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Abstract:-

The purpose of this study is to assess the determinants of job satisfaction of workers in
private universities. A survey of 600 workers was conducted regarding job satisfaction
levels and what factors affect their level of satisfaction. Results indicate that remuneration
is the most important factor driving the overall job satisfaction of the workers in the
selected private universities. Regression results suggest that management should pay
attention to other factors like employee-organization relationship and staff development.
Married individuals are more likely to be satisfied in working at private university than
those who are not married. In addition, we find education to negatively correlate with job
satisfaction. Age does not correlate with the level of job satisfaction of employees in
private university.
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1.0 Introduction

Job satisfaction is an indicator to show how content an employee is, in all aspects of his or
her present job. Some of the factors that affect employee satisfaction at their workplace is
relevant in all profession, but some of the job satisfaction determinants only affect specific
occupation. It is therefore important for management to understand the factors that bring
satisfaction to the greater percentage of its employees and then find the right balance of
improving on these factors. Several studies have shown that there is a strong positive
association between organizational loyalty of employees and job satisfaction of employees
(Wu & Norman, 2006). Low job satisfaction leads to low morale, less loyalty to the
organization and an increase in shirking of responsibilities by employees (Soler, 1998).

The service sector is an important part of the Ghanaian economy and is now the biggest
sector with the highest growth rate of 8.9 percent in 2014 (GSS, 2014). In this type of
sector, in which the employee/customer relationship (either face-to-face or via technology)
is increasingly important, the relationship between working conditions and job satisfaction
is more important for the growth of a company operating in this sector than in the other
sectors (Al Juhani & Kishk, 2006; Paulin et al., 2006). Knowledge on job satisfaction of
employees in private university is important due to the rate at which the establishments of
private universities are increasing in the country. As at 1999, there were only 2 private
university colleges in the country but the number have substantially increase to 61 over the
past 15 years ( NAB, 2015). According to the 2015 report by the National Accreditation
Board of Ghana, private tertiary institutions train 37 percent of the nation’s tertiary students
and employ roughly 40 percent of the overall employees working in tertiary institutions.
The rapid increase in private universities have led to huge employee turnover rate within
the industry as these private universities usually compete among themselves for quality
staff especially the teaching staff. Even though employee retention is important in every
industry, effect of employee retention on workers in tertiary institutions is much greater
than many professions. Therefore, management in private tertiary institutions should know
the factors that determine job satisfaction to their employees so that they can improve on
these factors to increase productivity and employee retention.

There are plethora of research on employee’s jobs satisfaction and its effect on employee
performance and organizational labour turnover, however these studies are mainly found in
economics in which the empirical analyses rely on secondary data from large-scale social
surveys (Judge et al., 2000; Fisher, 2010). For this reason, those studies employ a limited
range of variables and especially the variables employed to capture diverse work
characteristics are ad hoc. Studies conducted by social science researchers on job



satisfaction although uses primary data for their analysis, the factors that they consider are
usually narrowed towards the theoretical models of that particular discipline. Researchers in
business and economics often study employee job satisfaction by attempting to do analysis
for several occupation in one study. However, one should note that different occupations
involve different work characteristics in varying degrees and their effects on job
satisfaction are likely to vary between occupations. Organizations noted for low job
satisfaction by its employees are likely to suffer from high labour turnover rate.
Productivity of such organizations is likely to be lower since the organization loses
employees immediately they become experienced and thus, such organizations only serve
as a nurturing ground for the less experienced workers. It is in this light that this study
seeks to find out job satisfaction of employees in the service sector of Ghana with special
emphasis on employees working at the private universities in the country.

The study is organized into five sections. The first section provides the background of the
study. Section two briefly reviews the relevant literature on the topic. The third section
describes the research design and the empirical framework for the analysis. Section four
discusses the findings from the study and the final section concludes the study.

2. Literature review

A job consists of one or more functions undertaken by a person in a company at a given
time (Cascio, 1989). For workers to perform at their maximum level, it is necessary that
they should have or acquire the knowledge, abilities, and aptitudes necessary for the
completion of the tasks that are assigned to them at their working environment. However, it
is also necessary that their personality, interests, and desires fit in with the characteristics of
the work in such a way that, they are able to get necessary satisfaction from the job they are
doing (de Jong, van der Velde, & Jansen, 2001). In spite of the heterogeneity of
professional work, there are some features common to the work of highly educated
professionals that are relevant to understanding their job satisfaction (Vila, Garci a-Arancil
& Mora, 2007). The most frequently studied variables in the literature to determine job
satisfaction is influence, social and psychological support, and economic incentives
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Motrison et al., 2005; Schyns & Croon, 2006; Holte & Anne,
2010). Influence (some authors refer to it as ‘control’, autonomy, or active work) refers to
the fact that workers are able to decide on how to execute the work task assigned to them
by themselves. Social support refers to all possible levels of social relations at work, with
both colleagues and superiors and psychological support is defined as a consistent positive
emotional state of employees at the working environment. Economic incentives relate to



salaries, fringe benefits and future work security. In general, it is considered that the ability
to influence one’s job, engage in healthy social relationships at the working environment
and receipt of desired economic incentives positively contributes to job satisfaction (Noblet
et al., 2005; Holte & Anne, 2010). However, due to the complex nature of the modern
workplace and roles, there are some other variables that are less frequently used to explain
job satisfaction, these are: job insecurity, the meaning of the tasks undertaken, role clarity,
quality of leadership, predictability, and recognition of a job well done (Hsu & Wang,
2008; Karasek et al., 1998). Figure 1 summarizes the factors that affect employee job
satisfaction.

Fig. 1: Factors affecting employee job satisfaction at the work place
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Considering heterogeneous nature of work task and the diversity of employee
characteristics and behaviour at the working environment, it is proper to consider individual
characteristics and specific work attributes in any job satisfaction study. Individual



characteristics that have been examined in relation to job satisfaction include demographics,
education, age, and personality traits. Pasupuleti, Allen, Lambert and Cluse-Tolar (2009)
found employees age to be positively associated with job satisfaction. Higher academic
qualification (especially having at least a degree) is also found to highly correlates with
greater job satisfaction (Barth et al., 2008). In addition, among employees of public sector
organizations, public service motivation and dedication has been shown to positively
influence job satisfaction (Wright & Pandey, 2008). Length of employment was found to be
significantly and negatively associated with job satisfaction (Acker, 2004).

Three main relationship affect employee satisfaction at the work place; (1) the employee—
organization relationship, (2) the employee—supervisor relationship, and (3) the employee—
coworker relationship (Tang, Siu, & Cheung, 2014). The employee—organization
relationship underlines the importance of employee identification with and commitment to
organizational strategy and company goals (Adams, King, & King, 1996). Organizational
identity refers broadly to what organizational members perceive, feel, and think about their
organizations (Hatch & Schultz, 1997). Fila et al. (2014) consider the employee—supervisor
relationship a key factor that influences employee job satisfaction. According to
Chakrabarty, Oubre, and Brown (2008), the finest way in which supervisors can portray
himself as a role model is to personally demonstrate proper techniques so that employee
could understand how job should be done. Finally, the relationship between employees and
colleagues is also an important source of job satisfaction (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001;
Sageer, Rafat, & Agarwal, 2012). Several studies investigate determinants of job
satisfaction in various job contexts (Yukl, 1989). For instance, Kirkman and Rosen (1999)
underline the importance of promoting a supportive work environment and adequate
supervisor support, as these factors affect employees' work-related attitudes and perceptions.

3. Data and empirical framework

3.1 Source of data

The main source of data for the analysis is primary data. Questionnaires were administered
to employees in private universities across the country. The questionnaires administered
consist of two parts. Part I examines the individual characteristics of respondents and the
second part measures individual levels of job satisfaction and the explanatory variables that
determines these levels of satisfaction. Previous literature and responses received from pre-
testing helped us in constructing the questionnaires for the explanatory variables. The
questions that were asked during the survey principally measures 7 major factors that
determines employee job satisfaction at their work place. For each question, a 7-point
Likert scale is used. The questions cover the following determinants of job satisfaction;



autonomy, remuneration, job insecurity, employee organizational relationship, recognition,
work and responsibilities, and promotion and staff development.

The target population for the study was all the full-time employees of private universities in
the country. Random probability sampling technique was use to select 10 private
universities out of the 61 private universities retrieved from the national accreditation board
(NAB)' website. Random numbers was first assigned to each private university and random
tables were then used to select the 10 universities. Using quota sampling technique, a total
of 600 questionnaires were distributed to workers in the 10 universities selected. All the 10
private universities employs two thousand eight hundred and ninety six full time
employees. The university with the highest number of employee were assigned with the
highest quota followed in that order. A sample size of 600 respondents constitute 20.1
percent of the population. We believe that the information obtained from the sample size is
likely to reflect that of the entire population.

3.2 Empirical framework

An index is constructed for each of the seven explanatory variables since several questions
were asked for the measurement of one explanatory variable. The index is constructed as:

7n«
Where X is the index for the explanatory variables; autonomy, remuneration, job insecurity,

employee organizational relationship, recognition, work and responsibilities, and promotion
and staff development.

f represents the loading factor of the respective variable? in the factor analysis®

g represent the level at which consumer agrees to the questions asked (based on choice of
Likert scale value)* for the respective variable.

n represents the number of questions under each of the variables been considered.

The value 7 at the denominator represents the highest value on the Likert scale (i.e. strongly
disagree) and,o« represent the eigenvalue from the Cronbach’s Alfa estimation for the

" NAB is the institution responsible to maintain the standard of tertiary education in the country. They insure
that all private universities operating in the country does not lower the standard of education in the country.

2 For any particular question to specifically measure a particular determinant, the loading factor is usually different. The
higher the loading factor to a particular question, the more important that question is in explaining the global variable been
measured. The loading factor is therefore serving as weight to any particular question.

3 Factor analyses are used to explain job satisfaction questions and the variables used as explanatory or latent independent
variables.

* E.g. if a respondent answers a particular question strongly agree, then g=1 and in the same way if a person rather
chooses undecided as an answer to a question then g=4.



respective index been calculated. We standardize the covariates indexes such that the mean
is zero and standard deviation is 1

Let Y* represent job satisfaction which is definitely a continuous variable in the population.
Suppose that the determinants of job satisfaction are linear in parameters, then the model
specification for job satisfaction can be expressed as:

Yi* = ZI,§=1 ,Bkai 57 3.2

Where Xj; are vector of explained variables that does not contain constant and the
determinants are; autonomy, remuneration, job insecurity, employee organizational
relationship, recognition, work and responsibilities, promotion and staff development age,
qualification, staff status and individual specific characteristics. ¢; is the error term in the
model specification. Y* is continuous but we observed it as an ordinal variable in the data.
Suppose €; have a logistic distribution, then we can consistently estimate equation 3.2 by
using the ordered logit regression. Suppose @; < a, < -+ < a; are the unknown cutoffs
points which can be defined as; Y=0 if Y*<a, , Y=1 if @;<Y*<a;, up to Y=J if a;<Y*.
The variable Y is the observed part of the latent variable Y* and show J+1 choices. In our
study the J+1 choice is the 7 Likert scale choices provided in the questionnaire. Given the
logistic distribution assumption for &;, the conditional probabilities of Y given Xj; are given
as:
P(Y; = 01Xy) = P(Xy; + & < 1| Xi) = M@y — BreXii)
P(Y; = 1|Xy;) = P(ay < Xpi + & < a3l Xyi) = Mz — BiXii) — Az — BXii)

P(Y; =] — 1Xx) = P(aj_1 < Xpi + & < a|Xp) = My — BiXpi) — Alaj—1 — BiXki)
P(Y; =JIXe) = P(Xpi + & < | Xii) = 1 — Aoy — BiXpi)
And the sum of these probabilities is equal to one (Agresti, 2010).

4. Results and discussion of findings

4.1 Descriptive statistics

A total of 600 respondents were sampled to be interviewed. Out of the total of 600
questionnaires distributed, 558 questionnaires were received. However, not all the received
questionnaires were fully answered. For the 558 questionnaires returned, 34 questionnaires
were partially completed and no questionnaire was returned empty. To avoid using
incomplete information in the analysis, the 34 uncompleted questionnaires were excluded



in the analysis. The remaining analysis in the chapter relies on the 524 questionnaires that
was returned and completely answered and this forms 87.3 percent response rate. Table 1
provides summary of the individual characteristics of the respondents.

Table 1: Socio-Demographic characteristics of the sample

Characteristics Category Number Percentage
Gender Male 310 55.8
Female 246 44.2
Total 556 100
Age 20-30 128 18.32
31-40 246 37.21
41-50 96 29.58
51-60 53 3.82
Above 60 33 11.07
Total 556 100
Education PhD 57 10.3
Masters 278 50.0
Bachelors 153 27.6
Others 68 12.1
Total 556 100
Marital status Married 408 77.86
Single 116 22.14
Total 556 100
Staff status Teaching staff 213 40.65
Non-teaching staff 311 59.35
Total 556 100

Source: Field Survey conducted by the authors

The table shows that there are more men, more non-teaching staff and more married
individuals than women, teaching staff and the unmarried respectively. Individuals with



Master Degree constitute at least 60 percent of the study sample, and most of the
respondents are less than forty years.

Table 2: Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients of assessing reliability of questions

Perceived levels of attributes Factor No. of items Factor(a)
Loading

Autonomy 5 0.72

Freedom to correct daily problems at work 0.75

Take part in decision on job duties 0.65

control on how to address daily work problems 0.57

Act independently in my work 0.74

Overall, I exercise autonomy in my work duties 0.61

Remuneration 7 0.90

Remuneration system in the university is fair 0.90

Satisfied with salary 0.88

Average Salary is better than people with similar 0.89

qualification In other organization 0.87

satisfied with existing salary structure 0.88

satisfied with employee assistance policy 0.90

satisfied with long term insurance policies 0.90

on the whole satisfied with remuneration system 0.88

Job insecurity 4 0.63

Disturbed about non-payment of salary 0.59

Worried about be moved to different department 0.71

Appointment terminated at any time without damages 0.44

Overall, I feel insecure in my job 0.46

Employee organizational relationship 4 0.85

Happy with support from working colleagues 0.82

Happy with support from immediate boss 0.80

Working colleagues does not discriminate against me 0.82

In general, working environment is cordial 0.78

Recognition and Esteem 5 0.80

Superiors give me the recognition I deserve 0.74

Get support from superiors in difficult situation 0.80

Satisfied with recognition received from management 0.72

Effort is making great impact in the institution 0.79

Overall recognition system is fair and motivating 0.76

Work and Responsibilities 7 0.62

Typical work day task and duties are similar 0.62

Task and duties of my work is organized 0.60

Received information from others on performance 0.56

Possible to find out how well I am doing in my work 0.65

Workload matches with my remuneration 0.50

Assigned to the right job based on my abilities 0.55

In general, Satisfied with performance & responsibilities 0.52

Promotion and Staff development 6 0.70

Satisfied with the rate of staff development 0.67

Promotion is based on merits 0.66
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Employee performance award system is fair 0.64
Clear guidance policy on staff development 0.65
Staff development is based on merits 0.67
Overall general commitment on staff development is good ~ 0.67

A reliability analysis (Cronbach’s alpha) is performed to test the reliability and internal
consistency of the questionnaire designed. The results presented in Table 2 show that the
alpha coefficients for all satisfaction attributes are high, ranging from 0.62 to 0.90 and these
figures are well above 0.5, which is considered as the minimum acceptable indicator of
internal consistency of a group of questions (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). The
factor analysis condensed the information contained in the original variables into a newly
correlated composite variable. The factor loadings presented in Table 2 provides additional
information in explaining the strength of the correlation of each sub-question that is used in
measuring the main variables. Using the loading factor figures in Table 2, we construct a
new variable for each of the explanatory variables; autonomy, remuneration, recognition
and esteem, promotion and staff development, work and responsibilities, employee and
organizational relationships, and job insecurity. These variables are constructed using the
loading factor as weight as discussed in equation 3.1. From the specification of equation 3.1,
A variable is considered to be contributing highly to a set of scale or test items when it has
a high loading factor and similarly, variables with low loading factor contributes less to a
particular test items. For example, out of the five test items used to measure autonomy;
freedom to correct daily problems at work has the highest loading factor of 0.75 and this is
interpreted as having more weight in explaining employee job satisfaction than any of the
remaining five items. We use the model specification in equation 3.1 and information from
Table 2 to construct an index for autonomy, remuneration, recognition and esteem,
promotion and staff development, work and responsibilities, employee and organizational
relationships, and job insecurity. The indexes for these variables are continuous variables
with mean zero and standard deviation of 1. Table 3 provides a summary statistics of the
index created. Mean and standard deviation of the variables have been standardized to zero
and one respectively.

Table 3: Summary statistics of variables affecting job satisfaction
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Variable Sample  Mean Standard  Minimum  maximum

Size Deviation
Autonomy 524 0 1 -1.69 1.54
Remuneration 524 0 1 -1.45 1.20
Job insecurity 524 0 1 -2.06 1.74
Employee organization relationship 524 0 1 -1.38 1.94
recognition 524 0 1 -1.71 1.96
responsibility 524 0 1 -2.14 2.04
Staff development 524 0 1 -2.08 1.96

4.2 Determinants of Job satisfaction
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Table 4. Determinants of employee job satisfaction at the work place.

Job satisfaction

Autonomy -0.613%*
(0.257)
Remuneration 2.933%**
(0.641)
Job insecurity -0.584%*
(0.270)
Employee-organization relationship 0.417*
(0.220)
Recognition -0.218
(0.148)
Responsibility 0.741%%*
(0.144)
Staff development 0.560*
(0.300)
Age -0.619
(0.447)
Education 2361 *%*
(0.618)
Sex 0.0390
(0.392)
Marital status 0.414**
(0.202)
Staff status 1.159%%*
(0.225)
Observations 524
McFadden’s Pseudo R? 0.274
chi2 513.0%**

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

In this section, we estimate equation 3.2. As explained earlier in section 3.3, the dependent
variable in the regression equation is job satisfaction and the set of covariates of interest
are: autonomy, remuneration, promotion and staff development, employee organization
relationship, recognition and esteem, work and responsibility, and job insecurity. We also
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controlled for the following variables; sex, age, education, marital status, and staff status.
The dependent variable job satisfaction is measured by 7 point ordinal scale as can be seen
in .the appendix. However, none of the respondent answered strongly disagree for the
question on job satisfaction and this leads to six choices for job satisfaction. The result
obtained from the ordered logit estimation is presented in Table 4. The chi-square value is
513 and it is highly significant. This tells us that at least some of the explanatory variables
have significant effect on Job satisfaction. We can only interpret the sign and significance
of the ologit estimation in table 4 since the magnitude is not meaningful. We would first
explain individual characteristics that affect job satisfaction of private university workers in
the country. In the regression estimate, we convert all the variables in Table 1 to dummies
so that the interpretation of our estimates would be simple and meaningful. The variable
sex is a dummy (1 if male), marital status is a dummy (1 if married), age is a dummy (1 if
at least 40 years old), education is a dummy (1 if highest form of education is at least
Master degree). Table 4 shows that people with at least master degree are less likely to be
satisfied in working at private university in the country than those with degrees lower than
master degree. This findings is not surprising since most of the employees with at least
master degree are more likely to be lecturers and it is the desire for every lecturer in the
country to work in the public universities since lecturers in the public universities receive
higher remuneration and command high social prestige than their counterpart in private
university. The table also shows that married people are more likely to be satisfied in
working at private university than non-married individuals. However, we find that age does
not correlate with job satisfaction and this is contrary to the findings of Barth et al. (2008)
who found age to positively correlate with job satisfaction.

We now shift our focus on our main explanatory variable of interest. Firms can easily
influence the explanatory variables autonomy, remuneration, promotion and staff
development, employee organization relationship, recognition and esteem, work and
responsibility, and job insecurity to achieve the company’s desires goals of satisfying its
employees but that is not the case for individual characteristics such as sex, marital status,
age etc. Table 4 shows that recognition does not have any effect on job satisfaction but we
find weak evidence of staff development and employee-organizational relationship effect
on job satisfaction. An improvement in staff development and employee-organizational
relationship is likely to increase job satisfaction of workers employed in private universities
in the country. The variables that have strong correlation with job satisfaction are autonomy,
remuneration, job insecurity and responsibility. A priori, we were expecting the coefficients
of remuneration, autonomy and responsibility to have positive signs and then job insecurity
to have a negative sign. The coefficient of remuneration and responsibility is positive as
expected and this suggests that an increase in remuneration and improvement in work
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responsibility is likely to increase employee job satisfaction. The negative coefficient of job
insecurity also suggests that the higher an employee in a particular private university see
his/her occupation as unsecured, the more likely that the individual would be unsatisfied at
the work place. Our finding on the impact of autonomy on job satisfaction is contrary to the
evidence in literature. Table 4 shows that, the more an individual has autonomy at his/her
work place, the more that person becomes unsatisfied. One possible explanation for this
negative relationship observed in our study may be related to the industry which is been
studied in this research. University lecturers usually are more likely to have freedom at
their workplace than that of other occupations, and therefore they are more likely to
interpret autonomy as job regulations. We present marginal effects in Table 5 for only one
level (that is agree) in the ordinal responses suggested to respondents.

Table 5: Marginal effects of determinants of Job-satisfaction

Job satisfaction Agree
Marginal effects
(1
Autonomy -0.02%*
(0.010)
Remuneration 0.10%**
(0.027)
Job insecurity -0.02
(0.01)**
Employee-organization relationship 0.01*
(0.008)
Recognition -0.007
(0.005)
Responsibility 0.02°%#*
(0.005)
Staff development 0.02%*
(0.009)

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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From the respondents who agreed that they are satisfied under their current job, an increase
in remuneration by one percent would lead to an increase in their satisfaction by 10
percentage points. Similarly, an increase in job insecurity by one percent would lead to a
drop in job satisfaction by 2 percentage points. Apart from recognition which is statistically
insignificant, all the other determinants are statistically significant. The magnitudes in table
5 demonstrate that remuneration is the most significant determinant of job satisfaction of
workers in private universities. The rest of the other determinants of job satisfaction have
similar effect. An increase in one percent of any of the determinant apart from
remuneration and recognition are likely to increase or reduce job satisfaction by 2
percentage point. Our finding of remuneration having the greatest impact of job satisfaction
is consistent with the findings of Shields and Price (2002)."

5. Conclusion

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions are made. The results
indicate that management of private universities should improve remuneration, work and
responsibility, employee and organization relationship, and promotion and staff
development so that their workers satisfaction would be increased. University management
should put more emphasis in improving remuneration of their staff members as it turns out
from the estimation that this variable has the greatest effect on job satisfaction. Private
universities must ensure that the above variables outlined are improved in order to meet the
satisfaction of its workers, and this may likely reduce workers turnover. Furthermore,
recognition though has positive relationship with job satisfaction, the test of significance
shows that recognition does not correlate with job satisfaction. Thus, little attention should
be given to recognition when devising policies to improve workers satisfaction.

While the result of this research is specific to private universities in Ghana, the findings can
be useful to private universities in other Sub-Saharan African countries that have similar
characteristics like Ghana. To provide satisfaction for the diverse groups of university
workers, university management needs to develop well-focused strategies directed toward
increasing satisfaction through different concepts aimed at all the specific groups. Once
these mechanism are put in place, job satisfaction surveys should be implemented to
measure and track the results of these policies that have been in place. Whiles the study of
correlation effect of several determinants is important, future research may concentrate on
one variable and look at the causal impact of a specific explanatory variable on job
satisfaction since association or correlation does not mean causation.

16



References

Acker, G. M. (2004). The effect of organizational conditions (role conflict, role ambiguity,
opportunities for professional development, and social support) on job satisfaction

and
intention to leave among social workers in mental health care. Community Mental
Health Journal, 40(1), 65-73. doi:10.1023/B:COMH.0000015218.12111.26

Adams, G. A, King, L. A., & King, D. W. (1996). Relationships of job and family
involvement, family social support, and work—family conflict with job and life

satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4), 411-420.

Al Juhani, A.M., & Kishk, N.A. (2006). Job satisfaction
among primary health care physicians and nurses in Al-madinah Al-munawwara.
Journal of the Egyptian Public Health Association, 81,165-180.

Barth, R. P., Lloyd, E. C., Christ, S. L., Chapman, M. V., & Dickinson, N. S. (2008). Child
welfare worker characteristics and job satisfaction: A national study. Social Work,
53(3), 199-209. doi:10.1093/sw/53.3.199

Cascio, W. (1989). Managing human resources: Productivity, QWL, profits. London:
McGraw-Hill.

Chakrabarty S, Oubre DT, Brown G (2008). The impact of supervisory adaptive selling and

supervisory feedback on salesperson performance. Ind. Mark. Manage., 37: 447-454.

De Jong, R.D., van der Velde, M.E.G., & Jansen, P.G.W. (2001). Openness to experience
and growth need strength as moderators between job characteristics and satisfaction.
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9, 350— 356.

Fila, M. J., Paik, L. S., Griffeth, R.W., & Allen, D. (2014). Disaggregating job satisfaction:
Effects of perceived demands, control, and support. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 29(4), 639-649.

Fisher D. (2000). Mood and emotions while working: missing pieces of job satisfaction?
Journal of Organizational Behavior. Fisher, C. (2010), ‘Happiness at Work,’
International Journal of Management Reviews, 12, 384—412.

Hackman, J.R., and Oldham, G.R. (1976), ‘Motivation through the Design of Work: Test of
a Theory,” Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 250-279.

Hair, J.F. Jr., Anderson, R.E.,Tatham, R.L.,& Black,W.C.(1998). Multivariate Data

Analysis,

(5™ Edition). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hatch, M., & Schultz, M. (1997). Relations between organizational culture, identity and
image. European Journal of Marketing, 31(5/6), 356-365.

Holte B, McCusker M. A., Lane K.A., Esser J. (2010). A study of nurse faculty job

satisfaction in community colleges in Florida. Teach. Learn. Nurs., 5: 16-26.
Hsu, S.-H., & Wang, C. (2008). The development and empirical validation of the Employee

17



Index model. Total Quality Management, 19, 353-366.

Judge, T.A., Bono, J.E., and Locke, E.A. (2000), ‘Personality and Job Satisfaction: The
Mediating Role of Job Characteristics,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 237-249.
Karasek, R., Kawakami, N., Brisson, C., Houtman, 1., Bongers, P., & Arnick, B. (1998).
The
job content questionnaire (JCQ): An instrument for internationally comparative
assessments of psychosocial job characteristics. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 3, 322-354.

Kirkman, B. L., & Rosen, B. (1999). Beyond self-management: Antecedents and
Consequences of team empowerment. Academy of Management Journal, 42(1),58-74.
Kirkman, B. L., & Shapiro, D. L. (2001). The impact of cultural values on job satisfaction
and organizational commitment in self-managing work teams: The mediating role of
employee resistance. Academy of Management Journal, 44(3), 557-569.
Morrison, D., Cordery, J., Girardi, A., & Payne, R. (2005). Job design, opportunities for
skill
utilization, and intrinsic job satisfaction. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 14, 59-79.
National Account Statistics.(2014). Statistics for Development and Progress. Ghana
Statistical Service. www. statsghana.gov.gh
National Accreditation Board (2015). Reports on tertiary institutions.
Noblet, A., Graffam, J., & McWilliams, J. (2008). Sources of well-being and commitment
of
staff in the Australian Disability Employment Services. Health & Social Care in the
Community, 16, 137-146.
Paulin, M., Ferguson, R.J., & Bergeron, J. (2006). Service climate and organizational
commitment: The importance of customer linkages. Journal of Business Research, 59,
906-915.
Pasupuleti, S., Allen, R. I., Lambert, E. G., & Cluse-Tolar, T. (2009). The impact of work
stressors on the life satisfaction of social service workers: A preliminary study.
Administration in Social Work, 33(3), 319-339. doi:10.1080/03643100902988141
Sageer, A., Rafat, S., & Agarwal, P. (2012). Identification of variables affecting employee
satisfaction and their impact on the organization. IOSR Journal of Business and
Management, 5, 32-39.

Shields, M., Price, S. (2002). Racial harassment, job satisfaction and intentions to quit:
Evidence from the British nursing profession, Economica 69, 295-362.

Soler, C.H. (1998), “The relationship of organizational structure and job characteristics to

18



teacher’s job satisfaction and commitment (Doctoral dissertation, St John’s
University,

1998)”, Dissertation Abstracts International, Vol. 60, pp. 42-73.
Tang, S., Siu, O., & Cheung, F. (2014). A study of work—family enrichment among
Chinese

employees: The mediating role between work support and job satisfaction. Applied

Psychology, 63(1), 130-150.

Vila, L., Garci’a-Arancil, A., and Mora, J.-G. (2007), ‘The Distribution of Job Satisfaction
Among Young European Graduates: Does the Choice of Study Field Matter?” The
Journal of Higher Education, 78, 97-118.

Wu, L. and Norman, 1.J. (2006), “An investigation of job satisfaction, organizational

commitment and role conflict and
ambiguity in a sample of Chinese undergraduate nursing students”, Nurse Education
Today, Vol. 26, pp. 304-14.

Yukl, G. (1989). Managerial leadership: A review of theory and research. Journal of

Management, 15(2), 251-289.

19



Appendix [

Please provide answers to all questions candidly and accurately. Response given will
be treated confidentially. Please note that information provided will be used solely for
research purpose.

We would like to seek information of your level of satisfaction for working in this
University. The questionnaire contains FOUR Sections (A-D). Please answer all the
questions in each section.

Section 1: Bio Data

1. Sex 1. Male 2. Female
ii. Age 1.20-30 2.31-40 3.41-50 4.51-60 5.61-70
iil. Denomination 1. SDA 2. Non Adventist

iv. Marital Status 1. Married 2. Single 3. Widow/Widower 4. Divorced
6.Seperated

v. Education 1. PhD 2. Masters. 3. 1% Degree 4. Other
Specify............
vi. Staff status 1. Teaching Staff 2. Non-Teaching Staff

viii. Present Level(Non Teaching Staff) 1. Junior Staff 2. Senior Staff 3. Senior Member
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Note: the meaning of 1,2,3,4,5,6,7 is as follows: 1. Strongly agree 2. Agree 3. Somehow agree
4. Undecided 5. Somehow disagree 6. Disagree 7. Strongly disagree. Tick where it applies
Job satisfaction

I am satisfied with my job

Autonomy

1. I have the freedom to correct daily problems when they occur in the course of doing my work

2. T am usually part in the decision of how to go about my daily work duties

3. T have control over how I address daily problems at work

4.1 can act very independently in my work

5. Over all I have the autonomy to work

Remuneration

1. The remuneration system in the university is fair

2. T am satisfied with my salary

3. Averagely, my salary is better than employees working in other Organisations but with
similar qualification

4.1 am satisfied with the existing salary structure of the university

5. T am satisfied with employee assistance policy (eg. Transport, accommodation etc.)

6. I am satisfied with the long term policy and insurance benefits for employees

7.0verall am satisfied with the remuneration system

Job insecurity

1. I sometimes get disturbed that the university may not be able to pay my salary at the end of
the month.

2. I am worried about being moved to a different department against my will

3. My appointment can be terminated at any time without any serious damages to the university

4. On the whole I feel insecure at work

Employee organizational relationship

1. I am happy with the support I received from working colleagues

2. T am happy with the support and assistance received from my immediate boss

3. The working community does not discriminate against me

4. In general the work environment is cordial

Recognition/Esteem

1. My superiors give me the necessary recognition that I deserve

2. I always get support from my superiors in difficult situations

3. Considering the work and effort I have made in this organization, I am satisfied with the
recognition received from management

4. 1 am always convinced that my effort is making great impact to the institution

5. Overall the recognition system is fair and motivating

Work and responsibilities

1.The task and duties of my typical work day are similar

2. The task and duties of my work are organized so that I am always able to finish the task that I
have started before moving to other task

3. I often receive information from others concerning my work performance

4. It is always possible to find out how well I am doing at work

5. Tam satisfied with my workload and I think it matches with the remuneration I receive

6. I am satisfied and I think I have been awarded the right set of duties as per my abilities

7. On the whole am satisfied with my responsibilities and performance

Promotion and Staff development

1. I am satisfied with the rate of staff development of the university

2. Promotion in the university is based on merits
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3. Employees performance award systems in the university is fair

4. There is clear guideline policy on staff development.

5. Staff development in the university is based on merits

6. Overall, the general commitment to Staff development and promotion is encouraging
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