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ABSTRACT
DISCIPLINARY DIFFERENCES IN JOB FACET
IMPORTANCE AND JOB FACET SATISFACTION
AMONG COLLEGE FACULTY

By

Judith A. Motiff

The purpose of this study was to examine differences
in levels of importance of eight job facets among faculty
in four academic disciplines--fine arts, humanities,
social sciences and natural sciences. Levels of
satisfaction with the eight job facets were investigated
using facet satisfaction scores weighted by importance
ratings.

The Faculty Job Values and Satisfaction Survey was
used to measure the facets of the work itself, work role
clarity, chairperson, administration, pay, promotion,
facilities, and colleagues. Participants in the study
consisted of a proportional random sample of faculty by
discipline in eleven independent liberal arts colleges in
the midwest.

The results indicated that disciplinary differences
existed for two dependent variables. Fine arts and
humanities faculty attached greater importance to the
facet of work role clarity than did faculty in the
natural sciences. The facet of facilities was
statistically more important for faculty in the fine arts

than for those in the social sciences and the natural



sciences. No other significant differences were found
among faculty in the four disciplines in their ratings of
importance.

Analysis of the mean score for each job facet
produced no significant differences in satisfaction among
the four disciplines. When one-item measures of facet
satisfaction were investigated, fine arts faculty proved
to be significantly less satisfied with departmental
colleagues than faculty in the social and natural
sciences.

The entire faculty found the facets to be different
in the levels of satisfaction assigned to them and in
their importance. The facet of promotion was considered
most important by all the faculty, followed by
administration, work, pay, colleagues, and chairperson.
Of least importance were the facets of the facilities and
work role clarity.

Faculty were most satisfied with the chairperson,
the work itself, colleagues, and facilities. Less
satisfying to them were promotion, pay, work role
clarity, and administration.

It was concluded that faculty in these liberal arts
colleges were moderately satisfied with their jobs.
Disciplinary affiliation was not found to be a source of
difference in how they perceived the importance of
various facets of their work nor in the levels of

satisfaction assigned to them.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

While the literature in the area of job
satisfaction in business and industry is overwhelmingly
vast, no such claim can be made regarding similar
inquiries into the phenomenon of job satisfaction among
faculty in higher education. Moreover, as Smart (1978)
has noted, the research literature represents more a
fragmented collection of idiosyncratic research reports
than a systematic set of inquiries into the
intellectual and behavioral patterns of faculty in
higher education.

Several reasons may account for the comparable
paucity of inquiry. First, as labor-intensive,
service-oriented institutions, colleges have not
historically been expected to adopt the criteria for
success necessary to a product-oriented organization.
Thus, studies which would ultimately result in
increased cost-effectiveness, efficiency, or wider
profit margins were perceived as having no basis for
application among faculty in institutions of higher
education.

Second, the nature of the functions of

professionals in colleges and universities makes it
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difficult to relate the notion of job satisfaction to
productivity. While the "products" of an institution
can be measured, e.g., number of graduates, lifetime
earnings of graduates, etc., it is difficult to
quantify the professor’s productivity in relation to
such measures. Further, individual differences in
professional goals among faculty make it difficult to
define the very nature of the work, except in broad
terms.

Lastly, the lack of research indicated above might
very well be due to some underlying assumptions about
the profession of teaching in higher education. It may
be that the professoriate, more than other professions,
is regarded as privileged, highly autonomous, and
fulfilled as a group. And since these faculty members
are presumed to be satisfied with their choice of work,
inquiries into aspects and levels of job satisfaction

are considered to be superfluous.

Change and Higher Education

More recently, however, demographic, economic, and
technological changes have occurred which have had a
major impact upon the very nature of higher education.
These changes are mandating transformations of the
academy and, as will be discussed later, these
transformations may have had major implications in the

way in which the professoriate regards its work.
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Demographic Changes. Among the demographic

changes which have had an impact upon colleges and
universities are changes in the ethnic and racial
composition of the student body and a shift in the age
of the student clientele. Heavy immigration during the
1970’8 has produced large and rapidly growing
minorities of Asians and Latin Americans. A declining
birth rate among the white population compared to that
of minority populations translates into a larger
proportion of these minorities in the college-bound
population by 1994 (Keller, 1983, p. 13). Social
legislation enacted by the federal government during
the 1960’8 has resulted in greater efforts to provide a
college level education to racial and ethnic minorities
and thus, has contributed to the ethnic and racial
diversity of the college population.

In addition to changes in the ethnic and racial
backgrounds of students, a major shift in the age of
the student population has been taking place. 1In 1979,
the National Center for Education Statistics estimated
that 36 percent of all the students enrolled in
American colleges and universities were 25 years of age
or older (Keller, 1983, p. 14). Current predictions
are that by 1987, adults age 25 or older will
constitute 45 percent of the college population and

that this number will increase to 50 percent by 1992



4
(Hawes, 1985). For a variety of reasons deriving from
economic pressures and career needs, an increasing
number of people are attending college part-time,
spreading their college career over a number of years,
or re-entering college after several years in the work
force. The result is that the traditional role of the
faculty as teachers of post-adolescent youth is being
transformed into that of educators of people of all

ages after puberty.

Economic Changes. Economic factors have also

played a prominent role in changing the environment in
which faculty work. Declining enrollments and shrinking
monies for higher education have radically transformed
the "golden age"” of expansionism in higher education. As
costs in higher education spiraled upward in the
mid-1970’s, faculty salaries eroded (Keller, 1983, p.
23). Schuster and Bowen (1985) reported that after
adjusting for inflation, the decline in real earnings
between 1970 and 1983 amounted to 20 percent.

In addition, the forces of the marketplace have
polarized salaries; thus, according to Schuster and
Bowen (1985), the new assistant professor of management
can be hired at $34,000 while the long-tenured
professor of philosophy is earning $28,000. While the
early 1970’s saw the two-tier faculty salary scale as

prevalent in the larger research universities
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(Finkelstein, 1984, p. 59), evidence now exists which
indicates that the differential salary structure is
well in place in the four-year institutions as well

(Schuster & Bowen, 1985).

Technological Changes. Lastly, the rapid growth

of electronic technology during the past two decades is
an almost shattering development. The computer is
transforming everything on the campus from instruction
to support services. It is the first major
transformation in the transmission and storage of ideas
since the invention of the printing press. The impact
of this electronic technology has already demanded
changes in the instructional process as well as in the
content of various academic programs, in particular, in
programs in the natural and the social sciences.
Faculty are being forced to become computer literate,
to change the ways in which they store and retrieve
information, to deal with increasingly larger amounts
of information made possible by the computer, and even
to change the way in which research is conceptualized

and carried out.

The Problem

Implications for Faculty

While the influences outlined briefly above do not

constitute an exhaustive explanation of all the changes
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taking place at present in higher education, they do
underscore some of the major elements in its
transformation. In light of these changes, it is
appropriate to look at some of their implications
for faculty in higher education and, in particular,
for those teaching in liberal arts colleges in order
to understand the nature of the job and job

satisfaction.

Faculty Identified. The first major area of

implications has to do with who the faculty of the
1980’8 are. Never a homogeneous group, the faculty of
the 1980°'s has become an ever more diverse collection
of specialists and sub-specialists with new disciplines
and subject matters represented (Bowen & Schuster,
1986, p. 146). Reduced mobility, brought about by a
policy of retrenchment since the mid-1970's, has
produced an older faculty. Ladd and Lipset (1976a)
pointed out that higher education will be dominated for
decades by faculty educated in the late 1960’'s and the
early 1970’s. Since institutions will have a

relatively young "senior faculty,” the rate of entrance
of young, Jjunior faculty members will be very low for
the next two decades. Cartter predicted that by 1990,
the median age of the faculty will be 48. According to

one estimate (Three Thousand Futures, 1980, p. 26),

faculty over 55 years of age could constitute 52
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percent of the total faculty population by the year
2000. Indeed, many faculty members can look forward to
a thirty-year career in the same institution.

In addition, the "local" faculty member
(Showalter, 1978), the one whose loyalties and
identification resided with the institution, has given
way to the "cosmopolitan" or the faculty member whose
institutional loyalties are weak and who identifies
with a body of professionals committed to a particular
discipline. Thus, current faculty can be characterized
as more highly-fragmented aging professionals with
fewer institutional loyalties than the traditional

"parochial” faculty (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 146).

Faculty Environment. Major changes have taken

place in the faculty’s environment during the past
decade. A strong buyer’s market has permitted even
four-year institutions to upgrade the importance of
scholarly productivity as a criterion for academic
personnel decisions. Thus, campus reward systems have
changed as effective teaching, long the dominant
criterion by which faculty were hired, evaluated, and
promoted, was undercut in favor of an emphasis on

research (Schuster & Bowen, 1985).

Faculty Roles. Historical disciplinary

differences have been accentuated and compounded by
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further differences. The "surge to research" reported
by Schuster and Bowen (1985) resulting from the market
conditions which permitted even four-year institutions
to hire the most talented and best-trained faculty
corps in the history of the profession, has now
resulted in an insidious and demoralizing segmentation
by seniority of faculty. Anxiety-ridden junior faculty
doggedly research their way toward tenure. Mid-career
faculty regard themselves as being "stuck" (Kanter,
1979), as they contemplate the low ceiling for
advancement and the reduced mobility which characterize
academic career paths. Senior faculty perceive that
they have been devalued and abandoned by institutions
that once valued their services and expertise. Both
Ladd and Lipset (1976d) and Schuster and Bowen (1985)
underscore the tendency toward greater competition
among various segments of the faculty. Thus, it may be
said that the professional life of the majority of the
faculty is dominated by role stress, perceived
inequities, and role conflict arising from the myriad

of pressures of the academic environment.

Faculty Working Conditions. 1In addition to the

above elements, there is increasing evidence that
environmental elements once considered to be
unimportant to college professors have assumed greater

importance. Earlier studies of faculty indicated that
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their satisfactions derived from intrinsic factors
relating to the work itself and that they were not
dependent on extrinsic factors relating to the work
environment (Bess, 1981). As the emphasis on research
increased in all disciplines and as the nature of
scientific research demanded ever more costly
equipment, faculty dependence on their working
conditions and support systems grew. The current
importance of these and similar items seems to be
relatively high. Schuster and Bowen (1985) point out
that "...deterioration in the faculty’s working
conditions is plainly evident, from diminishing
clerical support to increasingly obsolete
instrumentation, from negligible travel budgets to

poorly prepared students.”

Current Levels of Satisfaction

The above elements raise questions concerning the
current levels of satisfaction among faculty in higher
education. Many indications of a lessening of
satisfaction already exist. Although Ladd and Lipset
(1976b) reported that the majority of the faculty in
the United States characterized themselves as a
teaching faculty and that they were relatively
satisfied with their choice of career, these findings
must be interpreted with some caution. Results of that

same survey indicated that more than 70 percent would
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support a unionization of the faculty at their
institution. A large majority of these same faculty
perceived that the status of the profession had
declined during the preceding decade. It is reasonable
to assume that these responses would indicate an
uneasiness concerning their status.

Kanter (1979) also advises caution in interpreting
high satisfaction ratings as revealed through surveys,
but for a different reason. She notes that in general
most people will report a relatively high degree of
satisfaction with their jobs when surveyed, but when
asked how satisfied the average person is in that job,
satisfaction rates drop considerably. She states that
most people are unwilling or unlikely to admit on
surveys that they themselves may have made a bad choice
or are doing something that they don’t find satisfying,
but they are willing to guess that everybody else in
their position is dissatisfied.

Willie and Stecklein (1982), in their longitudinal
studies of Minnesota teachers, report a decline in
positive attitudes which took place between 1968 and
1980 among faculty at four-year institutions. Faculty
at these institutions reporting that they were "very
satisfied" dropped from 46.7 percent in 1968 to 32.5

percent in 1980.
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More recently, evidence of growing dissatisfaction
seems to exist among those surveyed in the recent
Carnegie Commission study ("The Faculty", 1985).
Results indicate that nearly 40 percent of the faculty
say that they may leave the profession within the next
five years (Jacobson, 1985). At four-year
institutions, this figure climbs to 46 percent. It
seems important, in light of developments in higher
education during the past twelve years, to take a look
at the state of job satisfaction among college faculty

in greater detail.

Liberal Arts Colleges

It would seem to be especially important to assess
how faculty at small liberal arts colleges view their
jobs. Willie and Stecklein (1982) caution that while
some studies provide a national dimension, local and
regional differences are often blurred or eradicated.
They note that results of their studies of Minnesota
teachers exhibit striking differences among
institutions and suggest that smaller groupings of
faculty be studied.

During the next decade, the private liberal arts
colleges may be among those institutions which will
have the greatest difficulty in dealing with the
conflicting pressures produced by current and

developing trends. Maintaining institutional
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excellence will be a difficult task. As was indicated
earlier, expansionism and a buyer’'s market have enabled
liberal arts colleges to acquire the most highly-
qualified and the best-trained faculty ever. It
is clear from the literature that this liberal arts
college faculty is an increasingly heterogeneous one;
these faculty divide themselves along several different
lines (Ladd & Lipset, 1975; Ladd & Lipset, 1976d; Smart,
1978; Bowen & Schuster, p. 52). Differing values
distinguish faculty on dimensions of research,
disciplinary specialty, commitment to teaching and the
ingtitution as well as a number of political and
ideological perspectives arising from age, gender, rank,
and discipline, as revealed in the Ladd and Lipset (1975)
survey of the American professoriate.

Liberal arts colleges will be confronted with
stiff competition in retaining the highly trained
members of the professoriate (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p.
185). While large multitudes of faculty members have
not yet abandoned the profession, the declines in
satisfaction and the low morale indicated earlier are
trends not to be ignored. Retention of established,
highly-qualified faculty members will mandate knowledge
of their values and what they find satisfying in their

professional life.
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Of greater concern, according to Bowen and
Schuster (1986, pp. 201-230), is the dwindling pool of
qualified young people contemplating academic careers.
Although opinions differ as to the extent of future
shortages, it is clear that this pool of highly-
qualified people is engaging in a greater variety of
professional, but non-academic activities, as business
and industry compete for their services. Thus, the
liberal arts institution will find it both imperative and
increasingly difficult to attract new recruits who will
identify with and contribute to the excellence of the
ingstitution unless consideration is given to the values

and satisfactions of its faculty.

Academic Disciplines

The notion of a single academic profession is one
that is rejected by most researchers. Rather, it is
acknowledged that higher education faculty represent a
conglomerate of many types of careers. In an attempt to
discover classifications which would account for social
behavior in the field of higher education, Light, Jr.
(1974) asserts that we have, theoretically, at least, one
academic profession for each discipline. "Each
discipline has its own history, its own intellectual
style, different preferences for articles and books, and
different career lines which shift as segments of the

profession alter" (Light, Jr., 1974). The disciplinary
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departments of the modern university, according to
Anderson (1976, pp. 3-5), represent both a method and a
body of knowledge.

There is evidence to suggest that all academic
institutions recognize systematic differences in
‘orientation among their faculty members--defined, at the
very least, along the lines of disciplinary affiliation
(Finkelstein, 1984, p. 95). Ladd and Lipset (1976c, pp.
266-267) suggested that disciplinary differences which
emerged in their studies were related to an underlying
selective recruitment process of personality types into
disciplines that have prevailing orthodoxies, biases, and
definitions of the "right way” to think and act. Once
within a discipline, faculty become subject to powerful
professional socialization forces. They also noted that
the ideological bent of a discipline subculture is not a
casual phenomenon; there is exceptional predictability of
divisions within the professoriate.

Biglan (1973) established empirically derived
dimensions for differentiation among disciplines.

Results indicated that disciplines tend to locate
themselves on three different continua including the
discipline’s degree of paradigm development, concern of
the discipline with application to practical problems and
the discipline’s focus on organic objects of study. It

should be noted that Biglan’s study did not include
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departments or disciplines associated with the visual or
performing arts.

In a nationwide study of academic departments, Smart
and Elton (1975) determined that goal orientations of
departments provided support for Biglan’s conceptual
framework. Smart and McLaughlin (1978), in a study of
reward structures of a larger university, demonstrated
that the three dimensions underlying the Biglan model
serve to explain differences in the reward system of the
university.

Lodahl and Gordon (1972) found statistically
significant differences between faculty in the social
sciences and the natural sciences based upon the degree
of paradigm development using Kuhn’'s theoretical
framework.

In another effort to explain differences among
university departments, Morstain and Smart (1976)
examined the educational orientations and values of
faculty at an eastern university. They applied Holland’'s
personality classification and vocational choice model
and found empirical support for personality differences
among disciplines.

Although studies may vary in the range of the
disciplines they encompass and in their theoretical
framework, results indicate clearly that faculty differ

along disciplinary lines in all types of institutions.
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Ladd and Lipset in a national study of college and
university faculty (1976, pp. 98-101), reported
differences in role preferences, approach to their
disciplines, preferences for research versus teaching,
and political attitudes based upon disciplinary
differences.

Kelly and Hart (1971), in a study conducted at a
small state university, also found that the academic
discipline is related to faculty members’ attitudes
regarding their roles. Humanities faculty were more
concerned with character development in students than
social and natural sciences faculty who viewed the
research role as more important.

These findings are supported by McCabe (1980) who
found that faculty attitudes concerning evaluation
criteria also differ according to disciplines. In an
evaluation of eleven previous studies of university
faculty, it was found that natural and physical
scientists perceive and prefer grant success to be more
influential in the evaluation process than do other
faculty. Faculty in the humanities prefer that teaching
be the more influential criterion.

The evidence would thus suggest that many of the
conflicting results of studies measuring attitudes of
college and university faculty may be due to disciplinary

differences. These differences are far from being
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explained by the knowledge currently available.
Disciplinary affiliation may serve as a source of
explanation for the inconclusive nature of the results of

many studies.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to assess the current
levels of job facet importance and job facet satisfaction
among faculty in several private liberal arts colleges in
the Midwest. The theoretical framework for the
consideration of job satisfaction is that of value
theory. Value theory requires consideration of job
satisfaction as a function of what individuals value or
find important in their work. The operational definition
and measurement derive from job facets theory, in essence
a group of conceptualizations of job satisfaction, whose
proponents assert that the phenomenon of job
satisfaction must be measured in terms of the unique
and essentially dissimilar aspects of the job.

The job facets and their relative importance will
be measured as a function of four academic
disciplines--fine arts, humanities, natural sciences, and
social sciences--which will constitute an independent
variable. The disciplinary differences for each of the
job facet measures (importance and satisfaction) will be
discussed. In addition, general affect (a measure of

overall satisfaction and mood), intended tenure (intent
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to remain at the institution), involvement in the
college, and perceived work overload will be measured and
discussed. Lastly, differences in importance ratings and
satisfaction measures among the job facets will be
analyzed and discussed.

The results of the study will provide information
concerning job facets satisfaction and their importance
or value differences by academic disciplines. This
information will be useful to the administrators of
private liberal arts colleges in assessing and
promoting job satisfaction among college faculty and in

fostering needed development of faculty members.

Definitions of Research Terms

1. Job satisfaction: a positive emotional state
resulting from the appraisal of
one’s job or job experiences

2. Job facet: one of a number of job dimensions that

defines a job in terms of a complex set

of tasks, roles, responsibilities, and

interactions

a. Administration: a job facet that
describes the faculty member’s
relationship to the college
administrators concerning

resources, honesty, fairmess in
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promotions, respect, information
sharing
Chair: a job facet that describes
the faculty member’s relationship
to the department chairperson
concerning job support, fairness,
and information sharing
Colleagues: a job facet describing
helpfulness and friendliness of
department colleagues
Facilities: a job facet describing
safety of the physical work place
and its effectiveness in supporting
teaching and research
Pay: a job facet describing
fairness and adequacy of salary
Promotions: a job facet describing
clarity of promotion criteria and
fairness of promotions
Work itself: a job facet
describing significance and
interest of work and the
opportunity for growth and use of
abilities
Work role clarity: a job facet

describing clarity of role
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4.
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expectations of others and

feedback about job performance

Value/Importance:

Job affect factors:

a modifier of job facets which

quantifies a job facet in terms

of an individual’s value

hierarchy, an acquired sense of

worth determining what individuals

seek to gain or consider

beneficial

job dimensions which describe

global emotional responses to

the job

a.

Positive job feelings:
general good feelings about
the job and the job mood
Intent to remain: thoughts
of changing jobs and
checking employment notices
Non-involvement: negative
concepts measuring feelings
of lack of involvement in
the job on a day-to-day
basis

Overload: the perceived

degree of work overload
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Discipline:
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e. Will be here in 2 years:

intent to be at institution

in two years

f. Will be here in 5 years:

intent to be at institution

in five years

a separate group of academic

departments within a college structure

possessing shared problenms,

of

a.

inquiry and research methodology

Fine arts discipline (FA): an
academic division including the
departments of art, music, and
theatre

Humanities discipline (HH): an
academic division including the
departments of English, foreign
languages, history, philosophy,
religion and political science
Natural science discipline (NS):

academic division including the

departments of biology, chemistry,

mathematics, and physics
Social science discipline (SS):
academic division including the

departments of economics and

techniques

an

an
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business administration, psychology,

sociology (and anthropology)

Research Design

The two major independent variables in this study
are disciplinary division and job facets. The
independent variable of discipline has four levels which
are designated as follows:

FA. Fine arts

HH. Humanities

SS. Social sciences

NS. Natural sciences
The job facets independent variable has eight levels,
designated by number as follows:

1. Work itself

2. Work role clarity

3. Chair

4. Administration

5. Pay

6. Promotion

7. Facilities

8. Colleagues

The three major categories of dependent variables
are importance, satisfaction, and affect factors.
Importance ratings will range from O (No Importance) to 4

(Extremely Important) and will be obtained for each job

facet,
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Satisfaction will be measured in three different
ways. The job facet satisfaction score will range from
-8 (Dissatisfaction) to +8 (Satisfaction) because it is
the product of the unweighted satisfaction rating,
ranging from -2 (Very Dissatisfied) to +2 (Very
Satisfied), multiplied by the importance rating. The
second measure of satisfaction will consist of a one-item
facet satisfaction rating ranging from -2 (Very
Dissatisfied) to +2 (Very Satisfied). The third measure
of satisfaction will be a one-item measure of overall
satisfaction, using the same -2 to +2 scale.

The third category of dependent variables consists
of s8ix affect factors, which include the following:

a. Positive job feelings

b. Non-involvement in the institution

c. Overload

d. Intended tenure at the institution

e. Intent to remain for two years

f. Intent to remain for five years

Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance
will be used to test disciplinary differences for all the
dependent variables in each of the three categories.
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test will be used to determine
which disciplines differ from one another.

The second independent variable of job facets has

eight levels and differences among them on importance
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ratings and satisfaction scores will be examined. 1If
disciplinary differences are found on importance and
satisfaction scores, facet differences will be tested for
each discipline. If disciplinary differences on these
two dependent measures are not found to be significant,
then facet differences will be examined for the faculty

as a whole.

Research Hypotheses

The first set of hypotheses will test disciplinary
differences for the three dependent variable categories
of importance, satisfaction and affect factors. The
resulting hypotheses, stated in their null form, are as
follows:

1. No significant difference exists in importance
of job facets among four academic disciplines.

2. No significant difference exists in job facet
satisfaction among four academic disciplines.

3. No significant difference exists in one-item
facet satisfaction among four academic disciplines.

4. No significant difference exists in overall
satisfaction among four academic disciplines.

5. No significant difference exists in affect
factor ratings among four academic disciplines.

Multivariate and univariate analyses will test the
null hypotheses of no disciplinary differences (Ho: FA =

HH = SS = NS). Duncan’s Multiple Range Test will examine
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which of the individual disciplinary differences are
significant.

The second set of hypotheses will examine facet
differences for importance, facet satisfaction scores,
and one-item facet satisfaction ratings. These
hypotheses will be tested for each discipline. However,
if disciplinary differences are not found for these three
variables, they will be tested for all faculty. The
resulting hypotheses, stated in their null form, are as
follows:

1. No significant difference exists in the
importance attached by faculty to the eight job facets.

2. No significant difference exists in job facet
satisfaction attached by faculty to the eight job facets.

3. No significant difference exists in one-item
facet satisfaction attached by faculty to the eight job
facets.

Analysis of variance will test the null hypotheses
of no facet differences (Ho: JF1 = JF2 = JF3 = JF4 = JF5
= JF6 = JF7 = JF8), where JF indicates job facet.
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test will examine which of the
individual facets are significantly different from one

another.

Delimitations of the Study

This study is delimited to a population of small,

private baccalaureate-granting colleges in the Midwest.
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Faculty sampled will be grouped into four disciplines--
fine arts (art, music, and theatre); humanities (English,
foreign languages, history, philosophy, political
science, and religion); natural sciences (biology,
chemistry, mathematics, and physics); and social sciences
(economics and business administration, physical
education, psychology, and sociology). Due to the size
and nature of the institutions studied, their structure,
and their geographical locations, caution will need to be
exercised in generalizing the results to faculty in

different departments or institutions.

Limitations of the Study

The instrument is new and while convergent and
discriminant validities of the job facets have been
determined, the reliability of the instrument has not
been established. Definition of the job has been
limited to the eight facets which the questionnaire
measures. The only published study using the
ingstrument sampled faculty from a large major eastern
university and a community college and it has not been
tested among liberal arts college faculty.

While it is generally agreed that academic
disciplines are the basic organizational units according
to which colleges group departments along disciplinary
lines, there is the limitation of non-generalizability

to those colleges which are not so structured. In
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addition, some colleges do not group departments into
administrative divisions which would correspond to the
groupings defined in this study.
Although care has been taken to protect the
anonymity of the respondents and to provide motivation
for taking the questionnaire, there is the limitation

that rests on the truthfulness of the respondents.

Summary

Investigations into the area of job satisfaction
among faculty in institutions of higher education are
relatively few in number compared to s8imilar inquiries
in business and industry. Recent changes in the
environment of higher education, including demographic,
economic, and technological changes, have had major
impact on faculty. Faculty, as a group, are aging;
there is increased fragmentation of the faculty by
discipline, age, rank, specialty, and affiliation.
Economic constraints have created an environment
characterized by reduced mobility, low advancement
opportunities and role stress. Evidence suggests that
support systems and equipment have deteriorated as
well.

Recent evidence indicates that current levels of
gatisfaction are declining among college and university
faculty. The impact of changes in the faculty’s

environment and levels of satisfaction have not been
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adegquately measured, however, among faculty in liberal
arts colleges. Thus, the purpose of this study is to
assess the level of satisfaction and the importance
attached to facets of the job among faculty in eleven
liberal arts colleges in the Midwest. Satisfaction will
be measured across four disciplinary divisions.
Differences in job facet satisfaction and importance will
be statistically analyzed across the four disciplinary

divisions.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

Job satisfaction, as a major construct, has been the
subject of a plethora of studies during the past few
decades. These studies have resulted in two major types
of conceptual models of job satisfaction--content
theories and process theories. Among the major
categories of process theories are those based on a
discrepancy model and those included among needs or
values fulfillment models. In this chapter, the
relationship of these theories to a variety of job facet
measurements and operational definitions will be
considered. Importance and value ratings will be shown
to be uniquely important for this study. Job
satisfaction studies among faculty in higher education
will be reviewed in relation to eight different job facet

categories.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction, in its most general terms, refers
to the affective responses which one has about one’s
work. Locke (1983, p. 1300) defines it as "a pleasurable
or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal
of one’s job or job experiences."” Satisfaction,
according to this definition, is feeling or affect

29



30
arising out of some cognitive evaluation or conscious
assessment of the different aspects of one’s job (Bess,
1981). Bess also notes that for some researchers,
satisfaction does not demand that the individual be
overtly aware of his or her feelings. Current
proliferation of theories has led to a commensurate
proliferation of operational definitions. Thus, job
satisfaction is redefined as whatever it is that one’s
measure of it measures. Wanous and Lawler (1972)
conclude that there are probably several types of
feelings that people have which can be called
gsatisfaction or which influence their feelings of

satisfaction about their job.

Conceptual Models of Job Satisfaction

Content and Process Theories

Several researchers have identified two major
categories of current theories concerning job
satisfaction (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970;
Gruneberg, 1979). The first of these categories, content
theories, attempts to specify the particular needs which
must be satisfied or the values which must be attained in
order for an individual to be satisfied with her or his
job (Locke, 1983, pp. 1307-1319). Process theories, the
second category, attempt to explain the process by which

variables such as expectations, needs, and values
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interact with characteristics of the .job to produce ,job
satisfaction (Gruneberg, 1979, pp. 9, 19).

The distinction between content and process theories
is somewhat ambiguous in relation to the terminology
used. In simplified fashion, however, the difference may
be conceptualized as a "static"” model versus an "organic"
process. The content theories generally presuppose a
"static” view of humans as composed of a predetermined
set of needs. Job satisfaction is measured, thus, as the
degree to which these needs are met by the job situation.
The major content theories include Maslow’s Need
Hierarchy Theory (Maslow, 1954, pp. 80-117) and
Herzberg’'s Two-Factor Theory of job motivation (Herzberg,

Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959, pp. 79-81).

Process Theory 1: Discrepancy Theories. Process

theories, on the other hand, represent a variety of ways
of looking at individual variables or groups of variables
which interact with job characteristics or situations in
an "organic" or changing fashion in order to arrive at a
statement as to what produces job satisfaction. The
first category of process theories, according to
Gruneberg (1979, pp. 19-24), includes those theories
which postulate that job satisfaction is determined by
the extent of the discrepancy which exists between what
the job offers and what the individual expects. In this

category, two types of theories are noted: expectations
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and equity theory and reference group theory. The
central notion of expectations and equity theories is
that individuals have a concept of what constitutes just
rewards for their efforts. Expectations concerning just
rewards derive from comparison of individual efforts and
rewards with those of others. Only when efforts and
rewards are seen as reasonable in terms of the rewards of
other people will job satisfaction exist. Perceived
discrepancies will lead to job dissatisfaction which will
result in restructuring behavior or attitudes. While
equity theory appears to account for some aspects of job
satisfaction, Locke (1983, p. 1322) points out that the
concept of equity is so loose that it allows for enormous
variation in individual interpretation in, for example,
the nature of the referent group used for comparison.

Reference group theories, the second of Gruneberg’s
types of expectancy discrepancy theories, arose out of a
need to expand the theoretical considerations lacking in
equity theories. More precisely, questions arose
regarding the basis of comparison in the equity theories
and the need to understand whom individuals choose as
referents in deciding whether or not they are equitably
treated. What constitutes a reference group, how people
choose the reference groups to which they will relate,
and the reasons for a particular reference group’s

expectations are some of the jizsues raised by reference
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group theorists (Gruneberg, 1979, pp. 21-22). While
Locke has questioned whether expectations based on
reference groups and their relationship to what the job
actually gives is of relevance to understanding job
satisfaction (1983, p. 1303), proponents would argue that
expectations may be critical in determining which values
and needs the individual may seek to satisfy in the job

situation.

Process Theory 2: Needs, Values and Expectancy

Theories. The second major category of process theories
delineated by Gruneberg are those termed needs or value
fulfillment theories. This category includes a variety
of similar theories in which the degree of job
satisfaction experienced by the individual is dependent
upon what the individual values or finds important in a
Job.

Often referred to as expectancy models of job
satisfaction, this category of theories is based upon
earlier efforts by Vroom (1964) who related satisfaction
to motivation. According to Mowday (1982), although
there are a number of theoretical variations of these
models, they share two basic components. First of all,
individuals are assumed to have expectations about
outcomes of their behavior and second, they have
preferences among these outcomes. All are predicted on

the notion that the more an individual values a
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particular outcome, the greater the positive effect of
that outcome on job satisfaction. That is, people will
derive greater satisfaction to the extent that their jobs
provide the outcomes that they value. Although Gruneberg
uses the terms "needs" and "values" synonymously, more
recent investigators have attempted to identify and
operationalize them as two separate concepts. For Locke,
needs are "objective requirements of an organism’s
survival and well-being...and they exist whether the
organism has knowledge of them or not" (1983, p. 1303).
Values, on the other hand, are what a person desires,
wants, or seeks to attain. People differ in what they
value, since values are acquired. It is values which
will determine actual choices made and emotional

reactions to them.

Job Facets Measurements. While some ambiguity of

terminology may exist and while some of the above process
theories may overlap, there does exist a major
commonality. Proponents of these theories generally
reject the notion that there exists some omnibus feeling
of job satisfaction. Rather, a job is a complex
interrelationship of tasks, roles, responsibilities,
interactions, incentives and rewards (Locke, 1983, p.
1301). Thus, in these more recent theories, the global
concept of satisfaction is broken down into many

dimensions or facets (Bess, 1981) in order to analyze the
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job in terms of its constituent elements. Often termed
"job facets" theory, it is more appropriately a
collection of different conceptualizations of job
satisfaction and operational definitions for assessing
the interrelationship among the various aspects of the
job and the person who performs it.

Thus, researchers generally assess the level of job
satisfaction present by manipulating one or more of three
measurements. The first of these measurements is simply
an assessment of the level of satisfaction with a
particular item or facet which, according to Wanous and
Lawler (1972), essentially asks the individual to
determine how much of the item is present (Is Now). The
second measurement is a discrepancy score which assesses
the difference between how much an individual wants or
thinks that there should be of an item (Should Be or
Would Like) and how much of the item there is in the
present job (Is Now), (Should Be - Is Now), or (Would
Like - I8 Now). The third score consists of an
importance or value rating which assesses how much value
or importance the individual assigns to a particular item
or facet.

These three scores have been used to obtain an
assessment of the facets or elements which constitute a
job. The simplest models add the various job facet

satisfaction ratings to produce a measure of overall
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satisfaction. Wanous and Lawler (1972), in their
empirical test of nine operational definitions, indicate
that there is evidence showing a significant positive
relationship between the sum of job facet satisfaction
(JFS) and an overall measure of job satisfaction (JS) as

predicted by the model.

facets

JS = z (JFS)
or
. facets
JS = L (Is Now)

Proponents of the second group of operational
definitions contend that a simple satisfaction rating on
a facet obscures the interactive process between the
individual and the work environment. Satisfaction, then,
is measured as a function of the discrepancy between how
much of an item the individual wants or thinks should be
in the work environment and how much she or he perceives
actually exists. Again, this discrepancy measure is
taken for each job aspect; all the discrepancy scores are

then summed to produce a measure of overall job

satisfaction.
facets
JS = L (Would Like - Is Now)
facets
JS = L (Should Be - Is Now)



37

‘aCQ(B
JS = L (Importance - Is Now)

The third category of operational definitions is
predicated on the notion that the facets that make up a
job are not held to be equally important to the
individual. Thus, each job facet satisfaction score is
multiplied by an importance or value rating (thereby
producing a weighted measure for each facet) and the
resulting products are added for the overall satisfaction
measurement. A variation of this formula consists in
multiplying a discrepancy score for each facet by an
importance or value rating in order to obtain each job

facet satisfaction rating.

facets
JS = I (Importance x JFS)
facets
JS = L (Importance x Is Now)
facets
JS = pX (Importance x (Should Be - Is Now)
facets
JS = z (Importance x (Would Like - Is Now)

This proliferation of operational definitions of job
satisfaction raises several questions. It is not at all
clear whether many of these newer measures are, in fact,
measuring the same thing as a simple satisfaction rating.
In discrepancy measures, for instance, it is not certain

whether "Should Be" and "Would Like" both measure ideal
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conditions. In a similar vein, the definition of "lIs

”

Now" seems not to be dissimilar from a simple facet

gsatisfaction rating.

Importance/Value Ratings

Although the arguments for the use of importance
weights in scale construction seem plausible, some
evidence exists which suggests that a measure of job
satisfaction derived from this equation does not yield
significantly higher correlations with an external
criterion of overall satisfaction than does a simple sum
of the job facet ratings alone (Bulls, 1980; Wanous &
Lawler, 1972). Locke (1983, p. 1305) suggests that the
satisfaction ratings are inherently ‘self-weighted’ by
the importance the facets hold for each respondent. The
use of separate weights for importance, therefore, can
only add redundant information.

Caston and Briato (1983) indicate that conclusions
as to the redundancy of importance/value ratings to
produce weighted measures of job facet satisfaction are
premature. They present evidence that the use of a
weighting strategy can increase significantly the
correlation between a scale of job facet indicators and a
criterion of overall job satisfaction. As a final
consideration, it should be noted that while weighted
facet satisfaction measures may be superfluous in studies

of overall satisfaction, studies in which investigators
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are interested in delineating differences between and
among various groups may be enhanced by the use of
importance ratings.

The major theoretical considerations outlined above
represent one scheme for the conceptualization of the
various models. Other writers have characterized the
various theories in other fashions. Wanous and Lawler
(1972) have divided them into ‘subtractive’ and
‘multiplicative’ operational definitions. Locke (1983)
prefers to categorize the above-named ‘process’ theories
as ‘causal’ models of job satisfaction. Still other
authors borrow freely from motivation theory or
personality theory and name their models accordingly.
Bess (1981) envisages the various theories as a sort of
continuum ranging from the non-cognitive, idiographic
theories which stress factors internal to the individual
to the theories which place more emphasis on cognition
and on factors in the organizational environment as
determinants of job satisfaction.

In summary, it should be noted that all major
theories and models have contributed to our knowledge of
job satisfaction. Confusion, to the extent that it
exists, results from the lack of proof for some of the
theories as well as the inconclusive and contradictory

nature of many of the findings. These models should be
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viewed as complementary, not competitive, in nature; each

has a role to play until construct validity is achieved.

Job Satisfaction in Higher Education

Studies of job satisfaction among college and
university faculty are, as noted earlier, relatively few
in number compared to the plethora of investigations
which have been carried out among professionals in other
fields. These studies reveal little in the way of major
studies of job satisfactién of academicians which would
correspond to the many efforts to apply the theoretical
concepts outlined earlier in studies of job satisfaction
in business and industry.

Researchers have, nonetheless, attempted to measure
the satisfaction of college and university faculty. As
noted earlier, several major national studies have
assessed the attitudes of faculty, including their
overall satisfaction. These national studies may blur or
even eradicate finer distinctions which need to be made
at the regional level or at the level of type of
ingtitution (Willie & Stecklein, 1982).

The overwhelming majority of the remainder of the
studies have been carried out in the context of the
university or the community college environment. Due to
the differing nature of the