

Fugate, iM.,Kinicki, iA.J.,& iAsforth, iB.E i(2004). iEmployability: iA iPsycho-social iconstruct, 

iits iDimensions, iand iApplications. iJournal iof iVocational iBehavior, i65, i14-38. 

Garavan, iT., iCarbery, iR., i& iRock, iA. i(2012). iMapping italent idevelopment: idefinition, iscope 

iand iarchitecture. iEuropean iJournal iof iTraining iand iDevelopment, i36(1), i5-24. idoi: 

i10.1108/03090591211192601 

Ghazi, iS., iShahzada, iG., i& iKhan, iM. i(2013). iResurrecting iHerzberg‟s iTwo iFactor iTheory: 

ian iImplication ito ithe iUniversity iTeachers. iJournal iof iEducation iand iSocial 

iResearch, i3(2), i445-451. 

Gill.Amarjit, iSharma, iSuraj, iP., iMathur iNeil, iBhutani iSmita i(2019). i iThe ieffects iof iJob 

iSatisfaction iand iwork iExperience ion iEmployee-Desire ifor iEmpowerment: iA 

iComparative iStudy iin iCanada iand iIndia. iInternational iJournal iof iManagement. 

Girish, iK., iand iRao, iB. i(2017). iA iStudy ion iImpact iof iInternal iMobility ion iOrganizational 

iperformance: iA iCase iof iAutomotive iAxles iPvt iLtd, iMysuru. iInternational iJournal 

iof iLatest iTechnology iin iEngineering, iManagement i& iApplied iScience i(IJLTEMAS). 

iVolume iVI,Issue iXII, iDecember i2017/ISSN i2278-2540. 

Gokce,O. i(2013). iRelationship ibetween iOrganizational iCommunication iSatisfaction iand 

iOrganizational iJustice: iAn iEmpirical iStudy. iElectronic iJournal iof iVocational 

iColleges-June i(Special iIssue2013).Yeni.Yuzyil iUniversitesi. 

Grote, iG., i& iHall,D.T.(2013). iReference iGroups: iA imissing ilink iin iCareer iStudies. iJournal 

iof iVocational iBehavior i83,265-279. 



  

 60  
 

Gunz, iH., iEvans, iM. iG. i& iJallard, iR. iM.(2000). iCareer iBoundaries iin ia iBoundaryless 

iWorld, iin iPeiperi. iM. iB. iArthur, iR., iCareer iFrontiers: iNew iConceptions iof iWorking 

iLives i(pp. i24-54). iNewYork, iNY: iOxford iUniversity iPress. 

Gunz,A.,Peiperi,M.,& iTzabbar, iD. i(2007). iBoundaries iin ithe istudy iof icareer. iIn iH. iGunz i& 

iM. iPeiper/(Eds), iHandbook iof iCareer iStudies i(pp.pp.471-494). iThousand iOaks, i(A: 

iSAGE iPublications,Inc. 

Hancock, iJ., iAllen, iD., iBosco, iF., iMcDaniel, iK. iand iPierce, iC. i(2011). iMeta-Analytic 

iReview iof iEmployee iTurnover ias ia iPredictor iof iFirm iPerformance. iJournal iof 

iManagement, i39(3), ipp.573-603. 

Hargie, iO. iTourish, iD. i& iWilson, iN. i(2002). iCommunication iAudits iand iEffects iof 

iIncreased iInformation: iA ifollow-up istudy. iThe iJournal iof iManagement, i20(1), i15-

41. 

Hargie, iO., iTourish, iD. i& iWilson iN. i(2002). i“Communication iAudits iand iEffects iof 

iIncreased iInformation. iA ifollow-up istudy.” iThe iJournal iof iBusiness 

iCommunication, i39,414-436. 

Harun, iS., iShahid, iS. iand iOthman, iA. i(2017). iPromoting iEmployees‟ iLoyalty: iIncorporating 

ithe iTurnover iModels iApproach. iAdvanced iScience iLetters, i23(8), ipp.7355-7358. 

Herr, iE.L. i(2008), i„Social iContexts ifor iCareer iGuidance iThroughout ithe iWorld iin iJ.A. 

iAthanasou iand iR.V. iEsbroeck i(eds), iInternational iHandbook iof iCareer iGuidance, 

iNew iYork, iNY: iSpringer,45-68. 

Hofmans, iJ., iDebusscher, iJ., iDóci, iE., iSpanouli, iA. iand iDe iFruyt, iF. i(2015). iThe icurvilinear 

irelationship ibetween iwork ipressure iand imomentary itask iperformance: ithe irole iof 

istate iand itrait icore iself-evaluations. iFrontiers iin iPsychology, i6. 

Humphreys, iJ. i(2013), i„The iWay iWe iWork iNow, iIrish iTimes, i12 iJanuary, i6. 

Idemobi,E.Ngige,C.D, iand iOfili,P.(2017). iRelationship ibetween iOrganization iReward 

iSystem iand iWork iAttitude ito iwork. iJournal iof iBusiness iand iEconomic 

iDevelopment. iVolume i2, iIssue i4, iNovember i2017, ipages: i247-254. 

Inuwa, iM. i(2016). iJob iSatisfaction iand iEmployee iPerformance: iAn iEmpirical iApproach. 

iThe iMillenium iUniversity iJournal; iVol.1; i2016 iISSN i2225-2533. 



  

 61  
 

John, iH.,Hunt iand iPeter iN.Saul i(1975. iThe iRelationship iof iAge, iTenure iand iJob 

iSatisfaction iin iMales iand iFemales. iThe iAcademy iof iManagement iJournal iVol.18, 

iNo.4 i(Dec., i1975), ipp.690-702.doi:10.2307/255372. 

Keith,K.,and iMcWilliam,A.(1999). iThe iReturns ito iMobility iand iJob iSearch iby iGender. 

iIndustrial iand iLabor iRelations iReview, iVol.52, iNo.3 i(April, i1999).Sage 

iPublication. iCornell iUniversity. i0019-7939/99/5203 i& i01.00. 

Kornblum, iA., iUnger, iD., i&Grote, iG. i(2018). iWhen ido iemployees icross iboundaries? 

iIndividual iand icontextual ideterminants iof iCareer imobility. iEuropean iJournal iof 

iWork iand iOrganizational ipsychology. 

Lunenburg, iF. i(2012). iOrganizational iStructure: iMintzberg‟s iFramework. iInternational 

iJournal iof iScholarly, iAcademic, iIntellectual iDiversity, i14(1), i1-8. 

Mark, iG., i& iSmith, iA. i(2012). iEffects iof ioccupational istress, ijob icharacteristics, icoping, iand 

iattributional istyle ion ithe imental ihealth iand ijob isatisfaction iof iuniversity iemployees. 

iAnxiety, iStress i& iCoping, i25(1), i63-78. idoi: i10.1080/10615806.2010.548088. 

Maume iJr. iD. i(1999). iOccupational iSegregation iand iCareer iMobility iof iWhite iMen iand 

iWomen. iUniversity iof iCincinnati. iThe iUniversity iof iNorth iCarolina iPress. iSocial 

iforces, iJune i1999, i77(4): i1433-1459. 

Mawdsley, iJ., i& iSomaya, iD. i(2015). iEmployee iMobility iand iOrganizational iOutcomes. 

iJournal iof iManagement, i42(1), i85-113. idoi: i10.1177/0149206315616459 

Motowidlo, iS. i(2003). iJob iPerformance. iHandbook iof iPsychology. idoi: 

i10.1002/0471264385.wei1203 

Mumo, iM. i(2017). i1,200 iface iearly iretirement ias iPosta iseeks ito icut iwage ibill. iDaily iNation. 

iRetrieved ifrom ihttps://www.nation.co.ke/business/1-200-face-early-retirement-as--

Posta-seeks-to-cut-wage-bill/996-3973856-5f1qq/index.html 

Mustapha, iN. i(2013). iThe iInfluence iof iFinancial iReward ion iJob iSatisfaction iamong 

iAcademic iStaffs iat iPublic iUniversities iin iKelantan, iMalaysia. iInternational iJournal 

iof iBusiness iand iSocial iScience, i4(3), i244-248. 

Ng,T.W.H.,& iFeldman, iD.C. i(2009). iHow ibroadly idoes ieducation icontribute ito ijob 

iperformance? iPersonnel iPsychology, i62, i89-134. 



  

 62  
 

Ng,T.W.H., iSorensen,K.L.,Eby,L.T.,& iFeldman,D.C i(2007). iDeterminants iof ijob imobility: 

iA iTheoretical iIntegration iand iExtension. iJournal iof iOccupational iand 

iOrganizational iPsychology, i80,363-386. 

Ogonjinmi, iA. iA.,Ladebo, iO.J.,Onadeko,S.A iand iOgunjinmi, iO.k. i(2013). iDemographic 

iand iProfessional ifactors ias ipredictors iof iCommunication iSatisfaction iamong iNigeria 

iNational iParks‟ iEmployees. iEuropean iScientific iJournal, i9(32), i325-336. 

Ostroff, iC. i(1992). iThe iRelationship ibetween iSatisfaction, iAttitudes iand iPerformance: iAn 

iOrganisational=level iAnalysis. iJournal iof iApplied iPsychology, i77,963-974. 

Oswald, iA., iProto, iE., i& iSgroi, iD. i(2015). iHappiness iand iProductivity. iJournal iof iLabor 

iEconomics, i33(4), i789-822. 

Quirke, iB. i(1996). iPutting iCommunication ion imanagement iAgenda. iJournal iof 

iCommunication iManagement i1.1 i(1996): i67-79.doi:10.1108/eb023441. 

Rasbash,J.,& iGoldstein,H.(1994). iEfficient ianalysis iof imixed ihierarchical iand icross-

classified irandom istructures iusing ia imultilevel imodel. iJournal iof iEducational iand 

iBehavioral iStatistics,19,337-350. 

Redding, iW.C. i(1978). iCommunication iwithin ithe iorganization. iNew iYork: iIndustrial 

iCommunication iCouncil. 

Šajeva, iS. i(2014). iEncouraging iKnowledge iSharing iamong iEmployees: iHow iReward 

iMatters. iProcedia i- iSocial iand iBehavioral iSciences, i156, i130-134. idoi: 

i10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.11.134 

Simon, iM., i& iGoes, iJ. i(2013). iEx iPost iFacto iResearch i[Ebook] i(pp. i1-2). iSeattle, 

iWashington. iRetrieved ifrom ihttp://www.dissertationrecipes.com i 

Steyen, iB. iand iGroenewald, iR. i(1996). iMake iProductivity iHappen iand iGet ithe iCompetitive 

iEdge ithrough iExcellence iin iCorporate iCommunication. iProceeding iof ithe 

iConference iof ithe iWorld iProductivity. iAssembly ion iAchieving iWorld iclass 

iCompetitiveness. iJohanesburg,3 iSeptember i1996. 

Sullivan, iS.E iand iBaruch, iY. i(2009), i„Advances iin iCareer iTheory iand iResearch: iA iCritical 

iReview iand iAgenda ifor ifuture iExploration, iJournal iof iManagement, i36 i(6): i1542-

1571. 

  

http://www.dissertationrecipes.com/


  

 63  
 

Synthe, iJ. i(1996). iThe iChanging irole iof iInternal iCommunication iin itomorrow‟s iCompany, 

iManaging iService iQuality, i6.2 i(1996): i41-44 idoi: 

i10.1108/09604529610109756.Value-adding iCommunication: iInnovation iin 

iemployee icommunication iand iInternal iMarketing iJournal iof iCommunication 

iManagement i5.1 i(2000):48-58. iDoi:10.1108/13632540/10806668. 

Tu, iY., iWang, iC. iand iChang, iH. i(2012). iCorporate iBrand iImage iand iCustomer iSatisfaction 

ion iLoyalty: iAn iEmpirical iStudy iof iStarbucks iCoffee iin iTaiwan. iJournal iof iSocial 

iand iDevelopment iSciences, i3(1), ipp.24-32. 

Van ider iDoef, iM., iMbazzi, iF., i& iVerhoeven, iC. i(2012). iJob iconditions, ijob isatisfaction, 

isomatic icomplaints iand iburnout iamong iEast iAfrican inurses. iJournal iof iClinical 

iNursing, i21(11-12), i1763-1775. idoi: i10.1111/j.1365-2702.2011.03995.x 

Van iRuler, iB. i& iDe iLange, iR. i(2003). iBarrier ito icommunication imanagement iin ithe 

iexecutive isuite. iPublic iRelations iReview, i29:145-158.Jun. 

Van iVuuren,M., iDeJong, iM. i& iSeydel, iE. i(2006). iDirect iand iIndirect ieffects iof iSupervisor 

iCommunication ion iOrganizational icommitment. iCorporate iCommunication: iAn 

iInternal iJournal i12.2 i(2007): i116-128.doi: i10.1108/1356328071074480/. 

Wiio,O. i(1976). iOrganizational iCommunication: iInterfacing isystems iin idifferent 

iContingencies. iPaper ipresented iat ithe iannual. 

Wittekind,A.,Unger,D.,& iGrote,G.(2018). iWhen ido iemployees icross iboundaries? 

iIndividual iand icontextual ideterminants iof iCareer iMobility. iEuropean iJournal iof 

iwork iand iOrganizational iPsychology. 

Wong, iC., i& iLaschinger, iH. i(2012). iAuthentic ileadership, iperformance, iand ijob 

isatisfaction: ithe imediating irole iof iempowerment. iJournal iof iAdvanced iNursing, 

i69(4), i947-959. idoi: i10.1111/j.1365-2648.2012.06089.x 

Yousef, iD. i(1998). iSatisfaction iwith ijob isecurity ias ia ipredictor iof iorganizational 

icommitment iand ijob iperformance iin ia imulticultural ienvironment. iInternational 

iJournal iof iManpower, i19(3), i184-194. idoi: i10.1108/01437729810216694 

Zwijze, iK. i& iDe iJong i(2007): iEvaluating ithe iCommunication iSatisfaction iQuestionnaire ias 

ia iCommunication iAudit iTool. iManagement iComm. iQuarterly i20(3): i261. 

 

 



  

 64  
 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX iI: iQuestionnaire i 

 

Dear iRespondent, 

I iam iKevin iKiprop iMutai, ia iMaster iof iPsychology istudent iat ithe iUniversity iof iNairobi. iI iam 

icarrying iout ia iresearch istudy ion, i“the iRelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 

iemployee iperformance iat ithe iPosta iKenya.” iThis iis ipart iof ithe ifulfillment ifor ithe iAward 

iof ia iMaster idegree iin iIndustrial iand iOrganizational iPsychology. iKindly irespond ito ithe 

iquestions iherein, iin ithe imost isincere iway ipossible. iThe ipurpose iof ithis iquestionnaire iis ito 

igather iinformation ifrom ithe iemployees iof iPosta iKenya. iAll iresponses iwill ibe itreated 

iconfidentially, iand iyour iname iis inot irequired ianywhere iin ithis iquestionnaire. iThanks iin 

iadvance ifor iyour icooperation. 

Instructions 

Fill ithe ineeded iinformation iin ithe ispaces iprovided ior iput ia itick i[√] ibeside ithe iselected 

iresponse. 

SECTION iA 

Personal iInformation 

1. Age iin iyears i(tick) i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

18-24  [ i] i i i i i i 

25-29 i  [ i] i i i i 

30-39 i  [ i] i i i i i 

40-49 i  [ i] i i i i i i 

50-55 i  [ i] i i i i i 

above i55 [ i] 

2. Gender 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i  Male i[ i] i i i i i    iFemale i[ i] 

3. Educational ilevel 

 

Certificate i [ i] i i i 

Diploma i [ i] i 

Degree i [ i] i i i 

Masters i [ i] i i i 

PhD i  [ i] i i i 

 

Other, iSpecify---------------- 
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4. Work iExperience iat iPosta iKenya. 

Less ithan i1year i [ i] i i i 

1-3yrs i   [ i] i i i 

4-6yrs i   [ i] i i i 

7-10yrs i  [ i] i i i 

10-15yrs i  [ i]. i i i 

 i  Above i15yrs  [ i] 

5. State ithe idepartment ito iwhich iyou ibelong iand iyour iposition. 

 

Department------------------------My iPosition/Designation………………… 

 

SECTION iB 

JOB iSATISFACTION 

1. Kindly irespond ito ithe istatements iin ithe itable ibelow iby iTicking ias iappropriate. 

SD= iStrongly iDisagree i i i i i i i i i iD= iDisagree i i i i i i i iN= iNeutral i(Neither iagree inor iDisagree) i i i i i i i i i i 

iA= iAgree i i i i i i i i i i i i iSA= iStrongly iAgree. i i i i 

Satisfaction iwith iCommunication. 

Communication iClimate SD D N A SA 

Attitudes itowards icommunication iin ithe icompany iare 

ibasically ihealthy. 

     

The icompany‟s icommunication imakes ime iidentify iwith 

iit ior ifeel ilike ia ivital ipart iof iit. 

     

Company‟s icommunication imotivates iand istimulates 

ienthusiasm ifor imeeting iits igoals. 

     

Horizontal iCommunication      

Work igroup iis icompatible i(workers icooperative).      

Communication iwith iother iemployees iis iactive iand 

iaccurate. 

     

It iis ieasy ito iget ialong iwith imy icolleagues.      

People iin imy idepartment icommunicate isufficiently 

iwith ione ianother. 

     

Supervisor/Seniors iCommunication      

My isuperior itrusts ime.      

My isupervisor iis iopen ito iideas.      

Supervisor ioffers iguidance ifor isolving ijob irelated 

iproblems. 

     

My isupervisor iknows iand iunderstands ithe iproblems iI 

iface. 

     

My isupervisor iactively ilistens ito imy isuggestions.      

It iis iclear ito ime iwhat imy isupervisor iexpects iof ime 

iregarding imy ijob iperformance. 
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My isupervisor iprovides ime iwith iactionable isuggestions 

ion iwhat iI ican ido ito iimprove. 

     

When iI ihave iquestions ior iconcerns, imy isupervisor iis 

iable ito iaddress ithem. 

     

My isupervisor iis iopen iand iapproachable.      

My isupervisor iasks iof imy iinput ion idecisions ithat iaffect 

imy iwork iassignments iand/or idepartment. 

     

My isupervisor ilistens ito imy iconcerns.      

My isupervisor iprovides ime iadequate idirection iin iorder 

ifor ime ito iknow iwhat iis iexpected iof ime. 

     

My isupervisor iprovides ime iwith iadequate ifeedback ion 

imy ijob iperformance. 

     

My isupervisor ikeeps ime iinformed iof iwhat iis ioccurring 

ithroughout ithe iorganization. i 

     

My isupervisor imeets iregularly iwith ime.      

Because iof imy isupervisor, iI iunderstand i ithe iimportance 

iof imy iposition iin iachieving ithe iorganization‟s igoals. 

     

Organizational iIntegration      

I iget iinformation iabout imy ibenefits iand ipay.      

I iget iInformation iabout ithe irequirements iof imy ijob.      

I iget iinformation iabout icompany‟s ipolicies iand igoals.      

I iget iinformation iabout ichanges iwithin iorganization.      

I iget iinformation iabout iaccomplishments ior ifailures iof 

ithe icompany. 

     

The icompany iclearly iconveys iits imission ito iits 

iemployees. 

     

The icompany iclearly iconveys iits imission ito iits iclients.      

I iagree iwith ithe icompany‟s ioverall imission.      

I iunderstand ihow imy ijob ialigns iwith ithe icompany‟s 

imission. 

     

I ifeel ilike iI iam ipart iof ithe icompany.      

Organizational/Individual iFeedback      

My iefforts iare irecognized.      

Information iabout ihow iI iam ibeing ijudged.      

Information iabout ihow imy ijob icompares iwith iothers.      

 

2. Satisfaction iwith iPersonnel iSelection iProcedures 

 iTo iwhat iextent ido iyou iagree iwith ithese istatements i(SD= iStrongly iDisagree iD= iDisagree 

iN= iNeutral i i iA= iAgree i i iSA= iStrongly iAgree). iPlace ia itick iin ithe iappropriate ibox. 

 SD D N A SA 

It iwas ieasy ito ifind iall ithe iinformation iregarding imy 

icurrent iposition. 

     

I igot iall ithe iresponses iI ineeded ifrom ithe irecruiter.      

I iwas ihappy iwith ithe itime ibetween iapplication iand      
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iresponse. 

I ifeel iI iwas ihappy iwith ithe itime ibetween ithe iinterview 

iand ifeedback. 

     

Overall, iI‟m isatisfied iwith ithe irecruitment iand ihiring 

iprocess iat iPosta iKenya. 

     

The irecruiter iwas ihelpful ithroughout ithe ihiring 

iprocess. 

     

 

How ican iPosta iKenya, iin iyour iopinion, iimprove ithe ihiring iprocess? 

 

N/B: iAbove iquestions iof iRecruitment iSatisfaction iSurvey, ihelp iget ivaluable iinsights iinto 

iemployee‟s iTalent iAcquisition iStrategy ihence iimportant iin icareer ipath iand imobility. 

 

3. Career iDevelopment iQuestions i(reflect iturnover iand iloyalty ipossibilities) 

 SD D N A SA 

My ijob igives ime ithe iopportunity ito ilearn.      

I ihave ithe itools iand iresources iI ineed ito ido imy ijob.      

I ihave ithe itraining iI ineed ito ido imy ijob.      

I iam iaware iof ithe iadvancement iopportunities ithat iexist 

iin ithe icompany ifor ime. 

     

I ifeel iunderutilized iin imy ijob.      

The iamount iof iwork iexpected iof ime iis ireasonable.      

I ienjoy imy icurrent icareer.      

I isee imyself iworking ifor ithe icompany ifor ithe inext i5 

iyears. 

     

I iwould ilike ito imove iinto imore isenior ipositions iin ithe 

icompany. 

     

My icareer ienables ime ito imake isignificant icontributions 

ito isociety. 

     

My ieducation iand itraining iare inot itailored ifor ithe 

icurrent icareer. 

     

I iam iconsidering ichanging imy icareer.      

4. Organization’s iReward iand iRecognition iSystem 

In iyour iexperience iat iPosta iKenya, ito iwhat iextent ido iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe i i i i 

ifollowing istatements? i(Indicate iusing ia itick iunder ithe iinitials: i i iSA i=Strongly iAgree; iA= 

iAgree; i iN i= iNeutral; i iD= iDisagree; iSD i=Strongly iDisagree). i 

 SD D N A SA 

The icriteria ifor ithe irecognition iprograms ihave ibeen 

iclearly iexplained ito ime. 

     

It idoesn‟t itake imuch itime iand ieffort ito inominate 

iemployees ifor ian iaward. i 
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The irecipients iof ithe iemployee iawards iare iadequately 

ipublicized. 

     

I iam iaware iof ithe igift iawards iassociated iwith ithe 

iprogram. 

     

I ican iselect ian iaward, iif irecognized, ithat iwill ihave 

ivalue ito ime. 

     

Co-workers iand ipeers irecognize iemployees iwho imake 

ia idifference. 

     

There iis irecognition iof ian iemployee ifor ithe iyears iof 

iservice ito ithe icompany. 

     

I ireceive ithe iright iamount iof irecognition ifor imy iwork.      

I iam isatisfied iwith imy icurrent ijob iat iPosta iKenya.      

My isalary imatches imy icurrent iposition iand 

iresponsibilities. 

     

My ilevel iof isatisfaction ihas igone iup iwithin ithe ipast i6 

imonths. 

     

I iam isatisfied iwith ithe icurrent irewards iand irecognition 

iprograms ioffered iby iPosta iKenya. 

     

5. iJob isecurity i 

 SD D N A SA 

I ifeel itotally isecure iin imy ijob.      

If iI iget ia isimilar ioffer iin ianother icompany, iI iwill 

iconsider ileaving. 

     

If iI iget ia ibetter ioffer iin ianother icompany, iI iwill 

iconsider ileaving. 

     

There ihave ibeen ilayoffs iin ithe icompany iwithin ithe ilast 

i5 iyears. 

     

I iam icomfortable iwith ithe idisciplinary iprocess iin ithe 

icompany. 

     

Employees iare igiven ia ifair ihearing iin ia iplenary ito 

idetermine idismissal ior iretention. 

     

 

SECTION iC: iEMPLOYEE iPERFORMANCE i 

1. Productivity. SD D N A SA 

Performance iis ialways ieffective ias iwe iensure iwe iare 

ithe iright ipeople ifor ithe iintended iwork. 

     

There iis iefficiency, iwith ithe ileast iwaste iof itime iand 

ieffort ias iwe iensure ito ido ithings iright. 

     

The iwork idone iin ithis icompany iis ialways iof ihigh 

iquality. 

     

2. Absenteeism iand iLoyalty.      

I ihave iever ibeen iabsent iwithout iofficial ileave.      

I iam ifrequently iabsent ifrom iwork.      

The isame iproblems iI iface iare iusually ithe ireason ifor imy      
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iabsenteeism. 

3. Innovation iand iProfitability.      

I iidentify/look ifor ia ijob ito ibe idone ifor ithe itarget 

icustomers ialways. 

     

I iam ipatient ifor igrowth ibut iimpatient iwhen iit icomes ito 

imaking iprogress. 

     

4. Ability ito iHandle iPressure.      

I ifeel ilike ithere iis itoo imuch iwork ifor ime.      

I iremain icalm ialways iwhen istressed iand iavoid iletting iit 

ishow itoo imuch. 

     

I istay ifocused ion iwhat ineeds ito ibe iaccomplished 

iregardless iof ia iday ibeing istressful. 

     

I ihelp iothers ito iget ithrough itheir itaxing iday ior istruggles 

iin ithe icourse iof iwork. 

     

 

Any iother icomments…………………………………………………………………… 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Thank iyou ifor iyour itime. 
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APPENDIX iII: iQuestionnaire ifor iSupervisors/Seniors iin iManagement. 

Dear iRespondent, 

I iam iKevin iKiprop iMutai, ia iMaster iof iPsychology istudent iat ithe iUniversity iof iNairobi. iI iam 

icarrying iout ia iresearch istudy ion, i“the iRelationship ibetween ijob isatisfaction iand 

iemployee iperformance iat ithe iPosta iKenya.” iThis iis ipart iof ithe ifulfillment ifor ithe iAward 

iof ia iMaster idegree iin iIndustrial iand iOrganizational iPsychology. iKindly irespond ito ithe 

iquestions iherein, iin ithe imost isincere iway ipossible. iThe ipurpose iof ithis iquestionnaire iis ito 

igather iinformation ion iissues iaffecting ithe iPosta iKenya iCorporation. iAll iresponses iwill ibe 

itreated iconfidentially, iand iyour iname iis inot irequired ianywhere iin ithis iquestionnaire. iThanks 

iin iadvance ifor iyour icooperation. 

Instructions 

Fill ithe ineeded iinformation iin ithe ispaces iprovided ior iplace ia itick i[√] iwhere iappropriate. 

SECTION iA 

Ha iPersonal iInformation 

1. Age iin iyears i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

18-24 i   i i i i i i i i i i i i[ i] i i i i i 

 i25-29 i   [ i] i i i i 

30-39 i   [ i] i i i i 

 i40-49 i   [ i] i i i i i i 

50-55 i   [ i i] i i i i 

 iAbove i55  [ i i] 

2.  iGender 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i  iMale i [ i] i i i i i i Female i [ i] 

3. Educational ilevel 

Certificate i [ i] i i i 

Diploma i [ i] i 

Degree i [ i] i i 

 i Masters i [ i] i i i 
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PhD i  [ i] i i i 

Other, iSpecify---------------- 

 

4. Work iExperience iat iPosta iKenya. 

Less ithan i1year i [ i] i i i 

1-3yrs i   [ i] i i i 

4-6yrs i   [ i] i i i 

7-10yrs i  [ i] i i i 

10-15yrs i  [ i]. i 

 iAbove i15yrs i  [ i] 

5. State ithe idepartment ito iwhich iyou ibelong iand iyour iposition. 

 

Department i_______________________________ i i i 

My iPosition/Designation i____________________ 

SECTION iB 

Kindly irespond ito ithe ifollowing iappropriately: 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iInnovativeness  

a) I ikeep ideadlines itight iand idecision imakers ifocused. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iDisagree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i iAgree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSomewhat iAgree i[ i i] 

b) I iam ipatient ifor igrowth ibut iimpatient ifor iprofits. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iDisagree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i iAgree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSomewhat iAgree i[ i i] 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iRelationship iwith iSubordinates i(Communication). 

a) Employees iare iresponsive ito idownward idirective icommunication i i i i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i iDisagree i[ i i] i i i i i i i iAgree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSomewhat iAgree i[ i i] 

 

b) Subordinates iare ireceptive ito ievaluation, isuggestions iand icriticism 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iDisagree i[ i i] i i i i i i i iAgree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSomewhat iAgree i[ i i] 
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c) Subordinates ifeel iresponsible ifor iinitiating iupward icommunication 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iDisagree i[ i i] i i i i i i i iAgree i[ i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSomewhat iAgree i[ i i] 

 

SECTION iC 

1. Have iany iof iyour iemployees ibeen ilured ito iother ifirms? 

Yes i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iNo i[ i] 

 

2. If iyes, iwhat ido iyou isay iare isome iof ithe ireasons ifor ithe ishift ito iother iopportunities? 

 

 

3. How idoes iyour idepartment itry ito iaddress/respond ito iemployees ichange ito iother 

ifirms ito iminimize iturnover iin iline iwith iPostal iguidelines? 

 

4. Do iyou ireceive icomplaints ifrom iyour iemployees? 

 i i i i i i i i i i i iYes i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iNo i[ i] 

5. If iyes, iwhat iare isome iof ithe icomplaints? 

 

6. Do iyou ireceive icomplaints/dissatisfaction/negative ireviews ifrom iyour icustomers? 

Yes i[ i] 

No i[ i] 

7. If iyes, iwhat iare isome iof ithe iconcerns? i 

 

 

8 Do iyou iget ipositive ireviews ifrom iyour icustomers? 
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Yes i[ i] 

No i[ i] 

8. If iyes, iwhat iare isome iof ithe ireviews? 

 

 

9 How imany iof iyour iemployees ihave ibeen isummoned ifor idisciplinary iissues iin ithe 

ilast i6 imonths iat iyour idepartment? 

 

10 What iwere ithe iissues? 

 

 

11 Your iorganization ideals iin icourier/money itransfer/mail iservices. iWhich iof ithese 

isectors iare iperforming iwell? 

 

 

12 Have ithey irecorded ia iprofit ior iloss iin ithe ilast ifinancial iyear? 

 i i i i i i i iProfit i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iLoss i[ i] 

13 What ido iyou irecommend ito ibe idone iin iyour iorganization? 

Any iother icomments…………………………………………………………………… 

 

Thank iyou ifor iyour itime. 
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APPENDIX iIII: iResearch ipermit 
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APPENDIX IV:  Turnitin Report 


