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ASSESSING THE EFFECT OF SOME SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS
ON THE LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION OF SENIOR UNIVERSI TY STAFF

ABSTRACT

The study was aimed at assessing the relationdtap dxist between some
demographic factors and the job satisfaction le¥e&enior University Staff. A modified
version of the Job Diagnostic Survey developed laghthan and Oldham (1980) was
distributed to 1535 Senior University staff in esdeptive corelational design study. The
information gathered from 1243 respondents fromblaDnabanjo University and Osun
State University in Nigeria was analysed using SB$Showed some level of significant
relationships between the job satisfaction contdraad the age and gender among the
assessed demographic factors. The current posititve respondents was found to have
a significant difference. There was difference e tresponse of Academic and
professional & Technical Staff regarding how eachug rated satisfaction with co-
worker relations. Significant relationships wer¢edmined 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 sattsf@m 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 deifinags 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 thesmd@igdo higher education (Okpara JO,
Squillace M, Erondu EA (2005). Though there hasnbeemerous publications on job
satisfaction, there has been relatively little emspl 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
satisfaction. This perspective states that satisfacis determined by certain
characteristics of the job and characteristichefjob environment itself. Job satisfaction
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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 isé&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. In the different stgdedterwards, male respondents were
found to be more satisfied with their job than thmale ones while others indicated that
females are more satisfied. Also on the issue efstiatus of educational level and its
relationship with job satisfaction, the controversyll range on. While some of the
studies conducted showed that workers with morecadn have a higher job
satisfaction level, other studies indicate thatkeos with more education have a lower
job satisfaction level. In some other studies, @latronship between the two was found
as for other factors like marital status, numbedebendents and ethnicity, some studies
had suggested that no clear conclusion can be decaweerning their relationship with
job satisfaction. (Mcneely, 1984; Polin, 1990; Nes& Leary, 2000; Okpara, et.al,
2005).

Meagan Scott, Kirk A. Swortzel &Walter N. Tayld2Q05) identified a study by
Cano & Miller (1992b) of agricultural education tb&rs in Ohio, which indicated in that
age, length of years spent in current positionminer of years spent in the teaching job,
and educational status of teachers were not sogmnifiy related to overall job
satisfaction. This is an indication of some levieequality in the job satisfaction level of
teachers of both genders. Castillo, Conklin & Cét@09) reported the same findings in
their study on the same set of subjects many ylate#s The indication of the findings
was that over a period of about ten years, theestdjexperienced a significant
relationship between the demographic charactesistiad their level of job satisfaction
did not relate in any significant manner. The iroalion of the findings of the two studies
(Cano & Miller, 1992b; & Castillo et al.,, 1999) afg that age of teachers was not
necessarily a factor in their job satisfaction). {ine length of teachers’ experience in the
profession did not affect their overall job sattdfan level. Even when the two variables
were examined by Cano & Miller, (1992a) in anoth&udy with six different
classifications of agriculture teachers, no sigaifit 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 nditd tally with those of Ohio
Researchers. For instance, Grady (1985) foundysemats of teaching of experience had
positive effects on overall job satisfaction. Tiredings of the study conducted by Berns
(1989) revealed that the overall job satisfactibieachers increased as their age. Berns
1989) also discovered that the educational levééathers is an affective factor of their
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overall job satisfaction level. The study revedleat teachers with Master’s Degree were
more satisfied than those with Bachelor's Degre®e Teport of the study by Jamie &
Jamie (2004) indicated that demographic factoreeggly 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 betweendbmographic variables and the overall
job satisfaction among the workers generally.

Many Researchers had conducted studies on théiorship between job
satisfaction and demographic factors like age,syeéexperience, educational level, and
marital status. Some of these studies include iGyifft984, Andrews, 1990; Bowen,
Radhakrishna, & Keyser, 1994; Fetsch & Kenningtt®¥97; and Nestor & Leary, 2000.
In their study, Nestor & Leary (2000) indicated tthlae intrinsic job satisfaction was
higher for those in their age groups of 23 to 38 46 to 50. This gives potency to age as
a factor in job satisfaction level. This conclusisnin line with that of of the study
conducted by Griffin (1984) in a study of Extensioome economists where he revealed
that age was related to job satisfaction. Also, rimearch conducted by Bowen, et.al.
(1994) confirmed age as a related factor to jolisfeation. The study revealed that
Professional Staff of older ages had a higher Agdtationship between job experience
and job satisfaction, Griffin (1984) and Andrew990) both found no relationship
between job satisfaction and years of experienceohtrast however, Nestor and Leary
(2000) did find that as one’s years of experienerdased as an Extension faculty
member, his or her intrinsic and overall job satitibn increased as well. This
conclusion was confirmed by Bowen et al. (1994)Roofessional Staff. The findings of
Fetsch and Kennington (1997) also corroboratedfgiusfor 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 level anddhesatisfaction 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 iatie 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 #lne job satisfaction level of
Extension agricultural agents.
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Many studies have also been conducted regardengethtionship between gender
and job satisfaction by researchers over the yedhsdivergent conclusions (Bowen et
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 Professioraff $tere 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 as posited by Aziri, (2011) is afethe most complex area facing
today’'s managers when managing their employeethelrsame vein, Warsi et al (2009)
found that job satisfaction, work motivation andgamizational commitment were
positively correlated each other. Job dissatisfactlso appears to be related to other
withdrawal behaviours, including lateness; uniotit@g grievances, and drug abuse, and
decision to retire. In their own view, Lise and Dithny (2004) identified employee
surveys as a tool that can be used effectivelyidgiroving employee attitudes and
making organizational changes. Moser (1997) inditdhat absence of job satisfaction
leads to lethargy and reduced organizational comanit.

Job satisfaction is described by Locke (1976) gsléasurable or positive emotional state
resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or jobperience. Warsi et al (2009) also
identified job satisfaction to be associated with gnrichment, good supervision, and
clear roles and met expectation. According to theghéns (1998), there are three
important dimensions to job satisfaction as emaiiogesponse to a job situation. These
include how well a job meet, exceed expectatioms] the related attitudes about
important characteristics of the job (work itsgdfomotion, opportunities, supervision
and co-workers)

Several theories of job satisfaction had beenguogded by leading scholars over
the time. Among all the theories however, the Hergliwo factor theory of satisfaction
which proposed a theory about job factors thasBa#t dissatisfy employees seem to be
the most famous. The two factor theory identifiedttsome factors like company policy,
supervision, inter-personal relations, working atods and salary are mostly those
factors creating job dissatisfaction. It howeversiped five factors; achievement,
recognition, the work itself, responsibility andvadcement are strong determinants of
job satisfaction. According to the Affect theoryhat determines satisfaction is the
discrepancy between what one wants in a job and o has in a job. Vooms (1964)
also identify job satisfaction as an interface kesw personal and workplace variables.
According to him, employees put more effort andfqgen 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.
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The Research findings efarmon, Scotti, Bebson, Farias, Petzel, Neumane&skly, (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
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 variablesugioly 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 rarskéok 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.

In line with the discussion so far, there is a neednswer some basic questions

as posed below:

I. Will the level of satisfaction of individuals witbertain aspects of their
work context affect their willingness to respondsipigely to work
enrichment?

il. Is it possible for workers to be relatively saasfwith job security, pay,
co-worker relations, and supervision and as suctpomd more
positively to jobs rating on the job characteristithan context
satisfaction?

iii. Will the all the four aspects of work context comiitogether to make up
the context satisfaction constructs.

Objectives
The study was aimed at assessing the relationishiekist between some
demographic factors and the job satisfaction le¥&enior University StaffThe focal
point of the study is to assess the effect of sdemographic factors such as gender,
state of origin, age, marital status, educatioellesurrent position and previous position
on the job satisfaction level of University Senligmiversity Staff.
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Methdology

Population

The population for this descriptive correlationdstucomprise all Senior University
staff employed by the Olabisi Onabanjo UniversityAgo-lwoye and the Osun State
University in Nigeria as at April 201AN( = 1535). This included Academic, technical
Staff, and Professional Staff. All 1535 were in@dddn the study. The Universities are
State owned whereas some of the employed stafiaradigenes of the two states. The
non-indigenes are by convention not consideredpfusitions believed to be vital in
administration especially the Principal Officersspion.

Research Instrument

The instrument used for the study is the modifiedsion of the popular Job
Diagnostic Survey scale developed by Hackman awithd@h in 1980. Only three out of
the seven sections of the scale however was usétedrasis 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 scalhdyesearcher 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 fjed 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. (Meagan Schittk A. Swortzel &Walter N. Taylor,
2005)

Each of the scores was computed in line with tie frovided by the author of
the Scale. The scores elicited for internal worktiwadion, 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 togethéorta the context satisfaction category
as provided in the key to the scale by Hackman &@i, (1980). This modified version
had been used successfullylby Meagan Scott, Ki®worizel &Walter N. Taylor (2005)
in two studies on Extension Agents in Ohio. The ihed version of the instrument was
validated through a test and re-test means amondge&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. Thabiiy coefficients for the job
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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

Questionnaires were distributed and retrieved r afieing completed by
respondents to collect the required data for thelyst Prior to data collection, the
Researcher addressed the Senior Staff through theons notifying them that they
would be asked to participate in the study and eraged them to participate. They gave
their unanimous consent to approve of the study thed willingness to participate
through their Union Leaderships.

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

The collected data were analyzed with the aidtafiSical package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS® Version 13 for Windows). The dawrewsummarized using
Descriptive statistics, including means and stashdieviations. The demographic data
were reported through frequencies and percentages.
To give a robust report, Means and standard dewisitior the job satisfaction construct
were calculated based on the statistical data leddxy the collected data. In determining
how related the factors of gender, State of Origiayital status, and whether or not the
participant had held a previous position to otharversities prior to his or her current
position to job satisfaction constructs, the Pdiserial correlation coefficients @)
statistics were calculated. The relationships betwthe job satisfaction constructs and
age were also determined using the rank-biseriaklation coefficient @) as computed.
As for the interactive effect of age on job satitifan constructs, Spearman’s rho
correlation coefficient {§ was calculated to reveal the possible relatignsiiob
satisfaction constructs and education level retstiqps were also determined using the
Spearman’s rho correlation coefficiend).(rAll relationships were determined with an a
priori alpha level of .05 significant level.

Results

Respondents’ Distribution
The distribution of the respondents is shown ettble below:
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Table 1: Distribution of Respondents (N=1243)

Description Number Percentage
Staff cadre

Administrative staff 512 41.2
Academic staff 400 32.2
Technical and Professional 331 26.6
staff

Gender

Male 785 63.2
Female 458 36.8
Educational level

HND/B.A/B.Sc 858 69
Masters 149 12
Ph.D 236 19
State of Origin

Indigene 996 80.1
Non-Indigine 247 19.9
Marital Status

Married 1046 84.2
Not Married 197 15.8
Age

25-35 289 23.3
36-50 588 47.3
50-65 366 29.4
Previous experience

Yes 487 39.2
No 756 60.8

ANALYSIS OF EACH THE DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

1. Marital Status
When correlated statistically, marital status #reljob satisfaction constructs did
not show any significant relationship. But some Imlationships were found in two
areas of the construct. These were the relatiosstupnd between marital status and
internal work motivation ¢ = .11) and between marital status and satisfactitm pay
(I’pb =.12).

2. Gender
The data as shown in Table 2 revealed that lowifsgignt relationships exist
between gender and three of the job satisfactiorstoacts. This was demonstrated in
growth satisfaction {r = .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 satisfactiothypay higher than males. Except for the



343 negligible relationship between gender and satigfaovith co-worker relations (g =
344 .09), all other relationships were found to be low

345
346 3. Education
347 When analysed, the educational level of the sidbjaad the job satisfaction

348 construct did not reveal any significant relatiapstEven though a low relationship
349 found was between education and satisfaction wdly frx = .24), all the other
350 relationships analysed were found to be negligible.

351
352 4. Age
353 The outcome of the research indicated no sigmficalationship between age and

354 the job satisfaction constructs. However, whenage compared with satisfaction with
355 job security ( = .13) and satisfaction with pay, (# .11) on the two job satisfaction
356 constructs, it revealed low relationships.

357
358 5. Held a previous Position with other Universities
359 No relationship (@ = .21) was found between this factor and satigfactvith

360 supervision but it was not significant in the reahse for the report.
361 6. State of origin
362 There were no significant relationships betweatigene/Non Indigene and two
363 of the job satisfaction constructs, general sattgda (f,, = .32) and satisfaction with
364 supervision (§, = .34) as shown in Table 1. When examined on dagtes plots, the
365 relationships between staff with different state@ogin and these two constructs, a lower
366 rate of general satisfaction and satisfaction vethpervision was found among Non
367 indigene than the Indigene. The relationships fobetiveen state of origin and internal
368 work motivation (g, = .05) and between State of Origin and satisfactwth pay (pp =
369 .09) were however negligible.
370
371
372 Table 2: Effect of Gender and State of Origin oh datisfaction constructs
3783
374 Il pb
375
376 Job satisfaction construct Genfler  State of origin
377
378
379 Personal Satisfaction Construct
380
381 Internal Work Motivation A5 .05
382
383 Growth Satisfaction 32* .16
384
385 General Satisfaction .10 .32
386
387 Context Satisfaction Construct
388




389 Job Security 29* A1
390
391 Pay .33* .09
392
393 Co-Worker Relations .09 .10
394
395 Supervision A7 .34*
396
397 % =Female; 2 = Male
398 P1 = Indigine; 2 = Non Indigine ( denoting staff wiawe from the owner state as
399 indigenes and those from other states as Non-imeyi
400 *p<05
401
402 Current Position
403 Job satisfaction means for all staff ranged froB040 6.80 (table 2). Professional
404 and Technical staff rated the job satisfaction troies of satisfaction with co-worker
405 relations the highestM = 6.80), while Administrative Staff rated the jshtisfaction
406 construct of satisfaction with pay the loweM € 4.30). The means among the staff
407 groups were alike for six of the seven job sattsbacconstructs. When rated on how
408 each group rated their satisfaction with co-workersignificant difference was found
409 between Academic and Professional and technicdf §&aheffe Mean Difference =
410 .3427,p = .032). This score was an indication that Acadestatf rated this construct
411  significantly lower than Professional Staff.
412
413
414 Table 3:Central tendency scores of the Job satisfactionsGants
415
416 M
417
418
419 Job Satisfaction Construct Academic Administea Professional
420 Staff Staff Staff
42T
422
423 Personal Satisfaction Construct
424
425 Internal Work Motivation 5.59 5.86 5.98
426
427  Growth Satisfaction 5.88 6.15 6.29
428
429 General Satisfaction 6.20 5.44 5.27
430
431 Context Satisfaction Construct
432
433 Job Security 5.80 6.49 6.72

434



435 Pay 4.76 4.30 4.85
436

437 Co-Worker Relations* 6.25 6.53 6.80
438
439  Supervision 4.80 5.21 5.22
44Q
441 Note: Each of the scores was computed in line with key provided by the

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

447 *p<.05.

448

449

450 Findings and Discussion

451 The study was aimed at assessing the relationisaiekist between some

452 demographic factors and the job satisfaction le¢&enior University StaffThe focal

453 point of the study is to assess the effect of sdemeographic factors such as gender,
454  state of origin, age, marital status, educatioellesurrent position and previous position
455 on the job satisfaction level of University Senligmiversity Staff.

456

457 This study indicated that marital status was nddteel to any of the job satisfaction
458 constructs for this set of University staff. Thmnclusion is consistent with earlier study
459 by Adekola, (2012). Several studies like Bowemale{1994) and Fettsch & Kennington,
460 (1997) however indicated that married or divorcedfsare more satisfied with their jobs
461 than remarried, never married, or widowed stafeaslence of a relationship between
462 marital status and job satisfaction.

463

464 The analysis of the statistics of the data indi@atew relationship between gender and
465 the job satisfaction constructs of growth satistaGtsatisfaction with job security, and
466 satisfaction with pay. Also, Females rated higlhantmales in three of these constructs.
467 This indicated that the females show a higher le¥aatisfaction with personal learning
468 and growth opportunities at work, job security, @oedpensation when compared to their
469 male counterparts. The earlier researches of Bosteasl., (1994) and Riggs & Beus,
470 (1993) also had the same conclusions. Despite ibeeafindings however, some other
471 studies such as those conducted Cano & Miller, Z&ap9Cano & Miller, (1992b);
472 Castillo & Cano, (1999); Castillo et al., (1999)edor & Leary, (2000) have shown that
473 gender is not related to job satisfaction.

474

475 This study reflected that Education was not reldateany of the job satisfaction
476 constructs for Senior University Staff. Earlieregaschers like (Bowen et al., 1994; Cano
477 & Miller, 1992a; Cano & Miller; 1992b; Castillo & &o, 1999; Castillo et al., 1999 have
478 found this same conclusion. However, some studesdicate that increasing one’s
479 educational level increase his or her level of gatisfaction (Andrews, 1990; Berns,
480 1989).
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Regarding age, the findings of this study indicétat there was no significant
relationship between age and any of the job satisfa constructs of the Senior
University Staff in Ago Iwoye and Osogbo. While ghfinding contrast with the
conclusions of some earlier researchers like Ne&tdreary (2000) and Olorunsola
(2010), it is consistent with other studies carrmat by Castillo, et al. (1999) and
Castillo & Cano, 1999.

The state of origin as a factor had low relatigpshwith the job satisfaction
constructs of general satisfaction and satisfaatith supervision among the population
for the research because all of them rated bothesfe constructs low indicating a lower
level of satisfaction with their jobs in generatamith the supervision that they receive.

When the means of the job satisfaction construdtgshe three groups are
compared, it revealed that for the most part, tiveas no difference among the three
groups regarding how satisfied each group was tghseven job satisfaction constructs.
A significant difference was found between Academnd Professional and Technical
Staff regarding how satisfied each group was whitirtco-worker relations. Academic
rated this construct lower than Professional anchiigal staff. This is an indication that
this group of staff experienced lower level of st@ttion in their relationships with their
co-workers. The experience of previous positionthrer Universities as a factor however
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 a&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 are made available to University manageneitnprove their awareness level in
determining which of the demographic factors cdlu@ance the level of job satisfaction
of Senior University Staff. It is suggested thatnagement should design both in-service
and external trainings to improve the level of Hatition of male senior staff especially
as it relates to their personal learning to grogpiportunities at work, job security, and
compensation. Staff members from other states dtiar the owner states need to be
encouraged as a deliberate policy to increase ket of satisfaction with their jobs in
general and with their supervisors. Since Acadentdicated a lower level of satisfaction
in their relationships with their co-workers, a jeblargement method will include some
aspects that can make them build better relatipssiwith their co-workers is
recommended as a means of improving their relatipgsgenerally.
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