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Abstract 

The purpose of this descriptive- corelational study was to examine factorl affecting illh 
satisfaction of Administrative staff' of Addis Ahaha UniFerlitl ' and ,"e(lSlrillg lile In('/ II/ 
sali.~faclion curren/ly experienced by employees. fhal is the Jerel ojlll 'end/ luh \/II/\"/I1( fIlIl/ 

and satisiaction with the five modified JDlfactors , The IItiler (i"ulu"telliu//""'!,,,\(' ,,/ 1/'" 
s/udy was fa Look in /0 as /0 how Her:herg '.\'(/959) tll/olify fh(,()/T Olll/Olll'u/Iln olld 1I1)!/('//c ' 

jac/ors in the con/ext of higher eduealioJ? conlexl in del'(~ /ol}ing ("Ollll!r/('\ like Fill/fitI/o I .. 
IDols of analysis, descripfive slalisfies (/'-equencies. IJercfl1/uR,l' . 11/('(/11 lIlld ,)ul/dot'l1 tilT/III/oil 

were ulilized. Moreover, the Pearson Product Momenl ('orre/ulloll ('(Jelijelelll. ,\/111111)/(' 

Regressions Analysis, Analysis of variance IAN()VA) and Sche!k ',I 1II11/I//,le (''' '''/'"/'1'''",' 
Method (Post hoc test) were used as an inferential slOti,lI/cul 1II11/. .4 rumllllll I"",/,Ie ,,/ :r,~ 
permanent and non academic employees of Addis Ahaha UniFerlll, ' \1 'al selected 1/1 u 
statistical sample, And 213 useable responses were ohtained (iWo% r"'l'ol1.le rate ) //lIng" 
stratified random sampling technique, Employing a dcscril'ti,'e-mrrel(f/i\'e ,""'1'(', ' "/('Ih"d 
and data were collected through modijied/oh descl'ljJlil'e i/1(/er 1/'i ,,1 IIs!'d I" g"II",,. /" '""",., 
data (Bove, 2007) questioner, The stud)' fOllnd that the o\'eroll illh 1 (/0 .1'/" 1'0"0 1'0 g""",.,,{ 
term!)) sali,\jaction in general terms) was a morlerale one . III wldilioll if " "(/\ IUlII/d !I/(II /l/o/t ' 

employees were less satisfied (han female ones .rls (lIr (/s 117(' /('1'('/.\ (lj .\iI{njlll'f11l1l II/ 

employee 'with work ilself. pay, prOmO{;cJl1s. cmllorkers rehll/ol1. SII/W/THIOII 11'('/"( ' COI/Ct' I"//( 'r/ 

the Administrative staff of AAU showed low le vels oflatis(i,etion in relllli"n IIlIh / "'" ' '',,/ 

promotion and show a medium level ofsatisfaClion in relaflot/ Il"ill1 Ihe 11(/lllre of \I'ork IlltT 

are doing (the work itself) and the prevailing supervision. The onlrji,,'et,I' o(:toh sutis(oco"" 
that employee, were highly satisfied with coworker relations, Regarding the strength o/the 
independent variables to strongly explain the change in the overall joh sCltis(hction, Sex , 
levels of education, service years, pay, supervision and coworker relation.I' \I 'ere (olllld I" he 
significant predictors of job satisfaction in the Adf1finistraol'e Ilu!f, ,,/ ,'Iddi, "11>,,1>,, 
University. In this connection, Pay was found {() he {he m()s/ slglll/icon! lind Jlr II !"(' ,.!,, / 
predictor of the overall job sali.~fac(ion. Fo//owed hy SIIIH:'/Tisiun (lml ( 'o H'(Jrkel' l'( 'lclf/oll I II 

p < 0,05 level, It means a unit change in (he mentioned/octors Irill hrll/g II "I/h"/dl//!II I d ,llll.l!t' 

in the overall job satijjaclion. However, \I'(}rk itself, IW(}/l/OII() 11.\ IreI'£' I/or fOI/Ilt/ II! h( , 

significant predictors of the overall joh satis(iICtfl1l1, /' > ()()j , indiil/lllig Iilul Ih" '"""'" .. 
jactors (the work itself, Promo/ion opportunities) were nor signiliconl dCl e rtlllll(III1S of Iilh 
satisfactiOn. Herzberg(l959)hypothesized the intrinsic(ilclllrl III h(/\'e s,glli(icmu "'//"1'1/(1' 
on the level of satisiaction experienced by employees contrarv t" ,t, Iile sllllh (''''/1(1 liI"l Ih" 
intrinsic factors have negligible effect on the level of overall/oh latisji.lCIiOn It '"1'111'/.1' , tile 
change in the extrinsic factors will not bring Significant change In the ()I'eroll ioh 
satisfaction. It means staff members of AA U priorit joe improvement ill I'm "ld"II11"O'""" II 
and Supervision (the extrinsic joe/Drs) to /he intrinsic on('s .:JlI in 0/1 if IS ITC(JIIlII/('IIt/('d ,lllIf 

the concerned body of the university (Strategic office, I'ic!' /"'(' ,1'/(/1'111 1,,1' II",,,,,,,, "",! 
Developmen/ and HRMD) offiee should pave Ihe 11'ql 'jor slIldies {(I he c(lIIt/llefcd fo 1/I/III'In'( ' 

the low level oj salisjael/on being experienced hv emploFces. II is o/.\'o n 'C(/ II/IIICIlt/{'t/ ,I/Of 

there should be improved promotional procedures that could meet emIJ/nyce.\ . {'xl1('CWl/tlll ... 

This can be done by the collaboration of AA UlH RMD and strute"ic ,,!fice IIi .'1.41 'I 11 '"h Ih" 
support from other Government offices, the higher decisiol? l1Iuklllg offices "r Ihc III//I 'erl/" 
sholfld find ways that minimize employees' dissati,lfaction I'oy aillllinistralion shll"ld 0/.111 

allow for modifications in order to minimize staff members dissatisfaction, this cOllld he don!' 
with a consolidated effort of the federal government and the president o!fice of the llI1l1'Cnll1' 

\I, 



CHAPTER ONE 

1. Introduction 

This section of the study takes care of the problem and the scientill c approach ", i1 II 

comprises of background of the st udy. delimitalion 01' Ihe studs, limil311<'n " I' Ilw , 11 I(h. 

definition of key terms and organizati on th e study. 

1.1 Background of the study 

For better or worse, employees spend many of their hours al lhc \\'o rk , In aJdil i«n 10 lI«rkin~ 

on assigned tasks, they typically interact with other persons (supervisors. klloll emp l",ccs!. 

and are exposed to organizational policies and practices. All theses. in turn. inllucncc 

employee feelings bout their jobs and organizat ions that employ them, And emp losees mi~hl 

show their feelings in terms of sati sfaction or dissatisfaction in relalion 1\ ilh IhL'ir ,Inhs , \\hal 

does each person want from his or her job~ In other words. what isjoh sati sl'aclinn',' 

Many authors have described the difficulty of finding a sin gle objecli ve defi nil inn 1(,1' II hill 

j ob satisfacti on because it means differenl things to different people , For inslance Rashid 'lllLi 

Archer ( 1983) describe the following: 

" there is no simple definition of Job satisfact ion and it var ies in fact according to \\ hill U 

person seeks in ajob, how he or she ranks the items sough t in orde r of priori I)". and h(ns IIcll 

the job permits the person to achieve the various personal goals," 

Given this fact it would be fair to look some of Ihe delinilion s «I' ,I«h silli'"ICII< '' ' ", 

presented by different authors. The term "job sa li sfae ti on" has hccn dclincd in man\ II a" 1,,1' 

instance; 

~ Job satisfaction as the feeling an indi vidual has abou t hi s or hnjoh I Slllllh, 1' , ( , 

Kendall , L. M., & Hulin, C. L,,1969). 

~ Job sati sfaction is a positive or pleasurable reaction resuiting li'om Ihe appraisal of 

one 's job, job achievement, or job experiences (Locke 1969) 

~ Job sati sfacti on as wo rkers' emotional oriental ion 1ll\lard Iheir currcnl .I «h 

roles(Vroom 1982) 

The basic element in the preceding definitions is that job satisIClClilln has In dl ' II illl an 

affective state or how one feels abollt one's job in conlrasl 10 simpl) descrihing a .i l,h , I hi, is 

to mean job satisfacti on is all about th e ou tcome or emotional slale 1,,11<1\\ ing IhL' 'IS,sL'''lllL'1l1 

of an individua l's job. 



In other words we may take definition of job satisfaction forwarded by Cooper and Argr\ is, 

(1995) as exhaustive one for it better desc ribe some elements of the above defin itions, The\ 

desc ribe job satisfaction as "the emotiona l state resulting fi'om th e appraisal ol'onl" s I,· h ;mel 

as slich can be negative, positive or neutral." Because of its signilican l illlpl ic;I \ I(IIl" tl!l 

employees' motivation studies on job sat isfaction ha ve attracted thl' attl'nt iolls 01' se lL'r;iI 

researchers, 

Cooper and Argryis(1995) indicated that thousands of articles ha ve been written ah,'ut the 

definition of job satisfaction and the meaning, its antecedents and its consequences, 

Although there is an increasing interest in employee satisfaction in higher education, it ' 5 

clear that the majority of the dominant theoretical and empirica l work in thi s lield " 

concentrated in the west and shaped by North American and ", 'esterll I,un'pc'an II,lllIC'IIcc" 

(Fatma Kusu (2003) he further elaborated that Se ldom has an) research hec'll d""l' "' O,hcT 

parts of the world ,that is .in developing or underde ve loped cOllntries ,\11 thi s " ,hiec' t Illl1S II 

can be assumed that more research is needed to understand the satisl>letion 0 1' thl' slall III 

higher education in developing or less developed countries, Since other ,,,,rd this stulh all11 S 

genera lly to fill the gap in this field in under developed countries speci ficall). Ethiopia , 

Higher institutions possess groups of employees wh ich ha vt: di stinct tCaturc~ .1\ cL(\ rdill ~ III 

(Fatma Kusu,2003a) Employees working in higher education institutions can he emeg" ri/eel 

mainly in to two groups : Academic staff. who are generally responsible 1<11' the academic 

act ivities of the institutions such as research and teaching .and Admini strati ve stalf the 

(main focus of this study)who are generally responsible for supporting research and teaching 

activities, There is significant gap between the number and nature of studics conduc tcd on the 

Administrative staffs and Academic staffs of higher institutions, Fallna Kusu(2003) indicated 

that globally the research on the Academic employee is quite rich however The re search (1n 

the Adm inistrative employees is not as rich in either breadth or depth ," that (1 1 ,'\ l ade l11Il' 

employees 

Employee is one of the key factors of the organization succcss ,No organ i/:1l I<'n ca ll sLle cc'ed 

' without a certain level of commitment and effort from it s emplo\ees, "aniana "e55 L1l1"n and 

Nuttawuth Muenjohn,( 20 I 0) Organizations often attempt to satisl) it s empl(l\ ces 10 gain 

their commitment and loya lty, However, it is not easy for the organizations to be sLiceess l'LlI 

in making individual satisfied because people work for a wide variety 01 different rea sons, 

some want material success whi le others might emphasize cha llenging job, 
; 



Emp loyees, according to Cherrington (1994) experiencing high sati sfacti on Icw ls w ntr ihllic' 

to organizationa l comm itment, job in vo lvement, im proved ph ys ical and mL'nta l llL'allh . '"HI 

improved quality of life both on and offthej ob. job di ssati sfacti,)n oilihe nthL'r halld .rL',"II, 

in higher absenteeism, turnover. labor problems. labor g ri eva n cc~. SOIl1e.: rc .... ca rl'lll' ........ IIP ll ( 11"1 

th is. for instance Specctor 's ( 1997) found that employees who arc di ssati sliecl \\ ith th ei, jl' l" 

show their refusal by constant ly being late or staying absent Irom \\ork. 

Several researches in the area of job sati sfacti on ha ve been condll cted over thc pasl le \\ 

decades (Boshoff, Cilliers & Van wy k, 2003: Builendach & DeW ilie. c()()~: ( alde r. coon 

Derlin & Schnider, 1994; Dolli ver. 2003: Hoole & Ve rm eul cn. :'00 .1: I'h\1v'lk . :' 1111< : 

Mal herbe & pearse, 2003). 

Job satisfaction has been a popular top ic for researchers in the area or lie ld , illClllUlIlg 

industrial psychology, public administrati on, business and hi gher edu ca ti on. Kh Metic 

(2005). The principal reasons as to why job satisfacti on is so extens ive ly researched is that it 

relates to significant associations with severa l variables (Youse 1', 2000 c ited in Buitcnclach & 

De Witte, 2005). For example it has a positive assoc iation with lire sati slaction (.ludge. 

Boudereau & Bretz, 1994 cited in Buitendach & De Wille. 200~1 . organililli,'n:ll cl'mlll ilmv' lll 

(F letcher & Wiliiams, 1996 citee in Buitendach &De Will e. cOO:' I and joh per ll'l'In,",ce IIL1I'", 

& Boles,1996 cited in Buitendach & De Witt e,200S). The vast maj (lrill " r qllliiL" L'I'lldllL lv'd 

globally in the various institutes mainly focu sed on job sati slact ion or Academ ic slalr, 

(Fatma Kusu 2003). 

The Administrative staffs in the higher institutions of Ethiopia are concerned lilli e is kno\\ n 

about the facets of job namely; intrinsic factors (work itse lf and opportuniti es lil r 

advancement) and extrinsic factors (salary. supervisory support . anu ell\\pr' L'r rc'l ;lIion'l Ih:l' 

contribute to their sati sfact ion and di ssati slacti on. Moreover vcr, lillk is ,n<1\1 n as II' hOIl 

the demographic factors predict the overa ll job sati sfacti on. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Various researches have been undertaken locally to study th e job sati slac ti on in higher 

educational institutions. However, most of the studies (j ob sati sfac ti on) re viell·ed hI the 

researcher focused on the Acade mic staff members. Among th esc ('ic IllL'l'a . :'11111>. Yilcr ll. 

2007) carried out a stud y on Arba Minch and Unit ) uni ve rsitl collegc, rCSl'v'Clllv'" 



There was onl y a single study conducted recentl y hy Ahehe (cOO'1 nn ,\dd " ,\ h,d", 

Univers ity academic staffs' job satisfaction , This same rescarc'h I(,und thai Ihe i"h il,,'11 " II" 

major source of satisfaction for the instructors, Thi s indicaled Ihal Ihe ,IL'adem lL' 'Ialh II,T,' 

satisfied with their teaching. research and managemelll responsihililies, Cmrenlil Iher,' ,II'L' 

over 3500 Administrative staffs working in the 17 faculties or the uni ve rsily pr<l vidll1~ 

support services that are extremely important and unavoidab le for the steady progresscs or 

teaching and learning processes, The Administrative out number Ihe academic slalrs' nl' 

Addis Ababa University and playing a vital role in sustaining a smoolh running nr learning 

and teaching processes through providing suppo rt services, This ma\ dClerinraIL" Ihn'u ~ h 

time and not be able to stay long as employees ' resen tllll'nt. g ril'\anl..'l'~ . grlJd gl' :llld 

dissatisfaction went high, Being a staff member or Iluman ResourcL' I 'nil Ihe re"',"'CilL'r 

could personally observe the steady employees ' pet ilion hroughl h\ emp lo\ eL" , In ,e\er,,1 

instances they feel being neglected and opted to leave the Uni ve rsit) Illr good, II i, logle,,1 In 

say there is very sharp instability of employees' tenure thai is hi gh lahor Ilirn o\ er, rhu s, 

based on these apparent facts the resea rcher believed thai il sounds reasonahle In make SllId\ 

on the major factors that affect job satisfact ion of the slafr memhers nr A/d ' as Ihe I'n>hlenh 

looks significant and worth researchable, 

This research is expected to explore and answer the foll owing resea rch queslions, 

I, What is the overall level of job satisfaction (in general term) and satislaelion II illl 

work itse lf, promotion, pay, and supervision and coworkers relati ons'.' 

2. Is there a significant relationship between the work itself (na ture or the joh). pa" 

supervision , promotion. and co-workers with overall ,iob satisfaction amongst Ihe 

Administrative staffs' members of Addis Abaha lJ ni ve rsity" 

3. Is there a significant relationship between intrinsic Vs c.\lrin ~ i c .lph .... ali . ..,l~I(li(lll 1;11.:1111- '" 

with overall job satisfaction among th e Ad mini strativc slall, mL'mher ,,1 \d ,l i, 

Ababa University? 

4, Is there significant difference among the administrati ve stal'i' memhel< I"" 

satisfaction (overall job satisfacti on and the li ve determinants ) "hen e"lllpa reJ h\ 

their Personal factors as sex. age. Educational level. current , alar, _ ,cars or ,el'\lce 

and job grades? 

5, What are the greatest predictors (explanatory variahiL- Ii)r a change in Ihe del'enLiL'nl 

variable) of job sati sfaction and can Herzberg (1959) dllalil\ thL'o", ,d' in lr ll"',' ,",,1 

extrinsic factors be verified in the Ethiopian higher educalion eonlnl" 



6. Do the demographic variables of sex. age. education le ve l. current salar'. and , e;lrs "I 

service , Job grades, and organi zational factors (wo k it seJr. pa,. pr(1nWI i(1 ns. 

coworkers' relation , and supervision) factors signifi cantl y explain the vari ance in the 

overall job sati sfaction amongst employees of Addi s Ababa Uni ve rsi t, '.' 

1.3. Objectives of the study 

1.3.1. General Objective 

To examine factors that affects job sati sfacti on considering II cr7 berg ( 19601 dual it, the,,1'\ "I' 

satisfaction (intrinsic and extrinsic) and measuring the current leve ls ofj oh sali slac ti "n "rt he 

Administrative staffs of AAU. 

1.3.2. Specific Objectives 

The researcher aimed to survey the overall job satisfaction of th e /\dmini stra ti\l' st;l ll in 

Addis Ababa University and the foll owing objec ti ves was decided: 

I. Measuring level of overall job sat isfact ion oflh e Ad mi nisl rative slalr " r .;\ .·\( · 

2. Measuring the leve l of satisfaction in relalion to laclorS. ,,·ork it se lr. P'i\. 1'1'<111](>1' ''11. 

coworker's relation, supervision. 

3. To determine the nature of relationship the intrinsic and ex trinsic ca legories "ilh Ihe 

overall job sati sfaction. 

4. To compare job sa ti sfaction of the Administrative starr or i\A ( ' h, Iheir l'c'l's",r;iI 

factors. 

5. Looking in to as to how Herzbe rg' s duality th eo ry ofm ol iva lors and h' gil' ne l:'l' I< 'rs 

be verified in the context of higher edu cati on contexi 

6. To determine which factor is the most predictors of the ove rall job sati slaetion . 

1.4. Significance of the study 

The Administrative staffs are one of the major componen ls or liuman Resources "I I Ill' 

university . It takes the highest working forces of th e uni versit, . i\eCf1 rding I" thl' l'U 'Tv'nl 

Master Li st of Addis Ababa Uni versity th ere are around .1 "O() Admini strati, e l'lllp l"'l'l's 

(both contractual and permanently employed one s) where as Ih e acadell1il' ' talF, reaclrl's 11ll' 

n~.mber 2500 of the total Human Resources of the uni ve rsil). 



This huge number of employees is getting lower from time to tim e. II' thi s hi gh turnll ver 

trend continues, the turnover plus the employment costs may contribute to shortage ll l' IIl'11 

tra ined man power and mal admin ist rati on of Il uman resou rce practi ccs . lIa,ed ,lI' Ih,' 

preceding facts th is research is assu med to be sign ifica nt ll important. I he l i ndin~' ",II 
contribute to the little research conducted in a rel ati on to the A/Il ' /\ cimi ni'l ralil,' ,Ii!l '!>' 

overall job sati sfact ion and factors that might contribute to the le ve l of .joh sa lis liICli ,," . 

Finally, the research wi ll prov ide too ls to hi gher edu cation leaders fo r assuring" hal jllh 

sati sfaction factors are important to the university Admini strati ve stalT members. 

All in all , the findings of thi s study should lead to a better understandi ng or in lerna I and 

external job sati sfaction factors for th e Ad mini strative stafTs or Add is Ahaha I 'nile'" ill 

Ult imately, the end result should be an improved awa reness h\ cciucalillna l lealie" III " ,d\'l' I,' 

support Ad m i n istrat ive sta ITs to be success ru !. 

1.5. Delimitation of the study 

This study included only the permanently employed ad mini strati ve sta rr member or Addi s 

Ababa Un ivers ity. In addition, employees who are on the job grade (eM) Custodian and 

Manual and (TC) Trades and Craft s Service have hee n e,eluded I'rom consi Jeral i"n 

Moreover there might be several determinants or job sati sl'action: hOllcH' r. Ihe re','arch 

looked in to some major determining fac tors of job sati sl'actions namel) intrinsic (lIllrJ.. ih,'11' 

and advancement opportunities) and extri nsic (sala ry. supervisor support. and CiIl\i' rJ.. ,' r 

relations) included in the JDI. In addition some Demographic va riahb such a, Ihe i\ ~e 

Gender, income, Ed ucational atta inments, Job grade) sha ll be considered. Sevcral nthcr 

variables that might have some kind of relationships wi th the ove ral ljoh sati s faClion ha ve nlll 

been included except the mentioned ones. 

The conclusions based on the resu lts of thi s study we re depencia nt lln Ihe I il'II' l" pr",,,'J hI 

those who chose to respond to the survey. It is assumed Ihat Ihe responden h lIer,' "illin ~ II' 

openly revea l att itudes and responses which, from Iheir perspecti ves. reprc .,enlCd lil,' b,',1 

answers to the survey questi ons. 



1.6. Limitations of the study 

The timing in which thi s study has been carried (l Ui jusl w in cide.s II ilh Ih,' periI'd " I I lilic' 

which Addis Ababa University is about to embark on a nc\\ rc",rm i' r() ~ r;\l l h e,I1kd 1I "'"1c' " 

Process Reengineering . Thus the questions included in the stud: mig hl be 1<1,e n <1 S " llwl'll " ,' 

and employees might shy away from putting their true emoti ons an d ke lings. In addili,," 

questions rai sed in relation to employees' superviso r in some instances mi ghl ha ve i'" lelll i;r 1 

constraint on the sides of subordinates. thus the honesty of the data prClV ided ma) Il nl relk el 

the real situati on to a degree of higher objecti vity. 

I. 7. Organization of the study 

This study was organized in to five chapters. the fir st deal s \lith Ihe problelll il ild il s <1 1' 1' 1" "" '11 

and the second chapter focuses on review of rel ated litera ture .chapter three co nl ai ns resea rch 

design and methodology. The fourth chapter encompasses on th e prescl1Iati on and anah sis " I' 

the data .F inally .chapter five provides summary. conclusions and recommendat ions or Ihe 

study. 
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Figure I. The Re/{ttiomhip betweell the Illdepelldellt lIlId Depelldellt "lIril/hie.' . 
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C urrent sala ry 

Work experience 

Job Grade/level 

Source: (the researcher) 
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Joh .\'IItis/t/ctilill 



1.8. Operational Defini tions of Key Terms 

For th is particul ar research endeavor the vari ab les or conce pts used in el11p loyees' and II cr~ 

defined as follows 

The work itself 

The extent to which the job prov ides th e indi vi dua l with int~ res t i n g tacti". (lP P(l rt lllllti," I<'r 

leavening and the chance to acce pt responsibility (Fred I.uthans. cOO) ). 

Pay 

The al110u nt of fi nancial rUl11in atio n that is rece ived and the deg re~ tn II hi ch this I iCII,'d a, 

equ itab le vis-ii-vis that of others in the organization (Fred Luthans. " ( 05). 

Promotion opportunities 

The chance for advancel11 ent in the organizati on (Fred l. utha n5. "00:i) 

Supervision 

The ab ilities of the supervisor to provide tec hn ical assistance and hehal i(lral suPP"rt II red 

Luthans, 2005): 

Coworkers 

The degree to which fell ow workers are tec hn ica lly pro fi cien t and soc ially S U pr(l rt "~ (h~d 

Luthans, 2005): 

ExtrillSic factors -a lso known as hyg iene factors are the pa rts of' the johs II hk h creatc 

di ssati sfaction but, ifnot present. only return the wo rk er to a neu tral p(lin t (l r joh sa lis( ,,,'11 (l1l 

These job factors in this study include superv ision. int crpcrs(lnal r~la l i(l n'. pas 

(Ru ththankoon et a1. 2003) 

Intrinsic factors -Are related tojob ta sks. job co ntenl and in lrin sic ''' pCCI> (l l lh~ j"h call Ic-ad 

to job satis faction, but th e absence thereo t' cannot lead to joh d i"a1 i, l a~ l i on. in Ih " 'Iud\ 

comprises of work itself, coworkers relation. supe rvision(Rutht hankoOl1 ct al."0(3) 

A dministrative Staffs 

Employees who are generall y responsible for supporti ng resea rch and I ~ac h i n ~ aCli l ili(', 

(Fatma Kusu,2003) . 

Academic Stajj.5 

El11 ployees who are generally respons ible for the acadel11 ic aC li vilics 01 th~ inslil uli'111' such 

as research and teaching (Fatl11 a Kusu. 2003). 

'J 



CHAPTER TWO 

2. REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

In thi s chapter the rele vant literature will be reviewed to ~et a hett er lllllkN"llll i ll ~ " I I" h 

sati sfaction literatures from various stu dies. so urces. Concept s. deli nition, and thl·\l ril". 

factors pertinent to job sati sfaction shall be exp lored in the conte.\ t or higher edllca li lln 

administrative staffs. 

2. I. Conceptual Frame Work: Job satisfaction of staff members 

Job sati sfaction is anchored in multiple theoretical rrame'l oll s rega rding organ iICll i,' nal .I nc! 

motivati onal psychology (G reen, 2000}. However the researcher the ll1(ldel IIld iCiil l'd II I 

fi gure2. 

Figure2.Model for assessing job satisfaction 

Influences on the work 

environment 

-Age 
-Years of 
service 
-current salary 
-Educational 
level 
-Job Grade 

• perceived work 

environmcnt, ___ -.. 

Hygiene Factors (Extrinsic) 
-Effecti ve supervision 

-Good Relationship with co 

workers 

outeoml' of work 

CIl\'ironrncnf 

Job 
satisfaction 

'--=-----=----=-~--:--c-:-,---_:__~--~:
_:_-----.-- - -

Source: (Ryan E.Smerek, and Marvin Petersoll,2(03) 
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Some researchers such as Green concluded that there we rc several hi,turical l'r'"11l'1I,'rk , 

(Adams, 1963 ; Gli sson & Durick. 1988: Herzberg. 1966: Mas lllll. 1 95 ~ : ()ua r'lc in . \k ·\!c'c. 

& Glassman, 1992; Vroom, 1964) The current model refl ec ling th e lilera lure re viL' 1I wn la ilh 

the major constructs: personal cha racteristics. perceived work cnviron mcnl (intrinsic and 

extrinsic) and job satisfaction (see figure l) .Overall. the conceptual model [i'ames thc maj" r 

in tents of the study: How influentia l are personal characteri st ics on .job sa ti sfacti on'.' What arc 

the greatest predictors of job sati sfacti on" And is Hertzbcrg's dualit, Ihem\ " rm oli\"II"" 

(in tri nsic) and hygiene (extr insic) factors verifi ed in thi s higher edUCali l",wn lnl 

To conceptual ize the impact on thi s dependent variahle . thc rral11c III"l deli neaI L" 1i1c­

influence of personal characterist ics on job sat isfact ion by address i ng the i 111 pal'l "I' 'C \ . . \ gL·. 

Length of servi ce, current sa lary. Ed ucational Leve l. Job gradellevel. Fin al h . ell nl rll ili ng 11 lL' 

influence of personal characteri sti cs .the conceptual model di vide the \\urk en\ ironilleni 

dimensions in to Herzberg's moti vators(i ntrin sic) and Hyg ine (extrinsic) lactors III c,amillc 

their relative influence on the out come variab le. The resea rch on administral ive el11pl,IIeL" i, 

not as rich in either breadth or depth as that on academic cmployees (.I " hlhllrLl. 20112 ,· il ,·d 111 

Fatma Kusu 2003 .), As far as Ihe research of job sati sfac li on is conce rn ed Ihe lI(lrk, arc 

mainly shaped by North American and Western European Infl uences. suggest Ih al 11m'" i, 

much research is needed to understand employee sa[i sraction in hi gher eeilicali on in 

developing or less developed countries. (Fallna Ku su. 2003). I. oca ll ) re\, re search ,(lnuuct,'d 

in the context of higher education among these (Nemera. 2006: yiferu. 2007) ca rried-nul 

studies On Arba Minch and unity uni versity co ll eges respec ti ve ly. 

The country oldest uni vers ity, Add is Ababa LJ ni ve rs it, . \-Ias f(1\ lndct! ill II),£) ii' I nI\L'r 'll\ 

College of Add is Ababa. In 1961 it was restructured and rcnamed Il aile ';ela"iL' II l1i\,.,., il\ . 

and in 1975 it adopted its present name. Addis Abaha un ive rsit \'s \ is illil i, Ii' 1"<'111,>\,' 

excellence in the production, growth and dissem ination or advanced scienlifie kl1"" krl gL' 

through teaching and research .where as the uni versity's mission is [ 0 mCCI the incrL'",ing 

demand fo r competent, knowledgeab le and skilled manpower with Special responsihi lil\ ill 

the effort to enhance Ethiopia 's ove rall capacity of higher education(Addi s Abaha universil\ 

senate legistlation ,2007). 

Given its vis ion and mi ss ion the Administrati ve s[alls are striving lor IhL' beI IL'I'I11el1t ,,1 ' lil,' 

university as the ir COllnter- pan Academic staffs. Much more rescarc he~ conuuC!eJ In a:-'''l''' 
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the factors be hi nd the Acade mic sta lTs however little is knO'" l as In \\h:1I "ICI"r, nolll ... ""I,· 

to the overall job sati sfacti on of the ad ministrali ve sta lTs o l' thc /\ ddi s Ahaha I 'ni'c r,il, . 

The proceed ing literatures will try to show the var ious crit ica l clcmcnh nr joh sal is"ILi,."" 

and it includes Herzberg theory re lati ng to job sat isfac tions. determina nts orjoh sa lislilC linn. 

measurements of job satisfactions, consequences of job sati sfac tions and di ssal islilctinns and 

finall y the summary of related literatures on th e wi ll be presented. 

2.2. The Concepts of Job Satisfaction 

The concept of job sati sfaction began in 19 11 with the researc h of Ta, 10r(Ta lor 191 II 5Ia l,'d 

that rewards li ke the earnings of the job .incenti ve paymenl s. prom01 ion. apprec ialinn. :lnd 

opportunities for progress coul d lead to increased job sati sfac ti on(as cited by As lan.:>OO I) . 

There are multi ple of defin itions of job sa ti sfac tion. some of whic h are contrad ictll" In 

nature. Spector ( 1997) as cited by Nezaam Luddy (2005) re lcrs tnjoh sa lis litclipn ill I l'I'll " " I' 

how people fee l about their jobs and di ffe ren t aspec ts of theirjohs. Snm,' \\ rilcr, III "'1'1'''1'1 

of the above view for instance Elli ckson and L.ogsdon (:'00:') dclinc .jnh SillisliICli,," :I' 11ll' 

extent to which employees li ke their work.Anoth er resea rcher defincs jllh salislacli,,,, a, all 

affecti ve or emotional response towards variolls aspects or an cmplp: L'l'..... \\ (I I' '' 

Scherm erho rn ( 1993),This author emphasizes that li ke ly causes ofjoh sai islilCtion incilidc 

status, supervis ion, co-worker relat ionships, job content. remuneration and ex trinsic rc\\ard s. 

promoti on and ph ys ica l conditions of th e work environmenl. as \\c ll as organi/:lI i«llal 

structure. 

Some researchers indicated that the re lationship betweell job satislac tioll and cmplmccs ' 

attitude towards the job. For instance, Robbins el al. (2003) forwa rd th at an indi "idllal \\ ilh 

high job satisfacti on will di splay a pos iti ve attitude towards th eir job. and th e indi vid ll al \\ h« 

is di ssati sfi ed will have a negative atti tude about the job. Still many de nnilions fo m ardcd III 

de fin e job satisfacti on relate it to emot ional feel ings that employees have lo\\ards 10 Ihe ir 

jobs. Such definit ions can be obta ined as Grecnberg and !lamn (19q~) deli ll L' il. 1"" 
sati sfacti on as an indi vidua l' s cogni tive. affecti ve and cva luati\'L' n:actinn :-. In\\ard ,ht.'lr II'b, _ 

As far as the factor that may affect job sati sfac ti on is concerned. the lI ()r" ilsc· lr Clo uld 11<11 " a" 

effec t on the tota l quality of li fe or the employee Coster ( 199:> ri led ill "cml'allL'. " iL'~L'r ,« 

Roodt, 2002). 



Schneider and Snyder (1975 cited in Sempane et al. . 2002) conclude joh sa tistilct ion is an 

individual 's personal assessment of conditions preva lent in the job. thus eva luat ion occ urs on 

the basis of factors, which they regard as important to them ." 

Accord ing to Rue and Buers ( 1994 ), job sati sfac tion is made up of 5 comronent" 

~ Anitude towards co lleague 

" Genera l wo rking conditions 

~ Anitudes toward the educa ti on system 

~ Financial benefits 

~ Anitude towards supervision 

The concept of job sati sfact ion according to Robbins (2001) can be described as a ge neral 

attitude toward one's job; the di ffe rence between the rewa rd s rece ived and II hat thel "ctllalll 

believe they should rece ive. 

There are different facets of job sati sfac tio n and understandingjoh satislilc tion and it, I' rkch 

in an organi zation is practically chall engin g. Fo r instance Mullin s (~()O~) de,criheci that j"h 

sati sfaction is a complex and multi-dimensional information. whi ch can mean dill erent thing, 

to different people. 

In the area of job sat isfacti on there are two broad ly observed concert s ("he rringt(ln 11'l').j I. 

resea rch on job sati sfacti on has identifi ed two aspects to understandin g the ((In(I'pl " ,. ,,," 

sati sfacti on, namely, the facet sati sfaction and overall s atis l ~lC li nn . T hL'\L' \\\ (1 L'PIl(q")h i lrl' 

explained as fo llows: 

Facet satisfactioll refe rs to the tende ncy for an employee to be more or Ie" '3 Ii ,l il'd \I ilh 

various facets or aspects of the job Uohn s, 1988) where as Cherrington ( 1 99~ I re k r' 1(1 Ihe 

various aspects or facets of the job as the individual's attitude about their pay. the work itse lf 

-whether it is challengin g, stimulating and attract ive. and the sure rviso rs-II hether thel 

possess the softer managerial sk ill s as we ll as being competent in the ir joh, . 

Overall satisfaction focuses on the genera l in te rn al state of sa ti sl action ,\r J issati,lilcti(ln \I ith 

the indi vidual. Positive experiences in terms of friend ly co ll eagues. good relll ullerati,\I,. 

compassionate supervisors and attracti ve jobs create a posit ive internal sta te. "iI'gatilC 

experie nces emanating from low pay, less than stimu lati ng jobs and cr itici sm create a 

negative intern al state. Therefore, the feel ing overall sati sfacti on alld dissat isfact ion is holi sti c 
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feeling that is dependent on the intensit y and frcqu ene) ,)1' p,'sillle and nega li, ,' L"pL'riell eL" 

(Cherrington, 1994), 

2.3. Theories relating to Job Satisfaction 

Several theories have been proposed to exp lain the concept of job sati sfacli on stemple 1" 004 ) 

comments that "today the classic theories of Maslow (1943), Il erlZherg 119(8), and V"" " 111 

(1964) on job sat isfact ion are the basis for mueh of the modern da , slu di es, Thl' Sl" ,' I" ss il' 

theories have served as a basis for the evo lut ion of Ihe joh sali sli, clion research il nd h",,' 

served as a springboard for research inside and outside the licld of management. in Iheir h"I" 

on theories of job satisfaction, Campbell. Dunnettee, Lawler, and We ik (1970) di, idc Ihe' 

present-day theories of job satisfact ion in two groups, content theories whi ch provide detail s 

of factors that infiuencejob satisfaction and process theories that try to give an explanation 01' 

the process by which variab les such as expectations, needs. and values relate In Ih c 

characteristics of the job to produce job sati sfaction, According 10 Cronic . Ilu Il,il. \1"ra is 

and Mottola (2003)state that content theories high light the laCI"rs l\ ilh in people- lhal glll lle­

behavior, where as process theorics focu s largel y on ho\\ indi viduals el",oSL' Ii' r Ll'rl "in 

behavioral choices to satisfy their desires and how they assess Ihe ir salis lilC lil ' n alie r IhL" 

have attained their object ives , 

A more rigorous categories of theories related to job satisfaction can he ohserved I'rum 

(Nezaam Luddy,2005) which indicate theories relating to job sat isfaction categnri zed and 

further divided as fo ll ows; content theories (Maslow' s needs hi erarchs Ih en r). Ikrzhe rg's 

two factor theory and Mc Clel land' s achievement mOli vation thcul'\ ,) and l' r"L'e" 

theories(The Va lence Instrumental Expectancy theory. Equity theory and (ioa l SL' ll in g 

theory .) However In line with the object ive of the research on ly the Herz.herg thl'ori es o( 

satisfaction was enterta ined subsequent ly, 

2.3.1. Herzberg's two factor theory 

According to Heller and Hindle (1998). Herzberg' s two faclors is " sci 01' lllOli' '' I" rs Ih,,1 

drives people to achieve satisfaction, According to Mullins 1"00:') , Il erzherg's 1" 1> 1;,,1 ,, 1' 

theory is effective ly a theory of job sati sfaction, Furthermore , Ilaron and (,rccn hL' rg 1:1111 ; I. 

states that Herzberg ' 5 two factor theory also kn o\vn as mot i vator - 1-1 ~ giene th ep r~ Ii II ... ' U"L' ,", (1 11 

factors that are responsible for job sati sfacti on and job di ssali sfaclion, 

I ~ 



Herzberg (1959) cited in Ruthankoon and Ogunlana (2002). th e hyg iene !'ac tllrs 31.", knt'l\ll 

as extrinsic fac tors are the parts of the jobs which create di ssati sfac tion but. if not prese nt. 

only return the worker to a ne utral poi nt of job sat isfacti on. These joh filc tors include 

supervis ion, interpersonal relati ons. bene fits. job secu rity. salar) and \lork ing C(1 n<lili,," , 

Herzberg states th at hyg iene issues cannot mot ivate cmplolces hut can Illillillll/I' 

di ssati sfaction and serve as a point of depal1ure fa r mot ivation. 

On the other hand, sati sfying moti vator needs whi eh arc related to .it'h tasb . .ioh wntent :lIld 

intrinsic aspects of the job can lead to job sat isfaction. but the ahsence thereo!' cannot lead I " 

job dissatisfaction (Robb ins, 1993). Factors that can affect job sat isfact ion ill ustrated 

di agrammatica ll y in fi gure three. 
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Figure 3: Source: Grobler ela/. (2{){)2). FaClor" Ihlll IIffecl Joh SlIIi.,/aclioll ill 11'/'11/.' of 

Herzberg's Iheory 

According to Schermerhorn (1993), Herzbe rg's two-Iac tor theory is an important rrame "I' 

reference for managers who want to gain an understanding of job sat isfaction and re lated .i"h 

performance issues. Schemerhorn states that Herzberg' s two-laelOr th eo ry is a userLiI 

reminder that there are two important aspec ts of all jobs: what people do in terrm " I' i"" las" 

Gob content), and the work sett ing in which the) do it linh conte.\ t).h" suggesls th ' II Il','Il"~L'r' 
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should attempt to always eliminate poor hygiene sources of .ioh dissat isfactilln in Ihc 

workplace and ensure building sati sfi er fac tors into job conte nt to ma\i mi/c orrort unilic' li ' r 

job sati sfaction. 

2.4. Determinants of Job satisfaction 

Determinants of job satisfaction are factors that may affect job satisfac tion e\rericnccd h, 

employees in some way. Some of the factors arc very persona l tn individual.s . 1',, 1' in slili lCL' 

Gender, Current sa lary, Educationa l Level. Years of se rvice. Age andioh gradc' arL' eIL'CI11,'d 

as factors that may affect job sat isfaction in a ce rtain manncr . In ol hL' r hand. IhL'r,' ,,,',' ,' lh,'I 

determinants or factors that scholars considered emanates from Ihe organil<lIillnal ,clling' 

Such factors might include the work itse lf. pay, promOl ion. C(1I.\(l r' el< rclalilln '" lei 

supervis ion. These five factors are wide ly assumed by sc holars to changc Ih,' Ie, \'I, III 

sati sfaction of employees and they are be lieved to be orga ni zational I ~,c tor , ,, 1' .i, )h 

satisfaction. 

Simi larly, the factors affecting job sa ti sfaction can be divided inlo 1\\ 0 ma in arca s. nalll,'Iv. 

persona l determinant s and orga ni zati onal factors (Nel et al.. 2004) . 

2.4.1. Personal Determinants 

Studies investigating job satisfact ion indicate that pe rsonal de lerlllinanLs , tlch ' IS ,,' so 

Ed ucational leve l, yea rs of service. Age impact on job sa ti sfac ti on. 

2.4.1.1, Sex 

Several studies conducted with regard to the relalionship het'lcen ses and j"h 'illlSl:""II '" 

showed contradictory results (Ch iu. 1998). 

A study conducted by Murray and Atkinson ( 198 1) in vesligating gender dilkrcnc,', 111 

determinants of job sati sfacti on, renected that fe males attach more importance 10 ,ocial 

factors, wh ile ma les place greater value on pay, advancement and other e\ tri nsic aS rcels 

Other In support of the above findings namely Tang and Talpade ( 1999) found thai Ihere i, a 

signifi cant di ffe rence between males and females in terms orio" dimensions impacllIlg "n 

job sati sfaction. 

Their study found that men tend to have higher satislac ti on \\ IIh pm mcnls In rcla" " n I" 

fema les, while females tended to have hi gher sati slaction "i lh cO-\\Il rk ",., th '"1 Illilk ' 
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Findings of a study look ing at issues affecting women in th e S" llth i\li-i can «",lli ' rc,' 

ind icated similar findings with regard to lemales. The majori t, or re ' pondents re\ e"kd th" l 

they were satisfied with th eir j obs. The faCIOrS Ihat contributed Ihe mo" III Iheir .j"h 

satisfaction were the co-workers. the opportunity to learn new Ihi ngs and laCIOrS re laled hl 

the job itse lf (Robbins et aI. , 2003). 

Contradi cting the above findings some researchers rejeci Ihe id ea thai ge nd er aneTI joh 

sati sfaction, for instance Oshagbe mi (2000) fa iled to find thai gender alfecls .j oh , ali ,",clio l1 . 

Similarly, Donohue and Heywood (2004) could not prove gende r satislilCl ion dilferel1ces ill a 

study conducted amongst young American and British employees. COl1t rer, 10 Ihe ah", ,'. 

Robbins et al. (2003) argue that no evidence exists suggesling Ihal ge nd er impac ls on all 

employee 's job sat isfaction. The authors insists that gender diffe rences can hale anelfecl nn 

the relationship between job dimensions andjob sat isfac lion. hLillhal il dn,,, n,ll hill " a dir,', 1 

impact on job sati sfaction. 

Some loca lly conducted researches for instance (Sebsebc. 2003 I hn« ever c" uld n<>1 lilld 

sign ificant differences regarding ove rall job sat isfaClion. Anolher re search enn,h ,eled I" 

(Arsema, 2007) shows that gender is nOI a significant prediclor of joh smi slilclioll . 

2.4.1.2. Current salary 

Earn ings are the primary reason why people go to work. A re viel\ or Ihe lilcralure Car", jal 

( 1999) suggests that present income exe rts a substantial and pos ili ve c rt e" nn .I" h 

sat isfacti on; other things equal, greater ea rnings lead to greale r sali sfaclion. A Sl ud \ dnne h\ 

Santhapparaj and Syed Shah Alam (2005) among academic slaff in privalc uni\ocr, ilie, in 

Malays ia indicated that pay, promoti on. working condition and support of rcsearch ha\(' 

positi ve and signifi cant effect on job sat isfaction . Man-Whitney LJ lesl rcsult s sl1(l«ed Ih"l 

female staff were more sati sfied with all the facet s leg: pay. promol inn. I'rin!!,' h" I1<'l i" . 

work ing condition and support of teach ing) Ihan Iheir mak counlerpart s. I'h" ,,','rn, Ih,11 

women enjoyed th eir working environment and they do not havl' highl'r l"rh.:l' lati (l ll III ILTllh 

of promot ion or sa lary. in ge nera l. Sararaks and Jarnal uddin ( 199 7) reveakd lacl" r, j(' "IHI I" 

be significantly associated with job sati sfac ti on we re age, job designa li nn. inl'<ll1l e. dli raI H'" 

of service and intent ion to resign Ball and Chi k (2001) slaled joh-li l ind('\. self "'I,'e rn . 

income were fo und to bear signi fi ca11l rel ali onships with job sati sfacli on. 
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2.4.1.3 Educational level 

Studies conducted on the relationship between the leve l of educati on and jon sali sfacli on 

showed no consistent pattern (K h Melle. 2003).An in vesligal ion n) Crossman and .·\h,lll ,;;',i 

(2003) in the Lebanese banking sec lor l(lUnd Ihal no slalisliealh signillean i relall'"l,llIl' 

existed between job sat isfaclion and ed uca lion. 

Although the relationship was not s i gn i~ ca nt. Iheir re sea rch f(lund Ihal a relalilll1'llIl' heill ecn 

job sat isfaction and education existed. In this regard respondenls in possess ion 01 a se h'll,1 

certificate reported the lowest level of overall job sat isfact ion. whil e cmplo) ees II ilh a 

college certificate repotted the highest level of overa ll job satisfaction. The researchers 

highlighted possible factors such as a lack of ski ll s and less ",,,o rahle Irealmc'lll I" 

management as contributing to lower sat isfaction levels among sta ll lI 'ho possess I, '" er leI "I 

educational certificate. However, a similar stud y conducted by (Kh Metle. 20031 amollgsl 

Kuwaiti women employed in a public government sector env ironment. shOllcd Ihal a sln'ng 

relationship existed between the leve l ofeducalion and overall job sali sfaclion . 

Those Employees who possess an intermediate level qualificalion reported higher levels of 

satisfaction in relation to those employees who have higher le ve ls of edllealion . 

Another research finding by Kh Metle (2003) suggesls Ihal jon sa li sl;'clio n d,'erc'asc" III 

relation to an increase in the le ve l of education as the expectati()n~ urempln:l'l'" arl' ldh .. '1l tl n l 

met by employe rs. From another perspeclive Ihal is in relalion In he O'Tr 4ualil'IcU res"l" 

obtained from a study conducted by Johnson and Johnson (2000) in Ihe /\Illerieall 1""la l 

services were surveyed, found that perceived over-qua lifi calion 10 ha ve a negaillc' 

relationship with the dimensions of job satisfaction. Finally. loca l resea rches such as (Sebseh. 

2003) there is no significant differences among educalional sub groups oremplovecs IhelpII 

121h grade, 12th grade complete, technical and vocalional educalion). 

2.4.1.4 Tenure/years of service 

Tenure refers to the number of yea rs an employee has spe nl work ing (Oshaghemi. cOO.1) 

According to Bedeian, Ferris and Kacmar (1992) ciled in Robbins el al . (2003). lenure and 

job sati sfact ion is positively related. Ronen (1978) c iled in Oshagbemi (2003) lound lenure Ip 

have a U-shaped relationship with job sali sfaClion. In Ihi s rcspeci. Ronen insists Ihal 

employee satisfacti on declines within Ihe firsl yea r of em pin' men I an d IT1l1,"n, 1,>\, 1<'1 
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several years, after which it increases. Furthermore. he maintains that "1111'10\,'" l'\l'ect ;nll'"' 

are hi gh at the time of appointment, but when these expectations are 11\'t Illel. Ihi, " III C,' l1 le 

leads to a drop in job satisfaction. As th e emplo)cc hecomes more Ill.nure al1d eSI"'rlel1\·"'1. 

the init ia l expectat ions decline to a more rea li stic level there 11, making " ,ch "'l'e"laliol1 ' 

more attainable, co inciding with increased job sati sfaction. 

Research conducted by Mottaz (1988) amongst nurses in the United States of Ame ri ca I(lL111d 

a significant increase in job satisfaction with length of time on the joh. Clarke. Os\\ald alld 

Warr (1996) argue that employees with longer service nM, experience hig her \il ti,I ,,,·t1<'" 

levels because the job Illatches their personal nceds. In relat ion to this. \1otla/llL)X 7) ,'i ted III 

Sarker, Crossman, & Chinmeteepiwek (2003) adds th at emplo) ees \\ ilh I'''' g ",1'\ i,'" I,'nd I" 

adjust their work va lues to the conditions of the wo rk place resulting ill greatcT j,,11 

satisfaction, Oshagbemi (2000) reason the increase in job sati sfact ion over the length "I' lillle 

to factors such asjob stab il ity and opportunities for promotion. 

Contrary to the above, Savery (1996) cited in Sarker et al. (2003) sla te Ihal longer 1,'nll1'l' in a 

job may lead to boredom and lower leve ls of job sati sf'lclion . Similarl\. Clarke l'l al I I <)'J(,) 

ill sist that longer ten ure does not necessa ril y lead 10 inc reased le ve ls Orloh sati,t"Cli,," 

2.4.1.5 Age 

Mixed evidence exists regarding the re lat ionship between age and job sa ti sfacti on (Robbins et 

aI. , 2003).According to Greenberg and Baron (1995), older employees are general l) happie r 

with their jobs than younger employees, whil e people who arc more e.\pericnceci ill Iheil i" l" 

are more hi gh ly sat isfied than those who are less e.\pericll ced . Th is \ ic\\ i, '"I'I', ' rtL'li I" 
, 

Drafke and Kossen (2002). The re sea rchers state that joh sat isl<"ti,,,, t\ I'icalll illerl'a,,·, ""h 

age as older workers have more work experience and gcnc rall \' hale a m(lt'e rl'ali,ti,' \ i,'11 "I 

work and li fe in comparison to their yo unger counterpart s. 

Research conducted by Okpara (2004) amongst managers wi thin an IT cnvironmcnl ItlllllLl a 

signifi cant relationship between job sati sfaction and age. Similarly. earlier rescarch ' UPP(lrtl'd 

this finding. Rhodes (1982) ci ted in Oshagbemi (2003) Supp(l rh the lillciillg' Ihal Ih" 

relationship between job sati sfaction and age is sign ificant. The author reach",f II", 



conc lusion after a review of the findings of seven other sc parale sludies conducled "11 11lL' 

relationship between age and job sati sfaction. 

Robbi ns et al. (2003) report that although 11I0st siudies indicate a posil ive relati llnshil' 

between age and job satisfaction. other studies refl ect a decrease in sat isiac i ion as ern ph 1\ ee, 

move towards middle age, at least up to the age or 60. Satisfaclion illcrea,,'s a"aill 1"'"," 

around 40 and on. The authors refer to thi s phenomenon as Ihe l '-slli,ped reialillilsilil' \1<'11 "1 

( 1987) in Oshagbemi (2003) c ited several reasons for Ihe var iance in .jllh salisli,eli"" hl"\ll'l'll 

older and younger worke rs. Monaz's view is that younger \lockers arc gellerall l Il,, 'rl' 

dissatisfied than older employees because they de mand more than their joos ca n P"'I idl' I'he 

author postul ates that older workers possess more seni ority and work e.speriellce enaol in" 

them to move eas ily into more rewarding and sati sfying jobs. Older wo rkers place Ie" 

emphasis on autonomy or promotion, thus they demand less from thei r jobs, making Ihem 

more sati sfied than their younge r counterparts. Workers tend to adjust 10 \lnrk lalues a",I ,hl' 

work environment the longer they are employed. add ing to grealer joo sati slilClion . 

2.4,1,6, Job grades 

Satisfacti on surveys refl ect that a positive relationship prevails oe illeen jno le\'el a",i .j"h 

satisfaction (Cherrington, 1994). Higher levels of job sali slac ,ion are usuall l repnrl ed h: 

indi viduals occupying higher level pos itions in organiza tions as the) oner Octler 

remuneration/pay, greater var iety, more challenge and oeller \lorking c"ndi,illll' 

(Cherrington, 1994). Research conducled by Rob ie. R)an. Schmieder. I'arra and '-,1111,11 

( 1998) confirms the view that a pos it ive and li near rela lillnship l' "isis he llll'l'll I"h 

satisfaction and job level. Results of the ir st udy indicate tha i as jon le vel increased. ," di d I" b 

satisfaction, In support of the above, All en (2003) assumes Ihal job sm islae li on is 'Ir"Il~1I 

linked to an employee's position within the company. 
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2.4.2. Organizational factors 

The organ izational factors impactin g on job sati sfaction include the work itse lL 

remuneration/pay, supervi sion. promoti on opportunities. co-workers. job statu s and .ioh lei cl. 

2.4.2.1 The work itself 

Locke (1995) assumes that employee job sati sfacti on is dependant on sali slilelion \\ il h Ihe .i" " 

components, such as the work itself. Robbins el al. (2003.) relCr 10 Ihe \\(1rk ilself" '" "Ih,' 

extent to which the job prov ides the individual wilh stimulaling lasks. "ppOriUni lies 1<11' 

learning and personal growth. and the chance to be responsi ble and accounlahle If>r resul h ." 

According to Robbins ( 1993), employees prefer jobs that present Ihem with opportunilies I" 

exec ute their competencies on a va riety of tasks and that arc menial" slimul ali ng. 

Thi s view is supp0ried by Lacey ( 1994) who stales Ih al indi vidual s aI',' n1l lre salis li ed \\ Ilh 

the work itse lf when they hold tasks thai are mentally and physica ll ) slimu laling. R"hh il" ,'I 

al. (2003) assume that jobs that are unchallenging lead to boredom and f"ru slration. (" <l nlral"l 

to the above , Johns ( 1996) insisted that some employees prefer jobs Ihal arc unchallenging 

and less demanding , Research conducted by Vitell and Davis (1990) whi ch in vo l,ed 

employees in a management informa ti on system environmeni. found a stati slicall ) sign ifiea nl 

relationship between job sati sfac ti on and the dimension of \\·ork it self. Findings fr"l11 ,> Ilwr 

studies cond ucted indicate thai a dimension such as th e "ork ilself can re"III in "Ilher i,' j, 

satisfaction or dissati sfaction (Oshagbemi. 1997: Ruthank oon & Ogunlana . 21111.1) 

2.4.2.2. Remuneration/pay 

Researches appear to be open to more than one interpretation regarding Ihe inllucnce "f pi" 

on job sati sfaction. Some researchers argue thai no substantial evidence ex isl Ihal · supp"rt 

payment to be a source of emp loyees job sa li sfaeti on lor instance 11a "clll)()l)~) . ,' I"il11lh'lI ,I 

lack of empirical ev idence ex ists (0 indicate that pa) alone impnHl.':-O \'\lr~l'l" ..... ali .... LKli pll (I I 

reduces di ssati sfaction. The author proposes Ihal highl ) paid elllp ln) ees """ , rill I',' 

di ssati sfied if they do not like the nature of Iheir job and fee l Ihe\ ean nlll en!c'r a "'" re 

satisfying job, 

However In a study conducted by Oshagbem i (2000) amongst Uniled Kin gdom academic, _ a 

statisti cally significant relationship between pay and rank of employees and thei r level nr jnh 

satisfaclion was estab li shed, Contrary to Oshagbemi (2000) a slud, condueled h' Y"llI'~ . 



Worchel and Woehr (1998) in the public sector unable to find any significant relalionshil' 

between pay and sat isfacti on. Yet. anothe r findin g from a sUrl'e' conducled I" Ilr 'lIn 'lrll 

(2005) amongst postdoctoral sc ientific researchcrs found Ihal pa' and hL'nL'lih 1<' hL' IIL'''U, 

associaled with job satisfaction. 

The ex istence of both financial reward and recogn ition has oeen """ltl 10 ha\t' a sign ilicanl 

influence on knowledge wo rkers (Arno lds & Rosholf 200~: KinnL'ar. 19l)L): Kinne"r 8: 

Sutherland, 2000). Individuals view their remunerati on/pay as an indica li on or Iheir valuL' I" 

the organ izat ion. They compare their inputs to rece ived outputs relevanl 10 Ihal 01' others (Nel 

et aI. , 2004).Thi s view is supported by Sweeney and Mcfarlin (200~) IIho ag ree Iha l 

compari sons with similar others are important pred iclors of pa, salis"IClion . I hL' ir slud , 

highlighted the fact that compari sons to sim ilar olhers impacts on pa, sa li sl' lClion . /\cc,'rdlllg 

to Boggie (2005), inequity in terms of lack of recogn ilion and poor pal' olien con lrihule I" a 

problem with employee retention. 

2.4.2.3. Supervision 

Research shows that a positive relationship exists between job sati s lacli on and surerv.isinn 

(Koustelios, 200 1; Peterson, ruia & Suess. 200.1: Smucker. Whi sen"nl. & 1'L'der"',, . 

2003).Superv ision forms an essentia l ro le relating 10 .iob sali slaclinn in lerl11 ' .. ,I· lhe "hli il' " I 

the supervisor to provide emoti onal and technical support and guidance \\ ilh \\ (l rk rl..'l.l h.'d 

tasks (Robbins et a I. , 2003). Accord ing 10 Ram sey (1997), superv isors ennlrihule I" high "r 

low moral e in the workplace. The superv isor's Jll illide and behavior «l\\ard el11rl",eL" 'l1a' 

also be a contributing factor to job-related complaints (She rm an & Il ohlandcr. 1l)l)21. 

Superv isors with high relationship behavior (who high ly interact with cmployees) sirong" 

impact on job sati sfaction (Graham & Messner. 1998).Simi larly, Wech (2002) supr0rt s Ihi s 

view by comment ing that supervi sory behavior strongly affec ls Ihe developmenl ,,1 ' inIS' ill 

relationships with employees. The author further assumes Ihal IrLi sl ma,. in iLirn . I"" L' it 

signifi cant relationship with job sali sfaction. A study conducled by I'adard itlld ~ '"'PI'I 

(1999) found that employees wi th supervisors showing dcmoeralic managel1lenl sl, Ie­

experienced highe r levels of job sat isfaction comparcd 10 Ihose \\ho had sure,", is"rs \\11" 

exh ibited autocratic or liassez - faire(no supervisors) leadersh ip 51) les. !lassell 1199~) in s lS!> 

that superviso rs bringing the human istic part to the job. by being consielerate I,,\\arel Iheir 

employees, contribute towards increasing the employcc' s levcl "rjoh s"lis l' '''li '>11 . 



2.4.2.4. Promotion opportunities 

A number of researchers consider that job sa ti sfact ion is strongl\ relat cd t(l (lppn rtuilili l" 1,,,' 
promotion (Pergamit & Veum , 1999; Pele rson et al .. 2003: Sc lalane. 1999).l"h is \ ic\\ i\ 

supported in a study conducted by Ell ic kson and Logsdon (2002) \\ illl municipal governmcnl 

workers where satisfaction with promotional opportunities was found 10 be positive l) and 

signifi cantl y related to job sati sfaction. Kreitner and Kinicki (200 I) however. state Ihal Ihc 

positive relat ionship between promotion and job sati sf'IClio ll is depl'nell'lll I' ll pL'rlc i\ cd Clillll\ 

by employees. 

2.4.2.5. Co-workers 

A number of authors insist that ha vin g fri end ly and supportive cn licagucs Lnnlrihllil' I" 

increased job sati sfacti on (Johns, 1996; Kreitner & Kinicki. 200 I : Luthans. 1989). l inding, 

of a survey conducted by Madison (2000) on more than 21000 women occupying thc m(lst 

demand ing jobs indicated that those participants. who lacked support from C(l- \\ (lilers. \\ crl' 

more likely to suffer from job di ssati sfact ion. Another survey conduc teci allw ll g" I :" 11 I ""cI 

Brand employees foulld that positi ve relati onshi ps with co-wo rk ers enhancc .i"h sali,l"cll"" 

(Berta, 2005).Empirical ev idellce indicates that relat ionships \\ ith co li eaguc, 11<1 'C. 

consistentl y indicated significant effects on job sat isfacti on of fede ral government \\corkc rs 

in the Uni ted States (Ting, 1997). A study conducted by Viswesvaran. Ocshpande alld .1(lseph 

( 1998) further confirmed previous findings th at there is a positive corre lati on bet\\'ccn .i(lh 

sati sfacti on and co-workers. 

2.5. The Measurements of Job Satisfaction 

Since there is no single ag reed upon defi niti on orion satis lilcti(ln . and tH ' \\ ideh :ll'Le l'l l'd 

theory to explain it, it is no surpri se th at th ere is also no ge neral C(lnscnsus nn Ihc hl',1 I"" 1<' 

measure job sati sfaction (Wanous & Lawler. 1972). The most basic I(\rm s of mcasurl'llll'lll 

might inc lude an interview, a single-item measure. or a workplace obsc rvatinn: h,mt'\CI'. 

most researchers opt for a more object ive and in-depth survey instrllment (Spec tor. 19971. 

Basically there are two types of job satisfaction measu res: single qucsti on Versus llluitipk­

item measures. Single-quest ion measures typica lly ask a question such as. " On Ih" "h, ,1e­

would you say you are sati sfied or di ssatisfied with thc work you do"". and its variant. .. .. \ II In 

all, would you say you are sati sfied or di ssati sfied wit h your job"" (Vuinn. el al .. 1 '>7~ .I . . \ 

respondent may then be presented with a sca le of measure from sal isf1lCtion 1,\ diSSaiislilC ll nn 



or vice versa. Multiple-item measures. on the other hand. ask respondenh I" raiL' " lri" ,I' 

aspects of their job on a sca le running from (say) levels or di ssati s"lcti on to k le ls " I' 

sat isfaction. Whi le the literature on the topic of job sat isfacti on is extensive (Osha ghellli. 

1996), the results obta ined from empiri ca l studies are olien a fun cti on ol' the meaS llrL' ,, 1' 1" f, 

sati sfact ion employed. While there is popular single-question and general IllUlli pk -l lelll 

measures of job sati sfaction. there are often more spec illc tai lor made llIu ltiple llle","rL" ," 

ascerta ining the job satisfaction of specified workers. Therd() re. the choice " I'" hal nl",I' lire 

to use in ascertaining the job satisfaction of a give n occupat iona l group is SOIl1ClI lI1 e' 

problematic in terms of the inforll1ation desired and the ease ofc omparabilit) of result s "ith 

different occupat ions, 

There have been a variety of efforts to measure job sat isfaction perhaps the two or hest­

known efforts according tor cooper and Argryis .1995 .) are: 

I) The Minnesota job satisfaction questionnaire (MSQ) "h ieh a" L'Sse', .i" f, ' ell i, I"CI" 'II 

along 20 separate job facets where separate composIte, are compulL'd Il ,r in lri n,,,·. 

extrinsic, and genera l job sat isfacti on . 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire developed in 1967 b, Wei ss. I)al\i s. I.nglalld. 

& Lofquist, the Minnesota Satisfact ion Questionnaire (MSQ) has become a " ide " 

used instrument to eva luate job sati sfaction . Three forms of the MSQ ha ve heen 

developed , two 100-item long form s (1977 version and 1067 version) and a ~ ()-iI L' 1I1 

short form. The MS Q is designed to measure specili c aspec h nl' an elll pl,,, L'L" , 

satisfacti on with his or her job. and it prov ides more inl<".,nat i"n " n IhL' rL' " " I'd III ;: 

aspects ofajob than do more genera l measures orj ob sati sraeti on 

2) The job descriptive survey index (iDI) where satisfacti on is assessed along the 

following dimensions; work, pay, promotion. co-workers and supervision. 

The Job Descriptive Index (JD I) was first discussed in Smith. Kendall. and Hulin 's 

publication of the Measurement of Satisfaction in Work and Retirement (1969) . Thi , 

90-item sca le is designed to measure employees' sati slilcti on " itll thell' il,h, I" 

looking at five important aspects or lacets oCiob sati s lilLti nll I I hi eh "rL' l' rL"eI1l I"h. 

present pay, and opportunities for promotion. supervision. and cll \\ nrkn .... . II 1'1;1" hL'L'1l 

widely used and researched for over 40 years. and it has beenille IlIle "I I Ill' 1)),,'1 

popular job sat isfact ion survey instruments (DeMeuse.I'J85 : I.edeek. 19X 7) In 1;lel. 

more than 12,000 research studies are cu rrent ly archi ved by the .ID I Research (irou!' . 



2.6. The consequences of Job Satisfaction 

The general conce rn of management is what will be the out come he. shou ld an cllll'lo ~ec hl' 

sati sfied or dissatisfied and how thi s wi ll have an effect on th e organi;ati,)n . I herl' I' 

sufficient evidence to warrant that job sati sfaction or di ssati slacti on can ha\e I' ,,, itl\l' "I' 

negati ve consequences for employees, Cauti on must be e'e re ised not to create ste rl''' t\ I'l" 

since sati sfaction/di ssati sfacti on is concerned with people, (I .oc k, 19 761 Funhel'l nme, the 

outcomes of people can not be forecasted, therefore thi s is not poss ible to general i;c thl'ln 

completely (Lock, 1976),some authors such as Robbins (200 I) ha ve ind iea ted that in recent 

years, ample research studies have been designed to assess the elTee ts 01 joh sat iS!:I(ti r) " "" 

employee productivity, absenteeism, and turno ve r, 

Productivity 

The saying "a happy worker is a productive worker", is not reall y true. it' s actualh till' 

converse that productivity is more likely to lead to satisfaction,( Arn old and Feldman, 1996 ) 

Moreover, four decades of research in to thi s issue argues that a sati sfi ed wo rker is not a 

productive worker due to two reasons,(Arnold and Feldman ( 1996)Fi rstl y. th ere e.sists a 

relationship between job satisfaction and job performance. Em pir ical re search tindi,, ~ s 11<1,,' 

indicated that these two variables are not closely related to each other. f()r rl"I<m(l' . II1L' 

condition of the work equipment or the ",·,forkers own ahi lilics 113 ve a g rcil ll' r illl[1al'l PI] il l\\\ 

much one can produce than hi s or her job sati sfacti on docs Arnold alld l:eldlll ,lI ) 

(I 996)Secondly, there is suffi cient evidence to ind icate that job perform ance re"tlts i" I"h 

sati sfaction, 

Performance 

Intrinsic 
rewards 

Extrinsic 
rewards 

Perceived 
Equity or 
rewards 

j 
• 

Satisfaction 

Figure 4,perjoYnllll/ce and ,\'{/tisjactill/l (adapted(rom La",/er. E,£' & 1'111'1<'1',1.. H (/% ') 



The above illustration indicates th at an employee wi ll cx pect to b,' ITllardcd a """rd ill ~h alld 

equitable recognized for hi s outstanding effort s anu per/(' rill allcc. h" lh ill lrill si" rl h ," ,d 

extrinsica ll y. If he/she is not justifi abl y rewarded: th is wil l fea\c Ihc Clllpl ,, \ c,' 1<> he' 

dissati sfi ed. 

Absenteeism 

Research indicates that job sati sfacti on leve ls are related to abse nlce ism (Ile liri egei. SIOC il lll 

& Woodman, 1989). Ne l et al. (2004) ma intain that "absenteei sm is regarcku ," lI ithdr,\\\al 

behav ior when it is used as a way to escape an undesirable \\ orking envirnnl11c nt. .. ·\ '· '· "rdi ll ~ 

to Luthans ( 1989), vari ous studies conducted on the rela tionship hetllccn sat isli,ctinll and 

absentee ism indicates an in ve rse relationship between the tll O variab fc s. Thus. \\ llL'n 

sati sfaction is hi gh, absentee ism tends to be 10 \\ . The converse in di ca les Ihal \\ ilcn 

sati sfacti on is low, absentee ism tends to be hi gh. Contrary 10 th is. the findings o f a , tud\ 

undertake n by Johns (1996) fo und the association between job sati s/actinn and abselll "c' i" " 

to be moderate. 

Robbins (1993) supports the view of a moderate re lati onship l'.\i sli ng hCI\\l'l'n ,at i, I> I"II ' li 

and absenteeism. According to Robb ins et al . (2003), th e moderate re lalinll ., hip hCIII Cl' ll lil,'s,' 

variables co uld be attributed to fac tors such as liberal sick leave. \\he reln Clllp lll \cCS aI',' 

encouraged to take time off. The afore-mentioned could ult imate l, reuuce thl' l'nrrclallll il 

coeffi cient between sati sfacti on and absentee ism. 

Turnover 

A number of studies strongly support the view that turnover is im ersc" refatcd 1< ' i.·h 

sati sfact ion (G ri ffo n, Hand, Megli no & Mobley ( 1979) and Price ( 1<) 77) ci tcd ill Rll hhll" ci 

aI., 2003). According to French (2003), a hi gh employee turnover ra te is " lien pre\afcnl ill all 

environment where employees are hi ghl y di ssati sfi ed. Greenberg and /lan' n I I t)9 ~ 1 ,""ICld 

that employees lacking job sati sfac ti on often tend to " ilhdra\\ frolll , illi ation, and 

envi ronments as a means of dea ling with their di ssat israction. A major form of cmr"" ,'C 

withdrawa l is voluntary turnover. By not report ing fo r duty. or by resigning to seef., nl' \\ joh 

prospects, individuals might be ex press in g their di,sati , /aCli on \\ it h Ihcir i(lh, (l r all l' Il' pll\' ~ 

to escape from the unpleasa nt aspects they may be experienci ng. Phi lli ps. \I ll nl' and I' hilill" 

(2001) concur that employee turnover is the most critical \\ ilhdrn ll al \an" hlc .\ 'Itld\ 

conducted by Stee l and Ovalle (1984) establ ished a mode rate" strong rc la lionship hCI\\l'l'n 

job sat isfaction and turnover, indicati ng that less sati sfi ed workers arc n1\1 re like" 10 Ljl ll i 

c7 



their jobs. According to Lee and Mowday ( 1987) cited in Luthans ( 1989). a n1<lticralc 

relationship ex ists between sati sfaction and turnove r. The re searc hcrs posit that hi gh ,inh 

sati sfaction wi ll not necessaril y contri bute to a low turnover rate. but wi ll inad vertent l, ass isl 

in maintaining a low turnover rate. 

2.7. Summary of the Chapter 

The chapter introduced the concept of job sati siilc ti on and hi gh li ghlL'd IhL' d, lk rL'1l1 

mot ivational theories rela ti ng to job sati sfacti on. Furt hermore. it sought to 1'1'<'1 ide '"l 

overview of the li terature pertai ning to job satisfac ti on antecedent s. II herehl pn'l\na l 

determinants and organizat ional factors impacting on job sati sfac ti on wc re di scussed. In 

terms of the job satisfaction antecedents and job sati sfacti on consequences. vartous areas 

where research has been conducted have been referred to. From the literature reI iL'1I It " 

evident that job sati sfaction is a phenomenon that has been extensive ll re searched and " " I 

significant im portance to employees and managers ali ke . In thi s rega rd . the li tn'illl rL' 

concludes with the rel evance of job satisfact ion of employees and th e erlect it l1a.s Oil 

productivity, turnover and absenteeism. 



CHPATER THREE 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD 

Thi s secti on desc ri bes the subject of' the stud). dala so urce. in strllmenl 1I,ed. I;lIldh k , 

included, procedures followed and melhods of dala analys is. The chapler hi ghl ight.> 1,,\\1 Ih,' 

research problems were exp lored. wilh specific reference made 10 11(\11 Ih e pa rti cipanl s \\ere 

se lected and the procedure followed 10 gather the dala. Further more. elh ical considerali()ll s 

and confidentiality aspects are addressed; Ihe measuring inslrumenls 10 galher Ihe data and ils 

ensuring. 

3.1. Research Method 

This study is conducted using entirely quanlilali ve melhods. speciliea lh cie,criplill'. 

core lationa l and inferential one. Descriplive stali stic s all o\\ researchers II) pr,'senl Ih,' da"l 

acquired in a structured, accurate and summarized manner (11 uI samen. 1990 ). Ihe 

descriptive stati st ics used for the purpose of clearly presenting the proporti on of respondent s 

based on their sex, age, income, years of serv ice and job grades. In addition de'l' riptil e 

stati stics used for the ca lculation of mean sat isfact ion of' respondents in Ihe gelleral "'illiIT ,d 

satisfaction and facet satisfaction. 

As part of co relational method and to ascertain whether a stati sti ca ll y significa nl rclatinnship 

exists between works itse lf, pay, supervision, promotion and co-wo rkers Ivithjoh sa li siClcti,' ". 

the product Moment Correlation Coeffic ient was used. Sekaran (2000) sta te s Ihal th e Pearson 

product Moment correlation provides an indicati on of the scope to which the var iables being 

investigated are related to each other or not. Sekaran ftlrlher states that it aj,n indica le , Ill\' 

directionality and strength of the relationship . He ftll·ther elahnrated Ihat " Ink rcil lial 

statistics allow resea rchers to infer from the data through anal)si s th e re lat i()ll,hip h,'I\\"" 1l 

two variables; differences in a variab le among different subgr[l"ps: and h')(1 >\'11',.,,1 

independent variables might exp lain the variance in a dependent va riahle ." Thlls. 1hc,<' 

stati stical tools we re employed, 



3.2. Sou rces of Da ta 

AAU employees Master Li st of member stans was used in Ihe pr"cc'" "I ,,'k,'lill, 

respondents working in the AS, PS, sr, Fe job grades and Senale i.egisl"l i(lI) (\ere' "ill'll 

these documents were part of the primary sources, Those resea rches conduclcd in Ihe .m .. , " I' 

job satisfaction , textbooks, journ als and handouts, analyzed documents like art ic les !i)und in 

the web are also parts of secondary sources of inform at ion used in conducling thi s rarer 

3.3. Sample size and sampling Technique 

The fo ll owing procedures and too ls we re employed to co llet! data !i"'lh,' sllllh , 

3.3.1. Sample Size 

Curren tly, Permanente employees are I 776(one thousand seven hundred and sevent,-six) in 

terms of num bers ,(source: the Human resource Archive and doc umentat ion sec lion or 

HRMD/AAU) Since the study doesn't in vo lves th ose permanent cmrl(l\ees (\ho,,,' .i"" gr."k 

is known to be CM(Custodian and Manual) and Trade and crali s ('1'(') (\l'I'C care lulh I"cked 

and exc lude from the considerati on for the reason their job descripli(1I1 ckarh illd,ca l," Ih ' l1 

the envi ronment in wh ich the job is performed are rad ica ll , di l'iC re nl I"'"m Ihe li) lIr i"h grade 

,which are more of office based job ones, 

Following the exclus ion of the two groups, the targel group or Ihe stud , ',(as X05 em!,I,,'ee, 

Out of thi s number of employees, 264 employees were selected usin g Disproporti ona le 

stratified sampling technique from every campus of AAU based on Iheir rroporl ion I" Ihe 

total. Prior to sample size determinat ion. \"' kClrllnic .... \)111" 1,,: 1..' 

Itttp://www,raosoft,co/l1/sample,~ize,"t/l11 was used 10 sc iec i Ihe besl rep rese nla\I\" ,aml'k 

size. And a confidence inlerval of 95% and a 0,05 margin 01' crmr (\ l're a ll ,,(\ed , '\Ii,'I' 

dispatching 264 questionners, 213 cou ld be properl y filled and co ll ec led sho(\ in g a resp,," 'e 

rate of(80,6%),which is usually accepted as a good rate of response hj man) slUdic" 

3.3.2. Sampling Technique 

Random di sproportionate stratifi ed sampling was used to se leCI sample responden ts heca u,,' 

this samp ling technique facilitates a fair and unbiased sample sciceli llll, l"ing dilkr,'111 

proportion for different campuses in the process of' select in g samric resp"IlJellis, 1' ,,1<,11 , Ik 

study conducled by adm inistrating queslioners in Ihe 1l)1i(l(' illg campuses, ill ,li lllle" s,,' lkg'" 



Table I: sample size of respondents drawn among campuses of AAli 

Sample of tbe study Total number I Sample ] 
of emplovees emplovees 

Main campus , 361 I 118 

Scbool of Informaiion and Management 30 I 10 

Addis Ababa Institute of Tecbnology 37 12 
- - -

Eskinder Bogosian Visual and Performing Arts 31 9 
--

School of Commerce 123 ~ II 

College of Natural scrence- 89 29 

Faculty of Medicine 68 22 
~ ~.-- -

Etbiopian institute of Arcbitecture, 
24 

Building construction"dnd City Devewpment 8 
-~. - < 

Faculty of journalism and COUIIDunications 23 8 
. --

Akaki Campus Iscbool ofsocial work 6 2 
-_ .. _ . 

Faculty of Veterinary Med\cine 14 6 
X 

Total 805 26~ 
-- -_.-

The study used a sampling technique called random di sproportionate strati lied sampling 

techniques, which make use of samples from the different facu llies. based on Iheir relmi ve 

proportion to the total sample size (target population size).this technique was used hecaLtse il 

he lps fair and representative sample size among differenl groups. in Ihis case filc·lIl llc' s. 

colleges or schoo l in AAU. In short thi s samp ling techniquc helps in '" ,' idin ~ ""llplil1 , 

biases . 

3.4. Instrument of Data Collection 

For the purpose of co llecting first hand data the resea rcher used a modified .joh Iksn ipl i\ l' 

Index questionnaires used and they are designed in three sequential sec tion s, cove rin g: 

./ Job componenl Jactors i.e. the work itself, promotion opportunities salan 

supervision, and coworkers' relations 

./ Overalljob sali,lfaclion queslions (genera l as pects or joh sali sfilCl i()n l 

../ General background dOla i.e. Age . current salar) . .... !..?\. : l:ar~ (\( .... ('1"\ i((.' , II,h J:!radl'. 

Educat ion leve ls and current sa lary. 

Questioners were used in order to get primary data from respondenls Dess ler I cliO(1) po inis 

out the following in terms of using questionnaires as a meth od of data colleCI ion: 



./ It is a quick and efficient way to obta in information from a large numher II I 

individuals; 

./ It is less costl y than interviewing a vastnumher ,)1 ' pell pk : and 

./ Questionners secure participants' anon) mit\ . 

Variables measurement 

Originally the JDI Uob descriptive index) instrument was developed h) Smith. "end;III& 

Hulin, cited in Muchinsky M.Paul,(1989).the questionner measure live lilCe ts: sa t isl~cli on 

with work itself ,supervision ,pay, promotions. and co-workers. Wallace IHloeve (C007) 

conducted Job Satisfaction research among faculty of Phys ician assistant educal ion. hased 

on mod ified Job descriptive index(questioner) that was originall\ prepared 11\ Smilh el.,II ·, 

(1969), through wh ich fivejob satisfaction factors were to be measured . 

The questioner used to measure job satisfact ion is taken from a modilicdjoh ck,cripli\s' 

index (JOI) which was used in the study conducted by (Wa llace D. Iloeve. c007 ) III IIl h 

sat isfact ion of among faculty in physician assistant in education. The researcher Illlldll',ed 

some of the item s to fit in to the cu rrent research context. 

Originally the JDI Uob descriptive index) instrument I\as developed h\ (s111ilh. ,end;II I " 

Hulin , cited in Muchinsky M.PauL 1989),The questioner measure Ills' 11Is·el." , ;il i,lilcl",n 

with work itself: supervision, pay. promotions. and Co - \\,OrKers. Lach 1 ~lCl'( Ct )!1...,i -; 1'-. (1 1111111..' I I,. 

eighteen items. These words ("routine") or short phrases ("gi ves sense 01 acconljl lisllllll'n l" , 

gives choice I up 3. 

Six types of scale were used to collect data for the study . The first one used to measure Ihe 

overa ll job satisfact ion of employees, and the remaining five is used to measure sat isfaCl ion 

with spec ific aspects of a job (work itse lf), Opportunities for promotion. pay. Supervi\ion 

and coworker rel atio ns). 

However each of the current scales employed in the questionnaire ilre measured 1',..>111 it riln~s' 

of " I" representing "very dissatis(ied", to "S" representing vcr) sati slied" . I hu, " ; .. , '11 Ihs' 

sca le represents in difference, i.e. neithe r satislied nor dissali slicd . In Ihi ' re ' carch Ihs' 

questioner which is a modified job descriptive in dex ha ve the ")11011 il1g ilem , Ii )r each 

factors , work it 12-items, promotion IO-items, pay-I 0 items, supervi sion-I S items. en ll or,er 

relation -14 items, overa ll job satisfact ion-5 items with a total of 65 item s .Olerallj"h 

Satisfaction as we ll as sati sfact ion with different components oflhe Alimin i"ralilc 'Ialh ' i,d, 



in AA U we re measured using a modifi ed job desc ripti ve inde\ questio ner. hx sllllrt till' 

modifi ed JDI instrument give better options to respondents to choose than thl' ori)!inal Ih,n' 

sca le instrument. 

Among the scales used to measure sati sfaction with speci fi c aspec ts or a .joh. the .I "h 

Descriptive Index (JDI) has been the most popular with researchers. it is the most "lien used 

and researched scale; it is the most thoroughly and ca rerull y va li da ted scal e. and all .11)1 

subscale have reliabilities of 0.80 or hig her. The subsca les arc th e work it sel f. pay men!. 

promoti onal opportunities, supervision and coworkers. (Sc hne ide r & Dshl er. 197X : 1,,'1<.11. 

1985; Muchinsky, 1990),The JDI was chosen because of' these olll iOI" hellelih I hll' Ihl' 

reliability test of (Wallace D, Boeve, 2007) modifi ed JDI prese nted hel l'" 111<11 inlre",," Ih 

reliability. The cronbach alpha reliability of thi s instrument sho\\ 1(,,' Ihe I',H' ilem, .I' 

foll ows: 

Table 2. Cronbach alpha reliability test (previous study) 

Variables Alpha scores after item deletion 

Work itself 0.835 
~-~ -- - -

Promotion opportunities 1I.9()(} 

Pay 0.9/4 
.-~--

Supervision 0.964 

Corvorker relations 0.862 
.. _- -

Overall job satisfaction 0.868 

Wallace D.Boeve 's (2007) instrument could be considered reliable one. Thus. th e rcsca rcher. 

finall y adapted the above modified JDI. instrument. And ineo rporated some mnd ilieal inns in 

addition consultation with employees of Addis Ababa lI niversi t\ ahout the ,,'ntl'll ts "I' till' 

questioner was held and proper adjustment was made. 

Reliability of the instrument 

The reliability alpha coefficient of the instrument was assessed th roug h pil ot te\li ng Ihr""gh 

which 30 employees which are not part of th e research we re asked to give the ir rCS!,"IlSL" 

based on thi s the reliability of the instrument was tested. 

The overall cronbach alpha of the instrument was found to be 0.72 furth er assessment 

indicates the corrected alpha va lue if some of the items was de leted. 

, , 



Table 3. Crollbach alpha reliability lesl of cllrrelll .vllld)" 

Variables Croll bach 's Alphll 
if Item Deleled 

Work Ilself 1i.616 

Promotions 0.626 

Salary 0.6 74 

Supervisory 0.609 

Coworker Relatioll (1.7111 
- -----

Overall Satis/actioll 0.720 

Cronbach's al pha item de leted displays cronbac h's alpha that wo uld result if a given itcm 

were deleted .Iike the item-total correlation presented above .th is co lumn of info rmat ion is 

valuab le fo r determining which items from among a set of items contribu tes to the tota l alpha 

if item items in the column were deleted would drop fro m the ovcra ll total of II -_' t" 

O.616.0.626.0.674. 0.609.0. 710.0.72.s ince alpha woul d drop lIith Ihe ren1\\\ al I, f c'ach ilL'''' . 

these items appea r to be useful and contribute 10 Ihe overa ll reli ahilit\ 

3.5. Procedures of Data Collection 

Pr imaril y, the researcher contact the Human resource Direc tor o i"ll ce and suhmlt app llCali(111 

requesting the Master list, employee job desc ri pt ions of employees along \\ ith Iheir i"h 
grades, after the permission was granted. rigorous assessment was made to ident il) tl1\\ sc' 

employee groups to be included the study and the othe r employees II hose joh grades ;Irc' II I >I 

the concern of thi s study were carefull y investigated and excluded . J)uring Ih is proces', c" 

employees whose job grades were (custodian and Manual) eM and Trade and crali, I 1( ' 1 

were ca refull y identified and excluded. 

Then Re liab ility of the instrument was assessed on the basis of re sponse pattcrns II ithin Ihe 

survey and on the basis of the resea rcher's overa ll preparati on of the survcy li'r dal:! 

collection. Items of the questioner were made to be reviewed b) groups o f l'mplo\ eL'S. II ho 

were not part of thi s sllldy. employees in Ihe group fomard \'cr\ illlportant p(1inis Ih"l ;Irc' 

important in studying job sati sfacti on. Thus. co rrection \\as made to the lirsl qUl"sli l'"er I',.,,,,. 

to distributing the questioner; the enu merators (AA U. undergradua lc sludenlsi IIL'rL' "'",k I,· 

receive a one day proper orientation as to how they manage the da la co llection pn)CetiIlrL" '" 



pe r the resea rcher. expectation. The Enumerators ho lding th e need cd ((l"pnati" n le tk'" 

wr itten from the department contacted and sought permiss ion rrom the Admini,tr" tl\c 

Heads of the target co lleges, school and fac ulti es in Addi s Ababa Unive rsity. Up on ani, al. 

the enumerators described and clari fi ed the purposes of the study and the confide nt ia lit) o r 

aspects of the study. Then the ac tual data co ll ec ti on proceeded b) ide ntil) ing thl' targl' t 

respondents based on their emplacement contrac t (pe rm ancnt or te mp"ra,-- I and i"h gr,,,ic 

leve ls. The completeness of each questi oner was ass ured b) ellliinerat"r, I" carl' t'"II, 1 1,,'k l ll ~ 

in to the fill ed questioners. Foll ow ing thi s enve lops made c"a ila ble and tN 'd I" pia,·" ,,,,,ll 

respondents' response iso lated and keep it conliden tia l .at a gi,en time Inte,--al til,' 

resea rcher made surveillance to ove rsee how the enumerators arc ""rk ing ,'n thl' dala 

co llection proced ures and asked problems faced. 

Final ly, all the necessary count was made by the En umerators and handover the qucsti,)ne" 

to the researcher as per schedule. 

3,6. Methods of Data Analysis 

Statistical techniq ues 

The research data were stati sti ca ll y analyzed by means of the stati sti cal package ICJr socia l 

sc iences(SPSS) version 17.0,The data analys is involved both descriptive and infe rent ial 

statistics. 

Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive stati sti cs allow researchers to present the data aequiret.l in a struct ured . "(c'llr"I,' 

and summarized manner (Huysamen, I 990).The descr iptive stati stics utili/cd In the ( UIT,'nt 

research to anal yze the demographic data included frequencies. perccntag". Mean , '"111 

standard dev iati ons. 

Inferential statistics 

According to Sekaran (2000)," inferenti al stati sti cs all ow resea rchers w inler from the "'lIa 

th rough analysis the re lationship between two va riables: dil le rences in a "triahle ,""""': 

different subgro ups; and how severa l independent var iables might exp lain the " ,rianCL' 11 1 it 

dependent variab le." thus in fe rential statistics were used . 



The Pearson Product Moment Cor relation Coefficient 

Chhen and Swerdlik(2002) suggest th at th e person product Moment correl ation coei'li cieill 

is a widely used stati stics for obtaining an index ofrelat ionshirs OC I\\Cenl \\(1 \a ri ahk' \\hell 

the relat ionships between the variabl es is linear and \\ hen Ih e 1\\ (1 \ariahk' ,p 'Tl'liill'Li '''\' 

continuous, According to Anatasi and Urhina ( 1997),"l he l'e'II'S' ") pn,(ilrcl\l"")l'lll 

correlation coefficient takes in to account not on ly the PearS(1n' s posi li ,'n in Ihe gr(1"1' h"l 

al so the amount of her or hi s deviation above or below th e gro llp mean,"T(1 asce rtaill \\ hl'l hl'r 

a stati stica ll y significant relationship exists be tween work itse lf. pa), supervisi(1n, pr(1rn,l\i (1 1l 

and co-workers with job sati sfaction , the product Moment Correlat ion Coerlic ient \Sas used, 

Sekaran(2000)states that the Pearson product Moment correlation prov ides an ind icalion (11' 

the scope to wh ich the variables being in vesti gated are related to each other or n(1t ,<;L'I,a rall 

further states that it also indicates the directional it )' and st rength or the re latioll , hip, III " rlk r 

to address the research questi ons thi s stati sti ca l tools were appl ied 

Multiple Regressions Analysis 

Mu ltiple Regress ions Ana lys is takes in to account th e interaClions among all s ariahks 

in volved, Th is method also takes in to account the co rrelations among the predictor score' 

(Cohen&Swerdilk ,2002), Sekaran(2000) adds that in multiple reg ression anah sis ml\I'C th all 

one predi ctor(independent) is joi ntl y regressed againsl the criteriontdercllLi cnll \anahk , Ihi, 

method is used to determine if the independent va riables \\ ill exp lain the sariall'" ill i"h 

sati sfaction experienced by the Admini strati ve starrs of Addis Ahaha t 'ni\,,,,il\ , 

Analysis of variance (ANOY A) 

Murphy and Davidshofer (2001) assert that ana lysis of va ri ance tANOVA) pn 's i,b 

stati stical estimates of the variability in test sco res associated with systematic clifferences in 

the ratings assigned and differences in the ratings obtained, They add that ANOVA scores 

can be more accurately genera li zed over time, According to Ilinklc, Wicr,n". and.l III ' 

(1982), " in ANOYA, th e hypothes is is that the mean performance in Ihe POpul"li"n i, Ih,' 

same fo r all groups (equality of populati on means),Thi s stati slica l rneth(1d is ,,,cd ii' ,',I"h l,,11 

whether statistically significant difrerences e,s isl 111 ,llIh sa li , ",clil") h"'L'Li "" 

biograph ica l/demogra ph ica I va ri ab les," 

Schcffe's multiple comparisons Method 

ANOVA offers di sc riminate in to the differences between groups, but does not pr"\ ide a 

prec ise indication as to where the differences exactly rema in , For th is reason Ihe Schel'!'e' , 



Multiple Compar ison Method was util ized to establi sh precisely \\ hnc such ciil'li:rcn,'e, Ii,' '" 

job sati sfaction based on the biographica l/demographical va ria hie" 

Hinkle et al.(1982) assert that "when a stati stica ll y significant Fral in is ,)htai ned in '\ '\( l\ ' \ , 

and the null hypothes is is rejected ,we conclude that at least one populalion mean, ,','uld 

differ or any combinations could differ, and as a resuit ,in order 10 va lidate \\ hi ch pair, " I 

means differ, it is necessary to do subsequent ana lys is such as Ihc Schei'Ii:' , \111 1tiplc 

comparison procedure, The scherfe's compari son Melhod is Ihu s used 10 ascertain \\ here Ih,' 

differences between the groups prevail. 

Because of the mentioned merits of these stali sli cal loo ls Ihe researcher IN'd all lil,' 

descriptive, inferential and co relational stati sticalloo ls 10 adelres> al llhc research q'''' , li"", 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

4. PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INT ERPRET A TION OF DA TA 

An overv iew of the results obtained in Ihe study are presen led and di scussed ill Ihi s ChapI l'!' 

The chapter al so outlines the demographic informalion depicled in graphical f("''', il l. 

Descriptive and inferenti al statistics we re also presented thereafter, 

4.1. Characteristics of respondents 

The chapter commences wi th ana lys is of the biographical data gathe red rr"l11 Ihe rl' search 

sample size of 2 13, The data analyzed are presented in Ihe 10 1'111 or bar cham and pil' ch,"'h 

Thi s is fo ll owed by a description of the most representat ive sal11ple charaC lerisli cs h\ Illl'an s 

of frequencies and percentages, 

Sex of respondents 

Figure five depicts a graph ica l representat ion of the sex of the sa l11pl e, II is e\ idenl Ihal Ihe 

population was primar il y representative or lel11ale adl11inislrali\ e 'ta IT, I{\ Ih,,1 " I' Ill.ill' 

employees, The male respondents were 76 and represenled .1:' ,70
0 " I' lhe " "11PIl' si/c " " Ihl' 

other hand fema le respondents were 137, and rep resenled 6~ .. 1% " I' Ihe Sillll l'''' sill' 

FigureS: Sex of responciellfs 
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As can be noted from the tab le fe l11 ale respondenls look Ihe li on sharc "rlhc , alllp'" sill' 
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Age of respondents 

Figu re six portrays a graph ica l representati on of th e age di stributi on or the age distrihut ion or 

the sample. It is observed that most 43 .2% of the respondents are in the age category or 26-3~ 

fo ll owed by the age category 36-45 years which accounted for 34.3% or the re spondent s 

whic h is followed by the age category o f above 46 that compri ses or 20.2 0, <> " I' tile- saml'k 

respondents age groups. The least amount of responden ts or the sample lilll in till" C ;IIL'~,'r l 

25 years and younger accounts for 2.3% of the sample rcspondent 's age grollp . I his rL'lkLI 

that most of the work force pa rticipating in the stlld y is yO llng. rang ing hetlleen 26--" le;lrs 

old . 

Figllre6: Age of relpon£iell/s 

Respondents' age 

100 

80 

60 
Frequency 

40 

20 

0 
<:=25 26-35 36-45 

Age in years 

>46 

. < =25 

026-35 

• 36~45 

0 > 46 

This cou ld be seen in compa ri son with emp loyees whose age C\eeed -16 . thai is a rL'I'lIi, L'iI 

highly represented in the samp le that the youngest ones. Thus it can he inlC rred Ihal th'''L' 

employees who might prov ide severa l yea rs of service were preciomi nantl l rerrL'sen led in Ihe 

current study. In other hand employees who were employed in thei r relati vel~ Ill ll ng age I> 

yea rs and younger) were the least rep resen ted in the sample. 

Years of service of respondents 

Figure7 re fl ects years of service that the respondent in the samp le po"essL·d . It is "h"'1"\ cd 

that most of the respondents have 6-1 0 yea rs or work e-xpe ri ence in the Addis .\h'lha 

University that accounts for 31.5% of the respondents as rar as th eir \ ea rs oi" sc'rl ice are 

concerned. Thi s is foll owed by those employees with 16-20 yea rs or se rvices and aeCllllntL'd 

for 26.3% of the sample size in terms of yea rs of service. The next IOIl·er represented one" 

the category of serv ice between 11-15 yea rs and 23% of the sa mple \\·as represent eci hI thi s 

.. 



grou p. The forth category or years or se rvice in terms or reprcscn tat ion in the sampic arl' 

groups having years of serv ice that fou nd in the range bet wee n less than livc : cars or Ii , l' 

years of experience and accou nts fo r 14.6% or th e respondcn ts. It is al so ohscned thattlw 

least represented employees are who possess 2 1-30 yea rs or c\periencl' in AA I ' allli al'C , 'lints 

for 9% this might be due to the retirement age of employees. 

Figure 7: years of service ill AAU 

respondents'years of service in AAU 
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It would be possible to suggest that employee with several yea rs or services in ;\1\ I ' lillind 

th emse lves spent additional years in the uni versity for certain reaso ns. 

As noted from the figure 7, the majority of the responcicnts included in til l' stud, had ;lI "Pic­

experience in the AAU. 

Current salary of respondents 

The graphical representation of sa lary earned by the sample respondents pe r month ci epicted 

in Figure 8. It is clear that majority of the respondents ea rn a monthly salary in the ca tegorl 

between Birr 60 1-884 Birr that represe nt 24.4% of the respondents' sala ry. wh ich is c lnseh 

followed by categories of Birr 11 69-Birr1452 per month that aeco lln t> 1(,,' cl()"" "I' Ihl' 

sample respondents' curren t salary, It means that emplo) ees II hose current " lIan 1;111 III Ih,s , . 

salary category are the second hi ghl y represented. And emplmecs IIh llsl' Clirreni s;lI; lI' l 's 

between Birr.885-BirrI168 acco unts ror 23% or sample rep resentati on Il I' empl (1lel's ' ,,1I;lr~ 

The forth largest respondent gro up represented in the sa mple aCCllllnteLi Ie,,' ::> 1.1"" and 

employee earn a sa lary of Birr l453 or more. The least amount or re spondent s rerresen ted 

employees whose current sa laries fall in the category of Birr357-Flirr600 and accollnted Illr 

7.5% or the sample respondents' current sala ry. 

~I I 



Figure 8: current salaries 
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* The salary represent ollly the period up to Jalluary, 2()03 E.C I prior to tlte Etlliopi{/I/ 

goverllnlenf salary increnlelll 

rrom the above one can observe th at there was a llllo ~ l similar Iltllll hl'r or rl· .... p(\IHk nh 

represented in the samp le from the salary ranges except It". IliIT .1 <7·6011 IIh ic h 'ii'S 

represented by the lowest number of respondents. 

Levels of Education of respondents 

A graphical representation of the Educational qualifi cations of the sal11p le 'Ii" p" rtr;" cd 111 

table 9.lt is observed that the sample mainly compri ses of CI11I' II1 'L'cS IIh" ~"I 11 ll' 

qualifi cation of Bachelor·s Degree acco unted lor 35. 7% of the rcsl'"ncicnh li,II " " L'd I', 

26.3% of the respondents having Diploma (Tec hnical and Vocat ional Colleges I II hilS! c I N ' " 

of the respondents had Co llege Diploma. Around 9.9%01" the rc sponde,'" had Ihc 

educati onal qualification of technical and vocat ional college (TVET) certilicate . The leasl 

number of respondents 4.2%, 3% were found to have hi gh school leaving certificatc and 

Masters Degree respectively. 
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Figure 9: Levels of Educatio/l 
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Thus, it is possible to mention that the fac ul ties chosen in Add is Ababa LJnivcrsit" \\ here the 

study was conducted are mostl y comprises of indi viduals with the Edllcational levels "I' li rS! 

Degree/BA/B E/B sc. 
Job grades of respondents 

As illustrated in fi gurelO that is the graphica l reprcsenta lion or Ihe Ii'" r ,I"h grade bcl , "I 

the sample respondents. It is obse rved that the sample mai nl, cnmrrises PI' IhL' I"h gr;llk 

leve l, semi-profess ional that aCCOllniS for 41.8% of respo ndents, Which is 1,)llo\\cd I" 

clerical-financial s ervices that cover 37. 1% of sample respondenls. The Ad minislralive 

services job grade level compri ses of 10.8% of respondents. It is a lso observed Ihal Ihe teasl 

amOll nl of respondents compri sed of employees with a job grade of prokss in nal ,el'l icc, Ihal 

accounled fo r 10.3% of sample respondenls. 

Figure 10: Job grades/levels of tile re.lpo/ldent.l· 
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From the above it can be suggested that staff members of AALJ are predom in an tl , Sel11l 

professional which requires a lower educational le ve l compared to th e profess ional s. 

4.2. Analysis of the Findings of the Study 

The fo ll owing research questions we re ana lyzed as l"a lle", s 

I . What is the overall level of job .mti.l/actiol/ alld slIli.'IIlClio/l lI'il/' lI'orA il\('//. 

pronlo/iotl, pay, and supervi.fiol1 and cowork.er."'· relations? 

In order to address this research questions all the data broughl f"r<lm Ihe m<lliilie<i I"b 

descriptive index was coded in to the SPSS version 17 and descriplive stillistics \la, 

performed to measure the level of job sat isfact ion being experienced by Ihe stalT memhers "I' 

AALJ.Pr ior to measuring the overa ll and dimensions of job satisfaction. a standard MIS sci Ii'r 

rating the mean scores of satisfaction as '·high. medium. 10\\ ". The cri leria Ii" l ahelin~ 11lL' 

mean satisfaction scores was adopted from (Kaniana Kessu\lan and "Ulla\l lllh 

Muenjohn,20 I 0) as follows: 

Table 4: Standards for ratinK satisfaction mean scores 

Mean scores Level of satisfaction 

1.00-2.49 Low 

2.50-3.49 Moderate 
--~--

3.50-5.00 HiKh 
_~_I 

In line with the purpose of the research, the level of overallj\)h sali,I ' ICli nn " I rl"I),""kn l' 

was computed using descriptive stati stics. Referring to Ihe previous" sci crill'na il can hl' 

said that the respondents degree of satisfaction can be describe as Moderate as Ihe nll'an 

value of the overa ll satisfaction was found to be 3.2469. SD~ 1.1 0336 based <In Ihl' S1andard 

indicated in table four the degree of satisfaction could be rated as a moderate one. II means in 

the general aspect of their job, employees in AA LJ showed neither lower nor a hi gher le vel of" 

overall satisfaction. 

Descriptive statistics were computed to determine and measure the level s of salisl 'lCl l,IIl \I ilh 

determinants (work itse lf, promotions. pay, and supervision and C(mOrKer relaliPlli "I,,,h 

sati sfaction. The result indicated in table five s. 



Table5: Measarillg Levels of job sali~f{/Cli(}n 

Independent Degree of 

Variables N Mean S.D satisfact ion 
_. -

Work Itself 213 2.71 17 0.84464 Moderatl' 
-

Promotions 213 2.3848 0.7855" Low 

pay 213 1.7991 0.48932 Low 

Supervision 213 2.7066 0.81593 Moderate 

Coworker 3.9750 0.52914 High 
213 

Relation 
.~- -

As indicated in table five . employees satisfaction in relation lIith proll"'tioll' ('vkiln c .;X ·1X. 

SD~0 . 7855) and pay (Mean~ 1.7991 . SD~0.8159) 5hO\\ Ie", Inc l "I sa tisl"etl"" 

Satisfactions with the work itself (Mean=2. 71 17. SD~O.844) \Ve rc loulld to sh,"\ " Ill' .derate 

levels of satisfaction. This finding indicated that staff members show a moderate leve l "I' 

sati sfact ion in relation with the work it self. 

As far as supervision is concerned the finding indicated that employees were a lll ockr"IL'lv 

satisfied with the prevailing nature of supervi s ion (Mcall=2.7066. SI)"'-O X I :~q l. rh i ... 1-. tlW\ 

partly emanates from some autocratic supervisory relation or I"ck "I "'Illl' killd "I 

understanding between subordinates and their superviso rs. 

Co-workers relation is the only factor that employees' level of sati sfaetioll lias foulld t" he 

high (3.9750, SD~ 0.5291). In spite of low levels of staff members' satis fa ct ion lIith "a) 

administration , they are highly satisfied with coworkers' relation. Thi s reneets that 

employees in AAU created harmonious relationships among employees. 

In order to exam ine the nature/strength of relati onship 01 each deterillillants "I 1,·1, 

satisfaction with the overall job sat isfaction. Pearson correla ti ons eoci'liL' ienls lIere lI 'IllI'IIic'd 

using SPSS. The coefficient of corre lation of each dete rillinants 11;,ect s"li slaCill'nl ,·1 i,·h 

satisfaction was presented in table six below in relation \\ ith the ()Vcr al l .I"h sali,r,'Ci I, '" 

(dependent variable). 



Table 6: Correlations of Facets of Sati.lfaction with the overall Sati.'faction 
-

Factors of job satisfaction 
Work 

Promotions 
Itself pot) 

Work Itse lf Pearson 
I 0.611(") 299(**) 

Correlation 

Sig.(2-tailcd) 000 000 

N 213 21:1 2 13 

Promotions Pearson 

Correlation 
.611(") I .467(** ) 

Sig. (2-1a il ed) .000 .000 

N 213 213 213 

Pearson pay 
.299(") .467(") I 

Correlation 

Sig. (2·tailed) .000 000 

N 213 213 213 

Pearson Supervision 
.522(") .463(") .318(") 

Correlation 

Supl'n i ~ iull 

522(**) 

(JOO 

21 .1 

.463(**) 

.000 

213 
-

.3 [8( **) 

()()() 

21,1 

I 

( 01\ orkl'r (hali ll 

H('lalion .... all'f;,I'I.111I 

IX9(**f ! IJ ~()'I-· ~ 
--1 , 

(Ulh ( Il l ~ 

- ·t 
2 I ~ .:' I ~ 

.ORI O. 17H*) 

23 7 () I 2 

21i -t ~ I ~ 
, 

-.060 I 0, II( ·' 1 

~--- L 
;X() Hon 

. _-
21 _' 2 I : , 

- -

270(**) OJOO(**) 

I 
~ 

-

1 
I 

" Sig. (2 ·1ailed) .000 .000 

N 213 213 

Coworker Pearson 
.189(") .081 

Relat ion Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailcd) .006 237 

N 213 213 

** CorrelatlolllS significant at the O.Ollcw! (2-wdcd) 

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

.000 

213 

-.060 

3&h 

2 L\ 

000 (lOU 
-_._. 

213 21:1 21.~ 
. -

.270(**) I 0.240(") 

-
I lilO -(jOO 

21 ' ~ I , _'I : 
. -'-- -

As can be seen from tab le 6, there was significant relationships Oel\\een delerlllin<lnl., nll"h 

sat isfaction and the overa ll job sati sfaction as all the p va lues less Ihan O.Os. 

In order to better understand and determine the strength of corre lation standard were adopted 

from choen( I 988) cited by Julie Pallant (2005)as follows: 

Table 7.' Standard for labeling the strength of correlation hetween /lVo 1'lIriahin . 

. _ -- -j 

Correlation coefficient Strength of 
correlation 

[0.10 toO.29) or [-0.10 to -0.29/ small 

[0.30 toO.49} or [ -0.30 to -0.49/ Medium 

[0.50 to 1.0} or [-0.50 to -1.0J Large 

Referring the standard set on table 7, the strongest corre lation was found between Ihe ove rall 

job satisfactions with pay(r=0.3 1 I. p<O.O I) at 0.0 I le vel or signi ficance. a, el icicnced h\ Ihc 

highest Pearson correlation coeffic ienl. As the Pearson eorrelali"n c"eliie ll'nt( r) ll""". t" I. 

the natu re of corre lation between the two va riables \\ ill gel Sironger. 



The second sign ificant ly correlated factor with the overa ll .ioh sati , I," tion I"" li'"l1d 1<> bl' 

superv ision(r=0.300, p<O.OI) at 0.0 1 leve l of Signili cance . CO-IIor~er' relatipil lIa , al" , 

strongly correlated with the overall job sati sfaction (r=0 . ~40. 1'<0.0 1) at (I.{I I k ll'l pi 

significance, which is the third strongest correlated job sat islact ion lac lOr. I"he II pr~ it ' ell 

was found to be the fourth strongly corre lated (r=0.203, p<O.O I ) at 0.0 I level o f signili cance 

with th e overa ll job satisfaction. 

Finall y, the facto r promotion is the least strongly correlat ed II ith the PI l'ral! .iph 

sat isfaction(r=O, 171 , P<0.05) at 0.05 level of significance. Based on the standard sci in lab k 

ten ,the variable work itse lC promoti on opportunities and co \\'orke r rel ati on lariahk' I",,,, .I 

correlation coeffic ient of r=O .203( smallcorre lat ion). r=O. I 7 I (sma II correlat ion I. I' 0.2 4111 ,,"a I! 

corre lation) respectively. Th us it can be easily inferred that these variahk, ha, lIea~ allli 

positi ve relat ionship with the ove rall job sati sfacti on. II ,m ever the I ariah le pal . 

r=O.3 I I (Med ium corre lat ion) and supervision. r=0.300( Med ium corre lat ion) have a posi t il e 

moderate re lation ship with the overall job satisfaction. 

Genera ll y, as can be indicated in table six. al l the live determinanh " f .i " h " ,li , I;,cti,," dr,' 

positi vely correlated with the overall job sati sfaction. Thus the sewnd re sl'arch qlll· , II"n 1\;1 ' 

addressed. 

In order to assess the re lative corre lati on of the intrinsic and ex trinsic variahl es in relat i,, " 

with the overall job satisfacti on. ror the purpose of understanding the nature strength PI' 

relati onship with the overall job satisfaction the Pearson corre lation was performed. the 

results of the correlation coeffic ient for each category of job sati sfaction factors Il ere 

presented in tab le eight below. 

Table 8: Correlatiolls of intrinsic, extrillsic/actors willi tile overalljoh .wlisfilcli(/1/ 
-

Factors Intrinsic E .. trinsir (h nail 

F:lrt ors Fartors 
, 

S<lli .~ fa('liulI 

Intrinsic Factors Pearson 
t .487(") 0.209(*"' ) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-la il ed) .000 . n fl~ 

.- -
N 21 3 21 :1 21.1 _. 

Extrinsic Factors Pearson 
.487( **) I .:l -B' · ·) 

Correlation 
- - --

Sig. (2· ,ailed ) 0.000 L-----
n II l fO 

N 21 3 I 21., ~ I ~ 

-

•• Correlation IS Si gnificant at the 0.0 I leve l ," -tarled). 
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As indicated in table 8. the intrinsic (work itse lf. promot ion) categor, ha , a ("rrel"III '" 

coemcient of 0.209 wh ich shows that a weak posit ive relati onship. " 'here ," Ihe h tr"", ," 

(pay, coworkers relation , su pervision) category wi th a correlat ion cnertic ie nt o f IU~ .1 , 1"1\,, 

moderate re lat ionship with the overa ll job sa ti sfaction . Thus it can he sa id that thc' e.\ tri" , ic· 

factors were fou nd to ha ve more correlat ion wi th the overa lljoh sat isfal'lilHl Ihan Ill l' inll"llhl l 

category of job satisfaction factor. 

In order to address the fourth resea rch questions the 1"01 1011 in g item' II erc' a,,,,iI /l'd '" 

fo ll ows. 

I , Overall Job satisfaction and facet .mti.vjllctilln hll.\w/ llll sex, 

In orde r to find the ex istence of stati stica lly signifi cant mean di"rfcrence in the (II crall .ipn 

sati sfaction , and determinants of job satisfac tion (work itse lf. pay. promot ion. c()\I (lt",er 

relati on, supervis ion) descri ptive statistics was performed as indicated in tahle ninc. helpII . It 

means that assessment was made to spot difference in the ge neral a'pect II" crall III" 

sati sfaction) and facet satisfaction between male and female staffmeillbers of .. \1\1 ' 

Table 9: Descriptive Stlllistics on fllcets o[joh .mti.l:tilctioll hU.led 1111 .Iex, 

95% Conlidcnn' lntl'f"l'Itl ! 

Variables Sex N MClin 
Std. for MClin j 
Dcviation 1,(Iwer ('pper , 

Bound Bound • ! ~ 9l J(U I 
. 

Work Itse lf Ma lc 76 2.7925 J~M 27 25950 

Fema le 137 2.066H .83336 2.5260 I ~ xrp/l 
~. 

, 
Total 213 2.7117 84464 2 5976 ~ X~5 '" 

. 
Promotions Ma le 76 2.4250 n 07ft I 2 260i : ~Xq -

~- _. , -

Fema le 137 2.3625 820l)5 2 :: .~X : ~n I: 
~ 

Tota l 2 13 2 . 3 8~8 .785 52 2 2"'X- : -I 'JO') 
._---

pay Male 76 1.76H4 .48723 165 71 : 1 X'l/X 

Female 137 1.8161 .491 .. D I.n:w i l X'NI -

Tota l 213 1.799 1 .489)2 I 7330 I X(l .~ ~ 
, 

. 
Supervision Male 76 2.6370 . 76505 2.-16 21 2 X I I X 

Femllie 137 2.7453 .8430H 2.6028 2 X8 77 
- - . 

Total 213 2.7066 .H1593 2.5964 2.8168 

Coworker 
Mille 76 3.9458 . ~8 754 -' X3-14 -I 0:,"2 

Relntion 
. I , 

Female 13 7 3. 991 3 55193 ., X9XO I IIX4~ 
-

Total 213 3.9750 52914 3 91136 -I O~h';; 

+----- ---

" 
, 

O,'era ll 
Ma le 76 2.9237 1.103 19 ~ () 7 1 fl ~ I - ~s 

Sat isfaction 
-

Fema le 137 3.4263 10657.1 .~ ~-IlJ2 i 11 ( 1(, i 

Totlll 213 3.246'1 1.10336 .\ 097l) .~- .... ;-;%(! , 

, I""""' 



From the descriptive stat istics above mean scores of male and ICmak II,Te pr,',,' ,,' n l "h '"'' 

with their respective Standard dev iati ons and conndence in lenu k A, " ' 1<I,i"i c;,1 " ,,>1 I", 

identifying the presence of statist ica l difference ANOVA tesl \laS rerll"·l1led ''' ing Ih,' ~I'"'' 

software , And the result was presented in tab le 10 as summar) Irom Ihe AN()\i ,". ,ahk " 

can observed that there is signifi can t mean score of the overall job sati sfa ction h,'tlleL'n mak 

and female as P< 0,05 

Table 10: Test of Significant difference in satisfaction based on sex 
~ 

df F Sig, 

Work Itself Between Groups I 1,082 0.299 
- ~ 

Within Groups 211 
- - --l 

Total 212 

Promotions Between Groups I 0.308 0.579 i 
Within Groups 2 11 J 
Total 212 

pay Between Groups I 0.462 0.497 
--

Withi n Groups 211 

Total 212 

Superv ision Between Groups I 0.860 0.355 
~ 

Within Groups 21 1 
--- I 

Total 212 

Coworker 
Between Groups I 0.360 0.549 

Relation 

Within Groups 211 

Total 212 
-

Overall 
Between Groups I 10.602 0.001 

Satisfaction 

With in Groups 2 11 
., 

, 

--...J 

Total 212 
- -

As ind icated in tab le 10 there was statistica lly signi ficant di fference At (I I. 2 12 ~ 10.611 2. 

p<0.05) ,However there was no significant differe nce in any of th e determ ina nts (If jnh 

satisfaction in relation to ma le and fema le employees. As it can he noted 1·",,," Ihe "IL' ;111 

scores in tab le 9, Female employees (Mean =3.4 263. SD= 1.06'7.1 ) are n1l1r,' 'itl i, li ,'d Ih;lIl 

males (Mean =2.9237, SD= 1.1 0319).A s can be evidenced I·rom thL' r",,1It (1 1 ""ilh ", "I 

va ri ance, thi s difference in satisfaction is sta ti stica ll y signilicant. It can he said thai klllak 



employees ' leve l of overa ll sati sfacti on can be rated as high where as male one, degree "I' 

satisfaction can be rated as low. Thi s is in cont radiction with the finding, or "'haghellli 

(2000) which could not fin d that sex diffe rence affects job sati sfac tion. 

II , Overall Job satisfactioll al/(l .Wlti.l/actioll with work it.l·elf, promotiolls, pay, mperl'isioll. 

coworkers ' relatioll differellce based Oil A/(e 

Table J J,' Descriptive statistics based Oil the differellce ill .l'IIti.lfilctioll IIIIIIIII/( II;:" ;:/'(/ 111'.\ 

--
I)~U;', ( "nnfitlcJlt,t' l n ll' nal fIll" 

Ages N Mean S[) ,\ Iea n -
I.owe r 

t Pill'" Bll llnd Bou nd 
Work Itself <=25 5 2.556 1 772 1..l I :-1J7.' , "I ·I ~ 

t 

26-35 92 2.4632 fW797 2 .211)1) ~ 6 .iO:;-

36-45 73 2.8003 .n025 2.6 1X3 24i(~ -I 

>45 43 3. 1108 .87824 2.X405 :UXI I 
_. 

Total 213 2.7 11 7 .8-1464 2 5976 .2 X2"-

Promotions <-25 5 2.2600 .4 .N6X I OI)i2 t-i-:-l ~ hX 

26-35 92 2. 1822 71K35 2 ()., i , I 2 i i Ii) 

36-45 73 2.5082 7RX59 
----- 1 -

.2 32·12 .... (,'1 22 

>45 43 2.62.1 ] .X 18-1 9 2 .n l "~""}C''J 
Total 213 2.3848 78552 2 .27X 7 -- , .... . pI!)t) 

1.90110 
- - t plly <=25 5 35355 I -I(lill .... ,i il}( I 

26-35 92 1.7446 "51 711 
--

t 6510 I I X:i XI 

36-45 73 1.867 1 .511 168 1 750 1 I I)X-I 2 

>45 43 1.7884 .55429 1.61 71{ I lJ"ljn 

-- -
Total 213 1.7991 ·HN J2 I "l, iO I )o(1l" .... 

- I 
Supervision <=25 5 2.S63X 620""' I I ~\, ~ I ; ; : I ~ 

26-35 92 2.51171 
, 

R3 .. 109 
! 

~ ~ ~ · I · ' : /, ~ ' I'I 

36-45 73 2.7269 : 7.' (17 r 
....... !T~~';;I 

~ ~.:qx~ 

- -~- ., ~ 

>45 43 3. 11 55 7902 ., 2 1<7~; ~ ~~x~ , ._-- +--
Total 2 13 2.7066 .8 159., .2 :'%4 ; XIM( 

Cowor ker 
- t 

<=25 5 3.9571 .3.173 1 _' . 5 .~~(\ ~ 37h11 
Relation 

26-35 92 3.938 1 .59385 3.R 15 1 4.0011 
-36-45 73 3.9259 .51366 3.8061 -lO-l 5X 

--~-

>45 43 4.1] 95 3RXn ~ (WIll ..j ;<;92 

213 
- ., 

Total 3.9750 519 1-l .~ lJO ~h ~ ()~h~ 

----T " Overall 
<=25 5 .q , OO 32X6, ; 0; I 'I ~ X·IX I 

Sat isfac tion 

I ' ."", 92 2.98 70 
-

26-35 1 09336 ; 2 1 ; ·1 

36-45 73 3.5452 1 00624 I ; ; 10 .. 1 ; ..,X!)!) 

-- f ~-

>45 43 3.27"4 1.225 15 l1N ?4 ; h~ 1 ~ 

Total 213 3.2469 1. 10336 .1 .0979 
-----t-- .. -

-' 39(,0 
~L I 



Means and Standard Deviat ions and confidence interva l we re computed . As indi cat~d in tahlc 

12 there was no significant difference at (1'3 . 209~0.928. p>O.05) that m~an s that tlwre is n" 

signifi cant diffe rence in sati sfacti on with pay across age groups. In add iti n" there' '1<1' ,,, , 

signifi cant difference at (F3. 209 ~ 1.765. P>O.OS) among th ~ Il>llr age group' 'IS lar a, 

coworkers re lat ion is conce rned. It can be observed however. the re lIere statislicalh 

sign ifican t difference at F3. 209~6.6 76. 1'3. 209~4. 1 8 3.F3. ~09~ 5.8778 and the th ei r 

respec tive P va lues less than 0.05.1hi s means sati sfac ti on with ,,,,,i< it se lL prolllntinn 

opportuniti es, superv ision is sign ificant ly differen t aillong the different age groups. 

Table 12: Test ofsignijicallt differellce !llI1l1n/i iI/ie /i/'IIIII'S. 
-_. 

OF F ~il! . 
. -

Work Itse lf Between Groups 3 6.676 11.1100 
. -

With in Groups 209 
.~ 

TOlal 212 

Promotions Between Groups 3 4. 183 0.007 
---l 

Within Groups 209 
i -- --

Total 2t2 

(Jay Between Groups 3 0.928 0.428 , 

Within Groups 209 
- ~ 

Total 212 
---

Supervision Between Groups 3 5.878 0.001 
I 

Within Groups 209 
- I 

Total 212 

Coworker Between Groups 
3 I. 765 0. 155 

Relation 

Within Groups 209 
I 

Total 212 
-~--

Overall Between Groups 
3 3.675 11.11 1 ) 

Satis faction 
-- -

Wi thi n Groups 209 
.. ~ 

TOlal 212 
- I 

In order to identify the ex istence of spec ific sati sfaction diffcrence among sreeilic age 

groups, pot hoc scheff test was performed. The Scheff test comparison attac hed in the 

append ix and specific points of diffe rences from th e sc heff test was prese nted in tahle 1.1 and 

the table clearly shows that there were statisti ca lly signifi ca nt dillerencc in salisl ' lCli, 'n lIith 



work itself, promotion opportunit ies. supervision bCI\\ Cen emp l n:L'L'~ "hn ... \.' agl..' 1..'\CI..'I..'d ...j ';;' 

and th ose one whose age fall s in the category 01' 26- 35. It mean s Ihe 1\\(\ agL' gr""I" "'L'I 

differently about their job. Considering the ove rall job sa li slilCt ion IherL' lie" slali 'licalll 

significant differe nce between age category of 36-45 and 26-.15 I ear "IdeI' (l nL'S . 1'1", Ill L""h 

that sati sfaction sco re of the two groups. Among the total IQur age groups. Ihe poS! h"c IL' st 

indicated that satisfact ion was found signifi cantl y diffe ren t betwee n the 1110 men lioned age 

groups. This is further evidenced by P< 0.05 . 

Table 13: Scheff test comparillg Sati.lfactioll based Oil Age groups 

Mean 
(I) Age (.I) Age 

Difference (1-.1) 
Sig, (P 

\ 

value) I 
Work Itself >45 26-35 o 64763( *) o.ono 

_.- -4 
Promotions >45 26-35 0.44101(*) O.O2~ 

Supervision >45 26-35 0.60836(*) 0 .001 
.L -

Overall Satisfaction 36-45 26-35 O , :,:, X~ :,( *) () () 1·1 

* The mean diffe rence is Slglll ficant allhe .05 level. 

Satisfactioll with the work itself ami Age 

As it can be shown in table there was sign ifica nt difference in the mcan sal is lilCl ion ""'T 
with the wo rk itse lf item between age category of above ~5 )ea rs \\ ith Mea lF.l.1 1 fiX ,,,,eI 
SO=0.87824 and employees whose age category fa ll be twee n 26-35with Mean= :.~6.l:' allLl 

SO=0.80797 as P<O.OS.Thus, se ni or employees we re found to be Ill ore salisliccl \\ illl IhL' 

nature of the work they are doing than the younger ones. Thi s linding i, e,,,,,i'leI11 \\ 1111 

Greenberg and Baron ( 199S) wh ich si mi larly found th at older em!' lo\ ces arc gennalll 

happier with thei r jobs than thei r yo un ger employees. 

As a means of Illustration, mean plot diagram in dicated in fi gure II 10 c learl ) SI'(11 111c' 

employees' sati sfacti on with wo rk itse lf based on Age. 
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Figure II : Age amI Satisfaction witll Work itself 
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Satisfaction witll tile opportunities of promotion amI Axe 

Regarding sati sfact ion with promoti on opportunities as it ca n be seen thai Ihe mean va lli,' "r 
employees who are older than 45 years (Mean=2.6233, SD=0.8184) we re found In he 

significantly higher than the later one age category 26-35 yea rs old (Mean= 2. 182, SI)= 

0,7 1835) as P<O,05. Thus, rega rding Ihe promolion opportunilies Ihe se ni"r one, rel'l 

relatively better than their younger (26-35 yea rs older) counler part s. YCI ;1', Ihe I'''IL'' I 1;,,· ,'1 

of job satisfaction. Relatively this findin g is similar \\i lh Ihal "r 'vInl lal (1')X 71 ;n I", 

research findings j usti fied the variati on in job sat isfact ion bel \\ cen older and I' '"llgl'r \\ , "l,·r, 

say ing younger workers are generally more di ssatisfied than older eillpiolecs hCl'illN' 111,'1 

demand more than their jobs can provide .and he further assume tha i nllk r \\OrKer' 1''''''''' 
more seniority and work experience enabling them to move eas il y in In a morc rnlarding 

and satisfying jobs, The preceding di scuss ions can be ill ustratcd by the mean plnls as 

indicated in figure 12, it clearly show that the mean scorcs cmplcl\ ees \\ ;1 11 age ,a leg"rI 21>-

35 and employees whose age exceeds 45 years. As a means al' lliustralion Illean pltll d; 'lgr,"" 

indicated in figure 12 to clearly spot the employees' difference ill sali sl:", I; " " \\ ;111 pr,"""I ;,," 

based on Age, 

• 



Figure 12: Age ami satisfaction witll promotion opportunitie.\· 

>00 

0 
'60 .. --

:g 

i e , . 0 
~ 

." 
c 

:Ii 
2 .20 

, 00 

2 11 · l~ 

Ago 

Satisfaction witll tile nature of Supervision and Age 

Considering Satisfaction in relation to superv ision. it was Illlmel Ih a l lh~l'~ Iii" a 'ignili l' ;lIl1 

difference betwee n the more senior ones Mean ~3. 11 55. S J)~O.7902.1) and lh",c \\h" lall in 

the age category between 26-35 years (Mean~ 2.507 1. SD=0.834(9) as it can he ~vi(knc~d 

from P<0.05.Thus, it can be sad that the veteran ones are more sali sfl ed wit h Ihe nalUl'l' " I' 

supe rvision. This may be attributable to the fact thai as emplo, ees gl'C\\ "ltkl' \\ Ilh 

experience the degree of supervis ion they may req uire is vcr) mini mal. II (m~I~I' : \1 " 1(;11 

(1987) justified that older worke rs place less emphasis on aUIOn" Jl1 ) Ih us Ih,') demand k" 

from the ir jobs ,mak in g th em more satisfi ed than th eir yo unger cllllnler pan s."., a Ill~an ' "I 

Ill ustration mean plot diagram indicated in fi gure 13 to clea rl y spot the emplol res' eli Ikl'Cll l' l' 

in sati sfacti on with supervi sion based on Age. 

Figure 13: Age ami Satisfaction witll supervision 
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Tile over all job sati,ljactioll alld Age 

Finally, as can be noticed from the ext rac t of schefr test above it " ,as Illund th at thl'l'l' II ,,, 
stati stica ll y signifi cant difference in the overa ll sati sfac tion bemeen the agc categon " I' ,;6-

45(Mean~ 3,5452, SO~I ,006) and employees between the age range or 26-35(MeaIFc')X 7() 

SO ~ I ,0933) as P< 0,05,AII in all the former age groups who are older than th e later Olll' al'l' 

more satisfi ed in the general aspect of their job, The fi nd ings of this stud,' is consistent \\ it h 

Mottaz (1987)which found that as se ni or wo rkers tend to adjust t(1 \\(lrl 'alul" allLl till' 1I<'l'l 

env ironment the longe r they arc employed, adding to greater sati sl'Kti(ln '\ '" Ills""" " I' 

Illustration, mean plot di agram indicated in figure 14 to clearll spot Ihe ernpl.\\"",' II's'r,1I1 

sati sfaction difference based on Age, 

Figure 14: Age allll overall job satisfactioll 
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III, Overall Job satisfactioll alld salisfactioll witll worH itself, prolllotions, 1'".1', sl/pen'isioll , 

co workers relatioll differellce between based 011 Educationalleve/s 

Prior to assessing the mean score difference in ove rall job sati sfact ion and sat isfacti on "ith 

work itse lf, promotions, pay, superv ision and coworkers, desc ripti ve stali sti cs '"'' C()1l11'Ul l'd 

and followed by Ana lysis of Variance and Sc heff multiple compa risons, 



Table 14: Descriptive statistics based Oil stlti.lftlclio/l tlmo/ll: level.\" of Educalio/l 
.. 

95%) C onfidence 
N Mean SD Inlerva l for Mean 

Lower 

I 
Upper 

Bound Bound --1 
Work Itself 12th complete 9 2.6204 O.75X I t) 2 0 ,\ 7(, i ~n~.:' 

TYET Ccrt i fi C81C 21 2.4527 .h9X .N 2 . 1 .' ~ X .: nO(, 
. _- . 

TVET DijJ loma 56 2.41 Xl L .69 t 46 ! : .233 J .:' /,n ~.;; 

un i versi Iy/collcge i 

Diploma 
46 2.7642 .X7 1 ~7 2.5f15 -1 ~ 022 t } 

-
BAIBE/BSC 

76 2.9 134 .X9416 2.709 1 1 1177 
Holders , 
MAiME /MSC 

5 3.70()() .71831 2.X()X I .. '- 5 l Jlt) 
Holders , 
Total 213 2.7117 .X4464 2.5976 2.X257 

Promotions 12th complete 9 2.0111 .67905 1.4891 2.5331 
--j 

I 
TVET Certificate 21 2.233 3 .77867 1.8789 25R7X -- , 
TVET Diploma 56 2.~ 4 94 .78684 2.0JX7 2 .-lflO) --- .-
uni versi ty/collegc 

46 ~ .3 4 78 .76X I X 2 II (17 .:' .;; '';'11 
Diploma 
BAIB E/BSC 

76 2.5n9 .772 (J(1 I .:' -In 2:' .: 7,,''-1 
Ho lders , -
MAiMEIMSC 

5 2.600() ,')h lJ5-1 
, 

1."lJh2 i xn i)\ 
Holders .- . 
Total 2 13 2.3848 . 7X552 2.27X7 2·N ()\) 

--
pay 12th complete 9 1.51 I I .26(,67 1. 3061 I 71 (d 

--
TVET Certi ficate 21 1.68 10 A 1547 1.4918 I X711 1 

TVET Diploma 56 1.8054 .4526-l 1.084 1 I l)2h(1 -un i versi ty/college 
46 1.8043 .44918 1.67 111 ! ,9 .177 

Diplom a 
~ 

BAIBEIBSC 
76 1.8237 .53 113 1.7023 1.1) -1:'1 I 

Holders 
MAIME/MSC 

5 2.3200 .8348 7 1 . ~Xq 1 ~ :, f,(, 
Holders I 

-- --
Total 2 13 1.799 1 I . ..JX932 I . n .Hl I Xh:,::' 

Supervision 12th complete 9 2.6 148 .75408 2.03 :'~ , I l)-l :' 
~-

TVET Cert ificate 21 ~ .69S4 .841>117 2JI.n '\ OX.':, 
TVET Diploma 56 2.663 1 1.88X85 2 . -I~ ) I ~ ()O I I 

-
un iversi t)'/col lcge 

46 2.1>038 .7.:!') :!5 2.3X7.> ~ X ~!I-I 
Diploma --
BA/BEIBSC 

76 2.7500 .80n8 2.566 .1 2.'nn 
Holders -- , 
MAIM E/MSC 

5 3.6XOI1 .46999 3. 0l)6-1 -I .2h3 h I 
Holders ._-- I 
Total 213 2.7066 .8 159.1 2.:'96-1 2.X 16X --

Coworker 12th comp lete 
9 

Relation 
4. 1 X25 .-1 76(1-l 1 X 16::' -I qxq 

--- .. 
TVET Certi " CalC 2 1 4.00 16 .51 7-1 IJ 3 7M,( I -I 2 .~ ~ I . , -
TV lOT Diploma 56 .1.9 .11 I SU :w , 7XX , I j I' ~q 

- - , 
un ivers i ty/col lcgc 

46 19720 .53991) .\ X t I 7 j 1 ;: j 
Diploma 
BAIBE/fl SC 

.t--

Holders 
76 4.00 10 .5313-1 .' X7X2 -I I::' ~x 

--. 
MAiME/MSC 

5 3.6 143 .37.l~ 1 3.15(1) -111 777 
Holders 

Total 213 3.9750 .5 29 14 3.9031> ---t -1 .0-165 
--I 

- I 
Overall 12th complete 

9 3.9778 1.06510 3. 1591 -L 7965 
, , 

Satisfaction --



951)/0 Confidence J N Mean SD Interva l for Mea n 
Low('" l illp l' r 
Bound Bound . 

TVET Ccrt i ncatc 21 3 ... H195 . 9..J 1 ~ .~ ~ . l JX 11 ; X ; XI I 

TVET Dijolom a 
t 

56 3.5250 .99:'75 ' ... "11 I .. 7 l }fl\) 

universi ty/col lege 
--+ ._. 

46 3.51 74 1. 119 19 .~ 1 X:"o , X .. I'P 
Diploma 

J J ) ~'L'!-l--i 2 "' 6(,/1 

~ -

BAiBE/BSC 
76 2.7000 

I 
~ I) ,-tn 

Holders ! ~ 

M AiM E/MSC 
5 3.9600 I .96 .\.1.1 2.7Idl) :' I 561 

Holders , 
Total 2 13 3.2469 I 1. 10336 .I. f1979 .~ .. '96f) ., -

After assessing the existence of sign ificant difference in the mean "OtT smis l;tct;(lll ,'I 

employees with respect to the nature of job(work itscll).prnmotinns. pal. " tt'ITI ""'11. 
coworker relat ion and overa ll sat isfaction in the diffe rent le vels 01' cduca ti on. Ihe , chL' lf lI'sl 

was conducted where signifi cant difference in the mean sat isfaction score lias ohsened. 

Primari ly the Analysis of variance was chosen as too l of idcmilj- ing the cs istcnee 1) 1' 

signifi cant difference among the different levels of Ed ucat ion. 

Table 15: Test of Significant difference in Satisfaction hased Oil Levels of EduCllt;OIl 
.•. --". 

Vllrhlblcs dr F ~ i ~. 
~ 

Work Itse lf 
Bel .. "een Groups 5 4.35X (I( ) I 

-~ 

Within Groups 207 
. . -1_ 

Total 212 , 

Pmmotions 
Bet\\-'een Groups 5 1.964 O.OR5 

-' 
Within Groups 207 

--' 

Total 212 , 
- I Pay Bel ween Groups 5 2.096 .067 • 

With in Groups 207 
-~ . 

Tota l 21 2 
- . 

SUflcrv is io~ Between Groups 5 1.695 0.1.\7 

Within Groups 207 
..J 

Total 212 
- , 

Coworker Relation Between GrouDs 5 .863 (1.507 , 

Within Groups 207 I 
Tow] 212 

.-~ .~ 

Oven,1! Sa tisract ion BCI ween Groups 5 7.222 000 
.~. -

Within Groups 207 
~~ . 

Towl 212 
- -



As clearly presented above in the results of Analys is or variance. it "Ii" 1(" ll ld th'lI [hnl' \\ '" 

signifi cant difference at (F5, 207) =4.358. \'<0.0 I and (1'5 . 207) . 7.222. 1" 00' .11 , h(\\\<"<1 

there was significant difference in sati sfacti on with the work it se lf and nve rall sa [i sl'ac[i,," 

among the different education levels as indicated in tab le 15 . It mcans there is substantial 

difference in the overall job sati sfacti on based on th e educational differe nce. 1 \()\\evcr 

Satisfacti on with promot ion, pay; supervision and co workers relation were not stati sticalh 

significant along the different leve ls of education as \'> 0.05 . 

Tab/e 16: Scllefftest comparing Satisfactioll based Oil Edl/catiollal/e,·d,. 

Mean Dependent (I) levels of (J) levels of Difference Sig.(p 
Variable education education 

(I-J) 
va lue) 

Work Itself BA/BEIBSe TVET 
Holders Diploma 0.49509(') 0.039 

~ 

MAIM ElM se TVET 1.281 71(') 0.048 
Holders Diploma 

Overall 12th complete BAIBEIBSe 1.27778(') 0.Q33 
Satisfaction Holders -

TVET Diploma BAIBEIBSe 0.82500(' ) 0.001 Holders 
BAIBEIBSe 

Un iversity/co ll ege Holders 0.81739(' ) 0.004 
Diploma \ -, The mean difference [S slgntficant at the .0) leve1-

Satisfaction witll work itself (Imong different edl/catiolla//eve/s 

-

9Slllcl Co nfi( h.' n c(' 

Inrervil 
Lowe r 
Bound 

.0140 

'c)067 

.0, 7-1 

.21 :'.1 
-'-

I 
.1707 

--l 

Upper 
ound B 

q 

, 
-
, 
-

I 

I. 

As it can be observed from the ex tracts or multiplc sc he ll test in tahle- I'. thl'IT " l'rl' 

significant difference in th e mean sati sfacti on scores or il aehel"r Ikgrl'l' h"I,ic-r, 

(Mean=2.9l34, SD=0.8941 6) and TVET Diploma holders " it h 'VIean "I' 2 . ~I X .' '1I1e1 

SD=0.69 l46).thus it can be said th at Degree holders arc more sa ti slied thal1 I VII l) ipl""1<' 

holders in relation with the nature or the work they are doing. In additi"n. a, indicated ill 

table 15 . There was significant difference between Masters Degree Holders \\ ith Mean "I' 

3.7000and SD of 0.7 183 1and TV ET Diploma holders with Mean or 2.~ IR 3an d Sil " I' 

0.69 146. lt wa~ obsel:ved that Masters Degree Hold ers are more sati slied than I VI 1' I) ipl""1;[ 

holders in re lat ion with the natu re of the job (work itsel l) . All the dirlCrence " hSL'r,ed al>"'l' 

were stati stica lly significant as p va lues less than 0.05.st udies cond ucted on the rel ati on,hlp 

between the leve l of Educati on and job sati sfacti on showed that no consiste nt pattern (I--:h 

Metle 2003).however thi s study found that higher educat ional level tied" ith hi ghe r Ie\el s " I' 
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sati sfacti on with th e work itsel f, as Bachelor and Masters deg ree holde" arc lll (1 rL' " II i, liL'ci 

with the nature of job they are working. As a Illeans of Illustration mean r iot diag ram 

indicated in figure 15 to clearly spot th e employees ' sa ti sfacti on with th e ''''11' 1< it sell ' 

difference based on Educatio nal attainments. 

Figure 15: levels of educalion and salisfllclion will, work ilself' 
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Overall job sati sfacti on was found to be significantly different between educati ,)na l bL·I., (11 ' 

l 2'hcomplete (Mean=3 .9778. SD= 1.065 1 0) and Bac helor Degree holde" (Mean - c 7()()t1 . 

SD= I.02424).From this it can be sa id that all in all employees whose educational leve l is Ie '" 

complete are generally more sati sfi ed than those who ha ve Bachelor degree. Comparin g the 

overall job satisfaction mean score of Bachelor degree holders (Mean=2.7000. S[)= 1 .0 2~ 24) 

and TV ET Diploma holders (Mean=3.5250. SD=.99275) indicates tha t th e latC!' i, """T 
sati sfied than the former. The mean score difference betwee n the t\\(1 gl'lll1pS i, ,tal',lis'alh 

significant. However Bache lor Degree holders (Mcan=2.7000. SJ) I.024c4) arc k" , al"I ',s'" 

than Uni versity (Co llege Diploma (Mean =3.5 174. SD= 1. 1191 9) holders . I'hi, i, el ici L'IlCL'ci 

from table 15 as P va lues less than alpha va lue of O.OS . 

Generall y employees with higher leve ls of educa ti on are le ss satisfied in the meral l "'ps'Ch 

of their job than employees with lower educati onal attainments. The finding or th is ' tll (/\ i, 

consistent with the findings of Kh Metle (2003) which suggests that .ioh sat is"lction decre,,,e , 

~x 



in relat ion to an increase in the level of education as the ex pecta tions or employees arc a li en 

not met by emp loyees. 

As a means of Ill ustration mean plot diagram indicated in fi gure 16 \\ ere presentcci tl) ek arh 

spot the employees' overall job sati sfacti on difference based on leve l> or eduea ti nn. 

Figure J 6: levels of education ami overall sati,Vlletion 
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IV, Overall Job satisfaction ami satisfaction witll work itself, promotions. pay . . mpen'isiIJ/I. 

co workers relatioll difference based On current sal(frie.~ 

In order to test the signifi cant variab ility of the mean scores or th e n\'e",,11 .inn sat israe1 i"11 

among different sa lary groups ANOVA test was conducted . Prior tn the '\ 'i t) V ·\ 1,'s' 

descriptive stati stics was pe rformed in orde r to facili tate COl11parlSnn \) 1' means amnn~ 

different salary groups, and presented in the table 16. 



Table 17: Descriptive statistics based .l'lIIi.l'factioll amoll/i Salar), /i/'(lIlI'.I' 

SIU. 
9::;°;;, ('unfitlt'lIl'l' I nlt'n al 

Var'iablcs/cu "rent MCIIII \Iean 
sa lary 

Current Salary N Deviation 
1.0\\('1' 

Bound 
I I'P('/" HI 

for 

III 1111 

Work Itselr Birr357·600 16 2.3930 , 
706~h 20 166 ~ -"'/., 

- ----

Birr 60 1·884 52 2.4363 .H.87 2 12 t X) 2 6", ~-

Birr 885· 1168 49 2.4881 .71968 - 2 2R I. 26lJ4X 

Birr1169·1452 5 1 2.7932 ,9.J4D 2 5277 ~ O.:;XS 

> Birr 1452 45 3.294 1 71.155 "; (71)"1 ~~ox~ 

t- 2 ~'J"h 
, 

Total 213 27 11 7 X .... (l .. ~ X~.; -

Promotions Birr 357-600 16 1 8667 5 16·HJ 1:")1" ; 1 ~ IX 

Birr 60 1·884 52 2.1250 1- 62.136 I 9515 
, 

2 ~ 'J X':; 

Birr 885· 1168 49 2.355 1 905 32 211951 - r-T(~I"I 

Birr 1169·1452 5 1 2.5078 .R 1703 2 27xn - -j 2-"'1, 
. . -

> Birr 1452 45 2.7622 .66137 1 5(lJ5 2 \.)(,(11) 

- -
TOlal 213 2.3848 ,7X552 1.17X7 2 "{J(lll 

.-
~-l7 1 9 pay Birr 357·600 16 1 6438 .322·0 I X156 

Birr601·884 52 16846 ..tOQ,19 I 5706 I ""H~h 
I 

Bi rr 885·1168 49 1.6735 50157 I "2'}·1 1 X 1-':; 

- .... 
Birr 11 69·1452 51 1.9 11 X :' ~2"1X I ' h)q 2 (lh II> 

I 
> Birr 1452 .5 1.995(1 ·IX(l51 I X" I 2 2 I : '11/ 

I 
Tolal 213 1.7991 4~N32 I - i ~n I )0<1>" _' 

Supcn'ision Birr 357-600 16 28625 I 060l)~ I 2 2 ' )"'~ , 1.:' -)0< 

Birr 60 1·884 52 2.2066 6 150 .1 ~ 0354 -. · ~:~~X , .-
Birr 885·1 168 49 2.7320 .R708X 2 48 I 8 I 29X21 

11 69·1 452 5 1 2.8863 .76505 2.6711 .1 1 () 14 

> Birr 1452 45 2.9978 .68 1117 2.7932 :U(l]4 

TOlal 2 13 2.7066 .8 1593 25964 2 XlhX 
- -I 

- _. 
Coworker Birr 357·600 

16 4.0 134 68413 i (J488 I i-XU 
Relation 

J 
Birr 60 1·884 52 3.970R 4591 2 i 84.1(1 I f lllX-

Birr 885-1168 49 3.9836 4 ()f) I.; t "I' I I I ~X 

Birr1169·1452 51 3.8655 I 7 121' 3 (1(152 
I -

I ()(,~11 

, 
> Birr 1452 45 • . 08111 33420 ~ 'IX()" ·1 IX 1·1 

TOlal 213 3.9750 
·1 

52914 i 90il\ ·1 f) ·l b"' 
.- .-

Overall Birr 357·600 
16 3.4625 1.05254 2 lJOlh 40234 

Satisfaction 
.-

Birr 601 -884 52 3.092 3 1.09792 2 7X{,(1 i NXfl 

Birr 885·1168 49 3.39 1R I 159; I i O"X- i - ~ 1'1 

Birr 1169·1 452 5 1 3. 43 14 1 0942(\ 
+ . 

. ; 12 ill i -:'1 I 

> Birr 1452 45 29822 1 040X 2 2 (.(,<)':; : -~'I lq 

~ 

Total 213 3.2469 I 10 .. :6 ; 11')-') i ;' //,1 1 



In order to test the ex istence of sign ificant diffe rence of the mean scores orthe (I\ 'em/l ,ll f, 

salis/aelion and satis facti on with work itse lf. promotion. pay. supervision and C<\ \\or"er, 

relati on among di ffe rent Levels of current sa lary. A OVA test was conducted. Alkr 

assess ing the ex istence of signifi ca nt diffe rence in the mean score sati slact ion of cmplo,cc., 

with respect to the nature of job(work itself).pro moli on s. pa,. supen ision. C\l \\Or"Cr rL' I;l1i " 11 

and overall sati sfacti on in the di fferent leve ls or bas ic sala r, scale. IhL' schL'll Inl \\ " , 

conducted where sign ificant difference in the mean sa li slacl ion SCl) re '''IS oh"'n L'd . l'r il11;\I'I" 

the Analys is of variance was chosen as too l or ide nti fying the C\ islence 01' 'ignilicllli 

di fference among the different leve ls of current salary categories. 

Table 18: Tesl of Significalll differellce ill .\'{Ili.Vllcliall based Oil Clirrenl slI/lIr), 

-
df F Sig. 

-Work Itself Between Groups 4 9.624 .000 

Within Groups 208 

TOlar 2 12 

Between Groups .000 
-- , 

Promotions 4 6.75 1 I 
Within Groups 208 

I 
Total 2 12 

pay Between Groups 4 4.72 1 .00 1 

Within Groups 208 I -- -
Total 2 12 

-
Supervision Between Groups 4 8.032 .non 

. , 
Within Groups 208 

TOlal 212 
-

Coworker Between Groups 
4 1.022 .J97 

Relation 

Withi n Groups 208 I 
\ 

Total 2 12 

Overall Between Groups 

! 4 1.643 .165 
Slltisfactioll 

.----
Within Groups 208 

------
Total 212 

! 

As c learly ind icated in ta ble 18. above. in the resuits o f Analys is or va riance. il \\<1, Ii 'II IlLI 

that there was significant difference at [(F4, 208) =9.624. P<O.O I I. I (I :~ . CO~) 11 .7' I. 

P<0.OS],[(F4,208)= 4.72 1 ,P<O.OS.J, [(F4, 208) = 8.032, P<O.O II. These indica lc thL' c,i 'lenCL' 

of signifi cant difference in the mean score of sat isfac ti on with the work itsclL promolinn. pa, 

hi 



and supervision among the different sa lary groups. However th at is there 'las nn signi lkanl 

difference in satis faction with co wo rkers relati ons and ove ra ll sal i s l ~1C li (l n al11"ng 11ll" 

different salary groups, as ev id enced by P> 0.05 . The presence oj" signit il'<lnl 111l",111 d i rl cTCI"·l· 

among the different sa lary groups ahs been identifi ed. bUI the ANOVA. lah k d" ,·", '1 I'n', "k­

where the spec ific difference lies among th e groups. ·r hus. pOS! hnc lesl. , uch '" ,cheri le'l 

are l11 andatory to use. 

Table 19.5chefftest comparing Satisfaction based lin current .\'{Ila~)' Kl'lllIp.1 

Mean 95% Confidence -l 
Dependent (I) current (J)c urrent 

Difference 
Sig. (P Interval 

Variable salary in Birr sa la ry in Birr 
(J-J) 

Va lue) Lower Upper 
Bound Bound -

Work Itself > 1452 357-600 .90 I 11'1 O . III1~ !t):~ I fl l lllX 

I I 
60 1-884 .8:'771 ') IIIIOIl 1h21 I i ';; i ..; 

885-1168 .80601 ') T (1 .0110 H)33 I iWC 
-

11 69- 1452 .500R(· ) II.()~X OOCl) l )l}XX 

I - ---
Promotions > 1452 357-600 .895:'1' ) 0.002 . ~ ~o(, I .""f)"; 

- r-.-- .. -
601-884 637 2( ') 0.002 .16:' 1 I . III'Il 

- -pay > 1452 601-884 .3 109(') 0.037 .0116 .61 () '\ 

-
885-1168 .3 220( ') 0.031 .11 1 XI> 6:'" 

-. 
Supervision 885-1 168 601 ·884 .S :!:']( *) IUlc I 11:\ 11) IJIIl) ;': 

1169-1 452 601 ·884 .67961' ) 1iG1OI ~1() 1 I i -l\) '\ 

>Bi IT 1452 60 1-884 .791 1(') -10~OOIi .J OoO I :"'6 '; 
- ~~---~ 

* The mean difference IS slgmfican l at the .05 level. 

Satisfaction with the work itself among different salary gl'llllp/ranKe 

Regard ing satisfaction with the nature of job they are worki ng(work itsell) as tahle 18 

indicates there was significant mean difference between those ell1 p lo~ee s \\ho arc earning" 

salary of Birr ove r 1.452 [(M ean=3.294I.SD=O.713:i:i)1 and el11rl"'l'l" \\11",,' ,,,Iar' 

category fall s between (B irr35 7·600 ). (Mean=: ..1 930.S [)=O. 7116 .1 6). I I II irrllil l ·XX·I I. 

(Mean=2.4363,S D=.74487), (Bi rr885 I 168)( Mean=2.488 I.S J)=() 719681. I! II irr I I (,1). I ~ .' :' I 

(Mean= 2.7932,SD=.94423). From th e mea n scores. it can be sa id thai cl1lrh" cc, ,ell,. arl' 

earning a sa lary above Birr 1.452 are more satis fi ed than 10\-, income cmplo, ces. 

The reason might be these hi gh salaried employees feel th ai th c) arc ,.,ork in g much 

praiseworthy job. 



Figure 17: Currenl Salary and Satisfaction witlt work iI.I·e/l 
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As a means of Illustration mean plot diagram as indica ted in fi gure I 7 were prese nt ed In 

clearly spot the employees' ove rall job sati sfacti on difference based on CIIiTenl " tlaries . 

Satisfaction witlt promotion among tile differellt currellt salarics 

As it indicated in table 18 emp loyees whose monthl , " ,1 ",'\ ne,'c'd nliT 

1,452[(Mean=2.7622, SD=O.661 37)] was found to have stati sti cal I) sig nili ca nl dilreren cc' 

with other employees whose current salary fa ll in the range betwee n Birr :lS7-600HM,'a n 

= 1.8667, SD=O.51640)] and Birr 601-884[(Mean=2.1250. Sf)= 06c:l :l 6)1 as !ill' '" 

satisfacti on with promotion was conce rned. Thus. it can be said thai Ihere Illean sa lis la,'I,,'" 

difference between the hi ghest salary groups and the rema ining 1\\ 0 salar\ groups and 1111' " 

statistically significant as P<O.OS.Finally from the mean scores compari s(1n ah," e il i, 

rational to say that the highest sa lary gro up [(Mean=2.7622, SD=O.66 I 37) 1. arc more sal is li,'d 

than the remaining two sa lary groups[(Mean = 1.8667. SD=O.5 1640) I. [( Mean=c.1 C'iO. Sil 

0.62336)] as fa r as satisfaction with promot ion is concerned. 

Thi s is might be for the reason th at th e hi ghest ea rn ers fee l thai Iheir CIIiTenl sala r\ is Ihe "ul 

come good promoti on procedures and recognition on the pari " rlhe Manage lll eill 



Figure 18: Current salary ami sati,lfaction witlt pron/o/ioll 
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As a means of Illustration mean plot diagram indicatcd in ligure I X prcscnlcd 1(1 clem" ' 1' (11 

the employees ' sati sfaction with promotion difference based un currenl salar ics , 

Satisfaction with pay administratioll ami currelll salary 

As indicated in table 19, employees who are earning the highest current sa lar) j(anow Birr 

1452) [Mean 1.9956, SD=0.4805 1), was found to have stalislica ll , signilicanl dilkrcnll' 

(p<0,05) with em ployees whose cu rrent sala ry fall s in the calegar) of 11irr 60 I-XX-I II \kll ' 

= 1.6846, SD=0.40939)] and Birr35 7-600, [(Mean = I ,6438, S()~ 0,.12 2-1 3)1 as lin .ls 

sat isfacti on with the pay administration is concerned, Thus it can be said Ihal 11ll' "'mIL'r 

sa lary group feel good about the pay administration in Ai\LJ than Ihe laler 1'\1' salal'\ grl111p' 

Yet the mean satisfaction of the pay ad ministration is low rega rdl ess of the amounl "fcurrcnl 

salaries, 

In sp ite of the sign ificant difference in the mean sa tisfact ion sco res of Ihe lirsl ,alal'\ grl1 11 1' 

and the later two groups, employees are not sati sfied wilh Ihe pa) "cimini,lrali(1n , 

6-1 



Figure 19: Currellt salary and Satisfaction with pay administration 

2.00 

,., 
'" c-
'0 1.80 
c: 

'" Q> 
:;; 

160 

357-600 601 -884 88 5- 1168 

current sa lary 

1169 -1 45;> " ' 4 5J 

As a means of Illustration mean plot di agram indicated in fi gu re 19 prcselllcd to clearl\ ' I'(\t 

the employees' sati sfaction difference with pay admini stration based on current salaries. 

Sati~faction with slIpervision ami cllrrent Sala(I' 

Sati sfaction in relation with supervi sion was compared among dirli.:n.:nl ~rp ll p"" \11' .... ;!lilr~ 

using scheff test. as tab le 19, indicated abo ve the re was signilicanl dilh,rence (1"1111' 1 

between em ployees whose sa lary fa ll in the category of Birr 88~-1168IlMea 'F27.12 () \ 1) 

0.87088)] and Birr 60 1-884= [Mean=2.2066, SD=.6 1503 1.the mean va luc Mthe t\\(\ gnlul" 

indicate that the fo rmer salary group are bener sat isfied than the later ones. In addition thc 

scheff multiple comparison tab le 19, show that sat isfac ti on with supervision is signili ean tl\ 

different between sa lary groups of Birr 11 69- 1452 [(Mean=2.8863. SJ)=O. 765( 5) I and gnlu l" 

of emp loyees who are earning more than a month ly sa lary of Bi rr 1452 IlMean 2')') 7X. 

SD=0.68 107)] .As the p< 0.05 , the mean va lue difference bel\\een the t\\P groul" "" , 

stati st ica ll y significant as fa r as sati sfactio n with superv ision is c(\nccrneu . (;eneralh. 

employees wi th higher salary catego ri es are more sati slied \\ ith the nature 01' 'L'rer\ i,i , ,n 111,", 

lower salary groups. 

As a means of Illustration mean plot diagram ind icated in figure20 presc nt cd to c1ea rl\ ' r"t 

the employees' satisfaction diffe rence with pay ad mini strat ion based on currcnt ,,,Ian," . 



Figure 211: Current sa/my and .l'IIti.'ifaction witlt .mpervisioll. 
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V. Overall Job salis faction and satisfaction witlt work itself, promotions. 1'11.1'. Hlpel'l ·isioll . 

co workers relation difference between based on yellrs olservice. 

In order to test the significant va ri ab il ity. of the mcan sco res or.l"h satislitction '"l1 " Jl ~ 

different yea rs of service categori es. if there was any: ANOVA test "as conducted . I' ri ,)r t" 

the final ana lys is was made descri pt ive stati st ics was computed and presented in t"hk In 

order to facilitate the comparison of mean satisfact ion val ues among thc diflcrent Yea" or 

services. Fina ll y scheff multiple compari son will be used in ord er to locate the signi licilnt 

differences. 



Table 20: De~'criptive Statistic.I· based 011 .I'ati.liactioll a/l1ollK differellf y('al'.\' o/ ('xl'(,l'i(, II (,(' 

95 1'l;) C onfidence I 

N Mean SD (ulerv .. ,1 for Mean i 
Lower LJ pl)(>r 

: Bound Bound 
Work Itse lf 0-5 years 

3 1 2.7678 .882911 2.444 11 3 011 17 
ex perience _ . 
6- 10 years 

67 2.4566 ,X579X ~ ~ .. n 3 ~ (l /l ,;;.J 
experience 

.j 

11 - 15 yea rs 
49 ~.X I J 7 . 7~l)n ~ 5 'J ~~ ; II; 1'1 

experience 
I 16-20 years 

57 2.X023 .X3 1 !II) ~ (, -' I X ~ II}CX 
exper ience -2 1-30 years 

9 2.9074 .8862X ~ .~ 2h] 1 :,XX 7 
experience 
TOlal 2 13 2.7 117 .84464 ... . :'976 2K~:,7 

-

Promotions 0-5 years 
3 1 2.2280 .67116 1.98 I X 2 -1 7-11 

experience I 6-1 0 years 
67 2. 1925 .70438 2.0207 2 .. 1h-U I experience 

11 -1 5 
-, 

years 
49 2.49 18 .911757 2.23 12 2 7:'2:' 

experience - ~---
16-20 years 

57 2.550t) 76020 2 ~ -l "~ ~ 7':' 2f. 
experience ___ -L 

21-30 years 
9 2.7222 .XX-I2X :. o .. C :' ; -I ll I'! 

ex perience 
--I-

Total 21) 2.3X4X .7X:' 52 2.27X 7 I 2 -1 ' /( 1' ) 
~-

pay 0-5 years 
3 1 1.8774 .427 17 1.72fl7 :. 1Ii -li 

experience 
6- 10 years 

67 I. 72)9 .-I6()1)2 1611 :' 110(1, 
experience ------. 
11 - 15 years 

49 1.8000 .49329 1.65X .1 1.9-11 7 
experience I 
16-20 years 

57 1. 8421 .53517 1.7001 I I l )X-I1 
experience 
2 1-30 years 

9 I.X III ,59XX-I I , :,OX ~ ~., 1-1 
experience - - +-
Total 213 I. 7991 .·ON.12 I 7.1 , I I I XI, ':; "' , 

Supervision 0-5 years 
3 1 ~ . 7 164 .959 -1 6 ~ .. 1(1-1 ) , tI(, X-l 

experience , 
6- 10 years 

67 2.5 104 .75474 2 . .126-1 ~ . fll)-I) 
experience _.--- J 
I 1-15 years 

49 2. 8408 .79650 2.6 120 3.1 Ifll)h 
experience I 

16-20 years 
57 2.7468 .75766 2.545X 2.lJ-I7X 1 

experience 
-----.J 

2 1-30 years 
9 3.1481 1.0009'! 2.37X7 .1.9 176 

experience 
TOlal 2 13 2.7066 .X 1 )93 2. )1)(1-1 2 x I (,X 

- -' 
C oworker 0-5 years 

3 1 3.9017 .) .126(1 , 707, .1 n 'lX I 
Relation experience - -

6-1 0 yea rs 
67 .1.906 7 .) 7 12) :, 7(17, ·1 I LI (oi l 

experience 
I 

--+ -
11-1 5 years 

49 ) .9840 . ) 6 3 Xli ., X22 ( I -1 1-1 ':;') 
experience 

.- , 
16-20 years 

57 4.064 3 .47618 , .9 379 -Ill I1 11' 
experience - - "-

67 



95°;;1 Confid ence 

N Mean SD Interva l for Mean 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

2 1-30 years 
9 4. 1190 . 1712X 3.9X7-' -t ~~n7 

experience -
TOlal 2 13 3.9750 .5191-' 3 9036 -t O-tll"' 

Overall 0-5 years 
3 1 3.0 774 .X·.J959 ~ . 7(,:' X ~ ~XIII 

Sati sfaction experience , 
6- 10 years 

67 2.9552 1.09-t 79 ~ . flXX 2 ~ ..,.., ... ~ 

experience ---
11-1 5 years 

49 .l.22Xf> I.OX'44 29177 I t ~311"' 
ex perience - 1 
16-20 years 

57 3.6140 1.1642 7 3.3f t:' 1 I ~ 112 ~f I 
experience , 
2 1-30 years 

9 3.7 778 1.02198 1.9921 I 4.; (') 1 
ex perience 

1.1()33h ~ -
, , 

TOlal 2 13 3.2469 .l.O97 l) ~ ,l)('fI 
-- , 

In order to test the significant vari ab ili ty of the mean scores of th, (WCra ll .l" h 'illi , [;"l i"" a"d 

satisfact ion with work itse lf, promoti on. pay. superv ision and c"\\m~er, rci ali"" ' "11' HI~ 

different years of serv ice, ANOYA test was conducted as it is a vel') helpful stali"i ,al l",,1 

to identify the existence of sign ifi cant mean difference between groups of inlereSI. A"d Ihc 

result of Ana lys is of Yariance indicated that there was significant diffe rcnce al II:·!. 

208=3.627, P<0.05] which means there were significant mean satisfacti on wi th ovcrall .joh 

satisfaction. However from the result of ANOYA table 21. it 

can be identifi ed that there was no sign ifi cant difference in sali sfaeti"n \I itll Illl' n,lIl1 r,' " I lite­

job (work itse lf), Promotion pay. supervision. and co \\orkers relati"n hased ,'n !c, ,'I, "I' 

education. 

Overall job satisfaction alld years o/service 

After assess ing the existence of sign ifi ca nt difference in the mean score sati sliteli n" " I' 

employees with respect to overa ll sati sfaction in the dilTerenl years nf c\pcr icnee. Ihe 'chelf 

te st was conducted to identify whcre the signi fi ca nt dinerc"ce in the mean ,' lI i'[;I,' li ,," ,,',,1',. 

was observed. 



Table 21: Test of Significant difference in .mtis(actilll1 hased IIlI year.l o/ .Ien'ice 
--

df F __ Sig. 
Between Groups 

._- I 0.053 Work Itself 4 2.375 ._- -
Within Groups 208 I , 
Total 212 , 

- -
Promotions Between Groups 4 2.674 0.0 33 

Within Groups 208 
~- -

Total 212 
pay Between Groups 4 .702 0.591 

Within Groups 208 
Total 212 

Supervisio n Between Groups 4 2.033 .091 
Within Groups 208 

-~ 

, 
Total 212 -, 

Coworker 
Relation 

Between Groups 4 1.000 OA09 

Within Groups 208 J 
Total 21 2 , , 

Overall 
Between Groups 4 3.627 .007 

Satisfaction I 

Within Groups 208 -- I -~ ~ 

Total 2 12 , -

From the Ana lysis of variance result (tab le 24) it is evident Ihallhe overall jnh sal ;sl ' I";"" " 

the on ly item that significant ly d ifferent. In order to idenlif, IIhere Ihe Ill erdi l i"h 

satisfact ion lies among the different groups of years o f e'perien ces. 

Fina lly the scheff multiple comparison test was performed us ing SPSS soli II are. the re,u lh 

of which presented in table 22, 

Tahle 22. Selleffe Comparisons, Overall joh Slltis(action among years 1I( .I·ervice 

Dependent (I) service (J) service 
Mean 

Sig.(P 
95% Confidence 

Differe nce Interval Variable years years 
(I-J) 

Value) 
Lower I Upper 
Bound Bo und -

Overa ll , 
16-20 6-10 0.65881 (* ) 0.Oc4 011556 Satisfaction 1 I . ~()~( I -

* The mean difference IS significant al the .05 level. 

As indicated above in table 22. there was statistical ly signilicanl difference heilleen ~r"ll l" 

of employees whose years of service lies in the range bel ween 6-10 \ ears (Mean - c .'l" c. 
5D=1.09479 and 16-20 years (Mean= 3,6 140. 5D=I I6427 ) Thi s o verall joh sati s l' l"i" n 

mean difference is stat istica ll y s ign ificant as P<0.05. 

From the mean va lue of the two groups_ it can be said that em pi", ees II ho are ' elemn 

(senior) are more sati sfied than their younger co unterpart s. Thi s is rn a' hl' hcc<IUSL' Ihl' 1;'l'Il1cT 

might be we ll acqua inted with how the job co uld be acco mpli shed. Ihus I'""C' ' II'< "I~ 'c' ll 



• 

confidence in them. The findin g of thi s st udy is consistent wilh Ihe linLiing of MOlla/(I'IXXI 

which found a significant increase in job sati sfaction wi th Icngth of lime on Ih,' .i" h. In 

addition research findings by Oshagbemi (2000) support s the former nne. Il 0I·l cler S,,,,'I 
(1996) cited in sarker et al(2003) stated that longer tenure in ajob m3: lead 10 horedom and 

lower leve ls of job satisfaction. 

Figure 2 J: years of service ami overall job satis{ilctiol1 
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As a means of Illustration mean plot diagram indicated in fi gure21 presenled In clearll ' 1"'1 

the employees' overall sati sfacti on based on years of serv ices. 

VI. Overall Job satisfaction alld satisfaction with work itself, prOI1UJliol/.l, pay,lul"".,.;'lio/l , 

Co workers relation difference between based on job grades. 

In order to test the significant variability. of the mean scores 01' .iob sati stilcli ()n a l l111n~ 

different job grade le vels. if there was any: ANOYA test IVas conducted. I'rim I" Ih e lillal 

analysis was made descriptive stati st ics was computed and presen ted in lable in order 10 

facilitate the comparison of mean sati sfaction va lues among the different job grade le ve ls. 

Finally scheff multiple comparisons will be used in order to loca le as to \\ hcre Ihe 

signifi cant differences ex ist. 

In order to test the significant va ri ab ili ty in the mean scores oflh e overall .inn sa li sl~(li l1 n and 

sati sfaction with work itse lf, promotion. pay. Supe rvis ion and co \\orke rs ,,'Ialipn am,'"~ 

different years of service, ANOYA test was conducted as il is a vc rl helpful slali ,li(al 1<1111 III 
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identi fy the ex istence of significant mean difference between the groups 01' interest. ,\nd till' 

result of Anal ysis of Variance indicated that there was signifi ca nt difference at I II. 

2 12=20.543, P<0.05), (F II , 212=9.753, P<0.05), (F II. 2 12=3.475. 1'<005). (III . 

2 12=7.857, P<0.05), which means there were significa nt mean satislaetion dil'll'rL'n,',' in 

re lation with work itse lf (the nature of the job), Promotion. pa). and ' Urn\ "i(\n in IhL' ('\ LTa ll 

job sati sfaction. However from th e res uli of ANOVA tanlc 23. it can he iuentiliL'u Ihal IhLTl' 

was no sign ifi ca nt differenee in sati sfacti on with cowo rk ers rclati nn and oLe ra l1 joh 

sati sfaction .finally, the scheff te st was conducted to ident ify where th e signi li eanl difi e rencL' 

in the mean satisfaction score was observed among the ditTcrcntjob grades. 

Table 23: Test of significant difference ill satisfaction amollg different job grade., 

df F Si~. 

Work Itself Between Groups II 20.543 10.000 
-

Within Groups 20 1 , 

.-..-L ___ -
Total 212 

Promotions Between Groups II 9.753 -------ro: 000' .. 
i ., 

Within Groups 201 I '---

Total 212 

Pay Between Groups II 3.475 0.000 

Within Groups 201 
--- ----

Total 212 
-------

Supervision Between Groups II 7.857 0.000 
.-

Withi n Groups 201 

Total 212 1 
, 

Coworker Relation Between Groups II 1.538 0.120 
-- -

Within Groups 20 1 
._-

Total 212 

Overall Satisfaction Between Groups II 1.837 0.050 
---- -

With in Groups 20 I 
, 
~---- ----

Total 212 
.-- ._-

Fo ll owing the ident ification of sign ifi cant mean sat isfaction dilTerenee among .i(lh grad",. 11)(' 

scheff test (attached in the appe ndi x) was performed in ord er In he lp the researcher lind 

where the difference li e. For the ease of understanding the researcher opted to C()nsider Ihe 

mean sat isfacti on difference in relation with general aspect ori ob grades leaving the specilic 

ones . 
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As ind icated in table 24 different job grades in the Addis Aba ba Uni versit y Admi ni strati,e 

wing we re compared usi ng a post hoc sta tistical too l ca ll ed sherr test the 1"",,, 1t "I' \\ hidl \\ '" 

attached in the append ices. After observin g thc sat is"lction diiTcrenc'e "m"n ~ il' h ~ r"d ," . 

Gra nd mean were compared to clearly present the gene ral sa ti s"lcti ,'n dil fcrence d""'" ~ li lt" 

four job grades. 

Satisfaction ill relatioll with the lIature ofjoh (work it.ve!!) alld joh /:rades 

Employees' sati sfaction in relation with work itse lf (the nature or the joh itselJ) ," \long Ih e 

four job grades presented along with their mean va lues were presented in table 24. 

Table 24: Comparison of satisfactioll with work it.l·elf (/fllllll/: jllh /:rade.1 
.-

Job Grade Administrat ive Semi 

C lerical service serv ices profess iona l Profl'ss ioruli 

~ ~8 1 9 
--

Means 2.1239 3.6591 3 . h~:=; 

-
2.3325 4.1572 2.36 1 .1 .:'903 

2.4173 3.8215 2.7244 4 . ~639 

Gra nd Mean 2.291233 3.879267 2.455767 3.8264 I 

Th is finding is consistent with Cherrington ( 1994) stating that higher le ve l.i.oil Silli sfac·t ill n arc' 

usuall y rep0l1ed by individuals occupyin g hi gher leve l positions as the, "ril'r hL'lIer 

remunerat ion/pay, greater variety. more cha ll enge and hette r \\orking c·"nditi"n, . '\ '11'1',' I' ,,'r 

research conducted by Rob ie. Ryan. Shmiede r. Parra and Smit h ( 199X) ((1nl ;I'I'" thc' ,ie\\ th ;1I 

a pos itive and linea r relationship between job sati sfacti on and job grade ICI·l'! . 

As indicated in table 24, employees working in the Ad ministrative services (Me"n 3.X7'121, 7 

and professional employees (Mean~3 . 8264) are more sat isfied in re lation with the na ture 01' 

the job they are doing (work itse lf) th an the remaining two job grade s. semi proressional 

services (Mean~ 2.455767). clerica l services (Mean~ 2 .29 123 3). 

Sati~faction with pay among job grades 

Fo ll owi ng the ex istence of significant difference has been ident ified using ANOV,\ te'llhc' 

mean scores of the four job grades were computed lIsing their mea ns and ca lculating the ir 

grand means. 



Table 25: Comparisoll ofsatisfactio/1 willi promoliollll1110 llK joh Krat/ex 

Job Grade C lerical service 
Administrative Sem i 

Professional services professiona l 
1.8 3.0444 2.635 7 '2 .7 

• Means 2. 1105 3.4625 1.9696 2.7081 

2.3196 3.5222 2.3345 3J 

Grand Mean 2,0767 3,343033 2,313267 2.902767 
-

As indicated in table 25 employees working in the Adl11inistrati\c senices I \kall 

~3.343033and professional el11ployees (Mean~2.902767) are l110re sa ti slied ill r,'lati , lIl II ith 

Promotional opportunities than the rel11a ining two job grades. semi prok "i"nal sen ic,'s 

(Mean~ 2.313267), clerical se rvices (Mean~2.0767). 

The result might be justified in that employees who are working on the joh grade's. 

Administrative and professional services feel that the prevailing prol11oti ona l opportunities in 

Add is Ababa University are more favorable to them because of their edLicati,'nal 1('\ ,'Is and 

special trainings. 

Salisfactio/1 ill relalioll willi pay;' alld joh Kl'llIles 

As can be seen in table 26 Employees ofAAU. leve ls of satisfaction lIith pa\ aLill1inistrati"n 

are low regardless of their category of job grades. However professional ell1plo\ ecs li.'11 

beller than the remaining there job grades. 

Table 26: Comparisoll of satisfactioll witll pay amollg joh grades 

Administrative I 
Job grades Semi Professional se rvict' 

Clerical serv ices professionals 

Means 1.5643 1.9643 1.72:' l)n ~ ~ 
- - . 

1.6474 1.637 2.1 X1J 2 I I ~~ 

1.7609 1.8276 2.4333 r I ()~:,h 
---

Grand mean 1.657533 1,809633 2,113867 1.967 133 
I 

As can be noted in table 26 none of the staff l11 embers working in the l'our job grades le\ el "f 

job satisfaction was found to be high .No nethe less the profess ional emplo<1"'" ;lre r,'la ti\,'1I 

more sati sfied than the other three job grades yet they are di ssati slied. Ihis implies that I '''~ 

ad ministration is one of serious cause of dissati slaction al110 ng the sta lT memners "I ""r''''~ 

in the four job grades. 
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Table 27: Comparison of sa til facti 011 with supervisioll a"wllf: joh f:rades 
-

Job Grade Administrative Semi 

C lerical serv ice services professional Profess ional I 
2.4524 3.7778 2. ~4 76 3.)333 

, 
Means 2.4211 3.3 583 ~ . ~~ J7 ., 17~~ 

2.9072 3.037 ~ . )9R9 .\ XXXq 
.--~ I J.5J I~67 Grand mean 2.593567 3.391033 2.3634 

As indicated in table 27, employees work ing as profe ss io nal (Mean =.1 .:i.1 1.J6 7) eni ," the 

cu rrent supervi sory relation in other words they are more sati slled than th e remain ing three 

job grades, Admin istrati ve services (Mean=3.39 1033). Clerica l serv ices (Mean =2.59.1 567). 

semi professiona ls (Mean=2.3634). 

The higher levels of sati sfacti on of profess ional em ployees in relation \I ith the n;tt tt re "f 

superv ision might indicate that as profess ionals need lin le gu idance and intcn enti lln li·"1ll 

superiors they fee l good about the nature of supervi sion. In add it ion empl,"ee ' \I ith ),,), 

grade, Adm inistrative service are usuall y Heads o f Uni ts and several aspects p'· their 

Job are manageria l, thus they may not need hi gher leve ls of support and guidance in c\\ntrast 

with employees of clerica l se rvices and semi profess iona ls. 

Mu ltiple Regression Analysis was performed to de termine thc exten t tn \I hie h till' 

demographic variables of, sex. age. educati on level. cu rrent sala r,. \Cars " ,. ' c'r' icc ill tile' 

current organization, Job grades will explain the vari ance in lerm .. nl jon ;.;ati"ra Clinll a ll lt lt1~ 

the staff members of AAU . 

Prior pe rform ing the regre ss ion anal ysis. th e presence and nature of collincrait,. jJ. an, '" '' 

tested before any formal estimation was done. The test was performed by computing 

tolerances for each specillcat ion too see whether the tolerance is acceptab le. Oshegemhi 

(2003) suggests that co llinerai ty is a problem if the measure or tolerance 10r all\ nf the 

variables is below 004 . Generally. thi s confirm s that the correlation atn png th e in de pc lll lc-llt 

variab les is not signifi cant to distort the outcomes of the regress ion anah sis . 



Table 28: Stalldard Multiple Regre!",~ioll Allalysi,\' 

Standanlizcd Sig.(p 95%.lConfidCIIl'C IlIlen:l I Co linl'arily 
Coefficicllts fo r B Stalisli('s 

value) 
Lower l lppt.'f 

Beta 
Bound Bound Tolerlllll'c 

(Constant) 0.861 · 1.140 I .~ hl 

Sex 0.167 O.DII 0.087 .68 1 0 .75 1 

Age ·0.097 0.263 ·0.365 .100 0 .. 131 

leve ls of educat ion ·0.273 0.000 ·0.377 · 0. 12 1 0.640 i 

current sahu'y ·0.080 0.329 ·0.2 14 fUm o 4X O 

service years 0.231 0.003 0.D75 .377 0.528 I 
Job Grade 0.045 0.552 ·0036 .067 O.56X 

f-:iTJ -
Work Itself 0.153 0.064 .. 0.0 12 o -t 7X 

Promot ions ·0.096 0.241 .0 . ..159 091 n -I XII 
-- - .. 

pay 0.315 0.000 0.402 1.01H (l.() 7..-

Supcn'ision 0. 155 0.0]7 0.012 .407 () . .'iC) I 

Coworker Re lation 0. 153 0.0 15 0.062 .576 OKlO 

A Dependent VaTwble: Overall Salis/ac/lOn 

Thus, the model of regression is proved free from th e problem of co llin3r il )" I:urther ana l\ sis 

can be done based on the above model of standard multiple regression analys is. 

As indicated in tab le 28 the persona l/demographic characteri st ics se\ ([\=0,167 ), Ie\ els 0 (' 

education (13= -0.273), service years (13=0,231) were fo und to be sign ilica nl prcti iclol" "I' I" h 

satisfact ion in the Administrati ve starrs or Addi s Ababa Un ive rsi l\ . 

Concern ing the organizati onal ractors of job sati srac ti on, Pay (f1 ~() J I 51. SlIper\, isi"l1 11\ 

0.155), coworker relation (13=0,1 53). 1'<0,05 was round to be signilicanl prcdiclors "I' .illh 

sat isfaction, With the exception orthe variab le educational leve l. the rema ining five va riahles 

sex, pay, service year, supervision and Coworke rs re lation has a posi li ve re lati ol1 ship \\ il h Ihe 

dependent variable (ove rall job sati sraction), However Age. cu rrcnl salar\, j"h gr" de. ,\<' 1" 

itselr, promoti ons we re not round to be significant prcdic\n rs "I' Ihc p\nall j"h ,"li,I ;,,'I,, '" 

(p>0,05) ,As indicated in tab le 28. Pay was round to bc the mosl signiliea nl prcd ieh'r .. I' Ih\' 

overal l job satisraction as evide nt by a Beta coeffic ielll of 0.31:' 1l )I I,(\\co 11\ k\cl s "I' 

Educati on, service years, sex, supervision and cowo rk er re lali on \\,ilh II coerlic icnls " I' · 11 .27.' . 

0,23 1, 0, 167, 0,155, 0, 153 (1'<0,05) respectively , For th e predictors of job sati sl'acli on means 

a unit increases in these variables would alter the dependent va ri able (overa ll job sati sfac lion) 

by the amou nt of their 13 coeffic ients, Fro m the standardi zed 13 coefficients. as Ihe Ic\ cI ,, (' 

educat ion increases by a unit, sati sracti on will dec reases b) 0,292 , /\nd as Ihc lei eI <'1 ' 1"1\ 



increase by a unit, the overal l job sat isfaction will inc rease hI 0.3 1 '. a.s Icars " I seTI ,,,' "I 

service increases by a unit sati sfacti on will also increasc bl O.C I n.1I herl' as a Uilil IllITC''''' II I 

sat isfaction with supervi sion and cowo rker re lat ion will result 0. 155 and 0.1 '.1 inc rcasl' ill Ilw 

overall job sati sfaction respect ive ly. 

From tab le 29 it was indicated that sex is stati sticall y significant to be considcrcd as OIl C " I 

predictors of job satisfaction, For the purpose of understanding the variable sex. the 

researcher presented the overall mean sati sfacti on of males and fema les 

Table 29: Levels of job slltisfactioll hI/sed Oil sex of employee.\ 
-

Sex n Mean SO 
Overall Male 76 2.9237 I . I OJ I <) 

Satisfaction Female 137 3.4263 1.06573 
Total 213 3.2469 1.10336 

Thus it can be sa id that female (Mean~3 .4263) employees are more sali sficd th an thc rnak 

(Mean~2. 923 7). 

Generally pay is the most significa nt determinant orjob sat isfac tion among sta lf mcmhers (11' 

AAU. Thus th e HRM office of AAU needs to hc vigil an t cnough In ma'l' I'r"pcr adluSlll11'ni 

through a continuous cooperati on with th e gove rnment. 

Herzberg ( 1959) hypothesized in hi s popu lar resea rch lIor, th ai am(1ng Ihc rn iul~ """ ,rs 

work itse lf(naturc of the job) and promoti on as intri nsic to th t.: indi vidua l <lI IL! 111I .. · .... l· 

factors( intrinsic )p lay pivota l role in increas ing job sa ti sfacti on however the resull or Ihi s 

study indicated that none of the two factors were found to be signifi ca nt prediclor 01' j"h 

satisfacti on, However the factor pay, nature of supervi sion and coworkers re lalion IIcrc ", uncl 

significant predictors of job sati sfaction in AA U. Thus thc I lcrzberg 1110 lilclor'dualil l Ihc,,1'1 

of sati sfaction is in contrad iction with the findin gs of this stud~ . This mal illl ph Ih ;1i 

employees in the under developed countries such as Eth iop ia attach Ihc Inel "I' sa lisl ' ''I'''1l 

they dri ve out of their job predominantly with financial ga in s. In addili nn 10 lhi s Ihe snc il'lal 

norm of the country was the contributing factor for the staff memhers Il l' i\i\ l ' In I'll "I' 

coworker relation as one of sign i fi cant predictors/determ inants of job sal islact ion. Mo rcol cr 

nature of supervision was also fou nd one of the signifi cant predictor of job sa li slilctinn Ihi s 

may be attributed to the nature of the man to be independenl and aul onomous as Ihc ,allll' 

time seek the experti se of hi s supervi sor. 

Regressing all th e dependent vari ab les name I) sex. age. cdueati,," lelel. Cllm'lll ,,11 ," 1. ,111 e1 

years of se rv ice, Job grades, wok it se lf. pay. promot ions. cOllnr,crs' rcl ali" ll . alld Sll plTI ''' ''" 

against the overa ll job sati sfaction and to determine the e.stent to II hich all Ihe illcicpeilcicill 
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variable taken together could explain the change in the dependent variable (overa ll ,ob 

satisfact ion).the most important result in this anal ys is was the one indicated in tahle- .111 

which indicate the coefficient of multiple determination which is commonl) identilied h\ R: 

that shows how much of the variance in the dependent var iable is exp lained by the Illodel. 

The coeffic ient of multiple determination .is 0.351 while R square adjusted .i s equal In il . ' I' 

,therefore,3S.1 % of the variance can be accounted for hy dcmograrh ic . and nrgilll if;n inn;l l 

factors(work itself, pay, proillotion. coworkers relation. supe rvision) uKluded in Ihi, "llLh 

.However 64.9 % of the variance in job satisfaction ma) be explained h\ fiICI<>r, n"l 

considered in this study. 

Table 30: Summary, model of Ihe regression (lI1a~)'sis 

Model 
R R Square Adjusted R Squar<' I 

0.592(a) 0.35 ) 0.3 1 :' 
L... ___ 

a Predictors: (Constant), Coworker Relation. current sa lar, . Sc.\. Salar\ . sen IC,' \ ,·ar,. VI > .rk 

Itself, levels of education, Supervisory. Job Grade. Promotions. Age 

To assess the statistical significance of the above result it is mandatory to look in the table­

labeled ANOYA that is found along with the results of the Illultiple regress ion analysis. thus 

as indicated in table 31 and ev ident from (F8. 212 = 10.002. P< 0.05) the Illultiple regress ion 

models fit to/s ignificantly explain some part of the dependent va riahle using the indepenuent 

variable as p <0.05 

Table 31. Summary of ANOVA resullingfrom Ihe .\"Ialldard mulliple re~re\si,," (/lIIlil'li\ 

Model df F Sig. 

I 8 10002 OOOO(a) 

204 

212 
.-

a. Predictors: (Constant), Extrinsic Factors. levels of education. Se.\. serv ice vea rs. Jllh (iracie . 

Intrinsic Factors, current salary. Age 

b Dependent Variable: Overall Satisfaction 

Thus the model of regression analysis signifi cant ly depicts the relationship hel\le,'" th,' 

dependent and the independent variables. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMM EN DATIO N 

This section of the thesis deals with the summary or th e major findin gs or till' stulh Il"",,1 "" Ihc' 

major findin gs of the study. conclusions we re drawn based on thc' nhtained resulh '" HI 

recommendations for future resea rch that may be o f worth were put I()rlh . 

5.1 Summary of the research findings 

The main purpose of the study was to assess factors aff'cctingjob sat isfaction amo ng Slalr 

members of AAU. 

To meet the above objectives the study was guided by the 1'0110\\ ing nasic '1uc'sl i(>ns , 

I. What is the overall leve l of job satisfac ti on and satisfacti(>n \\ ith \\lIrk il>el l, 

promotion, pay, and supervision and coworkers relati ons" 

2. Is there a significant relationship betwee n th e nature of the joh. pa). supervi sion. 

promot ion, and co-workers with overa ll job sati sfaction amongst the Adminis trati \L' 

staffs' members of Addis Ababa Un ive rsity? 

3. Is there a signifi cant re lationship between in trinsic categorie" cltld l'\lrill \ ic (; l tq.~ (l r i l" 

of job sat isfaction factors wi th ove rall job sa tisfaction among Ihl' '\dl1l ll llslr'illl c' 

staffs member of Add is Ababa Uni vers ity" 

4. Is there significant difference among the administrat ive stair memhers' loh 

satisfaction when com pared by their Personal factors as sex. age. I: ducational kId 

current sa lary, years of service and job grades~ 

5, What are the greatest predictors of job satisfaction and can Herzberg ( 1966) dualitl 

theory of intrinsic and extrin sic facto rs be verilled in th e l' thi "l'ian highc'r edllc;ill" n 

context? 

6. Do the demographic variab les of sex. age . educat ion leI d. Cll rre11 t sa lar). and "';II 'S "I 

service, Job grades, and organi zat ional fac tors (wok it self. pal, prllm(>l i"ns, 

coworkers' relation , and superv ision) factors significantly explain the varianl'l' in Ihl' 

overa ll job satisfact ion amongst employees or Addis Ababa Univcrsity'.' 

Accordingly, the major findin gs of the ana lysis made were organi zed here under, 
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I. The overal l job satisfact ion of the adm ini strative staffs of Addi s Ababa Univcrsit, \\a s 

measured and found to be a moderllte (Mean=3.2469) one. Sati sl'actinn in relali(1n . \\ ilh 

the work itse lf, promotion, pay, supervision. cowork ers relal ion in AA 1' \\erl' llleaSlIlnl 

using a five point ticker! sca les quest ioner (modi ti ed job desc riptive indC\) As lilr '" 

sati sfaction with the nature of th e work itse lf. proilloti on opportuni lie s. pa' . nalure «I 

supervi sion and coworkers relations are conce rn ed th e lindin!!s indica ted Ihe cum'll l 

degree of sati sfaction with respect to these factors were I'ound to be as follows: 

Satisfaction with the work itself (Mean=2.7 17) = Moderate 

Satisfaction with promotion opportunities (Mean=2.3848) = 1.0\, 

Satisfaction with the factor pay (Mean= 1. 7(91) = Low 

Satisfaction with nature of supervi sion (Mean= 2.7066) =Moderatc 

Satisfaction with coworkers relation « Mean=3.9750) =High 

2. As indicated by the Pearson corre lat ion coefficient indica tes pav(r=O . .lII) is signilicanlh 

related with the overa ll job sat isfaction at 0.01 leve l of significance and th e stre ngth 01' 

relationship was medium and positive one, Similarly Superv ision(r=0.300. p<O.O I) 

sign ificant ly related with the overall job sati sfaction. The strength of relationship \\ ,1\ a 

medium one and positi ve. Co-work ers re lation was also positive l, Cf1rrclated \\ IIh 11ll' 

overall job sati sfaction (r=0.240, P<O.O I) at 0.0 I level of signilicancc and rated a, ,n1<11 1 

level of correlat ion. The work it se lf was found to be the posi tivel, correlated II' lI ell; . 

p<O.OI) at 0.01 leve l of sign ifi cance wi th the overa llj oh sati s lilctio n and rated a., Slllall 

level of corre lation. Finally. the factor promotion was IOli lld \(l pos iti ve h C<lrrelaled \\ ilh 

the overall job satisfaction(r=0.1 71. P<0.05) at 0.05 level of signili cancc and ratl'd as 

small level of corre lation. 

3. The intrinsic variable coefficient of correlation found to he r=0.:'0911'1111111 iI' I'C'/ IIf 

correlation) and it is posi ti ve ly correlated with the over all jon sati slilct i"n ,, 'herl' <I' Ih,' 

extrinsic factor coeffic ient of co rrelation foun d to be r~ O . 343 (Medilll/l /('1'('/ of 

correiatioll). In other words the two va riable ha ve a stati sti cal Is signi licant re lat in n,hil' 

wi th the over all job sati sfaction as p< 0.05 

4. Comparing job satisfaction based on personal factors Job Slitis/ilclion difference 

between male andfemale, 

The overall job sati sfaction was fOllnd to be signifi ca ntl y differen t het"ccn male 

(Mean=3.2469) and females (Mean=3.4263). P<O.05.ho\\ cver th ere Ila, IH 1 Slgnll;""'1 

difference in sati sfacti on in relati on to pa). \,\or~ ilsl'IL prnllln\ln ll . L"(l \\ \\ r~\..T". 

supervIs ion , 



Job Sati.lfaction differellces amllllK aKe Kroll!'.\' 

The research finding indicated that there were statis ti ca l I, signi fi canl dirterL'ncL' in r,'f"III'n 

with sati sfacti on with the work it se lf (nature of' Ihe job). promotions. qlf'L'I'\ iSion and Ill,' 

overall job satisfaction as p values< 0.05. However sati sfaction \\i th pa, and Cll\\(lI'ker', 

relation was not significantly different among the different age groups. 

Job Satb,factioll differences amollg Educational levels 

The finding of the study indicated that there was a stati sti call, signifi canl difference ill Ill,' 

mean satisfaction score with the work itself and the (}\'rroll joh saf is/a('''"" '"l1Pll g IflL' 

different educati onal levels. However no stat istica lly sign ifi ca nt di rkrenee \\ere ickillif i,'" ill 

relation with sat isfaction wi th promotions, pay. supervis ion, and CO\\'"'ker, reialillil '"l1 ,lI'g 

employees of different educational qualifications. 

Job sati sfacti on and 

Job Satisfaction differences among cllrrent salaries 

There is significant difference in sat isfacti on with the \\'ork itse lf ho\\clcr there i, 11" 

significant difference in the overall job , sat isfac ti on and \\ ith olher dill1eIlSi,"" "I' I"" 
sati sfacti on based on current sa lari es. 

Job satisfactioll differences and years of service 

The findings of the study indicated that there was a statistica ll y significant di rt ere ll ce in the 

employees' overall job sati sfaction among employees of di rrerent e"per ientes. 

Job satisfaction and job grades 

The finding indicated that there was statistically signifi cant difference between the dinerent 

job grades in relation with sati sfact ion wi th work itself. promotional oppo rt unities. pa ,. 

supervision ,However there was not sign ificant difference among the di fferent inh ~ra(k , II I 

relation with sati sfaction with coworkers and overall job satisract ion . 

Considering sati sfaction with the work itse lf (nature or the joh) the findin g indicaled thai 

employees working in the job grades or Administrafil'e serl'i('cs shn\\ Ihe highest sati,filctl"n 

mean score followed by the professionals. On the other hand as fa r as sat isfaction \\ ith Ih L' 

promot ion opportunities are concerned staff members working in the ,i on graues " I' 

Administrative service showed th e highest sati sfac ti on mea "Cl1rc alld ti,lhl\\l'd 11 ~ Ilh' 

professionals. 

5. Pay was fo und to be the greatest predictor/determ inant of ,inn sati , tilLlilln ·\"d Ihl' 

contrary to what Herzbeg the extrinsic factors we re fo und to ne significan t deterllllna" is 

of job sati sfact ion that is being experienced by the stafr members or /\ /\ l ' . 
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6. As the finding from the coeffi cient of multi ple determination indicates thar 35 .1 0." "I' Ih,' 

variance could be accounted for by demographic. and organizational faClOrS (,\o(,rk il self'. 

pay, promotion , coworkers relation, supervision) inclu ded in thi s stud y more over the 

find ing indicates that the result was stati stica ll y signi li can t as( F8. 2 I 2~ I 0.002. P< 0.0') 

5.2 Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the stud y th e foll owing conclusions we re dra\l n: 

I. The general aspect (overall job sati sfact ion) among the stafTlll emilers (If AA I " 

found to be a moderate one. 

As far as dimensions of job sati sfact ion are conce rn ed the lowest degree of 

sati sfaction among th e staff members of AAU emanates fi'om paj and Opr(lrlunilie, 

for promotions. Employees' sati sfac ti on in relation wi th W(l rk itsell ' Inal ure "I' Ih,' 

job) and supervision were found to be moderate one. The onl: uClerminanl, (\1 1" [' 

satisfacti on that employees were found to be sati sfied high "as co wo rkers relali"n . 

2. The factor the work itse lf (nature of th e job). pay. promotion. sU[Jerv isi(ln CIIlU 

coworker relation was signifi ca ntl y relationship wi lh the ove rall (general) as[Jeel "I' 

job sati sfaction among the staff members of AAU. And pay had thc highesl 

correlation with the overa ll job sati sfact ion . 

3. Among the staff members of AAU. the intrinsic factors (\lor/'; iiself'. "[Jr,'rluni li," j, ,,' 

promotions) and extrinsic factors (pay. cowo rk er relalion and "'ren I.,i""j .I re 

significantly correlated with the ove rall job Sati sl'lc ti on. I l'lII l'\ ,'I' 11ll' "'Irill,i, ,'n," 

are more significantly related with th e ove rall job sa tis"lC tin n 

4. The following conc lusions we re drawn based on the fi ndings "". the j()urlh rc,eilreh 

question. 

I. There is significant difference between male and female employees in relation 

with the overall job sati sfaction. 

II. There were significant differences in relat ion wi th sa ti sfaction ,., ilh Ihe \I ,' rk il 

se lf (nature of the job), promotions. superv ision and the ove ra II .ioh Sill i s tilel i(\n 

among age groups of the sta ff members of AAU. 11 011 cver the rc \las n(\ 

sati sfaction difference with pay and Cowo rker s relati on. 

III. As far as leve ls of ed ucati on was concerned it can he conc ludeu Ihal Ihere '"'' .I 

statist ically sign ificant difference in th e mean sa li slaClion score ,-\ ith Ihe "",.k 

ilselfand the overall job sGli.ljacliol1 amo ng the differenl educat;onallcl'L'ls . 
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IV . Based on the findings of the st udy it can be conclude that there is sign il'Ica11t 

difference in satisfaction with the wo rk itse lf among th e stalT hascd "n their 

difference in their current sa laries. 

V. The overall job sati sfaction is signincantl y dilTere nt anlllllg starr Ills'lllhel' \\ IliI 

di ffe rent years of experiences. 

VI. Based on the findin gs of the study it can be concl uded that Sa ti slac ti " n in re lali <1n 

with work itse lf, promotional opportuniti es. pay. superV ISion was sign ilican tl\ 

different among the four job grades. 

VII. Employees working in the job grades of Adminislralive services and prolcssillnlll 

are more sati sfied with the work th ey are workin g th an Ihe .\('1111 /"'11 1",.1."II Ii/I "n" 

clerical services. 

5. Currently pay was found to be the most signilica nt dClenllining 1~\(I()r Ill" lhl' \\ \L'r;dl 

job satisfaction among the staff mem bers of AA IJ. I.eve ls 0 1' educalion ale in\ l'I""" 
related with the overall job sati sfacti on of employees. As cmplmees' 1e1l'1, <1 1 

education got higher, the overall job sati slacti on of employees dec reascs am<1ng Ih,' 

staff members of AAU, Supervi sion and coworkers relation we re also signili ca nl 

determining factor of job satisfaction. Contrary to what Herzberg( 1959) proposed. th,' 

findings of the current study ind icates that th c cx trinsic IilCh)r, \\el,' 1<),",,1 '" 

predominantly influence the leve l of sat isfac ti on expcrienced h\ stall Illcmhel, 1,1 

AAU. 

6. All the variables included in the study both the demographic (sex, Age. le vel s "I' 

education, current sa lary, years of serv ice. job grades) and orga ni za tional lact"I' 

(work itse lf, promoti ons, pay, supervision and coworker rel ati on) exp lain 35 .1 %ofthe 

variability in the overall job satisfacti on among the Admini strati ve stafrs o J' l\A I ' 

Other variables which are not included in this study accoun ts J(,r 64 .9 °'0 \ ariahtlil\ in 

the overa ll job sati sfaction. In oth er wo rd s all independent \ anahk, inclLlLicLi ill 111 " 

study could ex pl ain sign ifi can t amount or sa ti slilCti (ln expcrienccd h\ 11ll' 'l;'t'i 

members . 
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5.3. Recommendations 

I. The Overa ll job sati sfac ti on of amo ng the admi ni strati ve stalh " f .'\dd" "' hah" 

Uni versity was fo und to be a moderate onc . In order to imp,..l\e th i, , 'nilC"il\ Ill'cd 

to conduct job sati sfaction survey in co llaboration II it h o nicc (I f " ice prl', idl'n l li' r 

Business and Development offi ce of the university. 

As far as determinants of job satisfaction are conce rned lI'ork il se/l SIi/lelTisioll \\ere 

fo un d to be a moderate one (level of satisfaction). thi s indicates that slafT memhers "I' 

AAU were not high ly sat isfied with the na ture of' the ir joh. TlllI ' a 1,,1 re",,,ill ' 10 ' 

im prove the sat isfy ing nat ure of the job. The strateg ic o nice and " Ih er IlI~hl'r 

governing body of the uni versi ty should undertake .job ana" sis (\ 11 c(1ll1inu(1u, h;I'" 

Regarding sati sfacti on with the nature of supervi sion. stalT memhers indica ll'd Ih;n 

they were not highly sati sfied. The uni versity could il11p rove thi s. lor ins tallcc h\ 

introduc ing participatory plan ning and deci sion making. Th is could be di scharge h\ 

Instituting two way cOl11l11u nications across subordinates and supervi sors are another 

recol11l11endable way of allev iati ng supervisory problem and could he execuled h\ 

the Human resource Director Office and strateg ic and changL' Managl.'lllCIlI (l lrl el,: pi 

the universi ty. 

2. Pay adl11 in istrat ion in AA U shou ld fit el11ployee' s expectations. Ifel11pl""T ' Il-l' llh,n 

they were unfairl y treated by the pay systel11 o f AA LJ. Ihel ma\ hri ng ul1dl',i r"hk 

behaviors in to their work senings, such as absentee isl11. refrain in g themse lves rr" m 

exerting their l11 axi l11ul11 efforts. More over the poor l11anagement of el11p lLl) ecs' pal 

systel11 with in the univers ity have its own repercussions. such as turnovc r. poor Ie\ cis 

of perform ances and severe absenteeism. Thi s is supported h~ lar i" us 'Tse;mh 

findings by (Law ler, E.E &Porter L. W. 1967) indicating. Ihere nisi' a rcial '(1,,,llI!, 

between job sat isfacti on and job perforl11ancc. An el11pl"l ec \\ ill npeel 1(1 he 

rewarded accordi ngly and equ itab le recogni zed lor hi s outstand in g cI'Il,rt S and 

perforl11ance, both intrinsica lly and extrinsica lly. Var ious result conlirm Ih"t 

employees' dissatisfaction will lead to Absentee ism. these resea rchcs revea led an 

inverse re lati onship between levels of job sat isfac tion and Absenteeism. (1.lIthans 

(1989). A nUl11ber of studi es sUppO l1 th e view that turn ove r is in verse " related \(I 1\lh 

sat isfaction as confirmed by Gr iffo n. Hand. Mcg li no & Mnhelc\ ( 1\) 79) In ;Idcl il,, '" 

to these rece nt studies such as conducted b: French (~Illl ~ I indic:lled Ih:1I a IlI ~h 

employee turnover is often prevalent in an environment \\hl'I\.' <.' lllpl il~L'l·'" art".' hi~hl~ 
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dissati sfied. Employees lacking job sati sfaction olicn lend tll II ithd"", fr" l11 ,il ll ill''''h 

and environments as a means of dea ling wi th their dissati sfac li on . 

based on the preced ing fact s it sound fair to recommend thai II il h Ihe (ll llah" ra li"n " I' 

Government ,President offi ce of the uni versity and HRM onice "f lhe univcrsill Ihc 

current pay system should incorporate fa ir and scient ific proced llres and policies. Thc 

Promotion procedures shoul d also incorporate a scient ifi c eval uat ion of perl" ,.,mlnee, 

for instance incorporating all round ed evaluation syslem (JoO dcg ree) rerli ' rllliln,·,· 

appra isa l th rough wh ich an employee would get the chance 10 Cla IU<lIC hinh cll alld I" 

be eva luated by hi s supervi sor. subordinates thi s can be discha rged ancl f(,II,nlcd I" 

the HRM office of the uni versity . The promotion polic) and procedurcs sh" ulcl al s(1 

a llow modifications and improvements. 

3. The relationship of both the intrinsic (work itse lf. promotions) and ex trin sic lill' l() rs 

(pay, coworkers relati on, superv ision) we re significantly cm rclated II il h Ihe ,"crall 

job sati sfaction. however th e strength of correlation of Ihe f('rllll'r i, 'illall "il,' II h"I\' 

as medium level of corre lati on was fou nd between the extrinsic 1 ~ll' I {) f' .. and Ihl' tl\cral l 

job satisfaction. It can thus be said that the e.\tr insic lactors Ira l. ((lll(lr"er, rel 'III''Il. 

supervision) are more co nn ected with the ove rall job sali, lilCli(ln " f Ihc 

Admi ni strative employees of Addi s Ababa university . Thus. il can he rewllllllenlkd 

that assessment should be carried out through conducting exp loralory slUeI ) th ai 

incorporate factors not included in thi s study and a llocating proper budget trom Ihe 

internal revenue of the university. Thus such efforts may he lp the II RM rractilioner, 

of the university identify factors that help to improV\' qua l ill () f I\( 'r" li tC "I" Ih,' , Iall 

members. 

4. In general aspect of sati sfac ti on (the overall job saii sfaCli()n)l :elllak l'IllI'I ,,""" lIa, 

fou nd to be more sati sfied than their male coun ter part s. II is illlreralill' f( 'r Ih c 

university to have a hi gh level of employee sa li sfaclion regardless 0 1' Ihcir 'C\ h'r 

thi s end the human resource di rector office of the un iversit) shoul d trl to ga ther 

informati on fro m male employees. For instance by preparing suggesti on 0(1."'5. 

The HRMD and the strategic office should adj usl or create .jnl" Ii, r \( ll lll~ "Illt'I",c," 

that all ow autonom y on job. task variety and re sr (1 lhihilil \ . 1'111 , «'11 111 hI' 

accomplished for instance by ass igning younger cmpI0:l'L' \ ill ;1 hi gher 1(lh P(l'd l lllll 

for some period of lime and all owing them to work in that sr~( i l i c r (1, il i(1n alk r 1111'1 

develop their sk ill s there. 



Based on the comparison of employee sati sfaction in relal io n II ith the nature PI' 

supervi sion considering different age groups indi cated that oldcr el11ployee, recl hetter 

and were found to be more sat isfied with the prevai ling superv ision than ,,'unger 

el11ployees (specifica ll y emp loyees with in th e age range hetlleen c6--,' Ic'ill'q I hi, 

might emanate from the idea that supervision is a function nf Illore age III \\ 111\..'1"11 

Cons idering their potential prolonged se rvices the Ii RM policie, ' lilel 1""Pl:L"<ILlrc" 

should be appealing foe the youth as we ll. In this regard th e IIR M l>l'licc' IlllIuld takc' 

the lead in checking whether the policies are merit based and properh ")lIpI\L'd 

through reviewing reports and taking care or gr ievances. 

Employees with job grades of semi profess ionals and cleri ca l se rvices were f(Hlnd to 

show low leve l or job sati sfacti on in relati on to the work it self. 11 (\lleler elllpll)\ CC' 

working in the job grade of Administrative serv ice and prolCss iona l se rl icc' had hi~h 

satisfaction in relation with the wo rk itse lf. Thus, th e later tll O groups eniol the nalLlrc' 

of job they are doing, on the contrary the former tll O groups found their iph 

monotonous, lacking task variety and 111 0notonous and tedious one . Thul. il " 

recommended that the HRM office shou ld work on creati ng joh va rictl and 10 

improve employee's autonomy on their jobs through contacting the Fth iopian 

Management inst itutes. 

5. It was found that pay is the most signi fi cant deterl11inanls prediclor "rj"h I"I"raCII"" 

among the staff members of job sat isfacti on. Thus. as pay changes signilicant <tIllPUI11 

of employee job satisfaction would change. On th e other hand the leve l llrsatis lilCli,'n 

in relation with pay indicates low degree or sa ti slacti on. lium an RC SnUITL' 

Management Director Office of AAU should work together to creale a f'lirh 

rewarding pay system by benchmarking the practices or the sil11i1ar institutes bUI Ilit h 

good administration and repl icating best prac tices in AAU. On the othe r hand ,,'cliL'n 

heads, supervisors should facilitate employees to ha ve par timc job" ilh in .\ '\ 1' I hi, 

would create an additional source or income and could reuucl' 'ta lr Illc'll1hc'l'" 

d i ssat isfact ions. 

As the findings of the study indicates that leve ls of education had an inle rse rcla lipn,hil' "ilh 

the ove rall job Satisfaction. It means as employees' leve l or educa tion increa,cs their kl c'l "I 

satisfaction wo uld diminish in paraliel. This di ssatisfaction l11ay emana te from the idea that 

employees could have not been assigned based on their educa tional leve ls. Thus it ,hll"l<I hc' 



recommended that the HRM offi ce should ass ign employees to the job th at fit s th eir level> 01' 

educat ion, 

The findings of the study indicate that extrinsic factors were round to hc the 111, ,,t sigll iticallt 

factor of the overall job sati sfacti on, It means that th ese lac tors have stro ng p(mcr t,l a lt er the 

degree of sat isfaction experienced by the staff members of IVd l , Thus, it ""u ILi he 

recol11m ended that the HRM practitioners of AAU need to vigil ant cnough to eu rn Illan\ "I' 

th e dissati sfacti on that might have been ari sen, 



Recommendations for future studies 

It is hoped that the barrier to the Administrative em ployees' joh sa ti s/'lcti(lll arc /i' lIlld III tillS 

research can contribute to a great extent to improve the level o f' I'll'll i emplr1\ees as ''''II '" 

academic education in Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia. It is the desire "I't hl' s(lc ietl that 

the faculty members are to give such input those can make them happy as well as sa ti slkd . 

This satisfaction will then be infused to the students and ne xt to the natioll. The lilldill~s 

reported in thi s study make valuable contribution to the alsarelless 01' u lld erstalllll1l ~ the 

concept of job sati sfaction and the effect of intrinsic and ext rinsic "lctors 0 11 joh sati,l:lll i"ll 

This was only a survey quantitative research. so a future qualitative stuLlI II ith ill-LIepth 

interviews should be carried out to gain deeper understandings about job satis /'lct ion (l lthL' 

staff. It is strongly recommended that further studies should be taken by incorporating the 

contractual employees and employees working in the two job grades that ha vc not bcen 

included in to the current study. 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIOURAL STUDIES 

Department of Educational planning and Management 

Dear respondents this is a job satisfaction questioner to be filled by 

employees of Addis Ababa University Administra tive staffs. The purpose of 

this questionnaire is to assess factors a ffectin g the overall job satisfaction of 

the Non Academic employees of the university . Below listed factors that may 

relate to the level of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction that you find in your 

job. Your coopera tion in filling out this questioner honestly is important to 

the achievem ent of the objectives of the research. Da ta collected are kept 

confidential and used only for Academic purposes. Thank You in Advance 

for Your Time and appreciate your honest and thoughtful responses. 

Part I-Demographic data 

1, Gender 

MaleC] FemaleD 

2, Age 
< 25years c:::=J 

26-35 years D 
36-45 years 

> 45 years 

3, Educational levels 

Secondary Completec:::=J 

Certificate (10 +1&2) c:::=J 

Diploma 10+3 D 

D 
D 

College Diploma D 

BAjBSCjBED D 

MA j MSCjMED D 



4, Salary 

Birr357-600 CJ 
Birr 601-884 CJ 
Birr 885-1168 CJ 

Birr1169-1452 D 
Birr> 1452 CJ 

5, Total years of service at AAU 

0-5 years CJ 
6- IO years CJ 

11-20 years CJ 
2 1-30 years CJ 

6, Current job grade /level 

Clerical & fiscal servicesjl-4th level 

Clerical & fiscal servicesj 5-8th level 

Clerical & fiscal servicesj9-12th level 

Semi professionals j I_4th level 

Semi professionals j 5-8th level 

Semi professionalsj9-12th level 

Administrative servicesj 1-3rd level 

Administrative servicesj 4-6 th level 

Administrative servicesj7-9th level 

Professional servicesj 1-3 rd level 

Professional service j 4-6th level 

Professional service j7 _9th level 

D 
D 
D 

above 30years D 



i 
i I 
i NSTRUCTION: Plea se indicate you r leve l o f j o b bati s faction with each of the 

fo llowing s ta te m ents by p u t ting a thick ""mark oh o ne of the options given. 
i ! 

The scale u sed to measure sati sfaction ranges from 1 to 5 represen ting : 

1= "very d issatisfi ed " (VD); 2 = "dissatis fied" (D ); 3 = "indiffe r e n t" (I ); 

4 ="Satis fi ed"(s), 5 = very satis fied (vs .) 

1 work itself 1 2 3 
VD D I 

1. 1. 1 he availa bility of clear instru ctions for 

your job 

1.2. The extent to wh ich your curren t job 

gives a feeling of accomplishments 

1.3 . The exten t to which your current job I 

I provides opportunities for learning I i 
1.4. Level of person al interest towards your 

work and you r satisfaction in this regard. 

1.5 The degree to which your skills and 

a bilities are utilized 

1.6 Adequ acy of working equipment 

1.7. The amou nt of flex ibility and freedom 

tha t you r current job al lows . 

1.8 The amount of work you are given to do , 

whether too mu ch too little, the way you 
, 

feel abou tit. , 

I 

1.9 Variety in you r job responsibiliti es I 
1. 10 My cu rrent job meets my pre I 

employment expectations. r 
I 

1.11 The challenging na ture of your work. i I ; 

1. 12 The way you fee l a bou t the crcati,·ity , 

that your current wo rk al lows . , 

4 
S 

! 
I 
; 

I , 

I 

I 

5 
VS 



1 2 3 4 5, 
2 I 

pay VD D I S V$ 
; 

2.1 Methods to determine salary increment. 

2.2. Range of salaries paid to your section or 

department 

2.3. Top salary available to your sections 

compared to other S l ctions. 

2.4. Salary being paid compared to your job 

level in your organization 

2.4. Chances to earn additional income on 

your specific job. 
I 

2.5. The way you feel regarding pay I 
I I 

incentives in your organization and its I , 
motivation 

2.6. performance is adequately rewarded 

2.7. pay incentives are merit based 

2.8. The amount of pay in relation with the 
I 

work you do. 

2.9. The amount of pay in relation with s tress 

and strain of your job. 

2.10. All necessary fringe benefits are provided 

in you r organ ization(e.g. Health and 

allowances) 

2. 11. There are adequate financial rewards fo r I 
th ose who work in the unive rs ity. 

2.12. My organization has an appropriate 

salary scale I 
2.13. Fringe benefi ts are fai rly a dministered I 
2.14. pay is fair compared with colleagues in I 

, 
I 

your organ ization 
I 

I I 

I I I 
I 



I 
I I i 

3 Prom~tion opportunities 
1 2 13 4 5 

i VD D 1 S VS 
3.1. Opportunitie~ for increased I 

I , , 
responsibilities (advancements). , 

3.2. Opportunities: provided for promotion 

compared with other organization. 

3.3. Opportunities for profession al growth 

through training in order to help 

employee get a better position. 

3.4. Procedures used to select administrative 

positions. 

3.5 Opportunity to objectively evaluate your 

accomplishments . 

3.6. Promotional opportunities are not limited 

and fairly adequate in this organization 

3.7. My organization has clear and fair 

promotion policies and strategies 

3.8. My organization put the right person on 

the right position. 

3.9. The requirements are attainable 

3.10. My organization gives proper attention to 

staff complaints and grievances in I 

relation to how the promotion 

procedures. 

3.11. The promotion committees in the central 

human resource management office are I 

transparent 

3.12. Your knowledge regard ing the policies, 

procedures and regulations of promotion. 

3.13. The way you feel regarding how 
, 

employees treated fa irly concerning the , 

promotion 
I - ._-



4 
I 

SUPi'rvision 
1 1 2 3 4 5 
VD D II S VS , 

4.l. level of understanding between you and 

you r su pervlsor 

4.2. Day to day supervision given by your 

supervisor. 

4.3. Personal encouragement given by your 

su pervisor. 

4.4. Willingness of su pervisor to delegate 

authority. 

4.5. Ability of superviso r to sen se othe r 's 

needs 

4.6 . consistency of supervisory respon ses 

4.7. Training Offered by your supervisor. 

4.8. Inform ation you rece ive on issu es that 

ma tter. 

4.9. My supervisor being u p-to-date and well 

informed. 

4.10. The degree to which you perceive you r 

supervisor to be a fast decision maker. 

4.11. Flexibility in decision m aking observed 

from your immediate superviso r. 

4.12. The degree of poli teness of my 

supervisor to subord ina tes . 

4.13. The feed back you rece ive from my 

supervisor is useful. 

4.14. My supervisor a ccu rately evaluates my 

pe rformance. 

4 . 15. My supervisor watches my work 

more closely than that of othe rs with 

s im ilar expe rie nces. 

4. 16. My su pervisor is avai lable when needed. 

4. 17. My supervisor gives me the opportunity 

to parti e i pa te in im porta n t deei sion 



I 
4.1~. , 

i 

4 . 19. 
I 
I 

4.20. 

5 

5.1 

5.2. 

5.3. 

5.4. 

5.5. 

5.6. 

5.7. 

5.8. 

5.9. 

5.10. 

5.11. 

5 . 12. 

5 .13. 

5.14. 

5.15. 

5.16. 

making and goal settings. 

communication between me and my 

supervisor 

My immediate supervisor provides me 

timely feedb ack. 

Your su pervisor s kill accomplishing his 

tasks. 

Co workers relation 

friendliness of coworkers 

Cooperation shown by coworkers. 

cooperation from sections/departments 

" I 

, 
I 

Quality of interactions among employees 

in your section 

job related relationship 

job related personal relations hip 

Overall relationship within the university 

th e extent to which your co-workers are 

competent 

the relationship you have with other people 

at work 

People working with me are motivating 

people working with me are boarding 

My coworkers are slow in accomplishing 

tasks. 

People working with me are responsible. 

The people whom I'm wo rki ng with posses 

little educational attainments. 

The nature of rel ationship with other 

employees permits little privacy. 

The people whom I'm working with are very 

willing to share job burdens. 

I , 

1 2 3 4 5 
Vl.J D I S VS 

I 

I 



i " 
I 

! 

6. Overall job satisfaction I 1 2 3 4 5 

VD D I S VS 

1. Satisfaction with curren t j ob in general I 

2. Attitude towards the current job in general , 

3. Enjoyment inhere n t to working in your 

organization 

4. Exten t to which this job fits in your own 

personal needs. 

5 . Considering all aspects of you r job indicate 

your overall level of job satisfaction. 



Sclleffpost- flOc tests conducted to identifv job satisfaction differen ce based on some 
demographic factors 

ScITe.fle post I/Oc I e!}"!, .H1li~j('Cli()11 level differellce lfmong Age~' oj employees 

Dependent ( I) Age (J) Age Mean Sig. 95(10 Confidence 
Va riable Difference (I-J) Int cr"~ll 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

\Vork >45 >45 
-064763(') .000 -1.0707 -.2245 

Itse lf 
26-35 26-35 0.64763(') .000 .2245 1.0707 
>45 >45 

Promotions 
-044101(') .024 -.8411 -.0409 

26-35 26-35 044101 (') .024 .0409 .8411 
Supervision >45 >45 -060836(') .001 -1 .0192 -.1975 

26-35 26-35 060836(') .001 .1975 1.0192 
Overall < 25 

-045304 .842 
Satisfacli on 

-1 .8548 .9487 

36-45 36-45 -055825(') .014 -1.0367 -.0798 
26-35 055825(') .014 .0798 1.0367 

The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level. 

Scl/eITe post 11oc te.\'I, s(fli.~filctioll level d~ffel'ellce amollg levels () f Education of employees 

Dependenl (I) le vels of (J) le ve ls of !\llean Sig, 95% Confide li ce 
Va riahle CdUClll ioll education Difference- (I-J) Interval 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

\Vorl.; TVET Diploma BA/BE/BSe 
-49509(') .039 -.9762 -01 40 

It se lf Holders 
MAiME/MSe -1 .28171(') .048 -.0067 
Holders 2.5567 

BA/BE/BSe TVET Diploma 49509(') .039 0140 .9762 Holders 
MAiME/MSe TVET Diploma 

1.28171(') .048 0067 2.5567 Holders 
Overa ll 12th complete BA/BE/BSe 

Satisfaction Holders 
1.27778(') .033 .0574 24981 

TVET Diploma BA/BE/BSe 
.82500(') .001 .2153 14347 Holders 

BAiBE/BSe 
univers ity/college Holders .81739(') .004 .1707 14641 
Diploma 
BA/BE/BSe 12th complete 

-1.27778(') .033 
-

-.0574 Holders 24981 
TVET Diploma 

-.82500(') .001 
-

-.2153 
1.4347 

university/college 
-.81739(') .004 -.1707 Diploma 1.4641 . The mean difference IS significant at the ,05 level. 



Scli e/Te poSl li oc lesl, .Wl li.~lacliolllelJel d({(erellce among dif(erelll .mhIlJI calego ries {~(el11ployee!J' 

Me:t ll 95% Confidence 

Dependen( ( I ) current (J) current Difference Interval 

V.triable sa l:try salary (I-J) Sig. Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

'Vo rk Itse lf 357 -600 >1 452 -.90 112(') .004 -1.6098 -.1925 
601-884 >1452 -.85777(') 000 -1.3535 -. 362 1 
885-1168 >1452 -.80601 (') .000 -1.3087 -.3033 
1169-1452 >1 452 -.50088(') .048 -.9988 -0029 
>1452 357-600 .9011 2(') .004 .1925 1.6098 

601-884 .85777(') .000 .3621 1.3535 
885-1168 .80601 (') .000 .3033 1.3087 
1169-1452 .50088(') .048 .0029 .9988 

Promotio ns 357 -600 >1 452 -.89556(') .002 -1.5705 -.2206 
601-884 >1 452 -.63722(') .002 -1 .1093 -.1651 

>1452 357 -600 .89556(') .002 .2206 1.5705 
60 1-884 .63722(') .002 .1651 1.1093 

IJ:1Y 601-884 >1 452 -.31094(') .037 -.6103 -.0116 
885-1168 >1452 -.32209(') .031 -.6256 -.0186 

>1452 601-884 .31094(') .037 .0116 .6103 
885- 1168 .32209(') .031 .0 186 .6256 

Supervision 601-884 885-1168 -.52538(') .021 -.9998 - 0510 
1169-1452 -.67968(') .001 -1 .1493 -.2101 
>1 452 -.79118(') 000 -1.2763 -.3060 

885-1168 601-884 52538(') .02 1 .0510 .9998 
1169- 601-884 

.67968(') .00 1 .2101 1.1493 1452 
>1452 601-884 .791 18(') .000 .3060 1.2763 

, 
The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level. 

Scll ej/e /loslli oc le.\'I, salis/actioll level dlf/el'ellces among employee!J' willi d({(erelll years of 
service." 

Dependenl (I ) service (J) Mea n Difference (1- Sig. 95% Confid ence 
Va riable YC(l rs service J) itll e l'va l 

years 

Overall 6-10 16-20 
-.65881 (') .024 -1.2620 -0.0556 Satisfaction 

16-20 6-10 65881(') .024 .0556 1.2620 , 
The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level. 



Scheff l11u/li 'l/e comparisons amollg differelll job amde levels.lpost hoc test 
95% Confidence 

Mean Interval 
Dependent (I) Job Grade (J) Job Grade Difference (I-J) Si9· Lower Upper 

variable Bound Bound 
Work Itself 

Administrative clerical services 1-4 
servicel -3 1.53517(") .005 .2299 2.8405 

clerical services5-8 
1.32656(') .025 .0738 2.5793 

clerical services9-12 1.24177(") .022 .0806 2.4029 

semi professional science services 1-4 1.37716(') .026 .0719 2.6825 

semi orofessional science services5-8 1 29809( ' ) .011 .1370 2.4592 
Administra tive clerical services1 -4 
service4-6 2.03328(') .000 .8477 3.2189 

clerical services5-B 
1.82466(' ) .000 6972 2.9521 

clerical services9-12 1.73987(") .000 .7151 2.7646 

semi professional science services 1-4 1.87527(') .000 .6897 3.0609 

semi professional science servicesS-8 1.79620(') 000 .7715 2.8209 

semi professional science services9-12 1.43280(') .000 .3645 2.5011 

Administrative clerical services 1-4 
science service6-9 1.69763(') .000 .5547 2.8405 

clerical services5-8 
148901(') .000 .4065 2.57 15 

clerical services9-12 
1.40422(') .000 .4292 2.3793 

semi professional science services1 -4 1.53962(') .000 .3967 2.6825 

semi professional science servicesS-8 1.46055(') .000 .4855 2.4356 

semi professional science services9-12 1.09715(') .020 .0764 2.1179 

professional science clerical servicesl -4 
1.46636(") .000 .4140 2.5187 services4-6 

clerical services5-8 1.25774(') .001 .2713 2.2441 

clerical services9-12 1.17295(') .000 .3058 2.0401 

semi professional science services1 -4 
1.30835(') .002 .2560 2.3607 

semi professional science services5-8 1.22928 ' ) .000 .3622 2.0964 
professional science clerical servicesl-4 

2.13997(' ) .000 .8347 3.4453 services 7-9 
clerical services5-8 1.93135(') .000 .6786 3.1841 
clerical services9-12 1.84656(') .000 6854 3.0077 

semi professional science servicesl -4 
1.98196(") .000 .6767 3.2873 

semi professional science services5-8 
1.90289(' ) .000 .7418 3.0640 

semi professional science services9·12 
1.53949(') .001 .3397 2.7393 

Promotions Administrative clerical services 1-4 
1.66250(") .001 .3649 2.9601 service4-6 

clerical services5-8 1.35197(') .016 .11 80 2.5859 
clerica l services9-12 1.1 4293(') .040 .0214 2.2645 

semi professional science services5-8 1.49293(' ) .000 .3714 2.6145 
Administrative science clerical services 1-4 
service6-9 1.72222(") .000 .471 3 2.9731 

I I 



95% Confidence 
Mean Interval 

Dependent (I) Job Grade (J) Job Grade Difference (I·J) Si9· Lower Upper 
variable Bound Bound 

clerical services5-8 1.41170(') .004 .2270 2.5964 

clerical services9-12 
120266(,) .010 .1355 2.2698 

semi professional science services5-8 
155266(,) .000 .4855 2.6198 

semi professional science services9-12 
1.18774(') .024 .0706 2.3049 

professional science clerical services 1-4 1.50000(') .028 .0714 2.9286 services7-9 
semi professional science services5-8 133043(,) .029 .0596 2.6013 

Supervision clerical services9-12 semi professional science services5-8 .66356(') .044 .0068 1.3203 
professional science semi professional science services1-4 
services 1-3 164127(') .022 .1044 3.1781 

semi professional science services5-8 1.64520(') .003 .2781 3.0123 
The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level. 

f)e.H.'riptive slaliMics of employees amollg differelll job gradeS/level.\" 

95% Confidence 
Std. Interval for Mean 

Var iab les N Mean Deviation Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

Wurl. I tse lf clerical services 1·4 14 2.1239 .48635 1.8431 2.4047 
clerical services5·8 19 2.3325 .61933 2.0340 2.6310 
clerical services9-12 46 2.4173 .65232 2.2236 2.6110 
Administrative servicel-3 6 3.6591 .87824 2.7374 4.5807 
Administrative service4-6 8 4.1572 .69631 3.5751 4.7393 
Administrative science 
service6-9 9 3.8215 .41608 3.5017 4.1414 

semi professional science 
services 1-4 14 2.2819 .40019 2.0509 2.5130 

semi professional science 
services5·8 46 2.3610 .66102 2.1647 2.5573 

semi professional science 
services9-12 29 2.7244 .51774 2.5275 2.9213 

professional science 
services 1-3 4 3.6250 .25000 3.2272 4.0228 

professional science 
services4-6 12 3.5903 .50435 3.2698 3.9107 

professional science 
services 7-9 6 4.2639 .48995 3.7497 4.7781 

Total 213 2.7117 .84464 2.5976 2.8257 
I' I"O IliOliOIl S clerical services 1-4 14 1.8000 .64091 1.4299 2.1701 

clerical services5-8 19 2.1105 .67897 1.7833 2.4378 
clerical services9-12 46 2.3196 .83682 2.0711 2.5681 
Administrative servicel-3 6 30444 .52139 2.4973 3.5916 
Administrative service4-6 8 3.4625 .78729 2.8043 4.1207 
Administrative science 
service6-9 9 3.5222 .50442 3.1345 3.9100 



95% Confidence 
Std. Interval for Mean 

V;tri ables N Mean Deviation Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

semi professional science 
services 1-4 14 2.6357 .76118 2.1962 3.0752 

semi professional science 
services5-8 46 1.9696 .50326 1.8201 2.1190 

semi professional sCience 
services9-12 29 2.3345 .50799 2. 1413 2.5277 

professional science 
services 1-3 4 2.7000 .85245 1.3436 4.0564 

professional science 
services4-6 12 2.7083 .56642 2.3484 3.0682 

professional science 
services 7-9 6 3.3000 .32863 2.9551 3.6449 

Total 213 2.3848 .78552 2.2787 2.4909 

POI)' cler cal services 1-4 14 1.5643 .37746 1.3463 1.7822 

cleri cal services5-8 19 1.6474 .41415 1.4478 1.8470 

clerical services9-12 46 17609 .42451 1.6348 1.8869 
Administrative service1-3 6 1.8333 .62183 1.1808 2.4859 
Administrative service4-6 8 2.1125 .541 00 1.6602 2.5648 

Administrative science 
service6-9 9 1.9556 .39087 1.6551 2.2560 

semi professional science 
services 1-4 14 1.9643 .59305 1.6219 2.3067 

semi professional science 
services5-8 46 1.6370 .38144 1.5237 17502 

semi professional science 
services9-12 29 1.8276 .48099 1.6446 2.0105 

professional science 
services 1-3 4 1.7250 .40311 1.0836 2.3664 

professional science 
services4-6 12 2.1833 .65621 1.7664 2.6003 

professional science 
services 7-9 6 2.4333 .56095 1.8447 3.0220 

Total 213 17991 .48932 1.7330 1.8652 
Superv isioll clerical services 1-4 14 2.4524 .88720 1.9401 2.9646 

clerical services5-8 19 2.4211 .78317 2.0436 2.7985 
clerical services9-12 46 2.9072 .85750 2.6526 3.1619 
Administrative service1 -3 6 3.7778 .79405 2.9445 4.6111 
Administrative service4-6 8 3.3583 .62937 2.8322 3.8845 
Administrative science 
service6-9 9 30370 .67257 2.5201 3.5540 

semi professional science 
services 1-4 14 2.2476 .59996 1.9012 2.5940 

semi professional science 
services5-8 46 2.2437 .57678 2.0724 2.41 50 

semi professional science 
servlces9-12 29 2.5989 .54906 2.3900 2.8077 

professional science 
serv ces1-3 4 3.5333 .19626 3.2210 3.8456 

1"0 



95% Confidence 
Std. Interval for Mean 

Var iables N Mean Deviation Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

proiessional science 
services4·6 12 3.1722 .69716 2.7293 3. 6152 

professional science 
services 7·9 6 38889 .49829 3.3660 4.411 8 

Total 213 2.7066 .81593 2.5964 2.8168 



Job grades of Administrative employees in AAU 

Job Grades- the cla ss ification of job according to what the job needs to be perform ed. the 

educa tional and experience, trainings in a certain area, fi eld. 

The lo ll owing job grade class ifi cation is Ada pted from IOederal Civil Service Agency of 

Ethiopia (CSA)-Proc lamation No. 515/2007 article 94 (3) which is currently used in the 

Addis Aba ba University Human resource office to categories employees in to their 

educat iona l and ex periential profiles against to thei r respect ive salary. 

All job posit ions In an organizat ion whe n c lass ified by the Civil Service Agency shall be 

di stri buted among the fo llowing types of servi ces. The Civil Service Agency shall be 

responsible for interpret ing and suppl ying th e said types of services . 

Professional and Scicntitic Service (PS): Pos itions which carry responsibility for 

profess ional or sc ientific research, investi gation, control, plann ing advice, operation, or 

execution. or for the profess iona l and sc ienti fi c interpretation or app licat ion of the 

profess ional and sc ient ific knowledge; and for which the occupant of such pos iti on is 

required to have a uni ve rsity degree in a speci lk profess ional or sc ientific fi eld appropriate to 

th e pos ition, shall be class ifi ed in the profess ional and scienti fi c service. 

Administrative Se rvice (AS): Pos itions whi ch ca rry responsibi lity, above the cleri ca l leve l. 

for adm ini strative command, direction, coordination or control, or for adm inistrati ve 

organ ization. planning or analys is, and which require the occupant to have a un iversity 

degree or its eq ui va lent ; as wel l as positions in grades 1,2 and 3 of th e service whi ch require 

anlllinillllllll of diploma level of education and a good practi ca l knowledge of admin istration 

which enables him/her to carry Ollt government poli cies and programs effective ly, shall be 

c lass il~ed in the admini strati ve servi ce 

Sub-Profess ional Service (SP): Positions (usua lly auxili ary to Pro fess ional or Sc ient ilic 

Work) which are quasi-pro fess ional , Sub - profess iona l, or technical in nature (oth er tha n 

pos itions in th e trade and cralts Service), and which require some technical or specia li st 

qualili cation (at any leve l below the uni vers ity degree) such as is ev idenced by a ce rt ificate or 



diploma of spec ial education 0 1' trainin g, 0 1' by a ce rtificate 0 1' competence based on a 

recognized examination, shall be classified in the sub-professional se rvice. 

Clerical and Fiscal Service: Pos itions (a uxili ary to those be longing to the administrative 

scrvi ce); the principal duti es of whi ch are relative ly routine work 0 1' sim il ar work , having to 

do genera lly with such matters as records, files, accou nts, correspondence, typin g, operation 

of office mac hines, and ca lculation, shall be classified in the clerical and fi sca l service. 

Trades and C rafts Service (TC) : Pos itions in occupations which traditiona lly have been 

considered as be long ing to th e "skilled trades," (such as ca rpet makers, basket-makers, 

bakers, pOllery-makers, blacksmi ths, ca rpe nters, bri ck masons mechanics, meta l-workers. 

plumbers, te lephone linemen, 01' motor vehicle dri vers and pos itions in comparab le trades 

more recently deve loped, shall be classified in the trade and cra fts servi ce. 

Custod ial and Manllal Services (CM): Pos itions in vo lving principally phys ical effort, such 

as those of cleaners, laborers, messengers, porters, guards, gardeners which are substantially 

ma nual 0 1' custod ial and do not usually require the education needed fo r cleri ca l posi ti ons. nor 

manua l skill s comparable to those needed in the trades and crafts, shall be class ified in the 

custodia l and manual service 
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