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“,ﬁgctors Contributing te Job -Satisfaction .-

. . © .. of University Mid-Level Adm#nistrators

-

¥

",. . 7 . - . /
, ’ . : . ‘ .’
Based on theorics linking job characteristics and environmental

characteristics to .job satsifaction, this paper reports the results of a stLdy
‘of factors associated with the job satisfaction,of mid<level administrators *in .

v ‘higher education. . The results are based on’ survey data collected from 260 * ' =~
administrators at a large research- university. Multiple regression analyses
indicated that several job 'characterigtics (especially autonomy) and several -
environmental characteristics (especially the degree to which the institution
is perceived as having a ‘gcaring"” atmosphere) explain significant percentages
of_variance in job satis™¥ction. Implications of the results are discussed.
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to “a dog's life,

'respect are remote (Kraus, 1983, Pe 293

productivity and quality of work of thess ‘academic administrators.
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L While mjﬁh research attention focuses on the career development morale

.

"and jobusatisfactioh of faculty members ahd senior administrators in higher

.V . ~

%
education,\less is known about aspects of the work experienqp of mid 1evel

-

) 'administrators in academe. These’ administrators do not have their primary

» LN

‘ appointments aagfaculty mgmbers but rather-hold administrative posts in ‘such

" offices as admissions, financial aid," physical plant, counseling, and ‘

institutional development. Typiﬁplly, they report to 4he top~leve1 officers

and often supervise assistants and first—line administrators.
' Several themes often appear in the literature concerning these mid~Leve1
administrators ig higher education. First, they are ackowledged to be crucial

i

" to the successful operation of colleges and universities, since they conduct

many of, ,the transactions and provide many of the servi'e)es wh-ich suppor;
learning and research activities. A second fheme in the literature focuses on

the challenges and limitations facing mid-level administrato;s.. As "linking

s

"pijt“ in organiaa;ions, they face conflicting demands from faculty members,:

‘administrators, and,students. The literature suggests that they often are

barred from participation iIn the determination of institutional goals and

!

missions, limited 1n opportunities for upward mobility, bestowed with minimql -
. /\ ' ’ ..

rewards, and accorded less than full respect from faculty members (Kanter,‘ K
5

1979; Scott, 1978). Using a raeher graphic comparison, a recent article T
- _ ) 4 -

‘suggests that the middle .managqr's work experience in academe might be likened

)

where the ppssibiiities for progress,.change, amf full
VI

i
| 3N . .

. These conditious could oause mid~1evel administrators to be a

P

disaffected dissatisfied frustrated constituency within higher education.

While the relat nship between satisfaction and productivity is not yet

entirely clearf, such attitudes and related behaviors _seem 1ike1y ‘to lessen the

A «

/
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- Furthermore lower‘levels of satisfaction among an important group within a
. LA L]
! " university community might neg’tively affect the. climate or culture of the '

organization. In contrast to expected dissatisfaction from reported

frustrations, however, the empirical research on middle administrators in,

LN

higher education ihdicates that they - feel generally high satisisfaction with
)

'l theif work. - In fact f1ndings of high satisfaction are’ reported in studies
!
coqducted in -each of the,three most recent decades (Bess and Lodahl, 1969;

Solmon and Tierney, 1977; Scotc 1978; Austin, 1984). -

— . .
The Bess and Lodahl study (1969) included a sample of aﬂministrato’ in

[0 4

@ig Ten and Ivy League institutions holding posts in admissions, financial _
aid, student personnel the registrar s office, institutional research, and

univprsity relations. Among othen.questions, the study examined their overalls

™~

satisfaction with their work fifty percent of the 69 respondents indicated

-

they we/r "very satisfied“ and another 45 percent described themselves as’

dfairly satisfied . When specific aspects of satisfaction were examined, the

P

respondents reported greatest satisfaction with the institution and with their
, .’ .‘- . .
relations with their peers and supervisors, and least satisfaction with salary .

levels. Results ?howed-that "less than half the sample reported being=§dry

satisfied with opportunities for personal growth, Autonomy, 1earning, and

exercising special abilities.” The authors suggested that while social needs,

appeared to be satisfied subsistence and growth needs are being frustrated"
) ‘ . .: - . \ T .
(p. 227). ' ) - 4 . - - : . . ’ r
T he Solmon‘and Tferney‘study (1977) of,approximately 200 administrators,‘

. (including presidents, vice ptesidents, deans, and directors of admission,
. financial aid and the registrar 8 office) at 22 private liberal arts colleges
similarly showed respondents to. be satisfied with many aspects of their work.

In addition, the researchers concluded thst aspects of job satisfaction were

significantly enhanced.by "the behaviors [the administrators] value- iy




;subordinates, perceptions of attributes by which the institution rewards. : .
A ] VS . ..v,. e ¢
administrators, and'congruency between these perceptions add the behaviors",
;_ : ' valued by individual adﬁinistrators" (p..429). The mid-level administrators J
’ l :l_studied id'Scott s research (1978) also indicatéd high satisfaction' Scott

-summarized that most satisfaction was found in opportunities to help students

- and staff, and with the opportunity to act independently and to make an impact
c N : o P
on one's organization” (p, 26) e .- e
L d . "

This study continues the work begun by Besb and Lodahl (1969% Solmon and
;Tierney (1977), and Scott (1978) Using multiple regressions, it attempts to

develop a model that identifies the relative weight of several variable sets

in contributing to general job satis?%ction of academic mid-level S ﬁ?ﬂ

4

w

. . administrators. The variable sets and analyses are based on conceptual
g o e - o
frameworks concerning job design and job_satisfaction.that have gained -.

:&hcreasing attention.since\the three studies reviewed ‘were conducted.
The issue of administrators' satisfaction,with,their,vdrk continues to be
o , N " ' _ ;

important for several reasons.' First, since mid—level addministrators. are

4

critical to the daiLy operations of a university or. c:llége the way in_which-
they perceive and- experienca their work‘may have implioations for the~. S
.institution. Second, ghtven' present conditioné,of fiscal constraint in_
academe, some administrative'personnel\may find‘that options'to,pursue
professional growth through mobility are reduced. Under such'conditions,'
institutionsdmay wish'to consider ways to.enhanc “the satisfactionyof_staff
members who have little choicefbut a:long tenure with one“organization.\ |
'.Finally; articles such as Kraus's (1983)‘cont1nue to emphasize frustrationsil-
. and problems in the work experience of academic mid-Levef administrat;rs,'
evenjas research Btudies point to?high levels of satisfaction. 'This.paper'

contributes to a better understanding of that seeming contmsadiction.

o
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O A Iheoretical Framewor%

- " This study is based on conceptual frameworks that posit certain job

characteristics and certain environmental characteristics to enhance such"

v

'butcomes.as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and quality ‘and

€ »

~ . productiwity of performpnce. Hackman and Oldham (1980) and Super and Hall -

‘,

(1978) have empnesized the impoxtance of key job characteristics in affecting

AT work experience. Hackman and Oldham (19807 posit a model of job design in

-

which various job characteristics contribute to certain Psychological states

agsociated with such outcomes as' high general job satisfact{pn, high internal

’

work motivation, and high work effectiveness. The core job characteristics in

- thelr model are skill variety, task identity, task . significance, autonomy, and

feedback from the job. The opportunity to deal with othersigirough one' s work -

is an 1mportant &haracteristic_also.= Similarly, Super and Hall (1978) posit

/

. career satisfaction to be influenced'positively by autonomy in conducting-
one's responsibilities, a sense of challenge \in the work, -and apprOpriate and

. sufficient rewards. . .. .\

Other'researchers‘and theorists are emphasizing .the beneficial results .

_ . , L | ST
ot associated with.environments characterized by participation; openness, and

v

Otganizations that promote a sense of fairness, a sensé “of caring and support
- A .
\ . .
among employees, and- staff invblvement in decision—making find they generate

‘collaboration (Kanter, 1983; Ouchi, 1981y Powers and Powers, 1983). ‘

many good ideas and often better decisions.’ Furthermore, open, caring,_

participatiVe environments respond to individuals‘ needs for psychological

growth, ‘autonomy, and personal achiovement! Greater individual satisfaction:
. \ . N v . . ) . * .
as well as ingcreased productivity are likely results.,

- > -
.

Given. tHese theories, one might ‘expect ‘the satisfaction'of mid-level

administrato 8 in academa to ‘be related to their perceptions of

e N . -

characteristica of their jbbs as well as their perceptions of environmental -
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,'f“characteristics. More specifically, such job characteristics as aufonomy,

o

'skill variety, task significance oppor.gnities to deal with others and
. /-‘ . *

feedback provided from doing the job would be expected to relate pOSitively to .

general job satisfaction and to account for a substantial portion of the

.
N

- variance in gpdividuals job satisfaction over and above the variance

L] . g \

accounted for by differences in individuals on personal dimensions. A

Envf%onmental characteristics such -as the degree to which administrators '

| -perdﬁive the environment to be fair, caring, cooperative,'and one in which

- .

professional staff dre. involved in decision-making also would be expected to

relate positively to job satisfaction and  to account significantly for

variance in job satisfaction scores.. Since the extrinsic reward of salary is”
often used as a motivatdr, rt might account for some differences in’ . )#

‘satisfaction of administratPrs. However, Herzberg ) (1973) theory, though

debated, suggests that an extringic reward such as salary may have more - it

I

relationship to dissatisfaction than it lbes to satisfaction. Furthermore.

one might expect the general job satisfaction of mid—level administrators in

v . ~ - -

academe (as compared to comparable administrators in other sectors) to be more

l

v .

related Lo their perceptions of characteristics of their jobs and of the work'’

environment than to salary; after all,-they have chosen to take positions in
4 . I
an organizatidnal sector whoseﬂculturF typically emphasizes service- rather

L4 . . !

Y

than profit.
o uilding on these frameworks, this study examines serral sets of

variables,as possible correi»tes of academic mid-level administrators general

_ joK satisfaction: I) Personal Charateristics (includéd in this study atc sex,

4

age, and number. of years empioyed at}the university) 2) Perceived Job
v

4

‘Characteristics (included in this study dre skill Variety, task;significance, o

' autonomy, .feedback_ from the job itself, ‘and opportunities to Yeal with

- ‘ . .
others); 3) Perceived Environmental Characteristics (included in this study
: v , | _ < . ;

»
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v \are administrators"perceptions of the degree to which the university s 'r'

J

environment is coopé?ative fair, caring, and charaCterized by the involvement
IS ) ¥

' / ' of professional staff in decision—making), and 4) one. Extrinsic Characteristic

(salary level)

! o While the literature offers various perspectives on job satisfaction,

.o "

this study uses Hackman and Oldham s (1980) definition of general job ;

.

; satisfaction as an overall measure of the degree to which the employee is

. N satisfied and happy in his orf her work. 'Ihug, it is viewed in this study as
. .

‘an attitude that continues Qver time, is 1dentifiable by a respondent, and is°

L measurable on a set of Likert-scale items.

1.

The study 1s designed toianalyze“correlates of job'satisfaegion,of

mid~level_administratbrs?in academe . More'specifically, the. study'addresses
several related'quesitons: l) Taking each variable set alone, how much

. | variability in job satisfaction is accounted for by the personal vqriables by
the job characteristics, by the environmental characteristics And by the’

v extrinsic characteristic of salary’ 2) Within each of the three variable./

'S o LI

sets, what specific factors are associated significantly with general job..
. v . . -

satisfaction’ 3) When the variable sets are’ taken together, how much
variability in job satisfaction is explained by the}variable sets included in

,“the study’ s conceptual model? ' | | Low

t : 2 _ " Method .7 ‘

Samp_le.. '_ o B 2N A

X Data for this study were collected ,s part of a survey concer.ning- aspects

N

“

" of universfty mid-level administrators work experience conducted during late
wLnter, 1982 and.early-spring, 1983. The sample"for the study included 424
individuals at a large, public research university who met the definition of

mid-level administrator as one who reports to the top—level officets of a

.:.-‘

.
* . ' . R ‘
. ) N ! ¢
" “ e 8
< . - -
v .
. .
'
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\ 'university or college or to»other middle administrators, often supervises

~ t

);aasistants,ﬂbut does noi hold a ptimary appointment as a. facu{ty member.
e Rather, such an individual would old an administratﬂVe post in .an office such

/ ’ as’ admissions, financial aid physical plant, or institutional development. A

-

4 v
: 62 percent response rate (Nﬁ260) was obt ained to the survey. ’

* L' . . -
4 . . el ) [ >

‘Measures ' '
- e - A

‘ .-, 'Data onm Several.sets of vatiables were COllected,through'the survey and

used. in !ﬁis study. Details pertaining t0'the heasuremenb’of variables in

.. . .
» ’ .

each variable set are deschibed below. Table { shows intercorrelations
. ~

) between all variables included in this study. T oy
y o . o _Q_ .

' #» . ; [Insert Table 1 approximately here.] -
\ ; .. : - . _.- p . ”)_*

- The demographic data used in the study included sex, age, and number of

Demojgraphic&DatAa o ', .

¢"-"  years employed at the university where the study was conducted._,

0

. KA S Job Characterigtics

The job:charActeristic vaniables, developed-and tested by Hackman and
Oldham/(1980) as part of ‘their Job Diagnostic Survey, included respondents’

perceptions of ‘the degree to which their positions involve skill variety, task
~

significance, autonomy, feedback from the job itself, and opportunities to

\\ . ,
deal with others. Except for feedback from the Job 1tself \the variables were (

-

¢ ructed from*two or three surveg‘items each. ‘- Feedback from the job was

' meagured by one.item_only. . Each jab charac eristic variable was measured on a
one to seven Likert-like scale (l = loﬁ, 7 , high). Definitions of each
+ variable are provided below: .

‘t ) ’ ! . T ¢ ’ . " . _" .
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o " . different aotivities o B carrying out the work, involving the use of a3 .
' ‘ S 7 nugber of different ‘skills and talents of the person” (Haékman’ and’
«7 . Oldhgm, 1980, p. 78y, N R e A

e . \ . '
-/@) Task Significance' ”rhe degree to which the job has substantiaL
’ impact o the lives of *other people, whether,those people are in the
« immediate organization or. in the world at lg ge" (Hackman and Oldham,
) 1980, pe 79). : b2 _ '

} 'O-'p / . n_. P

c) . Autonomy: "The degree to which the job provi antial'freedom,f
inEependence (and discretion.to the individual - ling the work
and in determining the procedures to'be used in carrying it out” ?
(Hackman -and Oldham, 1980 Pe. 80) s e
* ? ‘ s e :
_ d) Feedback from the Job Itself "The. degree to which carrying out the .
o - work activities required by the job provides the individual with
. . .direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her

e : performance (Hackman and Oldham, 1980, p. 80)

. } . L

~e) 'Qpportunities to Deal With Others: “The degree to which'thefjob '

» . Trequires employees to work.closely with other people in carrying out

' the work activities (including dealings with other organization '
members and with external organizational 'clients')" (Hackman .and
Oldham, 1980, pL 104) . - N

'
v oo :
. . - P .
. . - . . N
' ‘ : ' C » e . :
. - o o ’ Ay oo
. . , . / . [
B . N ) .
o

b Environmenta;Lgharacteristics ‘ - ' .

The environmental variables wete developed tested and revised
specifically for the survey instrument by the researcher. These_variables_
v also were measured on one to seven Likert~like scﬁles (1 = lowy 7 =,highf'andi
e . - T ] . . b ‘ [ . , )

measured respondints' perceptions of the degree'to which tHe environment
. » : L . - . - )

Y . : T : - P : .
' reflects particular characteristics.” Perceptiofis of thé followipxk‘o
. - ’ - . T ) ’
characteristics were investigated: '
a) tCaringﬁEnvironment° The degree'to which the environment is
~ ‘characterized by a sense of personal concern and support among and = ..
~ between those working in {e. . , .
>f.t. - b)’ Cooperative workplace° The degree to which® the environment is’
co : characterized by a sense of cooperation- and helpfulness among and »
Ch between those working in it. . L o _ =
L T

c). Fair Environment: The degree to which the environment is
~ characterized as one in which policies,- decisions, and interactions

are governed by a sense of fairnesa.- _ : . o

» . . '

’

. _12'

a) Skill Yariety: he déhree.to which the job requires a variety of BT
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d) Professional Staff Involved_ in Decision—Making_: The degree to which °

_professional staff are invol%ed in decision-making at the

institution.. .
E SRR . P 2 " .
! ) . . '. . N ) . \ .
L : i S T B
. Extrinsic Characteristic S . ' _ ‘ ' : :
R ) | T

Only one extrinsic chai&cteristic of a respondent s work)} salary, was ..k
included in this study. Inﬁormation conterning salary was collected according
"to ].evels, vhitle the firsy Yevel {ncluded‘salaries unqler $15 ooo levels
beginnihg at 615 000 incressed at $S 000 1ntervals (i.e,, $15 000 to $19, 999

'szo 000 to $24, 999) - nt SN ]

~

deneral Jogﬁgitisfaction L : '- . 'V

The dependent variable, job satisfaction, is an index based on the mean

of\several items and developed a:§vtssted by Hackman and Oldham (1980) “This

- R .-"
. variable was defined previously, ind is measured by the mean of such questions

as Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with your job?“’ "How -,
'frequently do you think of quitting the job?” (reverse scored) _and "How
K

' satisfied ar;ryon with the kind . of functions and task‘ you perform in your

e'_'

job?” (Haqkman and Oldham, 1980). The Job satisfaction variable also was

meagured -on a seven-point_Likertflikeﬁscale (L = low, 7 high), f :

|Statistical Method-

[} ' B . .'

o : "

Multiple regresgion snslyses were used to examine the-relationships of
\ ‘ i

.administrators personal cﬁarcteristics, perceptions of Job charhcteristics

®

and environmental characteristics, and the extrinsic characteristic of sslary

l ¢ 1

-'to jpb satisfaction. The snslyses consisted of two psrta. First, the 3]

: » .
relationship of each set ‘of* indepgndent variables to the dependent variable of
" sstisfaction was testsd. Within esch set, a stepwise entry. procsse was used

: in order to determine the impprtsnce of esch independent vsrisble, followsd'by

N
3

. " .
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forced entrn‘of the remaining varjables. Foilowfﬁg.the analyses of the

relationship of each set of independent variables to satisfaction, another
. _ .

multiple regression utilizing a setWise entry process wps: conducted; in this

.
.

- U

.in the previous analyses vere included in each set entered. Missing data in

the’ regression analyses were recoded with the group mean appropriate fpr the
* »

variable ‘a Qrocedure which coﬂtributes to a conservative. analysi8¢

/
/ o, . F . ’ 4
T " Results

‘The respondents indicated that their general job satisfaction was rather-
v : ‘

high. On a one toseven scale, (l i'low,'7 = high), the meani satisfaction -

score was 5.49 (Standard Deviation, i.lZ?. The mnitiple regression analyses .

\f,’characteristics, and perceived environmental characteristics all related~

.

- 3

significantly to administrators job satisfaction, as did}the extrinsic reward.

~.

g!|salary.'

o | " [Insert Tgble %’approximately here;]
_ < , . ,
W‘thin the sets, the stepwise regressions indicated those speciTic variables

significantly explaining variance in job patisfaction scores.

*

a

‘ } [Insergﬁrable 3 and Table 4 approximately_here.]

Persdnal Characteristics: When the personal variables were tested (see

LN

' Tables Z‘and J), age entered the stepwise regression first, indicating that it

was the strongest of the three predietors. Older administrators tended .o, be

K more'satisfied.» Sex also was significant as a: predictor of satisfaction, with
* women soéewhst more satisfied than men. Numbdr of years of employment at the _

: university did not enter as a significant predictor. Table 4 indiqafhs that

. . . ’ , ) ' . ’ e .
P ", : R I 14 ‘ : * '
- ' , .

' regression, only variables'which had been shown to be significant predictors -

. showed that, taken as individual sets, personal characteristics, perceived job

>



ll LY ’-’.
: the two™ significant personal variables together acccounted for .seven percent

p

‘of the variance in midvlevel administrators Job satisfaction.

- Job Characteristics; Administrators' perceptions of characteristics of

v ' j I"-
+ their joba ‘also significantly predicted level Qf gener&l job satisfﬁ‘!ion (see
Tab}e 2). In the stepwise regression, autonomy enteréd first, accounting for

- 19 percent of the variation in job satisfaction, followed by skill variety on

Y
the second step, . and feedback f¥om the job itself on the.third step. Neither
\ ~-perception of the extent to vhich the position involves interacting with otherq

‘nor perception of the task significance of the job related significantly to the

general job satisfaction of the mid-level administrators in the sample (see

[
Table 3 and 4)@ The three job characteristics significantly associated with

general satisfaction together accounted for 31 pereent of the variance in the
depetident varieble (see Tables 2 and 4).° More satisfied administratots rated
their positions as being_higher in'autonomy, skil!,variety, and amodht of

feedback from the job itself than did less satisfiFd administrators.

Environmental Characteristics- Of the four_environmental characteristics,'

- only perception of the degree to which the_environment is fair was not

¢

. significantly associated‘\{;h Job satisfaction (see Table i‘,',rhe three
- significant environmental ¢ aracteristics together explained 17 percent’of the

'vari;:::hiﬂn administrators' job satisfaction (see Table 2). Administrators’

LY

perception of the degree to which their workplace has -a-caring environment

‘ [entered the’ equation on the first step dnd accounted fbr 11 percent of the

variation in job satisfaction~scoreb. Perception of the degree to which the

o s e

work environment can be characterized as cooperative entered dh the second step
. e

of the multiple regression, adding 4 percent to. the explained variance.

Perception of the degree to which professional,staif are involved in decision-

B S

] l\\\qaking“entered at ’the third step }nd-explained an additional two percent of the .
- , ] 1 _ S _
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variance'(see Table 4). More satisfied administrators‘rated the environment-' '

as'more caring and cooperatiVe and perceived proféssional staff to be more :

involved 1in decision-making than ‘;d ‘less satisfied administrators. T
, 4
Extrinsic Charscteristic. The'only extrinsic variable included in this

study, level of_salary, related significantly to'adninistrators‘_job

satisfaction.(P < .01), but,.taken'alohe, only accounted for three percent of

the variance ij e depe dentovariable (see: Tables 2, 3, and 4). Compared to

\
. the amount o variance accounted for by the job characteristics or the

environmental characteriStics, salary was not as strong a predictor of job

. C
R satisfaction for the mid-level administrators in the study. P

Re&ression with Variable Sets:‘.»After the analyses of the relationship. of

each set of variables, taken individually, to job satisfaction, a setwise o y

- entry process was used (including only the significant variables in each set)

£
rs v - .

to investigate the total variance in job satisfaction accounted for by the
variable sets included in the conceptual model. The overall analysis_after
o personal, joh, and envlronmental variables were included_in the model’provided S
~ a multi-variate F of 22.32,‘significant at the .bOl.level (see Tahle-S) The
three setsizf variables together accounted'for ;O percent,of the variance in .
administrators' Job satisfaction. Afterldifferences in'satisfacgiOn related
to the personal characteristics of age and sex were accounted for (predicting
7 percent of the variance in the dependent variable), the job characteristics
set expﬂhined 27 percent more of the variance. The environmental S s
characteristics after removing differ?nces in satisfaction accounted ﬂgr by
" personal characteristics and. perceptions of joblcharacteristics, added another
6 percent to the explanstory power of the nodel. AEter differences due to.:

“persdnal,ljob,land environmental'characteqistics were removed, sslary'was-not

significantly related to satisfaction and did not enhance the,pbwqr of the .




.model to éxplain variance in the -satisfaction ‘score. S . .
- ‘ : . i . - -"' - . l

e

Discussion -

This- study confirms previous research in finding that general job

gsatisfaction of the academic mid~level administrators studied is quite high,

<

This study contributes to the: literature by evalﬁating the - relative importante
 of several variable sets .as they 1|Iate to administrators satisfaction. Each

set of variables included in the conceptual model alone was related

L]

significantly to satisfaction, though-the extrinsic characteris;]c of . salary

\

level explained no additional variance'after the other three.variable sets

Were in‘the equation. The job characteristics appear especially important in

relation to satisfaction, followed by perceptions of envirommental

»
*

characteristics.

When personal characteristics were examined, it is not surprising that

’

age was  found positively and significantly associated with saeisfaction.h
Other studies (Hall Schneider, and Nygren, 1970 Mowday; Porter, and Steers,
1982) have shown such varia?les as satisfaction and organiza ional commitment

to increase over time. As one gets older, one.likely wishe$ to perceive one's

4

_situation in the best pessible light. People want to belleve that: their Life
decisions have been good ones. Furthermore, as employees get older, they

of ten rEceive higher salaries, more challenging responsibilities, and greater

autonomy (Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982). Anbther interpretation of dhis
finding might be that older people are more realistic and less idealistic in

their expectations of their work than their younger cqlleagues. . Consqquently,

‘they may experience more satisfaction under similar conditions. .-
(v !
.The finding that the job characteristic spt taken alone explained 31

v .
-

percent of the variance in. satisfaction scoregysuggests the merit in theories’

that point to job design as ‘a key element associated with such outcomes as
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satlsfaction. Note should be taken'that.autonomy alone is the ‘pingle greatest

ﬁkpredictorfs ong all variables included in the 'study. It_accounts for aimost

[

-one~fift .of the varlability in thp‘dependent variable. Administrators in

- i
"

) this'study perceived that"they'have considerabie autonomy in their work (mean
'of'%QOS onfa seven-point scale). irevious research on academic.mid-leyel

administrators also provided some findings concerning autonomy. In contrast

#

to this study, Bess and Lodahl (1969) found autonomy to be among the least

_ satisfying aspects of mid—level administrators work. However, Scott (1978,
pe 26) "found opportunities to act independently an areaiof high\satisfaction
among the administrators he studied. Perhaps the degree of(aqtonomy mid—level,

administrators enjoy in their own areas of responsibility has increased in

the two decades between the Bess and Lodahl study and the research conducted
by Scott and- in this study.’ Furthermore, the present study did not fodhs on o
administrators"satisfaction specifically with the degree of their autonomy,
but rather inyestigated the‘relationship between perceiveilautonomy and a

general sense of job satisfaction. One might agsume, however, that the high
. . _ e, .

mean score on the extent to which they perceived their positions as providing-

autonomy suggests the administrators in this study were quite satigfied with

11

, Y ' . \
this specifc kspect of their work. N . e .

Both written'responSes'the respdndents'provided'to open-endéed questions

¥

© on the:,survey and comments offered in a small number of interviews the A .

researcher conducted with4some of the’ respondents in the sample emphasized the

7

importance of autonomy when the administrators evaluate their satisfaction

_with their work. For example, one mid-level administrator observed that the *

] 9 ’

universicy offers greater autonomy to employees than would be available in . ’

business and other sectors. He.explained that he thrives when he has the <\

u

opportunity'to set goals.
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_The findingﬂthat autonomy i3 such . a critical job characteristic supports

P

-

much - previpus theoretical and “empirical research on the relationship between'

job characteristics and satisfaction and productivity. Kohn (1976)

.'.‘
L]

_ ("example, has emphasized ‘that control over one s work is a critical vsriabl@
for employees' in many workplaces. Though correlation does not imply .
,
causation,- those interestegrin enhancing the satisfaction of academic - N
(/imid-level administrators might provide an atmosphere in which ‘these e

professional staff can exercise maximum autonomy within their respective - '

mains of responsibility. ' ' S . oA

4

Bothfskill varietyt (the'diversity of tasxs'required in theuposition) and
+ the amountfof feedbg:k’trom the job itself als? contributedlsignificantly'to
variAnce explained in administrators' general job satisfaction heyond that
- explained by autonomy. In terms of skill variety, observation of the work of
mid-level administrators in various areas of the univer\icy sug‘:;ts that
their daily tasks may be quite diverse by nature, even if a fairly regular
cycle. of ° activities occurs over a longer period. fFor example, an admissionst
director may face similar.activities each year in getting a class in place for'
fSeptember,'but the tasks each dayvare sure to'he diVerse-and sometimes‘

v' unexpected. The mean score (4 08) on. skill variety indicates that the - : ,"'
tespondents in this study did perceive that they have moderately diverse |
activities in their work. They also rated feedback'ohtained'from-doin8~the
job 1uite high (5. 31). As with shill‘variety, this characteristic,seems to be
an inherent part of their work.‘ By'interacting with'colleagues,'superiors;

‘,nand students and engaging in their daily'work,'mid-level'admihistracors

receive some sense of "how things are going.".:That both skill vartety and job

feedback, both of which are built iato the work of mid-levellsdministrators, -




. : o
rsre related significantly to generpl job satisfaction suggests khat thé daily

.activity of doing the work trself is wrather satisfying Eor these

i

administrators.’ f , ' . _ o S

>
-

®,

Brief comment sheuld be made concerning the relationship of. dealihg with

4

others to general ;ob satischtion. While this variable was' not significantly
"relsted to general job satisfaction in this study, - Scoot (1978, pe -26) | |
reported that opportunities to help ‘students and staff were aspeé{s of great
l satisfaction for the administrators he studied. While the findings from these
i studies seem to be contradictory, they can be reconciled. In this study, the.
.respondents were not asked how satisfied they were with this particular aspect
-of their work.l Rather, the study examined a set of variables to determine the

relative importance of eaéh of them in predicting general job satisfaction.

While the respondents may-have béen quite.sstisfied with their interactions -

with.students and colleagues, these interactiohs accounted for no -more

L4

'variance in general satisfaction than that already more powerfullﬁrexplained

by the job characteristics of autonomy, skill variety, and feedback from doing

the jObo ‘ ‘

"The set of - environmental characteristics, taken alone, explained lT\“//

_percent of the variance in genersl job satisfaction. ‘In this set of

[}

vartables, the perception of the degree to which the enviro"'it is

characterized by a sense of caring and concern explained the greatest amount

‘.

of variance in the'dependent variable, While they petce

”environment to be only moderately caring (mean 3. 19), 2 ih'was'
“significantly related to-satisfactioh. This is an environmental
,characteristic that ‘could certainly: be incressed through the tone set by

senior administrators. EOr example, gne mid-level administrator interviewed

explained that hevqpels great satisﬁection-when the président of the
| A " b ‘ o . i. oy

particular,l'

’,_

»



 university takes the time to send a note. ofhappreciationlor commenddtion for a’

R4
‘
Bad

-_projectiparticularly well-executed.

That the degree to which the administrators perceived the environment to
!I
be chanactgrized by cooperation was related significantly to job satisfaction

"~ 1is not surprising, given that one presumably can do one's work more easily in
an. environment in which individuals are helpful and coopefative with each .
othet. However,iit is surprising ‘that perception of the degree to’ which
professional staff are involved 1in decision~making‘explained only an
additionalhtwo_percent-of the'variznce in job satisfaction,‘beyond thi.f_ﬂ
_ e;planatory power of the tuo'variables that entered on the first and second
steps.- Based on. the literature pointing to the benefits of more participatory
decision—making in organizations, one might have expected_this variable to
have entered at.an earlier step and to have‘accounted for more Variation‘in
the’ job satisfaction scores. Perhaps.mid-level administrators distinguish
between autonomy in their own, domain of work and part}cipation in decisions at
the levél of institutional policy.: The responden}s indicated a fairly high
”degree of autonomy (mean score, 6. 05) and the regression analyses showed '
-,autonomy_alone to accoudt for almost one-fifth of the variance in general job
satisfaction. VIn contrast, thqy indicated a much lower perception of the
degree to which professional staff are involved in decision~ma&ing (mean
score, 3. 36), and the reg_ession analyses showed this variabf!’to account for g
less variat?on in job satisfaction. Perhaps mid-level administrators derive- ,.
.satisfaction from their autonomy within their ‘own’ domain of responsibility,
without expectingoa strong role in decision~making at the level. of ’
institutional policies. s | Co -
| The extrinsic variable, salary, related significantly to general job v

satisfaction when taken alone, but explained only 3 percent of the variance in
. 4

-

the dependent variable. Furthermore, it added no explsnatory power - beyond

r

»
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that account ed for-by thé other variablé ‘sets. SeVeral interpretations of

this finding are possible. The admin’istrators may havé chosen their positions

B ¢
because of their intrinsic characteristics and the nature of the environment

in a university and may not base their satisfaction on_their salary level... A

second interpretation, based on Herzberg's work'(l973),\suggests_tnat‘salary a

—

may not relate to satisfaction, but instead may play a role on a
dissatisfaction scale. Other_work by’this researcher “on work commitment

suggested that sal y and fringe benefits were not very important in
contributing to c mmitment but did weaken commitmenh;if they weré’neglected

too greatly or threa;ened (Austin, 1984) Salary may relate to sasisfaction

in a similar manner.

The" setwisf regresgion including all significant variables in each set
. _ /o _

'indicates that the conceptual model, including_personal, job, and

enviﬁbnmental'characteristics, explained 40 percent of the variance in job

w.o -

"~ satisfaction. Since'the'job.characteristics and the environmental
characteristics explainedl33 percent.of the variance. beyond the personal
variables, they are clearly important sets of variables. As expected from the

conceptual framework, the significant variables in each of these sets were

k]

related positiveiy to general job satisfaction. _wnile other variables not

4

included in Phis study are required to explain the renaining variance, the
.results do support.tne literatureithat agsocliates satisfaction (as. well as

other outcomes) with certain job characteristics and environmental

1

ch racteristics. '
‘ y;
. # L
Because the study was conducted at one university, its results have

limitations,- Nevertheless, several reccmmendations can be made ‘based on this
study and consistent with findings from other research on mid-level

administrators asxnell as otlier employee groups.' Since several job and

» ’ . !

.
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_ environmental characteristics explain substantial amounts of variance, senior L
: !
_ administrators might encourage the development of those characteristics.

First, while correlatton does not imply causation, it seems likely that:

“v.

~ greater. autonomy relates to increased levels of general satisfaction. The ’

¢

findings suggest that administrators need not be involved in all decisions

(but within their own- domains of responsibility, their autonomy is very

important to them. Second, since an environment characterized by a sense of
' o
. care and concern relates to satisfaction, senfor administrators might strive

to express recognition and appreciatioh- for the work of mid-level -

administrators. Third, from this study, no assumption should be made that

"+ .

salary is not important to mid-level administrators. Though it does not

-
-

appear to explain much additional variance in general satisfaction, other .
‘research suggests that it may be a-factor in weakening satisfaction Lf

g neglected. While this study emphasizes the association of certain intrinsic

-."

job characteristics and environmental charaoeeristics to satisfaction, salary

ok levels should be treated with care, ﬂl

While 'some of the. findings in this study confirm previous research, this
. ¢ {
research contributes to the literature by GXamininﬁxthe power of certain sets

t

of job and environmental characteristics, chosen {3r inclusion in the study on

the basis of current theories concerning,dqb design and work environments,-to'

explain significant portions of the variance in'mid-level administrators et

l“"é -

Y

general job satisfaction, While attention 1is often drawn to the frustrations". he
_ \ ' I
and limitations in the work experience of mid-level administrator‘, the

L
| T L.

results from this study show a high level of general job’ satbefaction among

this group and suggest that a substsntial portion of that satisfaction is _;
. )

related to the characteristics of the job itself and certain features of the

environmont. While frustrations should not be ignored e is heartening that T

-
1 4 v
B
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much in the work itself is satisfying. Furthermore, the envirommental . .’

characteristics related to satisfaction' can be influenced by seniorf .

administrators and.faculty. " In circumstances where such frustrations-asw

(3

limited mobility opbious or restricted advancement poasibilities cannot be

changed, efforts to support and improve the job and environmental e

'characteristics shown in th¥s study to relate .to general job satisfaction'

might be‘beneficial for qid-level administrators as individuale and for the

quality of their work in the organization.
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)  TABLE |
_ Infercorrectiong Among"Ali‘Variables
Y M o . Included in Study N
Variables 1 72 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10. 11 12,
. ”. - . - Yo . ' ’
s,
N4l \ . . - - i . 'ka ) - . /
l. Years Employed at University 1.00 :
2. Age \;g . i " . 063 1000 - ! _
“ ' - N - i L
4. Task Significance W10 .16 .25 1.00 .
5. Autonomy . e [ hy .11 04 40 .24 .1.00 8
6. Feedback from Job =05 .7 .29 267 .26 1.00 .
. ' " - ' , ' o . N
7. 'Dealing with Others -.12 -,12 .27 .28 .18 .16 1.00 .
. ' > . , ’ BN - .
8. Caring Environment 22 30 .08 .11 .17 .05 -.10 1.00
9. Cooperative EnQironment «30 25 .20 .18 '.23" 20 -.11 ',43. 1.00
10. Professlonaésptaff Involved 05 .12 .26 .13 .25 .24 .03 .45 .34° 1,00 -
11. Salary | W28 7 .34 - .16 .200 .19 ..06. .15 .27 .26 .25 1.00
. : ’ ' ; o . - . s e
12. -’pb ._Satiefacti.on . l9 024 . 044 26 - 044 036 .10 034 " 033 032 [ 18 1.00
oL .'w
o™ | / A
" . \ | . ' 26 . :;:. :
25 o . 4 n !
- - ., .
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Multiple Correlation Coefficient and Percent of Variarce
‘ in Job Satisfaction Explained by Variables Sets With ¢
' Only Significant Variables. Included in Each Set
C . _ : S .
Variable Set . — R, _RZ df F
.I . - d . . | ] . ) | . I
Personal Characteristics ) .27 W07 2/257, 7 . 10.33%%x
J9b Cﬁaracteristics ' _ ;; Y5 . $31 7 3/256 39.66**?'
fEhvironmehtal'Characteristica'_ ' N VA V2T 18 .7 0% %%
“‘; . . . ‘ i .
. Extrinsic Reward: =~ . 18 © .03 " 1/258 8.57%%
xpc.0s - T I
_** PS .01 N Yo ) ’ : : R ‘
*ax. P <.001° - '

'
.
!
+ P ‘
. 1'
§
Fi
ie
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.TABLE 3
o~ | Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis
' . of Each Variable Set on Job Satisfaction~

\

: - Source of _ _
Variable Set | Variation . ¥h SD L *  Beta
. _-‘. g . . .-" . . ] K] . B R
-Personal . : _ - : SN
Characteristics Age - 46.46 9.51 RYALL 022
; Sex o 126 . W44 4.55% .13.
Years Employed ' ' -
at University 14.46 = 8.33 97 - .08
.7 [ 3 '
~ Job et e e
_ Characceristzics Autonomy - . 6.05 86  23.44%k% T 08
- - Skill Variety 4,08 .66 19.96%%* <26
Feedback from : o _ .
Job ~ 531 1.22 [g.81%** 20
‘Dealing with - ' . o _
) . , Othersy _ 6.41 J1 2.16 -.08
o : Task Significance =~ 5,83 = .98 3.18 .10
- Ty : ) : C ..,
Environmental - ' _‘Cii o 4 - S ) _
- Characteristics " Caring Environment 3.16T‘\ 98  5.52% - . |7
S . Cooperative . _ ' :
Environment 5.79 93 . 8.,23%* .19
Professional Staff - ' :
, " Involved in :
. o " Dpecision-Making 3.36 1.00 6.08% .16
y . ) Fair Environment - 3.69 .88 o1l .02
 ‘Extrinsic _ e
_ Charactetristics Salary - : ©5.44C 1,91 8.57%% T 18

8 gycale for Means of Job Characteristic and" EnVironmental Characteristic
variables (1 = Low, 7 = High) C

b. Univaﬂ;ate F at end of Analyses R . ‘

¢ oA score. of .5 represents a salary level between $30,000 and $34 999, , T

K]

 * P < .L.05 - B TS
'] P_Z_-Ol ' oy |
P <..001 . . |
. ! n ' %
. ~ ) v
{ .
- . o o e Ag_dk___‘A_L‘A—A_.__¥ ‘74“_‘ o 43 L ‘ o -
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¢ bt TABLE 4
“ . - Summary of Significant Steps
. _ in Each Variable Set .
* S . To Predict Adminigtrators' Job Satisfaction .
Step . - Variable That Enters — Rz' - Galn 1 df F
Personal Characteristics ' A
o 1 *  Age D 06 = /258 16.45%NR
2 sex - .07 W01 - 2/257 7 | 10.33kAn
- k ‘l"
..Job Chgfactéristica
1’ . ‘Autonomy | B U 1/258  63.71%a
2 . skillAariety . .27 . .08 - 2/257 49 38w
3 _Feedback from Job 31 W04 3/256 39, 66xun
'.ﬂl : . o P
Environment;r Characteristics : . : -
. 7 N - - . : . ,
1 Caginglﬁnvironment 11 - 1/258  34.31hAn
- L , e T
2 Cooperative Environment 15 .04 2/257 124 ,06%A*
, 3 ° . Professional Staff
- Involved in Decision- - _ S
‘Making - . gAY 02 . 3/256 18,7 0%#*
. - . |
4 ) R ‘. !.
Extrinsic Reward
1  Salary -, .03 . - . 1/258 8.57*w
%P <05 S ‘ S o | -
’f’* P < .01 e _— - . _ [
~win p T 001 | " s ‘




“TABLE 5

Summary of. Multiple Regression Using Four Sets of Sighifféant Variables ' o
' \ to Predict Administrators' gatisfaction :

!

S

i F for
S . . Signifi-
L Partial . o . °  ‘cance of :
Step Source of Variation ' . F B df - R R2 R2 Change Betad

~r

Tt

0
'

I' - Personal Characteristics 10.33%u% N

- Age : L . | ' D : . ) ' '..13 .
"~ Sex » : C S : . W10

2 Job Characteristics . . 28.30%%  5/254 .60 34 37,3648

Autonomy o ‘ ' _ : . ).22 .

«  Skill Variety' I - | o o L L e25
Feedback from/gob | B - A T

3 Envifonﬁental Characteristi¢s _ 22.32%% . 8/1251 » .64.‘ <40 . 8.28%%%

Caring Environment = - - : _ W21
. Cooperative Environment ) B . : .07
: .- Professional Staff Involved _ L L ~ : o _
il in Decision-Making - ‘/ _ - o . _ 03 -
.-o._" . . ] . , . i . . . , . .

o g

4 "Extr}neicApharac;eristlc L e o - .

~ salary | 19.77%%% - 9/250 .64 .39 - .06 , .

A . B - ¥

=

kP .05 o e o - . ] - S ! : 0 .
P T 01 R . o o S
*kx p < 001 . : . o : L . . -

. 8 Beta at end of equation when first 3 variable sets arefen;e;ed. - . '_ o Efl
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