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ABSTRACT

Job satisfaction describes how content an individusvith his or her job. It is a relatively receterm since in
previous centuries the jobs available to a pawmicperson were often predetermined by the occupatichat person’s
parent. There are a variety of factors that cauémice a person’s level of job satisfaction: sofnhese factors include the
level of pay and benefits, the perceived fairndsth@® promotion system within a company. (The gyadf the working
conditions, leadership and social relationshipsl dre job itself) Job itself refers to the varietfy tasks involved, the

interest and the challenge the job generates,fendlarity of the job description or requirements.

The happier people are within their job, the matsfied they are said to be. Job satisfactiorotstine same as
motivation, although it is clearly linked. Job dgsiaims to enhance job satisfaction and performaneghods include job
rotation, job enlargement and job enrichment. Oth#iuences on satisfaction include the managersi¢ and culture,
employee involvement, empowerment and autonomouk groups. Job satisfaction is a very importarituate which is
frequently measured by organizations. The most comway of measurement is the use of rating scalesavemployees

report their reactions to their jobs.
KEYWORDS: Employee Engagement through Job Satisfaction

INTRODUCTION

Objectives of Job Satisfaction
The main aims, goals and objectives of employeefaation are;

e To provide an opportunity and comprehensive fram&wor the development of HR in an organization filt

expression of their latent and manifest potentials.

* To locate, ensure, recognize and develop the empbépabilities of the employees in the organiraiiorelation

to their present and potential roles.
» To develop the constructive mind and an overakpeality of the employees.
e To develop the sense of team spirit, team workiarg team collaboration.
e To develop the organizational health, culture difetéveness.

e To humanize the work in the organization.
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36 G. Purushothaman, K. Krishnamurthy & M. Sakthivel M urugan

e To develop dynamic human relationship, and
» To generate systematic information about humaruress.
Need For Study
* To study and examine whether the respondents tisfiesh with their jobs.
* To analyze various factors that lead to employésfaation.
» Toreview the policies of the company based orethployee perspective and management perspective.

e The results of this research emphasize to emplam@tsemployees how much workers value both thestijob

management and having good relationship with tlediow workers.
Statement of Problem
* To study and examine whether the respondents tsiest with their jobs.
* To analyze various factors that lead to employésfaation.
» Toreview the policies of the company based orethployee perspective and management perspective.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Design

The researcher has selected the Ex-post factorobsdasign which aims to collect data with a dedirpurpose.
The main characteristic of this research desighasthe researcher has no control over the varidtdsearch design is the
basic framework that provides guidelines for th&t & research process. It is a map or blue pointhich the research is

to be conducted.
Sample

The sample size taken for the study is 50. Questimas were prepared and distributed to both madefemale
employees in the organization. Respondents weigepigoeducated to reveal the facts existing in@inganization to make
the study more effective. As most of the engin@eregk in the construction site, questionnaires wdistributed at the site

itself and later they were collected.
Data Analysis and Interpretation

Table 1: Shows the Gender Wise Distribution of th&espondents

Group | Respondents| (%)

Male 34 68%
Female 16 32%
Total 50 100%

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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Bar Diagram Showing gender wise distribution of the respondents

OMale mFemale|

Figure 1

Age Respondents| (%)
19-25 0 0%
26 — 34 4 8%
35-40 14 28%

41 and Above 32 64%
Total 50 100%

Table 2: Shows the Age Wise Distribution of the Rg®ndents
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Figure 2

Table 3: Shows the Education Wise Distribution oftie Respondents

Education Respondents| (%)
Post Graduate 3 6%
Graduate 22 44%
Diploma 25 50%
Total 50 100%
BarDiagram shows education wise distribution of the respondents
25
20
15 DPost Graduate
10 OGraduate
5
0 oDiploma
Education
Figure 3

Employee Salary | Respondents| (%)
60000 to 100000 5 10%
100001 to 150000 14 289
150001 and Above 31 629
Total 50 100%

Table 4: Shows Salary Wise Distribution of the Resmdents

37
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Bar-diagram shows education wise distribution of the respondents

35
30
25 o19-25

20
15 DB0000 - 100000

10 £100001-150000

0 T 1 m150001 and Above

Salaryin Rs.

Figure 4

Table 5: Shows the Experience Wise Distribution ahe Respondents

Service Length | Respondents| (%)
Less than 1 6 12%
2103 13 26%
4t06 15 30%
7 and Above 16 32%
Total 50 100%

Bar Diagram shows the experience wise distribution of the respondents
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Figure 5

Table 6: Shows Significance of Mean Difference beten Male and Female Respondents on
Relationship with Team Members

Group | N | Mean X | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T" Value

Male 34| 10.26 1.71

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows the significance of mearemifice between male and female respondents on the
relationship with team members. The obtained‘tueal.325 is insignificant. The value shows thatehe no significance
difference between male and female respondentglatianship with team members. This indicates bmh the genders

had a similar impact on the relationship with teaembers.

Therefore, the stated hypothesis (No: 1) that &hisrno significant difference between the male #erdale
respondents on the relationship with team membsmatcepted.
Table 7: Shows Significance of Mean Difference beten Male and Female Respondents on
Organization Policies and Goals
Group | N | Mean X | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T"-Value

Male 34 6.91 2.01
Female| 16 8.06 2'351.15 0.68| 1.690 NS

NS — Not Significant

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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The above table shows the significance of mearemifice between male and female respondents on the
organization goals and policies. The obtaineddtue 1.690 is insignificant. The value shows that¢ is no significance
difference between male and female respondentsrgan@ation policies and goals. This indicates tiath the genders

had a similar impact on the Organization goals goitties.

Therefore, the stated hypothesis (No: 2) that &hisrno significant difference between the male #erdale

respondents on the organization polices and giaBtcepted.

Table 8: Shows Significance of Mean Difference beten Male and Female Respondents on
Organization Culture and Welfare Activities

Group | N | Mean X | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T"-Value

Male 34 7.65 2.73 .
Female]| 16 9.81 | 2.1y 216|078 73025

S — Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows the significance of mearemifice between male and female respondents on the
Organization culture and welfare activities. Theantedt' value 3.025 is significant. The value wlsothat there is
significance difference between male and femalpaedents on Organization culture and welfare aaii This indicates

that both the genders had a varied impact on azgéon culture and welfare activities.

Therefore, the stated hypotheses (No: 3) that &herno significant difference between the male ferdale
respondents on the Organization culture and weHatigities” is rejected.
Table 9: Shows Significance of Mean Difference beten Male and Female Respondents on
Compensation and Benefits
Group | N | Mean X | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T"-Value

Male 34 5.32 1.36

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows the significance of meanerdiffce between male and female respondents on
Compensation and benefits. The obtained‘t’ vallg0D.is insignificant. The value shows that thereassignificance
difference between male and female respondentsoomp€nsation and benefits. This indicates that Hwhgenders had a

similar impact on Compensation and benefits.

Therefore, the stated hypotheses (No: 4) that é&herno significant difference between the male ferdale
respondents on Compensation and benefits” is aedept

Table 10: Shows Significance of Mean Difference bgeen Male and Female Respondents on Motivation
Group | N | MeanX | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T"-Value

Male 34| 30.71 2.94
Female| 16  29.12 3.281'59 0.0.97| 1.638 NS

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows the significance of mearmdifice between male and female respondents on dfiotiv

The obtained't’ value 1.638 is insignificant. Thalwe shows that there is no significance differebetveen male and
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female respondents on Motivation. This indicates Hoth the genders had a similar impact on Mativat

Therefore, the stated hypotheses (No: 5) that é&herno significant difference between the male ferdale

respondents on Motivation” is accepted.

Table 11: Shows Significance of Mean Difference heeen Male and Female Respondents on Safety

Group | N | Mean X | S.D | M.D | S.E | “T"-Value

Male | 34| 8.44 | 2.27 "
Femalo 16 1069 2o 225 | 068 3.320

** — Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows the significance of meaeriffce between male and female respondents ory.SHfiet
obtained‘t’ value 3.320 is significant at 0.01 levEhe value shows that there is significance déffee between male and
female respondents on Safety aspects of the Omféomz This indicates that both the genders hadreged impact on the

safety aspects.

Therefore, the Stated hypotheses (No: 6) that éthgrno significant difference between the male ferdale

respondents on the relationship with team membsn&jected.

Table 12: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levés of the Respondent on the Variable
“Relationship with Team Members”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 33.98 11.33

Within Group 46 223.8( 4.87 2.33 NS
Total 49 | 257.78|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different experierievels of the respondents on relationship witinte
members. Further the table reveals the “F” val@8 2vhich is insignificant. The value indicates thiare is no significant

difference among difference experience levels efrédspondent on the variable relationship with teambers.

Hence, the states hypothesis (No: 6) that “ther@isignificant difference among the different exgece levels

on relationship with team members” is accepted.

Table 13: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levés of the Respondent on the Variable
“Organization Policies and Goals”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”
Between Group 3 54.83 18.28
Within Group 46 | 175.25 381 4.80**
Total 49 | 230.08|

**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different experierievels of the respondent on Organization policied
goals. Further the table reveals the “F” value 480ch is significant at 0.01 level. The value itates that there is

significant difference among difference experielss@ls of the respondent on the Organization gaadspolicies.

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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Organizational Policies and Goals

Table 14: Mean and Variability of the Experience Leels of the Respondent on

Experience Level| N | Mean | Variance | Sd
1 6| 9.33 10.27 3.20
2 13| 6.54 1.77 1.38
3 15| 8.07 4.92 2.22
4 16| 6.38 2.25 1.50
Total 50| 7.28 4.70 2.17

The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diffeexperience levels of the respondents on the biaria
“Organization Policies and Goals”. Table shows miean value for experience level 1 to be highesis(tban a year of

experience) and for experience level 4 the me&ws

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 6) that “themm isignificant difference among the different expece levels

on Organization goals and policies” is rejected.

Table 15: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levés of the Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Culture and Activities”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 81.89 27.30

Within Group 46 | 285.33 6.20 4.40**
Total 49 | 367.22|

**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different experiertievels of the respondent on Organizational celtumd
welfare activities. Further the table reveals ti& Value 4.40 which is significant. The value inalies that there is
significant difference among difference experieteeels of the respondents on the variable Orgaioizak culture and
welfare.

Table 16: Mean and Variability of the Experience Leels of the Respondent on Organizational
Culture and Welfare Activities

Group | N | Mean | Variance | SD
1 6 | 10.67 13.87 3.72
2 13| 6.46 1.94 1.39
3 15| 8.67 8.81 2.9Y
4 16| 8.69 4.63 2.15
Total | 50| 8.34 7.49 2.74

The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diffeexperience levels of the respondents on the biaria
“Organization Culture and Welfare activities”. Tatdhows the mean value for group 1 to be highesst (fhan a year of

experience) and for group 2 the mean is low.

Hence, the stated hypotheses (No: 6) that “then® isignificant difference among the different exgece levels

on Organizational culture and welfare activities'téjected.

Table 17: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levés of the Respondent on the Variable
“Compensation and Benefits”

Source of Variation | D.F. | SS MS “F"

Between Group 3| 4548 15.16

Within Group 46 | 43.10 0.94 16.18**
Total 49 | 88.58|
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**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different experiemevels of the respondent on Compensation andfBgne
Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 16.18 whistsignificant. The value indicates that theresignificant difference

among difference experience levels of the respanoietthe variable Compensation and Benefits.

Table 18: Mean and Variability of the Experience L&els of the Respondent on Compensation and Benefits

Group | N | Mean | Variance | SD
1 6| 7.33 0.67 0.82
2 13| 5.69 0.56 0.7%
3 15| 5.00 1.71 1.31
4 16| 4.25 0.60 0.77
Total | 50| 5.22 1.81 1.34

The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diffeexperience levels of the respondent on the vigriab

“Compensation and Benefits”. Table shows the medunevfor group 1 to be highest (less than a yeaxpgtrience) and

for group 4 the mean is low.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 6) that “thenm isignificant difference among the different expece levels

on Compensation and Benefits” is rejected.

Table 19: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levks of the Respondent on the Variable “Motivation”

Source of Variation | D.F. Ss Ms “F”

Between Group 3| 22110 73.70

Within Group 46 | 256.9( 558 13.20**
Total 49 | 478.00|

**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different experieevels of the respondent on Motivation. Furtier table
reveals the ‘f’ value 13.20 which is significanthd value indicates that there is significant défeze among difference

experience levels of the respondent on the varisloigvation.

Table 20: Mean and Variability of the Experience Leels of the Respondent on Motivation

Group | N | Mean | Variance | SD
1 6 | 27.50 25.90 5.09
2 13| 33.54 1.44 1.20
3 15| 29.87 6.70 2.59
4 16| 28.81 1.10 1.05
Total | 50| 30.20 9.76 3.12

The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diffeexperience levels of the respondent on the viariab
“Motivation”. Table shows the mean value for gra2ipo be highest (less than a year of experience)f@angroup 6 the

mean is low.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 6) “there is gifgiant difference among the different experieteels on

Motivation” is rejected.

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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Table 21: Shows ANOVA for Different Experience Levks of the Respondent on the Variable “Safety”

Source of Variation | D.F. | SS MS | “F”

Between Group 3 4.64 1.55

Within Group 46 294.04 6.39 0.24 NS
Total 49 | 298.42|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different experierevels of the respondent on Safety aspects. &uttie
table reveals the ‘f’ value 0.24 which is insigo#fnt. The value indicates that there is no sigmificdifference among

difference experience levels of the respondenhervariable Safety.
Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 6) that “themm isignificant difference among the different expece levels
on Safety” is accepted.

Table 22: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels oftie Respondent on the Variable
“Relationship with Team Members”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 3418 11.39

Within Group 46 | 223.6( 486 2.34 NS
Total 49 | 257.78|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different age levef the respondent on Relationship with team mesabe
Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 2.34 whiglinsignificant. The value indicates that theraassignificant difference

among difference age levels of the respondent @ewahiable Relationship with team members.
Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 6) that “themm isignificant difference among the different expece levels
on Safety” is accepted.

Table 23: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels oftie Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Policies and Goals”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 4954 16.51

Within Group 46 | 180.54 3.92 **4.21
Total 49 | 230.08|

**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different age lsvef the respondent on Organizational policies goals.
Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 4.21 whislsignificant. The value indicates that thereigngicant difference

among difference age levels of the respondent ewahiable Organizational policies and goals.

Table 24: Mean and Variability of the Age Levels othe Respondent on Organizational Policies and Gaal

Group | N | Mean | Variance | SD
1 6 | 10.20 7.20 2.6
2 13| 6.75 2.47 1.5]
3 15| 7.19 4.16 2.0
4 16| 6.75 4.50 2.1]
Total | 50| 7.28 4.70 2.17

o= < 0O
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The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diftesgr levels of the respondent on the variable &@ization
policies and goals”. Table shows the mean valugjfoup 1 to be highest (between 19 to 25 yeargef and for group 2
and 4 the mean is low.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 7) that “themwoisignificant difference among the different ageels on

Organizational policies and goals” is rejected.

Table 25: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels oflte Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Culture and Welfare Activities”

Source of Variation | D.F. | SS MS “F

Between Group 3 118.4f¢ 39.49

Within Group 46 | 248.7H 541 7.30 NS
Total 49 | 367.22|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different age levet the respondent on Organizational culture astane
activities. Further the table reveals the ‘f’ valu80 which is insignificant. The value indicatbattthere is no significant

difference among difference age levels of the redpat on the variable Organizational culture antfare activities.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 7) that “themwoisignificant difference among the different ageels on

Organizational culture and welfare activities” capted.

Table 26: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels Of he Respondent on the Variable
“Compensation and Benefits”

Source of Variation | D.F. | SS MS “F’

Between Group 3| 4392 14.64

Within Group 46 | 44.66 0.97 15.08 NS
Total 49 | 88.58|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different age lsvef the respondent on Compensation and benefitsheét
the table reveals the ‘f’ value 15.08 which is gméficant. The value indicates that there is naigicant difference among

difference age levels of the respondent on theakgicompensation and benefits.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 7) that “themwisignificant difference among the different ageels on

compensation and benefits” is accepted.

Table 27: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels oftie Respondent on the Variable “Motivation”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3| 295.15 93.38

Within Group 46 | 182.84 3.08 24.75 NS
Total 49 | 478.00|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different age lsvefl the respondent on Motivation. Further thedablheals
the ‘" value 24.75 which is insignificant. The val indicates that there is no significant diffeemenong difference age
levels of the respondent on the variable Motivation

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 7) that “themoisignificant difference among the different ageels on

Motivation” is accepted.

Table 28: Shows ANOVA for Different Age Levels oftie Respondent on the Variable “Safety”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 40.26 13.42

Within Group 46 | 258.46 562 2.39 NS
Total 49 | 298.72|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different age level the respondent on Safety. Further the tableals the
‘f” value 2.39 which is insignificant. The valueditates that there is no significant difference aghdifference age levels

of the respondent on the variable Safety.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 7) that “themoisignificant difference among the different ageels on

Safety” is accepted.

Table 29: Shows ANOVA for Different Education Leve$ Of the Respondent on the Variable
“Relationship with Team Members”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 85.69 28.56

Within Group 46 | 172.09 3.74 7.63 NS
Total 49 | 257.78|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different educatiemels of the respondent on Relationship with team
members. Further the table reveals the ‘f’ vall&8dvhich is insignificant. The value indicates tttare is no significant

difference among difference education levels ofrgpondent on the variable Relationship with tea@mbers.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 8) that “thermisignificant difference among the different edisralevels

on Relationship with team members” is accepted.

Table 30: Shows ANOVA for Different Education Leve$ of the Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Policies and Goals”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS | “F”

Between Group 3 56.57 18.86.00

Within Group 46 | 173.5] 377 NS
Total 49 | 230.08|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different educatiewels of the respondent on Organizational paiced
goals. Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 5vllich is insignificant. The value indicates thhere is no significant

difference among difference education levels ofrgpondent on the variable Organizational anctjgaliand goals.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 8) that “thermisignificant difference among the different edisralevels

on organizational policies and goals” is accepted.
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Table 31: Shows ANOVA for Different Education Leve$ of the Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Culture and Welfare Activities”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS ‘"

Between Group 3 16.90 5.63

Within Group 46 | 350.32 7 62 0.74 NS
Total 49 | 367.22|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different educatiemels of the respondent on Organization culturd a
welfare activities. Further the table reveals thevalue 0.74 which is insignificant. The value iodtes that there is no

significant difference among difference educatiemels of the respondent on the variable Organimatiand welfare
activities.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 21) that “them® isignificant difference among the different eatian levels
on Organizational culture and welfare activities'accepted.

Table 32: Shows ANOVA for Different Education Leve$ of the Respondent on the Variable “Motivation”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS | “F”

Between Group 3 133.0p 44.3%.91

Within Group 46 | 344.99 750 NS
Total 49 | 478.00|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different educatievels of the respondent on Motivation. Further thble

reveals the ‘f’ value 5.91 which is insignificafihe value indicates that there is no significaffedtnce among difference
education levels of the respondent on the variitagvation.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 8) “there is guwifiiant difference among the different educatievels on
Motivation” is accepted.

Table 33: Shows ANOVA for Different Education Leve$ of the Respondent on the Variable “Safety”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 545/ 1.82

Within Group 46 | 293.27 6.38 0.84 NS
Total 49 | 298.72|

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different educatiemels of the respondent on Safety. Further theta

reveals the ‘f’ value 0.84 which is insignificafihe value indicates that there is no significaffedtnce among difference
education levels of the respondent on the vari8hfety.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 8) “there is guwif&iant difference among the different educatierels on
Safety” is accepted.

Table 34: Shows ANOVA for Different Salary Levels 6the Respondent on the Variable
“Relationship with Team Members”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”

Between Group 3 31.57 15.78

Within Group 46 | 226.2] 451 **3.28
Total 49 | 257.78|

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82



A Study on Employee Engagement through Job Satisftion 47

**Significant at 0.01 level

The above table shows ANOVA for different salarydls of the respondent on Relationship with tearmbrers.
Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 3.28 whislsignificant. The value indicates that thereigniicant difference

among difference salary levels of the responderihervariable Relationship with team members.

Table 35: Mean and Variability of the Salary Levelsof the Respondent on Relationship with Team Member

Group | N | Mean | Variance | SD
1 5| 13.00 7.50 2.74

2 14| 10.29 0.53 0.7

3 31| 10.39 6.31 2.51
Total | 50 | 10.62 5.26 2.29

o

The above table (No) shows mean and SD for diftesadary levels of the respondent on the variable

“Relationship with team members”. Table shows tleamvalue for group 3 to be highest (salary ab®@0Q0) and for
group 1 the mean is low.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 9) “there is gnifgiant difference among the different salarydisvon
Relationship with team members” is rejected.

Table 36: Shows ANOVA for Different Salary Levels 6the Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Policies and Goals”

Source of wpn
Variation D-F. SS MS F
Between Group 3 76.23 38.1111.64
Within Group 46 | 153.85 3.97 NS
Total 49 | 230.08]

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different salarydis of the respondent on Organizational policiad goals.
Further the table reveals the ¥alue 11.64 which is insignificant. The value indicatt there is no significant
difference among difference salary levels of trepomdent on the variable Organizational policies goals.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 9) “there is gnifgiant difference among the different salarydisvon
organizational policies and goals” is accepted.

Table 37: Shows ANOVA for Different Salary Levels 6the Respondent on the Variable
“Organizational Culture and Welfare Activities”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”
Between Group 3 97.75 48.87 8.52INS
Within Group 46 269.47 5.73

Total 49 | 367.22

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different salaryeks of the respondent on Organizational cultuie \aalfare
activities. Further the table reveals the ‘f’ vali®2 which is insignificant. The value indicateattthere is no significant

difference among difference salary levels of trepomdent on the variable Organizational cultureselfare activities.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 9) “there is gnifgiant difference among the different salarydisvon
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organizational culture and welfare activities” capted.

Table 38: Shows ANOVA for Different Salary Levels 6the Respondent on the Variable
“Compensation and Benefits”

Source of Variation | D.F. | SS MS “F”
Between Group 3| 45.18 2259 24.46 NS
Within Group 46 | 43.40 0.92

Total 49 | 88.58

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different salarydls of the respondent on Compensation and benefits
Further the table reveals the ‘f’ value 24.46 whiinsignificant. The value indicates that thex@d significant difference

among difference salary levels of the responderihervariable Compensation and benefits.

Hence the states hypotheses (No: 9) “there is gnifgiant difference among the different salarydisvon
compensation and benefits” is accepted.

Table 39: Shows ANOVA for Different Salary Levels 6the Respondent on the Variable “Mativation”

Source of Variation | D.F. SS MS “F”
Between Group 3 155.1f7 77.%9 11.30 NS
Within Group 46 | 322.83 6.87

Total 49 | 478.00

NS — Not Significant

The above table shows ANOVA for different salarydks of the respondent on Motivation. Further thble

reveals the ‘f’ value 11.30 which is insignificaiihe

value indicates that there is no significant défeze among difference salary levels of the respunde the

variable Motivation.

Hence the stated hypotheses (No: 9) that “thermisignificant difference among the different salvels on
Motivation” is accepted.

Summary

» The objective of the study is to analyze the vasitactors that influence job satisfaction amongréspondents.

The specific objectives of the study were:
» To find out the impact of different sexes of thepgendent on the perceived level of job satisfaction
» To find out the influence of different age levefdtte respondent on the perceived level of jotsgattion.
» To find out the effect of different education levelf the respondent on the perceived level offsation.
» To find out the impact of different salary levefgioe respondent on the level of job satisfaction.
» To find out the influence of different experienesdls of the respondents on the level of job satiiin.

 To find out the impact of different experience levef the respondent on the following variable swsh

Relationship with team members, Organizationalgxedi and goals, Organizational culture and weléatévities,

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.7831 NAAS Rating:82
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Compensation and Benefits, Motivation, and Safety.

« To find out the impact of different age levels bétrespondent on the following variable such adatiR&ship
with team members, Organizational policies and godDrganizational culture and welfare activities,

Compensation and Benefits, Motivation, and Safety.

 To find out the impact of different education levadf the respondent on the following variable sash
Relationship with team members, Organizationalgxedi and goals, Organizational culture and weléatévities,

Compensation and Benefits, Motivation, and Safety.

« To find out the impact of different salary levelstioe respondent on the following variable suchRelationship
with team members, Organizational policies and godDrganizational culture and welfare activities,

Compensation and Benefits, Motivation, and Safety.

* To find out the impact of different sexes on théofwing variable such as: Relationship with teamnmbers,
Organizational policies and goals, Organizationaltute and welfare activities, Compensation and efi€s)

Motivation, and Safety

» To fulfill the objectives of the study job satisfan questionnaires were used. The scale has 3spdhcale 1
represents strongly satisfied and scale 5 represtringly dissatisfied. The lower the score ingisahe higher

the job satisfaction.
» The statistical analysis of't’ test and analysivafiance and were used in the present study.
Recommendations
*  Proper mechanism for communication at all levels.

* More thrust is required on superior-subordinatati@hship to provide healthy, competitive professiowork

environment.
» Facilitate adequate infrastructures which are uaportant to perform stated responsibilities antledu
» Policies and goals should be clear.
» More welfare activities are required to developheasive work environment.
» Safety and fire training for employees at all lavel
CONCLUSIONS
In the present study the following conclusions wan@wn:

The independent variable such as age, educatitary send gender has no significant difference anlévels of
job satisfaction. But with regards to the gendéere is significant difference on “safety” aspepirgsent in the

organization, especially with the female employees.

There exists significant difference on differenpesience levels of the respondent over the depénderable

“Organizational policies and goals” “Organizationallture and welfare activities”, “Motivation”. Ads there exists

significant difference on different education levelff the respondent over the “Organizational peticand goals” Salary
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has a greater impact on the interpersonal reldiipnsith the team members and also one of the nmagivation factors.
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