s

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT HESIME

D 139 349 Jp 008 955
AIT20R moxlev, Lindz 3.
TYTLE Job Satisfaction of Pac-eley Teachiaz digh=r
g-a+tion. RAa Px:mination of Herzb=r3's Du:l-Facror
‘ Theory and Por-er's Ne23 Satisfaction k=s=arca.
oy JATe & Jar 77
QT Fan,
FDRS P2TCR wr_¢5,92 BT-§3, 50 Plus Postage.
NESTFIPTCOEST Rnigercs ¥College Teacaers; Fdaucational Policys
Tazulsy Promotion; Facul<wy Workloal: *Higher
?iu:ation; Job Rralysis; Job Developa=n<jg *35b
ca-isfaction: “otivation; Professional Fa2c2 ri*ionrg
Sraristical Arnalysis; Statistical Stadi=s; Staden~®
Teacher ?slationship; Teacher Pesponsibilirty;
*Tearhor Bnle; Teachar Salaries; Tsacher Sapa2rvisior;
~zaching Lnad; *"h=aori=s
TDERTTRIZER *d=rzhery (Fr=derick)
ABTTRRETT
In Jctoaber 1975 a guestionnairs was sa2nt 3 ?2)D
w-3b=rs ririoely s=lecte? from *he "Dir=2ctory of Paicul+y M=md:zrs
m_-.3a<hizrg in *b= F: 13 o€ Highsr Fduca*tiosn™ to detarmine satisfactior
with *h»i- tzaching role. The researchk was designed o *est
Marzh=rq's +h=pry, @hich stat=s that %aygizre factors® (iob z-oHont=2xt)
sr- rela*=d +o dissatisfactiosn while mdlivator tactnrs (job Tont2nt)
~an*ributs *5 satisfaction. Th2 results demonstrat> thav diff>rent
§usb 4o cyreribye: +n zasicfastion and dissatasfacrion. The hygisne
f3vtars of pnlicies ani practices, salary bulgerts, suparvisi»sn aad
+:mhni~zal factoars, 2n? *he *im= =lement wers strony sontrihutHrrs to
Aigg:-i~fa~tiar, Th: motivators of achizvement, recojyni*ion, ind

grydtt spporrunitiss wera highly associate? vith satisfeing ¢=2acairvi

Xp-ri-r~=s. Th=> hyjiene factor >f int:rpersonal r=lations wi*h
ieydant - anA the myeivators ~f rosporsinilirty andi 2ivancea=nt ace
4 k- dur ~+inn oppouite *o +that predicted accnriingy to Horzohzryts

i i

chompg. Bapeboop o analyces oand egveats oare disc aued. (Ruthoo /W0F)

oA

l'#*"ttttttﬁl‘tt‘t5.*t’tt¢*iv#i
21 %y FOTC inclals manv ir oormal unpabli b1

ey pem oo, FRIC makes oavery e Ffooe
it mo of marainal

* Myctrmoant o 31T
£ gyt riale ras availanls frew othor

€ ¢4 Ahmbain the bt roanv o avarlahle, Noverthe lear,

x raprndu~ibility sve 2f*n snmoanterel ard thie aft rte vhe quelicy
& AF +b- mippafichs gmd hapdeany reprainseions TEYT pak 5 wvailand:
* I (LDFSy . 20FRT 1 not

* arigiral Aocument, "oeroiuct oo
* e pade From YR oaririral.
.

wii the ERIC Documerns +oprniuctaon
respanaihle fnr +he qualivy of th
sapplicsl by FORS are the beat that o oan
' Y12 LRSI IR AR R Y AN

*t"*&kt‘t#t‘t'*‘tt#**i‘*t**##l##=*$$‘t

® ® ®w # w

¥

*tt#t*kt't"t#’t*“’t**#‘##..il‘**t*&bt#t#tt"t



JOB SATISPACTICN OF PACULTY TEACEING HIGHER ZDUCATION:
AN EXAMINATION OF HZRZBERG'S DUAL~PACTOR THEORY

/’ AND
A} PORTER'S NEZ=D SATISPACTION RESEAPRCH
Prepared by:
.\i
~ Linda S. Moxley
(‘:J* Doctoral Candidate
Ry Zenter for the Study of Hizher Zducation
bt T™e University of Michigan
( Ann Ardor, Michizan
WS DEPARTMENT LF wEAL Th
C R June 5, 1977




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Abstract

‘In October, 1975 a questionnaire was sent to 200 members randomly
selected from the ''Directory of Faculty Members Teaching in the Field of
Higher Education'’' to determine satisfaction with their teaching role. The
research was designed to test Frederick Herzberg's theory which states that
what he terms hygiene (job context) factors contribute to dissatisfaction
while motivator {job content) factors relate to satisfaction. The question-
naire included two open-ended questions requesting the respondent to indicate
factors of satisfaction and factors of dissatisfaction which were coded according
to Herzberg derived categories and forced-choice questions which related to
each factor. The forced-choice responses were also clustered according to
Maslow's need hierarchy to determine the extent of need satisfaction in relation
to such demographic variables as tenure, rank, and age.

Forty-two respondents (21.0%) returned their gquestionnaires checking ''not
currently teaching' and 73 (46.2%) responses formed the basis for the study.
Chi square was used to determine the relationship of satisfaction and dis-
satisfaction to each factor and to determine the relationships o® demographic
data to need fulfillment.

The results obtained from the coded questions demonstrated that different
factors contributed to satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The hygiens factors
of '*policzies and prac:izes', ''salary/budget', "supervision-technical'* and the
“'time element'’ were strong contributors to dissatisfaction. The motivators of
Hachievement', ''‘recoan’tion'' and '‘growth opportunities' were highly associated
with satisfying expcriences. The hygiene factor of “interpersonal relations
with students' and the motivators of '‘responsibility' and ‘'advancement'’ acted
unidimensionally but in the direction opposite to that predicted according to
Herzberg's theory. When the respondents indicated their satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction on the forced—choice questions all factors with the exception of
"policies and practices” (p>.01) were found to provide satisfaction at the
.001 level of significance. For items related to security, esteem, and self-
actualization needs, there was a relationship between satisfaction responses
and tsnure status, rank, and to a lesser degree, age. Items related to the
social and autonomy needs had fewer relationships with the derographic variables.

Application cf the results from this study should be done with extreme
caution. The sample size, the fluctuating nature of satisfaction, and dif-
ferences in coder perceptions limit ine application of results to specific
institutions.
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Introduction

_ There are numerous reasons for investigating satisfaction.
Lawler and Porter (1967) support the study of job satisfaction to
determine if the relationship between performance and satisfaction
via rewards 1s maximized. The better performers should recel-e
greater rewards and therefore te more satisfled than poorer per-
formers. From the management perépectlve this is desirabie because
turnover would then occur among the less competent. Lawler and
Porter also recognize the value of measuring higher order need sat-
jsfaction as evidence of how effective organizations have been 15
creating interesting and rewarding Jjobs, and therefore, indirect
evidence of how motivating the jobs themselves are. With this view,
the study of each faculty member's sat;afactlons could lead to de-
veloping the best role mix for a rewarding and satisfying Jjob.

Seashore and Taber (1975) note the value in measuring satisfaction
as a social indicator: to represent a valued product to socletye--
a component of the psychological GNP; to provide a monltoring and
diagriostic aid for early'warnins of societal changes; and to provide
a significant component in the theorizs and models to be used in
the formation of social policy and programs. Illustrating one of
their points, longitudinal studies of faculty satisfacticn might be

used to deteact a movs toward unionization.

-
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. 2 ¢
With specific reference to education, Cohen {1974) supports
the study of faculty satisfaction by stating:
One could say that a college with an enthuslastiec,
personally satisfiled staff is more likely to further
student development than one with an apathetlc group

of time-savers going through the motions of informa-
tion transmittal in their teaching and little more.

(p. 369~370)

And, studles by Cooper (1973) and Stuntebeck (1974) have
shown Job satisfaction to be significantly correlated with student
perceptions of teaching effectiveness.

Purther, Argyris (1957, 1964) recosgnizes the importance of in-
dividual and organization fit. It is this author's belief that by
knowing the factors which cause satisfaction and dissatisfactlon in
a particular organizational role, potential émployees can better se-
lect careers which fit their needs and which would benefit the organi-
zation.

It was for the above reascn of potential individual-organization-
al fit that the author initially became interested in studying the
gatisfaction and dissatisfaction of those who teach higher educatilon.
However, when surveying the satisfaction literature, Herzberg's (1959)
dual-factor theory and Porter's (1962) findings regardiag differen-ial
need saticfaction according to organizational rank sufficiently aroused
curiousity regarding their application to faculty who teach higher ed=-
ucation. Testing Herzberg's theory and Porter's {indings thus became

the overriding research focus,

Theoretical BEackzround

In The Motivation to Work Frederick Herzberz (1959) explalned

a study which tested the hypothesis that Jjob satisfaction and dissatis-

6



3.

faction were caused by two different types of factors. ‘This investi-
gation of the Job satisfaction of 200 engineers and accountants in
the Pittsburgh area found that, in effect, different factors contri-
buted to job satisfaction and dissatiafastion.

Herzberg used Flanagan's (1954) "critical incident" method for
gathering data, With this method, subjects were asked, in a semi-
structured interview, to think of a time when they felt exceptionally
good or exceptionally bad about their present Job or any other Jjob
they formally held.

Herzterz and hig staff then analyzed the content of the interview
statements, dividing these into "thought units" about a single event

or condition that lead to a particular feeling (first level factors),

a single characterization of a feeling (second level factors), or a

description of a single effect (effects) of events on performance,

turnover, and mental health.
The categories used for the first level factors and the criteria

for the inclusion of statements into those categories were as follows:

1. Recoznition. The major criterion for this category was
some act of recognition to the individual, Some act of

notice, praise, or blame was involved, and the source

could be almost anyone: supervisor, some other individual

in management as an impersonal force, a peer, a profession-
al colleague, or the general public. This category include
what Herzberg called "negative recognition” in the form of

criticism or blame,

2. Achievement. This category involved sSome specifically
mentiloned success, and it included: sSuccessful completion
of a job, soluticn to problems, vindication, and seeing the
results of one's work, The definitior of achievement also
included the opposite: fallure and the absence of achievement,

3. Possibility of Growth., Included here were instances in
wnich the respondent reported changes in his situatlon in-
70lving objective evidence that possibilities for nis growth
are now increased or decreased.

r~

{
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4, Advancement. This category included actual changes in
the status or position of the person in the company.

S. Salary. This category included all sequences of events
in whioch compensation plays a role, such as wage or salary
increases, or mafulfilled expectations of Salary increases,

6. Interpersonal Relations.- The coding of interpérsonal re-
Jations was restricted to those stories in which there was
some verbalization about the characteristics of interactions
between the respondent and Some other individual. This was
set up in terms of three major categories: (a) Interperson-
al Relations with Subordinates, (b) Interpersonal Relations

with Superior, and (c) Interpersonal Helations with FPeers,

7. Supervision-Technical. This factor differs from Interperson-
al Relations with superior in that included here would be
the technical aspects of the supervisor's Job, such as the
competence or the incompetence of the supervisor, his will-
ingness or unwillingness to delegate responsibility, or his
willingness or unwillingness to teach, :

8. Responsibility. Included here were statements in which the
respondent revorted satisfaction from being given responsi-
bility for his own work or the work of others, or being
given new responsibility. Also included were stories 1n
which there was a loss of satisfactlon from lack of responsi-

bility.

9. Company Policy and Administration. Included here were se-
quences in which somne overall aspect of the company was a
factor. Sequences about good or poor communications, agree-
ment or disagreement with company goals, adequacy or inade-~
quacy of company management or organization, beneficlal or
harmful personnel policles are examples.

10. Workinz Conditions. Physical conditiohs of work, the amount
of Work, or the facilitles availlable for doing the work were

inciuded in this factor.

11. Work Itself. This category was used when the respondent

Dentlo-.ied the actual doing of the jJob or the tasks of the
as a source of good or bad feellngs. ‘

12. Personal Life. This category included those situations in
whicn some aspect of the job affected the Andividual's per-
sonal life in such a way that the effect was a factor in the
respondent's feelings about his job. Not accepted wern se-
quences in which a factor in the personal life of an individual
having nothing to do with his job was responsible for a peri-

" od of good or bad feelings, even when these feelings affected

the job.

8




5.

13. Status. This category included séquences in which the
respondent actually mentioned some sign or appurtenance
of status as being a factor in his feelings about the Job.
14, Job Security. Included here were objective signs of pres-
ence or absence of job security such as tenure or company
Stabllity or instability. (Herzbersz, 1959, pp. 4i4-49)
The results of the cortent analysis of the interview are pre-
gented in Table 1. The data Suggested to the professor that the
factors of “'achievement”, "recognition”, "work 1tself™, "responsi-
Dility" and "advancement" operate only tc produce Jjob satisfaction
while the factors "interpersonal relations" (with superior and peers),
"gupervision~technical"”, "company Policy and administration", "working
conditions”, and "personal life” have the power to cause job dissatis--

faction.

Table 1, PERCENTAGE OF EACH FIRST LEVEL FACTOR APPEARING IN SATIS-
FYING (GOOD) AND DISSATISFYIMG (BAD) JOB STATEMENTS, "
HERAZBERY STUDY (1959, p. 72)+

Pactor Good Bad
1. Achievement hi= 7
2. BRecognition 33* 18
3. Work Itself 26* 14
4, Responsibility 23# 6
5. Advancement . 20%° 11
6. Salary 15 17
7. Possibility of Growth 6 8
8. Interpersonal Relations, Subord. 6 3
9. Status 4 b
10. Interp. Relations, Superior L 15*
11. Interp. Relations, Peers 3 8»
12. Supervisicn-Technical 3 20*
13. Company Folicy and Administration 3 31+#
14, Working Conditions 1 1l*
15. Personal Life ' 1 6#
16, Job Security 1l 1

+ The percentages total more than 100% since more than one ractor
can appear in any single sequence of events,

# Differences of totals between good and bad Statistically signifi-
cant at .01 level of confidence.
' 9



6.

: Herzberg contends that job satisfiers, motivators, are factors
involved in dolng the work or related to the job content while the
jo$ dissatisfiers, hygienes, are the factors that define the Jjob
content. Plgure 1 displays the comparison of motivators aﬁd hygienes

‘graphically.

Pigure 1. COMPARISON OF MOTIVATORS AND HYGIENE FACTORS FOR ENGINEER
AND ACCOUNTANT RESPONSES (Herzberg, 1959, p. 81).

Percentage frequency for Percentage frequency for

factors appearing in job . factors appearing in Job

dissatisfyinz statements ' satisfyinz statements

40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 4o
Achievement

.Recognition

Work itself

Responsibility

Advancement .

Company policy and admin.

Supervisirn-tech.

Salary
Interper. relations-superv. )

working conditions

Further, the Herzberg theory 18 opposed to the traditional bi-

P

polar model which maintains that satisfaction and dissatisfaction are
10



: 7.
opposite ends of the sSale coptinui® ang that the removal of the
element causing dissatiSTaction will bring satisfaction and contrari-
wise for-those factors C&using satiSfaction, Instead, Herzberg's
. dual-factor theory suggeSts that d1SsSatysraction and satisfaction,
resulting from separate facter, exist on two different continua.

The theoretical diffrerencCes gype 11luUstrated below:

Pigure 2. TRADITIONAL AND yopTVATOR-RYGIENE SATISFACTION MODELS

W

Bi=-polar theory

Satlsfactlon-__-——‘*~,______—--~--_-__-----_D13sat13faction

Herzbergz's dual-faGQQI_EEEQEI

SatisfactioNem e === a e e " = = ———— Nelther satisfaction
o nor dissatisfaction

Dissatisfaction===""Scammm e e ——- Nelither satisfaction
— e ———— nor dissatisfaction

In brief, Herzberg'S theory PUTPorts that different ractors are- -
sources of satisfaction ang dissatisfaction and that hygienes contri-
bute to gissatisfaction and pot satisfaction while motivators contri-
bute to satisfaction and not gissatlistagtion.

Myriad industrial NVegtyzatiONs have been conducted to test the
dual-factor theory. AprPeéndix A diSPlayg some resultsa as compiled and
summarized by Burke (1966) ang HouS® and widgor (1967). sSatisfaction
studies using faculty 8% Subjects 8Te comparatively few, They are
cited in Table 2, of these, oight explore some aspect of the Herzberg
dual-factor theory., A COmpaprison °f the gerzberz~related faculty
studies would be impractlca) pecaus® of sapple, instrument, and analysi:
variations. They are, NOWeyer, suiMarjzed in Appendix B,

11
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Table 2, - FACULTY JOB SATISFACTION STUDIES

Liberal Arts Universities Junior and Mixed institu-
Colleges . Community Colleges tions
~ Bachman {1968) Russell (1962) Medsker (1960) .Eckert, Stecklein
. ' . & Sagan (1959)
Kratcoskl Fileld (1965) =  Mills (1968) "also see Eckert -
(1969) (letters and also see Kurth & & Stecklein (1959

science facul- Mi;ls (1968)

Hardin (1970) ty) Allen (1961)
Richardson &

Manning (1973) *Swierenga (1970) Blocker (1968) Bowers (1968)
(science fac- :
ulty) Borck (1972) Barrett (1969) #Avakian (1971)
. (sccial science o .
*Morgan (1974) faculty) #Edmundson (1969) Javier (1971)
(physical ed. '
& athletlic Cope (1972) Sanders (1971) *Leon (1973)
faculty & staf?)
‘Wyrick (1972)  *Cohen (1973) *Jamann (1974)
(nursing faculty)
Hodges (1973) Cooper (1973) -
(engineering ,
faculty) Frankel {1973)

Sprague (1974) Poosawtsee (1973)

Stuntebeck #Woznlak (1973)
(1974) (music faculty)

Tesar (1974)
Kelly (1949) d1d not specify
institutional type Williams (1974)

# Zxamined the Herzberg dual-factor theory.

A perusal of the results of Appendixes A and B indicates confllctQ
ing findings. Whitsett and ﬁlnslow (1967) claim the unsupportive re-
sults are due to theoretical misinterpretations, weak mefhods, and
misinterpretation of results. Yet, a number of authors (Dunnette,
Campbell, & Hackel, 1967; Ewen, 1964; Hulin & Smith, 1967; Lindsey,
Marks, & Gorlow, 1967; Porter, lawler, & Hackman, 1975; and Soliman,

1970) have noted that the Herzberg theory may be method-bound---those
12




9.

“udles replicating Herzberg's methods confirz his findings while
those using alternativs instruzents or prccedures to test the theory
are not supportive. Indeed, tnis general tendency 1s recognized in
the appendix result suzmaries. In defense, Grigaliunas and Herzberg
(1971) compared a questionnailre method with the original interview
procedure. They ccncluded that when emploving a rating schene sudjects
rate items ac. ¥y irrelsvant to thelir experiences, that subjects havre
a 4ifficult tize focusing dack to the incident and deterain... ~ R
is isportant as opposed to what is important %o then generally. The
tendency for the respondent %o rate with a halo effect and the prodblens
of the subjects' misinterpretaticn of items were also posed >y Crigalle
unas and Herzterz as 4ilezz=as when using rating methods,

*me above 13 not the soles criticisz of Hertdberg's research, anch
coxmencing the explanation of Porter's need satisfaction research other
eriticises of Herzberg's metholdology deoand attention, “

Svans (1970) sees potential overlap and diffuseness of factor cale
egories as a prodlem, “Recognition” 13 assoclated with gzood or sgatlis=-
fying sequences but "interperscnal relalions with superlors and peers®
are assoclaced with bad sequences, ZIvans asks: “Jhere does recognitioa
cone from but *hrough relatioms with peers and superiors?” ”Purthcr.
~pesponsitility” and ~advancement” (motivators) may cose from “compar,
policy and administration” (hygiene). o also notes that pay appears
with equal fregquency 7ot 1is ladelled by Herzderg as a hygiene factor.
In response %o the last criticise Ferzberg {19%9) s%ates tha salary

13 classified as a hyglene decause in dis.:tisfying long duration ex-

periences ;ay i3 related three tiazes as zuch a3 In shore duratlion even

and 1t is found with egual frejuency in iong and short satisfying even

w. B2.8%)
{p. 32-83) 13



10.

Brayfield (1960) discounts the Herzberg results on the basls
of using content analysis of interview data in contrast with more
direct methods of determining satisfaction. Similarly, Graen (1966)
registers the criticisz that the coding is not completely determined
by the rating system and the data dut requires the interpretation of
the rater, He related that the dimensions in the situation wmay
reflect more the rater's hypothesis concerninz the compositions and
* inserrelations of dimensions than the respondent’'s own perceptions,
Vroom (1964) sees another methodological concern:
It 1s...possidle that odtained differences bteltween
stated sources of satisfaction and dissatisfactlon
stenm from defensive Drocesses within the individual
respondent., Persons zay be more .ikely to attribute
the causes of satisfaction to thelr own achlevements
and accr2plishnents on the job. On the other hand,
they aay de more likely to attridute thelr dissatis-
faction not to rersonal inadequacles or deficlencles
byt to factors in the work environzent; i.e,, obstacles
presented by cozpany policles or supervisicn. (p. 129)
Research by Eall (1973) and Jernimont (1966) has in fact supported
Yroozs's claiz that Serzherg's results are in part a product of ego
4= %ense processses,
Another problez was ralsed by Hinrichs and Mischkind (13671,
In Herzberg's study and many of the supportiva investigations the

subjects wers asked %o think when thay felt exceptlonally good or

bad adout thelr jJob whether 1% be their present lob or any other

jgb they may have had, As a result these authors argue that there

is no control over the saspling frame for the Adata and no clear cut
v tasis for 4Arawing inferences adout the contri®uticn of varlous job

factors %o ocverall satisfac%ion. To this criticisz Herclterz woull
prodadly initlally stacte that the dual-factor theory purpofely doe=s

not mke statements adoul zlodal satisfacticn Decanse =atisfaction
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and dissatisfaction are not seen as opposites on the sane continuum.
Hinrichs and Mischkind also aszert that a theory 13 as powerful as
1tm ability to accommodate deviant cases and there 18 nothing in
Herzderg's notion to explain cases which do not conform to the two-
factor dichotomy, Perhaps Grizaliunas and Herzberg's (1971) later
recognition of flaws in alternative methods should be considered
the first s%ep in accounting for deviant cases,

And finally, to the lilst of criticisms Lindsay, “arks, and
Garlow (1567) add that the number of Job factors within a given in-
cident are not controlled.

Tt 13 ro%. the mission of this inves.igator to attempt to elinmin-
ate the a>ove potential methodological flaws but rather to exaxmine
some of thesa conjectures when discussing the cutcomes of the present

study.

Porter's MNsed Satisfaction Hesearch

In the early 1960's Lyman W4. Porter (1561, 196, 19€)) developed
and utilized a scale purported %o zeasure the zagr.itude, importance
and iegree of need satisfactlon of mansgers in relation to Maslow's
(1954) hierarchy of needs. Five need categories were chosen for
study: security, soclal, esteen, autonomy, and self-actualization.
Each of tne thirteen items on the scale attempted to measure not only
tl.e existing degree of need fulfillzent dut also the discrepancy be-
tween achieved and expected levels in addition %20 the relative 13-
portcance of the celtegory.

In one Porter study (1662) & randon sazple of 1,216 Azerican
Managenent Asscalation zembers cOmplieted the need fulfillrent gues-
tionnaire. The respondents were classified as presidents, vice

15
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presidents, upper middle, lower middle and lower managers. it was
found that need fulfillment deficlencles pregressively increased
from the top to the bottom of the management hierarchy for threes of
the five need categories---esteem, autonomy and self-actualization,
™here were no significant trends witrin 1items or categories of se-~
curity and social ne=ds., Age differences among levels were unable
to explain the differences which occurred among the levels.

It i3 one goal of ch*s researcher to determine if sSimilar re-
sults are found for faculty need fullillment when using direct sat-

1sfaction questioning rather than Porter's discrepancy nmethod.

Statement of Fynntheses

Hypathesis T:

When using a modified forz of the Herzberg eritical incidents
zethod, A1ffsrent factors willl contribute to satisfacticn and dissat-
{gfaction., YMeotlivaters, as defined by Jerzberg, are expected tO con-
tribute %o feelings of Job satiafactlon and thelr absence will not
necessarily contribute to feelings of Jeb dissati~Taction. in addle
tion, hyxienes, as defined by Herzberg, are expected to contribute
to feelings of dissatisfaction when absent and are not expected to
contridute to satisfaction xhen present. A difference detweeu a
satisfaction and dissatisfacticn scere for a particular factor would
tndicate that for that factor, satisfactilon and dissatisfaction ars
not oppcsites. It follows that 17 the frequency of d1ssatisfaction
scores 1S siznificantly greater than the rrequency of satisfaction
scores, then %tha% factor {(or 1%t3 absercas) serves as a greater source

of dissatisfactisn, “onversely, if the satisfaction freguency score

io
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is grester than the dissatisfaction frequency score, that factor
serves a3 a greater source of satisfaction.

This hypothesis is in contrast to the bi-polar model of Job
satisfaction and dlssatisfaction which would expect to fina no signif-
icant difference tetween thre frequency of satisfaction and dlssatis-
faction scores for any given factor because any given factor which
serves as a strong satisfiler would also serve equally strong as a
dissatisfier if missing.

The above dual-factor hased hypothesls was also tested using a
rating scals derived a priorl from Herzberg's categories,

Hypothesis II:

When employing the z;odifled critical incidents method and when
using the rating systen, gotlv&tor factors as a group will contribute
more to a feelinz of job satisfaction than do the presence of “ygliene
factors as a grouf. Alsoe according ¢o the dual-factor theory, hyglene
factors collectively will contribute with greater frequency when an
individual is dissatisfied than willl total motivator factors. This
hypothesis contrasts the bl-polar model where the faculty respondent
would be sxpected to indicate as many motivator factors when relating
satisfying situations as dilssatisfying situations, and likewlse for
hyzgliene factors.

Hypothesis III:

There will te 3 significant relationship between satisfaction-
dissatisfaction responses and tenure status (tenure and no tenure)
and rank {professor, assoclate, and assistant) when eramining the
rating forzat Tresults. This 1s expected to be true for factors re-

1ated to esteem needs {"recozniticn” and "status”), autonony needs
17
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("autonomy”), and self-actualization needs ("sense of accomplish-
ment”, "achievement”, an& "opportunities for growth"). Por the

lower érder needs of security (job security") and social ("opportun-
ity to help others"”, and "interpersonal relations with students,
colleagues, subordinates and supervisors”) thé satisfying and dissat-
isfying responses are not expected to differentiate according to

rank and tenure of the respondents, Although age 13 logically expect-
ed to correlate with rank snd tenure in the teaching profession, in
keeping with the findings of Porter in the industrial setting, age

is predicted not to relate to dissatisfied and satisfied responses.
Tenure was added as a variable in this study and is expected to follow

the dissatisfaction-satisfaction need response pattern of rank.

Instruments and Factors

Two instruments were combined into one questionnaire. The first
instrurent, questions one and two, was designed to replicate the
Herzberx methodology in order to deterzine 1if the two-factor theory
of job satisfaction was applicable to faculty teaching higher esduca-
tion. This was done with several modifications:

l. The raspondents were asked to write their responses to the
questions: “"When you feel exceptionally good/bad about your job, what
aspects cozme to =1nd?" In Herzberz's original study the questions
were asked orally in a semi-structured interview, The written format
mas, however, successfully replicated the original findings when con-
ducted by Herzderz (1963), Leon (1973) and 3chwartz, Jenusiatis, and
Stark (1973).

2. In response to the methodclogical eriticism waged by Hinrichs
and Mischkind (1967), a seccnd zodification 'as to restrict the re-

18
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sponses to one's current teaching position.
3. A limited space was provided for the Jjuestion response.

This forced the respondents to be concise and simplified the later

coding procedure, g

4, Emphasis was placed upon the first level factors when
coding in order to focus on the ohjective experiences rather than
the subjective second order factors or effects. In confirmation of
this practice, Herzbdberg (1966) wrote in Work and the Nature of Ma
that the more objective first level analysis of events takes prece-
dence over the more subjective second level of analysls,

5. After an initial eramination of the responses, dus to the
frequency of their mention, two factors were added to Herzberg's
iritial 16 factors: Time Flement: Included in this category were
such statements as not having enough time to prepare class presenta-
tions, too much time spent in committee meetings, and not sufficient
time to pudlish or research. Likevxse.”having sufficient time to do
one's work, would be in this category. Interrersonal Relations with
Students: Statements about receiving feedtack from students, seeing
thez develop, and working with high and low calibre students, etc.
were placed within this category. And, responses pertaining to de-
partzsntal finances were placed in the “"salary" category.

The second instrument began with questioct. three ani continued
through question 15. (See gquestionnaire in Appendix C.) Respondents
were asked to check cne of the following with respect to each factor:
very satisfied, quite satisfied, somewhat satisfied, nelther satisfied
nor dissatisfied, sumewhat dissatisfiasd, quite dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied. The option of "neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” xas

19
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added because of the dual-factor premise that motivater factors when

present would act to increase satisfaction but their absence would

not necessarily cause dissatisfaction but instead neither satisfaction

nor dissatisfaction. And, when hygiene factors are present rather

than respondents checking a satisfaction rating, the dval-factor

theory would predict the checking of neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
Questions 20, 21, and 22 ("opportunity to help others", "amount

of autonomy", and "sense of acconplishment”) were added to more thor-

| oughly examine the relationships of demographic data to need satis-

faction-dissatisfaction responses, And, questions 23, 24, 25, and 26
provided measures of glotal job satisfaction f :om different persp -

tives. (Little reference will De made to these satisfaction ratings

since, a3 related earlier, the dual-factor theory intentionally does

not consider it,) The concluding portion of the questionnaire was

used to zather dexozraphic inforamation.

Sample Characteristics

By an initial flip of a coin 200 individuals were alternately
selected from the alphabetical "November 1974% Directory of Faculty
Members Teaching in the Pield of Higher Education" to recelve a ques-
tionnaire. No eifort was made to refins the sampling poocl although
in several cases the title (Director of Hesearch, doctoral student,
etec.) indicated that they protadly were not teaching.

cut of the 200 questionnaires mailed, eight (4,0¢) were returned
"unknown™ ty the pcstal service and 42 (21.0%) returned their question-

naires checking "not teachinz hizher education”., This reduced the

20
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potential sample group to 150 persons. A total of six questionnaires
were returned but not used in the data. These questionnaires ware
not completed due to the respondents' lack of time, were believed

to contain false information, or arrived after results were tabulated.
Seventy-three (48.7%) of the questionnaires returned were usable.

Of the 73 usable questionnaires, 39 (53.4%) of the faculty
held the academic rank of professor, 17 (23.3%) were assocliate pro-
fessore, 15 (20.5%) were assistant professors, one was a lacturer
and another an executive officer (2.?%;. Pirty (68.5%) were tenured
and 22 (30.1%) were not. One respcndent did not respond to this
question. There were 44 (60.3%) respondents with a full-time teaching
Appointment. 28 (38.4%) with part-tinme appointments, and one who did
not have an official appointument,

Sixty-six (90.4%) of the faculty participating in the study were
pmales while seven (9.5%) were females. Sixty-one (83.6%) of the re-
spondents were married, eight (11.0%) were single, three (4.1%) di-
vorced, and one failed %o respond appropriately.

The highest degree earned by 49 (67.1%) was a Ph.D.. 19 (26.0X)
nad an E4.D., one had received an L.L.D. (1.4%) and four (5.5%) had
Master's degrees as the higpest degree held.

The ages of the respondents ranged from 32 to 72 years old with
the mean of 47 years. The years of total teaching experilence varied
from onme year of experience to 45 years. The mean was 15 years.

The amount of‘experience teaching in one's current department want
from one to 18 years of experience. The nean was Six years of experi-
ence in one's current department, rurther, it was learned that five

(6.8%) were represented in collective bargaining and 67 (91.8%) were
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not. One member did not respond to this question.

The number of faculty teaching higher education at the represent-
ed institutions ranged from one to 23. (Tha researcher wonders 1if
the figure of 23 teaching higher education was accurate. Twelve
faculty members teaching higher education was the riext higheest figure
cited.) The mcan number teaching higher education was six. The
total number of faculty in the department where higher education

was located ranged from two to 90 faculty members with a mean of 18.
Analysis Precedure

The procedures used to analyze the data were similar to that
used by Herzberz, with the basic difference mentioned earlier of
combining a priori and a posterlorl categories for analyzing state-
ments received for Instrument I and the complete use of a priori cate-
gorles for the rated instrument.

Frequency distributions were made for each factor in Instrument
I according to it being mentioned in good and bad situations. (Follow=
ing the Herzberg method, total factor frequencies coded were greater
than the number of s¥heriences related since in Some instances more
than one factor could bv extracted from an experience.) For Instrument
11 frequency data was gathered by factor in relation to the numbe-
of times it was marked as causing satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
The percent to which each factor, and hygienes and motivators as a
group, contributed to total satlsfaction and dissatisfaction was
calculated for both instruments. The percent of each itenm being noted
as a dissatisfler and satisfier was also tabulated. And, for Instru-

ment II the mean factor responses were determined by weilghting the |
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responses (very satisfied=?7, quite satisfied=6, etc;).
To test Hypothesis I the data were subjected to chi square

_analysis to determine if the satlsfact1qh-dlssatlsfactlon scores j
were related to particular factors. Hypothesis II was tested by
applying chi Square analysis to determine if motivators contributed
more to a feeling of Jjob satisfactloh than did the preser.ce of hygilene %
factors. The same statistical tool was used to discover the relation-
ships of hygienes and motivators to dissatisfying experiences.

To test Hypothesis II! chi square was again employed to check for |
relationships between factor satisfaction-dissatisfaction responses
and the variables of rank, tenure status, and age. For these chi
gquare tests the frequencies were aggregated in two ways. One approach
was to tally the frequencies for "very satisfied" responses and free- |
quencies for all other responses on the scale and fhen apply the chi
square test for relations of responses to the demographic variables.
The other approach was to test the frequency of "satisfied" and "dis-
satisfled" factor responses in relation to each of the three variables,
The rating of "ﬁe:ther satisfied nor dlssﬁtlsr1ed" was not used in
the frequency tally for the second method as‘lt was in the former.

All chl square tests for Hypothesis I1I were based upon data from
Instrument II. Comparisons using such varigbles as gsex, marital stauus

and collective bargaining representation were not feasible due to

disproportionate sample sizes,

Analysis of Results Obtained with a Modifleg'

Herzberz Critical Incidents Instrument (Instrument I)

Table 3 presents the percentages and values of chl square for
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the frequency with which first level factors appeared in Job satis-

tyins and ‘dissatisfying experiences for higher education faculty.

Pigure 3 displays the data in graph form.

Table 3.

PERCENTAGES AND VALUES OF CHI SQUARE FOR THE FREQUENCY

WITH WHICH EACH FIRST LEVEL FACTOR APPEARED IN GOOD AND
BAD EXPERIENCES POR INSTRUMENT I*

Factor Good Bad Chi Square P
1. Achievement (77,44) 35,23% (25,56) 13.69 21,52 .001
2. Recognition (75.00) 1ll.05* (25.00) 4,17 24,50 .001
3, Work Itself  {57.45) 28,42 (b2.55)-23,81 2.08 NS
4, Responsibility{l0.00) .53 (90.00) 5.36*% 6.40 .05
5., Advancement (00.00) .00 (100.00) 2,38* 4,00 .05
6. Growth (78.95) 15.79*% (21.05) L4.76 12,74 .001
7. Salary/budget (15.38) 1.05 (84,62) 6.55*% 6.24 .05
8. Interpersonal (77.91) 35.26% (22.09) 11.31 26,80 .001
, (students)
9., Interpersonal (:8.57) 1.05 (71.43) 2.98 3.58 NS
(superior)
10. Interpersonal (40.74) 5.79 (59.62) 9.52 .93 NS
(colleagues)
. 11, Interpersonal (00.00) 0.00 (00.00) 0.00 .00 NS .
(subordinates) .
12, Supervision- (00.50) 0.00 (100.00) 2.38*% 4.00 .05
technical
13, Policies and (00.00) 0.00 (100.00) 15,48+ 26,00 .001
Practices :
14, Work condition(20.00) .53 (80.00) 2.38 1.80 NS
15, Job Security (00.00) .00 (100.,00) 11l.19 2,00 NS
16, Status (00.00) .00 (100.00) 1.79 3.00 NS
17?. Personal Life (00.00) .00 (00,00) .00 .00 NS
18, Time Element (14.29) 1.58 (85.71) 10.71* 10.72 .01 |

+ In parentheses are the percentages of that factor being noted in
satisfying and dissatisfying experiences. The other percentages
are the percent to which that factor contributed to the total
frequency of dissatisfying and satisfying extracted factors.
percent totals more than 100% because more than one factor can

appear in any single experience,

This

# Differences between satisfying and dissatisfying frequencles are
statistically significant. Chi square value required for significanc
at the .05 level is 3.84; at the .01 level, 6.64; and at the ,001, 1

10.83. .
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Figure 3, A GRAPHIC REPRESENTATrON OF SIGNIFICANT SATISFIERS
: AND DISSATISFIERS (pysTRUMENT 1)+
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# The width of the bar 1ndicgteg the extent that factor was noted
as being a satisfier OT djiggatisfler,

Three motivators ("a8Chlevepsnt™ "recognition®, and "growth
opportunities”) were significant gouUrces of job satisfaction. The
notivator "work itself" W8S gpepating in the }ﬁedicted direction yet
was not statistically sisnifycgnt. The motivator "advancement" acted
as a hygiene factor but Wa8S no¢ gtatlstically Significant, 4And,

"responsibility”, a motivator' behaved ag a hyglene to a significant
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deéree.
Table 3 also indicates that the hyglene factbrs, "salary/
budget", the "time element”, "supervision-technical", and "policies
and practices" were significant in the direction preaicted., The
hyziene "interpersonal relations with students"” acted as a motivator
at the .00l level and five hygiene factors ("interpersonal relations
with colleagues and supervisor", "work conditions", "job security”,
and "status") behaved in the expected manner azcording to the dual-
factor theory but were not significaﬁt. No experiences were felated
which involved the categories of "personal life" as affected by the
Job or "interpersonal relations-subordinates"”.
| In summary, Hypothesis I was generally supported with Instrument
I. The results uphneld tﬂe dual-factor theory with the exceptions
of "advancement", "fesponsiblllty", and "interpersonal relations with
students" which predominatelf acted unidimentionally but in the direc-
tion opposite to that predicted. “
Concerning Hypothesis II, table It shows the gotivators and hyglienes
grouped as Sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction as derived
from the faculty responses to Instrument I, The data indicate that
mctivators as a group were significant sources of satisfaction (good
experiences) and were less a source of dissatisfaction (bad experienc: -},
Conversely, hygiene factors were an important source of dissatisfaction
and a lesser source for satisfaction. The chi square (20.92) was sig-
nificant beyond the .001 level.
Pigure 4 represents the same data in a different manner, or
the satisfying experiences motivators contributed 67% and hygiehes

accounted for 33%. When considering the dissatisfying experiences,
' 26
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56% of the responses were motivator factors and S4% were hyziene

factors.

a

Table 4. MOTIVATOR AND HYGIESNE FACTCRS IN GOCOD AND EBAD EXFERIZNCES
2CM THEE CONTENT ANALYSIS CF INSTRUMENT I.

",
3

ATTITUDES

PACTOR GOCD BAD TOTALS
MOTIVATORS 173/149* 91/115* 246
FYGIZNES | 86/110* 108/84» 194
TOTALS 259 199 Lss
ar=1 x2=20.92 » .00l c=.209

® Exvmected 7Talues,

Pigure 4, PIRCENTAGZS OP MOTIVATOR AND HYGIEZNE PACTCAS IN 30CD
AND BAD EXPERIZNCES

500D EXPERIZINCES BAD EXPERIENCES
o
£7¢ 134
Motivators
33% - 547%
dyzienes

In sum, Hypothesis II was supported with the results of Instru-
ment I. Motivators were not equally distributed according to dissat-
1sfaction and satisfaction; they were prominate sources of satisfaction,
Hygiene factcrs were related more %o dissatisfying experiences than
satis?yinz experiences when examined collectively., Motlvators 114,

however, show a stronger relationship to c<atisfying experiences than
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was shown for hyzieres and dissatisfying experiences,

Analysis of the Results Obtained from Factor Ratinzs
{ Instrument I11)

Table 5 shows the percentages and values of chli square for the
faculty ratings of Herzberg's 16 factors and the additional factor
of "interpersonal relations with students”.

The chi square tabulations vividly demonstrate that all factors
acted as motivators and contributed to satisfacticn more than dissatis-
faction. PFaculty me=mbers were highly satisfiled with every factor.
This level of satisfastion 1s also rellected in the global satisfac-
tion scores. (See Appendix C for percentage scores noted on the
sample questionnaire.)

It is also noted when examing the percentages in table S and
the =arnk ordering of factcr means in table 6 that motivator faccors
proride more satisfaction than do hygiene factors. The motivator
of "advancezent” and the hyglenes of "interpersonal relations with
students and subordinates” and "job security" were the exceptions.
The factors relatsd to students, subordinates, and security were
very highly satisfyins and found ranked among the motivators. And
vadvancezent”, altrouzh satisfying, was not found among the top
factors but rather in the hysiene cluster.

Hypothesis I for the rating method was only partially upheld,
The motivators d1d behave in the satisfaction direction to a sig-
nificant degzree; but hyglene factors were not found to have dissatis-
faction scores siznificantly higher than satisfaction scores, Hygziene

factors, in fact, operated at a significant level in the direction
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opposite to that predicted. No factor was found to have a greater
dissatisfaction score than satisfaction score. In short, the two-
factor thecry was violated with reference to hyglene behavior when

the ratinz method was used,.

Table §. PERCENTAGES AND VALUZS OF CHI SQUARE FOR TEE PREQUENCY
WJITH WHICH EACH PACTCR CATEGORY OF INSTRUMENT II WAS
RATED AS SATISFYING OR DI3SATISFYINGT

Pactor Satisfying Dissatisfying Cht Square p
1. Achnievement (95.77) 6.62* ( 4.23) 2.33 59.50 .001
2. TGHecoznition (98.03) 6.13* ( s.97) 3.10 51,96 .001
}. Work Itself (L00.00) 7.01* ( 0.00) 0.00 72.00 .001
4. BHesponsibility (97.14) 6.62* ( 2.86) 1.55 62.22 ,001
5. Advmicement (76.19) 4,67+ (23.81) 11.63 17.29 .001
6. Growth (90.28) 6.33* ( 9.72) 5.43 b2.,72 .001
7. Salary (90.18) 6.23* ( 9.86) 5.43 45,76 .00l
8. Interpersonal (100.00) 6.82+ ( 0,00) 0.02 72.00 .001
(student)
9. Interpersonal (75.76) 4.87* (25.258) 12.40 17.52 .001
(superior) '
10. Interpersonal (84.06) 5.65% (15.94) B8.53 32,02 .001
(colleagues)
11. Interpersonal (100.70) 6,72+ ( 0.00) 0.00 69.00 .001
‘subordinate)
12. Sunervisor- {(83.08) 5.26* (16.52) 8.53 28,44 .001
technical
13. Policies and (68.25) 4,19* (31.75) 15.50 8.b0 .01
Practices
14, Work conditions (83.24) 5.84+ (11.76) 6.20 39.76 .001
" 15, Job Security (89.86) 6.04> (10.14) 5.43 L3.848  ,001
16. Status (8B,06) 5.74+ (11.94) 6.20 30.22 .001
17. Personal Life (B4,38) 5,26+ (15.63) 7.75 30.26 .001

+ In parenthesis are the percentages of that factor being noted as a
satisfying and dissatisfying experience, The other percentages
are the percent to which that factor contributed to the total
frequency of dissatisfied and satisfied ratinzs,

* Differences hetween satisfying and dissatisrying frequencles are

statisfically siznificant. Chi square value required for signif-
cance at the .01 lavel 1s 5.54 and at the ,001 level, 10.83,
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Table 6. MOTIVATORS AND HYGIENES LISTED ACCORDING TO
TEEZ MEAN OP WEIGHTED SCORES*

< Pactor Type Pactor Mean Score
Motivator dork Itself 6.40
Hygiene ° Interpersonal (students) 6.39
Hygliene Interpersonal (subordinates) 6.14
Motivator Responsibiiity 6.08
Motivator Achievement 6.03
Hygiene Job Security 5.90
Motivator - Growth Opportunities 5.78
Motivator Recognition 5.70
Hygiene Interpersonal (colleagues) 5.64
Hygiene ~ Salary 5.62
Hyziene Status 5.60
Hyziene Personal Life 5.55
Hygiene Supervision-technical 5.46
Hygiene Work Conditions 5.45
Hyziene Interpersonal (supervisor) 5.42
Motivator Advancement 5.13
Hygliene Policies and Practices L,14

#* To calculate the factor mean scores the following weights were
used: very satisfie =7, quite satisfied=6, sSomewhat satisfied=5,
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied=i, somewhat dissatisfied=],
quite dissatisfied=2, and very dissatis®ied=l,

It 1s important *o notice that the rank of "neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied” was not strongly used for the presence of hyziene
factors as the Zerzberg theory would contend. Instead their presence
was noted to be satisfyinz. Tadble 7 shows the frequency of "neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied" scores, and the frequency of satisfled
and dissatisfied ratings. It appears that the "neither satisfisd nor
dissatisfied” rank was used when the factor was not understood, as
noted by the commen:3 written on the questionnaire, or used when the

factor did rnot arply as in the case of a professor's opportunity for

advancercent,

30




27.

Table 7. PREQUZENCIES POR SATISFIED, NEITEER SATISPIED NOR
DISSATISFI=ZD, AND DISSATISFPIED RATINGS. -

Neither satis- :
Pactor Satisfled fied nor dis- Digssatisfied

satisfied
Achievement 68 1 3
Recoznition 63 5 L
Work Itself 72 1 0
Responsibility 68 3 2
Advancement 48 6 15
Growth Opportunities 65 1 7
Salary 64 2 7
Interpersonal (studerts)70 0 0
Interpersonal (superior)soO 3 16
Interpersonal (peers) 58 L 11
Interpersonal (subord.) 69 2 0
Supervisor-technical 54 4 il
Policies and practices 43 7 20
Work Conditions <0 5 8
Job Security : 62 3 7
Status 59 6 8
Personal Life 54 7 10

Concerning Hypothesis II, table 8 depicts motivator and hyglene
factors and their »elationship as a group to job satisfaction and
diszsatisfaction. Recognizinz that a higher percentage of responses
were satisfyinz and that more hygiene factors were rated than motivators
the results do tend to support the Herzberg theory. The hyglene
factors were more likely to result in dissatisfaction than would be
expected at chance. And, motivator factors were more likely to con-
tribute to satisfaction than chance would predict. The chi square is
8.89 and significant at the .01 level of confidence. To test the
st:ength of the relationship a contingency coefficlent was utilized.
It was found to be .083., By comparing “his contingency coefficient
with that based upon the chil square for Instrum&nt I (¢c=.209, a2 much
stronger relationship is found between hyzienes and motivators with

dissatisfaction and satisfaction responses when using the modified
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critical incidents instrument.

Table 7. MOTIVATOR AND HYGIENE PACTORS RATEL AS SATISFYING
AND DISSATISFYING (INSTRUMENT II)

ATTITUDES

PACTORS SATISFYING DISSATISFYING  TOTALS
MOTIVATORS 384/368.69% 31/46.31% 115
HYGIENES 643/658.31* 98/82.69* 741
TOTALS 1027 129 1156
dr=1 x%=8.89 p .01 =.088

#* Expected values,

Figure 5 presents the same data in a different form. Of the
job satisfying resronses, 37% consisted of motivator factors and
63% were hygiene responses. The dissatisfying responses consisted
of 76% hyglene responses and 247 were motivator-related. Again,
comparingz rigure S with similar data from Instrument I (Fig. 4, p. 23),
1t 1s seen that Instrument I mcre clearly supports the Herzberg theory
that motivators contribute more to satisfaction thun expected by

~ chance and hygienes contribute less than expected and the reverse fo

dissatisfacticn contributions,

Pigure S. PERCENTAGES OF MOTIVATOR AND HYGIENE PACTORS RATED
SATISFYING AND DISSATISFYING (INSTRUMENT II)*

SATISFYING DISSATISFYING

37% 2%
Motivators

63% 731

# It must be remember that the data above i3 based upon ratings of
more hyzienes than motivators and that the responses were extremely
Q skewed toward satisfaction. 32
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Results Rezardinz the Relationships of Demograbphic
Data and Responses to Instrument 11 Items 4

Table 8 divides the significant chi square results according

-

to Maslow's five need categories. (Related graphs are found in
Appendix D.) PFor the lowest level need, security, as rated by "Job
security”, the satisfaction and dissatisfaction responses were sig-
nificantly differentiated on the bases of age, rank, and teaure for
both methods of agzregating the frequenciles, Faculty member: who
were 45 years of age or older, held tenure and who were of higher
rank were significantly more satisfied than those younger, with no
tenure and who were of lower rank,

The data for soclal needs show that there were no relationships
between the demographic variables and the factors of "interpersonal
relations with colleagues or subordinates”, When comparing "very
satisfled" frequencies with all other scores for "interpersonal re-
lations with students"” there were significant differences on the
basis of rank and age, Older faculty with higher rank were more
likely satisfied with their student interaction. Also, when aggre-
gating the data according to "very satisfied” and all other responses,
1t was found that older faculty were more likely to be satisfiled with
their "opportunity to help others”, And, when examining satisfied
anh dissatisfied responses according to tenure status it was learned
that tenured faculty tended to be more satisfied with the "interperson-
al skill of their supervisor" than those without tenure.

The responses for "recognition", an esteem need item, were found
to have & relationship with reference to rank and tenure for both

frequency counting approaches, FPaculty members with higher rank and
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* Table 8. SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE VALUES FOR ITEMS RELATED
TO BANK, TENURE AND AGE (SEPARATED BY MASLOW'S
NEED CLASSIFPICATIONS)+

NEED/ITEM VARIABLE CHI SQUARE P

SECURITY NEEDS

Job Security Rank "~ 30.22 .001
’ mk ) 12 E J 01. [ ] 01

Tenure 21,72 .001

Tenure 14,13 .001
Age 8. 42% .01
Age 6.21 .05

SOCIAL NEEDS

§n¥QI£HEL£I_£2
e Others Age 3,88+ .05
Interper. (students) Hank 5.,06* .05

_As 4,07* 05

Age o
Inte;ger,csuferlor% Tenure 5.95 .05
Interper. (peers N SIGNIPIC
Interper. (subord, NOT SIGNIFPICANT

ESTEEM NEEDS

Recognition Rank 10.97 .01
Ranik 8.14+ .05
Tenure Z.B?‘ .01
Tenure 0 .Og

St s estize BaEE 15.27 .0
Tenure 14,14 .001
Tenure . 4,17 .05

AUTONOMY_NEEDS

Autono Rank 9,00 .05
SELP-ACTUALIZATION NEZDS

complishment Rank B.19 .05

genure 9.46 .01

' ‘enure ?,27% .05

Achlevement — Tenure S 08% .05

Growth " Rank I%Ta* o)1

Rank 12.55 .01

Tenure 10.00* .01

» Tenure 5.93 .05
. Age 10.,22*% .01

Age 4,61 .08

+ Chi square value required for significance for age and tenure
variabks wxith df=1 at the .05 level is 3.84; at the .0l level,
6.64; and at the ,001, 10.83. The rank chi square significant
value with df=2 at the .05 level is 5.99:; at the.0l level, 9.21;

and at the .001 level, 13.83.

* Indicates that frequencles were tallied by "very satisfiled" ratings
and by taking all other scores collectively. Results without the
asterisk indicate that the ch!l square value was based upon the
frequency for all satisfied ratings and all dissatisf.ed ratings,

- 34




. 31.
tenure ware more likely to be satisfied with the amoﬁnt of recog-
nition they receive, "Status and prestige", another esteem lten,
was found to receive differentiated resbonses for rank and tenure
when the freguencies for "very satisfied” and all other ratings
were examined. Tenure was also a significant demographic variable
when using the aiternate approach of aggregating data. The more
satisfied faculty member with regard to status and prestige was
more likely to have a higher rank and tenure,

Only one variable was found to siznificantly influence the
ratings for "autonomy". Those with higher rank were more likely
satisfied with their amount of autonomy than those with lower
rank when employing éatlstled and disesatisfied frequencies for the
chl square calculations,

. With reference “o the self-actualization needs, the responses
for the "sense c¢f accomplishment” item were found to te related to
the presence or absence of tenure, accor@lng to botihr chi square
calculations, and differentiated according to rank when the chi
square was tased upon satisfied and dissatisfied responses: There
was also a relationship between responses and tenure status for the
ngechievement item when usinz the satisfiled-dissatisfied frequencles,
And finally, the "opportunity for growth" was differentiated by
rank, tenure, and age when both frequency aggresating approaches
were used. Those who were 45 years or older, who held tenure and
had a higher rank'tended to be mor§ satisfied with thelir "opprortunity
for growth" in their teaching position.

In essence, the strongest relationships and the most frequent

significant findings were primarily found for the lowest level need
30



32.

of security ("job security"), the intermediate need of esteem
("recognition” and "status/prestige"), and the highest level need

of self-actualization ("accomplishment", "achievement”, and “growth“).x
Most of the above need-related factors were differentiated by rank

and tenure, Age relationships were significant in the responses

for "Jjob security" and "growth" factors. Hypothesis III was supported
only in part. The exceptions included: sSecurity needs were strongly
differentiated on the tasis of demographic data, autonomy needs were
oniy slightly differentiated, and age did act as a variable with re-
lationships to satisfaction ard dissatisfaction responses,

Although not used in the need satisfaction investigation, 1t 1s
interesting to note that the fcllowing Herzberg factors showed no
response relationship to demographic data: "work itself", "responsi-
bility", "salary", "policies and practices", "work conditions", and
_"sapervision-technical". The factor of '"personal life" as affected
by the job was differentially rated according to all three demographic
variables. Again, those 45 years or older, who had tenure and higher

rank ﬁere more satisfied,

Discussion and Implications

The conflicting results found when using two different satis-
faction instruments Aemands scrutiny to determine the possible causes
for such differences,

The "work itself" was found to contribute 23.81% of the dissat-
isfaction for Instrument I coded items, It was che largest source
of dissatisfaction. Yet, absolutely no dissatisfaction was indicated

for the Instrument II "work itielf”" item, By examining the incidents
36
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placed in the "work itself” category for the first instrument it

is learned that 30% of these experiencés reiated to committee work
and 25% dealt with paper work or administrivia. It is possible

that when the respondents were rating the "work itself”" category they
Wwere using a more specific frame of reference than that used for cod-
ing. The respondents might have onlyAconsidered their classrooﬁ'ex-‘_
periences as opposed to the inclusion of peripheral roles as was done
when coding that factor for Instrument I, This demonstrates Graen's
(1966) concern of conflictlﬁg coder-respondent perceptions. If the
respondents were actually to code tﬁéir own 1nc1den; statements they
mighf have placed committee and paper work under the category. of pol-
1&133 and practices. Then the "work itself" Instrument I responses
would .be more in line with those for Instrument II.

The faculty members' tendency to provide soclially acce;tablé
responses might also account for the dlfferences in the "work itselr”
results for the two instruments, It may be acceptable to be dissat-
'isfied with committee work and paper work but unﬁcceptable to be dis-
isatisfied with the "work itself", particularly after years of career
preparation. ‘

When further examining the data for differences produced by the
two instruments it 1s recognized that with the Herzberg incident method
the factors of “achieveant" ard "1nterper§onal relationé with students"
controlied at least in part by the respondents, received more dissatis-
faction mentions than similar categories when rated. And oppositely,

wnen rating the factors the respondents were more likely to attribute

dissatisfaction to "work conditioﬁs". "gabilities of the supervissr”,
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and "advancement", factors not as strongly under their control. Thus;
Vroom's (1964) criticism that respondents will attribute satisfying
experiences to themselves and dissatisfying incidents to factors out-
side themselves {i.e. respond defensively) appears to hold true more
for the rating method than for the critical incidents method, Ye?.
before adopting this conclusion in total, it must be added tqeé‘the
coder's perception of the incidents may have sufficiently altefed

the categorization of responses and as a consequence changed the
extent of aprparent ego defensiveness.

Response differences between instruments may be due to a halo
effect in the rated responses as Grigaliunas and Herzberz (1971) re=-
cognized, There was an overwhelming satisfactlion with all factors
when rated but the results of the alternate method showed that several
factors produced more dissatisfaction than satisfactien. In 1llustra-
‘tion. the factor of "policles and practices" received no mention in
good experiences and was the third largest contributer to dissatlsfyingl
experiences; yet, 69% of the respondents checked that they were sat-
jsfied with the factor. However, it could also be hypothesized that
there was aecurate reporting and no halo effect when rating responses,
Instead, the faculty may have struggled to record dissatisfying situ-
ations in response to question two and thus stated items that were
the least satisfying and not truly dissatisfying. This argument is
supported by the fact that in some cases the respondents did not supply
the three requested bad experiences but always offered three good ex-
periences. It is unfortunate that response effect was not controlled

in the rating method, 1t could easily cloud the evidence for a halo

effect. ‘ 33
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Interviewing the respondents would provide a better understand-
ing of the conflicting instrument results, Regrettably, time con-
straints and the locagion of the respondents made this impossible.
The differences in data outcome of this study and Herzberg's
findings require review. Firsﬁ. it cannot be easily oferlooked
yhen comparing the results that job context and content factors |
differ according to the population studied. Classifying "interper-
sonal relations with students" when questioning faculty as a hyglene
factor as Herzbérg did with interpersonal relations when studying
" accountants and engineers may be erroneous. ‘Interpersonal felations
for Herzberg's sample may very well have been outside the task itself
or a context factor. But, for faculty, interpersonal relations with
their students are an integral part of the work itself, and thus, re-
; quire the Job content or motivator classification. Of the sfudent-
related incidents coded, 77.91% were connected with satisfying exper-
+ jences. And, when this factor was rated, 100% of the resrondents were ‘
gsatisfied. Other faculty satisfaction researchers-have also discovered
that "interpersonal felations with students" acts more as a motlvator
than as a hygiene (Avaklan. 1971; Cohen, 1974; Leon, 1973: Wozniak,
1973). To offer still ﬁore evidence that this factor should be classi-
fied as a motivator when sampling faculty satisfaction, Avakian (1971)
notes that "achievement", "recognition" and "ﬁbrk itself" occur with
.hlgh frequency in incidents also coded for "1nterperspnal relations
with stucdents", 647, 50%2 and 32%, respectively. /
The factor of "advancement”" in this study (Instruqent I) and in
the studies of Avakian (1971) and Swierenga (1970) was found to con-

tribute more to dissatisfaction than satisfaction. Again, could not
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the reasons for it behaving as a motivator or as a hyziene be due
to content and cohtext characteristics, the differences in professional
perspectives and the way advancements are made? Advancements in the
fields of accounting and engineering may be made on the basis of one'§
abllity Fo do the task, and ;herefore.iit would be appropriately cate-
gorized as a moti%ator. In academe, advancement opportunities may
not be perceived to be attached to teaching but instead related to
context factors such as se;iority or the "publish or perish" policiles
and practlces, |
Another contrast in results 1s that "responsibility" in this study
(Instrument I) was found to be a hyglene and in Herzbérg's study it
was a strong motivator. Different coder perceptions could account for
the variance. When comments were made about work overload in this
study the coder saw it to be too much responsibility and recorded
it in the "responsibility" category. Herzberg and other coders
might have considered it to be related to "wofk itself" or perhaps
"work conditlions”.
The reclassification of '"interpersonal relations with students",
nadvancement”, and "responsibility" would help the results conform
to the expected motivator-satisfaction, hygiene-dissatisfaction re-
lationships but other categorical problems are gtill unsolved., For
example, tﬁe interaction between "advancement", now Seen as a hyglene,
and the motivators of "recognition" and "achlevement” still is present.
It seems to be the result of such contamination that the motivator
and hyglene affects on satisfaction and dissétisfaction are not more .
differentiated. This author concurs with Evans'’ (1970) criticism of

diffuze and interrelated factors and motivator-hyglene categories.
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And Tirally, an interesting contrast exists when comparing
the Herzberg "salary” factor cutcomes with the results of thils
study, when the faculty salary responses are separated from those
pertalining %o departmental dudget for Instrument I responses, only
two responses or about 1Y of the Adissatisfied responses ara attridbuted
to salary. T™he Herzberg dsta indicate a total of 13% of the 4issa*-
13f1ed responses were salary related, In addition, his data shovw
shat 19% of the satisfiad responses were associsted with salary
while azaln only two responses or less than 1% of the faculcty satis-
fying incidents related %o salary. In comparison with erzineers and
accountants, faculty appear %o place less enphasls upon salar: as a
sasisfler or 4issatisflier, Cther writers have tended %o support the
fact tha® salary i{s not the mest isportant employsent factor for
faculty. Specifically, Ela:xbumm and Avrand (1972) examined 12 ez~
pirical studles of 2ob11i%y of acadenic men and concluded thal aoney
was izportan® but clearly net first priority iter, And, Jilson (1944)

states in The Acadegic Man:

In comron with the clergy and certain other vecatlons,
the scademic profession stands somewhiat avart in not
havinz 123 general prestige sstablished primarily in
terst of gonelary resuneraticn, There are other im-
partant cosmon denominators of achievement and useful-
ness, 30 that money becomes ilmportant only when these
are vague or weakened in significance., Success or dis-
timction 1n unlversity work 1s & good cosparadble with
wealth and powsr in other occupations. (p. 228)

™e exaxination of the need satisfaction 4a2a calls for a compar-
ison with Porter's indusirial findinzs and ralses sowe fasclnaling
Juestions,

™e 4differential satisfaction erserienced “etwesn Rlerarshica]

levels for industry are 1wt lisntical %o that faund in ¢ facully

i1
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hierarchy. In higher education relaticnships were found between
the demographic factors and the responses pertalning to security,
the lowest level need. This was not‘ovidenced in the industrial
settine., Is it necessary tn have less security satisfaction among
the younger, non-tenured, and those of lower vank to ensure higher
potivation and productivity? Or, if the administrator atteampts to
provide more satisfaction through rewards to the better perforazers,
does this mean that “hose younger, without tenure, and of lower rank
are poorer performzers? Also, as Maslow contends, s need fulfillment
on this level necessary defore higher level needs become operative?
If 20, this may mean that job security is cruclal before effective
teaching and putlishing can occur. Indeed, the faculty data demon-
strate thal *hMose with lower rank, younger and without %enure also
are less likely satisfied witk the higher order needs,

Another differsnce between Jorter's (1742) results and those
of this study i3 that the relationships hetween autonomy responses
and demographic 4ata are decidedly less in the teaching prafession
in comparisen ts that “cund aponz (~AustrTial mnagers., As with the
compariscns zade agalinst Herzderz's results, 1t seexms that the differ-
ences in She job content and contert account Tar the inconsistent
sindinas. The hazzards of generalizing industrial “indings to the
fleld of education are obvious and prove the need to erplore careers

within the organization of higher education,

My were older faculty with tenure and higher rank zenerally

pore satis?ied wizh 1tems related to security, esteen and self-actualize:

tion neeis? There are several factors which may contribute to thils
finding. Inherent in recelirving tenure or an sdvanced ranx are the
valpes of security arnd increased status and prestige. And, althoush

’
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not directly =xamined in this study, it is likely that age is signif-
icantly correlated with the other two vnfiables. The results may
also o 2ur because dissatisfied faculty leave the fleld defore they
reach a higher rank or zain tenure, or, because they have not recaived
these rewards. Purther, Warnimont (1966) believes the difference
between satisfied and dissatisfied workers to be that those dissat-
isfled have not had thelr exvectations met, as noted above, or have
unrealistic expectations, Using this premise, it 1s conceivable that
satisfaction may bde increased and unrealistic expectations reduced 1if
during the initial interview with potential faculty, areas associated
with security, esteem and self-actualization factors are discussed
as is done currently with salary and working conditlion factors.

Beyond this recormendation for increasing satisfaction among
neophytes, *he research has other i(zplications for administrators,

It 13 12plied in the results that adainistrators cannot assume
that a continuous upegrade of salary will de the primary ingredient
to increase satisfaction, It has been found that "opportunities
for arowth™, & "sense of sachievement”, the "work 1ltself”, "recogni-
tion", and “"interaction with students™ are more powerful scurces of
satisfaction. Adainistrators can contridute to satisfaction by pro-
viding the kinds of rewards that reinforce the aspirations of facully
self-actualization. 32y providing job situmtions whereby faculty
seaders are able 2o grow in thelr skills and talents, where they are
adle to successfully compiete their work, and have much student inter-
sction, administrators will de advancing satisfaction. Thls requires
1dentifying the priority needs of each facully aemder so that assign-

ments and responsivilisies may e delegated o saltisfy thelr needs.
13
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Nor, should the satisfaction of lower needs be neglecfed in an
attenpt %o satisfy those of esteem and self-actunlizatlion. Alter-
native means for providing job security should be sought so that even
the good perfornming young faculty without tenure or hizh rank can
recelve satisfaction in thils area, in addition to having accurate
expectations, Policles and practices, the interpersonal and technical
skills of the departmesnt chalrman, and the work overlosd, all strong
dlssatisfisrs, should be examined,

Murtheor, administrators should note tha*t when attempting to learn
which factors have the greatest potantial for improving Job satisfactlion,
asking facul~y %o state satisfying and dissetisfying experiences offers
clear distinctions. The uze of factor rating rorus restirict the options
to the ad=ministrator's fraze of reference which zay ellizinate factors
as was dore 1n %his study (time constraints, work overload, cozmittee
and adz.nistrative work)!., In addition, the ratinz form may not yleld
clear 83a%137ying ard dissatisfying distinctions due to a halpo e=flect,
response effact, 21 ego defense processes,

And Tinally, *“his investigation promrted quesZlions unrelated
*n ga*igfaction: shy in such a relative young 7ield are women facully
so under-representsd, particularly when exazmining affirmative actlion

{mplesentatisn is frequently a curricular focus? Cver 30% of the re-

than

s ]

spondents were =males, And, the second poin® %o ponder: YMor
20% of the 270 faculty memhere recelving the questlonnaive relurned
1% ghecking "mot currently teaching”. Ooes this speax o the teaching,

nstitution, the profession,

i
]

research and putlishing priorities of th

i1
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Summa ry

Two instrments were developed to study the Job satisfaction
of those teaching higher education, One instrument was a modifica-
tion of Herzberg's critical incidents method; the other was a rating
form based upon Herzdberg's factors. The instruments were combined
into one questionnaire and sent to 200 randomly selected faculty list-
ed in the "November 1974 Directory of PFaculty M mubers Tsaching in the
Pleld of Higher Education". The conclusions delow are based upon
the data gathered from 73 usable responses:

1. The satisfaction frequencies for Instrument I, Instrument II,
and the global satisfaction scores showed the higher educa-
tion faculsy to be overvhelmingly satisfied with their teach-
ing positions,

2. Results of the modified critical incidents questicns demon-
strated that different factors contribute to dissatisfaction
and satisfaction. The hygiene factors of "policles and
practices”, "salary/budget", "supervision-technica.”, and the
"time alement™ were strong contributers to dissatisfaction.
The motiwvntors of "achievement”, "recognition” and “"growth
cpportunities” were strongly associated with satisfyinx ex-
perienzes. The hyglene of "interpersonal relations with ctu-
dents” and the motivators of "responsibility” and "advance-
zent® acted unidimensionally dut in the direction opposite
to that predicted.

3. All factors contridbuted siznificantly zore %o satisfaction

than dissatisfaction for Instrument II.

15
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4, Hygiene factors, as a group, contributed more to dirsat-
isfaction than motivator factors, as & group, when \:iing
both instruments. Also for both instruments, motivators,
taken collectively, contriduted proportionately more to
satisfaction than the aggregated frequencies of hygiene
factors.

S, Por items related to security, esteem and self-actualization
needs, there was a relationship between satisfaction responses
and tenurs status, rank, and to a lesser degree, age, Itenms
related to the social and autonomy needs had fewer relation-
ships with the demographic variables.

Generalizing from the results of this study should be done with
extreme caution. The sample size, the fluctuating nature of satis-
faction, differences in the behavior of context and content factors
according to occupation, and varyling value orientations of employees

and coder perceptions limit the application of results to other popu-

lations,

16
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Appendix A

Are Herzberg's motivators and hyglenes unidimen-
sional? Journal of pplied Psychology, 1966, S0(4#), 317-321,

SUMMARY OF INVESTICATIONS ATTEMPTING TO REPLICATE OR EXTEND HERZDERG'S THRORY

favestigator Sub jeces Procedure r!ndtng;
rriedlander Engineers, supervisore, and saleried feceor anelysis of a 17-ttem Quention- Thres mesningful faccors emerged. Tvo corresponded,
(1,5,) employees of & ’ln.. menuvlscturing nelre messuring the (mportance of in part, with motivetors end hygienes, while the
firm (200 of cach) varfoue job characieriscice to third seemed to drav from both motivetors and
employee sactefaceion hygienes. '
Aosen 94 vesesrch and development personnel Respondenta reted the imporcance of Meny of the moat important ltcms which 1f aot ptesent
(1963) of varying specialicics, educational the sbeence of 118 teems to thelr woul! cause the tndividusl to seek othar employment
. levels, and orgentzacionsl levela destring cto leave thelr present were almilar to Herzbery's motivetors.
poeicion
Schwetts, 11} male supervisors employed by 21 Contant snalysle of wricten astories Motivatore wvere generally sssccisted vith plessant
suseitis, pubiic ueilicy companies deacribiag ple at snd .aplesassnt experiences end hygienes vich unplessant experiences.

& Stork (1963)

fwen 1,021 full-cime life in insurance

(1964) egente divided into an experimentsl
eample (341) and & crass-validation
semple (280)

rriedlender 80 scudence in sn svening course in

(1964) taducteial or chi'd paychology (pere
vere full-time employees in varinue
occupetiona and perc were membars of
s cooperstive work-study progrem)

friedlendar 82 sciencists and englneers (n

& Weltom varioue specieleies

(1964)

Lodahl S0 mele suto-eesenbly workere, and 29

(1964) female electronica-savenbly voriers

Nysro 282 mele aclentiste, engineera, manu-

(1964) fecturing supervisors, and houtly
techaiciens, end 32 femele hourly
essemdlere

Ssleh 85 male employees at manexerial

(1964) levels in 12 companies

Duanette 114 storv enecutives, 76 sales clerks,

(196%) 4) secretaries, 1218 englneere and
resenrch scientistes, 46 saleswen, 91
stmy reserve pervonne! and emploved
sdulcs enrolled in & supervision
coutee

Triendlender 1,488 civil service wvorkers from three

(19¢%) stetus levels (lLow, Middle, and High
GS reauinge) and two occutationsl
levels (blue collar and white collar)

Cardon 68) full-cime amencs cof o larte

(1963) netionel, life insurance company

Nelperan 93 mele college erafcates weraisg i

(19¢3) “werioue occupaticns

Vern{mont $0 eccountants and A2 encincer?

(uu_)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

job expariences

Factor analyais of & 58-icen atelcude
scale compleced by the experimeantcal
semple

Raspondents rated the importance of
18 varisbles to job sscisfaction snd
Job dissariefacelion

Semistructured intervieve in vhich
respondents vere asked far the zost
important f[sctors keeping them in the
organization and facZore that might
cause them to lesve the orqunlz’:lon

factor analveis of data obteined (rom
e content asnalysis of laxterviews

Content analysts of Herzberg-like
{nterviews

Herzberg-like interview, and & 16-
item job-asctitude scsle (4 motivators
and 10 hyglenes) nresented in
pelred-camparison format

Factor analysis of 7 sorea of trvo
sete of )6 scatements (equated for
sncial destiradtitty) for highly
tattstving and highly dissecislving
job situations

Factor snelveis of & lé-icem ques*ion-
raire mesauring the importance of
various ‘b characteristics to sscie-
faction snd dissacisfaction

Respondents rated chelr degree of
satisfaccion and disvacisfaction with
5% {tems comprising & scales (moel-
vators, hvgienes, doth, hvgienes minus
both). A messure of ovetsll jot
sstisfacetion. self-reporee’ o' duction
f{gures, and survivel dats were alsn
svailable

Raeirg of satisfaction with > ~ceiva-
tors, o« hvglenes, and cversll jov
satisfaction on resdondeat’'s bese-
f1ked job

Self-descripzisa ~f Daat aatistiing
and d{guazpefving -5 situatiars .simg
hoth forcedertnice and fres-choice

3

5)

*hylllnc dichotcwies.

Onu.: Heribarg motivator acted like s hyglene in chie
ssmple.

Six interprecedble factors emerged, of vhich three vere
hygienee and tvo motivacora. Tvo of cthe three hygienes
scted like motivacors In both semples: the cthar
hygiene acted like s motivator in the cross-velidation
semple, and iike both e motivator snd & hygiene in the
experimental semple. One moctivator scted both as ¢
motivator and s hyglene.

The resuvlets indicaced that motivators snd hygisnes ere
not oppoaite enda of v comon set .of disensione. The
aajoricty of chese Job characterlatlcs scemed to be

sigaificent contribuccrs to both satisfeceion and dla-

-.vsatisfeccion on the job.

Ressons for remeining in an orgenizscion (Primmcrily
mot!vecore) vere diffevent [rom, end not merely
opposite to, ths resson for which one wight leeve en
arganization (primerily hyglenes).

Two technologicel snd three atticude factory emerged.
The technologica! factors vere different for the tvo
ssmplesa, but the stetitude factors corresponded rather
vell, Twvo of the three attitude fectors resembled
motivecore and hygienes.

Job characteristica grouped naturally (nto motivator-
Hovever one Herrberg motivator
acted like ¢ hygiene and other Herzbery motivators acted
toth ea motivecors and hvglenes. Difterent Job levels
had different Job characteristic configurations. The
female configuretinn vas different from the four male
configuratlone, suggeating a sex factor. Corwmon
Aerzberg motivators were sbsent (rom the houtly cechni-
clan snd hourly female sseembler configuratiocne
suggesting & Job-level fector.

Prerecirees looking beckward {n thetr careers indiceted
motivators ss scurces of saciefactlion snd hvKienes ae
sources of diasstiafaction; prerecitee looking at the
time lefc before retivement indiceted hyglenes ae
scurcee of aetisfeccion.

Some Herzbetg motivators vere related to asstisfying job
situscions dbut Herzberg hygienes were not relaced to
dissscisfytng Job sicuations. One Herzberg motivator
scted like ¢ hyglene. There wves alec s positive rala-
tionship eapected under Hertberg's theory. Thua the
ssme factors were contributors to both satisfeccion and
disessclefeceion.

Whice-collar vorkers derived greatest sacisfaction from
motivators vhile blue“coller vorkers derived greatest
sacisteccion from Hhyglenes ruggesting thet sudgroupe
may have ditferent vork-value systems.

Contrery to expectetiona, individuala highly seciafied
vith motivetors ald not have greeter overall Job
sstisfaceion then individusle highly eactistied with
hvgiened: and {ndividuale highly dtsastiafied with
Ryglenes were not less sscisfied then individuale
dissstisfied vith motivacors. A Posicive relacicaship
vae found betsesn secisfaccion vith motivators and setf-
reported production, but no telacicnship between
hygienss and production. This study offered nc suppert
to the theory that speziflc §ob factors effece scticudes
in only ome direction. Support {s offered cher primarily
the motivators briag sbout superior performance.

Alchough the respondents vere equally gatiefied with
»oth the motivator end hvgzieae aspectas of cheir jode,
the =ctivetors contr't..ea 9igaificintly more to oversll
job sacisfaction than did the hvgienes.

“ore activators than hHvgicnes vere uesed to describe
t3th 1od sftuaticns, Ceacludes that Soth mottivatore
#~d Fygtenrs c8n be soutces ~f job satisfaction and
lob disssciefaction.
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Herzberg's dual-factor theory

a review of the
1967 ’

’ Researcher

Subject

Procedure

Findings

Burke (1968)

Centers and
Bugental
(1966)

Dunnette,
Campbell,
and Hakel
(1967)

187 college students (male
and female) enrolled in
industrial  psychology
course . ‘

692 employed adults (male
and female) engaged in
a wide croas-section of
occupations — manager,
clerkx and salesmen,
skilled blue collar and
unskilled blue collar

133 store managers, 89
sales clerks, 4t secre-
- taries, 129 engineers and
research scientists, 19
salesmen, and 92 army
reservists and night
school students

Ranking of 10 Herzberg's job
characteristics—five hygiene
and five motivator

Ranking of most important at-
tributes of job based on ques-

tionnaire composed of three
intrinsic and three extrinsic
items’

Factor analysis of Q sorts of two
sets of 36 statements for highly
satisfactory and unsatxsfactory

job situations

Motivators and bygienes are neither undimen-
sional nor independent constructs.

Job motivations were related to occupational
level. Intrinsic job components (motivators)
were valuad over extrinsic (hygienes) by
white-color workers, while the opposite was
-true for blue-collar workers. Men and women
were found not to ditfer in general. However,

" .women ‘placed a greater value on good co-
workers, and a lower value on self-expression
than men. Occupation ie pSychologically

" more central to men than women.

Four job dimensions—achievement, respon-
sibility, recognition, and supervisor human
- relations—were most important. satisfiers
‘and dissatisSers. For some persons, satis-
faction residés-in the job content dimen-
sions; for othérs, in the job" context; and
forsull others, in combinations of both. The

E +| same holds for job dissatisfaction. Satis-

fying and dissatisfying job situations share
‘many!eatures in commoun, most of which are
are comm®Bn acress a broad range of jobs.
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Eran (174)

Ewen (1064)

Ewen, Smith,
Hulin, and
Locke (1966)

Fante (1962)

Q

, 436 Ioner middle managers
. of which 89 ‘‘high’ and
“low'’ scorers were used

1.021 full-time life insur-
ance agents divided into
two groups—an experi-
mental sample and a
cross-validation sample

Three hospital rehabilita-
tion patients

Factor

Self-descriptions by the Ghiselli

techniques and job attitudes
using Porter’s MPQ technique *

were used to compare person-
ality and job attitude (Porter,
1962)

analysis
attitude scale

Cited by Dunnette, Campbell,

and Hakel (1965). Method not
described ) )

Modified Maslow’s six hierarchi-

cal needs to record major factor
in six events described by the
patients. Two satisfying events
and dissatisfying events from
hospital experience, and one
‘each from previous job experi-
ence. Responses were analyzed

in terms of the actual event |

and psychologicel effect.

of 58-itc\n\

Individual’s evaluation of lumself is pnmnnly
determined by his relative standing in ref-
etence group. At least two factors are
strongly related to attitudes: the environ-
ment as indicated by the level of manage-

perception of psychological traits studied
by Porter. The higher the level of manage-
ment, the grester the need for autonomy
and self-actualization.

Six interpretable factors emerged, of which
three were hygienes, two motivators, and
one general. Two of the three hygiene=
acted like motivators in both samples; onu

- acted like a motivator in the cross-valida-
tion sample and both a motivator and hy-
giene in the experimental sample. Recogni-

‘.tion, one of the two motivators, caused
" both satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

lated to overall satisfaction than the ex-
trinsic factors. Extrinsic factors may de-
pend on level of satisfaction with the
intrinsic variable.

“Good” events were described in terms of
motivators, while ‘“bad” events were de-
scribed in terms of hygienes. :

54
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ment, and personality as measured by self’

The intrinsic factors are more strongly re- )
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Resssacher Subject Procedure Findings
: J—
Friedlander f Ecgineers, supervisors, | Factor anaivsis of a 17-item ques-  ©f the three Tuccry wiach emerged, one was
(1%3) | aod sataned cemnrloyees ' toncaire mess.ring the im- Lrawn from o mutivaiurs snd hypenen
: of & manufastunicg frm purtance of FeMmdus jub char- ’
b 1200 of eachs. acteristics to emplovee
! satisfactzon '
Friedlander ‘80 evening studerts .n 3 aueg of I8 vanaties to job  Inirinsie .l charucierstics were found to
{1964 ; ; course 1n industrial  Lr satsfaciivn snd ussatisf zetinn e umporiant 1o both sausfaction snd dig-
: child psychology savisfaction, while extricsic aspects were
l relstively ueimportant. Sstisfiers and dig-
! satstiers were beld not W be opposite eads
] uf & common set of dimensions.
Friedlacnder ¢+ 1,368 civi serviee workers Flosor ansivss of 8 14-izem yues-  The work context factors thypenes) were of
{1566 ; i from taree status levels LIGABMI® neas (R Che mpur- primary impuortance 0 all status leysls
o dow, middle, and high tance of recreation, edurst.ua, within the hise-coilar group, plus the low-
" GS rsnhn.p) and two ckirch, work content and wark stars level wnite evilsr. Only the medium-
uccupational levels cuntext factory snd kighstat 8 white-solor workers mlaced
: iwhite sud biue collar; | primary inportance vn the work comxw:;x: fae.
‘ l Lurs mMotivaiors: X iggests that subgioupe
- : o may fave fitferent value systems.
rredisnder 1.468 civil service woriers QUESIONMALTE TESI0ONHeY 18 10 .M - Aiung white-coliasr workery, low caerfommests:
19065, from three siatius evels portance of various Jub char- Were motovated primanly by the: gnemal .
low, medium, and fugh BCTOrISIILS 1D SRUSTACNIAN an vironment of the o0, and to » lesswer sixtent.
(9% rfam_c,' ‘mu W g LlsE AR Ton weTe relates to ty the uvpporturicy for gaining remogsaisom
PA.LLE]  eves wie sZe, tenure wng perfurmance through advuncement. Few signallesnt refia.
and blue erilar) tiunships  were  Detwern  self-uctualisieg
; motivations and performance. Among bive.
! : collar workers, no significant  qifamness
: g were noted between motivator and hygicse
{ factur influence on performance. With ade
R . - S T
t - .
; val ‘0g age and ter..re, the impoetames wf
1 ; the social envirunment  hygiene, increased
for both high amd low blue-collar xad,
: whitecollar performers. For  biue-collas
; } wore: 73 Soth hygiene and roctivetor fee-
‘ turs dechised! with age and teaure.
Froedlasder and 82 scivntie s and engineery  Semustrocsured  atersiows  on Resnons fof memaining in an  organization
Waltpn L, WECR  PRSTralenls  gave the wene Yifersnn from, and nut merely opposite
i Uik APOLTARL PO N wiep- tu, R FRIgons For which one might leuve the
; ng them :n h¢ orgarazatiou crgarszation  leasons {or remsining were
‘ wied factors that might eavas mure closely related 1o satisfiers, while rea-
‘ them 1o jesve the urganizatinn sufs for leaving were more related to di-
‘ satafers
7 tson VW 1700 empivyees n four  (l.estonraire Sesigned to curit Ior male empiovess, resslis confirm theory,
plasts snd cen .lepart. CPETGUA CORCEITIRE  gTeaiest abihough anly Tour Jsrtoes reported. Women
mants of & idwestern satisfiers wn ot and the ssat- Sl not respund tu pegRtive Guealiwg.
- masnufactuTing nrm inheTe Aol g ready cavered (o the |
! . questomrasire Analyzed using
; Herzterg's 16 factors :
Gordon 1908, ARG Lfe asucrance agenta Rating of degree of satisfection  Inwv-lunls Bighily satisfied with metivetors
and  ssntisiacrion  with 54 did not have greater overail jub satisfaction
: Hems comprsing {our senjes thasn ndividoas highiy satisfied with hy-
i (matnvators, hyglepes. vooth, goewes. and aroiiviaunis haghly Jdissstisfied
f bygiene munus hoth Measures with hvgenes aere ngl iess satisfied tham
e f vwerall joh satisfartion and SN Eetivators A swsitive relsticaship be-
: seif reported peoduetiun fig.res tween satstarton with motivators and pro-
s were avadatie. daction wag Tound, but ne relitienship be-
] tween hygrems and profactum.
Gruen 196" D183 enginestm workirg in Factor analyms of OBotem qiese  Dimensions pecpieet by Herzherg, when ropee.
| eiectronics frma tinmnaiee prefared from Herg. sented as siems and fated. do not resuit in
Lerg dedicitioes homaogerenus grougungs :a the fertor-snaly-
{ i tie ue correlationnl sense.
o . —
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EXHIBIT 1 —Cortznued
Researcher Lubect Procedure Fiodings
Cragi:as and Couege 3t dents Incerposed tuses teiween Fefore The 2Tert of sur-ee ding a7 an eforeful t2ak was
Hamlin (1954, and e wasLres o motiva- 1o :noreose the approach metivation of the
. : tiok. Meusured «Fects of tnter- subjeens 1o pariieipate in future sctivities
i vening variaties of e¥ort st rhe whiz sttempling to :mprove motivation by
: tasa and relatedness of the task Liviag tasks 8 cautextusl relationship re-
; by determiniog wiulingness of versed the metivauor o voe of aveidanen of
: students 1o participale ja aser- future activities.
; ies of future psvebologiozl cx- l
| . penients = o
Haba (1955 S0 oficers :a U3, aur . Cuctent analyses of questionnaire  Majur source of jub satsfaction was self-ae-
i Force on relat.ag satisfying and non-  uoas. According to Herzperg, the category of
' setisfying expenence self -action was =im:lar to his achievement
' and respocsiziiiy categories. Major sourca
, :  of diasatisfaction was action of supervisore
i : ! apd job contexr, each of which did not con-
! ' sribute to Job salisfaction.
Hapern . 106) 3 male coilege gradiates Ratings of sausiaction with {uur “Sutjects were equally well satisied with both
working motivators, four hygiene fac- ©  the motivator sad hygispe aspects of their
tors, and overall job satisfac- jubs. The motivators contribated signifi-
. tion on respondent’s best-liked | cantly more to overall satisizetion thaa did
. iub ! the hygienes. o
Harmlin and % 9D, ects divided equally  20-item  foreed-choice activity Posmitive mental ealti depends to s major de-
Nomy o2 in Thres groups—gnien. Jvetinoreaies wealvied on gree oz deveinping an ofiectstion towsrd
proved chronie schizo- CROICe-MOLVALOr scaie seif -actualization, achievements, responsi-
phresics,  former  pa- biity, and gosl-directed effort. Improved
tien:y, and students sch:zoa obtained bigher motivator and lower
! bygiene scores than the unimproved. College
. students olimined higher motivator and
| j | .lower bygiene scores than the two schizo
i i .| roups. .
—— e R T T o mmm e e e et
Pior @ wal mond 1 wleventh snd twelfth Aturyde toward rcm'wnduducm;-; There was a significant tendency for sl eets
IRV WPy grade students o purae situstions was measured by the who were fugh in mouPator orientation tu le
n,gh school 5-R Inveatory of anxiousness. a.so high .o sppruach moltivation, while thuse
! The chuice-mativator seale of bigh in hygiene nnientation are ulse high in
' Hamiin and Nemo (19%62; was svoidance motuvaiions.,
used for classifying the sub- |
jects’ motivational patterns
ilinrehs and oilengineerog reetininiang Content snalysis of open-end re-  Content dimecsions imotivators) wers stated
Muaehhind sp.nses concerning factors in- - #ith eqaal frequency by subjects on every
T196T; luential 1o creating positive or pusiticn ow the uverall satisfaction roatin-
negative attitudes with re. sum The proportion of content factors seen
sponses to overail satisfastion ss contributing to negative job feelings be.
scale. came larger and .arger with decreasing lewe
: of respondents’ nveral leve] of satisfaction.
Mabnovskv and 17 maie maintenance men Faotor anaivaa firs: and secand  Main limensions of ;b satisf{acon are not dis-
Burey 1063, alid walchnen wt & arder of 40 tem ok attiiage triputed slong separate dimensions, but 1a-
CHLthern SIale Lruversy suestonnaire conseting of X reract ia s vamnery of ways Of che 12 factors
#ativater  and 1 hygiene extrartrd from tte first order factor adisdy-
i siems) sis st wers cumpone 1 0f Goth motivator and
hygirne 1ty Giaml aatisfaction wae re-
! iated to both by giese and mouvator tactom.
Myvers (14 22 maie cecentirs, sy Content smalvwis of Hergherg  Job charseceranies grouped oaturslly into
e PY MARGIACTATING ¥4 LYLR interviewy muenivites bvgiene  dachoromees Howevns,
previsors  ated  techns- orie Hergierg motivater nesed ke a bygienw
crany and 32 female wtd other Herzierg mutivatars wried hike
Leontrly assemblers both & wvaters and By geres | Steren s job
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EXIIBIT 1—Continued E
Ressuscher | Sebject Procedure Findings
Ot (1965) ! 350 telepbone operators " Factor sasivsis of 113-itex job - Five main factors were extracted Two com-
: { attitude guestionoaire t  trbuted mostly to satisfaction, both con-
| | ! tained itemns primanly related to competent
§ i i supervigion; two contritrted mostly to dis-
Z ; . satsfactionm, one dealing with supervisioa,
‘x ; I the other with customers; one contributed to
- i both satisfsetion and dissatisfsction. Thus,
; E | sources of satisfaction were no¢ independent. =
i i . For workers of one cultursl background, jobs §
f ! . characterized as varied, complex, aad de- §
; ' . manding were associated with high job satis-
i ' ! faction; for workers of a different cultursl 3
, ! background, these same jobs tended to be as- §
! - sociated with low job satisfaction in contrast Q
! i ' to what one would expe_t from the dual-fac- 0
: f | tor theory Q
Posen 14602} 34 research end develup- - Rating of importanee of 118 Many of the most important items which, if not
¢ ment personsel stems, 23 reiated to desire to present, would cause the individual to seek
: lesve present pusition " otheremployment were similar to Herzberg’s
. | mouvators.

Saleh (1904, 35 managerial level rmale  Semistrucrtured inzerview and a ! Pre-retirees looxing backward on their careers
employees, ages rarged In-item Job attitude scale indicated motivators as sources of satisfae-
froma £0 to 68 X tion, and hygienes 14 sources of Jdissatisfac-

i Loa; pre-retirees jocaing at time jeft prioe to
i retirement icdicated hygieces as s irces of
! | . satisfaction.
i H '
- - s e ———y
Nehwars 10300 T3 abird-levelsupervisers . Analjses of responses to question- . Achievement and rerognition for ackievement
axire in Part, asking questions were the fartors ceurring most in respouse
l similar tu Herzherg in his cniti- to satisiving experience, while compaay
; cal ncident studies pulicy snd admurustration msjor cause of
‘ ! ‘ frustrating experience.

Singh und 33U nonsupervisory  avia-  Questonnsire 1o determine uemo- | Age and formal education are significant deter-
Brumgartel Tion meckanics graphue {actors and importance minants of varioia job-relsted motivations.
196 of job factors on a2 3-point As » man gets older, the unportance he at-

: Likers-type scale taches to getting abead 12 the company job
‘; structure cechiues. The level of formal eduea-
i , tion achieved during youth induces a pers -

3 : l t veringefect ubnn hus Jdesire to grt abead. é

Serdveid 190 Improved and unimproved  Used romples factoral des:gn 1o | fmpeovement 1a verhal restonsibivy as well as
sciugophrenics =au con- . measure the sfects of sflort and © in motivalor vrientation for all groups who g
trol group  of  nurses’ the wifect of retating this edort were g:ven »Jortful rasks related tu some i

| wades © o tesume purpose. i termus of be- | purpose. Helsting rask to purpose was of €
! fore and after senres on the most importance to the sick group, and of no
‘; chosre .motivator sea'> wped by . importance to the normm! group.

’ ! Hamlin and Nemo 11962) 5

Wernimong Woacounnianta and slengr  Seif <descrniption of past satisfyimg  Both grooips of subjects endorsed more content

T , meers Coand dimsarisfying b oaitusc o metivators atstements e Jdescribiug both
; f towr, usitig both {ree.chmrce satdiying and fisaausfying types of situa-
; atid foreed-rhoatee (tems Jeveds tons Both motivarars smd hygienes ran be
! wped 1o tap Herrowrg's mativa- sourees of job satiz{setion and job dessaris-
. ) tars and hygienes fartion
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Appendix 3

Researcher: Avakian, N. A. (1971)

Subjects: 5O faculty in two liberal arts colleges (N=25) and two
universities in northeastern New York (N=25).

Procedure: A personal interview using Herzberg's semi-structured
questions, Chi square was us:d to check relationships,

Results: 1) The factors of achievement, recognition and work 1it-
self related significantly to job satisiaction. Possi-
tilities of growth and responsibility showed a trend in
the direction of satisfaction. 2) The factors of insti-
tutional policy and administration, supervision-technical,
salary, and interpersonal relations with administration
related significantly to job dissatisfaction. Interper-
sonal relations with colleagues and with subordinates
indicated a trend in that direction. 3) Pactors acting
in the direction opposed to that predicted by the dual-
factor theory included advancement, interpersonal rela-
tions with students, status and job security. &) The
factors of working conditions and personal life appeared
with equal frequency in incidents associated with job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Jesearcher: Cohen, A. M. (1974)

Subjects: 222 community college instructors from 1l institutions.
(S7 instructors from a smell college in southern Cali-
fornia, 19 instructors from nine colleges in an eastern
state, and 146 tnstructors from a larger college 1in
northern California.)

Procedure: Herzberg's critical incident format (written not oral).

Aesults: Over two-thirds of the Califormia faculty and more than
half of the eastern faculty related satisfaction gained
from working with students., One-third of the subjects
sugzested dissatisfaction was related to students, 15%
noted difficulties with colleagues, ard 20% noted organi-
zatismal problems as sources of dissatisfaction.

Researcher: Zdmundson, J. C. (1966)
Subjects: PFaculty in the North Carolina Community College systen,

Procedure: Multiple regression analysis of demographic items re-
lated L0 satisfection and dissatisfaction.
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Results: 1) Male instructors of at least 45 years of age or older,
with most of their experience outside of fcrmal education-
al jobs, seemed to be uore satisfied in community college
teaching. 2) Paculty employed in college transfer in-
struction appeared to be more satisfied than thelr peers
in technical and vocational areas, 3) Analysis of sat-
isfier items revealed little information as to which were
associated with job satisfaction., &) Work load, daily
preparation required, committee work, no time for study,
and inadequate salary were dissatisfler items assoclated
with job dissatisfaction,

Researcher: Jarann, J, S. (1974)
Subjects: 495 nurse faculty of 30 colleges and universities,

Procedure: Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 18 vari-
ables to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction (7riedlander

Job Attitude Rating Scale).

Aesults: Significant differences were found between sourcess orf Jjob
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The most important
factors found to be associated with satisfaction were:
work itself, achievement, use of best abilities, relations
with co-workers, security, and challenging assignment,
Achlievement and use of best abilities were also identifiled
as important in dissatisfaction along with work group,
management policies, recognition, and growth.

Researcher: Leon, J. S. (1973)

Subjects: 250 professors from selected state colleges and univér-,
sities in the states of Oklahoma, Kansas, Arkansas, and®

Missourt. =

Procedure: Cne instrument asked the respondents to write theilr
replies to Herzberg's critical incidents quecticas,
Another instrument required the respondents to :theck
three statexents that best describe a past =atisfying
and dissatisfying experience. The list of statements
was developed to parallel Herzberg's factors, Chi
square was used to determine if the resulting facte:i s
were significant in differentiating batween satisfaction
anZ disysatisfaction.

Aesults: 1) With doth instruments motivators as a group contributed
significantly more to satisfaction than dissatisfaction,
2) Hygienes as a group contributed significantly more tc
dissatisfaction than to satigfaction. 3) Regidrding indi-
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Researcher: Morgan, T. D. (1974)

Subjects:

Procedure:

Results:

Rzsearcher: Swierenga, L. G. (1970)

Subjects:

Procedure:

Results:

vidual factors, motivators contributed vore tc satixfaction
and hygienes contributed morg to dissatisfaction. &4 The
majority of the factors using the rating method acted as
predicted by the two-factor theory with the exception

of interpersonal relations with peers, interperscaal re-
lations with students and status which were hygiene factors
that acted as significant contributors to Jjob Jatisfaction.

"197 vhysical education and athletic personnel from selected
small liberal arts colleges,

Hespondents were asked to record a satisfying and a 4dissat-
isfying sequence and to rate each of 16 factors as to
their importarce in each sequence. Chi square was used
to determine -ine relationships between factors perceived
to be important to job satisfaction-dissatisfaction and

' the variables of age, sex, highest degree held, tenure
status, administrstive position, and type of institution
(church or non-church related).

1) Achievement, work itself and interpersonal relations-
subordinates were rated as important in 90% or more of the
satisfying sequences by the total group. 2) The throe top
ranking dissatisfying sequences were policy and adzinistra-
tisn, achievement, and porsonal life. 3) All 16 factors
displayed multidimensionality, that is, they all we™s con-
sidered to> be sources of both satisfaction and dlssatisractiod
4) Rating differences were {>und between the following
groups: male and femala, master's and speclalist-docioraZle,
tenure and ncn-tenure, division-department chairman amnd
at?lecic directors-others, and church related and non-church
related,

214 full-time coallege faculty members teaching at a large
midwest univer:sivy.

Respondents weare snsgked .0 indicate if any of 23 factors
were present or absent during periods of satisfaction

. and dissatisfaction, Student's t-ratio for correlated
sagples and annlysis of variance were used,

1) <Certain motivator factors (achievement, recognition,
work itself, responsibility and advancement) were mentioned
significantly more in descridbing satisfying experiences
than dissatisiying., 2) Conversely, the absence of certain.
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hygiene factors (work group, administratizn policies,
technical supervision and relations with superior) were_ .
most mentioned while describing dissatisfying experiencea.
3) The majority of the listed factors served as a greater
source of satisfaction when present than as a source of
dissatisfaction when absent. 4) The following was con-
cluded: a) Satisfaction and dissatisfaction are not
opposite ends of the same sScale, b) There is a signifi-
cant difference between factors as sources of satisfaction
and as sources of dissatisfaction. c¢) If a factor contri-
butes to a feeling of satisfaction, its absence will not
necessarily cuntribute to a feeling of dissatisfaction.

d) Some motivator factors and some hygisne factors contri-
bute to job satisfaction as well as job dissatisfactlon.

Researcher: Wozniak, L. C. (1973)

Subjects:

Procedure:

Results:

138 full-time music faculty in 64 two-year colleges.

Respondents rated a measure of overall satisfaction
(Satisfaction Index' and the importance of Herzberg's

factors (Wickstrom Scale).

1) No intense dissatisfactlion was evident. 2} Overall
satisfaction was not significantly related to age, sex,
level of education, music teaching experiance, or »lace
of employment of the subjects. 3) As measurel Ly the
Wickstrom Scals, the unidirectionality of factors hypethe-
nized by Herzberg was supported: determinants of Jjob sat-
isfaction wers qualitatively different from the sources
of dissatisfaction. 4) Of the 10 Herzberg maintenance
factors only four were high rarking sources of dissatis-
faction. §5) Satisfaction arnd dissatisfaction was unre-
laced to demogrsphic data. 6) The strongest sources of
satisfaction were: achievement, work itself. recogniticn,
responsibility, and interpersornal relations with students,
7) Prevalent sources of dissatisfaction were: policy
and administration, effect of the job on personal 1i7:,
working conditions, supervision, achlevement, and recog-

nition.
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JGQ SATISFACTION OF THOSE iEACHING HIGHER EDUCATION

(IF YOU ARE NOT CURRENTLY TEACHING IN THE FIELD OF HIGHER EDUCATION PLEASE CHECXX (/)
BELOW AND RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED:

(afm) -G ot teaching higher education)
e N=42

In the questions below please respond regétding your attitudes toward your teaching
responsibilities unless it has been indicated to do otherwise.

1. When you feel exceptionally good about your job, what aspects of the job come to
mind?

»
&

B

~

[

when you feel exceptionally bad about your job, what aspects of the job come to
mind?

"~

A

B

c.

After each of the following items, place a check (/) in the appropriate column if you are
VERY SATISFIED, QUITE SATISFIED, SOMEWHAT SATISFIED, NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED,

SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED, QUITE DISSATISFIED, or VERY DISSATISFIED with that aspect of your

teaching position:

/ /
n]:’TB Q@ 9
&Y s F 3
> ¥ . ? 4 v & o ol
- N F.9 L Oy I2 ~ 9
“ v & T ¥ EF Fu v & bod
A o ) &8 o S « v v v o
Qlf : ;‘7 & v - > 9 Qe a;, bad g’ ‘3\ )
N & o S & LT oy g~ v
2 ) ‘/ ) '8 .a:,u 4 7 > - G’
——— 9517 — 423% ———
3. Sense of achievexment '
4, Amount of responsibility — 97 l‘f"?c______] — 2.9‘7,;————-—]
you have
I — lao'covc . 0000
5. Kind of work ! f ¢ v }
6. Amount of recognition r\(/ 3. v r_—s.‘/r?o R |
you receive * 37‘
r————- - 4 .
7. Opportunity for advancement ,-7.1‘?7; J I 23457 1
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8. Technical ability of the @ a .
administrator to whom you —83 057 — ;————"" 16,4273 —
report
9. Interpersonal skills of the :
at::ini.strator to whom you ——757%% — r""‘—_;q-,.)q."]c__—'
repor
10. Institutional policies and c G, . 31 759
: oractices — 6525%7. — —3.75% ———‘1
11. Work conditions [ oz U 1 —— 11.7¢% —
12. Salary ( 90.14+% 1 — 9.5¢7. S |
13. Personal life as effected T¢.35 : 15.03%7
by your work f t [ ‘ i |
14. Degree of job security f §4. 507, ) — r.14% - }

15. Opportunity to grow and 0.28 9, . 4.729. —
develop in your job ‘_ K ° 0 ¢ ]

16. Amount of status/prestige ——F8.06%% —
you receive from your job

]_:7. Interpersonal relations with — T‘I.OG% — /5:«.“‘90 —_—

your colleagues

18. Interpersonal relations with —— J0o. 0o, ———— — O. oo7 __.——'

your students

19. Interpersonal relations with
those who report to you

(clerical staff, graduate 7

assistznts, younger colleagues, 100. 067 — 1 OCo/ .

etc.) — ° f - 3
20. gpportunicies to help others ~ i 95,7 % — — 4.29%. —_—

n your job : —

21. Amount of autoromy in your — 44/‘3;?0

position
22. Sense of accomplishment — 94.20% ) — 3.50%
23. All in all, how satisfied are —_— — 4.29%
you with your present job? T 2 7I7‘
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- - -3~

a v~

- 28. If you had your choice of all the jobs in the world, which would you chcose?
(check cne)

‘oﬂYout present job _2‘],67 7‘Anu:her job in the "‘33?'A job in ancther
same occupatioen occupation

25. How likely is it that you will @ake a real effort to find a position at another
institution within the next year? (check one)

”
¢ 1Mloc at a1l likely A5 somevhar 1ikely 7 ¥ Hery 1ikely
26. Which gives you more satisfaction? (check one)

S46% Your job [5%)The things you do in your spare time

DEMOGRAPHTC AND INSTITUTIONAL INFORMATION fj= 73

1. Age at last birthday: X-¥7 years 10. What degrees do you hold?
re (check all tha: apply)

2. Sex: 90.4% maze 96% Femzle
-6 07 ____ _BA/BS 55% Mams 61 l?a PhD

3. Marital Status: X.09. B4AD Other LL‘LD) '§ZL
70-467551:1313 %%Married ‘[ -l (speELLy)
57 =i

11l. Previous academic work experience:
Widow/Widower “/ ivorced

i o od apperprat N3 . a. Number of years of teaching
4. Ptesfsnf:. tagk:P‘\ ‘7) experience: -{: l?

; b. Number of years of teaching
53~’7'Pr fessor BI%oass c._ Professor experience in your current
xi=ﬁ Rsia department: X =.
30.57»Ass:i3,Professor 1,352 Lekc’::'utet '
. 2 ) . “L"" - i
Instructor 12. Number of courses you are teaching
) ‘ this term: (count different sections
1.359, Other CE%(‘:.?:«Q%:Q() of same course as separate courses)
= (Plezse write in)
5. Is your teaching appointment full Undergraduate
time in the institution? ‘cﬁesN:w Masters

|

, i

Ao’e |

3%.9/ if z . ‘de . ‘
£ o (specify etcen:. }&” a,ofﬁadfaff”"“"fﬁ Doctoral |

|

|

oned
6. t is your field of professicnal 2
identification? 13. Do you have tenure?
‘ 804% 6857- veq (3 i kg
7. What is the title of your department? =22 N=50 |

l4. Are you represented by a collective
bargaining unit?

8. The number in your department (beside

yourself) al eaching High 1§ 6.9 .
Educa:ionm g(@ = g:‘_:‘%o ﬁes ( idul ad resp

9. Total mumber in your department? X~ Hr
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