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ABSTRACT
JOB SATISFACTION OF HISPANIC FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS
IN THE BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES
By
Sohed T. Rodriguez

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the conditions
and factors contributing to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction
among Hispanic faculty members and administrators in the Big Ten
universities, as perceived by those individuals. Herzberg’s
concepts of extrinsic and intrinsic factors were used in examining
data collected from study participants. A secondary purpose was to
examine the extent to which Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceived themselves as participating in decision-making processes
in their units as part of their academic and administrative
responsibilities. A further purpose was to examine the effects that
institutional policies and practices were perceived to have on
Hispanic faculty and administrators in the Big Ten universities.

The study group included all 185 Hispanic faculty and adminis-
trators identified in the Big Ten universities who met the criteria
for selection. A survey questionnaire developed by Abreu (1980) to
test Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory was adapted and revised for this

study. The survey included open- and closed-ended questions



Sohed T. Rodriguez

designed to measure Hispanic faculty and administrators’ attitudes
regarding job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Demographic data
were also sought. Twelve research questions were addressed.

The study was primarily descriptive. Data-analysis procedures
included calculation of frequencies and percentages. Whenever
possible and appropriate, a chi-square test was used to determine
whether a statistically significant relationship existed between
certain variables. Qualitative data were gathered to supplement the
quantitative data. Responses to the open-ended questions were coded
for quantification. Interview results were evaluated using content
analysis.

The study findings indicated that, individually, the motivators
Work Itself, Responsibility, and Achievement contributed
significantly to Jjob satisfaction. The lowest 1levels of
satisfaction were indicated for Recognition and Possibility for
Growth. Individually, the extrinsic factors of Company Policy and
Administration, Supervision (Administrative Leadership), Interper-
sonal Relationships with Superiors, and Working Conditions were the
significant sources of dissatisfaction in this study.

A statistically significant relationship was found between
gender and tenure status. Participants’ perception of participation
in decision-making processes was minimal (3.2%). Hirings through

implementation of affirmative action programs were also minimal
(8.1%).
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Statement of the Problem

Work satisfaction has long been a major concern in business and
industry; academe is no exception. There is general consensus that
job satisfaction affects institutional effectiveness, as well as
workers’ productivity, absenteeism, and turnover. It is also widely
believed that job satisfaction/dissatisfaction may have serious
consequences for the well-being of the individual, in terms of
mental and physical health and satisfaction with life in general
(Mottaz, 1985, pp. 365-66). Hence, the problems that led the writer
to conduct this study can be summarized as follows:

1. Hispanic faculty members and administrators represent a
vulnerable minority, whose status may expose them to an undue degree
of constraint, discrimination, and frustration.

2. Some evidence indicates that Hispanics’ experiences in
decision making in their positions often lead to low satisfaction.

3. Relatively few Hispanics hold positions that foster
personal and professional growth, a condition that frustrates
intrinsic satisfaction.

4. There are few Hispanics in leadership positions who can
serve as mentors and role models to Hispanic youths who may want to

consider a profession in education.



5. Certain institutional policies and practices might

contribute to the aforementioned conditions.

Purposes of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the conditions
and factors contributing to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction

among Hispanic faculty members and administrators in the Big Ten

universities, as perceived by those individuals. Herzberg’s (1983)

concept of extrinsic and intrinsic factors was used in examining

data collected from study participants. A secondary purpose was to

examine the extent to which Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceived themselves as participating in decision-making processes
in their units as part of their academic and administrative

responsibilities. A further purpose was to examine the effects that

institutional policies and practices were perceived to have on

Hispanic faculty and administrators in the Big Ten universities.

Research Questions

To address the major purposes of the study, the following

research questions were posed.
1. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators

perceive Herzberg’s intrinsic factors as contributing to Job

satisfaction within their organizations?

2. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators

Perceive Herzberg’s extrinsic factors as contributing to  job

dissatisfaction within their organizations?



3. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators
participate in Hispanic affairs and the Hispanic community?

4. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceive institutional policies as contributing to their job
dissatisfaction within the organization?

5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ general satisfaction and Herzberg’s intrinsic factors?

6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ general dissatisfaction and various components of

Herzberg’s extrinsic factors?

7. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ participation or nonparticipation in Hispanic affairs
and the Hispanic community and Herzberg’s intrinsic factors?

8. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ involvement in Hispanic affairs on campus and their
being a role model for Hispanic students?

9. What reasons do respondents give for wanting to leave or
stay at the universities during the next three years?

10. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ gender and their tenure status?

11. Do Hispanic faculty and administrators foresee a chance for
advancement or an administrative leadership position in their
institutions?

12. Have Hispanic faculty and administrators obtained adequate

recognition for their achievements in their institutions?



Need for the Study

Although studies have been conducted on job satisfaction and
dissatisfaction of school teachers and of faculty members in
institutions of higher education, none has been done with Hispanic
academicians and administrators in the Big Ten universities as
subjects for study. Hispanics are beginning to enter leadership
positions in higher education in the United States (Diaz, 1984,
p. 5). Hence, this study is needed for the following three reasons:

1. To identify perceived intrinsic and extrinsic factors
leading to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of Hispanic faculty
and administrators.

2. To identify institutional policies and practices perceived
as helping maintain an open and dynamic interaction between Hispanic
faculty and administrators and other faculty groups.

3. To establish a data base to continue conducting research on

Hispanic faculty and administrators in the Midwest.

Importance of the Study

This study is timely and important for several reasons:

1. Empirical data on Hispanic academicians and administrators
in institutions of higher education in the United States are
virtually nonexistent, especially in the Big Ten universities.

2. It is important to gather data based on research on
Hispanic academicians and administrators, to learn about variables

they perceive to contribute to their success or failure in academe.



3. It is important to identify the factors that contribute to
the perceived job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of Hispanic
academicians and administrators, to help academic administrators
initiate institutional policies to maximize Hispanics’ professional
development.

Theoretical Backaround for the Study

The concepts discussed in this section were used in developing
the study. Herzberg (1983) maintained that, in addition to economic
needs, human beings have psychological needs for autonomy,
responsibility, and development that need to be satisfied in their
work. He advocated "enriching" employees’ jobs through additional
responsibility, participation, and authority in order to promote
improved performance and increased mental health (p. 214). In the
preface to Work and the Nature of Man, Herzberg (1966) stated that
the "primary functions of any organization whether religious,
political or industrial should be to implement the needs for man to
enjoy a meaningful existence" (p. ix). According to Maslow, humans’
primary goal 1is to work toward achieving their full potential.
Herzberg based his research on Maslow’s theory and believed that
people’s animal and human needs coexist. He asserted that self-
realization is one of the most important and least fulfilled needs
of man (p. 56).

Herzberg (1966) based his work on the premise that man has two
dimensions. This duality is paradoxical. On the one hand, man’s

overriding goal as an animal is to avoid the pain that is inevitable



in relating to the environment. This avoidance nature is determined
by man’s biological inheritance. On the other hand, Herzberg
contended that, in addition to the avoidance nature, there exists a
human--one who seems impelled to determine, discover, achieve,
actualize, progress, and add to his/her existence. Herzberg’s
essential finding is not only the fact that man exists as a duality
but also that the two aspects of man are essentially independent;
furthermore, each aspect has a system of needs that operate in
opposing directions. Meeting the needs of one facet of the
individual has little effect on the needs of the other facet (pp.
168-69).

Herzberg isolated two sets of needs: (a) The
hygiene/maintenance needs are recurrent and center mostly on the
dissatisfier factors. When these needs are not met, the individual
is dissatisfied. The events 1leading to dissatisfaction occur
because the individual needs to avoid unpleasantness. However, the
effect of improved hygiene lasts for only a short time. (b) The
motivator needs center primarily on the satisfier factors. These
exist because of the individual’s needs for growth and self-
actualization. When these needs are met, the individual is
satisfied and motivated to excel (p. 75).

Herzberg summarized the failure of the workplace to recognize
the dual nature of the individual, as well as the need to meet both
the hygienic/maintenance and the motivator needs of the individual

that lead to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction as follows:



Perhaps the greatest single obstacle to action lies in the

inability to conceptualize and to recognize that man lives at

two separate levels and is motivated by two opposite needs.

Obviously, we walk around with our hygiene and motivator needs

wrapped in one package. Obviously, we do not separate what we

do from the situation in which we do it. Obviously, we feel
pain concurrently with happiness. Therefore, it becomes
linguistically as well as experientially difficult, if not
impossible, for people to conceive of their experiences as

being made up of two diverging parts. (pp. 188-89)

Herzberg based his Two-Factor Theory on the belief that man’s
animal needs are related to his environment and his need to avoid
pain. He stated that man’s human needs are related to tasks with
which he is involved to develop psychologically. The three needs of
Maslow’s theory are considered equivalent in their psychological
meaning to Herzberg’s maintenance/dissatisfier factors. Herzberg’s
three needs categories, adapted from Maslow’s theory, represented
the motivators (p. 141).

Herzberg, a clinical psychologist, developed his Two-Factor
Theory of satisfaction/dissatisfaction throughout many years and

published his findings in three books: Job Attitudes: Review of
Research and Opinion (Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, & Captwell,

1957), The Motivation to Work (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman,
1959), and Work and the Nature of Man (Herzberg, 1966). Herzberg

started his studies on people’s attitudes toward their work as a
sequence of events and refined them until he developed 16 extrinsic
and intrinsic factors leading to job satisfaction/dissatisfaction.
He categorized these 16 first-level factors into six motivators/
satisfiers and ten dissatisfiers or maintenance factors. The

motivators/satisfiers are (pp. 44-49):



1. Responsibility
2. Work Itself

3. Achievement

4. Advancement

5. Recognition for Achievement
6. Possibility of Growth

The dissatisfiers/maintenance factors are:

1. Salary

2. Job Security

3. Company Policy and Administration

4. Working Conditions

5. Supervision

6. Interpersonal Relations With Peers

7. Interpersonal Relations With Superiors

8. Interpersonal Relations With Subordinates
9. Status

10. Personal Life

For the purpose of this study, all six motivators/satisfiers
(Responsibility, Work Itself, Achievement, Advancement, Recognition
for Achievement, and Possibility of Growth) were included. Seven
dissatisfiers/maintenance factors (Job Security, Company Policy and
Administration, Working Conditions, Supervision, Interpersonal
Relations With Peers, Interpersonal Relations With Superiors, and
Personal Life) were included. These 13 factors were used as the
theoretical concepts and units of analysis to determine whether

Hispanic faculty and administrators in the Big Ten universities had



positive or negative attitudes or feelings toward these concepts,
which may or may not have contributed to their job satisfaction/
dissatisfaction. Factors excluded from the study were Interpersonal
Relations With Subordinates, Salary, and Status. Instead, the

variables of annual university income and academic rank were

included in the demographic data.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions, some of which were adapted from
Herzberg and other authors, were used in this study.

Big Ten universities. This term is more commonly used than the
official title Western Intercollegiate Conference of Faculty
Representatives (Big Ten Men’s Record Book, 1987, pp. 7-25). This
conference, which was started in 1896, includes the University of
IMinois, Indiana University, University of Iowa, University of
Michigan, University of Minnesota, Michigan State University,
Northwestern University, Ohio State University, Purdue University,
and the University of Wisconsin. (See Appendix A for numerical
information on Hispanics as a proportion of faculty and administra-
tors at the universities.)

Demographic variables. Demographic variables denote personal
characteristics peculiar to the population being surveyed (Abreu,
1980, p. 20). In the present study, demographic variables included
annual university salary, age, ethnic background, number of
dependents, marital status, gender, tenure, academic status, years

of academic experience, highest degree obtained, and institution.
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Executive, administrative, and managerial. This category
included:

. . all persons whose assignments require primary
responsibility for management of the institution, or a
customarily recognized department or subdivision thereof.
Assignments are directly related to management policies or
general business operations of the institution department or
subdivision. Assignments required to exercise discretion and
independent Jjudgement, and to direct the work of others.
Officers 1include President, Vice President, Assistant Vice
President, Dean, Director, Associate Dean, Assistant Dean,
Executive Officer of academic departments (department heads,
chairpersons), supervisors or their equivalent if their
principal activity is administrative. (EEOC, 1989, p. 7)

Faculty. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC,
1989) report to institutions of higher education defined faculty as:
A1l persons whose specific assignments customarily are made for
the purpose of conducting instruction, research or public
service as a principal activity, and who hold academic-rank
titles of professor, associate professor, assistant professor,
instructor, or the equivalent of any of these academic ranks.
Chairpersons, Deans, Associate Deans, Assistant Deans and

executive officers are also included if their principal
activity is instructional. (p. 6)

General satisfaction. "An attitude toward all features of

. work and toward all of the people with whom [one] works"
(Likert & Willits, 1940, p. 27). This definition of general
satisfaction is not part of Herzberg’s theory.

Hispanic. "A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central
or South American or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of
race"” (EEOC, 1989, p. 6). Some of the respondents in this study
preferred the term "Latino."

Hispanic faculty/administrator. Using the preceding criteria,

the Hispanic faculty and administrators were defined as Mexican
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Americans, Mexicans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Spaniards, and Central
and/or South Americans who were employed full time at the Big Ten
universities, and who had teaching and/or administrative positions
and held the rank of professor, associate professor, assistant
professor, instructor, vice-president, assistant vice-president,
dean, assistant dean, director, chairperson, supervisor, or manager.
Job dissatisfaction. Job dissatisfaction is the feeling pro-
duced by factors pertaining essentially to the environment of the
workplace (Reagan, 1985). Herzberg identified the factors leading
to job dissatisfaction as Salary, Job Security, Company Policy and
Administration, Working Conditions, Supervision, Interpersonal
Relations With Peers, Interpersonal Relations With Superiors,
Interpersonal Relations With Subordinates, Status, and Personal
Life. These factors tend to give people a negative feeling about
their jobs. They are factors extrinsic to the work situation, also
called maintenance factors (p. 32). The job dissatisfaction
(extrinsic) factors included in this study were:

Company Policy and Administration. This factor describes
the sequence of events in which some overall aspect of the
organization is a part. Herzberg identified two overall
aspects of company policy and administration. One is the

adequacy or inadequacy of the institution’s organization and
management. The other concerns not inadequacy, but the harmful
or beneficial effects of the organization’s policies (pp. 196-
97).
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Interpersonal Relations. This factor denotes the
relationships that arise when people interact in performing
their Jjobs. Two of Herzberg’s three categories of
interpersonal relations were included 1in this study:
Interpersonal Relations With Superiors and Interpersonal
Relations With Peers (p. 195).

Job Security. This factor denotes objective signs of the
presence or absence of job security. Included are tenure and
the organization’s stability or instability, which reflect in
some objective way on a person’s job protection (p. 198).

Personal LIfe. This factor includes all those situations
in which aspects of the job affect one’s private life in such a

way that they influence a person’s feelings about his/her job
(p. 197).

Supervision. This factor denotes the characteristics of
interpersonal relationships with supervisors--their competence
or incompetence, fairness or unfairness, and willingness or
unwillingness to teach and delegate responsibility (p. 196).

Working Conditions. This factor includes the physical

conditions of work, the amount of work, and the facilities

available for doing the work. It also includes adequacy of

ventilation, 1lighting, tools, space, and other environmental
characteristics (p. 197).

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is the feeling produced by

those factors that make work itself more attractive to people.

Herzberg identified the factors leading to job satisfaction as
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Responsibility, Work Itself, Achievement, Advancement, Recognition,
and Possibility of Growth. These factors are effective in
motivating people to superior performance and effort. They are
factors intrinsic to the work situation (p. 32). The Jjob
satisfaction (intrinsic) factors included in this study were:

Achievement. Achievement means successful completion of a
Jjob, solutions to problems, vindication, and seeing the results
of one’s work. Herzberg said that the definition of
achievement should include failure and/or absence of
achievement (p. 194).

Possibility of Growth. This factor involves the possibil-
ity of moving upward or onward within the organization; it also
refers to people’s ability to advance in their own skills or in
their profession (p. 194).

Recognition. This factor includes feelings produced by an
expression of recognition, praise, or blame (p. 193).
Responsibility. This factor refers to a feeling of satis-
faction gained from being responsible for one’s own work or the
work of others. It also includes a loss of satisfaction or a
negative attitude toward one’s job due to a lack of responsi-
bility (p. 196).
Work Itself. This factor pertains to the good or bad
feelings produced by the actual doing of the job or the tasks
of the job (p. 197).
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ugnggng_gnd_rglg_mgdglg. Collins (1983) made the following

distinction between mentors and role models:
- - . [a] trusted counselor or guide, a tutor or coach. A
mentor is also one who can provide upward mobility to a
professional career, he/she is higher up on the organizational
ladder, an authority in his/her field, influential, interested
in your growth and development, and willing to commit time and
emotion to the relationship. Role models, on the other hand,
are impressive and important figures in the distance. You can

admire, emulate, respect, and almost worship that person, but
the role model doesn’t necessarily have to know that you exist.

(pp. 6-7)

Delimitations

The scope of this study was delimited as follows:

1. The investigation was confined to all full-time tenured, on
track but not yet tenured, and not on track Hispanic faculty and
administrators in executive, administrative, and managerial
positions in the Big Ten universities.

2. The investigation was supported by responses to a survey
questionnaire and taped interviews, as well as a review of materials
from the Michigan State University library, ERIC documents, and
dissertation abstracts. Data from the Human Relations Office, the
Provost’s Office, and the Big Ten universities’ affirmative action
officials and personnel administrators were included. A literature
search was also undertaken in Washington, D.C., California, Texas,
and New York to locate data from studies on Hispanics because such

material is scarce in the Midwest.
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Limitations

1. The respondents for the study were not randomly selected.
Officials of the Big Ten universities declined to release the names
of Hispanic faculty and administrators. Instead, potential numbers
for the population were identified through 1987 Equal Employment
Opportunity Report data supplied to this researcher by the Offices
of the Directors of Affirmative Action at the Big Ten universities.
As a result, some faculty members of Philippine, Portuguese, and
Italian backgrounds who had Spanish surnames received the survey
questionnaire. They were subsequently excluded from the study.

2. The data were gathered by means of self-report measures of
perception. Hence, the possibility of bias may not be ruled out
entirely.

3. Generalization of the study findings beyond the Big Ten
universities is limited by the focus of the survey instrument and

the respondent-selection process.

Overview

This descriptive study is divided into six chapters. Chapter I
included a statement of the problem, the study purposes and research
questions, need for and importance of the research, and a
theoretical background for the study. Also, key terms were defined
and limitations and delimitations were set forth. Chapter II is a
review of literature concerning Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and
other theories of job satisfaction. The research design, data-

collection procedures, and methodology used to analyze the data are
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described in Chapter III. The results of the data analyses are
reported in Chapter IV. Results of a content analysis of in-depth
interviews with selected participants are included in Chapter V.
Chapter VI contains a summary of the study, conclusions drawn from

the study findings, and recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The study of humans and their work can be examined from various
perspectives: historical, psychological needs, economic needs,
personal growth, and self-realization. In modern times, it is
necessary to study individuals and their needs to fulfill their
aspirations and professional development, in intimate relationship
to their places of work, in order to understand the many factors
that contribute to meeting individuals’ needs and their
contributions to meeting the needs of the organization. A
successful partnership between the individual and the organization
produces mutual satisfaction. To understand how all these factors
interact to produce satisfaction and dissatisfaction in the
employee, several theories of satisfaction in industry and
educational settings, as well as other literature pertinent to this

study, were reviewed.
Wilensky (1976) defined attitudes toward work in historical

terms:

To the ancient Greeks, who had slaves, work was a curse. The
Hebrews saw work as punishment. The early Christians saw work
for profit offensive, but by the time of St. Thomas Aquinas,
work was being praised as a natural right and a duty--a sort of
grace along with learning and contemplation. During the
Reformation, work became the only way of serving God. Luther

17
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pronounced that conscientious performance of one’s labor was
man’s highest duty. Later interpretations of Calvinistic doc-
trines gave religious sanction to worldly wealth and achieve-
ment. This belief, when wedded to social Darwinism and
laissez-faire liberalism, became the foundation for what we
call the Protestant ethic. Marx, however, took the concept of
work and put it in an even more central position in 1ife:
freed from capitalist exploitation, work would become a joy as

:grkers improved the material environment around them. (pp. 1-

Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory has been influential in business,
industry, and education. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman’s (1959)
theoretical conceptualization of extrinsic and intrinsic factors
leading to job satisfaction/dissatisfaction was tested six times
with faculty in higher education between 1966 and 1985. However, an
examination of Qi;;gg;g&igg_AQ;ngg&; and ERIC document resources at
the Michigan State University library did not disclose any study
using the concepts of Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory, the Dual-Factor
Theory, or job satisfaction/dissatisfaction related to Hispanic
faculty in higher education in the United States. Therefore, the
present study is a pioneering work on that topic.

This chapter is divided into three major parts. The
theoretical background of the study is the focus of the first
section; included are numerous theories of Job satisfaction.
Various studies on Job satisfaction in industry are discussed in the

second part. Job satisfaction in education is the subject of part

three.
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Iheoretical Backaround of the Study

The Herzberg Model
Herzberg (1966) stated that the six points of psychological

growth are:

. . knowing more, seeing more relationships in what we know,
being creative, being effective in ambiguous situations,
maintaining individuality in the face of the pressures of the
group and attaining real psychological growth. A1l these
factors can be recognized as the Abraham view of man, that is,
the necessity to realize the human potential for perfection.
This is contrary to the Adams view of man, which sees the human
being as characterized by the need to avoid physical
deprivation. (p. 70)

The Motivation-Hvgiene Theory
This theory, reported in The Motivation to Work (Herzberg,
1959), was developed as a consequence of a study conducted by
Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) in a cross-section of
Pittsburgh industry. The study was designed to test the concept
that man has two sets of needs: his need as an animal to avoid pain
and his need as a human to grow psychologically (p. 71). Two
essential findings emerged from this study. First, the factors
involved in producing job satisfaction are separate and distinct
from those that lead to job dissatisfaction. Since separate factors
need to be considered, depending on whether job satisfaction or job
dissatisfaction is involved, it follows that these two feelings are
not the obverse of each other (p. 75). Thus, the opposite of job
satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction, but rather no job
satisfaction; similarly, the opposite of job dissatisfaction is no
Job dissatisfaction, instead of satisfaction with one’s job. The
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fact that job satisfaction comprises two unipolar traits is not
unique, but it remains a difficult concept to grasp (p. 76). The
factors that lead to satisfaction--achievement, recognition, work
itself, responsibility, and advancement--are mainly unipolar; that
is, they contribute very little to job dissatisfaction. Conversely,
the dissatisfiers--company policy and administration, supervision,
interpersonal relations, working conditions, and salary--contribute
very little to job satisfaction.

Herzberg reported that because humans are capable of such a
variety of behaviors and still can survive, it is little wonder that
so many ways of acting can be declared normal, depending on their

cultural acceptance (p. 77).

Measurement of Attitudes
Kiesler, Collins, and Miller (1969) defined attitudes in

sociological or psychological terms:
Although attitudes are defined with words referring to
conscious experience, their primary theoretical function is to
explain individual differences in reaction to socially
significant objects such as out-group persons, legislation,
countries, and institutions. (p. 6).
They distinguished between sociological and psychological analyses:
Attitudes may be related to sociological variables such as size of
community, or psychological variables such as personality traits
(p. 7).
Kiesler et al. (1969) distinguished five general categories of
attitude measures: (a) measures in which inferences are drawn from

self-reports of beliefs, behaviors, and so on; (b) measures in which
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inferences are drawn from the observation of on-going behavior in a
natural setting; (c) measures in which inferences are drawn from the
individual’s reaction to, or interpretation of, partially structured
stimuli; (d) measures in which inferences are drawn from performance
of objective tasks; and (e) measures in which inferences are drawn
from physiological reactions to the attitudinal object or represen-
tations of it (pp. 9-10).

With self-report measures, subjects are divided into a number
of subgroups, which are rank ordered with respect to the attitudinal
dimension. The models most widely used in self-report measures are
the psychophysical model (Thurstone), the method of summated ratings
(Likert), the scalogram analysis (Guttman) applied to dichotomous
data, the unfolding technique (Coombs), and self-report techniques
not dependent on opinion statements (Kiesler et al., 1969, p. 11).

For the purpose of this study, content analysis and self-report
measures using summated ratings were used. This method was first
described by Llikert in 1932. It received the greatest attention
among psychologists who wished to score participants’ attitudes
directly from their attitudinal responses, without recourse to a

panel of judges.

Motivation Theory

The classical theory of scientific management. This theory was
postulated by Frederick Taylor in 1919 in a paper entitled "The
Principles of Scientific Management"” (Taylor, 1947). The classical

or traditional theory makes the following assumptions about human
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nature: (a) work is inherently distasteful to most people, (b) what
workers do is less important than what they earn for doing it, and
(c) few want to do or can handle work that requires creativity,
self-direction, and/or self-control. These assumptions generate the
following expectations: (a) people can tolerate work if the pay is
decent and the boss is fair, and (b) if tasks are simple enough and
people are closely controlled, they will produce up to standard
(Miles, 1975, p. 35).

Ne h . In contrast to Taylor’s view of financial rewards
as a primary motivator, need theory holds that working people are
motivated by the desire to satisfy a hierarchy of needs and that
financial reward can satisfy only a few of those needs. This theory
was originally advanced in 1954 by Maslow, who postulated that the
satisfaction of earlier, more basic physiological needs triggers the
emergence of later, more abstract needs (Miles, 1975, p. 41).

Maslow developed a framework for sorting and categorizing such
basic human needs as air, water, food, protection, love, sex,
respect, success, and influence into a five-level taxonomy arranged
in hierarchical order of prepotency. The prepotency feature is of

particular importance to the taxonomy because it specifies that
needs at lower levels of the hierarchy must be reasonably satisfied
before one is interested in needs at the next higher level. The
five need levels, according to Maslow, are physiological, safety or
security, social, esteem (ego), and self-actualization or
fulfiliment (Sergiovanni & Elliott, 1975, p. 141). McGregor (1960)

summarized Maslow’s five levels of needs as follows:
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Physiological needs. Man is a wanting animal; as soon as one
of his needs is satisfied, another appears in its place. This
process continues from birth to death. Man continuously puts forth
effort--works, that is--to satisfy his needs. Physiological needs
are at the Tlowest level of Maslow’s hierarchy of importance but
remain pre-eminent in importance when they are thwarted. Man lives
by bread alone, when there is no bread. Unless the circumstances
are unusual, needs for love, status, and recognition are inoperative
when the stomach has been empty for a while. But when one eats
regularly and adequately, hunger ceases to be an important need.
The same is true of people’s other physiological needs--the need for
rest, exércise, shelter, and protection from the elements. A satis-
fied need does not motivate behavior. Yet this important fact is
ignored in the conventional approach to the management of people
(McGregor, 1960, p. 36).

Safety needs. When physiological needs are reasonably
satisfied, needs at the next higher level begin to dominate man’s
behavior--to motivate him. These are the safety needs: protection
against danger, threat, and deprivation. Some people mistakenly
refer to these items as needs for security. However, unless a
person is in a dependent relationship in which he fears arbitrary
deprivation, he does not demand security. The need is for the
fairest possible break. When the individual is confident of this,
he is more than willing to take risks. But when he feels threatened
or dependent, his greatest need is for protection and security

(McGregor, 1960, p. 37).
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Because every industrial employee is in some way in a partially
dependent relationship, safety needs assume considerable importance.
Arbitrary management actions, behavior that arouses uncertainty with
respect to continued employment or that reflects favoritism or
discrimination, and unpredictable administration of policy can
arouse safety needs as motivators in the employment relationship at
every level, from worker to vice-president. In addition, the safety
needs of managers are often aroused by their dependence downward or
laterally. This is a major reason for emphasis on management
prerogatives and the need for clear assignment of authority
(McGregor, 1960, p. 37).

Social needs. When a person’s physiological needs are
satisfied and he is no longer fearful about his physical welfare,
his social needs become important motivators of behavior. These
needs are for belonging, for association, for acceptance by one’s
fellows, and for giving and receiving friendship and love.

Management knows of the existence of social needs. However, it
has often assumed (quite wrongly) that social needs represent a
threat to the organization. Many researchers have demonstrated that
the tightly knit, cohesive work group may, under proper conditions,
be far more effective than an equal number of separate individuals
in achieving organizational goals (McGregor, 1960, p. 37). Yet
management, fearing group hostility toward its own objectives, often
goes to considerable lengths to control and direct human efforts in

ways that are contrary to the natural "groupness" of human beings.
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When man’s social needs--and perhaps safety needs, as well--are
thwarted, he behaves in ways that tend to defeat organizational
objectives. He becomes resistant, antagonistic, and/or uncoopera-
tive; however, this behavior is a consequence, not a cause
(McGregor, 1960, p. 38).

Ego needs. Above the social needs--in the sense that they do
not become motivators until lower needs are reasonably satisfied--
lie needs that are of greater importance to management and to man
himself. They are the ego needs, which are of two kinds: (a) those
that relate to one’s self-esteem--needs for self-respect and self-
confidence, autonomy, achievement, competence, and knowledge; and
(b) those that relate to one’s reputation--needs for status,
recognition, appreciation, and the deserved respect of one’s
fellows.

Unlike the lower-order needs, the ego needs are rarely
satisfied; man seeks infinitely more satisfaction of these needs
once they have become important to him. However, they do not
usually appear in any meaningful way until physiological, safety,
and social needs are reasonably satisfied. Exceptions to this
generalization are observed, particularly under circumstances where,
in addition to severe deprivation of physiological needs, human

dignity is trampled on. Political revolutions often arise from
thwarted social, ego, and physiological needs (McGregor, 1960,
p. 38).
The typical industrial organization offers only limited

opportunities for the satisfaction of ego needs to people who are at
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lower levels in the hierarchy. The conventional methods of
organizing work, particularly in mass-production industries, give
1ittle heed to these aspects of human motivation. If scientific
management practices were deliberately calculated to thwart these
needs, which, of course, they are not, they could hardly accomplish
this purpose better than they do (McGregor, 1960, p. 39).

Self-fulfiliment needs. Finally, as a capstone to the
hierarchy, is the need for self-fulfillment, which includes the need
for realizing one’s own potential, for continued self-development,
and for being creative in the broadest sense of the term. The
conditions of modern industrial life give only a 1imited opportunity
for these relatively dormant human needs to find expression. The
deprivation most people experience with respect to the other lower-
level needs diverts their energies into the struggle to satisfy
those needs, and the needs for self-fulfillment remain below the
level of consciousness (McGregor, 1960, p. 39).

’ r T . McGregor (1960) presented

two opposite assumptions about human nature and motivation: Theory
X and Theory Y. The assumptions basic to Theory X are as follows:

1. The average human being has an inherent dislike of work and
will avoid it if he can.

2. Because of this human characteristic of dislike of work,
most people must be coerced, controlled, directed and/or
threatened with punishment to get them to put forth
adequate effort toward the achievement of organizational
objectives.

3. The average human being prefers to be directed, wishes to
avoid responsibility, has relatively little ambition, and
wants security above all.
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4. In sum, the average person is inherently self-centered,
indifferent to organizational needs and resistant to change
by nature. (Sergiovanni & Elliott, 1975, p. 91)

Two types of management approaches--hard and soft--can be used
in dealing with the behavior typically manifested by Theory X
assumptions. The hard or no-nonsense approach is characterized by
strong leadership, tight controls, and close supervision. The soft
approach relies heavily on buying, persuading, or winning people
through good (albeit, superficial) human relations and benevolent
paternalism to obtain compliance and acceptance of direction from
superiors. The emphasis of both soft and hard versions is on
manipulating, controlling, and managing people (Sergiovanni &
Elliott, 1975, p. 91).

Basic to Theory Y is emphasis on building identification and
commitment to worthwhile objectives in the work context and on
building mutual trust and respect in the interpersonal context.
Success in the work and interpersonal context is assumed to depend
on individuals’ achieving meaningful satisfaction through
accomplishing important work, as well as on authentic relationships
and the exchange of valid information.

More trust, concern for feelings, and internal commitment, more

openness to, and experimenting with, new ideas and feelings in

such a way that others could do the same, were recommended if

valid information was to be produced and internal commitment to

decisions generated. (Sergiovanni & Elliott, 1975, p. 92)

The central principle of Theory X is direction and control
through the exercise of authority--what has been called the "scalar

principle.” The central principle of Theory Y is integration: the
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creation of conditions that allow members of the organization to
achieve their own goals best by directing their effort toward the
success of the enterprise. These two principles have profoundly
different implications with respect to the task of managing human
resources; but the scalar principle is so firmly built into
managerial attitudes that the implications of the principle of
integration are not easy to perceive.

The differences between Theory X assumptions of the hard or
tough variety and Theory Y assumptions can readily be observed and
understood. However, Theory X assumptions of the soft version and
Theory Y assumptions are deceptively similar. Theory X (soft
version) is often referred to as the human-relations model, whereas
Theory Y is called the human-resources model (Mcgregor, 1960). For
purposes of this study, only the human-resources theory will be
discussed.

Human-resources theory. Human-resources models view human
beings as being motivated by a complex set of interrelated factors,
such as money, need for affiliation, need for achievement, and
desire for meaningful work. It is assumed that different employees
often seek quite different goals in a job and have a diversity of
talents to offer. Under this conceptualization, employees are

viewed as reservoirs of potential talent, and management’s
responsibility is to learn how best to tap these resources
(Sergiovanni & Elliott, 1975, p. 93).
It is assumed that an increase of self-control and direction on

the job, as well as the completion of more meaningful tasks, can in
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large measure determine the level of satisfaction on the job. In
other words, it 1is generally assumed that good and meaningful
performance leads to job satisfaction and not the reverse, as is
assumed in the human-relations model (Steers & Porter, 1975, p. 19).

Two important expectations inherent in human-resources theory
are that (a) expanding subordinates’ influence, self-direction, and
self-control will lead to direct improvements in operating
efficiency and (b) work satisfaction may improve as a by-product of
subordinates’ making full use of their resources (Steers & Porter,
1975, p. 17).

In his Interaction-Influence System, Likert (1961) defined an
organization as a human enterprise whose success depends on the
coordinated efforts of its members. He pointed out several
important characteristics and processes of any organization:

1. It has a structure.

2. It has observational and measurement processes through
which information is collected about the internal state of the
organization, the environment in which the organization is
functioning, and the relationship of the organization to this
environment.

3. It has communication processes through which information
flows.

4. It has decision-making processes.

5. It has action resources to carry out decisions, such as the
personnel of the organization (skilled and unskilled) and the

machinery, equipment, and energy they use.
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6. It has influence processes.

7. It has attitudinal dimensions and motivational
characteristics, such as the basic motivational forces it seeks to
draw upon in using the efforts of its members and the degree of
favorability or unfavorability of attitudes and loyalties toward the
organization, its component parts, and its members.

According to Likert (1961), these processes are interrelated
and interdependent. Their nature 1is determined by the
organizational theory used and the kinds of motivational forces
harnessed by the organization. If the motivations used are largely
punitive and rely on fear, unfavorable and hostile attitudes are
produced. Such an organization must have communication and
decision-making processes that allow it to cope with hostility,
suspicion, and resentment. If, on the other hand, the
organizational theory and motivational forces are such that they
lend themselves to favorable attitudes and a cooperative orientation
on the part of organization members, the communication, decision-
making, and control processes can be quite different (p. 178). The
various processes of an organization, its management theory, and the
motivations it taps are highly interdependent and must be consistent
and compatible if the organization is to function reasonably well.

These interdependent motivators and powers constitute an
overall system that coordinates, integrates, and guides the
activities of the organization and all its members (Likert, 1961, p.
179).
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Equity theory. Equity theory has been the subject of many
studies and helps in understanding the complexities of Jjob
satisfaction/dissatisfaction. In the last two decades, several
writers have emphasized that people prefer to have interactions they
perceive to be equitable. This notion leads to a special
formulation of the discrepancy theory, which postulates that workers
will be satisfied with their job when there is no discrepancy
between its outcome and their belief about what is an equitable
outcome if there is a discrepancy. Whenever outcomes are higher or
lower than what is perceived to be equitable, people will be
dissatisfied (Gilmer & Deci, 1977, pp. 233-34).

Adams (cited in Deci, 1975) proposed that when one person is in
an exchange relationship with another, the person will be concerned
about what he puts into (inputs) and gets out of (outcomes) the
relationship. Outcomes are all of the compensations a person
receives from the relationship--for example, money, comfort,
independence, friendship, and personal satisfaction. Inputs are all
of the things one brings to the situation, which he believes to be
relevant; they include training, efforts, and material expenditures
(p. 189).

Adams argued that a person will evaluate his own ratio of
outcomes to inputs and compare this to another person’s ratio. If
the two ratios are unequal, the person will feel the inequity and
will be motivated to reduce this lack of equality. Inequity will
exist for a person both when he is overcompensated (e.g., when his

ratio of outcomes to inputs is greater than the other’s) and when he
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is undercompensated (e.g., when his ratio is less than the other’s)
(Deci, 1975, p. 189).

People will be satisfied when they think their own ratio of
outcomes to inputs is the same as those of their employer and their
fellow workers. None of the literature has referred to the employer
as the one with whom a person compares his ratio of outcomes to
inputs, but, of course, it is the employer who gives the
compensation. Some writers have asserted that the heart of the
equity matter is not a comparison of one’s own ratio with that of
others, but rather it is a comparison of one’s own outcomes to one’s
own inputs. If people think they are getting as much out of the
situation as they have put into it, in the form of effort and
training, they will feel equitably compensated and thereby be
satisfied with their jobs (Deci, 1975, p. 190).

To avoid confusion, Deci (1975) used the term "other" to refer
to the individual with whom the person is in a direct exchange
interaction and the colleague, whether real or hypothetical, whom
the person thinks is a suitable comparison. Hence, in a typical
situation, a person believes his exchange with the other is either
equitable or inequitable, depending in part on the comparison of his
outcomes/inputs ratio with that of some other colleague (either real
or imaginary).

Adams (cited in Deci, 1975) mentioned that the person may also
use an external standard as his comparison other. Pritchard (cited

in Deci, 1975) elaborated on this point by defining an internal
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standard as the amount of outcome the person perceives as being
commensurate with his own inputs, without regard to any comparison
person. He suggested that feelings of inequity arise first and
foremost from the correspondence between the person’s own inputs and
outcomes. If one’s inputs are greater than his outcomes, he will
experience inequity, which will lead to feelings of dissatisfaction.
Similarly, if the individual’s outcomes are substantially greater
than his inputs, he will experience inequity (Deci, 1975, pp. 190-
91).

According to Adams (cited in Deci, 1975), when a state of
inequity exists for a person, he will be motivated to bring about
psychological equity (which may or may not coincide with some
objective equity) in one or more of the following ways: (a) by
changing his inputs, (b) by changing his outcomes, (c) by
cognitively distorting his inputs or outcomes, (d) by leaving the
field, (e) by acting on the other party, or (f) by using a different
comparison other (i.e., a different other or different colleague).
Further, the person will seek to reduce the inequity in such a way

as to maximize his own outcomes (p. 191).

Job Satisfaction
Difficulties in Defining
Job Satisfaction
Vroom (1967) stated that since Hoppock’s monograph on job
satisfaction was published in 1935, a substantial amount of research

has been conducted on this topic. Variables 1ike job satisfaction,
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employee attitudes, and morale have acquired an important place in
the literature of industrial, vocational, and social psychology.

The terms "job satisfaction” and “"job attitudes" are used
interchangeably. Both refer to individuals’ affective orientations
toward work roles they are presently occupying. Positive attitudes
toward the job are conceptually equivalent to job satisfaction, and
negative attitudes toward the job are equivalent to job dissatisfac-
tion.

Job satisfaction, Jjob attitudes, and morale are typically
measured by means of interviews or questionnaires, in which workers
are asked to state the degree to which they like or dislike various
aspects of their work roles. The degree to which a person is
satisfied with his job is inferred from his responses to one or more
questions about how he feels about the job. Other more indirect
methods have been developed, but they have not had very wide use
(Vroom, 1967, pp. 99-100).

The close association among the terms "job satisfaction,” "job
attitudes," and "morale" has made it difficult to find a
standardized definition of these terms in the pertinent literature.
The difficulty in defining Jjob satisfaction is related to the
theoretical framework researchers have used when working on this
topic. Some authors have worked on the basis of a general factor

theory, whereas others have worked under the assumptions of the two-

factor theory.
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Ihe General Factor Theory

Vroom (1967) reported that one way to make conceptual
distinctions among various dimensions of attitudes toward or
satisfaction with the work situation is to determine the amount of
association among measures of these dimensions. Measures of
people’s attitudes toward a large number of aspects of their work
situation can be obtained and interrelated (p. 102).

Vroom pointed out four possible explanations of the positive
interrelations among different measures of satisfaction:

1. It is possible that certain individuals condition their
reactions to different aspects of the work situation. One
possibility is that persons have developed different adaptation
levels or standards of judgment as a result of the differences in
their work situations. As a result of these differences, some
people might be easily satisfied, reporting satisfaction if the work
situation meets certain minimal requirements, whereas others have
much higher expectations.

2. It is also possible that the positive interrelationships
among measures of satisfaction are a result of response sets. On
many satisfaction measures, a tendency to choose the first
alternative, or to choose the "yes" or "agree" response, results in

higher scores, which indicate a higher level of satisfaction.

3. A third possibility is that work situations providing one

type of reward tend also to provide other types of rewards. For
example, jobs for which workers are highly paid also tend to offer a

greater variety of stimulation, higher status, and many other
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frequently mentioned sources of rewards. The positive correlations
between a person’s satisfaction with different aspects of the work
role may stem from the fact that the situational conditions
determining these attitudes are associated with one another.

4. Finally, it is possible that measures of satisfaction with
different aspects of the work role are associated because they are
functionally interdependent. Changes in satisfaction with one
aspect, e.g., supervision, may result in changed satisfaction with
another aspect, e.g., the content of the work, and vice-versa.

The research necessary to determine which of these explanations
is correct has not yet been carried out. Since all of the
explanations are plausible, it is possible that each is contributing
to some of the variance among measures of satisfaction (Vroom, 1967,

pp. 103-104).

The Two- r_The
The Two-Factor Theory suggests that factors contributing to job
satisfaction and those contributing to job dissatisfaction are not
arranged on a conceptual continuum but are mutually exclusive.
Herzberg hypothesized that some factors are satisfiers when present,
but are not dissatisfiers when absent. Other factors are
dissatisfiers; however, when they are eliminated as dissatisfiers,
the result is not positive motivation. Herzberg’s research with
accountants and engineers tended to confirm the existence of the
satisfier/dissatisfier phenomenon. He found that five factors

(achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and
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advancement) tended to affect job attitudes in a positive direction.
However, the absence of these factors did not necessarily result in
Job dissatisfaction. The absence of the 11 remaining factors led to
employee dissatisfaction; however, the presence of these factors did
not tend to lead to employee satisfaction. Herzberg (cited in
Sergiovanni, 1969) observed that Jjob factors that resulted in
satisfaction were directly related to the work itself. Job factors
that resulted in dissatisfaction tended to be related to the work
environment (p. 249).

In a review of industrial motivation studies, Herzberg (cited
in Sergiovanni, 1969) observed that a difference in the primacy of
work factors appeared, depending on whether the investigator was
searching for factors leading to job satisfaction or factors leading
to job dissatisfaction. This observation led to the notion that
some factors in the work situation were satisfiers, whereas others
were dissatisfiers (p. 249).

Herzberg identified two levels of needs for his subjects: (a)
hygienic needs (which tend to focus on the dissatisfaction factors
identified in his study) and (b) satisfaction needs (which tend to
focus on the satisfaction factors identified). If hygienic needs
are not met, the individual is unhappy. Provision for hygienic
needs, however, does not insure increased motivation. The
satisfaction needs have motivational potential, but they depend on
reasonable satiation of hygienic needs before they become operative

(Sergiovanni, 1969, p. 250).
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Job Satisfaction in Industry
Herzberg et al. (1959) reported that the economy is so variable

that it would be foolish to predict its state when any study within
industry is completed. The nation can be enjoying full employment,
with nearly 100% use of plants and facilities, or it can be facing
significant unemployment, underuse of industrial plants, and a shift
of concern with problems of boredom and interest in material things
to a concern about the serious social problems of unemployment and
industrial crisis. Thus, industry seems to face a situation in
which one effective way to expand productivity is to increase the
efficiency of the individual at the job. The problem of people’s
relationships with their work continues to be a basic one. Although
the ebb and flow of the economy produces occasional periods of both
over- and underemployment, the problem of an individual’s attitudes
toward the job remains constant.

The payoff to industry for a study of job attitudes would be
increased productivity, decreased turnover, decreased absenteeism,
and smoother working relations. For the community, it might mean a
decreased bill for psychological casualties and an increase in the
overall productive capacity of industrial plants and in the proper
use of human resources. An understanding of the forces that lead to
improved morale would bring greater happiness and self-realization
for the individual (Herzberg et al., 1959, pp. ix-xi).

In the following pages, four studies related to job
satisfaction in industry are discussed: the Hawthorne studies, the

Herzberg study, and the Vroom study.
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The Hawthorne Studies

The Hawthorne studies are discussed here because of their
scope, significance, 1inclusiveness, and design (Blum & Naylor,
1968). They represent the most important research program
undertaken to show the enormous complexity of the problem of
production in relation to efficiency. The Hawthorne studies were
conducted at the Western Electric Company over a period of 12 years,
commencing in 1927.

The most significant findings of the Hawthorne studies are the
fact that workers are affected by factors outside the job to an even
greater extent than by those on the job itself, and that workers
organize into informal social groups. These informal organizations
take precedence over management-employee relations and determine
production to as great an extent as do changes in the job
environment (Blum & Naylor, 1968, p. 306).

The Hawthorne studies showed the complex interrelationship
among the various aspects of the job and demonstrated that changes
in work environment, rest pauses, hours of work, hours in the work
week, fatigue, monotony, incentives, employee attitudes, formal and
informal employee organization, and employee-employer relations are
all intimately related. If these aspects were considered

separately, it would introduce artificiality and make the set-up
unreal (Blum & Naylor, 1968, pp. 368-69).
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The Herzberg Study

Even though the following discussion of Herzberg's Two-Factor
Theory is lengthy, it is necessary to explain the theory from the
beginning in order to understand its significance. Herzberg et al.
(1959) reported that studies in which factors affecting workers’
attitudes toward their jobs were intensively investigated rarely
included any data on the effects of these attitudes. Similarly,
studies of effects of attitudes rarely included any data on the
origin of these attitudes. In most cases in which either factors or
effects were studied, inadequate information was given about the
individuals concerned--their perceptions, their needs, and their
patterns of learning. The primary idea that emerged was the
necessity for an investigation of job attitudes in toto, a study in
which factors, attitudes, and effects would be investigated
simultaneously. The basic concept was that the factors-attitudes-
effects (F-A-E) complex required study as a unit (Herzberg et al.,
1959, p. 11). Herzberg et al. called these ideas for a basic con-
cept a new approach to the study of job satisfaction--the study of
attitudes toward the job.

To study the F-A-E complex, Herzberg et al. selected the
individual or ideographic approach. This approach starts with the
premise that the relationship among the components of the F-A-E
complex should be studied within individuals. That is, an attempt
should be made to note, individual by individual, how given kinds of
factors lead to high or low morale and the consequences of the

morale state as indicated by measures of various criteria. A likely
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way of doing this is to obtain an account of periods of high or low
morale from the individual. In obtaining such accounts, the
researcher would be able to determine what occurs during those times
that leads to higher or lower morale and what the reactions of the
respondent are. Analyzing the reports of these cycles in an
individual’s life would enable researchers to delineate the F-A-E
complex (Herzberg et al., 1959, p. 12).

After the pilot study, Herzberg et al. reported that the notion
of the sequence of events as a unit, bounded in time, during which
the individual characterizes his attitudes toward the job as being
exceptionally positive or exceptionally negative, was central to the
research design (p. 28). From respondents’ reports on this sequence
of events, the F-A-E triad can be studied as a unitary system within
~ which functional relationships among the components can be
described. These relationships were to be derived from answers to
questions asked in the interviews.

The investigators reported first-level factors, second-level
factors, and effects, which they defined as follows:

First-level factors: The objective occurrences during the
sequence of events, with special emphasis on those identified by the
respondents as being related to their attitudes, such as a
promotion.

Second-level factors: The reasons given by respondents for
their feelings; they may be used as a basis for inferences about the

drives or needs that are met or that fail to be met during the
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sequence of events, such as the following respondent’s answer: "I
felt good because the promotion meant I was being recognized” (p.
28).

Effects: In the study of effects, the sole change was the
introduction of probe questions delving into attitudinal effects
beyond the behavioral level involved in productivity, turnover, and
interpersonal relations. An attempt was also made to specify the
effects on mental health (p. 28).

The study was conducted in Pittsburgh, which is a center for
heavy industry, primarily the basic production and fabrication of
metals. The sample included 203 accountants and engineers, whom the
researchers considered two of the most important staff groups in
modern history (p. 32).

During the interview, a brief introduction was made to explain
the nature of the study. The interviewer informed the respondents
that he/she was primarily interested in hearing about actual
experiences. Long- and short-range sequences of events were then
defined. Respondents were told that they could start with any kind
of story they liked, either a time when they felt exceptionally good
or a time when they felt exceptionally bad about the job; it could
be a long-range sequence of events or a short-range incident. After
the first sequence was explored completely, the respondents were
asked for a second sequence. This time they were given less freedom
to choose the kind of story. The average number of sequences per

respondent was 2.4. The course of the interview, as each sequence
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was described, consisted of a search for the factors, both first-
level and second-level, and the effects (p. 35).

In content analysis, Herzberg et al. attempted to isolate the
ingredients in the attitude stories given by the respondents, in
order to be able to compare different stories on the same variables.
Consequently, they identified several first-level factors. These
were recognition, achievement, possibility of growth, advancement,
salary, interpersonal relations, supervision--technical responsibil-
ity, company policy and administration, working conditions, work
itself, factors in personal life, status, and job security (pp. 44-
49).

The material analyzed for second-level factors came from
respondents’ answers to the question, "What did these events mean to
you?" (p. 49). Thus, the second-level factors identified were
feelings of recognition; feelings of achievement; feelings of
possible growth; blocks to growth; first-level factors perceived as
evidence of actual growth; feelings of responsibility, lack of
responsibility, or diminished responsibility; group feelings,
feelings of belonging or 1isolation, socio-technical feelings, or
purely social feelings; feelings of interest or lack of interest in
the performance of the job; feelings of increased or decreased
security; feelings of fairness or unfairness; feelings of pride or
of inadequacy or guilt; and feelings about salary (p. 50).

According to Herzberg et al., analysis of the effects was
relatively simple because most of the effects were specified by the

respondents in concrete terms. These effects were performance
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effects, turnover, mental health effects, effects on interpersonal
relationships, and attitudinal effects (p. 51).

Herzberg et al. found that, of the 16 first-level factors, only
five (achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and
advancement) seemed to play an important role in increasing Jjob
satisfaction among the accountants and engineers in the sample. The
major contributors to job dissatisfaction were the other 11 first-
level factors previously mentioned, characterized as describing the
context in which the job is performed.

In comparing the motivation factors (satisfiers) and the
hygiene factors (dissatisfiers), the investigators concluded that
people tend to actualize themselves in every area of life. Their
job is one of the most important areas. The conditions that
surround the performance of their job cannot give them basic
satisfaction because the conditions do not have that potential. It
is only from the performance of a task that individuals can gain the
rewards that will reinforce their aspirations.

It is clear that although the factors relating to job
performance and those defining the job context serve as goals for
the employee, the natures of the motivating qualities of these two
kinds of factors are essentially different (p. 74). Factors within
the job context meet individuals’ need to avoid unpleasant
situations. In contrast to the motivation of meeting avoidance
needs, job factors reward individuals’ need to reach their

aspirations. The effects on individuals can be conceptualized as an
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actuating approach rather than an avoidance behavior. It should be
understood that both kinds of factors meet the needs of the
employee, but it is primarily the motivators that serve to bring
about the kind of job satisfaction and the kind of improvement in

performance that industry is seeking from the workforce (p. 78).

Ihe Vroom Study
Vroom (cited in Blum & Naylor, 1968) examined the relationship

between job satisfaction and various aspects of job behavior. He
categorized studies in terms of which job behaviors were correlated
with Jjob satisfaction. Specifically, Vroom grouped the
investigations into studies of turnover, absenteeism, accidents, and
Jjob performance. A1l seven studies that Vroom examined relating job
satisfaction to turnover indicated there was a negative relationship
between the two. That is, the higher a worker’s satisfaction, the
less apt the individual was to leave the job (p. 373). In addition,
there was a consistent negative relationship between job
satisfaction and the probability of resignation, a less consistent
negative relationship between job satisfaction and absenteeism, some
indication of a negative relationship between job satisfaction and
accidents, and no simple relationship between job satisfaction and

Job performance (p. 375).

Studies of Job Satisfaction in Education
A basic principle in motivation theory is that people invest

themselves in work so as to obtain desired returns or rewards.

Examples of that investment include time, physical energy, mental
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energy, creativity, knowledge, skill, enthusiasm, and effort.
Returns or rewards can take a variety of tangible and intangible
forms, including money, respect, comfort, a sense of accomplishment,
social acceptance, and security. It is useful to categorize
expressions of investment in work as (a) participation investment or
(b) performance investment (Sergiovanni & Elliott, 1975, pp. 138-
39).

The Abreu Study
In 1980, Abreu conducted a study of job satisfaction of faculty

members of schools of education in three Michigan universities that
granted doctoral degrees. The primary purpose of Abreu’s research
was to determine the importance of Herzberg’s intrinsic factors in
contributing to job satisfaction of the faculty members in the
sample. The data were collected by means of a questionnaire
designed by the researcher. The second purpose was to determine the
importance of Herzberg’s extrinsic factors in contributing to job
dissatisfaction of these faculty members. The third purpose was to
develop (a) a general job satisfaction index for the faculty members
of schools of education in the three universities and (b) a general
Job satisfaction index for the faculty members of each school.
Abreu used Herzberg’s intrinsic factors of Work Itself,
Responsibility, Achievement, Advancement, and Recognition to analyze
Job satisfaction. He found a significant relationship between these
factors and the participating faculty members’ reactions to items

expressing job satisfaction. Abreu also included as satisfiers
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General Satisfaction and Leaving the University. These two vari-
ables were not among Herzberg’s intrinsic factors.

Abreu found a significant relationship between Herzberg’s
extrinsic factors of Salary, Job Security, Possibility of Growth,
Institutional Policy, Working Conditions, Interpersonal Relations,
Status, Technical Supervision, and Personal Life and faculty
members’ reactions to items expressing job dissatisfaction. The
study findings also supported the relationship between feelings of
Job satisfaction/dissatisfaction and the concept of investment, on
the assumption that people invest themselves in work so as to obtain
desired intrinsic and extrinsic returns or rewards. The findings
supported Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and demonstrated that the

theory is applicable to faculty members at institutions of higher

education.

The Reagan Study
Reagan (1985) conducted a study of job satisfaction of college

of education faculty at three research universities in Michigan
following a period of major resource decline (1979 through 1984).
The study was based on the premise that Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory
can be used in assessing perceptions of job satisfaction by college
and university faculty during a period of major resource decline.
Reagan’s purpose was to identify and describe how the introduction
of a new variable, resource decline, into the work environment has
influenced faculty members’ perceptions of factors leading to job

satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
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The researcher duplicated Abreu’s population and sites. The
participating institutions were the University of Michigan, Michigan
State University, and Wayne State University. The researcher
collected data with a questionnaire designed by Abreu, which she
sent to all full-time faculty who held the positions of assistant
professor, associate professor, or professor and who were teaching
fall term 1984. Reagan reported that "no statistically significant
differences were found in faculty perceptions of Herzberg’s
intrinsic variables leading to job satisfaction between 1979 and
1984 in spite of five years of major decline" (p. 254). She also

concluded that the respondents

. were generally more dissatisfied with their relationships
with superiors in their colleges and with the pressure they
were receiving to publish than they had been in 1979. They
did, however, report substantially 1lower 1levels of
dissatisfaction with the amount of job security their positions
afforded them in 1984. (p. 256)

The Swierenga Study

Swierenga (1970) conducted a study of job satisfaction and job
dissatisfaction based on investigations carried out in business and
industry, to determine whether Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of job
satisfaction/job dissatisfaction is applicable to faculty members
teaching at a university. The respondents for this study included
214 full-time faculty members who were teaching at a large midwest-

ern university during the 1969-70 academic year. A 46-item ques-
tionnaire was used to obtain the data for the study. Only the
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first-level factors defined by Herzberg were included in the instru-
ment.

The findings of Swierenga’s study seemed to support the
hypothesis that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction are not at
opposite ends of the same continuum measuring job satisfaction, but
rather represent two separate but related continua. The results
suggested that one set of factors, when present, tends to increase
Jjob satisfaction; however, if these factors are missing or lacking,
they do not necessarily lead to job dissatisfaction. Evidence from
other studies has suggested that increased job satisfaction leads to
improved performance, whereas job dissatisfaction leads to decreased

performance, increased absenteeism, and higher turnover.

The Borland Study
Borland (1970) conducted a study to analyze the formal system

of individual rewards at Indiana University. The researcher
obtained faculty members’ and academic administrators’ perceptions
of the policies, practices, and contingencies of the formal faculty
reward system. Full-time faculty members holding academic ranks of
professor, associate professor, and assistant professor, as well as
deans and department chairpersons, in colleges that enrolled both
undergraduate and graduate students (Colleges of Arts and Sciences,
Business, Education, Recreation, and Music) participated in the
study. The formal individual rewards used were salary, promotion,

tenure, sabbatical leave, and allocation of professional duties.
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Data for the analysis of the reward system were collected
through personal interviews with the participants. The first part
of the interview sought personal and professional information about
the interviewee. The second part concerned the proportion of time
faculty members spent performing various functions related to their
positions. The final part of the interview was designed to elicit
responses concerning perceptions about the operational goals of the
university and about the formal rewards for individual faculty
members.

As a result of the research, Borland concluded that:

1. The operational goals of the university were the
professional and personal goals of the faculty. The greatest amount
of faculty members’ time was spent in research/publishing
activities, and faculty desired more time for these activities.

2. Influence on faculty behavior regarding academic matters
depended on the lower organizational level, in which the commonality
of goals was perceived.

3. The university, as a social organization, was found to be a
federation of autonomous units regarding academic matters and a
bureaucracy regarding financial matters.

4. The only manner whereby the university as a whole could
have formal influence on the behavior of its faculty members was

through its fiscal relationship with them.
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The Leon Study

In 1973, Leon replicated the Herzberg et al. study with a
sample of college and university faculty. He posed the following
three research questions:

1. In keeping with the Two-Factor Theory, are motivators the
main contributors to job satisfaction among college
professors and hygienes the main contributors to Jjob
dissatisfaction of professors? Or, is any factor capable
of contributing to either job satisfaction or dissatisfac-
tion for college professors?

2. Will the arrangement of factors be different when using two
different methods of data gathering?

3. What is the relationship of motivators and hygiene factors
to the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of college profes-
sors? :

Two instruments were used in this study. The first was
designed to duplicate Herzberg’s methodology and to determine
whether the Two-Factor Theory of job satisfaction was applicable to
college professors. The second instrument was designed to determine
whether a different method of gathering data would yield disparate

results, as Herzberg’s critics have contended.

Herzberg’s methodology was replicated with two modifications.
First, respondents were asked to write their two experiences rather
than to state them orally, as had been done in the semi-structured
interviews used by Herzberg. The second modification was to
concentrate only on the 16 first-level factors, in order to focus on

objective happenings rather than on subjective interpretations of
the first-level factors.

Two sets of matched samples of college professors were used in

the study. Each sample included 250 professors from selected state
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colleges and universities in Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri, and
Kansas. The first sample was subjected to the Herzberg methodology,
whereas the alternate methodology was used with the second sample.
The results with both methods showed that college professors were
basically satisfied with their jobs when their efforts were
recognized by someone, when they thought they had accomplished
something, and when their jobs were interesting and challenging.

College professors in both samples were dissatisfied when they
were led by someone whom they considered to be an incompetent
supervisor, when they were victims of what they considered poor
college policies and administration, when they had poor
interpersonal relationships with their superiors, when their salary
was poor, when they worked in what they considered to be a poor
environment, and when they believed their job security was
threatened.

The findings showed that the Two-Factor Theory of job
satisfaction is applicable to college professors. It was also shown
that when care is taken to interpret the theory properly and to
conform to the theory definition of factors, an alternative
methodology will yield results that support the validity of the
theory. The findings also suggested that some of the different
results obtained by researchers using diverse methods to test the
validity of the theory have been largely a result of varying factor
definition. Such limitations result in overlapping definitions of

factors that are basically similar in nature.
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Ihe Velez Study

Velez (1972) conducted research on faculty members’
satisfaction and/ or dissatisfaction with intrinsic and extrinsic
job factors. The sample comprised faculty members from universities
in Colombia. One of the problems discussed in Velez’s study was the
brain drain of Colombian professionals. It has been estimated that
between 10,000 and 15,000 college graduates left the country between
1955 and 1968; this means that 15% to 20% of the population who held
university degrees left the country in that period. Velez stated
that one of the most serious problems facing Colombian universities
was retention of qualified professionals.

The purpose of Velez’s research was to determine faculty
members’ attitudes toward their work situation. He designed a
questionnaire based on Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of job
satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Twenty percent of the faculty in 37
Colombian universities were randomly selected to complete the
questionnaire. Velez found that faculty from private universities
appeared more -satisfied than their counterparts in departmental
(i.e., state) and national universities. The most important
satisfiers cited by Colombian academicians were growth and

advancement.

The Lopez Study
Lopez (1984) conducted a study of the job satisfaction of
Mexican American female administrators in higher education. The

population for the study included 147 women in seven southwestern
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states. Lopez’s purpose was to evaluate Jjob-satisfaction
expectations and experiences of Mexican American women in higher
education administration and the relationship of these factors to
the work environment. A secondary purpose was to collect
demographic data on Mexican American administrators. To collect the
data, Lopez used Hulin and Blood’s Job Descriptive Index, Wanus and
Lawler’s Job Facets, Gilchrist and Browning’s Climate Factors,
Lopez’s Survey of Mexican American Women in Higher Education, and
Patchen’s Job Involvement Questionnaire.

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. The integration of Mexican Americans into higher education
administration has been minimal.

2. Mexican Americans were found to be holding primarily
middle-management positions (directors and coordinators) and were
implementors rather than creators or executors of programs.

3. The factors having a statistically significant effect on
job satisfaction for these administrators were primarily political
in nature.

4. While expressing satisfaction with their current positions,
administrators’ expectations of future promotion into institutional
decision-making levels were low.

5. A negative linear relationship was found between the
discrepancy variable (resulting level of satisfaction between
perceived equitable rewards and actual rewards) and three job-

related variables (overall job satisfaction, job involvement, and
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organizational climate), supporting the idea that the less
individuals perceive discrepancies between their expectations and
the reality of the organization, the more favorable will be their

attitudes toward work.

Summary

Individuals must work to satisfy their basic needs, such as
food and shelter. Economic rewards are necessary, but individuals
work for reasons other than economic ones. These reasons are to
satisfy psychological needs, the desire to be self-sufficient, and
to achieve. People also contribute their knowledge and expertise to
meet the goals of a social organization. If this organization
provides a working environment that allows individuals to grow and
develop their ﬁotentia], assume responsibility, and participate in
decision making, they will achieve self-realization.

Individuals develop positive, negative, or ambivalent attitudes
toward their jobs, depending on the experiences they have within the
context of the social organization where they work. Taylor, the
father of the scientific management movement, used several
analytical techniques to study ways to assign the right individual
to the right job. He included two main concepts: (a) orderliness
and stability and (b) authority based on capability.

In contrast to Taylor’s view of money as the primary motivator,
need theory, postulated by Maslow in 1954, states that people work
to satisfy a hierarchy of needs and that money can satisfy only a

few of these needs. Once basic physiological needs are satisfied,
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more abstract necessities emerge. Herzberg designed the Motivation-
Hygiene Theory to test the concept that people have two sets of
needs: the need as an animal to avoid pain and the need as a human
to grow psychologically.

The factors involved in producing job satisfaction have been
found to be separate and distinct from those leading to job dissat-
isfaction. These two feelings are not the obverse of each other.
Thus, the opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction,
but rather no Jjob satisfaction; similarly, the opposite of job
dissatisfaction is no job dissatisfaction, not satisfaction with
one’s job.

McGregor postulated Theory X and Theory Y based on two funda-
mental principles: (a) The assumption that people have to be
coerced and controlled, assumed by proponents of Theory X, implies
that most people dislike work and will try to avoid it if possible.
(b) Theory Y postulates that most people are not lazy; they are
self-directed and under favorable working conditions will achieve
their own goals and those of their organizations. This humanistic
approach assumes that all employees have the potential to grow and
to assume responsibility.

According to the human-resources theory, the individual is a
reservoir of potential talent, and management’s responsibility is to
discover the possibilities in their employees. The equity theory
states that people prefer to have interactions that they perceive
are equitable. Adams postulated that when one person is in an

exchange relationship with another, the person will be concerned
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about what he puts into (inputs) and what he gets out of (outcomes)
the relationship. Other authors have argued that the heart of the
equity matter is not a comparison of one’s own ratio to another’s
ratio, but rather it is a comparison of one’s own output to one’s
own inputs.

A brief review of important studies conducted in industry, such
as the Hawthorne studies, provided a better understanding of job
attitudes and the effects that working conditions have on
productivity, turnover, and absenteeism. Managers’ and adminis-
trators’ views about their employees may have a negative or positive
effect on how well they use their human resources or hinder their
growth and selffrealization.

Many people consider education an investment. This in itself
can be a motivator. The assumption is that people invest in
themselves in order to obtain desired returns or rewards. People
invest energy, effort, time, creativity, skills, knowledge, and
enthusiasm. Returns or rewards can be tangible or intangible, such
as money, respect, comfort, a sense of accomplishment, social
acceptance, and security. People’s investments have been
categorized as (a) participation and (b) performance. Many authors
have recognized that the rewards teachers obtain for their partici-
pation and performance are the factors that lead to teachers’ job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Numerous scholars have conducted research to support Herzberg’s

Two-Factor Theory. Findings from such research have supported the
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proposition that the Two-Factor Theory can be applied successfully
to the study of job satisfaction of college faculty members, in this

case Hispanic faculty and administrators.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The research design and procedures that were followed in
carrying out the study are discussed in this chapter. Background on
Hispanics in the United States is given first. The population for
the study is then described. Next, the research questions for the
study are restated. The instrument used in the study is described,
as are the in-depth interviews. The data-analysis procedures are

also discussed.

Background on Hispanics in the United States

Limited empirical data exist on Hispanic academicians and
administrators. Even though Hispanics have lived in some parts of
the United States since the sixteenth century, it is only recently
that large numbers of Hispanics have joined the ranks of educators
in institutions of higher education (Diaz, 1984, p. 16).

Hispanics made the earliest and major contributions to
education in the United States and the Third World (New Encyclopedia
Britannica, 1974, pp. 132-33, 230-31). They are a heterogeneous,
multi-racial group who designate themselves as Mexican, Mexican
American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central American (this

includes Nicaraguan, Costa Rican, Salvadorean, Hondurean, Dominican,
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Panamanian, and Guatemalan), South American (this includes
Argentinian, Chilean, Colombian, Equadorean, Peruvian, Bolivian,
Paraguayan, Uruguayan, and Venezuelan), and Spaniard. The U.S.
Bureau of the Census reported 14.6 million Hispanics living in the
United States in 1980, 6.4% of the total population. By 1985, the
Hispanic population in the United States had increased to 16.9
million (Diaz, 1983, p. 40).

Although Hispanics come from different racial and socioeconomic
backgrounds, most demographic data refer to them as distinct from
whites and blacks. In 1981, the median family income for Hispanics
was $16,401, lower than the $23,517 for white families but higher
than the $13,266 median income for black families (Diaz, 1983,
p. 40).

Hispanics are experiencing difficulty with educational
attainment at the elementary and secondary levels. In 1983, the
approximate high school dropout rate among Hispanics was 37.4%
(Diaz, 1983, p. 40). In contrast, in 1985, the total number of high
school dropouts 14 to 24 years old was 10.6% of the general
population (Snyder, 1987, p. 86).

According to the most current research on Hispanic academicians
and college administrators, postsecondary Hispanic faculty have made
little progress in achieving proportional representation. In 1979,
Hispanics represented 1.5% of the faculty in postsecondary
education. Whites filled 91% of these positions and blacks 4.3%.
The percentages for executive, administrative, and managerijal

posts were about the same; 90% of these positions were filled by
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whites, 7.4% by blacks, and 1.4% by Hispanics (Wilson & Melendez,
1985, pp. 5-10).

A 1983 report by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) (cited in Wilson & Melendez, 1985) revealed that the number
of full-time faculty positions that were available had increased by
5.5% since 1977. Minorities benefited only slightly from that
increase. The number of Asians holding full-time positions grew by
3.5%--from 11,917 in 1977 to 16,398 in 1983. These increases
occurred at public and private two- and four-year institutions. The
number of Hispanic faculty increased by just 1.8%--from 6,606 in
1977 to 8,311 in 1983. This group achieved larger gains in teaching
positions at two-year private institutions. In several states with
large Hispanic populations, such as New Mexico, Arizona, and
California, the number of Hispanic faculty members decreased (Wilson
& Melendez, 1985, pp. 13-14).

It should be noted that the general characteristics of the
Hispanic population in the United States do not necessarily pertain

to the population for this study.

ntifj n of th ud ul
In fall 1987, the researcher telephoned officials of the Big
Ten universities to determine how many female Hispanic faculty mem-
bers held dual appointments as professors and chairpersons or any
other administrative positions. In May 1988, officials of these
universities were again contacted in an attempt to determine how

many full-time Hispanic faculty and administrators were employed in
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their institutions. Some officials asked for a written request from
the researcher before they would release information on the number
of Hispanic faculty and administrators working at their institu-
tions.

Officials of the Big Ten universities provided information on
the number of Hispanic faculty and administrators working at their
institutions in 1987. These data were contained in the EEOC Report
for 1987. However, the officials declined to release the names of
Hispanic faculty and administrators. Because ethnic identification
was crucial to this study, the researcher undertook a long and
arduous search to obtain the necessary information. Faculty and
administrators with Spanish surnames were selected. This selection
process imposed a limitation on the study because not all of the
individuals with Spanish surnames were actually Hispanic.

The 1987 EEOC Report (see Appendix A) on the Big Ten
universities revealed that the total number of tenured and tenure-
track faculty was 18,784, of whom 182 (.96%) were Hispanics. The
total number of individuals in executive, administrative, and
managerial positions was 5,584; of that number, 39 (.69%) were
Hispanics. The total number of administrative/professional non-

faculty was 31,500, of whom 420 (1.33%) were Hispanics.

The Study Group
The study group included all 185 Hispanic faculty and

administrators identified in the Big Ten universities who met the

following criteria for selection: Hispanic faculty and
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administrators were to be tenured, on track or not yet tenured and
not on tenure track, and employed full time as (a) full professors,
(b) associate professors, (c) assistant professors, or (d)
instructors. The Hispanic administrators were to be any of the
following: (a) Vice-President, (b) Assistant Vice-President, (c)
Dean, (d) Assistant Dean, (e) Director, (f) Chairperson, (g)

Supervisor, or (h) Manager.

Research Questions

1. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceive Herzberg’s intrinsic factors as contributing to  job

satisfaction within their organizations?

2. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceive Herzberg’s extrinsic factors as contributing to job

dissatisfaction within their organizations?

3. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators

participate in Hispanic affairs and the Hispanic community?

4. To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceive institutional policies as contributing to their job

dissatisfaction within the organization?

5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ general satisfaction and Herzberg’s intrinsic factors?

6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ general dissatisfaction and various components of

Herzberg’s extrinsic factors?
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7. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ participation or nonparticipation in Hispanic affairs
and the Hispanic community and Herzberg’s intrinsic factors?

8. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ 1involvement in Hispanic affairs on campus and their
being a role model for Hispanic students?

9. What reasons do respondents give for wanting to leave or
stay at the universities during the next three years?

10. Is there a statistically significant relationship between
respondents’ gender and their tenure status?

11. Do Hispanic faculty and administrators foresee a chance for
advancement or an administrative leadership position in their
institutions?

12. Have Hispanic faculty and administrators obtained adequate

recognition for their achievements in their institutions?

The Instrumen

A survey questionnaire developed by Abreu (1980) to test
Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory was adapted and revised for this study.
The survey included open- and closed-ended questions designed to
measure Hispanic faculty and administrators’ attitudes regarding job
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. Demographic data were also
sought. A panel of five judges with expertise in school
administration and behavioral sciences determined the content
validity of Abreu’s questionnaire. (The questionnaire used in this

study is contained in Appendix B.)
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Distribution of the Questionnaires

On January 28, 1989, 225 survey questionnaires were mailed to
the individuals who were thought to meet the criteria for inclusion
in the study. Included with the survey were a cover letter, a
letter of support from the chairman of the researcher’s doctoral
committee (see Appendix B), and a stamped return envelope.

A duplicate questionnaire was mailed on February 15, 1989, to
individuals who had not returned the survey by the date requested in
the cover letter. Thirty-five questionnaires were returned by non-
Hispanics (e.g., Brazilians, Philippinos, Portuguese, Italians, and
American females whose married names were Hispanic) and thus were
eliminated from further consideration; the researcher also learned
that five of the individuals to whom questionnaires had been mailed
were on sabbatical leave, had resigned, or had died. Thus, the net
number of questionnaires sent was 185. Of that number, 126 usable
instruments that met the study criteria were returned, for a 68.1%
response rate. Babbie (1973, p. 165) estimated that a 50% response
rate would be adequate, 60% good, and 70% very good. Thus, the
overall return rate for this study was considered very satisfactory.
The rate of return of usable questionnaires by university is shown

in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1.--Rate of return of usable questionnaires, by university.

Net Number of Number of
University Questionnaires Questionnaires Percent
Sent Returned Return
RR 22 13 59.09
1L 16 1 68.75
17 13 9 69.20
XX 18 1 61.0
BB 24 14 58.3
LL 24 22 91.6
YY 7 4 57.1
cC 24 19 79.2
JJ 16 10 62.5
QQ 21 13 61.9
Total 185 126 68.1
Personal In-depth Interviews

Quantitative data were supplemented with qualitative data
gathered through in-depth interviews with selected respondents (see
Appendix C for a copy of the interview schedule). Some researchers
have concurred on the importance of using qualitative data to
understand what people are attempting to accomplish at their
institutions. Ibrahim (1989) asserted that:

The use of open ended items to supplement closed ended items

provides the means to gather both qualitative and quantitative

data. . . . In order to elicit detailed and comprehensive
information it is recommended that questionnaire surveys be
supplemented with personal interviews. Personal interviews can

be incorporated as part of the survey or as a follow up at a

later stage. The adoption of the latter method may include

interviewing a sample of the original respondents. (p. 175)

A stratified sampling technique (Raymond, 1980) was followed to
select participants for the personal interviews. Borg and Gall

(1976) noted that:



67

It is desirable to select a sample in such a way that the
research worker is assured that certain subgroups in the
population will be represented in the sample in proportion to
their numbers in the population itself. Such samples are
usually referred to as stratified or representative samples.
[Use of] stratified sampling procedures assures the
research worker that his sample will be representative of the
population in terms of certain critical factors that have been
used by the research worker as a basis for stratification, and
also assures him of adequate cases for subgroup analysis.

(p. 121)

In choosing the sites and participants for these in-depth,
semi-structured interviews, the three universities with the greatest
number of responses to the questionnaire were first selected. Once
the three universities had been chosen, participants from those
universities were categorized as follows, based on their
questionnaire responses: (a) those with the highest percentage of
satisfaction, >(b) those with the highest percentage of
dissatisfaction, and (c) those with the highest percentage of
"undecided" or "neither" responses.

A random sample was selected (using random number tables) from
three categories of participants: (a) satisfied, (b) dissatisfied,
and (c) neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. During the selection
process, the researcher chose more than three participants from each
of the universities selected, in case someone declined to
participate in the interviews. All of the participants contacted by
telephone agreed to participate; hence there was no need to contact
the alternate choices.

A letter of consent was presented to the participants for their

approval and signature (see Appendix D). The letter assured them
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that their participation was voluntary and that their responses to

the interview would be kept confidential and anonymous.

Data-Analysis Procedures

This study was primarily descriptive in nature. Hopkins (1976,
p. 135) said that descriptive research is concerned with those
questions that can best be answered by studying the way things are.

Data-analysis procedures included calculation of frequencies
and percentages. Whenever possible and appropriate, a chi-square
test was used to determine whether a statistically significant
relationship existed between certain variables. Qualitative data
were gathered to supplement the quantitative data. Responses to the
open-ended questions were coded for quantification. The results of

the interviews were evaluated using content analysis.

ymmar

Hispanic faculty and administrators at the Big Ten universities
were the population for this study. Respondents who were not
employed full time in 1987 and did not meet the definition of
Hispanic were excluded from the study. The 32-item survey
questionnaire and in-depth interviews were used to collect the
quantitative and qualitative data. The questionnaire was pretested
and validated by Abreu (1980) and revised for this study. The data-
analysis procedures included calculation of frequencies and
percentages. Also, a chi-square test was used to determine whether
a statistically significant relationship existed between certain

variables.
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Results of the analysis of data from the questionnaire and

interviews are presented in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER 1V

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA

Introduction

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the conditions
contributing to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction among Hispanic
faculty and administrators in the Big Ten universities, as perceived
by those individuals. In addition, the researcher attempted to
determine the extent to which Hispanic faculty and administrators
perceived themselves as participating in the decision-making
processes 1in their units, as part of their academic and
administrative responsibilities. Finally, the writer examined the
effect that institutional policies and practices have had on
Hispanic faculty and administrators in the Big Ten universities, as
perceived by those individuals.

In this chapter, the study findings are presented in two
sections. In the first section, the respondents are described in
relation to selected demographic variables: gender, university,
track category (not on track, on track but not tenured, and
tenured), academic title, and ethnic background. The second section
contains findings related to the research questions.

The data for this study were gathered from July 1988 through
June 1989 from Affirmative Action officials at the Big Ten

70
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universities and through a survey questionnaire developed by Abreu
(1980) and adapted by this researcher. Two hundred twenty-five
questionnaires were mailed in January and February 1989 to faculty
and administrators in the Big Ten universities who were identified
as being of Hispanic origin. Of the 225 people who were sent
surveys, 35 turned out to be non-Hispanic (Philippine, Portuguese,
Italian, or American women whose spouses had a Hispanic surname) and
5 were on sabbatical leave, had resigned, or had died. Thus, the
valid number of questionnaires sent out was 185, of which 126

(68.1%) were completed and returned.

raphi m 0 he Respo

Of the 126 respondents who were involved in this study, 97
(76.8%) were males and 29 (23.2%) were females. The respondents
ranged in age from 28 to 66 years old. In terms of the highest
degree attained by the respondents, 81 (64.3%) had doctorates, 18
(14.3%) had master’s degrees, 1 (0.8%) had a specialist degree, and
26 (20.6%) had other qualification levels. The distribution of
respondents by discipline was fairly even; 12 (9.5%) were in the
medical field, 27 (21.4%) in natural sciences, 43 (34.1%) in social
sciences and education, and 40 (31.7%) in arts and letters or law.
Four respondents (3.2%) did not indicate their discipline.

Table 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents by university
and gender. As shown in the table, 22 (17.6%) respondents were from
LL, 19 (15.2%) from CC, 14 (11.2%) from BB, 13 (10.4%) from RR, 13
(10.4%) from QQ, and the remaining 44 (35.2%) were from TT, ZZ, XX,
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JJ, and YY. The majority of respondents from each university were
males; in fact, all of the participants from CC were males. As
well, 10 (90%) respondents from TT, 12 (85.7%) from BB, 7 (77.8%)
from JJ, and 10 (76.0%) from RR were males. Among the universities
with a larger representation of females were XX (5 or 45.5%), ZZ (4
or 44.4%), and LL (7 or 31.8%).

Table 4.1.--Distribution of respondents by university and gender.

Male Female Total
Uni ver'sitya R — —_— —_—
n % n % n %
RR 10 76.9 3 23.1 13 10.4
17 10 90.9 1 9.1 11 8.8
44 5 55.6 4 44.4 9 7.0
XX 6 54.5 5 45.5 n 8.3
BB 12 85.7 2 14.3 14 1.2
LL 15 68.2 7 31.8 22 17.6
Yy 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 3.2
cC 19 100.0 - .- 19 15.2
JJ 7 177.8 2 22.2 9 7.2
QQ 9 69.2 4 30.8 13 10.4
Total 96 76.8 29 23.2 125 100.0

A etter designations were assigned to protect anonymity.

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were not on
track, on track but not tenured, or tenured. Of the 123 respondents
who indicated their track category, 27 (21.8%) were not on track, 32
(25.8%) were on track but not tenured, and 64 (51.6%) were tenured.
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Table 4.2 shows the distribution of respondents by university and
track category. As shown in the table, respondents from all
universities represented each of the track categories, with the
exception of TT, where none of the respondents were not on track,
and YY, where no respondents were in the on track but not tenured
category. Concerning representation in the tenured category, 3
(75.0%) respondents from YY were tenured, whereas 10 (71.4%) from
BB, 6 (66.7%) from 2Z, 7 (63.6%) from TT, 8 (61.5%) from RR, and 11

(52.4%) from LL were tenured. Six of the schools had at least 50%

of their Hispanic respondents in tenured positions.

Table 4.2.--Distribution of respondents by university and track

category.
Not on On Track,
Track Not Tenured Tenured Total
University

n % n % n % n %
RR 3 23.1 2 15.4 8 61.5 13 10.5
1T - -- 4 36.4 7 63.6 1 8.0
Y4 2 22.2 1T 1A 6 66.7 9 7.3
XX 3 27.3 4 36.4 4 36.4 N 8.9
BB 2 14.3 2 143 10 71.4 14 11.3
LL 5 23.8 5 23.8 11 52.4 21 16.9
YY 1 25.0 - .- 3 75.0 4 3.2
cC 3 15.8 8 42.1 7 36.8 18 15.3
JJ 3 333 2 22.2 4 44.4 9 7.2
QQ 5 38.5 4 30.8 4 30.8 13 10.5
Total 27 21.8 32 25.8 64 51.6 123 100.0
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Respondents were also asked to indicate whether they were a
full professor, an associate professor, an assistant professor, or
an instructor. Of the 124 respondents who indicated their academic
rank, 35 (28.2%) were full professors, 29 (23.4%) were associate
professors, 33 (29.6%) were assistant professors, 9 (7.3%) were
instructors, and 18 (14.5%) had other titles. The distribution of
respondents by university and academic title is shown in Table 4.3.
None of the respondents from RR, TT, BB, LL, or YY were instructors.
Of the 35 full professors who responded, 8 (57.8%) were from
BB, 5 (22.7%) from LL, 4 (21.1%) from CC, 4 (30.8%) from QQ, and 4
(44.4%) from JJ.

Table 4.4 shows the distribution of respondents by academic
title and gender. As shown in the table, of the 35 full professors
who participated in this study, 31 (88.6%) were males and 4 (11.4%)
were females. Similarly, 27 (93.1%) of the associate professors, 20
(60.6%) of the assistant professors, and 4 (44.4%) of the
instructors were males.

Respondents were asked to indicate their ethnic background
(Mexican American, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Spanish, Central
American, or South American). A1l 126 respondents reported their
ethnic background; 32 (25.4%) were Mexican Americans, 11 (8.7%)
Mexicans, 15 (11.9%) Puerto Ricans, 10 (7.9%) Cubans, 18 (14.3%)
Spanish, 7 (5.6%) Central Americans, and 33 (26.2%) South Americans.
Table 4.5 shows the distribution of respondents by ethnic background

and gender. A1l 11 Mexican respondents were males; likewise, 24



75

0°00L v2L  S'pL 8L €L 6 9°92 €€ v'€z 62 2'82 ¢ Le3oL
S0l €L v'sL 2 8°0¢ ¥ 1'€z € - - 8'0¢ ¥ b0
L6 [A 720 ST L Lt [ X 12R] ee
8°SL 6l soL 2 €S L 1’2y 8 e e v 0
e ¥ == - = 052 L 05z L 005 2 A
e €12 9 - - €L 9 L2 S L' S n
8Ll bl X TE - - £rL 2 bl 2 1'Ls 8 a8
'8 oL 22 = 002 2 0oy ¢ 0oL L 0°0¢ € XX
€L 6 L [SET e e XA Lt i
68 Ll 1’6 L - - €L € §¥S 9 1’6 L 1
S0l £l pSL 2 - - '€z € s8¢ mllw.mN\.\W\\\l\\\sw\
% U % u % u % u % u % U
Lejoy 43430 4039n43su] 4055334044 405533044 405534044 AyLsaaatun
jue}sissy 33e120SSY Lnd

e
*31313 Jpwapede pue A3LsaaAtun Aq sjuapuodsas Jo uopInqLaIsia--ev alqeL




76

(75%) of the Mexican Americans, 9 (60.0%) of the Puerto Ricans, 7
(70.0%) of the Cubans, 15 (83.3%) of the Spaniards, 5 (71.4%) of the
Central Americans, and 26 (78.8%) of the South Americans were males.

Table 4.4.--Distribution of respondents by academic title and gender.

Male Female Total
Academic Title _— N -_
n % n % n %
Full professor 31 88.6 4 1.4 35 28.0
Associate professor 27 93.1 2 6.9 29 23.2
Assistant professor 20 60.6 13 39.4 33 26.4
Instructor 4 434 5 55.6 9 7.2
Other 15 78.9 4 21.1 19 15.2
Total 97 77.6 28 22.4 125 100.0

Table 4.5.--Distribution of respondents by ethnic background and

gender.

Male Female Total
Ethnic Background _— _— _
n % n % n %
South American 26 78.8 7 21.2 33 26.2
Mexican American 24 75.0 8 25.0 32 25.4
Spaniard 15 83.3 3 16.7 18 14.3
Puerto Rican 9 60.0 6 40.0 15 11.9
Mexican 11 100.0 - -- 1N 8.7
Cuban 7 70.0 3 30.0 10 7.9
Central American 5 71.4 2 28.5 7 5.6
Total 97 77.0 29 23.2 126 100.0
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The distribution of respondents by track category and gender
was similar to that for academic title and gender (see Table 4.6).
The majority of respondents (64 or 51.2%) were tenured. However, of
the 64 respondents who were tenured, 58 (90.6%) were males and just
6 (9.4%) were females. On the other hand, of the 28 respondents who
were not on track, 17 (60.7%) were males and 11 (39.3%) were
females. Twenty (62.5%) males and 12 (37.5%) females were on track

but not tenured.

Table 4.6.--Distribution of respondents by track category and

gender.
Male Female Total
Track Category _—
n % n % n %
Tenured 58 90.6 6 9.4 64 51.2
On track, not tenured 20 62.5 12 37.5 32 25.6
Not on track 17 60.7 11 39.3 28 22.4
Total 95 76.8 29 23.2 124 100.0

To get an idea about the economic status of the study
participants, respondents were asked to indicate the range of their
individual annual income. Of the 123 respondents who indicated
their annual income, 1 (0.8%) received $15,000 to $19,999, 6 (4.8%)
earned $20,000 to $24,999, 18 (14.5%) earned $25,000 to $29,999, 32
(25.8%) received $30,000 to $39,999, and 67 (54%) earned $40,000 or
more. To present a reasonable distribution of respondents by

university and income category, the income ranges were collapsed
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into two categories: less than $40,000 and $40,000 and more.
According to this breakdown, 57 (46.3%) of the respondents earned an
annual income of less than $40,000, and 66 (53.7%) received $40,000
or more. A majority of respondents at BB (12 or 85.7%), XX (7 or
63.6%), and LL (14 or 63.6%) earned $40,000 or more annually.

Table 4.7.--Distribution of respondents by university and individual
annual income.

Less Than $40,000 or

University $40,000 More Total

n % n % n %
RR 7 58.3 5 4.7 12 9.8
1L 6 54.5 5 45.5 n 8.9
12 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 7.3
XX 4 36.4 7 63.6 n 8.9
BB 2 4.3 12 85.7 14 1.4
LL 8 36.4 14 63.6 22 17.9
YY 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 3.3
cC 10 52.6 9 47.4 19 15.4
JJ 4 50.0 4 50.0 8 6.5
QQ 8 61.5 5 38.5 13 10.6
Total 57 46.3 66 53.7 123 100.0

Eindings Pertaining to the Research Questions
The findings pertaining to the 12 research questions are
presented in this section. Each question is restated, followed by

the findings for that question.
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Research Question 1

To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators perceive

Herzberg’s intrinsic factors as contributing to Jjob satisfac-

tion within their organizations?

Herzberg’s (1959) six motivators/satisfiers--Responsibility,
Work Itself, Achievement, Advancement, Recognition for Achievement,
and Possibility for Growth--were considered in addressing Research
Question 1. For the motivators/satisfiers of Responsibility, Work
Itself, and Achievement, respondents were asked to indicate their
perceived level of satisfaction on an ordinal Likert-type scale,
with 1 = Very Satisfied, 2 = Satisfied, 3 = Neither Satisfied nor
Dissatisfied, 4 = Dissatisfied, and 5 = Very Dissatisfied. A1l six
motivators/satisfiers were assumed to yield satisfaction; conse-
quently, respoﬁses on these three motivators/satisfiers were coded
into a dichotomous variable with 1 indicating satisfaction (very
satisfied or satisfied) and 0 indicating no satisfaction (neutral,
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied). For the motivators/satisfiers
of Advancement, Recognition for Achievement, and Possibility for
Growth, respondents were asked to indicate their perceived satisfac-
tion on a dichotomous measure with 1 indicating satisfaction and 0
indicating no satisfaction. For each of the six motivators/satis-
fiers, the number and percentage of respondents who indicated they
were satisfied were computed. Table 4.8 shows the number and

percentage of responses in the satisfied category for each of the

six motivators/satisfiers, by gender.



80

Table 4.8.--Number and percentage of responses of satisfaction with
the six motivators/satisfiers, by gender.

Male Female Total
Motivator/Satisfier S,

n % n % n %
Work Itself 84 88.4 25 89.3 109 88.6
Responsibility 78 80.4 22 75.9 100 79.4
Achievement 77 81.9 17 63.0 94 77.7
Advancement 59 61.5 18 66.7 77 62.6
Recognition for 52 58.4 15 55.6 67 57.8

Achievement

Possibility for Growth 51 53.1 13 44.8 64 51.2

As seen in Table 4.8, respondents indicated a high percentage
of satisfaction with Work Itself (88.6%), followed by Responsibility
(79.4%). Possibility for Growth (51.2%) had the lowest percentage
of satisfaction among the six motivators/satisfiers. There was no
clear indication of differences in satisfaction between males and
females except on Achievement, with which females were less
satisfied than males (63% and 81.9%, respectively).

Table 4.9 presents the number and percentage of satisfaction
responses by track category (not on track, on track but not tenured,
and tenured). It should be noted that tenure track was used in this
study as a demographic variable and not as an indicator of dissatis-
faction, as in Herzberg’s Job Security. A consistently low percent-
age of satisfaction was apparent among respondents who were not on
track; the lowest percentage of satisfaction was on the motivator/
satisfier of Recognition for Achievement (14.3%), and the highest
percentage was on Work Itself (68%). The satisfaction level of
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respondents who were on track but not tenured was higher than that
of tenured respondents on Work Itself, Responsibility, Achievement,

and Advancement.

Table 4.9.--Number and percentage of responses of satisfaction with
the six motivators/satisfiers, by track category.

Not on On Track,
Motivator/ Track Not Tenured Tenured Total
Satisfier

n % n % n % n %
Work Itself 17 68.0 31 9.9 59 92.2 107 88.5
Responsibility 19 67.9 28 87.5 52 81.3 100 80.0
Achievement 13 56.5 27 84.4 53 82.8 93 78.3
Advancement 8 30.8 27 87.1 42 65.6 77 63.1
Recognition for 3 14.3 20 66.7 44 69.8 67 58.3

Achievement

Possibility for 13 46.4 16 51.6 34 53.1 63 51.6

Growth

As might be expected, the data also showed a generally higher
percentage of satisfaction among high-income ($40,000 or more) than
low-income (less than $40,000) respondents. Table 4.10 shows the
number and percentage of satisfaction responses on the six
motivators/satisfiers by income category. Only on Work Itself was
the percentage satisfied higher for low-income respondents (92.6%)
than for high-income respondents (85.1%). For the other five
motivators/satisfiers, the percentage satisfied was lower for Jow-

income than for high-income respondents.
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Table 4.10.--Number and percentage of responses of satisfaction with
the six motivators/satisfiers, by income.

Less Than $40,000 or

Motivator/ $40,000 More Total
Satisfier _—
n % n % n %

Work Itself 50 92.6 57 85.1 107 88.4
Responsibility 44 77.2 55 82.1 99 79.2
Achievement 38 71.7 54 81.8 92 77.3
Advancement 32 59.3 44 65.7 76 62.8
Recognition for 22 43.1 44 69.8 66 57.9

Achievement
Possibility for Growth 24 421 39 59.1 63 51.2

Unlike the satisfaction levels by respondents’ track category,
the percentage satisfied with the motivators/satisfiers varied
according to academic title. As shown in Table 4.11, high
percentages of satisfaction were observed among full professors on
the motivator/satisfier of Achievement (94.3%) and among associate
and assistant professors on Work Itself (96.6%). On Possibility for
Growth, low percentages of satisfaction were observed among
associate (44.8%) and assistant professors (43.8%), but the
percentage of satisfaction for this motivator/satisfier among full
professors was fairly high (60%). In the "other" category, which
included instructors and other faculty and administrators, the
percentages of satisfied responses were generally low for all six
motivators/satisfiers; the highest percentages of satisfaction were
for Work Itself (72%), followed by Achievement (69.6%); the lowest

percentages were for Recognition for Achievement (20%) and
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Advancement (34.6%). For most motivators/satisfiers, higher
percentages of full professors expressed satisfaction than did
associate and assistant professors; however, on Work Itself, a
higher percentage of assistant and associate professors expressed
satisfaction than did full professors. On all other motivators/
satisfiers, higher percentages of full professors expressed

satisfaction than did other respondents.

Table 4.11.--Number and percentage of responses of satisfaction with
the six motivators/satisfiers, by academic title.

Full Assoc. Asst.

Motivator/ Prof. Prof. Prof. Other? Total
Satisfier
n % n % n % n % n %

Work Itself 33 88.6 2896.6 3297.0 18 72.0 109 89.3
Responsibility 30 85.7 2275.9 2884.8 19 67.9 99 79.2
Achievement 3394.3 2069.0 2575.8 15 69.6 94 78.3
Advancement 22 62.9 19 65.5 26 81.3 9 34.6 76 62.3
Recognition for 25 73.5 18 62.1 20 62.5 4 20.0 67 58.3

Achievement
Possibility for 21 60.0 13 44.8 14 43.8 16 57.1 64 51.6

Growth

qIncludes instructors and other faculty and administrators.

In an attempt to show the level of satisfaction with the
motivators/satisfiers of respondents from the ten universities, the
number, percentage, and rank for each motivator/satisfier were
computed by university. The university with the highest percentage

of satisfaction responses for a particular motivator/satisfier was
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given rank 1, and the university with the lowest percentage was
given rank 10. Table 4.12 shows the results of this comparison.

As shown in the table, there was a great deal of variation in
satisfaction levels at each university for each of the six
motivators/satisfiers. QQ had the lowest percentages of satisfied
responses for the motivators/satisfiers of Responsibility (53.8%,
rank = 10), Work Itself (53.8%, rank = 10), and Advancement (53.8%,
rank = 10). YY had the highest percentages of satisfied responses
for Responsibility (100%, rank = 1), Work Itself (100%, rank 1), and
Recognition for Achievement (100%, rank = 1) but the lowest
percentage for Achievement (50%, rank = 10). Other universities
with high percentages of satisfaction responses on particular
motivators/satisfiers were RR on Achievement (91.7%, rank = 1), TT
on Work Itself (100%, rank = 1), Achievement (90.9%, rank = 2), and
Advancement (90.9%, rank = 1); ZZ on Responsibility (88.9%, rank =
2) and Work Itself (100%, rank = 1); XX on Advancement (80%, rank =
2) and Possibility for Growth (63.6%, rank = 1); BB on Recognition
for Achievement (83.3%, rank = 2); CC on Work Itself (100%, rank =
1); and JJ on Work Itself (100%, rank = 1).
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Research Questjon 2

To what extent do Hispanic faculty and administrators perceive
Herzberg’s extrinsic factors as contributing to job dissatis-
faction within their organizations?

Herzberg’s (1959) six extrinsic (maintenance/dissatisfier)
factors--Job Security, Company Policy and Administration, Working
Conditions, Supervision, Interpersonal Relationships with Peers, and
Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors--were used in addressing
Research Question 2. For the extrinsic factors of Job Security,
Interpersonal Relationships with Peers, Interpersonal Relationships
with Superiors, and Supervision, respondents were asked to indicate
their perceived level of satisfaction on an ordinal Likert-type
scale, with 1 = Very Satisfied, 2 = Satisfied, 3 = Neither Satisfied
nor Dissatisfied, 4 = Dissatisfied, and 5 = Very Dissatisfied. All
extrinsic factors were assumed to yield dissatisfaction;
consequently, responses on these four extrinsic factors were coded
into a dichotomous variable, with 1 indicating dissatisfaction (very
dissatisfied or dissatisfied) and 0 indicating no dissatisfaction
(neutral, satisfied, or very satisfied). For the extrinsic factors
of Company Policy and Administration, and Working Conditions,
respondents were asked to indicate their perceived dissatisfaction
on a dichotomous measure with 1 indicating dissatisfaction and 0
indicating no dissatisfaction.

For each of the six maintenance/dissatisfiers, the number and
percentage of respondents who indicated that they were dissatisfied
was computed. Table 4.13 shows the number and percentage of

dissatisfaction responses, by gender. As shown in the table, the
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overall percentage dissatisfied ranged from a high of 37.2% to a low
of 8.7%. A high percentage of dissatisfaction was observed for
Company Policy and Administration; 34% of the males and 48.1% of the
females were dissatisfied with this factor. Interpersonal
Relationships with Peers had the Tlowest percentage of
dissatisfaction for both males (8.2%) and females (10.3%).

Table 4.13.--Number and percentage of dissatisfaction responses on
the six maintenance/dissatisfiers, by gender.

Maintenance/ Males Females Total
Dissatisfier
n % n % n %

Job Security

Pressure to publish 14 15.2 6 22.2 20 16.8

Job giving security 18 18.6 7 24.1 25 19.8
Company Policy & Administration

Promotional system 32 34.0 13 48.1 45 37.2
Working Conditions

Workload 22 26.2 8 33.3 30 27.8

Secretarial help 21 24.1 11 40.7 32 28.1

Libraries 8 9.9 5 20.8 13 12.4

Laboratories 8 11.1 1 5.3 9 9.9

Car parking 19 22.9 6 25.0 25 23.4

Office location & space 22 25.6 5 20.0 27 24.3
Supervision

Administrative leadership 28 29.2 10 34.5 38 30.4
Interpersonal Relationships

with Peers 8 8.2 3 10.3 11 8.7

Interpersonal Relationships
with Superiors 18 18.8 8 27.6 26 20.8
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Table 4.14 shows the number and percentage of dissatisfaction
responses on the six maintenance/dissatisfiers by track category
(not on track, on track but not tenured, and tenured). It should be
noted that tenure track category was used in this study as a
demographic variable and not as an indicator of dissatisfaction as
in Herzberg’s Job Security. A higher percentage of respondents who
were not on tenure track were dissatisfied than those who were on
track but not tenured and those who were tenured. This was
especially noticeable on the maintenance/dissatisfier of Company
Policy and Administration, on which 70.8% of the not-on-track
respondents indicated dissatisfaction, compared to 31.2% of the
respondents who were on track but not tenured and 26.5% of the
tenured faculty and administrators.

As in the comparison of satisfiers/motivators by income level,
there were variations in percentages of respondents from various
income levels who indicated dissatisfaction. Table 4.15 shows the
number and percentage of dissatisfaction responses on the six
maintenance/dissatisfiers by income levels. From this table it is
evident that generally higher percentages of low-income (less than
$40,000) than high-income ($40,000 or more) respondents indicated
dissatisfaction. The greatest differences were observed between
low- and high-income respondents on the maintenance/dissatisfiers of
Job Security (28.1% versus 13.4%), Working Conditions (Workload)
(38% versus 19.6%), Supervision (Administrative Leadership) (40.4%
versus 21.2%), and Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors (26.8%
versus 14.9%).
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Table 4.15.--Number and percentage of dissatisfaction responses on
the six maintenance/dissatisfiers, by income.

Under $40,000
Maintenance/ $40,000 or More Total
Dissatisfier
n % n % n %

Job Security

Pressure to publish 8 15.8 11 16.7 19 16.2

Job giving security 16 28.1 9 13.4 25 20.2
Company Policy & Administration

Promotional system 5 9.3 2 3.1 7 5.9
Working Conditions

Workload 19 38.0 11 19.6 30 28.3

Secretarial help 18 35.3 14 23.0 32 28.6

Libraries 8 17.4 5 8.8 13 12.6

Laboratories 3 8.1 6 11.5 9 10.1

Car parking 13 27.1 12 21.1 25 23.8

Office location & space 13 26.0 14 23.7 27 30.1
Supervision

Administrative leadership 23 40.4 14 21.2 37 30.1
Interpersonal Relationships

with Peers 8 14.0 3 4.5 11 8.9
Interpersonal Relationships

with Superiors 15 26.8 10 14.9 25 20.3

To examine variations in dissatisfaction of respondents with
different academic titles, the classifications of full professor,
associate professor, assistant professor, and "others" were
considered. The "others"™ category included instructors and other
administrators. Table 4.16 shows the number and percentage of
dissatisfaction responses for the six maintenance/dissatisfiers by
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