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ABSTRACT 

One of the most signifi cant trends in recent years of business management is 

humnn resource management. It becomes more and more csscntin l f<:ir successful 

orga nization. Psychologists and other human resource prolcssinnals consider the 

quality of life to be important. The study of job satisfaction is one approach to learn 

about the quality of life because people spend so much time at work. 

The overall objective of thi s study was to examine the re lationship between 

demographic profiles of life insurance agents and job satisfaction, assess the life 

insurance agent's job satisfaction level towards the job aspects, and also examine the 

importance of job aspects as perceived by life insurance agents. 

The conceptual framework will be the key to complete f.rmnework for job 

sati sfact ion. The framework contains one key independent variable and one key 

dependent variable. The dependent variable determined by five job aspects: work

itself, pay, promotion, co-worker, and supervisor. The independent variables are age, 

gender, education level, employment period, marital status, and working status. This 

study used the questionnaires to collect primary data which comprised of three 

sect ions: they me job satisfaction scale designed by Courtesy of Professors J. 

Wysocki and G.M .. Kromm, ranking the importance of each of the five job aspects 

and the personal information items. The target population is life insurance agents in 

Bangkok. 384 copies of questionnaires were returned. For data analysis, one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOV A) and Independent-sample /-test were used to assess for 

sign ificant difference of job satisfaction mean scores among demographic profiles. 

Least Significant Difference (LSD) test was used to find out outstanding groups of 

natu re of each demographic item. 
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The overall results derived from the relative importance of the five job aspects 

of job satisfac tion as perceived by life insurance agents rire ranked as fo llows: work

it sclf. pay, promotion, supervisor. and co-workers respecti vely. For j ob sati sfaction 

scores . it shcl\\s 1ha1 life insurance agents are satisfied wi th their j ob in all job aspects. 

l3ut l i1c insurnncc agents arc less satisfied with their pay compared with the other fo ur 

job aspects; v.·h il e pay is considered as the second importance category attributing to 

job satisfaction . There is a significant difference between demographic profiles of life 

insurnncc agents and job aspects. The older life insurance agents are more satisfied 

with their job rnrnpared with the younger life insurance agents. There is a significant 

diffe rence between age groups of life insurance agents and the two job aspects (work

itself and pay). Life insurance agents who are single are less satisfi ed with all job 

aspects compared \Vith life insurance agents who are married. There is a significant 

difference between marital status and pay. Male life insurance agents are more 

satisfied with their job compared with female li fe insurance agents. There is a 

s ignificant d ifference between gender of life insurance agents and the four job aspects 

(work-itself P'\v , promotion, and superviso r). T he lo wesl education levels of life 

insurance agent arc more satisfied with their j ob compared with the other education 

levels of life insurance agents. There is a signi ficant difference between difference 

education levels of life insurance agents and pay. Li fe insurance agents who had 

worked in life insurance companies betv,1een 2 to 5 years arc more satisfied with pay, 

promotion, superv isor, and co-workers, but not \Nith work-itself. There is a significant 

difference between different lengths of employment in li fe insurance companies and 

three job aspects (work-itseJJ~ pay, and promotion). Part-time li fe insurance agents are 

less satisfi ed with their job compared with Ji.dl -ti111c ii fe insurance agents . ·rherc is a 
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significant difference between working status of life insurance agents and two job 

aspects (work-itself and pay) . 

The study fi nd ings sho\\· that 1110.:>t o f life insurance agents a rc satisfied with 

the ir job in all job aspect !lnd the importance of job aspects as perceived by life 

i nsm;mcc ~i gcn ls nrc ranked as follows: \\·ork-itsc lL pay, promotion, supervi sor. and 

co-workers . There is a relationship between life insurance agents' dem ographic 

profiles and job satisfaction in four job aspects. There is a signifi cant d ifference 

between pay and all demograph ic profiles of life insurance agents (working status, 

gender, age, marital status, education level, and length of employment). There is a 

significant difference between work-itself and fo ur demographic profi les of life 

insurance agents (working s tatus. gender, age, and length of employm ent) . T here is a 

significant difference between promotion and two demographic p rofi les of life 

insurance agents (gender and length of employment). There is a significant d ifference 

between supervisor and gender of life insurance agents. 
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1.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER I 

INTRO D lJCTION 

One of the most significant trends in recent years of business management is 

huma n resource management. It becomes more and more essential for successful 

organi zaiion. Ps:·clwlogists and other human resource professionals consider the 

quality of life to be important. The study of job satisfaction is one approach to learn 

about the quality of li fe because people spend so much time at work. Job satisfaction 

is o ne of the most researched areas in Industrial/Organizational or I/O psychology. 

There w ere many psychologists interested in job satisfaction since 1916. We can see 

from rhe history of job satisfaction researches is followed: Frederick W. Taylor 

(19 16), one of the pioneers, believed that workers motivation was due largely to their 

interest in rnoney. He also proposed that the most satisfying situation was one in 

wh ich a worker could make the most money with the least effort. Both productivity 

and smisfaction \\"Otdcl result, he thought, if workers were given fair wages and work 

that could be don~ quickly without excess fatigue. Publication of Taylor' s perspective 

had the effect of directing research attention away form personal satisfaction and 

toward the wo rk s.itnation. Financial reward \vas accepted almost without question as 

the primary cenilicr. The "hot topic" of the day was how to design jobs to minimize 

fatigue. <1 s low producti vity was thought to be clue to tiring jobs. Studies focused on 

the impnct of vary ing work hours and giving rest breaks. 

1 he psycholog ists who conducted the Hawthorne studies were among the first 

to ask \'."orkers about \vork satisfaction (Roeth li sbcrgcr, 1941). This research began in 

,~-·- .. 
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the late 1920s and continued over a period of years at the Hawthorne plant of the 

Western Electric Company. The project actually began as a study of fatigue. T he 

resea rchers p lanned to evaluate the effects of different levels of workroom lighting on 

fati gue and productiv ity. They hypothesized that increased light would reduce eye 

fati gue . When the study fo il ed to shO\v the expec ted effect. th e researcher des igned 

another study to evaluate the effects ofrest periods on fatigue. When this study foiled 

also. They began to realize that the basic assumptions underlying the research \Vere 

incorrect The workers simply did not shown the expected responses to changes rn 

their physical environment. 

The Hawthorne researchers though it might be the workers' attitudes about 

their work that caused their reactions. Workers were interviewed and encouraged to 

talk about v,ihat was important and satisfying to them and what they liked and di sliked 

about their j obs. Most people had mixed reactions to their jobs, and many talked more 

about social than economic conditions. The researchers' conclusion was that money 

actually was not very important. Most of all, they said, wanted the satisfaction that 

come from social recognition. People wanted to be recognized by the boss as 

someone with good skills and to be an accepted member of the work group. Their 

conclusion had a major impact on research over the next 20 years. Although Taylor's 

emphasis on money had been too strong, the interpretation of the Hawthorne studies 

led to a virtual disregmd of pay as a satisfier. 

During the 1930s, several large-scale surveys on j ob satisfaction were done. 

T he surveys were exploratory; their purpose was to di scover variables that were 

associated wit h job sati sfaction. With this approach, researchers took a more ope n

rnindecl position with respect to the question of what is satisfying to \vorker. 
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Uhrbrock (1934) surveyed employees of a large manufacturing plant. From a 

sample of more than 4,000 factory workers, foremen, and clerks, he discovered that 

there was an important difference in attitude, depending on the organizational level of 

the person 's job. Foremen were more positive than clerks, and clerks w-crc more 

positive than factory workers. Hoppock ( 1935) also found such ~' difference. In 

general, professional and managerial employees were more satisfied \Nith their jobs 

than manual laborers. 1-Ioppock speculated that a number of facto rs make a job 

satisfying, including social factors, the intrinsic nature of the job, as well as pay and 

• 
work hours. 

Interest in job satisfaction grew rapidly from this beginning (l 976). Currently, 

many researchers are interested in the subject and a larger body of research exists. 

Fifteen years ago, Locke (1976) counted more than 3,000 studies. 

Locke (1976), defined job satisfaction as a pleasu rable feel ing that "'results 

from the perception that one's job fulfills or allows for the fulfillment of one's 

important job val ues." This definition reflected three important aspects of job 

satisfaction. First, job satisfaction was a function of values, defined as "What a person 

consciously or unconsciously desires to obtain." Second, this definition emphasized 

that different employees had different views of which values were important, which 

was critical in determining the nature and degree of their job satisfaction. One person 

might value staying w ithin a specific geographic region. The third important aspect of 

job satisfaction was perception. The perception of our present s ituation was relative to 

our values. An individual's perceptions might not be completely accurate reflection of 

reality, and different people might view the same situation di l'krcntly. 

Simons & Enz, 1995 concluded that in order to be successful in a competitive 

market, it is important that managers know hovi their ernploy<.:cs fed at \Vl•rk and 
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what they want. Because the amount of effort that an employee expends toward 

accompl ishing the organization · s goals depends on w hether the employee be lieves 

that thi s effort w ill lead to the sati sfaction o f h is or her own needs and desires. In this 

context, the key l o h1cilitating motivation lies with rnanagt:rs· good und erstanding of 

what: their employees want JJ·om their \Vork. 

T he main difference bct\vccn man and machines is that the productivity of a 

man is determined very largely by the way he feels about his job and hi s attitude 

toward the company that employs him (Triffin, 1943). 

Employees who arc experiencing job satisfaction are more likely to be 

productive (e.g. Chen AR, Josefoq itz N., 1980; Likert R., Katz D., 1979) and stay on 

the j ob (e.g. Hinshaw AS, Smeltzer DH, Atwood JR., 1987; Taunton RL Krampitz, 

1987). Job dissatisfaction lead to absenteeism, grievances,.and turnover (e.g . Hinshaw 

AS, Smeltzer DI-I, Atvvood JR .. 1987; Tctt, Meyer .JP., 1993: Lucas M D , Atwood JR., 

Hagaman R ., 1993; Porter L , Steers RM., 1973). Muchinsky and Tuttle (1979) 

summarized 39 studies of the relationship between satisfaction and turnover. lt 

appears, ihat the more peopie disiike thei r j obs. the more likeiy they arc quit. 

According to Moorehead and Griffin ( 1992) argued that the two pnmary 

consequences of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction relate to absenteeism and turn 

over. 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Business is now so complex and difficult, the survival of firms so hazards in 

nn environment increasingly unpredictable, competitive, and fraught with danger th;H 

their continued existence depends on many factors. One factor that can not cwerlo(Jk 

is employee. 

John F. Dryden said that there would not be any insurance without agents 

because the marketing of insurance is done through agents. Since no one man in a 

hundred or thousand is this country ever comes into an office to get insured of his 

own accord, insurance agents would play the key role in generating market share, 

revenue, even to the survival of insurance companies. 

Nowadays, there is increasingly competitive in life insurance business. There 

are 26 life insurance companies in 2001. It was increased 12 companies since 1997 

(appendix B). In 1999, a total of 1,029,698 policies were sold, total sum insured 

amounted to 238,093 million baht, Comparing with the new policies sold in 1998, the 

number of new poiicies decreased by i5,391 poiicies, or i .47 percent. Sum insured 

increased by 31 ,292 million baht or 15 .13 percent; averaging 231 ,226 baht per policy. 

New policies were made up of 729,252 ordinary life policies or 70.82 percent of the 

total with sum insured 137,021 million baht or 57.55 percent of the total ; 1,027,09 1 

individual life policies or 99. 7 5 percent of the total with sum insured 152,699 million 

baht or 64.13 percent of the total; 2,607 group life polic ies or 0.25 percent of the total 

with sum insured 85,394 million baht 35 .87 percent of the total. 

Insurance agent is an important factor to generate new policies and survival of 

life insurance companies because people who like their job work harder and therefore 

perform better. So, if life insurance companies l'.mderstancl what their insurance <1gents 
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want from their work and provided it to them, it can increase the number of new 

policies. 

In 1999, the number of new policies decreased. Thcrcfrffc, understanding what 

life insurance agent feel is a benefit lo the organiza tion. Uul there is limi ted research 

concern ing job satisfaction in Th~1i lancL cspcci <1 I ly job satish1ctio11 or I i1e insurance 

agent. 

1. 3 O bjectives of the study 

The main objectives of this study are as tallows: 

• To investigate the importance of job aspects ns perceived by life insurance 

agents. 

• To assess the life insurance agent's job satisfi1ction level towards the job 

aspect. 

• To examine the relationship between life insurance agents' demographic 

profiles and job satisfaction towards in job aspects. 

1.4 Scope of the study 

For this study, the research is studying the job sat isfaction of life insurance 

agent. The popt.ilation of this study was insurance agents in life insurance companies 

who stay in Bangkok. 
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1.5 Limitation of the study 

The limitations of this study are as follows: 

• This study is limited only Lo life insurance agents 111 Bangkok because 

there are limited in time and budget. 

• Thailand was in a period of economic turndown at the time of the study 

was conducted. The data obtained in this study might have been biased by 

current economic factors. 

1.6 Significance of the study 

The insurance agent turnover and absenteeism which are related to j ob 

satisfaction could have an impact on insurance agent effectiveness and its 

organization (Moorehead & Griffin, 1992; Muchinsky & tuttle 1979). Jacobs and 

Solomon ( 1977) conducted a study that satisfaction and performance would be related 

more strongly when performance leads to rewards. Result of the study provided 

evidence concerning which aspects of the job's insurance agent enjoy or satisfaction 

and which aspects of the job they dissatisfaction or dislike. Furthermore, the study 

provided evidence concerning about the relationship between life insurance agents' 

demographic profiles and job satisfaction toward in job aspects. The result of the 

study should also be of value to administrators of life insurance organization. 

The result of the study would indicate some specific areas that needed 

improvement. Therefore, the life insurance organization could provide a better 
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working environment that would be enhancing the quality of work life and help 

decrease life insu rance agents' dissati sfaction. 

The result of thi s study might also help ndmini slralo rs re tnin good life 

insurance agents in organization. Life insurance agents turnover might be reduced, 

lower the cost of procuring replacements and training of nc\Y insurance agents. The 

understanding different fac tors of job satisfaction may be helpful for the 

administrators, to design and implement programs, procedures and policies as part of 

overall organization assessment, to cope with factors which may lead to job 

dissatisfaction. 

This study was expected to provide a benefit for the other researchers. lt will 

serve as direction and guideline for other researchers who want to conduct research in 

related fields. 
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1.7 Definition of the Terms 

The main definitions of this study are as follows : 

~ Co-workers: The m<~jority of the people that you work w ith now or the people 

you meet in connection with your work. 

• Demographic variables: The demographic variables in this study were gender, 

age, working status (part-time or full-time) marital status, education level, and 

length of employment. 

• Insurance Agent: Anyone authorized by an insurer to solicit, create, modify 

or terminate contracts of insurance between the insurer and the clients. 

o Joh a.~pects: The individual components that make up one' s experience at 

work. 

• Job satisfaction: A pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting fi:om the 

appraisa l of one's job or j ob experiences. 

1a Pay: The compensations that employee received. 

~ Promotion: The chances fo r further advancement. 

~ S'upervision: The act or function of supervising to oversee workers. 

<> Turnover: A resignation from an organization; dysfunctional turnover occurs 

\vhen good performers leave; functional turnover, which is beneficial to the 

organi z8tion, occurs when poor performers leave. 

~ 1Yoi'k: The nature of the work performed, and a variety of tasks and uses many 

of the employee's skill s and abilities, meaning or importance, freedom, and 

feedback from the job. 
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The objective of this chapter is to review Yarious literatures that contribute to 

the understanding of this research study. It contains a review of the key concepts of 

job satisfaction, theories of job satisfaction, relationship between job satisfaction and 

turnover, relationship between job satisfaction and job performance, measurement of 

job satisfaction, component of job satisfaction, demographic profile, and other related 

researches. 

2. 1 T he Concept of Job Satisfaction 

Like any feeling of satisfaction, job satisfaction is an emotional, affective 

response. Affect refers to feelings of like or dislike. Therefore, job satisfaction is the 

extent to which a person derives pleasure from a job. Job satisfaction has been 

considered in a variety of ways, and is defined differently in various studies. Katze11 

(1964) argued that if there is consensus about job satisfaction, it is the verbal 

expression of an incumbent's evaluation of his/her job. On this basis, it is an affective 

or hedonic tone, for which the stimuli are events or conditions experienced in 

connection with jobs or occupations. 

Smith PC. (1974), defined job satisfaction is a multivariate human attitude 

that has been defined as "an affective response of the worker to his job ... consequence 

of the worker's experience on the job in re lation to his own values, that is, what he 

wants or expects from it. 
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Locke (1976) defined job satisfaction as a pleasurable feeling that " results 

from the perception that one's job fulfill s or allows for the fulfillment of one's 

important job values." This definition reflects three important aspects of job 

satisfaction. First job satisfac tion is a function of values, defined as " What a person 

consciously or unconsciously desires to obtain." Second, this de fin ition emphas izes 

that different employees have ditTerent views of which values are important, which is 

critical in determining the nature and degree of their job satisfaction. One person may 

value staying within a specific geographic region. The third important aspect of job 

satisfaction is perception. What matters in our perception of our present situation 

relative to our values. An individual's perceptions may not be completely accurate 

reflection ofreality, and different people may view the same situation differently. 

Warr P. and Cook J. (_ 1979), defined job satisfaction as "the degree to w hich a 

person reports satisfaction \:vith intrinsic and extrinsic features of the job. Total job 

satisfaction is the sum of all separate items, and overall job satisfaction is reported 

satisfaction with the job as a whole". Basic components of total job satisfaction were 

determined to be extrinsic and intrinsic job satisfaction. 

Lyon H, Ivancevich JM (1985), defined job satisfaction is the feeling an 

individua l has regarding a job and is a function of the events or opportunities in the 

work situation that give a feel ing of well-being. An alternative approach looks at the 

components of a work position (job attitudes, job environments, j ob tasks, and 

personal values) <1nd attempts to identify the most important dimensions for 

explaining different orgm1izational behaviors . 

rvlueller CW. and McCloskey JC. (1990), defined job satisfaction is an 

affective feeling that depends on the interaction of employees, their personal 
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characteristics, values, and expectations with the work environment, and the 

organization. 

Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwcl I ( 1991 ), defi ned job satisfac tion is an atti tude 

that individuals maintain about their jobs. This attitude is developed form their 

perceptions of their jobs. 

Robbins and Coulter (1 996) stated that job satisfaction is an employee's 

general attitude towards his or her job. When people speak of an employee's job 

attitude, they are likely referring to his/her job satisfaction. 

2.2 Theories of Job Satisfaction 

Several theories have been proposed to explain why people arc satisfi ed with 

their jobs. None of them have garnered a great deal of empirical confirmation, which 

suggests that job satisfaction is a complex phenomenon with many causal bases and 

that no one theory has been successful in corporating all of them. As is usually true 

with multiple theories about a single phenomenon, each theory seems to explain a 

piece of the puzzle, but a complete understanding is beyond the scope. The following 

theories will not be a comprehensive review, but it will give some insight into the 

ways in which job satisfaction has been examined. 

2.2. 1 Discrepancy Theories 

Theories in this category postulate that our satisfaction with a job is 

determined by the di screpancy between \vhat we want, value, and expect and what the 

.i ob actua ll y provides (Lawler, 1973; Locke. 1969, 1976) 
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2.2.1.1 Intrapersonal-Comparison Process 

According to McCormick and llgcn ( 1980). " the most widely accepted view 

of job satisfaction assumes that the degree of affect experienced (by a person) resul ts 

from some comparison between the individua r s stancl md and the indiv idun l's 

perception of the extent to which the standard is met" Degree of satisfaction is the 

difference between the standard and what is actually received form the j ob. 

Intrapersonal-comparison theories compare what a person wants (the standard) w ith 

what he or she received. The smaller the difference, the greater the feeling of 

satisfaction. These theories are called intrapersonal because the comparisons occur 

within each individual. 

The standard and its derivation must be defined. Some researchers believe the 

standard consists of human need. Needs are inborn and, it is believed, basic to 

everyone. They are generally classified into two categories: Physical needs required 

for bodily functioning (air, water, food) and psychological needs required for mental 

function (stimulation, self-esteem, pleasure). A satisfying job would fu lfill the basic 

psychological needs (for example, adequate income) and provide self-esteem and 

personal recognition. 

Other researchers believe the standard is derived form human values rather 

than needs. Locke (1969,1 976 ) claimed that job satisfaction occurs when the job 

outcomes (rewards) that an individual receives matches those outcomes that arc 

desired. Locke's theory focused on any outcom es that people value. In essence. 

Locke's theory of job satisfaction is based on the discrepancy that exists bdween 

what people have and what they ·want with respect to various aspects (such as pay and 
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learning opportunities) of their job. The smaller the discrepancy, the more satisfied 

they arc with their jobs. 

Vnl uc-based theori es are more fl exible than need-based theories. All people 

lwvc the same needs. It could thus be nrgucc! that affective 1-c;1ctions to jobs would be 

uniform, based on how the _iobs meet constant hum;rn needs. However, thi s clearly is 

not the case. There arc great differences in individual sati sfocti on with the same j ob. 

Jn defense of need theories, it can be argued that people may have the same needs, but 

they differ in the strength of those needs. Thus , a person with a strong need fo r sclf

esteem might be dissatisfied with a certain j ob. Another, with a weaker self-esteem 

need, m ight be quite satisfied with the same job. On the other hand, people certainly 

have different values, which explains d ifferences in job satisfaction. Someone w ho 

valued m onetary rewards and personal challenge v-.ioulcl probably not be satisfied with 

a low-paying, routine job. However, someone who val ued earn ing just enough to 

make ends meet w ithout being mentally taxed might be quite satisfied with such a 

job. 

lntrapersonal-comparison-process theories arc based on the extent to wbich a 

j ob is perceived to meet a person's needs or values. lf there is a wide discrepancy 

between what is needed or desired and what is obtained, job d issatisfaction will 

result. A job could become dissatisfying if the strength of a person' s needs were to 

change of if new values were acquired. To carry the theory to an extreme, if a person 

worked in a social vacuum (with no other people) but needs or values were met, 

satisfacti on would result. 
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• Maslow' s Needs Hierarchy 

Perhaps the most famous theory of satisfaction and moti vati on was deve loped 

by Abraham Maslow (1 954, 1970). Mas low believed that employees wou ld be 

satisfied w ith their j obs at any given point in time if certain needs were met. As figure 

2.1 shows, Maslow believed that there are fi ve major types of needs and that these 

needs are hierarchical-that is, lower-level needs must be sati sfied before an 

employee will be concerned with the next level of needs. It is helpful to look at a 

hierarchy as if it were a staircase that is climbed one step at a time until the top is 

reached. The same is true of Maslow's hierarchy. Each level is taken one step at a 

time, and a higher-level need cannot be reached until a lower-level need is satisfied. 

Maslow's five major needs are discussed below. 

Basic Biological Needs. Maslow thought that an individual first seeks to 

satisfy basic biological needs for food , air, water, and shelter. In our case, an 

individual who does not have a job, is homeless, and in on the verge of starvation will 

be satisfied with any job as long as it provides for these basic needs. When asked hov·i 

well they enjoy their job, people at this level might reply," I can't complain, it pay 

the b ills." 

Safety Needs. After basic biological needs have been met, a job that merely 

provides food and shelter will no longer be satisfying. Employees then become 

concerned about meeting their safety needs. That is, they may work in an unsafe coal 

mine to earn enough money to ensure their family's survival , but once their fami ly 

has food and shelter, they will remain satisfied with their job only i f the workplace is 

safe. 
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Safety needs have been expanded to include psychological as well as physical 

safety. Psychological safety--often referred to as job security- can certainly affect 

job satisfaction. For example, public sector employees often list job security as a 

main benefit to their jobs---a bcndit so strong that they will stay in lower paying 

public sector jobs rather than take higher paying. yet less secure, jobs in the private 

sector. 

H ighcr order I Self-actualization Needs 
L_~--~~~~~~~--' 

Self-esteem Needs 

Social Needs 
Order of progression 

[ Safety Needs 

Lower order 
Physiological Needs 

Figure 2.1 Masi ow' s hierarchy of needs 

Source: A.H. Maslow. (1970). Motivation and personality, (2nd ed.) Ncvv York: 

Harper & Row. 

Social Needs. Once these first two need levels have been met, employees will 

remain satisfied with their jobs only when their social needs have been met. Social 

needs involve working with other, developing friendships, and foeling needed. 

Organizations attempt to satisfy their employees ' social needs in a variety of ways. 

Company cafeterias provide workers the place and opportunity to socialize and meet 

other employees, company picnics allow fam ilies to meet one another, c.;1d company 
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sports program such as bowling teams and softball games provide opportunities for 

employees to p lay together in neutral environment. 

It is important that an organization make a conscious effort to sati sfy these 

soc ial needs when a job itsel f docs not encourage social activity. For example. with a 

.i ob such as that of a janitor or a night watchman, the crnployee w il l encounter few 

other people while working. Thus, the chance of making new friends is small. 

A good fri end of mine worked in a large public agency before becoming a 

writer and working out of her home. Prior to her working at home, she seldom 

accepted invitations to attend parties or socialize. In her words, " Once I get home I 

don 't want to see another person." However, now that her only social contact during 

the day is a one-sided conversation with a three-legged, neurotic cat, she socializes 

every chance she can get. 

Ego Needs. When social needs have been satisfied, employees concentrate 

next on meeting their ego needs. These are needs for recognition and success, and an 

organization can help to satisfy them through praise, awards, promotions, salary 

increases, and pubiicity. 

Se(l-Act11a!ization NeedY. Even when employees have friends, have earned 

awards, and arc making a relatively high salary, they may not be completely satisfied 

with their j obs because their self-actualization needs may not have been satisfied yet. 

These needs are the fifth and final leve l of Maslow's needs hierarchy . Self-

actualization m ight be best defined by the U.S. Army's recruiting slogan "Be all that 

you can be." An employee striving for self-actualization wants to reach her potential 

in every task. Thus, employees vvho have worked w ith the same machine for 20 years 

may become dissatisfied with their jobs. They have accomplished all that can be 
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accomplished with that particular machine and now search for a new challenge. If 

none is available, they may become dissati sfi ed. 

19 ERG Theory 

Clayton Alderfer's ERG theory is also based on needs but differs form 

Maslow's theory. Aldefer (1969, 1972) develop a needs theory that has only three 

levels. As shown in figure 2.2, the three levels are e:\istence. relatedness, and 

growth-hence the name ERG theory. Existence needs-desire for physiological and 

material well-being; relatedness needs-desire for satisfying interpersonal 

relationship; and growth needs-desire for continued personal growth and 

development. 

Other than the number of levels, the nrnJor di fference between Maslow's 

theory and ERG theory is that Aldefer suggested that a person can skip levels. By 

allowing for such movement, Aldefcr removed on of the biggest problems with 

Maslow's theory. 

Furthermore, Aldefer's theory explains why a higher level sometimes does not 

become more important once a lower-level need has need satisfied. Aldefer believed 

that for jobs in many organizations, advancement to the next level is not possible 

because of such factors as company policy or the nature of the job. Thus, the path to 

the next level is blocked, and the employee becomes frustrated and places more 

importance on the previous level. Perhaps that is why some unions demand more 

money and benefits for their members rather than job enrichment. They realize that 

the jobs will always be tedious and that little can be done to improve them. Thus, the 

previous needs level becomes more important. 



19 

Maslow ERG 

Self-actuali zation 
Growth 

Ego 
----·---··-··- ------

Re latedness 
Social __ .. 

r---~J Safety 
I )' . - - . ~x1 stcncc 

Physical 

Figure 2.2 Comparison of the Maslow, and ERG theories 

o McClelland ' s Needs Theory. 

The fina l needs theory that will be discussed was developed by McClelland 

(1961) who suggested that differences between individuals stem form the relationship 

between a job and each employee's level of satisfaction or motivation. McClelland 

believed that employees differ in their needs i(x achievement, affiliation, and power. 

Employees who have a strong need for achievement desire jobs that are 

challenging and over \>vhich they have some control, whereas employees who have 

minimal achievement needs are more satisfied when jobs involve little challenge and 

have a high probability of success. In contrast, employees who have a strong needfhr 

affiliation prefer working w ith and helping other people. These types of employees 

are found more often in people-oriented service jobs than in management or 

administration (Smither & Lindgren, 1978). Finally, employees who have a strong 

needfor power have a desire to influence others rather than simply be successful. 
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Research has shown that employees who have strong need for power and 

achievement often make the vest managers. (McClelland & Burnham, 1976; Stahl , 

198 3) and that employees who are motivated most by their affil iation needs will 

pro bably make the worst manage rs. 

2.2. l .2 Interpersonal-Comparison Process 

The basis of the interpersonal-comparison theory is the belief that people 

compare themselves to others in assessing their own fee lings of job satisfaction. 

Rather than being intrapersonal (based on needs or values), comparisons are m ade 

w ithin a social system-that is, interpersonally. An individual observes others in 

similar jobs and infers how satisfied they are. The person compares himself or herself 

to these o ther people and then derives feelings of satisfaction based on how they feel 

about their jobs (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) 

e1 Equity Theory 

It was developed by .l.S . Adams (1965) and is based on the premise that our 

levels of job sati sfaction and m otivation are related to how fairly we believe we are 

t reated in comparison with others. Three components are involved in this perception 

of fairness: inputs. outputs, and input/o utput ratio. 

Inputs me those personal c lements that we put into our j obs. Obvious elem ents 

are ti me, effort, education, and experience. Less obvious e lements include money 

spent on child care and di stance driven to work. 
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Outputs are those elements that we receive from our jobs. A list of obvious 

outputs includes pay, benefits, challenge, and responsibility. Less obvious outputs are 

benefits such as friends and office furnishings. 

According to the theory, employees subconsciously li st all their outputs and 

inputs and then compute an input/output ration by dividi ng output va lue by input 

value. Employee will compute the input/output ratios for other employees and to 

previous work experiences and then compare them to their own. If their ratios are 

lower than those of others, they become dissati sfied and thus are motivated to make 

the ratios equal in one or more ways. 

2.2.2 Two-factor Theory 

As depicted in figure 2.3, Herzberg believed that job-related facto rs can de 

divided into two categories, motivators and hygiene factors- thus the name two

factor theory. Hygiene factors are those job-related elements that result form but do 

not involve the job itself. Herzberg cailed Giese faclors hygiene, or maintenance. 

factors because they seemed to prevent negative reactions. For example, pay and 

benefits are consequences of work but do not involve the work itself. Similarly, 

making new friends may result from going to work. but it is al so not directly invoived 

with the task and duties of the job. 

Motivators are job elements that do concern actual tasks and duti.cs . Examples 

of motivators would be the level of responsibility, the amount of job control, and tbe 

interest that the work holds for the employee. Herzberg believed that hygiene factors 

are necessary but not sui1icient for job satisfact ion and motivation. That is. if a 

hygiene factor is not pre.;ent at an adequate level (e.g., the pay is too low), the 
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employee will be dissatisfied. But if all hygiene factors are represented adequately, 

the employee's level of satisfaction will only be neutral. Only the presence of both 

motivators and hygiene factors can bring job satisfact ion and motivation. 

Thus, an employee who is paid a lot of money but has no control or 

responsibili ty over her .iob will pt\lbab ly be neither sati slicd nor dissatisfied . But an 

employee who is no t paid enough \.Viii be dissati s fied, even though she may have 

tremendous control and responsibility over her job. Finally, an employee who is paid 

well and has control and responsi bi lity will probably be sntisficd. 

Motivators 

• Promotional 
opportunities 

• Opportunities for 
persona l growth 

.. Recognition 
" Responsibility 
• Achievement 

J 
Job Satisfacti on 

Figure 2.3 Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory 

Hygiene Factors 

.. Qual ity of 
supervision 

.. Pay 

.. Company po licies 
<> Physical working 

conditi ons 

• Relations wiih 
others 

0 Job security 

- --- I I ·---- -· 

I ,~bJ 

2.2.3 Moorhead and Griffin's Causes and Consequences 

As depicted in figure 2.4, l\1oorhcad and Griffin argue thnt the primary causes 

of job sati sfaction or clissa!isfaction cnn be grouped into th ree categories: 

Organization Factors (pay, promotion opportunities, work itself, policies and 
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procedures, working conditions); Group Factors (coworkers, supervisor); and 

Personal Factors (needs, aspirations, instrumental benefits). Moorhead and Griffin 

considered instrumental benefits to be the extent to which the job enables the 

employee to achieve other ends. The two primary consequences of job satis il1clion 

and dissalisfoction relate to absenteeism and turnover. 

Organizational 
Factors 

Pay 
Promotion 
Work Itself ·---- Low 
Policies and ... 

Turnover . 
Procedures 
Working ,...__ 
conditions ~ Job .. 

.... Satisfaction ... --
Low 

~ " Absenteeism ... r 

Group 
Factors 

Coworkers High .. 
Supervisor r Turnover 

.. .Job --·-- -... 

... Dissatisfaction 
r 

~ I High ,,.. .. Personal ... Absenteeism 
Factors 

Needs 
Aspirations 
Instrumental 

,_ 

Benefits 

Figure 2.4 Causes and Consequences of Job Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction 

Source: Gregory Moorhead., & Ricky W. Griffin. (1992). Organizational behavior: 

Managing people and organizations. (3rd ed.) Dallas: Houghton Mifflin. p.1 13. 
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2.3 Relationship between job satisfaction and Turnover 

Turnover refers to voluntary resignation form an organization . Turnover can 

be incredibly expensive for organization. Turnover is an im portam problem frir 

organization. Turnover costs usually include the pri cc o I' hiring. t mi ning. ~rnd 

developing to proficiency a replacement employee. Such figures probably 

underestimate the costs of turnover, however, because they do not include intangible 

factors such as work group disruption or the loss of employees who perform well. 

Satisfaction is also negative related to turnover, but the correlation is stronger 

than what we found for absenteeism (Brayfield & Crockett, 1979). Yet, again, other 

factors such as labor market condition, expectations about alternative job 

opportunities, and length of tenure with the organization are important constraints on 

the actual decision to leave one's current job (C.L. Hulin., M . lZoznowski., & D. 

Huchiya, 1985; J.M. Carsten & P.E. Spector, 1987) 

Huli.n (1 966) matched clerical employees who quit wi th those who did not via 

several demographic variabies. Hulin obtained satisfaction measures for aii 

employees before any quit. He found that the mean satisfaction score for those \Vho 

eventually did quit was significantly lower than for those who stayed with the 

company. Thus, it appeared that turnover could be predicted on a group basis, though 

the data did not permit individual prediction. 

Mobley (1977) proposed a model of employee turnover based on several 

hypothesized links between satisfaction and quitting. Such links included thinking 

about quitting, looking for another job, intending to quit (or stay), and actually 

deciding to quit (or stay). Mobley contended that feelings of di ssatisfaction provoke 

thoughts of quitting, which in turn pro:npt the search for another job. l f the costs of 
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quitting are too high, the person may reevaluate the job (producing a change in 

satisfaction), think less about quitting, and/or use other responses like absence or 

pass ive behavior. If the costs are not too high and other j ob looks good. this wi ll 

stimulate the intention to quit, followed by actual qu itting. If the alternat ive is not 

good, this situation may stimulate the intention to stay . .!Vl ob!cy's mode l was a mnjor 

step forward in thinking of the process from j ob dissatisfaction to turnover instead of 

repeatedly assessing the direct relationship between satisfac tion and turnover. 

2.4 Relationship between job satisfaction and job performance 

It is clear that performance and satisfaction are related; there are two opposite 

explanations. First, satisfaction might lead to performance. That is, people who like 

their jobs work harder and therefore perform better. Second, performance might lead 

to satisfaction. People who perform well are likely to benefit form that performance, 

and those benefits could enhance satisfaction. A well-performing person might 

receive more pay and recognition, which might increase job satisfaction. Both of 

these explanations are illustrated in figure 2.5. In the top part of the figure, 

satisfaction leads to effort, which in turn leads to performance. In the bottom part, 

performance leads to reward and rewards lead to satisfaction. 

Jacobs and Solomon (1977) conducted a study that supports the second 

explanation. They hypothesized that satisfaction and performance would be related 

more strongly when performance leads to rewards. The rationale is that employees 

who perform \.Veil will be more satisfied because they have received rewards. Jacobs 

and Solomon ( 1977) found support for their hypothesis that a performance-reward 

linkage leads to stronger satisfaction-performance relations. 
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Job Sati sfaction 

i~~;: 
~:::..~iiit~~~~_;..;::~,-~;~,~:5Z.~~:~.;.. ....... ;.;;;k:1:1 

Figure 2.5 Relationship between job satisfaction and job performance 

2 .5 Measurement of Job Satisfaction 

Generally, job satisfaction is measured in one of two ways: standard j ob 

satisfaction inventories or custom-design sati sfaction inventories. 

2.5 .1 Commonly Used Standard Inventories 

One of the first methods fur measuring job satisfaction was deveioped by 

Kunin ( 1955) and is called the Faces Scale. Although the scale is easy to use, it is no 

longer commonly administered partly because it lacks sufficient detail and because 

some employees believe it is so simple that it is demeaning. The faces Scale is a good 

m easure of overall satisfaction and is widely applicable. Since words are not used, 

there is less ambiguity about the meaning of the scale points. 

The most commonly used scale today is the Job Descriptive Index (JOI). The 

JDI was developed by P . C. Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) and consisted of a ser ies 

of job-related adjective and statements that are rated by employees. The scales yield 
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scores on five dimensions of job satisfaction: supervision, pay, promotion 

opportunities, coworkers, and the work itself. 

A similar measure of .iob satisfaction is the J\1innesota Sati.\fi.rction 

Questionnaire (MSQ), which was developed by H. M. Weiss, Dawis, England, and 

Lofqui st (1967). It is the second most popular measure of satisfaction. Like the JD! , 

the iVlSQ also measures satisfaction with facets of a job. Twenty are included, such as 

creativity, independence, supervision-human relations, supervision-technical , and 

working conditions. Each facet is composed of five items. The individual responds on 

a five-point scale ranging from "very satisfied" (5) to " very dissatisfied" (1). 

2.5.2 Custom-Designed Inventories 

Though most research on job satisfaction is conducted using one or more of 

the previously mentioned standard inventories, most organizations tap their 

employees' levels of job satisfaction by using custom designed inventories. The 

advantage to custom-designed inventories is that an organization can ask employees 

question specific to their organization. 

2.6 Component of job satisfaction 

To understand of job satisfaction, we need to consider the components of the 

job. A job can be defined as an interacting set of tasks, roles, and relationships with 

others. People are J ikely to have attitudes about all these aspects of the job, as well as 

about the job as a whole. The studies had to evaluate the components of job 

satisfaction. In the following sections, (l) the work itself; (2) work interaction, such 
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as supervisor and co-worker; and (3) the incentives and rewards of the job, such as 

pay and promotion. 

o The work itself-- rcsponsibility, interest. and growth. 

o Quality of supcrvision---technical help and social supporl. 

o Relationship with co-workers-social harmony und respect. 

o Promotion opportunities-chances for further advancement. 

o Pay-adequacy of pay and perceived equity compare with others. 

2. 7 Demographic Profile 

2.7.1 Age 

The positive association between age and job satisfaction appears to be quite 

well establ ished. Older workers are more satisfied than younger worker (Rhodes, 

i 983). Evidence indicate that people who perceive themselves as having fewer work 

alternatives are more satisfied with their job (Hulin, Roznowski, & 1-Iachiya, 1985). 

Both De La Mare and Sergean ( 1961) and Cooper and Payne (1 965) 

investigated the relationship between degree of job satisfaction and age. The latter is 

measured in terms of frequency, and duration of absence. The results indicate that age 

among blue -collar workers was positive related to both of the variables. 

Gibson and Klein ( 1970) found similar results in their study of blue-collar 

employees and suggested that there was a positive relationship between overall job 

satisfaction and age. The findings were claimed valid as effect of tenure was 

controlled so that I could not distort the results. Gibson and Klein suggested that there 
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are tlu·ee reasons for the positive relationship. Firstly, older people seem to have a 

different relationship to authority than younger people. Secondly, they have higher 

needs to be directed and to accept orders, and thirdly, cognitive structures are 

different: form those of younger people. 

Hc17.berg. Mausner, Peterson and Capwell (I 957) st~Hecl that overall job 

satisfaction is related to age with a U-shaped relat ionship, and explained that this 

relationship is due to the newness of the job. Satisfaction dropped when job 

expectations are not met. However, increasing maturity and work experience finally 

cause the employee to adjust his/her ·work expectations to a more realistic level. 

When these ne\:\' adjusted expectation arc met, job satisfaction begins to rise. 

2.7 .2 Length of employment 

An employee's satisfaction with an organization is closely related to length of 

service. Smith, Gregory and Canon ( 1996) stated that there was significant difference 

in overa ii job satisfaction based on tenure in companies in the hospitality industry. 

Higher satisfaction levels of new employees with less than six months of employment 

were found which might be re lated to pleasure of obtaining a new job. Overall 

satisfaction drops for employees of more than six months, and the greatest level of 

job turnover occurs during thi s period. Gibson and Kelin (1970) reported a negative 

and linear relationship between satisfaction and company tenure where by the degree 

of job satisfaction dec reases as length of service incre<1sed . Hulin and Smith ( 1965) 

reported positive, monatomic relationships between satisfaction with the work itself, 

and pay and company tenure. 
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2.7.3 Marital Status 

Shea, Paines and Spitz (I 970) found that marital status seems to have little 

influence on job satisfaction. B1)lh married and non-married \\Om en in both black and 

\:vhitc groups expressed the same degree of sati sfi1ction with their jobs when 

occupational category \Vas controlled. Having said that, Wild ( 1970) studied job 

satisfaction of 2159 female workers and 236 female ex-workers of electronic 

companies, and reported that job dissatisfaction was more prevalent among single 

workers. Research has consistently showed that married employees are more satisfied 

with their 1· obs than their unmarried co-workers (Keller 1983 · Federico Federico & . ' ' ) 

Lundquist, 1976). It may be that conscientious and satisfied employees are more 

likely to be m arried or that marriage changes employees' expectations of work. 

However, status other than single or married have rarely been studied. It is not clear 

whether the divorced, widowed, or couples who live together with out being married, 

have an impact on an employee ' s performance and satisfaction. 

2. 7.4 Education 
.. 

Voller and Kinney (1955) found that the higher an employee's education 

level , the more li kely these were to be dissatisfaction. This \Vas explain on the basis 

Lhat employees with a higher education background would expect more in terms of 

financial compensation, benefits, and supervision than the ones with a lower 

educational background. However, Sinha and Sarma (1962) studied the relationship 

between attitude towards union membership and job satisfaction on a sample of 100 

workers in Ind ia, and found that there was no relationship between job satisfaction 
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and education level. Although there are different arguments about the influence of 

education levels on job sati sfaction, it appears that employees with higher education 

have higher expectations of salary, incentives, and recognition. Higher expectat ions 

generate higher tension to perform. If the higher expectations can be !'ulfillcd, higher 

job satisfaction will result. 

2.7.5 Gender 

More and more women have entered the workforce in jobs that have been 

traditionally held by men. It has become important to understand how men and 

women might differ in their job attitudes. Most studies that have compared men and 

women in their global j ob satisfaction have found few differences. Job sati sfaction 

depends as much on what on expects as on what one receives. Perhaps women me 

satisfied with their jobs because the expect little. Workingwomen as a group receive 

less form their jobs. If they do not expect much, then their satisfaction would be high 

(Murry & Atkinson, 198 i) . 

Meta-analytic studies involving multiple samples and thousands of employees 

have failed to find gender differences (Brush, et al. , 1987; Witt & Nye, 1992). 

Greenhaus, Parasuraman, and Wornley (1990) found no significant gender in their 

study, even though the distribution of jobs was not the same in their sample for both 

genders- males were more likely to have manageri al/professional j obs and females 

were more likely to have clerical jobs. 

Women and men are equally satisfied with jobs. Even though, they differ what 

they consider to be important at work. By this reasoning, women arc satisfied because 

what they consider valuable in avAilable to them through their jobs. ll has been 
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suggested that men value self-direction or autonomy and extrinsic rewards (such as 

pay and promotions) whereas \Vomcn value interesting work and social towards (such 

as good coworker and supervisor relationships) (Mottaz. 1986). 

2.8 Other related resea rches 

Ruby S. Morrison, DSN, RN and LaDon Jones, PhD, RN and Bryan Fuller, 

MBA1 (1997) T he authors explored the relation between leadership style and 

empowerment and its effect on j ob satisfaction among the nursing staff of a regiona l 

medical center. 

Several empirical stud ies on transformational leadership found that 

transformational leadership behaviors were positively related to work team success 

and leadership effectiveness. T ransformationa l leadershi p processes ha Ye also been 

suggested to enhance fo llowers' work-oriented values and shape the self-effi cacies of 

followers. Employee empowerment may be influenced by the percepti on that the 

organization cares about its employees' well being and that their work is valued. 

Empowering nurses may increase job satisfaction and improve patient care . 

Leadership style and empowerment infl uence j ob satisfaction among \:vorkers. 

All the nursing department staffs were invited to complete n self-report 

questionnaire with no identifying information. Leadership style was measured using 

Bass's Multifactor Leadership Questi onnaire, empowerment was measured with 

items form Spreitzer ' s Psychological EmpO\verment instrument. and job sati sfaction 

was measured by Warr, Cook. and Wall ' s job satisfaction questionna ire. 

1 Ruby S . Morrison, DSN, RN, La Don Jones, PhD. RN. & Bryan Fu ller. !'vlH A. ( I l)l)7) The re lati on 
bet ween !eadersh ip sty le and empowenncnt on job sat is fac t ion ol nurses .. : m1~, '27L~.2- :;·;· -3~1. 
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Both transformational and transactional leadership were positively related to 

j ob satisfaction, as was empowerment differences in the contributions of 

empowerment and leadership style in predicting job sati sfaction for li censed and 

unlicensed \VOrkers was eviden t. 

Designing interventions that allow for the relative influence of leade rsh ip style 

as well as empowerment on varying classifications of nursing personnel may be more 

effective strategy and have a greater effect on staff attitudes and behaviors. 

Diane M. Irvine & Mting G . Evans2 
( 1995) A meta-analy tic study investigated 

the causal relationships among job satisfaction, behavioral intentions, and nurse 

turnover behavioral. A theoretical model \vas proposed in which behavioral intentions 

were viewed as direct antecedent to turnover behavioral. Job satisfaction was 

expected to be indirectly related to turnover by virtue of the mediating role of 

behavioral intention. Consi stent with these expectations, a strong positive relationship 

w as indicated between behavioral intentions and turnover; a strong negative 

relationship between job satisfaction and behavioral intentions; and a small negative 

relationship between job satisfaction and turnover. The results of the modifier 

analysis suggested that effect sizes are fairly robust to differences in study designs, 

response rates, and methods of measuring job satisfaction, but the manner in which 

behavioral i~tentions were operational zed appeaJed to moderate the relationship 

between behavioral intentions and turnover and job satisfaction. Of variables related 

to nursing job satisfaction, work content and work environment had a stronger 

relationship with job satisfaction than economic or individual difference variables. 

2 Diane M. Irvin e & Martin G. Evans. ( I 995) Job satisfaction and turnover among nurses: Integrating 
research finding across studies. Nursin g Research, 44(4}, 246-252. 
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Nitiya Sawatdirat3 (1988) The purpose of this research was to study the level 

range of j ob satisfaction of non-formal education coordinators <lt district leve l. 

applying the vari ables of sex, duration of being official, len~ I of education, length of 

ti me spent in the area, working condition and region and I\) rn<1kc comparison among 

vari<\bles. 

The result of the study revealed that the non-formal education coordinators 

expressed high job satisfaction on 4 aspects comprising the job nature, the job 

success, policy and administration and relationship among colleagues. They had 

moderate degree of job satisfaction on 8 aspects, namely the responsibili ty, safety of 

working condition, social status recognition, relationship with senior officials, 

security of the civil servant career, working condition, promotion of job position, and 

salary with fringe benefits. 

The male coordinators had more job satisfaction than female ones. The non-

formal education coordinators working in districts with volunteer teacher had more 

job satisfaction than those working in districts without volunteer teachers. The 

coordinators with longer duration of being official had more job satisfaction than the 

ones with less time serving for the government service. The coordinators with either 

bachelor degree or higher level of education had more job satisfaction than the ones 

with level of education lower than the bachelor degree. The coordinators with longer 

working time in the field service had m.ore job sati sfaction than the ones with less 

working time in the field . The coordinators holding responsibility of 2 districts had 

more job satisfaction than those who were responsible for one district. The 

coordinators who worked just in the district area had more job satisfaction than those 

3 Nitiya Sawatdirat ( 1988). Job satisfaction of non-normal educatio1; coordinators at d istrict level. 
Master 's thesis, facu lty of education Management , Chulalongkorn University. 
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working at the provincial NFE centers but had some field trips occasionally . The 

coordinators working in southern region had more job satisfaction, in terms of thei r 

responsibility, than the ones working in northeastern and central regions. Regarding 

the j ob satisfaction deriving from the relationship with senior 0Hici;1ls. the 

coordinators working in northeastern, central, southern and eastern regions lwd more 

job satisfaction than those working in northern area. 

Ampai Intraprasert4 
( 1989) the purpose of this study was to assess job 

satisfaction of the personnel working in the Office of the Teacher Civil Service 

Commission (OTSC), particularly to identify the levels of job satisfaction from the 

highest to the lowest levels, by using the Motivation-Hygiene Theory or the Two-

Factor Theory developed by Frederick Herzberg. 

Based on the mentioned theory, thirteen factors relating to motivation of 

personnel to work and working conditions reflecting hygiene of the organization were 

covered in this study. The thirteen factors included achievement, recognition, work 

itself, responsibility, advancement, policy and administration, supervision, 

interpersonal relationships, working condition, status, salary, personal life, and 

welfare respectively. 

The result, of the study revealed that the level of job satisfaction, as expressed 

by the personnel, was high. The levels of job satisfaction can be ranked at level 1, 2 

and 3 as follows: achievement, interpersonal relationships and personal life, 

However, the less satisfaction factors about salary, working condition and 

advancement are ranked at level 11, 12 and 13 respectively. 

~ Arnpai lntraprascrt. (1993). A study ofjob satisfaction of personnel in the office of the teacher civil 
~ervicc commission. Master's thesis, faculty of education Management, Chulalongkom Univers ity. 
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Woranat Sangmanee5(1993) This study was to establish a baseline of 

information about public and private business admi nistration faculty members' job 

satisfaction in B angkok and its suburbs in Thailand. 

The population consisted of two groups, pl1bli c and pri\'ntc business 

administration faculty members of higher education institutions in Bnngkok rmd its 

suburbs in Thailand. Data from 184 responses of public business administration 

faculty members and 241 responses of private business administration faculty 

members were analyzed. 

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) and a demographic 

questionnaire were utilized to obtain the data for this study. Descriptive stati stics and 

two-way analysis of variance were used to analyze the data . 

The results revealed that female and male faculty members differed 

significant ly on the j ob satisfaction variable. Male business administration faculty in 

private institutions has the highest job satisfaction; female business administration 

faculty in private institutions has the lowest j ob satisfaction. In addition, there was an 

interaction between the number of years employed and the types of institutions. 

Public and private business administration facu lty members who were employed less 

than six months have the highest job satisfaction in both types of institutions. Private 

business administration faculty members who worked 10 to 20 years have the lowest 

job satisfaction. However, the results showed the faculty salary levels, age levels, and 

types of institutions did not differ significantly on the job satisfaction variable. 

Results form the open-ended questions concerning what business 

administration faculty members most liked and disliked about their jobs indicated that 

5Woranut Sangmanee ( 1993). Job satisfaction of full-time business admi nistration faculty of higher 
educa tion institutions in Bangkok and suburban area, Thailand. Doctor' s Thes is, Doctor of Philosophy, 
University of Missouri-Columbia. 
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both public and private faculty members enjoyed teaching and transmitting 

knowledge to help students succeed and develop into function citizens both groups 

desired lo utili ze their abilities and academic freedom lo the fu llest extent. In 

addition, compensation and university policies and practice were the most disliked 

~1spccts or the job by bo th public and private bus iness administration fac ulty 

members. 
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CHAPTER3 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Conceptual Framcvvork 

The conceptual framework is useful for the study that pnnrays the relationship 

between independent variable and dependent variable. This framework conta ins one 

key independent variable and one key dependent variable. The sub-variciblcs of the 

independent variable are then selected to determine the relationship to the sub-

variables of the dependent variable. It is presented in figure 3 .1. 

The dependent variable determined by five job aspects: work itself, 

supervisor, co-worker, pay, and promotion . The sub-independent variab les arc used in 

an attem pt to explain the variance in life insurance agents' job satisfaction. These 

sub-independent variables are age, gender, education level, employment period, 

marital status, and working status (part-time or full-time). 

Job satisfaction is a pleasurable or positive emotional state resul ting from the 

appraisal of one's job or job experiences (Locke, 1976). To understand of job 

satisfaction, we need to consider the components of the job. A job can be defined as 

an interacting set of tasks, roles, and relationships with others . People are likely to 

have attitudes about all these aspects of the job, as well as, about the job as a whole. 

The com ponents of job satisfaction are in the following sections (1) the work itself~ 

(2) work interaction, such as supervisor and co-worker ; and (3) the incentives and 

rewards of the job, such as pay and promotion. 

Work itself refers to the work, attributes that have been found to be related to 

I 

work interest and satisfaction including opportunity to use one's value ski ll s and 
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abilities, opportunity for new learning, creativity, variety, d ifficulty, amount of work, 

and etc. Supervisor refers to the act or function of supervising to oversee workers. 

Co-worker refers to the majority of the people that you work with now or the people 

you meet in connection with your work. Pay refers to the compensations that 

employee received. And promotion refers to the chances fo r fu rther ndvnncc rncnt. 

The demographic variables in this study were age, gender, education level , 

length of employment, marital status, and working status (part-time or full-time). 

Independent variable 

epencen van a e 
Dcmogrnphic Profil es ~ 

1. Age i~ 
" 

D . bl 

2. Gender ,; Determinants of Job Satisfact ion 
" 1. Work Itself .., 

Education level .) . 
1• ·~ 2. Co-worker 
' ~ 4. Employment period > 

.., 
Supervisor m .). ' 5. Marital status > .~ 

4. Pay ~ 
6. Working status 1& 

5. Promotion fl 
~ 

(Part-time, Full - l 

l 

time) . 

t~~~;~f·~%t'~~.t.i:U>§.&l' 

Figure 3. l Conceptual Framework 
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3.2 Research Hypothesis 

From the viewpoint of the research, following hypothesis are built up to test 

the different relationship among variables. 

Ha1 : There is significant difference between age groups and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

Ha2 : There is significant diffcrr:nce between marital status and the five job aspects of 

job sati sfaction. 

I-fo3 : There is significant difference between gender and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

lh1 : There is significant difference between education levels and the five job aspects 

of job satisfaction. 

Ha5 : There is significant difference between length of employment and the five job 

aspects ofjob satisfaction. 

Ha6 : There is significant difference between status (part-time and full-time ) and the 

five job ~1spects of job satisfaction. 
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3.3 Operational of Variables 

i-----c011cept 

I 
' 

I .!ob A pleasurable or positive Work Itse lf i Nrnrn::ri c~1 ! 
I ! 

Satisfaction emotional state resulting from Co-worker ; Numerical 

the appraisal of one's job or Supervisor Numerical 

job experiences (Locke, 1976). Pay I Nu1ncrical 

I 
i-=-----,--,-+-==-- ----c----,,-.,---=---:---,---+-P-r-o1_n_o_t1-·o_n ___ ~~11cric~l 

Demographic The study of information in Age I Nominal 

Profile figures (statistics) about the Gender Nominal 

population's description. Education level Nominal 

Employment period Nominal 

Marital status N ominal 

Working status Nominal 

I i 
J (Part-time. Full- 1 i 

I time) I I 
L----~------------~--------L---·----~-_J 
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The method and procedures used in this study arc described in the following 

sections: Research Design, Sample des ign, Rcsc:wch Jnstrurncnl. Col!cction of the 

Data, and Statistical Measure . 

4. l Research Design 

The research design of this study was descriptive. This study approach(~d to 

assess j ob satisfaction of life insurance agent and describe the relationship between 

demographic profiles of life insurance agents and job satisfaction. The instrument was 

used in this study to measure job satisfaction perceived by life insurance agents in 

relation to the five aspects: work Itself, Supervisor, Co-worker, Pay, and Promotion. 

The independent variable for this study was the demographic data: age, 

marital status, gender, education level, length of employment working, and status 

(part time or full time). The section three of questionnaire measured these variables, 

and the questionnaire is designed in adapting nominal scales. 

The dependent variable of this study was job satisfaction. According the 

definition of job satisfaction in chapter 2, the concept was divided into five 

dimensions: satisfaction with work, satisfaction with supervisor, satisfaction with co

workers, satisfaction with pay, and satisfaction w ith promotion. The instrument used 

to measure job satisfaction was in section one of questionnaire is designed by 

Courtesy of Professors J. Wysocki and G.M. Kromm. The questionnaire is design in 

adapting numerical scales. 
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4.2 Sample Design 

The population for this s tudy comprised life insurance agents in the vario us 

li fe insurance companies. ln Thailand, there are 26 life insurance companies (W\,\'\\'. 

Siamlnsure.Com) (Appendix B). According to market share of policies in l it~' 

rnsurancc business 111 1999; the first seven ranking of life insurance company in 

111surancc business is American International Assurance Company limited (AIA). 

Thai Life Assurance, Ayudhya CMG Life Assurance Publ ic Company limited. 

Muang Thai Life Assurance Company limited, Ocean Life Insurance Company 

limited, Bangkok Life Assurance, and South East Life Insurance Company limited 

(Table 4.1 ). AIA is the market leader in Thailand with market share of more than 50 

percent and AlA has been assigned a triple-A rating by standard & Poor's for four 

consecutive years as the only Asian-based insurance company in the region with this 

status (Thainews, January 200 I ). Therefore, this study is classified into 2 categories 

according market ranking. The first category is two market leaders (AIA and Thai 

Life Assurance), and the second category is the left number of insurance companies 

in this business. A convenient sampling method and quota sampling m ethod are 

applied for the selection of sampling units. The number of respondents in each life 

insurance company has shown in table 4 .2. 

The sample size for this study was 384 respondents. Data were collected form 

life insurance agents in li fe insurance companies in Bangkok. 

To determine sample size, the researcher has made a judgment about 

confidence level and the maximum allowance for random sampling error. To 

calcu late sample size, the researcher has determined: 
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• The confidence level is 95% which Z = 1.96 

" The estimates proportion of success is SOC!lo or 0.5 because it bas the least 

b ias in the survey research 

c· The allowance fr.>r sampling error is not greater than 0.5'Xi 

W here 

11 - Sample size 

z Confidence interval in standard error units 

p - Estimated proportion of success 

Q = Estimated proportion of failure (1-P) 

r ·• Maximum allowance for error 

The form ula for calculating sample size (n) is as follows: 

11 = Z2(PQ) 
E2 

= .Ll_.96)2 (0.5) (0.5) 
0.052 

(3 .8416)(0.0.25) 
0.0025 

-· 384.15 respondents 
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Table 4.1: Market Share of Life Insurance Company in 2000 

Onlinary life policv 

l _________________ co m pa ·~-~~:--~~-•n ~~=--~~=1~~~:::·=~~----~1~1~-1~~~--~~-:~~~:~ ::~~-1 
American Jntcrnational Assurance Co., Ltd 1 54%1 ---· 

'-1-·_h_a_i -L-if_e_I_n._s_u_ra_n_c_e_C_o_.,_L_t-·d-. - - ·----·----·--- - - -- - ------ ------ 250/i;-- ------·-1 
i 

Ayudhya CMG Life Insurance Public Co. , Ltd. ----6~;------------4 
i 

Muang Thai Life Assurance Co., Ltd. --1 6<Xi j 

·-------···--·-----·-t=··--····-··--·-- ---- -----·-·-·- --- - -----------J Bangkok Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 3% 

SOti.th East Life Ins-urance Co., Ltd. --··---~;··--------, 

4 (Yu --- ---i 
I 

Others. --------··-~--- -- - - -- - ------

I 
~------------------------ -------------~--------_____J 

Ordinary life policy, Individual life policy, and group life policy 

1----- - - --- - - - - - --- -- - ---+- --- -·-------------
Muang Thai Life Assurance Co. , Ltd. 6% 

Bangkok Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 

----- --- - - - - --- - ·-- - - --·-- -·----····--t- ··- ·-··----- ---- --·---- --····--··-··----·-··------ --·- · 
Others 1 6% 1 

I I , I 
~-------- - - - - - - - - ____________ J ________ ___ ··-----·-----···------·-----··············-···--··-·-·----· ·J 

Source: The Thai Life Assurance Association 
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Table 4 .2: Number ofrespondents in each life insurance companies 

··-· .. ··--·---·---- -···-----· .. ···--- - ···---- .. --.. - -·- ··-·r--·-- ------------·--
Name of Life Insurance~ Company Number of 

i 
t 

I Respondent 

- -------·····--·--··-. ---~----------·---.. -.. ------ -----.. -- +---.. ·--·--·-·-··---"·---
Thai Li fe Insurance Co., Ltd. , 103 

·- ·- - -- - ·- --· I ---------l.----- ----·· 
Thai Prasit Nationwide Co., Ltd. 2 

Siam Commercial N ew York Li fe Insurance Public Co., Ltd . " .J 

Prudential T S Life Assurance Public Co., Ltd. 7 

Ocean Life Insurance Co .. Ltd. 5 

Muang Thai Life Assurance Co .. Ltd. 47 

.. 
Intcrlife John Hancock Assurance Public Co., Ltd. " .) 

American International Assurance Co .. Ltd. 89 

Z urich National Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 4 

CGU Life Assurance (Thai) Co., Ltd . 16 

Siam Samsung L ife Insurance c:o., Ltd. 29 
I I 

·-
J_ ___ _ _ 

Knmgthai-AXA Lift~ Assurance Co., Ltd. 

I 

41 

·-- - ·-
Bangkok Metropolitan Life -j\ssurance Co~, Ltd. 12 

Ace Life Assurance Co., Ltd 15 

Allianz C.P. Life Assurance Co. , Ltd. 8 

Total 384 
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4.3 Research Instrument 

In this study, the questionnaires were used to collect the pnmnry data 

compromised of three sections. The first section of questionnaires CLrnccrned about 

the job sati sfaction scale designed by Courtesy of Professors .I. Wysocki and G.M . 

Kromm. The second section was about ranking importance of each of the five .iob 

aspects and the last section was about personal information items. The second and the 

last section of questionnaire developed by the researcher. 

Section one of questionnaire was designed to measure actual job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction perceived by the respondents. The first section consisted of 

40 items, of which ten items came under the category of work, supervisor, and co

workers and five items under category for pay and promotion factors. Respondents 

were asked to circ le the number that indicates the nearest appropriate adjective. From 

left to right, the numerical scale has five response positions, so it is called a 5-point 

numerical scales. The score are 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1. 

The scale measures five different aspects of job. ·ro arrive at the score, sum 

the items within each category and divide by the number of items within that 

category. Thus, the possible range of scores on each of the five job aspects is from 

one to five. The higher scores of category, the higher degree of the job satisfaction 

was perceived by life insurance agent towards that category. 

Average weighted mean score of each category used to measure the 

perception of the respondents on the each aspect of job. The <::veragc weighted m ean 

would assign the categories of ratings as fo llows: 



Descriptive rating 

Very Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Neutral 

Dissati sfied 

Very Dissatisfied 

Arbitrary Level 

4.20-5.00 

3.40 .. ..+. l 9 

2.60 .. 3 .39 

1.80-2.59 

1.00-1.79 
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The second section of the questionnaire measure the relative importance o f 

each of the five job aspect components using the foll o\Ying 5 point scale: most 

importance (1), importance (2), average (3), less importance (4), and least importance 

(5). Respondents were asked to write the number 1, 2, 3, 4 , or 5 according to their 

feeling about the level of importance within each of the five job aspects in their job. 

The last section of the questionnaire consisted of demographic data about the 

respondents. It gathered information on gender, age, marita l status, education level. 

working status (part-time or full-time), and length of employment. Respondents were 

asked to answer according their demographic. 

4.4 Procedure 

To m aintain the meamng of the questionnaire, and the appropriateness of 

translated items. The translation had to be done with great care. The translation 

procedure included back-translation (Brislin, 1976). The researcher translated the 

instrument form English into Thai: and another Thai master s tudent then made a blind 

translation of Thai version into English. The procedure was repeated so that it was 

done for two rounds . The final translated Thai version \\·as then comp~H'c to tlw 

orig inal source to ensure that the sot1i'ce and the final translated Thai version had the 
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same meaning. In addition, the advisor checked the questionnaire that translated into 

Thai language. 

The pretest of questionnaire (Thai version) was done on other employee 

before distributing the questionnaires to the sample grou p. After the respondents had 

fini shed filling it out. The researcher was asked \Vhat they thought about the 

questionnaire and degree of their understanding about questionnaire. 

4.5 Collection of the Data 

The questionnaires were distributed through the unit managers. The researcher 

sent the letter to the unit managers bearing signatures of the advisor from Assumption 

University that explained the purpose and importance of the study requesting 

permission and cooperating in collecting the data for this study. 

The other way, the researcher distributed the questionnaires directly to 

respondents at the life insurance companies and at the insurance agent convention of 

each insurance company; for example, the Lica Club meeting of American 

International Assurance Company Limited (AIA). 

Each questionnaire was accompanied by a letter requesting the respondent's 

cooperation and a copy of questionnaire which contained of three sections. The 

questionnaires were collected directly by the researcher or the respondents send back 

via mail by the researcher provided the envelope with researcher's address and stamp 

to provide convenience for respondents. 
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4.6 Statistical Measure 

Statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS) was used Lo ana!vzc the 

data. A n absolute frequency (I\) :rncl adjusted freque ncy (perc ent) were computed for 

the demographic items, and th:.' rc iative importance of the job <lspccts. One-way 

analysis of variance (ANOV A) and Independent-sample r-tesl that determine the 

relationship between the job satisfaction scores and demographic characteristics were 

used to assess for significant d ifference of job aspect mean scores among 

demographic variables . Least Significant Difference (LSD) test was used to find 

outstanding groups for nature of each demographic item to further identify which 

group indeed di ffers from others. Lastly, the independent-sample /-test was used to 

investigate the mean j ob satisfaction score differences between part time insurance 

agents and full time insurance agents. Significance level that used for this study was 

set at 0.05 for the ANOV A and /-test. 
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The rcsulls and ana lysis of data from the research are presented in this chapter. It 

consists of analysis of the data obtained from questionnaires on job satisfaction scores, 

re lative ranking the important of five job aspects and demographic. The findings are 

organized into tvvo sections. The first section is about the profile of the study sample and 

the second section concerned about research objectives and hypothesi s testing. 

5. 1 Demographic data 

This section consists of demographic data of life insurance agents (respondents). 

The demographic data obtained form the last section of the questionnaires. It gathers 

informat ion about gender, age, marital status, education level, working status (part-time 

or full-time), and length of employment of the respondents. 



Table 5 .1: Profile of study sample (working status) 

work s tatus of respondents 

Cumu lativc 
Freqt11:11cy Percent Valid Percent Percent 

v:1lid pan:ullle /,) l'J.0 l'J.U l'J.O 

!'ull-time 3 11 8 1.0 8 1.0 100.0 

Total 384 100.0 100.0 

Working status of respondents 

Figure 5. 1: \:\fo rking status of respondents 

J []Part-time 

i Iii Full-time 
t_ ____ . __ -·· ·--
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According to table 5. 1, 81 percent of respondents arc full-time life insurance 

agent, and 19 percent ofrespondents are part-time life insurance agent. 



Table 5.2: Profile of study sample (Gender) 

sex of r espondents 

Curnu lnti \'L~ 

Frcq11cn<.:y l'cn:cnt Valid Percent i't.:l'Ct: lll 

va11t1 lll<tk l :i7 '·Il l . ') dll.9 40.9 

rc.:m;ilc 227 59.1 SY. I 100.0 

Total 384 100.0 100.0 

Gender of respondents 

Figure 5 .2 Gender of respondents 

o Malc 

~Female 
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According to table 5.2, 40.9 percent or 157 respondents arc male and 59. 1 percent 

or 227 respondents are female. 



Table 5.3: Profile of study sample (Age) 

:tgc of 1·cspo11dc11 ls 

( '111n11lal ivc 
Frcqm;m;y l't:n.:cnt Vd id Percent l'cn:cnl 

V< tllll .'. :> an<t h <.: l1J\\·· 11 X .ill.i ,)\!."/ )I/. / 

}()<l) 111 ,_ •l-1.S 4,cJ. :) 75 .5 
.>(i-,l :i 67 17 .. 1 17 -'I •n.o 
,16-55 ") ' - -' (>.0 6.0 99.0 

56 and above ;J 1.0 1.0 100.0 
To1:il 384 100.0 100.0 

Age of res pondents 

Figure 5.3: Age of respondents 

j 0 25 a;1(fb~Iow 

'. !ml 26-35 

' 0 36-45 

046-55 

! m 56 and above 
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About 75 percent of respondents are below 35 years of age, 30.7 percent of 

respondents are below 25 years of age, 44.8 percent of respondents are between 26-35 

years of age, l 7.4 percent of respondents are between 36-45 years of age, 6 percent of 

respondents arc between 46-55 years of age, and 1 percent of respondents are above 56 

years of age. 
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Table 5.4: Profile of study sample (Marital status) 

marita l status o f respondents 

C111nub1ivc 
Frequency l'crcen! Val id l'crccll! l'crec111 

Vaill! ~tng 1c ,_:H (l(l. ! (>(> . I (1(> . I 

1narr icd DO 33 .9 :n.9 100.0 

·r.i1al .'811 100.0 100.0 

Maiital status of respondents 

.. . 

o Sing.le 

• lllB Married 

• i 

Figure 5.4: Marital status of respondents 

According to table 5.4, over 66 percent of respondents arc single, and 33 . 8 percent 

of respondents are married. 



Table 5.5: Profile of study sample (Education leve i) 

c1lun 1tio 11 level of l" eS pll lH il'll l S 

I I l.°:::nd:iliH· I 
Frl."qtu.:nl'y Pcn:t.: lll I 'hsli .. i i\·rc~nt I i>.:n:: c:nt 

Val Ill -y,l'IO\\" J\llHOr 111gn SCIHHll I ! ;_;" - I X I I .X 

a junior high school IU I 
.~ ,() ~~ ( ) ·i •I ' I 

a Sc'l1inr hij,!h school ( , 1.; i 1\ 11 ''·' ' : .·.·,/ I 2~ . :I 

h:1d1dor's dcgr<•<' 260 (,"J 7 h"i. 'i I <;() I 

higher bachelor's degree JN 9.9 9 .'J 

I 
100.0 

Total 31\4 100.0 !000 

Education leve l of re spondent's 

Figure 5.5: Education level of respondents 

013cl nw a. junior 
h igh school 

IB ''junior h it;h 
sch ool 

0 A s~nio r high 
schoo l 

0 i\ Bachelor's 

di!g.ree 

. I'll !\ laster deg.re~ and · 
:ibm·e 
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Over 77 percent of respondents had completed bachelor's degree or above, 

indicating that a large number of the sample arc well educated. T here arc only l.8 percent 

of respondents had completed below a j unior high schooL 2.6 percent of respondents had 

completed a junior high school , and 18 percent or respondents had completed a senior 

high school. A large proportion of the sample (67.7 percent) had completed a bachelor's 

degree, and 9.9 percent of respondents had completed master' s degree <tnd above. 
:: 



Table 5.6: Profile of study sample (Number of year in organizations) 

va11u 

nsnnhc.~ I' of yt•ars in the or·gani·lation 

l' nmmns or h.'~!i 

over 6 months to 2 years 

over 2 years to 5 years 

more than 5 ,·~ars 

Total 

C'11mulati w 

l'i ~qurncy P~rccm Val i<l l'crccnt I' er cent 
1.\\1 .>.>.' } .J>.'J ~) -) .'} 

1().5 2? .J 27.3 61.2 

$8 22.9 22 .f) 84 .1 

6 1 15.9 l :i .9 l lJ0 .0 

384 100.0 100.0 

Number of year in organizations of 
respondents . ·-··--· · - ···----- ·· 

[III 6 months or less 

' 
!l!I Over 3 months to 

2 years 

:o Over 2 years to 
5 years 

\D More than 5 
years 

l.--·-·······- ··-- ·-·-·-········-··-······ 

Figure 5.6: Number of year in organizations ofrespondents 
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Over 51 percent of respondents had worked in organizations (life insurance 

companies) for less than 2 years. There are 33.9 percent of respondents had worked m 

organizations for less than 6 months, 27.3 percent of respondents had vmrked m 

organizations between 6 months - 2 years, 22.9 percent of respondents had worked m 

organizations between 2 years - 5 years, and 15.9 percent of respondents had worked in 

organizations for more than 5 years. 
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5.2 Relative importance of the five job aspects 

T he section contains the data about the relat i,·c irnponanc~ of the Ii\ c job aspects 

of job s~iti sfoction as perceived by lile insurance :1g(:nts. Th-.' d:1 l:1 ob1~1 !n l'tl from iiw 

second section of the questionnaires. 

Table 5.7: Relative rankings of each of the job aspects 

work ii-self 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

V<lJl(J lllOSl llll fJOl"lil lll U I ..>'!. I YI.I .H.I 

important 100 26.0 26.() 60.2 

average 72 18.8 18.8 78.9 

k ss important 45 11.7 11.7 90.6 

ka~t important 36 9.4 9.·l 100.0 

Tota! 384 100.0 100.0 

pay 

Cumulative 
Frequency l'crccn! \/;did Percent Percent 

V:lll(I lllOSl l lllJlOl'l<lll l llCJ -'I -' _,J __ , -' I . -~ 

important 11 6 30.2 30.2 6 1.5 

average 83 21 .6 21.6 83.1 
less important 36 9.4 9.4 92.'I 

least imporwnt 29 7.6 7.6 100.0 

Toial 384 100.0 100.0 

promotion 

C11m11lative 
Frcq11e11cy Percent Valid Percent Percent 

va11u mos1 unpon am )) 14 .. ) 111,_, i'f .J 

important 64 16.7 16.7 31.0 

average 105 27.3 27.3 SR.3 
less important 82 2 1.4 2 1.4 79.7 

least important 78 20.3 20.3 100.0 

Tot:tl 384 100.0 100.0 
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supervisor 

Cunuilati,·c 
Frequency Percent V~l id Percent Percent 

V<lllll most 11npor1am ).> l.>.l:i I .>.~ l .>.8 

important 62 16.1 16.1 29.9 
average 76 19.8 19.S 49.7 

k ss i111port:111t 12,1 '? " .) _.~l 32.3 82.tl 

k;1sl imponant 69 18.0 18.0 tllO.!l 
Total 384 100.0 100.0 

co-worker 

Cumulati1·c 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Villltl most 11nponan1. L) () , ) ().) () . ) 

important 42 10.9 10.9 17 . .\ 
average: 48 12.5 12.5 29.9 
less import:ml 97 25.3 25.3 55.2 
I cast imptirtmll 172 44.8 44.8 100.0 
Total 384 100.0 100.0 

Table 5. 7 shows that 61.5 percent of respondents considered that pay is more than 

average category contributing to job satisfaction in life insurance companies; and 60.2 

percent of the respondents considered that work itself is more than average category 

contributing to job satisfaction in life insurance companies. 

About 34.1 percent of respondents indicate that work itself is the most important 

job aspect among the five categories of the five job aspects in this study which 

contributing to job satisfaction in life insurance companies. 

About 70.1 percent of respondents considered that co-workers is less than average 

category contributing to job satisfaction in life insurance companies. The least important 

job aspect contributing to job satisfaction for a respondent is co-worker, it equals to 44.8 

percent of respondents. 

According to the above, it can be concluded that the most important job aspect as 

perceived by respondents is work-itself. The important j ob aspect as perceived by 
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respondent is pay. The average job aspect as perceived by respondent is promotion 

opportuni ty . The Jess important j ob aspect as perceived by respondents is superv isor. And 

the least important job aspect as perceived by respondent is a co·· Worker. 

5 .3 Comparison of mean job satisfaction scores by demographic profi les 

This section consists of the data about the life insurance agents ' job sati sfaction 

level towards the j ob aspects. The data obtained form questionnaire in section one. 

Table 5 .8 Comparison of mean job satisfaction scores by demographic profiles. 

Dcmogrnphic variables Work Pay Promotion Supervision Co-workers 

Worliing status 
Part-t ime 3.93455101 3.61369863 4.14246575 -1.1 5982737 4.09132423 
Full-lime 4.14176493 3.87 104323 4.20978921 4.17 184710 4.03922826 
Gentler 
Male 4.23340411 4.0272 11 60 4.32356689 4.30 148620 4.04953994 
Female 4.01 174745 3.68027400 4.10944689 4.0783 162! 4.0.1884972 
Age 
25 and below 3.88135591 3.5 1982108 4.0495291 9 4. 17608293 4.05630883 
26-35 4.14328166 J.9 1834624 4.24302326 4. 12855297 3.98772609 
36-45 4.3018243 1 3.9761 1940 4.25671645 4. 18242115 4.11608622 
46-55 4.30434791 4.1739 1304 4.42608696 4.33333330 4.25120752 
56 and above 4.36 11 1 JOO 4.00000000 4.25000000 ·~ .58333350 4. l ~n44450 

Maritn/ status 
Single 4.04846894 3.7468285 1 4.18836395 4. 16·l4 7948 4.04024498 
Married 4.20769235 3.96923077 4.2 13846 15 4.179487 12 4.06649565 
Efl11catio11 level 
Below a j unior high school 4.34920629 4.22857 143 4.48571429 4.66666686 4.53968257 
A j unior high school 4.38888890 3.70000000 4.1 4000000 4.38888890 4.3 5555550 
A senior high school 4.0338 1652 3.65024 154 4.00933977 4.05152991 3.94975839 

Bachelor's degree 4.07128203 3.8 1010683 4.12692308 4. 16794890 4.03547008 
Master degree and above 4.3 187 1358 4.1736842 1 4.363 15789 4.24561700 4.15204677 

Number of year in orgn11izatio11s 
6 months or less 3.89230772 3.54337435 4. 13384615 4.23333338 4.07504271 
over 6 months lo 2 years 4.006 13752 3.63259258 4 .06328042 4.076 19048 4.00211 640 
Over 2 years to 5 years 4.32828288 4.25788827 4.42272727 4.2866161 2 4. 11 6 16 160 
More than 5 years 4.38979967 4 .11256830 4.23606557 4.02550093 3.978 14202 
Note: The higher the scores o f n category ofjob aspects, the higher degree o f the satisfoction is perceived hy a life insurance agent 
toward th at category. 
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T he results in table 5.8 shows that there are no mean job satis faction scores less 

than 3.4. The finding indicated that life insurance agents are satisfied and very satisfied 

with their job. 

Life insurance agents who had worked as a pmt-timc arc satisfied with their job 

less than a full-t ime life insurance agent especially work-itself and pay, but not with co

workers. 

Male life insurance agents are very satisfied with work-itself, promotion, and 

supervisor, but not with pay and co-workers. They are only satisfied with pay and co

worker. Male life insurance agents are more satisfi ed with their job compared to female 

life insurance agent; especially with pay. 

L ife insurance agents in the age group 46-55 and the group of age over 56 are 

more satisfied with their job compared to other group of age. And this group of age is 

very satisfied with work-itself, promotion, supervisor, and co-workers, but not with pay. 

They are satisfi ed with pay. And live insurance agents in the group of older are more 

sati sfi ed with their job, but not with co-worker in the age group of age below 25. 

Life insurance agents who are single are less satisfied with their job compared to 

life insurance agents w ho are married. Life insurance agents who are single arc less 

satisfi ed with pay compared with the other aspects of job (work-itself, promot ion, co

·workers, and supervisor). Life insurance agents who are married are very satisfied with 

v-,1ork-i tself and prom otion. 

Life insurance agents w ith primary school level are more satisfied with their job 

com pared to the other groups, except work-itself. Li fe insurance agents with a junior high 
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school and a senior high school are less satisfied with their j ob compared w li fe insurance 

agents with bachelor's degree level and master 's degree and aboYc. 

Lt)\ver satisfaction with pay, promotion, supervisor, and co-'' nrkcr are ·fo und 

among life insurance agents who had worked for mo re than 5 years conip;m:d \Yith who 

had worked for 2 years to 5 years. Life insurance agents who had worked in Ji fc insurance 

companies for over 2 years to 5 years are more sati sfied w ith their j ob compared to the 

other groups, but not with work-itself. Life insurance agents who had worked in life 

insurance companies for over 5 yeas are more satisfied with work compared to the other 

groups, but this group are least satisfied with their co-workers compared to the other 

groups. L ife insurance agents who had worked in life insurance companies for less than 6 

months are least satisfied with pay compared to the other groups. 

5.4 Hypothesis testing 

This section consists of data about the relationship betm'?en life insurance agents' 

demographic profiles and job satisfaction, which consists of five job aspects. One-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Independent-sample t-test was used to assess for 

. signifi cant difference of job satisfaction mean scores among demographic variables. Least 

significant difference tests (LSD) was used to find outstanding groups for nature of each 

demographic item . 
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Ho 1 : There is no signi !'icant difference between age group and the fi ve job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

Ha , : There is significant difference between age group and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis 1 a through hypothesis 1 e 

Hypothesis 1 a 

Ho1a: There is no signiticant difference between age group and satisfaction score in work-

itself. 

Ha1a: There is significant difference between age group and satisfaction score in 

work-itself. 

Table 5.9: ANOVA (Hypothesis la) 

Work-itself 

11 Mean S.D. F p 

25 and below 11 8 3.881 3559 1 0.79232487 4.442 0.002 
26-35 172 4.14328166 0. 78145522 
36-45 67 4.3018243 1 0.62340132 
46-55 23 4.30434791 0.579501 59 
56 and nbovc 4 4.36 11 I I 0.50816372 
Total 384 4. 1023727 0.7606694.5 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05. the null hypothesis will be 

ac.cepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of hypothesis la shows the value o f analysis of variance 

and comparison of work-itself score or the five group of age. and it is statistically 

s igniJicant at 95% confidence level (a lpha value is 0.05). Signilicant Value (2-lailcd ) is 

0 .00:2 tha t less Limn O.fb. So. we shollltl rc_icc l lhc null hypothesis (Ho). mean ing that 

there is a significant difference bet ween age group and satisfaction score in work-itself. 

(At least one pair ~Li * ~L.i) 

Table 5.9. 1: Post Hoc tests (Hypothesis la) 

;\foltiplc Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: S<llisfoction score in work-its.:: Ir 
LSD 

rvkan 
(I) age of rcspondenls (.I) age or respondents Difference (l-.l) 
L) ancl l)CIOIV Lll·.>) -.:l6 I ~UY/:>• 

:>6-45 -.4204684 1 * 
116-55 · .42299201 * 
56 and above -.47975509 

C--:::(j:j) 25 and below --·· 
.26192575• 

36-·15 

I -. 15854266 

46-55 -. I 6 11)6626 

56 and above ·.21782934 

36-4) 25 all<I below -
.4:20-16841 * 

26-35 .15854266 

46-55 -2.52359%E-03 

56 and above -5.9286687E-02 

4(>-5) 25 ancl hclow 
. 

.4229920! " 

2(i-35 . 16 106626 

:>(i-45 2.52359%E-03 

56 anJ above -5.<> 7630871-:-02 

)() anc.J <l llOVC ·15 and below ··--- - -·-· 
.·17975509 

26-35 .2178 2')34 

36-45 5.92866S7E-02 

,16-55 5.6 763087E-02 
........ , ....... -.... 

Std. Error 
Ii. 9 .u t:.-\JL 

. I 1 ~ 32345 

. 17034622 

.37995904 

S.933E-02 

.10762798 

. [6592699 

.37799842 

.1 l -i.32345 

. I 0762798 

. l 8061250 

.384671 18 

.1 7034622 

. 16592699 

. 1806 1250 

.40487022 

.37995904 

J7799842 

.38-1 67 118 

.4t.Wrnl22 

95% Confidence Interval - -
Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.004 ·.'lj / )l5UUO -8.0.l / I 4b-V.l 

.000 -.64525609 -.1 9568072 

.()13 -.75793406 -8.80499E-02 

.207 - 1 .22684689 .26733670 

.004 8.627 1 E-02 .43758006 

.142 -.370 16542 5 .3 080 l E-02 
~~? 

·-'·'- -.48731903 .165 18652 

.565 -.96106608 .52540739 

.000 . 19568072 .64525609 

. 142 -5.3080E-02 .370 16542 

.989 -.35765 166 .35260446 

.878 -.81 564368 .6970703 1 

.0 l 3 8.8050E-02 .75793406 

.332 -.165 18652 .4873 1903 

.989 -.35260446 .35765166 

.889 -.85283632 .7393 10 14 

.207 -.26733670 1.22684689 

.565 -.52540739 .96106608 

.878 -.6970703 1 .8 1564368 

.889 -.7393 1014 .85283632 
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'fhis table design to test assumption of which pairs of age groups me difference. 

I-Io: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores ,)r ngc group '.25 and 

below <tnd work-itself scores of age group 26-35. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and bclO\v 

and work-itself scores of age group 26-35. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, lhc null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.004 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho). meani ng that there is 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and below and work-

itself scores of age group 26-35. 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and 

below and work-itself scores of age group 36-45 . 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and belo\:v 

and work-itself scores of age group 36-45. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis wi ll be 

accepted; otherwise, the nu ll hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of assumption shows significant va lue (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothes is (Ho). 111caning that there is 

significant difference between work-itsclr :-:cores or age group 25 and bclmY and work

itself scores of age g roup 36-45. 

Pair 3 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and 

below and work-itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and below 

and work- itsel f scores of age group 46-55 . 

If the P-value (significant va lue) is greater than 0.05 , the null hypo thesis '~1il1 be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The resull from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.013 that less than 0.05 . So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meamng that there is 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and below and work-

itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Pair 4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and 

below and work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha: There is significant di fferen ce between work-itself scores of age group 25 and below 

and work-itse1f scores of age group 56 and above. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis wi ll be 

accepted; otherwise. the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result fro m testing or assumption shows significant value (2-tai led) equals to 

0.207 that greater th8.n 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho). incaning that there is rw 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 25 and below and work.

itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Pair 5 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and 

work-itself scores of age group 36-45. 

Ha:· There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and 

work-itself scores of age group 36-45. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; o therwise. the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-ta iled) equals to 

0.4 12 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and work-itself 

scores of age group 3 6-45. 
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.P..niL9. 

]-Jo: There is no significant difference between work-itscl r ~cores of age group 26-35 and 

\'.\'Ork-itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself sc1irl~ :.; of ~igc group 26-3) and 

work-itself scores of age group 46-55 . 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05. the nul l hypothesis wi ll be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0. 332 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and work-itself 

scores of age group 46-55. 

P_'l:iL2 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and 

work-itself scores of age group 56 and above . 

. Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and 

work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05. the nul l hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.565 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 
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significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and work-itself 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

I-Io: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and 

work- itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and 

work-itself scores of age group 46-55. 

If the P-va lue (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.989 that greater than 0 .05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and work-itself 

scores of age group 46-55. 

Pair 9 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and 

work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

I-fa : There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and 

work-itsel f scores of age group 56 and above. 
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lf the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothes is will he rejected. 

'fhe result from testing of assumption shows s ignificant value (2-lailcd) equals to 

0.878 tha t greater tlrnn (}.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho). meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 36-45 and work- itself 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Pair 10 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 46-55 and 

work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference bct\veen work-itself scores of age group 46-55 and 

work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-valuc (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rej ected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.889 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 46-55 and work-itself 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Hypothesis 1 b 

Ho,t>: There is no significant difference between age group and satisfaction score in pay. 

I-Ia1h : There is si~nificant difference between age group and satisfaction score in pay. 
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Table 5.10: ANOVA (Hypothesis I b) 

Pay 

II Mea n s.n. F I' 
··--·------··--·--~--··----·--·--------------- ··---------------·--·-----

?.5 and bclow 11 8 J.5 1982 108 O.!J391 2.5 1·1 5.844 \l(l \10 

26-35 17?. 3.9 183,1624 0.79tl 22<16--I 
36-45 67 3.976 1 llJd() o.s:rn 1237:; 
46-55 23 4 . 17391304 0.8 5770 168 
56 nnd above 4 4.00000000 0.58878406 
Total 384 3.822 12094 0.87252604 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05. the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; othen:vise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 1 b shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of pay score of the fi ve group of age, and it is statistically significant at 

95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Signifi cant Value (2-tailed) is 0.000 that less 

than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be rej ected, meaning that there is a significant 

difference between age group and satisfac tion score in pay. (At least one pair ~l; :;t: ~L_) 
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Dl~pcmknl Variable: satis!';:ction score in pay 

LSI) 

Mult iple Com parisons 
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.---------..---...,--..,...---.-------------.1 
9 51~/~1 ~:-~~ ~. '. :2.~~~::2_~~~-~~.:_:~L-... .... J Mean 

(I) ngc or r<.:~pondcnts { .I ) age of respondents Diffcrcnc<.: (1-.1 ) Std. Error Sig. I .l)11·cr 13nund I 'pptT l.lound 
L.) <incl l1elow .£0- .) ) - . j'.llD2 ) 16"' . I U I I)) I I .OlJU - .)'.11\()lJlJ)) - . 1911'~4 '1 /(l 

36-45 

46-55 

-.45629832* .1 302 1775 .00 I -.71233806 -.20025858 

-.65409 196* .19402932 .001 -l.03560075 -.27258317 

56andabovc -.48017892 .43278445 .268 . - l .33 1 13 ~UO l--__::~70780 .. 17 
2(,03··-·-·-----__,2""')~,-m....,tdrTb-c'10-\\-,---t--.""'39""'s""'sc.!"2-:5"""16,..,*+-.-=-10""1c-::7=-=5-=-5.,..,1 7~---. ..,,o""°o(""l- t-"'- ."""19"'"'sc-:-4o1·1n 6 .59860055 

36-45 

)6 and above 

36--15 -5.7773 16 !E-02 .1 2259 142 

46-55 -.25556680 . 18899569 

56 and above -S. I 65375SE-02 .43055124 

2) and below .45629832* .13021775 

26-35 5.7773 16 1E-02 .12259 142 

46-55 -.19779364 .2057229 1 

5 (I and above 

25 and below 

26-:15 

36-45 

56 and above 

2:> and below 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

-2.3880597E-02 .43815 17 1 

.65409 196* . I 9-H12932 

25556680 .18899569 

.1 9779364 

.17391304 

.480 17892 

8.1 653758E-02 

.2057229! 

.461 15901 

.43278445 

.43055 124 

2.3880597 E-02 .438 1 5 17 1 

-.1739 1304 .46 11 590 I 

,. · The mean difference is s ignificant al the .05 level. 

.638 

. 177 

.850 

.00 1 

.638 

.337 

.957 

.001 

.177 

.337 

.706 

.268 

.850 

-.2988 17(,7 

-.627 17825 

-.9282221 1 

.20025858 

-.183271:15 

-.60229488 

-.885393.)2 

-. I 16(1'Jcj(i4 

-.2067075<) 

-.7328376:1 

-.37078047 

-.7649 1460 

.957 -.8376:12 12 

. 706 . l.08()(,(,:; 71 

This table design to test assumption of which pairs of age groups are difference. 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and 

pay scores of age group 26-35. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay 

scores of age group 26-3 5. 

. 183 271 :;5 

. I I <i04464 

. 76'19 1460 

.71233806 

.29881767 

.20()'/()759 

.83 7632 12 

.62717825 

.60229488 

1.0806637 1 

1.33 113830 

.928222 11 

8 ,, .. '.\l) " ' ' I , ( o) . . .).) ... 

~·, ·~ ·)f' .... 7('' 
.1 .>-l'l."1 .~1 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the nul l hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis wi ll be rejected. 

The resul t from testing of assumption shows significant v;iluc (2-tai kd) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So. reject the nu ll hypothesis (Ho). mean ing th nl there is 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay scores of 

age group 26-35. 

Pair 2 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and be low and 

pay scores of age group 36-45 . 

Ha: There is signifi cant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay 

scores of age group 36-45. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis wi ll be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result fro m testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.001 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meani ng that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay scores of 

age group 36-45. 

Ho: T here is no significant d ifference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and 

pay scores of age group 46-55. 
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Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay 

scores of age group 46-55. 

lf the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis wi ll be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.001 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothes is (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay scores of 

age group 46-55. 

Pair4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and 

pay scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below nnd pay 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis w ill be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.268 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 25 and below and pay scores of 

age group 56 and above. 
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Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay 

scores of age group 36-45. 

Ha: There is signifirnnt difference between pay scores of ~ige group 26-35 ~uKI p ~1y scores 

of age group 36-45. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted~ otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected . 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailcd) equals to 

0.638 that greater than 0.05 . So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay scores of age group 

36-45. 

Pair 6 

I-Io: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay 

scores of age group 46-55. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay scores 

of age group 46-55. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected . 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.1 77 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning tha ~' there is no 
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significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay scores of age group 

46-55. 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 26-35 and pay scores 

of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-valuc (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; othenvise. the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.850 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

s ignificant difference between work-itself scores of age group 26-35 and work-itself 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay 

scores of age group 46-55. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay scores 

of age group 46-55. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant \·aluc (2-tailed) equals to 

0.337 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypo thesis (Ho·). rnc; ming that there is no 

significant d ifference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay scores of age group 

46-55. 

Pair 9 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay scores 

of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.957 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of age group 36-45 and pay scores of age group 

56 and above. 

Pair 10 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of age group 46-55 and pay 

scores of age group 56 and above. 
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Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of age group 46-55 and pay scores 

of age group 56 and above. 

If the P-valuc (significant value) is grearcr than 0.05, the null hypothesis wil l be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.706 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of age group 46-55 and work- itself 

scores of age group 56 and above. 

Hypothesis I c 

Ho1c : There 1s no significant difference bet\:vecn age group and satisfaction score 111 

supervisor. 

Ha10 : There is significant difference between age group and satisfact ion score in 

supervisor. 

Table 5.11: ANO VA (Hypothesi s 1 c) 

Supervisor 

II Mean S.D. F p 

25 ilnd below 11 8 4. 17608293 0 .18450845 0.684 0.604 
26-35 172 4. 12855297 0.790838 17 
36-45 67 4 .1 8242 11 5 0.72749989 
46-55 ?" _.) 4.33333330 0.62135586 
56 and ilbove 4 4.58333350 0.3 19 14254 
Total 384 4. 16956019 0.7652.5921 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis wi ll be rejected. 

The resu lt from testing or· hypothesis le shows the value of analysis of variance 

and corn parison of superv isor score of the five group of age, and it is statistically 

significant at 95%, confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value (2-tailed) is 

0.604 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be accepted, meaning that there 

is no significant differe nce between age group and satisfaction score in supervisor. 

Hypothesis 1 d 

Ho 1d : There is no significant difference bctvvccn age group and satisfaction score m 

promotion. 

Ha 1d : There 1s significant difference between age group and satisfaction score 111 

promotion. 

Table 5. 12: ANOVA (Hypothesis ld) 

Promotion 

11 Mean S.l). F p 
--- -·- -

25 and be low 118 4.04952919 0.8530892 1 1.821 0.124 
26-35 172 4. 24302326 0.779 11 942 
36-45 67 4. 25671642 0.68649833 
46-55 23 4.42608696 0.59788250 
56 and above 4 4.25000000 0.34156503 
Total 384 4.19699074 0.77939569 

1f the P-vnh1e (significant value) is greater than 0.05 , the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; othen:visc, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of hypothesis 1 d shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of promotion score of the fi ve group or age. and it is statistically 

significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Signific;mt Value (2-tailcd) is 

0. 124 that greater than Cl.05. So, the null hypothesis will be accepted. mean ing th~1t there 

is no significant difference between age group and satisfaction score in promotion. 

ffvpo thesis 1 e 

Hoie : There is no significant difference bet,veen age group and satisfaction score in co-

workers. 

Ha,c : There ts significant difference between age group and satisfaction score m co-

wo rkers. 

Table 5.13 : ANOVA (Hypothesis le) 

Co-workers 

II Mean S.D. F p 

25 and below l 18 4.05630883 0.74006628 0.931 0.446 
26-35 172 3.98772609 0.75945661 
36-45 67 4.11608622 0.65002603 
46-55 23 4.25 120752 0.64893697 
56 and above 4 4.19444450 0.73352990 
Total 384 4.09 13 1920 0.72884219 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted ; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

T he result from testing of hypothesis 1 e shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of co-workers score of the five group of age, and it is statistically 
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significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). S ignificant Value (2-tailed) is 

0.446 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be accepted, meaning that there 

is no significant difference between ngc group and sati sfr1c1ion score in co-\VOrkcrs. 

Hypothesis 2 

Ha2 : There is no significant difference between marital s tatus and the five j ob aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

I-Io2 : There is signifi cant difference between marital status and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis 2a tlu·ough hypothesis 2e 

Hyp othesis 2a 

Ho20 : There is no significant difference bet\veen marital status and satisfl1ction score in 

work-itself. 

Ha2,. : There is significant difference between marital status and satisfacrion score in 

work-itself. 

Table 5 .1 4: T-test (Hypothesis 2a) 

Work-itself 

11 Mean S.D. p 
Single 254 4.04846894 0.77027906 -1.948 0.052 
Married 130 4.20769235 0.73304207 
Total 384 4. 1023727 0.76066945 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 2a shows the value of independent sample 

/-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (n lpha va lue is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.052 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between marital status and 

satisfaction score in \\'Ork-itself. 

Hypothesis 2b 

Ho2h: There is no significant difference between marital status and satisfaction score in 

I-la2b : There is significant difference between marital status and satisfaction score in 

pay. 

Table 5.15: T-test (Hypothesis 2b) 

Pay 

Single 
Married 
Total 

n Mean 
254 3.74682851 
130 3.96923077 
384 3.82212094 

S.D. t p 
0.86971064 -2.378 0.0 18 
0.86246862 
0.87252604 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 2b shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha ,value is 0.05). 
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Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.018 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant difference between marital status and 

satisfact ion ::;core in pay. 

!fypothesis 2c 

Ho2" : There is no significant difference between marital status and sati sfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Ha2c: There is significant difference between marital status and satisfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Table 5.1 6: T-test (Hypothesis 2c) 

supervisor 

Single 
Married 
Total 

11 

254 
130 
384 

Mean S.D. p 
4. 16447984 0.76946438 -0.182 0.856 
4.17948712 0.75983800 
4.1695601 9 0.76525921 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will he 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 2c shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.856 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between marital status and 

satisfaction score in supervisor. 
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f(ypo!hesis 2d 

Ho2" : There is no significant difference between marital status and satisfaction score in 

promotion. 

H ~i :,,1 : There is significant difference between marital status and sati sfaction score in 

promotion. 

Table 5.1 7: T-test (Hypothesis 2d) 

P romotion 

ll Mean S. D. t p 
Single 254 4. 18836395 0.795901 96 -0.303 0.762 
Married 130 4.2138461 5 0.74882376 
Tota l 384 4. 19699074 0.77939569 

lf the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 2d shows the value of Independent sample 

r-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.762 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between marital status and 

satisfaction score in promotion. 
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Hypothesis 2e 

Ho2c : There is no significant difference between marital status and satisfaction score in 

co-workers. 

Ha:?,, : There is significant difference betm~cn marita l status and sati sfaction score in 

Co-workers. 

Table 5.18: T-test (Hypothesis 2e) 

Co-workers 

II Mean S.D. p 
Single 254 4.04024498 0.7 1963076 -0.334 0.739 
Married 130 4.06649565 0.74902428 
Total 384 4.0913792 0.72884219 

l f the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 2e shows the value of Independent sample 

/-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0 .05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.739 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between marital status and 

satisfacti on score in co-workers . 
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Hypothesis 3 

Ho, : T here is no significant difference between gender and the live job aspect~; of job 

s~1ti sfaction. 

I-la3 : There 1s significant difference between gender mid the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis 3a through hypothesis 3e 

f1YJJOthesis 3a 

Ho3" : T here is no significant difference between gender <1nd sat isfaction score in work-

itself. 

Ha3" : There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction sco re in 

work-itself. 

Table 5.1 9: T-test (Hypothesis 3a) 

Work-itself 

Male 
Female 
Total 

n Mean 
157 4 .233404 11 
227 4.01174745 
384 4.1023 727 

S.D. 
0.7 1399274 
0.78007328 
0.76066945 

t p 
2.833 0 .005 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05 , the null hypothesis w ill be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis wi ll be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 3a shows the value or Independent sample 

/-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (<tlpha value is (l.05) . 
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Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.005 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant difference between gender and satisfaction 

score in vvork-itself. 

1-!ypothesis 3b 

Ho31i: There is no significant difference between gender and sati sfaction score in pay. 

Ha3h: There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction score in pay. 

Table 5.20: T-test (Hypothesis 3b) 

Pay 

Male 
Female 
Total 

n Mean 
157 4.02721160 
227 3.68027410 
3 84 3 .822 12094 

S.D. p 
0.744738 11 3.907 0 .000 
0.92622650 
0.87252604 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 3b shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tai led) is 0.000 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant difference between gender and sati sfaction 

score in pay. 
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Hypothesis Jc 

Ho30 : There 1s no significant difference between gender and satisfaction score 111 

supervisor. 

I Ia,0 : There is significant difference between gender and sati sfaction score in supervisor. 

Table 5.2 1: T-test (Hypothesis 3c) 

Supervisor 

Male 
Female 
Total 

n Mean 
157 4.30 148620 
227 4.07831621 
384 4. 16956019 

S.J). p 

0.6763367 1 2.835 0.005 
0.81008964 
0.76525921 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 3c shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.005 that less than 0.05 . So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected , meaning that there is a significant difference between gender and satisfaction 

score in supervisor. 

Hypothesis 3d 

Ho3d : There 1s no significant difference between gender and satisfaction score m 

promotion. 

I-Ia,<1: There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction score in promotion. 
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Table 5.22: T-test (Hypothesis 3d) 

Promotion 

II Mean S.D. p 
Male 157 4.32356688 0.64868112 2.668 0.00:) 

Female 227 4. 10944689 0.8486282 1 
Total 38£1 4. 19699074 0.77939564 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 3d shows the value of Independent sample 

t-tcst, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.008 that less th:rn 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant cliffrrence between gender and satisfaction 

score in promotion. 

Hypothesis 3e 

Ho3c : There 1s no significant difference between gender and satisfaction score in co-

workers. 

I-Ia3c : There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction score in co-workers. 

Table 5.23: T-test (Hypothesis 3e) 

Co-workers 

n Mean S.D. t p 
Male 157 4.04953994 0.76716353 0.009 0.993 
Female 227 4.04884972 0.70284354 
Tota l 384 4.09131920 0.72884219 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis w ill be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected . 

The result from testing of hypothesis 3c shows the value of lndependcnt sample 

/-test and it is stati stically sign ifi cant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.993 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothes is will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between gender and satisfaction 

score in co-workers. 

I:1Yl2Q.thesis 4 

Ho4 : There is no significant difference between education level and the five job aspects 

of job satisfaction. 

Ha.1 : There is significant difference between education level and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis 4a through hypothesis 4e 

I-!_wothe.~·;s 4a 

Ho.1a: There is no significant di fference between education level and satisfaction score in 

work-itself. 

Ha.1a: There is signifi cant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

work-itself. 
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Table 5.24: ANOVA (Hypothesis 4a) 

Work-itself 

II Mean s.o. F p 

Below junior high school 7 4.34920929 0.64606626 1.565 0.1 83 
A junior high school 10 4.3883389 0.65682029 
/\senior high school 69 4.03381 652 0.7613352 
Bachelor's degree 260 4.07 128203 0.77179264 
Master degree and above 38 4.31871358 0.696 13122 
Total 384 4.1023727 0.76066945 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 4a shows the value of analysis of variance 

and com parison of work-itself score of the five group of education level, and it is 

stati stically sign ifi cant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.183 that greater than 0.05. So, we should accept the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction 

score in work-itself. 

Hypothesis 4b 

Ho.1b: There is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

pay. 

Ha,1": There is significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

pay. 
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Table 5.25: ANOVA (Hypothesis 4b) 

Pay 

n Mean S.l). F p 

Below junior high school 7 4.22857143 0.65755681 '")-; 0.030 
1\ junior high schoo l lO 3. 7 0000000 1. 22292909 
J\ senior high school 69 3.65024154 0.8429954 1 
Bachelor's degree 260 3.81010683 0.88310785 
Master degree and above 38 4.17368421 0.68049434 
Total 384 3.822 12094 0.87252604 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 4b shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of pay score of the five group of education level, and it is statistica ll y 

significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.0.5). Significant Value (2-tailed) is 

0.030 that less than 0.05. So, we should rej ect the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that 

there is a significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in pay. 

(At least one pair f.L; ;t: ftj) 



Table 5.25.1 : Post Hoc tests (Hypothesis 4b) 

Dependent Variable: satisfaction score in pay 

LSD 

(I) education level of 
respondents 
e OW JUnIOr 1g 

a JUmor 1g sc ioo 

a junior high school 

a senior high school 

bachelor's degree 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) Std. Error 

.57832989 .34307607 

.41846460 .33126621 

5.4887218E-02 .35573176 

-.52857143 .42621884 

4.9758464E-02 .29264843 

-.11010683 .27870991 

-.47368421 .30738737 

-.57832989 .34307607 

4.9758464E-02 .29264843 

-.15986529 .11712347 

-.52344267* .17471603 

-.41846460 .33126621 

.1 1010683 .27870991 

.15986529 .11712347 

-.36357738• .15020585 

.35573176 

.30738737 

.52344267* .17471603 

.36357738* .15020585 

* · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

.093 

.207 

.877 

.216 

.865 

.693 

.124 

.093 

.865 

.173 

.003 

.207 

.693 

.1 73 

.016 

.877 

.124 

.003 

.0 16 

93 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound 

-9.6241 E-02 1.25290081 

-.23288526 1.06981445 

-.64456785 .75434229 

-1.36662 123 .30947837 

-.52565946 .62517639 

-.658 11 823 .43790457 

-1.07808247 .13071405 

-1.25290081 9.62410E-02 

-.62517639 .52565946 

-.39015849 7.04279E-02 

-.86697684 -. 1799085 1 

-1.06981445 .23288526 

-.43790457 .65811823 

-7 .0428E-02 .39015849 

-.65891859 -6.82362E-02 

-.75434229 .64456785 

-.13071405 1.07808247 

.17990851 .86697684 

6.8236E-02 .65891859 

This table design to test assumption of which pairs of education level are 

difference. 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of a junior high school. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of a junior high school. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.216 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a below junior 

high school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a junior high school. 

Pair 2 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of a senior high school. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of a senior high school. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.093 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a below junior 

high school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a senior high school. 
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Pair 3 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of bachelor's degree. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of bachelor's degree. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.207 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a below junior 

high school and pay scores oflife insurance agents with a bachelor's degree. 

Pair 4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of master degree and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high school and 

pay scores of master degree and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.877 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 
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significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a below junior 

high school and pay scores of life insurance agents with master degree and above. 

Pair 5 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of a junior high school and pay 

scores of a senior high school. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of a junior high school and pay 

scores of a senior high school. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.865 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a junior high 

school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a senior high school. 
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Pair 6 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of a junior high school and pay 

scores of bachelor's degree. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of a junior high school and pay 

scores of bachelor's degree. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of asswnption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.693 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a junior high 

school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a bachelor's degree. 

Pair 7 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of junior high school and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of junior high school and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.124 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a junior high 

school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a master degree and above. 

Pair 8 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of senior high school and pay 

scores of bachelor's degree. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of senior high school and pay 

scores of bachelor's degree. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.173 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a senior high 

school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a bachelor's degree. 

Pair 9 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of a senior high school and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of a senior high school and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.003 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is a 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a senior high 

school and pay scores of life insurance agents with a master degree and above. 

Pair 10 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of a bachelor's degree and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of a bachelor's degree and pay 

scores of master degree and above. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.016 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is a 

significant difference between pay scores of life insurance agents with a bachelor's 

degree and pay scores of life insurance agents with a master degree and above. 
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Hypothesis 4c 

Ho4c : There is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Ha4c : There is significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Table 5.26: ANOVA (Hypothesis 4c) 

Supervisor 

Below junior high school 
A junior high school 
A senior high school 
Bachelor's degree 
Master degree and above 
Total 

n Mean 
7 4.66666686 

10 4.3888889 
69 4.05152991 

260 4.1679487 
38 4.245614 

384 4.16956019 

S.D. 
0.32710227 
0.50579626 
0.77907912 
0.77501398 
0.75543101 

0.7652591 

F p 
1.455 0.215 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 4c shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of supervisor score of the five group of education level, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.215 that greater than 0.05. So, we should accept the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction 

. . 
score 111 supervisor. 
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Hypothesis 4d 

Ho4d : There is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

promotion. 

Ha4d : There is significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

promotion. 

Table 5.27: ANOVA (Hypothesis 4d) 

Promotion 

Below junior high school 
A junior high school 
A senior high school 
Bachelor's degree 
Master degree and above 
Total 

n Mean S.D. 
7 4.48571429 0.39761192 

I 0 4.14000000 1.09969693 
69 4.00933977 0.80869822 

260 4.21692308 0.78422068 
38 4.36315789 0.589741 61 

384 4.19599074 0.77939569 

F p 
1.741 0.140 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 4d shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of promotion score of the five group of education level, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.140 that greater than 0.05. So, we should accept the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction 

score in promotion. 
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Hypothesis 4e 

Ho4c : There is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

co-workers. 

Ha4e : There is significant difference between education level and satisfaction score in 

co-workers. 

Table 5.27: ANOVA (Hypothesis 4e) 

Co-workers 

Below junior high school 
A junior high school 
A senior high school 
Bachelor's degree 
Master degree and above 
Total 

n Mean S.D. 
7 4.53968257 0.42275103 

10 4.35555550 0.57089927 
69 3.94975839 0.66744672 

260 4.03547008 0.76090994 
38 4.15204677 0.64603778 

384 4.04913192 0.72884219 

F p 

1.782 0.132 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 4e shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of promotion score of the five group of education level, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.132 that greater than 0.05. So, we should accept the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is no significant difference between education level and satisfaction 

score in co-workers. 
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Hypothesis 5 

Hos : There is no significant difference between length of employment and the five job 

aspects of job satisfaction. 

Has : There is significant difference between length of employment and the five job 

aspects of job satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis Sa through hypothesis Se 

Hypothesis 5a 

Hosa : There is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in work~itself. 

Ha5a : There is significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction score 

in work-itself. 

Table 5.29: ANOV A (Hypothesis Sa) 

Work-itself 

6 months or less 
Over 6 months - 2 years 
Over 2 years - 5 years 
More than 5 years 
Total 

n Mean S.D. 
130 3.8923077 0.7429689 
105 4.0061375 0.8211445 
88 4.3282829 0.6294213 
6 I 4.3897997 0.7020321 

384 4.1023727 0.7686695 

F p 
10.016 0.000 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of hypothesis 5a shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of work-itself score of the four groups oflength of employment, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.000 that less than 0.05. So, we should reject the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is a significant difference between length of employment and 

satisfaction score in work-itself. (At least one pair µi * µ;) 

Table 5.29.1 Post Hoc tests (Hypothesis Sa) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable; satisfaction score in work-itself 

LSD 

(I) number of years in 
the organization 

(J) number of years in Mean 95% Confidence Interval 

the organization Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

-.43597515* .10148296 

more than 5 years -.49749195* .11409274 

over mont l S to years mont s or ess .11382980 9.646E-02 

over 2 years to 5 years 

more than 5 years 
-.32214535* 

-.38366215* 

.1 0624795 

.11835112 

over years to years mont s or ess .43597515* .10148296 

more t an 5 years 

over 6 months to 2 y 

more than 5 years 
.32214535* .10624795 

6.1516797£-02 .12247989 

mont s or ess .49749195* .1 1409274 

over 6 months to 2 year .38366215* .11 835 I 12 

over 2 years to 5 years 6.15 16797E-02 .1 2247989 

* · The mean difference is s ignificant at the .05 level. 

Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.000 -.63551363 -.23643667 

.000 -.72182410 -.273 15980 

.239 -7.5832E-02 .30349124 

.003 -.53105288 -.11 323782 

.001 -.61636725 -.15095705 

.000 .23643667 .6355 1363 

.003 .11323782 .53 105288 

.616 -.30233999 .17930640 

.000 .27315980 .72 182410 

.001 .15095705 .61636725 

.616 -.17930640 .30233999 

This table design to test assumption of which pairs of length of employment 

groups are difference. 
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Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and 

work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 month or less and 

. work-itself scores of 6 months to 2 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.239 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and work-itself 

scores of over 6 months to 2 year 

Pair 2 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and 

below and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and 

below and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 
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significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and work-itself 

scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 3 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and 

work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and 

work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, r~ject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months or less and work-itself 

scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 

years and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 years 

and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.003 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 years and work

itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 5 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 

years and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 years 

and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; othenvise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.001 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 months to 2 years and work

itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 6 

Ho: There is no significant difference between work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 

years and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 
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Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years 

and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.616 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between work-itself scores of 2 years to 5 years and work-itself 

scores of more than 5 years. 

Hypothesis Sb 

Ho5b : There is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in pay. 

Ha5b : There is significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction score 

m pay. 

Table 5.30: ANOVA (Hypothesis Sb) 

Pay 

6 months or less 
Over 6 months - 2 years 
Over 2 years - 5 years 
More than 5 years 
Total 

n Mean S.D. F 
130 3.54397435 0.74711621 17.662 
105 3.63259280 0.95938937 
88 4.25782827 0.64685365 
61 4.11256830 0.92884165 

384 3.8221.2094 0.87256040 

p 
0.000 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis Sb shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of pay score of the four group of length of employment, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.000 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis (Ho) will be rejected, 

meaning that there is a significant difference between length of employment and 

satisfaction score in pay. (At least one pair µ i:;1: µ;) 

Table 5.30.1: Post Hoc tests (Hypothesis Sb) 

Multiple C ompa r isons 

Dependent Variable: satisfaction score in pay 

LSD 

(I) number of years in (J) number of years in 
the organization the organization 
o montns or Jess over o months to L year 

over 2 years to 5 years 

more than 5 years 

over o months to l year o months or less 

over 2 years to 5 years 

more than 5 years 

over 2 years to S years 6 months or less 

over 6 months to 2 year 

more than 5 years 

more than 5 years 6 months or less 

over 6 months to 2 year 

over 2 years to 5 years 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) 
8.ISo I o.u.1 c-UL 

-.71385392* 

-.56859395* 

8.8618227£-02 

-.62523569* 

-.47997572 * 

.7 1385392* 

.62523569* 

.14525997 

.56859395* 

.47997572* 

-. 14525997 

* · The mean difference is significant at the .OS level. 

Std. Error 
. I U/o/348 

.11328081 

.12735653 

.10767348 

.11859976 

.132 10997 

.11328081 

.11 859976 

.1367 1873 

.12735653 

.1321 0997 

.13671873 

95% Confidence Interval 

Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
.411 -.JUU.:il8(J(J .llJUYllU 

.000 -.93658965 -.49 111 819 

.000 -.8 1900572 -.31818218 

.411 -.1 2309220 .30032866 

.000 -.85842966 -.39204172 

.000 -.73973384 -.2202 1761 

·.ooo .491 11 819 .93658965 

.000 .392041 72 .85842966 

.289 -.12356000 .41407994 

.000 .31818218 .8 1900572 

.000 .2202 176 1 .73973384 

.289 -.4 1407994 .12356000 
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This table design to test assumption of which pairs of length of employment 

groups are difference. 

Pair I 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay 

scores of over 6 months to 2 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 month or less and pay scores 

of 6 months to 2 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otheiwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.411 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay scores of over 6 

months to 2 year 

Pair 2 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and below 

and pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and below and 

pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay scores of over 2 

years to 5 years. 

Pair 3 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay 

scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay scores 

of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less and pay scores of more than 

5 years. 

Pair 4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and 

pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and 

pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rej ected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and pay scores of 

over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 5 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and 

pay scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and 

pay scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.000 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 years and pay scores of 

more than 5 years. 

Pair 6 

Ho: There is no significant difference between pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years and 

pay scores of more than 5 years. 
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Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years and pay 

scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.289 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between pay scores of 2 years to 5 years and pay scores of more 

than 5 years. 

Hypothesis 5c 

Ho5e : There is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in supervisor. 

Hase : There is significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction score 

. . 
m supervisor. 

Table 5.31: ANOVA (Hypothesis Sc) 

Supervisor 

6 months or less 
Over 6 months - 2 years 
Over 2 years - 5 years 
More than 5 years 
Total 

n Mean S.D. 
130 4.23333338 0.66578323 
105 4.07619048 0.82262557 
88 4.28661612 0.74634946 
61 4.02550093 0.85980034 

384 4.16956019 0.76525921 

F p 
2.251 0.082 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 5c shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of supervisor score of the four group of length of employment, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.082 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning 

that there is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in supervisor. 

Hypothesis 5d 

Ho5d : There is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in promotion. 

Ha5d : There is significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction score 

in promotion. 

Table 5.32: ANOV A (Hypothesis 5d) 

Promotion 

6 months or less 
Over 6 months - 2 years 
Over 2 years - 5 years 
More than 5 years 
Total 

n Mean S.D. F 
130 4.13384615 0.65338164 3.9 14 
I 05 4.06328042 0.93796561 
88 4.42272727 0.65420431 
61 4.23606557 0.83547048 

384 4.19699074 0.77939569 

p 
0.009 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 
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The result from testing of hypothesis 5d shows the value of analysis of variance 

and comparison of promotion score of the four group of length of employment, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant Value 

(2-tailed) is 0.009 that less than 0.05. So, we should reject the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is a significant difference between length of employment and 

satisfaction score in promotion. (At least one pair µi * µj) 

Table 5.32.l: Post Hoc tests (Hypothesis 5d) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: satisfaction score in promtotion opportunity 

LSD 

(I) number of years in (J) number of years in Mean 95% Confidence Interval 

the organization the organization Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
o montlls or Jess over<> momns w L. years I .UJOJ/ j)c·UL. .JUl ll/Jl. .486 -.1282)381 .L.O~J8Yl.8 

over 2 years to 5 years -.288881 12* . 10638323 .007 -.49805464 -7 .97076E-02 

more than 5 years -.10221942 .11960189 .393 -.33738382 .13294498 

over 6 months to 2 years 6 months or less 7.0565735E-02 .10111732 .486 -.26938528 .12825381 

over 2 years to 5 years -.35944685* .11137831 .001 -.57844183 -.14045188 

more than 5 years -.17278515 .12406590 .165 -.41672680 7. I I 565E-02 

over 2 years to :> years <> months or less .28888112* .10638323 .007 7.9708E-02 .49805464 

over 6 months to 2 years .35944685* .111 3783 1 .001 .14045 188 .57844183 

more than 5 years .18666170 .12839403 .147 -6.5790E-02 .43911343 

more than 5 years 6 months or less .10221942 .11960189 .393 -.13294498 .33738382 

over 6 months to 2 years . 17278515 .12406590 .165 -7.1 J56E-02 .41672680 

over 2 years to 5 years -.18666170 . 12839403 .1 47 -.43911343 6.57900E-02 

* · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

This table design to test assumption of which pairs of length of employment are 

difference. 
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Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months 

or less and length of employment scores of over 6 months to 2 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 month or 

less and length of employment scores of 6 months to 2 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.486 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months or less and 

length of employment scores of over 6 months to 2 year 

Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months 

or less and below and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months or 

less and below and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.007 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 
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significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months or less and 

length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 3 

Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months 

or less. and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months or 

less and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.393 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between length of employment scores of 6 months or less and 

length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 4 

Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 

months to 2 years and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 

months to 2 years and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.001 that less than 0.05. So, reject the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is 

significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 months to 2 years 

and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 5 

Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 

months to 2 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 

months to 2 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.165 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between length of employment scores of over 6 months to 2 years 

and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 6 

Ho: There is no significant difference between length of employment scores of over 2 

years to 5 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 
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Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of over 2 years 

to 5 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of assumption shows significant value (2-tailed) equals to 

0.147 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), meaning that there is no 

significant difference between length of employment scores of 2 years to 5 years and 

length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Hypothesis 5e 

Ho5c : There is no significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction 

score in co-workers. 

Ha5e : There is significant difference between length of employment and satisfaction score 

in co-workers. 

Table 5.33: ANOVA (Hypothesis Se) 

Co-workers 

6 months or less 
Over 6 months - 2 years 
Over 2 years - 5 years 
More than 5 years 
Total 

n Mean S.D. 
130 4.0750427 1 0.67689123 
105 4.00211640 0.75043215 
88 4.11 316160 0.71789338 
61 3.97814202 0.81569468 

384 4.04913192 0.72884219 

F p 

0.640 0.590 
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If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will 

be accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis Se shows the value of analysis of variance and 

comparison of co-workers score of the four group of length of employment, and it is 

statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). Significant 

Value (2-tailed) is 0.590 that greater than 0.05. So, accept the null hypothesis (Ho), 

meaning that there is no significant difference between length of employment and 

satisfaction score in co-works. 
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Hypothesis 6 

Ho6 : There is no significant difference between working status and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

Ha6 : There is significant difference between working status and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

It consists of hypothesis 6a through hypothesis 6e 

Hypothesis 6a 

Ho6a : There is no significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

work-itself. 

Ha6a : There is significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

work-itself. 

Table 5.34: T-test (Hypothesis 6a) 

Work-itself 

Patt-time 
Full-time 
Total 

n Mean S.D. t p 

73 3.93455 101 0.80397584 -2.104 0.036 
3 1 l 4. I 4 I 76493 0.74602813 
384 4.1023727 0.76066945 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 6a shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 
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Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.036 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant difference between working status and 

satisfaction score in work-itself. 

Hypothesis 6b 

Ho6b : There is no significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

pay. 

Ha6b : There is significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

pay. 

Table 5.35: T-test (Hypothesis 6b) 

Pay 

n Mean S.D. t p 
Part-time 73 3.61369863 0.77123909 -2.280 0.023 
Full-time 311 3.87104322 0.88870473 
Total 384 3.822 12094 0.87252604 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 6b shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.023 that less than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

rejected, meaning that there is a significant difference between working status and 

satisfaction score in pay. 
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Hypothesis 6c 

Ho6c : There is no significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Ha6c: There is significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

supervisor. 

Table 5.36: T-test (Hypothesis 6c) 

Supervisor 

Part-time 
Full-time 
Total 

n Mean S.D. t p 
73 4.15981737 0.67076580 -0.121 0.904 

311 4.17184710 0.78676514 
384 4.16956019 0.76525921 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 6c shows the value of Independent sample 

t-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.904 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between working status and 

satisfaction score in supervisor. 
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Hypothesis 6d 

Ho6d : There is no significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

promotion. 

Ha6d : There is significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

promotion. 

Table 5.37: T-test (Hypothesis 6d) 

Promotion 

Part-time 
Full-time 
Total 

n Mean S.D. t p 
73 4.14246575 0.72837677 -0.664 0.507 

311 4.20978921 0.79146648 
384 4.19699074 0.77939569 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 6d shows the value of Independent sample 

I-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.507 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between working status and 

satisfaction score in promotion. 
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Hypothesis 6e 

Ho60 : There is no significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

co-workers. 

Ha6e : There is significant difference between working status and satisfaction score in 

Co-workers. 

Table 5.38: T-test (Hypothesis 6e) 

Co-workers 

II Mean S.D. t p 

Pait-time 73 4.09132423 0.75344260 0.549 0.583 
Full-time 311 4.03922826 0.72383539 
Total 384 4.09131920 0.72884219 

If the P-value (significant value) is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted; otherwise, the null hypothesis will be rejected. 

The result from testing of hypothesis 6e shows the value of Independent sample 

/-test, and it is statistically significant at 95% confidence level (alpha value is 0.05). 

Significant Value (2-tailed) is 0.583 that greater than 0.05. So, the null hypothesis will be 

accepted, meaning that there is no significant difference between working status and 

satisfaction score in co-workers. 
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5.5 Summary of hypothesis testing 

Table 5.39 : Summary result of hypothesis 1 

Ha1 : There is significant difference between age group and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha1a: There is significant difference between age group and Reject Ho 

satisfaction score in work-itself. 

Pair 1: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Reject Ho 

25 and below and work-itself scores ofage group 26-35. 

Pair 2: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Reject Ho 

25 and below and work-itself scores of age group 36-45. 

Pair 3: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Reject Ho 

25 and below and work-itself scores ofage group 46-55. 

Pair 4: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

25 and below and work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Pair 5: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

26-35 and work-itself scores of age group 36-45. 

Pair 6: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

26-35 and work-itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Pair 7: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

26-35 and work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Pair 8: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

36-45 and work-itself scores of age group 46-55. 

Pair 9: Ha : There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

36-45 and work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Pair 10: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of age group Accept Ho 

46-55 and work-itself scores of age group 56 and above. 

Ha1b : There is significant difference between age group and Reject Ho 
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Table 5.40 : Summary result of hypothesis 2 

Ha2 : There is significant difference between marital status and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha2a : There is significant difference between marital status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in work-itself. 

Ha2b : There is significant difference between marital status and Reject Ho 

satisfaction score in pay. 

Ha2c : There is significant difference between marital status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in supervisor. 

Ha2d : There is significant difference between marital status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in promotion. 

Ha2e : There is significant difference between marital status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in Co-workers. 
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Table 5.41 : Summary result of hypothesis 3 

Ha3 : There is significant difference between gender and the five job aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha3a : There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction Reject Ho 

score in work-itself. 

Ha3b: There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction Reject Ho 

score in pay. 

Ha3c : There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction Reject Ho 

score in supervisor 

Ha3d: There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction Reject Ho 

score in promotion. 

Ha3c : There is significant difference between gender and satisfaction Accept Ho 

score in co-workers. 
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Table 5.42 Summary result of hypothesis 4 

Ha4 : There is significant difference between education level and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha4a : There is significant difference between education level and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in work-itself. 

Ha4b : There is significant difference between education level and Reject Ho 

satisfaction score in pay. 

Pair I : Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high Accept Ho 

school and pay scores of junior high school. 

Pair 2: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of oelow junior high Accept Ho 

school and pay scores of senior high school. 

Pair 3: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below junior high Accept Ho 

school and pay scores of bachelor's degree. 

Pair 4 : Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of below j unior high Accept Ho 

school and pay scores of master degree and above. 

Pair 5: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of junior high school Accept Ho 

and pay scores of senior high school. 

Pair 6: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of junior high school Accept Ho 

and pay scores of bachelor's degree. 

Pair 7: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of junior high school Accept Ho 

and pay scores of master degree and above. 

Pair 8: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of senior high school Accept Ho 

and pay scores of bachelor's degree. 

Pair 9: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of senior high school Reject Ho 

and pay scores of master degree and above. 

Pair I 0: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of bachelor's degree Reject Ho 

and pay scores of master degree and above. 

Ha4c: There is significant difference between education level and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in supervisor. 
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Ha4d: There is significant difference between education level and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in promotion. 

Ha4e : There is significant difference between education level and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in co-workers. 
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Table 5. 43: Summary of hypothesis 5 

Ha5 : There is significant difference between length of employment and the five job 

aspects of job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha5a : There is significant difference between length of employment Reject Ho 

and satisfaction score in work-itself. 

Pair I: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 month or Accept Ho 

less and work-itself scores of 6 months to 2 years. 

Pair 2: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of 6 months Reject Ho 

or less and below and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 3: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of6 months Reject Ho 

or less and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 4: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 Reject Ho 

months to 2 years and work-itself scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 5: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 6 Reject Ho 

months to 2 years and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 6: Ha: There is significant difference between work-itself scores of over 2 Accept Ho 

years to 5 years and work-itself scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha5b : There is significant difference between length of employment Reject Ho 

and satisfaction score in pay. 

Pair I : Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 month or less Accept Ho 

and pay scores of 6 months to 2 years. 

Pair 2: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less Reject Ho 

and below and pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 3: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of 6 months or less Reject Ho 

and pay scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 4: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 Reject Ho 

years and pay scores of over 2 years to 5 years. 

Pair 5: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 6 months to 2 Reject Ho 

years and pay scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 6: Ha: There is significant difference between pay scores of over 2 years to 5 Accept Ho 
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years and pay scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha5c : There is significant difference between length of employment Accept Ho 

and satisfaction score in supervisor. 

Ha5d : There is significant difference between length of employment Accept Ho 

and satisfaction score in promotion. 

Pair I: Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of Accept Ho 

6 month or less and length of employment scores of 6 months to 2 years. 

Pair 2: Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of Reject Ho 

6 months or less and below and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 

years. 

Pair 3: Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of Accept Ho 

6 months or less and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 4: Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of Reject Ho 

over 6 months to 2 years and length of employment scores of over 2 years to 5 

years. 

Pair 5: Ha: There is significant difference between length. of employment scores of Accept Ho 

over 6 months to 2 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Pair 6: Ha: There is significant difference between length of employment scores of Accept Ho 

over 2 years to 5 years and length of employment scores of more than 5 years. 

Ha5e : There is significant difference between length of employment Accept Ho 

and satisfaction score in co-workers. 
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Table 5.44: Summary of hypothesis 6 

Ha6 : There is significant difference between working status and the five job aspects of 

job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis Result 

Ha6a : There is significant difference between working status and Reject Ho 

satisfaction score in work-itself. 

H~b : There is significant difference between working status and Reject Ho 

satisfaction score in pay. 

Ha6c : There is significant difference between working status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in supervisor. 

Ha6d : There is significant difference between working status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in promotion. 

Ha6e : There is significant difference between working status and Accept Ho 

satisfaction score in Co-workers. 
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CHAPTER6 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6. I Summary of the results 

According to analysis of the data that collected form questionnaires and analysis 

part of this study, it can be summarized that there are five components of job satisfaction. 

1. Work-itself 

2. Pay 

3. Promotion 

4. Supervisor 

5. Co-workers 

The orders of importance of job aspect as perceived by life insurance agents are 

work-itself, pay, promotion, supervisor, and co-workers 

The job satisfaction mean score used to measure the perception of the respondents 

on the each aspect of job. The higher scores of a category of job feeling scale, the higher 

degree of the satisfaction is perceived by an employee towards that category. Table 5.8 

shows that life insurance agents are satisfied with their job in all five job aspects. And the 

findings show that there are significant differences between demographic profiles of life 

insurance agents and the five job aspects. 

The older life insurance agents are more satisfied with all aspects of their job 

compared with the younger ones, but the group of life insurance agents who over 55 years 

of age is less satisfied with promotion and co-worker compared with the age group of life 
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insurance agents between 46-55. By employing the ANOVA, the findings indicate that 

there is significant difference between age groups of life insurance agents and the two job 

aspects (work-itself and pay) while there is no significant differences between age groups 

of life insurance agents and the other three job aspects (promotion, supervisor, and co

workers). According to the multiple comparison tables (LSD test), the results show that 

there is significant difference between work-itself score and pay score of life insurance 

agents who are age below 26 and life insurance agents who are age between 26-35. There 

is significant difference between work-itself score and pay score of life insurance agents 

who are age below 26 and life insurance agents who are age between 36-45. There is 

significant difference between work-itself score and pay score of life insurance agents 

who are age below 26 and life insurance agents who are age between 46-55. 

Life insurance agents who are single are less satisfied with all aspect of their job 

compared with life insurance agents who are married. By employing T-test, the results 

show that there is significant difference between marital status of life insurance agents 

and pay, but not founds significant difference between marital status of life insurance 

agents and the other four job aspects (work-itself, promotion, supervisor, and co

workers). 

Male life insurance agents are more satisfied with their job compared with female 

life insurance agents. By using T-test, the results show that there is significant difference 

between gender of life insurance agents and the four job aspects (work-itself, pay, 

promotion, and supervisor) while there is no significant difference between gender of life 

insurance agents and co-workers. 
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There are five categories of education level in this study. The life insurance agents 

with primary school (lowest education level) are more satisfied in their pay, promotion, 

supervisor, and co-workers, but not with work-itself compared with the other education 

level. Work-itself mean score of life insurance agents with primary school are a little bit 

lower than life insurance agents with a junior high school. This may imply that life 

insurance agents with primary school are less satisfied with work-itself compared with 

life insurance agents with a junior high school. It can be concluded that the lowest 

education level is more satisfied \:vi th their job, and job satisfaction scores are improved 

after the senior education level to master degree. By employing ANOVA, the results 

show that there is significant differences between difference education levels of life 

insurance agents and pay while there is no significant difference between education levels 

of life insurance agents and the other four job aspect (work-itself, promotion, supervisor, 

and co-workers). According to the multiple comparison table (LSD test), the results show 

that there is significant difference between pay score of life insurance agent with a senior 

high school and life insurance agents with higher than bachelor's degree; and there is 

significant difference between pay score of life insurance agents with bachelor's degree 

and life insurance agents with higher than bachelor's degree. 

Life insurance agents who had worked in life insurance companies for over 2 

years to 5 years are more satisfied with pay, promotion, supervisor, and co-workers, but 

not with work-itself. Life insurance agents who had worked in life insurance companies 

for more than 5 years are more satisfied with work-itself compared with other groups. By 

using ANOV A, the results show that there is significant differences between three job 

aspects (work-itself, pay and promotion) and different lengths of employment in life 
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insurance companies while there is no significant differences between different lengths of 

employment in life insurance companies and the other two job aspects (supervisor, and 

co-workers). According to the multiple comparison tables (LSD test), the results show 

that there is significant difference between work-itself score and pay score of life 

insurance agents who had worked for 6 months or less and life insurance agents who had 

worked for over 2 years to 5 years, there is significant difference between work-itself 

score and pay score of life insurance agents who had worked for 6 months or less and life 

insurance agents who worked fore more than 5 years , there is significant difference 

between work-itself score and pay score between life insurance agents who worked for 

over 6mon6th to 2 years and life insurance agents who worked for over 2 years to 5 years, 

there is significant difference between work-itself score and pay score of life insurance 

agents who had worked for over 6 months to 2 years and life insurance agents who had 

worked for more than 5 years, there is significant difference between promotion score of 

life insurance agents who had worked for 6 months or less and life insurance agents who 

had worked for over 2 years to 5 years, and there is significant difference between 

promotion score of life insurance agents who had worked for over 6 months to 2 years 

and life insurance agents who had worked for over 2 years to 5 years. 

Part-time life insurance agents are less satisfied with their job compared with full

time life insurance agents. By using T-test, there is significant difference between 

working status of life insurance agents and two job aspects (work-itself and pay) while 

there is no significant differences between working status of life insurance agents and the 

other three job aspects (promotion, supervisor, and co-workers). 
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6.2 Conclusions and implications 

The study findings show that there is a significant difference between 

demographic profiles of life insurance agents and the five job aspects. It is important that 

life insurance management understands the impact of the demographic profiles on life 

insurance agents' job satisfaction. This study may have provided the relevant information 

for life insurance management to consider. 

Firstly, finding from this study show that life insurance agents are satisfied with 

their job in all aspects. But life insurance agents are less satisfied with their pay compared 

with the other four job aspect; while pay is considered as the important category 

attributing to job satisfaction. The payment for this occupation is depended on their sale 

ability or a number of policies that they can sale. However, it is suggested that life 

insurance companies should revise their agent's commission packages and make them 

more competitive. So life insurance agents will become more satisfied, loyal and 

committed to their life insurance companies. Productivity will be enhanced and that will 

provide monetary payoffs for the life insurance company in the long-tenn. 

Secondly, life insurance agents who had worked in life insurance companies for 

more than 5 years are less satisfied with pay, promotion, supervisor, and co-workers 

compared with life insurance agents who had work in life insurance companies for over 2 

to 5 years. Life insurance agents who had worked in life insurance companies for more 

than 5 years are more satisfied with work-itself compare with other groups. Lower 

satisfaction with pay, promotion, supervisor, and co-workers is found among life 

msurance agents who had worked in life insurance compames for more than 5 year 
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compared with life insurance agents who had worked for over 2 years to 5 years. It may 

be a cause of switching the companies of life insurance agents. If the other life insurance 

companies offer the better payment and promotion to this life insurance agents group, 

they may switch to the other life insurance companies. Life insurance agents who had 

worked more than 5 years in this business will possess high skill and experience, so life 

insurance complies may lose their good life insurance agents. Therefore, it is suggested 

that life insurance companies should improve their promotional prospects. 

Third, the relationship of job satisfaction scores and the length of employment in 

life insurance companies is reported in Table 5.29 - 5.33. Only work-itself, pay, and 

promotion showed significant differences in the relationship with job satisfaction 

between different lengths of employment of life insurance agents groups. Table 5.29.l 

and 5.32.l show that there are significant difference between lengths of employment of 

life insurance agents and three job aspects (work-itself, pay, and promotion). It can be 

concluded that there are significant difference between life insurance agents who had 

worked less than 2 years and life insurance agents who had worked over 2 years. Life 

insurance agents who had worked for less than 2 years are less satisfied with work-itself, 

pay, and promotion compared with life insurance agents who had worked for more than 2 

years. It may imply that the life insurance agents' less satisfaction towards work-itself, 

pay, and promotion may lead to life insurance agents' turnover in life insurance 

companies. The result appears to be compatible with Coy Eklund ( 1979) reports that over 

70 percent of all new agents have either changed their company or left the business with 

in the first 2 years. On the other hand, those that complete their first four development 

years exhibit remarkable staying power. This group seems to stay with their company as 
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well as salaried people. So life insurance companies should pay more attention to this 

group of agents. 

Fourth, part-time life insurance agents are less satisfaction with their job 

compared with full-time life insurance agents, especially with work-itself and pay. Lower 

satisfaction of part-time insurance agents may occur from having limited time to do their 

duty because they spend a lot of time for their full-time job. But there is no significant 

differences in the relationship with job satisfaction between part-time and full-time in 

promotion, supervisor, and co-workers. Therefore, life insurance companies should try to 

motivate part-time life insurance agents to work. If part-time life insurance agents are 

alerted to sell policies, they will have more chance to sell and get more payment. 

Therefore, part-time insurance agents will satisfied with payment. 

6.3 Recommendation 

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following 

recommendations are made. 

I. Future study should include life insurance agents in the other provinces. 

2. It is suggested that similar study can be conducted in the future when the 

economic recession in Thailand has been reversed so that possible impacts of 

economic factors on life insurance agents' job satisfaction can be measured. 

3. Further study should included organizational characteristic such as organizational 

culture, departmental functions, size and age of life insurance company as the 
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variable. Most of the demographic variables show different effects on job 

satisfaction. This may imply that the organizational characteristic may be show 

different relationship too. 

4. Further research should include life insurance agent employment status (resigned 

life insurance agents and current life insurance agents). The results of significant 

difference in the relationship with job satisfaction between resigned and current 

life insurance agents may imply that the life insurance agents' low satisfaction 

towards what job aspects may lead to turnover in life insurance companies. 

5. Further study could be conducted to determine the relationship between job 

satisfaction of life insurance agents and sale performance of life insurance agents. 

6. Life insurance companies should revise their agent's commission packages and 

make them more competitive because life insurance agents are less satisfied with 

their pay. 

7. Life insurance companies should improve their promotional prospects, especially 

for life insurance agent who had work for more than 5 years because this group of 

life insurance agents less satisfied with promotion. 

8. Life insurance companies should pay more attention to life insurance agents who 

had work for less than 2 years because this group is less satisfied with work-itself, 

pay, and promotion compared with life insurance agents who had worked for 

more than 2 years. It may be the cause of new agent is changed their company or 

left the business. 
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9. Life insurance companies should try to motivate and training part-time life 

insurance agents to work because they feel less satisfied with their job compared 

with full-time life insurance agents. 
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July 9, 2001 

Dear Insurance Agents: 

My name is Thitiporn Saksobhavivat. I am studying a Master degree in Master 

Business Administration at the Assumption University. I am conducting a research of 

thesis entitled "The study of the relationship between demographic profile of 

insurance agents and job sati~faction". As a part of my thesis, I would like to ask for 

your participation in this study. I want to assure you, however, that this survey is an 

independent project for my study and that no individual is identified. All of your 

responses to this questionnaire will be strictly confidential. 

The purpose of this study is to explore and determine job satisfaction of insurance 

agents in Bangkok and to identify what demographic profile related to job 

satisfaction. The finding form this study will be useful as baseline of information for 

other studies and administrators in insurance company and other organizations. 

Your participation is very important to the success of this study. Please spare a few 

minutes of your busy schedule to complete this questionnaire. 

Your participation and cooperation will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Thitiporn Saksobhavivat 
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Questionnaire 

Section 1 

This questionnaire has a list of five different aspects of your job. For each 

aspect there are a number of scales for you to indicate you feelings about you job. 

Indicate you response by circling the number that best represents your feelings on the 

dimension given. 

WORK 

Creative 5 4 3 2 1 Routine 

Fascinating 5 4 3 2 1 Boring 

Good 5 4 3 2 1 Bad 

Satisfying 5 4 3 2 1 Unsatisfying 

Respected 5 4 3 2 1 Not respected 

Useful 5 4 3 2 1 Worthless 

Pleasant 5 4 3 2 Unpleasant 

Healthful 5 4 3 2 Tiresome 

Gives sense of 5 4 3 2 Endless 

accomplishment 

PAY 

Good 5 4 3 2 1 Bad 

Secure 5 4 3 2 Insecure 

Highly paid 5 4 3 2 Underpaid 

What I deserve 5 4 3 2 Less than I deserve 

Income provides 5 4 3 2 Income provides 

luxuries necessities only 
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PROMOTIONS 

Fair 5 4 3 2 Unfair 

Regular 5 4 3 2 Intermittent 

Frequent 5 4 3 2 Infrequent 

Promotion on 5 4 3 2 Arbitrary 

ability 

Good oppourtun- 5 4 3 2 Limited opportun-

ity for ity for 

advancement advancement 

SUPERVISOR 

Competent 5 4 3 2 Incompetent 

Around when 5 4 3 2 1 Doesn't supervise 

needed enough 

Tactful 5 4 3 2 Impolite 

Praises good 5 4 3 2 Hard to please 

work 

Even-tempered 5 4 3 2 Quick-tempered 

Flexible 5 4 3 2 1 Stubborn 

Good 5 4 3 2 Bad 

Leaves me on my 5 4 3 2 Meddlesome 

own 

Tells me where 5 4 " .) 2 Gives no feedback 

I stand 
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COWORKERS 

Loyal 5 4 3 2 Treacherous 

Fast 5 4 3 2 Slow 

Responsible 5 4 3 2 Irresponsible 

Smart 5 4 3 2 Stupid 

Active 5 4 3 2 Lazy 

Respect my 5 4 3 2 1 Give no privacy 

Privacy 

Pleasant 5 4 3 2 Unpleasant 

Friendly 5 4 3 2 1 Hard to meet 

Broad interests 5 4 3 2 Narrow interests 
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Section 2 

Rank the following five aspects in a job in term of how important they are for you. 

You should rank the most important item as 1, the second most important as 2, and so 

on, until you have given each of the five items a rank of 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. 

Work 

1 = Most important 

2 = Important 

3 =Average 

4 =Less important 

5 = Least important 

Supervisor 

Coworker 

Promotion 

Pay 



St. Gabriel Uhrary. Ao 

Personal Data 

1 Working Status 

Part time Full time - -- - --

2 Gender 

Male Female - -- ---

3 Age 

25 and below - - -

26-35 - - -

__ 36-45 

46-55 - - -

56 and above - - -

Married 

4 Marital status 

___ Single - --

5 Education Level 

___ Below junior high school 

_ _ _ A senior high school 

___ Master degree and above 

6 Number of years in this organization 

6 months or less - - -

- - - Over 6 month to 2 years 

_ __ A junior high school 

___ Bachelor's degree 

_ __ Over 2 years to 5 years 

_ _ _ More than 5 year 
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List of Life Insurance Companies in 2001 

I. Bangkok Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 

2. Thai Life Insurance Co., Ltd. 

3. Thai Prasit Nationwide Co., Ltd. 

4. Siam Commercial New York Life Insurance Public Co., Ltd.* 

5. Prudential TS Life Assurance Public Co., Ltd. 

6. Ocean Life Insurance Co., Ltd. 

7. Ayudhya CMG Life Assurance Public Co., Ltd. 

8. Muang Thai Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 

9. Siam Life Insurance Co., Ltd. 

I 0. South East Life Insurance Co., Ltd. 

11. Interlife John Hancock Assurance Public Co., Ltd. 

12. Thaire Life Assurance Co., Ltd. 

13. Saha Life Insurance Co., Ltd. 

14. American International Assurance Co., Ltd. 

15. Zurich National Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

16. CGU Life Assurance (Thai) Co., Ltd. 

17. Siam Sam Sung Life Insurance Co., Ltd.* 

18. Krungthai-AXA Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

19. Bangkok Metropolitan Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

20. Thai Charoen Assurance Public Co., Ltd.* 

21. Aetna Oaotspa Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

22. Pornpat Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

23 . Ace Life Assurance Co., Ltd.* 

24. TPI Life Insurance Co., Ltd.* 
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25. Advance MLC Assurance Co. , Ltd.* 

26. Allianz C.P. Life Assurance Co. , Ltd.* 

* A new life insurance company opened in 1997. 
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