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AN ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS AND THE
LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION OF SENIOR UNIVERSITY STAF F

ABSTRACT

The study was focused on the need to determine edrabgraphic factors were
related to the level of job satisfaction of Senldmiversity Staff. The study adopted a
descriptive corelational design to elicit relevarformation which were analysed using
the SPSS version 13 window. A modified version bé tJob Diagnostic Survey
developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) distribtwe#i535 Senior University staff.
The information gathered from 1243 respondents sklothat significant relationships
existed between the job satisfaction constructstb@alemographic factors of gender and
age. When considering Senior University Staff aurqgosition, a significant difference
was found between Academic and professional & TieehrStaff regarding how each
group rated satisfaction with co-worker relatiorSignificant relationships were
determined at the p < .05 level.

INTRODUCTION

Some of the most widely used definitions of jsdtisfaction include Porter LW,
Lawler EE, Hackman JR (1975) who define job sattsfam as one’s reaction against
his/her occupation or organization, Locke (1976)owdtefines job satisfaction as a
pleasurable or positive emotional state resultimgnfthe appraisal of one’s job or job
experience and Dawis and Lofquist (1984) who deiinags the result of the worker’s
appraisal of the degree to which the work envirominfelfils the individual's needs. As
well as the above definitions indicate, a reviewpoblished works reveal that there does
appear to be general agreement that job satisfartian affective reaction to a job that
results from the comparison of actual outcomes witdse that are desired (Oshagbemi,
2003). Most research into job satisfaction has hewtertaken in the business sector with
attempts often having been made to adapt thesm@igdo higher education (Okpara JO,
Squillace M, Erondu EA (2005). Though there hasnbeemerous publications on job
satisfaction, there has been relatively little emopl data gathered on the job satisfaction
of Academics in general (Okpara et al., 2005). Bashthis area has not received so much
attention because a high level of job satisfactienerally has been presumed to exist in a
university setting (Pearson and Seiler, 1983).

When considering job satisfaction, demographicabées should be considered to
thoroughly understand the possible factors that tegob satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
The history of job satisfaction can be traced baxkhe early 1900’'s when different
studies were carried out by researchers on diffes#tuations perspective on job
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satisfaction. This perspective states that satisfacis determined by certain
characteristics of the job and characteristichefjob environment itself. Job satisfaction
represents a combination of positive or negatiedirigs that workers have towards their
work. Kaliski (2007) posited that Job satisfactisnthe key ingredient that leads to
recognition, income, promotion, and the achievenoémther goals that lead to a feeling
of fulfilment. As noted by Adekola (2012), Job is&ction may serve as a good
indicator of employee effectiveness. High levelgobf satisfaction may be sign of a good
emotional and mental state of employees. The behafiworkers depending on their
level of job satisfaction will affect the functiorg and activities of the organization's
business. In his study, Bilimoria, (2006) foundttiomen are mainly satisfied with
internal relationships and fairness in the relal®upport received from colleagues, and
that these factors positively influence their $atison with the job as a whole.

As noted by Okpara, et al (2005), the relationdtepveen gender and job satisfaction
still continue to draw attention since some studiegewed by Herzberg, Mausner,
Peterson & Capwell in 1957 indicated that malesmaore satisfied with their job, while
others indicated that females are more satisfiée: Jtatus of educational level and its
relationship with job satisfaction is not clearhett Some studies showed that workers
with more education have a higher job satisfackimel, while other studies indicate that
workers with more education have a lower job satisbn level. Other studies showed no
relationship between the two. Since then, manyissuttave suggested that a clear
conclusion cannot to drawn concerning job satigfacand its relationship to marital
status, number of dependents, number of previouspations, or ethnicity. (Mcneely,
1984; Polin, 1990; Nestor & Leary, 2000; OkparagleR005).

Cano & Miller (1992b) in their study of agriculadreducation teachers in Ohio,
indicated in their findings that age, length of ngeapent in current position, number of
years spent in the teaching job, and educatioafilsiof teachers were not significantly
related to overall job satisfaction. This is anication of some level of equality in the job
satisfaction level of teachers of both genderstilBasConklin & Cano (1999) reported
the same findings in their study on the same sesutfjects many years later. The
indication of the findings was that over a periofl about ten years, the subjects
experienced a significant relationship betweendémographic characteristics and their
level of job satisfaction did not relate in anyrsfggant manner. The implication of the
findings of the two studies (Cano & Miller, 1992 Castillo et al., 1999) are (i) that age
of teachers was not necessarily a factor in thair gatisfaction. (ii) The length of
teachers’ experience in the profession did notcaffieeir overall job satisfaction level.
Even when the two variables were examined by Camdil&r, (1992a) in another study
with six different classifications of agricultureachers, no significant relations was
found to any of the demographic variable.

The studies of Grady (1985) and Berns (1989) om &gtal years of teaching
experience and their educational status however ndid tally with those of Ohio
Researchers. For instance, Grady (1985) foundyieais of teaching of experience had
positive effects on overall job satisfaction. Tiredings of the study conducted by Berns
(1989) revealed that the overall job satisfactibheachers increased as their age. Berns
1989) also discovered that the educational leveéathers is an affective factor of their
overall job satisfaction level. The study revedleat teachers with Master’'s Degree were
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more satisfied than those with Bachelor's Degrdee Teport of the study by Jamie &
Jamie (2004) indicated that demographic factorseggly have negligible relationship
with job satisfaction.

The need for the present study therefore arose fresndichotomy of findings in the
literature, on what the relationship is betweendbeographic variables and the overall
job satisfaction among the workers generally.

Many Researchers had conducted studies on théiorslhip between job
satisfaction and demographic factors like age,s/ehexperience, educational level, and
marital status. Some of these studies include iGyifft984, Andrews, 1990; Bowen,
Radhakrishna, & Keyser, 1994; Fetsch & Kenningt®97; and Nestor & Leary, 2000.
Nestor & Leary, (2000) found that intrinsic jobis&dction was higher for those in their
age groups of 23 to 33 and 46 to 50 which give qpmteto age as a factor. This is
consistent with the findings of the study conductsd Griffin (1984) in a study of
Extension home economists where he revealed tleatvag related to job satisfaction.
Also, the research conducted by Bowen, et.al. (186dfirmed age as a related factor to
job satisfaction. The study revealed that Profesdi&taff of older ages had a higher As
for relationship between job experience and jostadtion, Griffin (1984) and Andrews
(1990) both found no relationship between job &atieon and years of experience. In
contrast however, Nestor and Leary (2000) did fingt as one’s years of experience
increased as an Extension faculty member, his omirénsic and overall job satisfaction
increased as well. This conclusion was confirme®bwen et al. (1994) for Professional
Staff. The findings of Fetsch and Kennington (198l8p corroborated this fact for all
Senior University Staff in their study.

The relationship between the educational level jabdsatisfaction has also been
studied with varied findings. Andrews (1990; 19@gcovered a relationship between
educational level and job satisfaction of Extensimmrkers. This finding is not the same
with those of Griffin (1984) and Bowen et al. (199&urbuz (2007) also fund a good
relationship between the educational lelvel anddbesatisfaction of Hotel workers.

Bowen, et.al (1994) reported a relationship betwe®rital status and the job
satisfaction levels of Professional Staff in a gtbg indicating that married Professional
Staff were more satisfied with their jobs than theso were single. In the same manner,
Fetsch and Kennington (1997) also revealed a oglstiip between marital status and job
satisfaction levels in their study where they iaie that divorced and married agents
are more satisfied with their jobs than agents wieve never married, remarried, or
widowed. Adekola (2012) did not find the same resulhis study of University Non-
Teaching staff in relation factors predicting thairnout level.

level of job satisfaction when compared with theuryger ones. However, Andrews
(1990) did not find any relationship between agel d@lne job satisfaction level of
Extension agricultural agents.

Many studies have also been conducted regardengethtionship between gender
and job satisfaction by researchers over the yedhsdivergent conclusions (Bowen et
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al., 1994; Nestor & Leary, 2000; Riggs & Beus, 1998lekola, 2012.). While some
studies that females have higher levels of jobstatiion, other studies indicate that
males do (Bowen et al., 1994; Riggs & Beus, 199Bgre are even some studies that
indicate that there is no relationship between geadd job satisfaction levels (Nestor &
Leary, 2000). In the study conducted by Riggs & 8€1093), job satisfaction of female
agents was found to be higher than male when cadpaith other variable like number
family size. Bowen et al. (1994) as well found katienship between job satisfaction and
gender. They discovered that female Professioraf Stere more satisfied with their

jobs than male agentSlorunsola (2010) found that male administrative officers were more
satisfied than female administrative officers in Nigeria universities.

Theoretical Framework

Job satisfaction is one of the most complex aremdeatoday’s managers when managing
their employees (Aziri, 2011). According to the éisnd Timothy 2004; employee
surveys, can be used effectively for improving ewgpk attitudes and making
organizational changes. Warsi et al (2009) fourat jbb satisfaction, work motivation
and organizational commitment were positively dateel each other. Job dissatisfaction
also appears to be related to other withdrawal \Webes, including lateness;
unionization, grievances, and drug abuse, and idecis retire. (Lise & Timothy, 2004).
Moser (1997) has stated that absence of job sdimfaleads to lethargy and reduced
organizational commitment.

Locke (1976) described job satisfaction as “a pleside or positive emotional state
resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or jolpersience. Job satisfaction is associated
with job enrichment, good supervision, and cledées@nd met expectation. According to
the Luthans (1998) there are three important dimessto job satisfaction as emotional
response to a job situation, how well meet or edagectations, and related attitudes
about important characteristics of the job (workelt, promotion, opportunities,
supervision and co-workers)

There are several theories of job satisfactionoAgnall the theories however, the
Herzberg two factor theory of satisfaction whiclogwsed a theory about job factors that
satisfy & dissatisfy employees seem to be the famsbus. The theory focused on some
factors like company policy, supervision, interperal relations, working conditions and
salary as mostly those factors creating job distatiion. It however posited that five
factors; achievement, recognition, the work itsedfsponsibility and advancement are
strong determiners of job satisfaction. Accordinghe Affect theory, what determines
satisfaction is the discrepancy between what ongsaa a job and what one has in a job.
Vooms (1964) also identify job satisfaction as aerface between personal and
workplace variables. According to him, employees$ more effort and perform better
when they are compensated accordingly.

The study conducted by Jain, Fauzia, Vinita,& Navé&907) among oil workers in India
concluded that better organizational climate wasitpely affected on job satisfaction.
The Research findings efarmon, Scotti, Bebson, Farias, Petzel, Neumane&sgkly, (2007) among
Healthcare stafforoved that the positive correlation between jobstection and better
supervision. Jude and Church (2000) found thah#tare of the work itself emerged as
the most important job facet that affect emplogagsfaction among different facets of
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their job such as supervision, pay, promotion opputies, co-workers etc. The findings
of Hamidia and Phadett (2011) also identified sug®n, job training, and pay
practices as playing a crucial role in enhancoly gatisfaction of employees. On the
other hand, Yunki (1999) identified autonomy as str®ngest projector of satisfaction.
Whereas Victor (2008) identified employee empowearimémployee believes of
involvement in organizational processes and detisiaking) a stronger factor over
employee satisfaction than the other variablesugiol salaries, working conditions, job
security and co-workers. Yesemmin, (2011) in s cstudy identified Working in a
supportive and friendly and corporate environmenadactor that is very important for
employee satisfaction.

The study carried out by Boran Toker (2011) indidathat the job satisfaction levels of
the academicians were found to be moderately highidentified social status as being
ranked as the highest and compensation was rarskdéok dowest of the examined items.
The results of the study indicated that professasorted a higher level of job
satisfaction as compared to instructor and reseassistants. Nonetheless, among the
demographic variables age, length of service isgmeuniversity and in higher education
as a whole were significantly related to job satibn. Marital status and gender were
not significantly related to job satisfaction. A&lated study by Yapa, Rathnayake,
Senanayake & Premakumara (2014) also identifiedaagemarital status as most potent
factors affecting job satisfaction of Non acadestaff of Universities.

The questions to be asked which needed to be aedwkrough proper study

however remain:

I. What is the level of satisfaction level of indivala with certain aspects
of their work context which may affect their wiliness to respond
positively to work enrichment?

il. Can the workers be relatively satisfied with jelowrity, pay, co-worker
relations, and supervision tend to respond moréipely to jobs rating
high on the job characteristics, thus having a éiglevel of context
satisfaction.

iii. Can these four aspects of work context combineotm fthe context
satisfaction constructs.

Objectives
The main objective of the study is to determine the demographic factors that were rekate
the level of job satisfaction of Senior Univers8taff. The study is therefore to examine
the effect of gender, indigineship, age, maritatusf, education level, current position
and previous position on the job satisfaction lefdUniversity Senior University Staff.

Methods and Procedures
Population

The population for this descriptive correlationdstuvas all Senior University
staff employed by the Olabisi Onabanjo UniversityAgo-lwoye on April 2014N =
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1535). This included Academic, technical Staff, &dfessional Staff. All 1535 were
included in the study. The University is State od/méhereas some of the employed staff
are not indigenes of the State. The non-indigemesw convention not considering for
positions that are consider vital especially thaddpal Officers position.

Sudy Instrument

The instrument used for the study is the modifiedsion of the popular Job
Diagnostic Survey scale developed by Hackman awihd@h in 1980. Only three out of
the seven sections of the scale however was uséuedrasis of relevance of each of the
sections to elicit the required information frone thubjects as explained below. A section
containing ten questions was added to the scalkhdyesearcher to elicit demographic
information.

In two of the sections, the statements were rated 7-point rating scale ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree to measwre (internal work motivation and
general satisfaction) of the seven aspects in dbesptisfaction construct. In the third
section, the items were rated on a 7-point scalgimg from very dissatisfied to very
satisfied to elicit response for the remaining fjod satisfaction constructs (growth
satisfaction, satisfaction with job security, Satt$ion with pay, satisfaction with co-
worker relations, and satisfaction with supervi¥iofihe last section consisted of
guestions that asked the participants pertinentodeaphic information because this was
not part of the original instrument.

Each of the scores was computed in line with tie provided by the author of
the Scale. The scores elicited for internal worktiwaion, growth satisfaction, and
general satisfaction, were put together to crdaepersonal satisfaction category for the
study. The last section which comprised satisfactiath job security, pay, co-worker
relations, and supervision, were added togethéosrta the context satisfaction category
as provided in the key to the scale by Hackman &h@in, (1980). This modified version
had been used successfully by Meagan Scott, KilBwortzel &Walter N. Taylor (2005)
in two studies on Extension Agents in Ohio. The ified version of the instrument was
validated through a test and re-test means amondg&tor Staff of the Federal
University of Agriculture, Abeokuta and confirmeal be adequate for the study before
use.

Reliability and Validity

As noted by many other studies, Hackman and OIdia®74) the internal
consistency reliabilities of each of the scalessuezd by the Job Diagnostic Survey was
established Hackman and Oldham since 1974. Thabiy coefficients for the job
satisfaction constructs ranged from .56 (satisbactivith co-worker relations) to .84
(growth satisfaction) as reviously established {etackman & Oldham, 1974; 1975).

The median off diagonal correlations for the jokhistaction constructs ranged from .23
in satisfaction with co-worker relations and Q28 in growth satisfaction as provided by
Hackman & Oldham, (1974).

Data Collection
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Data collection was accomplished through distrdyubf questionnaire. Prior to
data collection, the Researcher addressed the rSefifi through their Unions notifying
them that they would be asked to participate in shedy and encouraged them to
participate. They gave their unanimous consent gprave of the study and their
willingness to participate through their Union Leaships.

A total of 1535 staff were selected to participatehe study. Out of the number,
1324 (86.2%) who got the questionnaire responddteasurvey. Only 1243 (80.9%) of
the returned questionnaire however were usablealtree fact that some respondents did
not fill all the aspects of the questionnaire legdio incomplete data.
Data Analysis

The collected data were analyzed with the aidtafiSical package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS® Version 13 for Windows). The dagrewsummarized using
Descriptive statistics, including means and stashdbviations. The demographic data
were reported through frequencies and percentages.
Means and standard deviations for the job satisiactonstruct were computed as
revealed by the statistics. Point-biserial corfetatcoefficients (§,) was used to
determine the relationships between the job satisfa constructs and gender,
Indigene/Non Indigene, marital status, and whetbrenot the participant had held a
previous position to other Universities prior t lor her current position. To determine
the relationships between the job satisfaction twoos and age, the rank-biserial
correlation coefficient () was calculated. As for the relationship betweba job
satisfaction constructs and age, Spearman’s rhrelation coefficient (¢ was calculated.
Job satisfaction constructs and education leveticglships were also determined using
the Spearman’s rho correlation coefficier). (All relationships were determined with an
a priori alpha level of .05 significant level.

Results

Population Description

The largest percentage (41.2%) of the participadestified themselves as
Administrative Staff, while 32.2% were classifiecs @cademic. Technical and
Professional staff accounted for 26.6% of the pgodints.

Gender

The data as shown in Table 1 revealed that lowifsgignt relationships exist
between gender and three of the job satisfactiorstoacts. This was demonstrated in
growth satisfaction s = .32), satisfaction with job security,{r= .29), and satisfaction
with pay (g, = .33). The scatter plots for the relationshipsvMeen gender and these three
constructs revealed that females rated higher theades in growth satisfaction,
satisfaction with job security, and satisfactiothapay higher than males. Except for the
negligible relationship between gender and satisfacvith co-worker relations g =
.09), all other relationships were found to be low
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36%

Indigene/Non-Indigene

There were no significant relationships betweeatigene/Non Indigene and two
of the job satisfaction constructs, general sattsfa (f,, = .32) and satisfaction with
supervision @, = .34) as shown in Table 1. When examined on dadtex plots, the
relationships between Indigene/Non Indigene andehwo constructs, a lower rate of
general satisfaction and satisfaction with sup@misvas found among Non indigene
than the Indigene. The relationships found betwledigene/Non Indigene and internal
work motivation (g = .05) and between Indigene/Non Indigene andfaatien with pay
(rop = .09) were however negligible.

Age

The outcome of the research indicated no sigmficalationship between age and
the job satisfaction constructs. However, when\age compared with satisfaction with
job security (5 = .13) and satisfaction with pay, (# .11) on the two job satisfaction
constructs, it revealed low relationships.

Marital Status

When correlated statistically, marital status #reljob satisfaction constructs did
not show any significant relationship. But some Ioslationships were found in two
areas of the construct. These were the relatioastupnd between marital status and
internal work motivation ¢ = .11) and between marital status and satisfactitm pay
(rpb = .12).
Education

When analysed, the educational level of the stbjaad the job satisfaction
construct did not reveal any significant relatiapsiEven though a low relationship
found was between education and satisfaction wily fx = .24), all the other
relationships analysed were found to be negligible.

Held a previous Position with other Universities
No relationship (@» = .21) was found between this factor and satigfacivith
supervision but it was not significant in the reahse for the report.

Table 1. The Relationships Between the Job SatisfacConstructs and gender and
Indigine/Non Indigine for All staff (N = 1243).




370 Job satisfaction construct Genfler Indigine/Non Indigine
371

372

373 Personal Satisfaction Construct

374

375 Internal Work Motivation .15 .05
376

377 Growth Satisfaction .32* .16
378

379 General Satisfaction .10 .32
380

381 Context Satisfaction Construct

382

383 Job Security 29* A1
384

385 Pay .33* .09
386

387 Co-Worker Relations .09 .10
388

389 Supervision A7 .34*
390

391 % =Female; 2 = Male
392 P1 =Indigine; 2 = Non Indigine

393 *p<05

394

395 Current Position

396 Job satisfaction means for all staff ranged froB040 6.80 (table 2). Professional

397 and Technical staff rated the job satisfaction toies of satisfaction with co-worker
398 relations the highestM = 6.80), while Administrative Staff rated the jshtisfaction
399 construct of satisfaction with pay the loweM € 4.30). The means among the staff
400 groups were alike for six of the seven job sattsbacconstructs. When rated on how
401 each group rated their satisfaction with co-workersignificant difference was found
402 between Academic and Professional and technicdf §&aheffe Mean Difference =
403 .3427,p = .032). This score was an indication that Acadestatf rated this construct
404  significantly lower than Professional Staff.

405

406

407

408

409

410

411

412

413

414

415



416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423 Table 2:Means of the Job satisfaction Constructs for All senior University Saff (N =

424  1243)
425

426 M

427

428 Job Satisfaction Construct Academic Administratteff Professional
429 __ Staff

430

431

432 Personal Satisfaction Construct

433

434 Internal Work Motivation 5.59 5.86 5.98

435

436 Growth Satisfaction 5.88 6.15 6.29

437

438 General Satisfaction 6.20 5.44 5.27

439

440 Context Satisfaction Construct

441

442  Job Security 5.80 6.49 6.72

443

444  Pay 4.76 4.30 4.85

445

446  Co-Worker Relations* 6.25 6.53 6.80

447

448  Supervision 4.80 5.21 5.22
449

450 Note: Each of the scores was computed in line with key provided by the

451 author of the Scale. The scores elicited for irdemork motivation, growth satisfaction,
452 and general satisfaction, were put together toterdee personal satisfaction category for
453 the study. The last section which comprised satigfa with job security, pay, co-worker
454  relations, and supervision, were added togethéorta the context satisfaction category
455 as provided in the key to the scale by Hackman &hain, (1980).

456 *p<.05.

457

458

459 Findings and Discussion

460 The main objective of the study is to determine the demographic factors that were

461 related to the level of job satisfaction of Serimiversity Staff. The study is therefore to
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examine the effect of gender, indigineship, ageritalastatus, education level, current
position and previous position on the job satistectlevel of University Senior
University Staff. As shown above, the analysishaf statistics of the data indicate a low
relationship between gender and the job satisfaatmnstructs of growth satisfaction,
satisfaction with job security, and satisfactiorthppay. Also, Females rated higher than
males in three of these constructs. This indicthetl the females show a higher level of
satisfaction with personal learning and growth apputies at work, job security, and
compensation when compared to their male countstpdhe earlier researches of
Bowen et al., (1994) and Riggs & Beus, (1993) &lad the same conclusions. Despite
the above findings however, some other studies asadhose conducted Cano & Miller,
(1992a); Cano & Miller, (1992b); Castillo & Cand,999); Castillo et al., (1999); Nestor
& Leary, (2000) have shown that gender is not egldb job satisfaction.

Regarding age, the findings of this study indicéitat there was no significant
relationship between age and any of the job satisfa constructs of the Senior
University Staff in Ago Iwoye. While this findingoatrast with the conclusions of some
earlier researchers like Nestor & Leary (2000) &idrunsola (2010), it is consistent
with other studies carried out by Castillo, et(2B99) and Castillo & Cano, 1999.

Indigineship had low relationships with the joltisfaction constructs of general
satisfaction and satisfaction with supervision agidhe population for the research
because all of them rated both of these constrlgetsindicating a lower level of
satisfaction with their jobs in general and witk Bupervision that they receive.

This study indicated that marital status was ndtdteel to any of the job satisfaction
constructs for this set of University staff. Thmnclusion is consistent with earlier study
by Adekola, (2012). Several studies like Bowerale{1994) and Fettsch & Kennington,
(1997) however indicated that married or divorctedfare more satisfied with their jobs
than remarried, never married, or widowed stafeaslence of a relationship between
matrital status and job satisfaction.

This study reflected that Education was not reldateany of the job satisfaction
constructs for Senior University Staff. Earliere@aschers like (Bowen et al., 1994; Cano
& Miller, 1992a; Cano & Miller; 1992b; Castillo & &o, 1999; Castillo et al., 1999 have
found this same conclusion. However, some studeesndicate that increasing one’s
educational level increase his or her level of gatisfaction (Andrews, 1990; Berns,
1989).

When the means of the job satisfaction constrwétshe three groups are
compared, it revealed that for the most part, tiveas no difference among the three
groups regarding how satisfied each group was thigrseven job satisfaction constructs.
A significant difference was found between Academd Professional and Technical
Staff regarding how satisfied each group was whgirtco-worker relations. Academic
rated this construct lower than Professional anchiieal staff. This is an indication that
this group of staff experienced lower level of si@ttion in their relationships with their
co-workers. The experience of previous positionthrer Universities as a factor however
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did not reflect any significance to any of the jehtisfaction constructs for Senior
University Staff.

Recommendations

Understanding the factors that contribute to thegatisfaction level of members of the
University Community is very fundamental if we @&gpecting to get the best from them
in terms of productivity. It is therefore our suggen that that the results of this kind of
study must be made available to University admiaists to make them aware of which
demographic factors that was related to the lef/@lw satisfaction of Senior University
Staff. It is suggested that management shouldgdesi-service and trainings to help
male Senior University Staff increase their levélsatisfaction with personal learning
and growth opportunities at work, job security, asmnpensation. There is a need to
encourage University Staff who are non- indigenéntwease their level of satisfaction
with their jobs in general and with their supervssdSince Academic indicated a lower
level of satisfaction in their relationships withetr co-workers as compared to other
Staff, University Management should find a meansmarging Academic’ job duties in
to include some aspects that can make them buiigtrbeelationships with their co-
workers.
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