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ABSTRACT 

There is a clear lack of research relating to the relationship between length of 

service, job satisfaction and propensity to leave at community colleges. Specifically, this 

study sought to clarify the relationship between these variables for community college 

faculty utilizing a correlational methodology. A relationship between length of service, job 

satisfaction, and propensity to leave could only be detected for part-time faculty. Overall, 

the study revealed that job satisfaction was inversely related to length of service, and 

propensity to leave positively related to length of service for part-timers only. This project 

represents a bold first step into a fertile new area of research. 

vu 



LIST OF TABLES 

4.1: Descriptive Characteristics of Scales 56 

4.2: Demographics of the Sample, Full-Time Faculty 59 

4.3: Demographics of the sample, Part-Time Faculty 62 

4.4: Job Satisfaction Scales with Selected Demographic Factors for 
Full-Timers ,67 

4.5: Job Satisfaction Scales with Selected Demographic Factors for 
Part-Timers 69 

4.6: Job Satisfaction and Propensity to Leave Scores by 

Employment Status 71 

4.7: Pearson's Correlations, Propensity to Leave.. 74 

4.8: Demographics: Propensity to Leave and Overall Job Satisfaction 
Full-Time Faculty 75 

4.9: Demographics: Propensity to Leave and Overall Job Satisfaction 
Part-Time Faculty 76 

4.10: Demographic Factors Predicting Total Satisfaction Scale for 
FuU-Timers 80 

4.11: Demographic Factors Predicting Total Satisfaction Scale for 
Part-Timers 81 

4.12: Demographic Factors Predicting Propensity to Leave for 
FuU-Timers 83 

4.13: Demographic Factors Predicting Propensity to Leave for 
Part-Timers 84 

viu 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In all Ukelihood, community colleges will be facing a major faculty shortage 

before the year 2015 (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Fugate & Amey, 2000). Thus, there is a 

real need to recruit a qualified body of new faculty. However, the research on how to 

maintain and attract faculty in general is rather sparse, and even more so for community 

college faculty. In an attempt to better understand issues surrounding faculty departure 

and recruitment, some have focused on measures such as job satisfaction and propensity 

to leave (Helgeland, 2001; Menges, 1999; Valdez & Anthony, 2001; Whippy, 2000). In 

fact, a great deal of research on employee satisfaction has been done in the non-academic 

world, but very Uttle research has focused specifically on community college faculty job 

satisfaction as a fimction of length of service (SorcineUi & Austin, 1992). 

The prediction of a coming faculty shortage is based upon two reasonable 

observations. First, the number of 18-year-olds in the population will begin to increase 

dramatically beginning in approximately 2004 (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). The graduating 

class of 2004 will be composed of more than 3 miUion students, the largest graduating 

class since 1979. Second, faculty are getting older and are thus more likely to retire in the 

coming years. As of 1998, the average age of a professor (including university and 

community fcollege faculty) was 52 (Ahnanac, 2001). This problem has been referred to 

as the "graying professoriate" (Schuster, 1990). As an illustrative example of the 

problem, Fugate and Amey (2000) have predicted a faculty retirement rate in California 



of 50-80% over the next decade. To fiirther comphcate the problem, very few college 

graduates have been preparing for careers in academe (Bowen & Schuster 1986; Fugate 

& Amey (2000). 

The trends with regard to the fiiture of college faculty have thus become apparent. 

First, the total number of students is growing. The year, 2005, will, in all Ukelihood, see 

the largest class of coUege fi-eshmen in 25 years (Ahnanac, 2001; Cohen & Brawer, 

1996). Second, coUege faculty are retiring in mass numbers. A large percentage of 

current faculty were hired in the boom years of the late sixties and early seventies and are 

now reaching retirement age (Fugate & Amey, 2000). And third, because of the horrible 

academic job market of the 1980s and early 1990s, very few coUege students have 

prepared for careers in academe. AU of this evidence taken together strongly suggests 

that there wUl be a severe faculty shortage sometime before the year 2015. Thus, 

administrators are preparing to hire the largest cohort of faculty employed at one time 

since the 1960s (Murray, 1999). 

Therefore, there is a growing interest in identifying factors which may encourage 

faculty to stay, and in identifying factors which attract new faculty. Many researchers 

have estabUshed a clear Unk between retention of employees and employee satisfaction 

(Gleason-Wynn, 1995; HUI, 1986; Stolofi", 1971). In his study of Navy recruits, StoloflF 

(1971) found that job satisfaction was a clear predictor of reenhstment decisions. 

Gleason-Wynn (1995) had sinular resuks with her exploration of the relationship 

between job satisfaction and retention among social workers. HiU (1986) appUed these 

findings directly to the pubUc community coUege environment. In his study, he exammed 

the differential effects of five job satisfaction variables on community coUege 
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developmental educators in New York State. OveraU, he discovered that satisfaction with 

the work itself, promotion opportunities, and co-workers had the greatest influence on 

teachers' commitment to the coUege and propensity to leave their jobs. These findings 

have since been echoed in many other studies (McBride, Munday, & Tunnel, 1992; 

Murray & Murray, 1998). Findings such as these have led others to explore variables 

which may mediate job satisfaction in the workplace. Research into the relationship 

between length of service and job satisfaction variables are among the most promising of 

these studies. 

Not only is it clear that faculty may be at risk for fluctuations in job satisfaction, 

but research has also shown a clear Unk between job satisfaction and the tendency to 

terminate employment Or leave an institution. In a study of community coUege instructors 

in New York State, HQl (1986) found that dissatisfaction with work had a clear Unk to 

propensity to leave an institution. HUl's (1986) findings regarding the Unk between job 

satisfaction and propensity to leave are not rare; many researchers have had similar 

results when exploring the relationship between the two constructs (Gleason-Wynn, 

1995; McBride, 1992; Murray & Murray, 1998; Stoloff, 1971). 

One of the most comprehensive studies comparing new and experienced faculty 

to date was conducted by Boice (1991). Boice discovered that new faculty are slow to 

estabUsh comfort with their institutions and tend to persist in maladaptive patterns of 

lecture preparation and teaching in general. However, Boice (1991) did not include 

community coUege faculty in his study. To date, very few studies have attempted to 

assess diflPerences in job satisfaction between new and experienced faculty at community 

coUeges. 
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Menges (1999) has studied variables relating to job satisfaction for coUege faculty 

and did include community coUege instructors in his study. He found that relative to their 

four-year coUege counterparts, community coUege faculty reported less stress in the first 

year of employment, and had an easier time adjusting to the demands of their institutions 

during the first three years of employment. The greatest source of stress for community 

coUege faculty during the first year was teaching demands, while the greatest source of 

stress for community coUege faculty after five years of service was committee demands. 

However, the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction at community 

coUeges remains unexplored. 

SorcinelUi and Austin (1992) have suggested that length of service may underUe 

or moderate job satisfaction, and therefore propensity to leave. They found that generaUy 

speaking, new faculty are less satisfied with their jobs than are more experienced faculty. 

Van Ast (1999) found a direct link between age and job satisfaction for community 

coUege faculty. Faculty in their 20s and 30s were found to be less satisfied with their jobs 

relative to faculty over 55 years of age. Whether this finding reflects time spent with a 

particular coUege or whether it is an effect of aging was not explored in the study. Van 

Ast (1999) is one of the few studies which has even hinted at length of service and job 

satisfaction at community coUeges, and his study was not designed to address this 

problem specificaUy. No study has specificaUy addressed the Unk between length of 

service and job satisfaction/propensity to leave at community coUeges. 



Theoretical Basis for Job Satisfaction 

One of greatest contributions to the modem study of workplace satisfaction was a 

comprehensive study of professionals done by Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman 

(1959). They discovered that job satisfaction was an important, but a much more 

complicated construct than previously thought. They divided factors relating to job 

satisfaction into two categories: content and context variables. Content variables relate to 

the job itself and include factors such as achievement, recognition, advancement 

opportunities, and responsibiUty. Context variables involve aspects of the job not directly 

related to the job itself such as company poUcy, administration, supervision, salary, and 

working conditions. In their study of 200 accountants and engineers, the researchers 

discovered that aspects of the job workers cionsidered satisfying came from content 

variables of the job, whUe aspects of the job workers considered dissatisfying came from 

context variables of the job. Thus while a deficiency of context, such as salary might 

cause dissatisfaction, the converse is not necessarily true; its excess wiU not necessarily 

guarantee satisfaction. It is noteworthy that while making an important contribution to 

the field of job satisfaction, Herzberg et al. (1959) did not specificaUy address the 

academic environment. 

Statement of the Problem 

The central problem of this survey study is to determine whether or not there is a 

relationship betw€fen length of service and job satisfaction and/or propensity to leave. 



This information, in turn, is expected to contribute to the successful recruiting, hiring, 

and retention of community coUege faculty and to their successful sociaUzation into their 

respective institutions. 

There has been some ambiguity in the findings of previous research related to this 

topic. Some research studies have suggested that it is experienced community college 

faculty that are at higher risk for socialization problems such as "burnout," when 

compared with their less experienced peers (Hamish & Creamer, 1986; Menges, 1999). 

Other research, however, suggests that it is newer faculty that are at higher risk for 

socialization problems when compared with their more experienced peers (Boice 1991; 

SorcineUi & Austin, 1992; Van Ast, 1999). 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this survey study was to determine whether or not length of 

service effects job satisfaction and propensity to leave for community coUege faculty. 

Length of service was assessed by utUizing three separate survey questions. One question 

asked, "How many years of experience do you have at two-year coUeges?" Another 

question asked, "How many years have you been at the current position?" And a final 

question asked "How many years of experience do you have at four-year coUeges?" 

Job satisfaction was determined by asking respondents to complete a job 

satisfaction questionnaire (Wood, 1973, 1976), constructed on the basis of Herzberg's 

(1959) assumption that job satisfaction is equivalent to an employee's perception of 

positive attitude and/or affect relating to content and context variables of the job. 

Propensity to leave was measured utilizing two questions developed by Lyons (1967) 
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which were embedded within the job satisfaction questionnaire (Wood, 1973, 1976). One 

of the propensity to leave questions assessed the desire to leave an institution, whUe the 

other question assessed the actual intent to leave. The propensity to leave measures were 

constructed with the assumption that propensity to leave is an employee's tendency to 

desire work outside of the institution where he or she is currently employed. 

Contribution of the Study 

Contributions from this study come in both pragmatic and academic forms. On a 

practical level, it is hoped that this research project wUl allow comiriunity college 

administrators and researchers to better understand the sociaUzation processes and 

sociaUzation pressures of new faculty. HopefuUy this wUl aid in attracting and keeping 

faculty in institutions and in ensuring maximum productivity. Also, this research helps 

clarify the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction/propensity to leave. 

Currently this relationship is unclear at the community coUege level. Armed with this 

information, administrators and researchers should be in a better position to budget their 

time and resources for solving the coming faculty shortage crisis. And lastly, the current 

research fiUs a large gap in the current research on community coUege faculty. No studies 

have addressed differences between new and experienced faculty at community coUeges 

so far. Thus, this study is truly first of its kind in this area. OveraU this study provides 

information that should resuh in better retention and abiUty to sustain a quaUty workforce 

for community coUeges in the 21" century. 



Research Questions 

This study explored the relationship between job satisfaction, propensity to 

leave and length of service. The researcher was also interested in how demographic 

variables might interact with job satisfaction and propensity to leave. The foUowing 

demographic variables were assessed: age, gender, salary, educational level, and fields-

of-study . The study addressed the foUowing questions: 

1. What is the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction? 

2. What is the relationship between length of service and propensity to leave? 

3. How accurately can job satisfaction be predicted from a Unear combination of 

demographic variables? 

4. How accurately can propensity to leave be predicted from a Unear combination 

of demographic variables and job satisfaction? 

Delimitations of the Study 

This is a case study. Therefore, the generaUzabiUty of resuks is limited to the 

population of the selected Texas coUege. Because of this deUmitation, resuks of this 

study may not be appUcable to faculty employed in other regions of the country or in 

other parts of Texas, 



Limitations of the Study 

In this study, there is a possibUity of sample bias. In other words people who 

chose to return the surveys might have been demographicaUy or attitudinaUy different 

compared with those who chose not to return the surveys. This negative effect could have 

been magnified by the relatively smaU sample size. 

Assumptions 

First, it was assumed that the selected coUege was at least fairly representative of 

Texas community coUeges and community coUeges in general. Second, k was assumed 

that there was not an unreasonable amount of bias in the sampUng technique. Studies of 

this type often have low response rates, although precautions were taken to try and 

minimize this problem in the present study. Third, it was assumed that the subjects would 

respond honestly to the questionnaires and would not be overly affected by their mood or 

even a possible passive-aggressive desire to negatively aff^ the outcome of the 

experiment. 

Definition of Terms 

In order to clarify their meaning as used m the current project, the foUowing 

frequently used terms are defined below. 

Conmiunity coUege— an institution offering two years of instruction of strictly 

coUegiate grade mcluding general education and vocational training (Bogue, 1950). 

Content Variables-variables of a job relating to the job kself such as 

achievement, recognition, advancement opportunities, and responsibUity. 
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Context Variables-variables of a job not directly related to the job itself such as 

company poUcies, administration, supervision, salary, and working conditions. 

Experienced faculty-faculty with 5 or more years of teachmg experience at 

community colleges. 

FuU-Time faculty-faculty on at least a 1-year contract who also teach a load of at 

least 3 classes per semester. 

Job satisfaction-an employee's perception of poskive attitude and/or affect 

relating to content and context variables of their job. 

New faculty-faculty with less than 5 years of teaching experience at community 

coUeges. 

Propensity to leave—an employee's tendency to desire work outside of the 

institution where he or she is currently employed. 

Summarv 

There is a clear lack of research relating to the relationship between length of 

service and job satisfaction at community coUeges. Therefore, many aspects of faculty 

socialization, mcludmg dimensions of job satisfaction, are not w6U understood by 

researchers or administrators. SpecificaUy, the present study sought to clarify the effects 

of length of service on job satisfaction and propensity to leave at community coUeges. 

This study sought to fill the Current gap in the research Uterature concerning conmiunity 

coUeges. However, the present investigation wiU purposefliUy be limited in scope to a 

case study of a single selected community coUege m Texas. 
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The foUowing chapter wiU provide reviews and descriptions of past research 

pertinent to the present mvestigation. It wiU be subdivided mto four subcategories: Job 

Satisfaction; An Introduction, Job Satisfaction Frameworks, Job Satisfaction in Higher 

Education, Socialization of Faculty, Precursors to Socialization, and a final summary. 

Chapter in will outline and discuss the methodology used m the current study. 

Included wiU be a discussion of the Research Design, Instrumentation, CoUection of 

Data, Data Analysis and Anticipated Findings. FoUowmg this chapter wUl be Chapter 

rv, which wiU discuss the results of the research in depth. 
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CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In the foUowing section, research related to the topic of the present investigation 

wiU be reviewed in depth. This review of the Uterature wUl be subdivided into five topical 

areas: Job Satisfaction; An Introduction, Job Satisfaction Frameworks, Job Satisfaction in 

Higher Education, Socialization of Faculty, and Precursors to Socialization. The Review 

of the Literature wUl be followed by a summary of the findings. 

Job Satisfaction: An Introduction 

The modem psychological definition of job satisfaction perhaps begins with that of 

Freud (Vroom, 1995). Freud's definition was primarily sexual m that he stressed the 

opportunity that work afforded individuals for dischargmg libidmal impulses in 

constmctive dkections (Freud, 1930). Others have modified this view, edging away from 

the sexual and replacing Freud's emphasis on the pleasure principle with a "work" 

principle. For example, Hendrick (1943) has suggested that "work is not primarily 

motivated by sexual need..but by the need for eflScient use of muscular and inteUectual 

tools" (p. 311). Other researchers have emphasized the social aspects of the workplace 

(Vroom, 1995). For example, MiUer and Form (1951) have suggested that "the motives 

for workmg cannot be assigned only to economic needs" (p. 115). This tendency to gam 
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satisfaction from social relationships has long been recognized as a normative human 

attribute (Vroom, 1995). In fact, earlier in history, the renowned philosopher Nietzsche 

recognized this truth and referred to k as the "herd mstinct" (Vroom, 1995). 

More recently, researchers have attempted to identify specific factors relating to 

job satisfaction m the workplace. Tack and Patitu (1992) have suggested that factors 

relating to job satisfaction in the coUege envkonment can be summarized into nine distinct 

categories: salary, job security, faculty rank, supervision, mterpersonal relationships, 

working conditions, poUcies and administration, person-environment fit, and coUective 

bargaining. 

The degree to which salary affects job satisfaction is debatable (Tack & Patitu, 

1992). However, it is clear that insufficient salary can lead to dissatisfaction. Another way 

of statkig this is that salary can only satisfy lower-order needs (Moses, 1986). A certam 

level of pay may keep faculty from bemg dissatisfied, but wUl not guarantee satisfaction 

(Tack & Patitu, 1992). Also expectations play a critical role m how faculty decide whether 

or not thek compensation is adequate. In other words, m spite of the amount of pay, 

individuals can also experience dissatisfaction if they merely perceive that thek pay is 

inequitable. 

Job security has also been identified as a major factor which may affect job 

satisfaction (Tack & Patitu, 1992). TraditionaUy, the concept of job security is closely 

related to tenure. Wolfson (1986) has conducted research comparing tenured and 

nontenured faculty on the Job Descriptive Index (Sprague, 1974). It was found that 

nontenured faculty members were significantly less satisfied than were tenured faculty on 
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three of the JDTs radices; Work on the Present Job, Present Pay, and Coworkers (Tack & 

Patitu, 1992). Other studies have found sunilar resuks as have studies mvestigatkig the 

related concept of faculty rank. 

The quality of supervision, leadership and oversight also has a bearing on faculty 

job satisfaction. In fact, k has been suggested that quaUty of leadership may be a more 

unportant factor in job satisfaction than employee attitudes toward the job kself (Tack & 

Patitu, 1992). Vroom (1995) has reported that employees Uke supervisors that are 

considerate, fiiendly, tmstfiil, warm, and democratic. In addition, effective supervisors 

tend to focus on the human aspects of thek subordkiates' probleras, and set high 

performance goals. These quaUties are often summed up with the label, "employee-

centered" (Locke, Fitzpatrick, & White, 1983; Tack & Patitu, 1992; Vroom, 1995). 

Working conditions can also be a saUent factor m predictrag job satisfaction. 

Research has indicated that poor working conditions, which may mclude mconvenient 

hours or location or insufficient resources, can lead to job dissatisfaction (Locke et al., 

1983). In one related study, 26% of the faculty identified job conditions as one of the most 

saUent dissatisfactions of coUege teachmg (Diener, 1984). 

Research conducted by Near and SorcineUi (1986) strongly suggests that a 

coUege's poUcies and admraistration can also have a major impact on job satisfaction. 

Research radicates that faculty generaUy want to participate in mstitutional decision 

makmg and might leave an kistitution if such opportunities are Umited. Other research 

foimd that nearly one-third of the faculty in both Idaho's pubUc two-year postsecondary 
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vocational mstitutions and in Idaho's four-year postsecondary vocational educational 

institutions cited administration as a dissatisfier or identified k as a factor contributkig the 

their bad feeUngs about the job (Hilton, 1985). 

Person-envkonment fit also has been shown to have an affect on job satisfaction 

(Tack & Patitu, 1992). Caplan (1987) has summed up "person-envkonment fif as k 

pertains to the coUege envkonment as foUows: 

The academic envkonment at coUeges and universities must...represent a good 
match between the needs and abilities of the faculty, and the corresponding 
resources of and demands from the coUegiate envkoimient. (p. 103) 

Job characteristics represent at least one factor to determine the fit between institution and 

faculty member (KuUk, Oldham, & Hackman, 1987). Job characteristics theory posks that 

three distinct states must be experienced by an individual if deskable outcomes are to 

emerge. Fkst the employee must experience the work as meaningftil. Second, the 

employee must feel personal responsibiUty for work outcomes. Fraally, the employee must 

have usefijl feedback about the results of his or her work. 

Finally, the absence or presence of the abUity to coUectively bargaki has also been 

shown to have an affect on job satisfaction. A study of the relationship between job 

satisfaction and coUective bargainmg found that faculty in unionized mstitutions were 

significantly more satisfied with the economic, admkiistrative, associational and 

convenience dknensions of job satisfaction than those ra nonunion mstitutions (Tack & 

Patitu, 1992). 
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Job Satisfaction Frameworks 

TraditionaUy, job satisfaction has been explained in terms of a skigle factor 

(CarroU, 1973). This "skigle factor" method of explaining job satisfaction is predicated on 

the assumption that if the presence of a variable ki the work situation leads to satisfaction, 

then its absence wiU lead to dissatisfaction. However, Herzberg has discovered that job 

satisfaction might be more complicated than previously thought (Herzberg, Mausner, & 

Snyderman, 1959; Vroom, 1995). 

Herzberg et al. (1959) kiterviewed 200 accountants and engkieers from the greater 

Pittsburgh area. Accountants and engkieers were chosen because their jobs were thought 

to be "rich in technique." Herzberg et al. (1959) then utiUzed a research method known as 

the "critical incident technique." This technique consists of asking an kidividual, during the 

course of an interview, to relate any incidents connected vwth an extremely good or 

extremely bad time on a job. Then the person was asked to do the same with the opposke 

attitude. In other words, if the participant described a good tune, he was then asked about 

a bad tkne and vice versa. The average number of responses per kiterviewee was 2.4. 

Accordkig to the results of this in-depth research, k was discovered that aspects of 

the job workers considered satisfykig tended to corae from content Variables of the job 

(achievement, recognition, etc.), whUe aspects of the job workers found dissatisfykig 

tended to come from context variables of the job (company poUcy, salary, etc.). Thus, 

Herzberg et al. (1959) concluded that job-content factors, and not the job kself, tend to 

produce satisfaction, but thek absence does not necessarily produce dissatisfaction. 

16 



In other words, it was found that when kiterviewees reported positive experiences 

with thek jobs, they most frequently described factors related to thek tasks, to events that 

radicated to them that they were successful m the performance of thek work, and to the 

possibiUty of professional growth. These factors are the ones traditionaUy referted to as 

"content" factors of the work (Vroom, 1995). Conversely, when negative experiences 

were reported, they typicaUy were not associated with the job kself but with conditions 

that surround the doing of the job (Herzberg et al., 1959). These factors are the ones 

traditionally referred to as "context" factors (Vroom, 1995). 

Based on this research program, Herzberg et al. (1959) has proposed a "hygiene" 

model of job context factors. Analogous to the medical estabUshment, hygiene operates to 

remove health hazards from the human environment. It is not a curative; k is, rather, a 

preventative. Smularly, when there are deleterious factors in the context of the job, they 

serve to bring about poor job attitudes. When these factors deteriorate to a level below 

that which the employee considers acceptable, then job dissatisfaction ensues. However, 

the reverse does not hold tme. Herzberg et al.'s (1959) study can be conceived as a "two-

factor model," where the traditional model can be conceived of as a "one-factor model" 

(CarroU, 1973). 

However, some researches in the area of job satisfaction feel there are weaknesses 

ra Herzberg et al.'s (1959) system (CartoU, 1973). For example, k has been suggested that 

Herzberg et al.'s (1959) model faUs to take mto consideration kidividual personaUty 

fectors (Box & Cotgrove, 1966; CarroU 1973; Eran, 1966). 
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Because of these perceived kiadequacies with Herzberg et al.'s (1959) conception 

of job satisfaction, various need theories in social psychology have provided a fertUe 

ground for exploration (Can-oU, 1973). The "Hierarchy-of-Needs" theory of Abraham 

Maslow (1943) is one of the most significant of these. Maslow's theory is based on the 

presumption that an kidividuals needs develop in a sequence frora "lower order" to 

"higher order" needs. Only after the lower level is satisfied does a person become 

concemed with fiilfiUkig the higher order needs. If the tradkional view can be conceived of 

as a "skigle-factor" theory, and Herzberg's view could be considered a "two-factor 

theory," then Maslow's conception could be considered a "muhi-factor" approach. In 

support of the need-theory approach, many studies have found that self-actuaUzation and 

autonomy, or the highest need categories, were fek to be the most knportant and least 

fiilfiUed across most levels of management (CarroU, 1973; Duffy, 1967). 

A paraUel can be drawn between Maslow's (1943) Hierarchy-of-Needs and 

Herzberg's two-factor theory (CarroU, 1973). Some have suggested that the fiinctioning of 

Herzberg's context variables may depend upon satisfaction with content variables (CarroU, 

1973; Ewan, 1966). In other words, the context factors of Herzberg relate dkectly to 

Maslow's lower-order needs and the content factors fit more closely with higher-order 

needs. 

Although the Herzberg-Maslow synthesis seems a step toward greater accuracy ki 

the prediction of job satisfaction, some feel that there stiU remain many unexplakied 

deviations ra studies deaUng with the life situation (CartoU, 1973). Many researchers have 

added another dknension to thek discussions ki an attempt to explain more of these 
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deviations. This dknension is based on the idea of cognitive balance proposed by Festkiger 

(1957). Festkiger (1957) proposed that the unbalance between two cognitive elements wUl 

motivate an kidividual to restore consistency. If job satisfaction can be thought of as a 

dynamic process of balancmg one thkig agakist another rather than a static process of 

havkig a particular level of overaU satisfaction, than Festkiger's (1957) theory becomes 

quite relevant (CarroU, 1973). Also, k foUows that if adjustment to the workplace is 

difficuk for an kidividual, then frustration (dissonance) could result, which in turn could 

cause dissatisfaction. 

Job Satisfaction ki Higher Education 

SorckieUi and Austin (1992) have attempted to compare the satisfaction and work 

habits of new and experienced faculty in thek ki-depth review. They have found that 

generaUy new faculty are less satisfied with thek jobs than are more experienced feculty. 

The biggest source of dissatisfaction for new faculty regards the envkonment at the 

employing kistitution. They are especiaUy disappokited ki the lack of opportunity for 

chaUenge and advancement and a perceived lack of coUegjality from thek more 

experienced peers. A significant component of this dissatisfaction was also foimd to stem 

from a perceived lack of institutional rewards for effective teaching. It is worthy to note 

that few institutions take teachmg abiUty into consideration when decidkig whether or not 

to award tenure, for example (Menges, 1999). 

Whippy (2000) has recently kivestigated the concept of job satisfaction and to 

what extent k is affected by the admkiistration's leadership style. Whippy predicted that 
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there would be an kiteraction between a chak's leadership style and faculty job satisfaction 

contkigent upon three situational variables: leader-member relationships, task stmcture 

and position power of the leader. Faculty and unit chaks from 25 academic divisions 

withki the five coUeges at the University of Guam completed paper-and-pencU 

questionnaires. The supportkig quaUtative design used semi-structured kiterviews. It was 

found that the leadership style of the chak had Uttle effect on faculty satisfaction overaU. 

Thus, job satisfaction among faculty may be more loosely related to administrative 

kifluences that previously thought; or, this could be a situation unique to the envkonment 

of the University of Guam. 

Helgeland (2001), ki his recent study of job satisfaction of fiiU-tkne faculty at 

schools of pharmacy, found that satisfaction was relatively high overaU. However, k was 

discovered that primary sources of satisfaction tended to be intrinsic in nature, while 

sources of dissatisfaction tended to be extrinsic ki nature. The most commonly mentioned 

intrinsic motivator mentioned by feculty deak with teachkig, whUe the most commonly 

mentioned extrinsic motivator was salary. This meshes well with Herzberg's theory of 

content and context variables, as weU as the discoveries of subsequent researchers 

(Herzberg et al., 1959; Whippy, 2000). 

In a recent study. The New Faculty Project, which kicluded ten community 

coUeges as weU as numerous iraiversities and coUeges, Menges (1999) found that faculty 

at teachkig-centered mstitutions had higher overaU levels of job satisfection compared with 

faculty at research-centered mstitutions. The origkial sample kicluded 800 fuU-tkne and 

2,500 part-tkne faculty members. Faculty hired in 1991 and 1992 were followed over the 

20 



first three years of employment. Seventy percent of the original sample completed the first 

measurement. However, by the thkd year of the project, only 44 % had returned all of the 

questionnakes. It was found that the greatest stressor for community coUege faculty 

during thek first year of employment was figuring out how to teach effectively. However, 

four-year faculty also Usted this as a major stressor - generally at a higher level than that 

reported by community coUege faculty. Community college feculty were also found to be 

more comfortable about the expectations of thek envkonment when compared to 

university faculty. Taken together, the results suggest that the satisfection of faculty is 

highest when the institution at which they work supports, promotes, and rewards teachkig. 

However, it is worth noting that professors as a group are a generaUy h^py lot relative to 

those in other occupations, and community coUege faculty are generally happier than their 

vmiversity counterparts (McKeachie, 1997; Menges, 1999). 

Valdez and Anthony (2001) have investigated job satisfaction of part-tune faculty 

at community coUeges. A nationwide multistage, clustered, random, stratified sample of 

20,300 part-time community coUege faculty were sent job satisfaction questionnakes. The 

response rate was 34%, or 6,811 responses. The finduigs reported were generaUy 

consistent with previous studies on part-time faculty members. The majority of the sample 

were men (59.9%), with a sUght overtepresentation of minorities. Part-tune faculty were 

also foirad to come from lower socioeconomic groups compared wiU fiiU-tkne faculty. 

OveraU job satisfection of part-time community coUege faculty was found to be quke high. 

On a four-pokit scale where one equals the lowest level of satisfaction, and four equals the 

highest level of satisfection, the overaU mean for part-time community coUege faculty was 
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3.22. This number is sUghtly higher than what is typically reported for part-tkne university 

faculty. More than half of the sample of part-tkne community coUege faculty agreed with 

the statement, "If I had to do k over agaki, I would stUl choose an academic career." The 

greatest satisfier reported by this group was the joy of teachkig. This also differentiates 

part-time community coUege faculty from part-tkne university faculty. Part-tkne university 

faculty are more likely to mention autonomy and research as primaty satisfiers compared 

with part-time community coUege faculty. From these findings, we have a sUghtly different 

view of part-tkners than portrayed ki many popular accounts. Instead of being 

discontented with thek roles, part-tkne faculty seem to be engaged ki a work they greatly 

enjoy. 

John Van Ast (1999) has suggested that community coUeges are ki the midst of a 

major "paradigm shift." The goal of prior decades was expanded access, whUe the goal of 

the 21" century ought to be teaching and learning exceUence, accordkig to Van Ast. 

However, there are a number of serious chaUenges that might impede the modem 

community coUege ki the reaUzation of this goal. Fkst, beginnkig community coUege 

teachers are generally not specificaUy trained for the envkonments ra which they wiU 

eventuaUy work, a point echoed by many researchers in the field (Boice, 1991; Gaff & 

Lambert, 1996; Myers, Reid, & Qukia, 1998; Rafldn, 2000). Second, modem community 

coUege kistructors face an unprecedented level of diversity both ki ethnicity and in student 

academic credentials and maturity. Third, many community coUege feculty feel 

overworked. It seems many teachers sknply do not have opportunities or energy to tty 

somethkig new, especiaUy if k somethrag demanding (Murray, 2002; Van Ast, 1999). Van 
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Ast (1999) has also discovered a Unk between job satisfaction and age. Faculty ki thek 20s 

and 30s were found to be less satisfied, while those ra thek early 40s have experienced 

stresses associated with middle-age transitions, and those over 55 years of age have the 

highest level of job satisfaction. Whether this findkig reflects tkne spent with a particular 

coUege or whether k is the effect of agkig was not explored ra the study. 

Murray, Murray, and Summar (2000) have kivestigated the relationship among the 

variables of job satis&ction, propensity to leave and role conflict/ambiguity among CAOs 

at community coUeges. Survey instmments utiUzed in the study kicluded a demographic 

questionnake, a job satisfaction/propensity to leave instrument, and a role perception 

questioimake. The packets were maUed to 120 CAOs at community coUeges nationwide. 

Surpriskigly, k was found that job satisfaction for CAOs was relatively high overaU. In this 

respect, at least, they seem to resemble community coUege faculty (Menges, 1999). Also k 

was found that propensity to leave was relatively low, even though most community 

coUege CAOs stay at a particular coUege for no more than 11 years or so (McKenney & 

Cejda, 2001; Murtay et al., 2000). This job satisfaction findkig is also kitrigukig ki that k 

may represent a qualitative difference between CAOs at universities and CAOs at 

community coUeges. The evidence at this pokit seems to radicate that CAOs at universkies 

are generaUy less satisfied than are thek counterparts at community coUeges. Although job 

satisfaction for community coUege CAOs was found to be relatively high, and role 

ambiguity was low, k was also found that the CAOs experience moderate to high levels of 

role conflict. This is one more example of the vast differences between universkies and 
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community coUeges. One should not necessarily expect research done at one to be 

relevant to the other. SkiCe governance may affect faculty behavior (Luce & Murray, 

1998), k is noteworthy that quaUtative differences exist even at the admkiistrative level. 

SociaUzation of Facultv 

Feldman (1976) defined sociaUzation as "the process by which employees are 

transformed from organizational outsiders to participating and effective members," and 

has proposed a predictive model of sociaUzation in the workplace (p. 309). According to 

Feldman (1981), the socialization process can be described as unfolding ki three distract 

phases. Phase one is "anticipatory socialization" which encompasses all the learning that 

occurs before a new member joins an organization. Phase two is "encounter" ra which the 

new recruit sees what the organization is reaUy Uke, and ki which some kiitial shifting of 

values, sldUs, and attitudes may occur. Phase three is "change and acquisition" in which 

long-lasting changes take place. 

Each phase of the model is accompanied by a number of process variables which 

may lead to a number of concrete Mid affective outcomes. Some of the most knportant 

process variables include reaUsm about the job, role definition, kiitiation to the group, and 

adjustment to group norms and values (Feldman, 1981). Outcome variables include 

retention, attitude, job satisfaction, motivation, and job kivolvement. Accordkig to 

Feldman (1981), "We need to better understand the motivational pattem that can be used 

during organizational sociaUzation, and the conditions under which motivations to 

different behaviors can be eUcked" (p. 317). 
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Chatman (1989) has emphasized the knportance of person-organization fit ki 

predicting behavior. A high level of person-organization fit is defined as congruence 

between the norms and values of the employkig kistitution, and the values of persons. 

Once person-organization fit is assessed, predictions can be made about specific categories 

of measurable changes in areas such as values, norms, behaviors, and attitudes. If one is 

to make accurate predictions regardkig the course of an kidividual in an institution, k is 

cmcial that both personal and situational factors be taken into account. A person cannot 

be studied in isolation because at the same tkne his or her values are being studied, she or 

he is ki tum kifluencing the values of the institution. 

Chatman (1989) utUized a Q-sort-type methodology called the Organization 

Culture Profile (OCP) for assessing congmence between the values of the prospective 

employee, and the values of the kistitution. In this system, both the new employee, and 

veteran representatives of the organization rank 54 previously selected value statements. 

This gives a quantifiable measure of person-organization fit. To assess an individual's 

values, prospective employees were asked to sort the 54 value statements mto 9 

categories, with a specified number of cards ki each category. The question prospective 

employees were asked to keep in mind was "How knportant is k for this characteristic to 

be a part of the organization I work for?" The anchors given for the 9 categories ranged 

from most desirable to most undesirable values, and the middle category was neutral. 

These scores were then compared to the scores of veteran employees who had also taken 

the OCP. 
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It was hypothesized ki the study, that low person-organization fit should have one 

of three outcomes (Chatman, 1989). Fkst, a person's values could change over time and 

become more Uke those of the organization. Second, the organization's values could 

change over time, or thkd, the person might elect to permanently leave the employing 

organization. 

To further isolate the variables relating to the sociaUzation problem, Hamish and 

Creamer (1986) have employed quaUtative methods. The subjects of the experiment 

consisted of 34 fiiU-tkne community coUege feculty members who had been employed in 

thek present position for ten years or longer. Each faculty member was engaged ki a two-

hour kiterview covering the foUowing topics; career pattems, job characteristics, satisfiers 

and dissatisfiers, and changkig kiterests. These data provided uidicators of central 

concepts which formed the framework of a grounded theoty, leadkig to the identification 

of routkiization as a major risk factor in faculty discontentment. 

According to the researchers, one of the basic sociaUzation problems confrontkig 

faculty in community coUeges is how to deal with the routine nature of the work. 

Accordkig to Hamish and Creamer (1986), "how to adapt to increaskig routkiization of 

work over a period of tkne was a ...basic socio-psychological problem faced by faculty" 

(p. 37). Oftentimes, faculty teach the same classes year after year to students who often 

seem kidifferent and unmotivated. The problem is ampUfied, according to the researchers, 

when faculty members do not perceive thek jobs as the primaty satisfiers for thek needs of 
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diversity and chaUenge. Menges (1999) has also pointed out this problem, at both four-

year and community coUeges, identkying stress as one of the major problems facing new 

faculty. 

Hamish and Creamer have proposed some possible solutions to the routkiization 

problem. Fkst, diversity should be encouraged in faculty work tasks. Second, variety 

should be kitroduced mto the types and frequency of teaching opportunities. And thkd, an 

expanded definition of the role of community coUege faculty should be considered which 

provides rewards for a broader range of professional accompUshments. 

Boice (1991) has appUed quantkative and quaUtative methodologies to a 

sknUar question. The author foUowed a group of new faculty members over a period of 

two years and discovered that faculty are slow to estabUsh comfort with thek institutions 

and tend to persist ki maladaptive pattems of lecture preparation and teaching ki general. 

Boice has summarized his findings as "Faculty ^ow a surprisingly slow pattem of 

estabUshing comfort and student approval and of moving beyond defensive strategies 

mcluding overpreparation...and of looking for supports ki improving teachkig" (p. 150). 

Boice (1991) sought to answer four related questions. Fkst, the researcher wanted 

to know whether or not initial teaching pattems persist over time. Second, the researcher 

wanted to know if anything valuable could be teamed from the experiences of new faculty 

who master teachkig quickly. Thkd, the researcher was curious whether or not teachkig 

success was related to the degree of coUegiaUty perceived. And last, the researcher wanted 

to know how a teaching university might compare to a doctoral granting university on 

measures of faculty adjustment and teaching management. 

27 



The greatest concem expressed by new teachers early in the semester (Boice, 

1991) was pressure to do too many things at once. They were particularly troubled by the 

prospect of balancmg teachkig and research. Many faculty were reported as feeUng 

"pressure to write," but "worried that teaching would suffer ki the process" (p. 154). Early 

ra the semester, faculty generaUy did not consider social kiteraction factors as bekig of 

major concem. However, by the middle of the term, lack of social and kiteUectual 

stknulation had risen to the top of the complaints Ust. More specificaUy, new faculty 

members tended to report that the senior faculty did not seem wUUng to help. Interactions 

too often took the form of small taUc or warnings about school poUtical snares. 

Lack of nurturance for new faculty was also reported as a major problem (Boice, 

1991). Less than five percent of the faculty reported that there was any type of formal 

network on campus for discusskig teachkig. New faculty often fek as if they were simply 

"thrown into" the classroom, with Uttle preparation. An administrative "sink or swim" 

poUcy appeared to be the norm. In this sense, new faculty were treated skliilarly to 

experienced faculty. Boice reported that he consistently found that "nurturance was no 

greater for kiexperienced and returning faculty than for experienced newcomers, despke 

the seemingly greater need of the former" (p. 155). 

Menges (1999) studied this same issue and found that these problems apply to 

community coUege faculty as weU, but to a lesser degree. This is especiaUy tme with 

regard to problems ariskig from poor administrator-faculty relations. Community coUege 
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faculty were much more likely to report positive reactions to administrative poUcy and 

expectations. Four-ryear faculty, on the other hand, identified unclear expectations from 

administrators as a major source of stress. 

Luce and Mmray (1998) have also addressed some specific problems relatkig to 

the sociaUzation of new faculty at a four-year teaching coUege. Luce and Murtay's 

research project was a quaUtative study which sought to assess the feeUngs and problems 

of new faculty by utUizkig ui-depth stmctured kiterviews. The subjects were sixteen 

randomly selected new faculty members who had been at the institution for three or less 

years. 

An analysis of the interviews revealed three recurring themes. Fkst, many new 

faculty reported feeUngs of isolation. Although they began thek jobs with hopes of bekig 

part of an intellectual community, what they often found instead was a huge workload, 

and vety Uttle tkne to interact with coUeagues. Exacerbatkig the problem is a widespread 

feeUng among new faculty that thek sense of isolation is unique and not experienced 

universaUy. Second, new faculty reported unexpectedly large constrakits on thek time. 

Many taught four classes a week and had Uttle or no time to fiilfiU thek research and 

committee responsibUities. Several commented that the tkne problem made k knpossible 

to do everythkig required of them to thek satisfaction. Some fek forced mto mediocrity 

because of the tkne cmnch. And, last, k was clear from the research that an effective 

department chair can make a huge difference. A good chak can be of kivaluable benefit ki 

helpkig to negotiate the bureaucratic and poUtical waters of an kistitution (Boice, 1991; 

Luce & Murray, 1998). 
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Although much is known about the sociaUzation of new faculty at four-year 

colleges, the research is kisufficient if one wishes to make broad and meamngfiil 

generalizations about other types of higher learning mstitutions such as community 

coUeges. In fact, after an ejdiaustive Uterature search, this researcher found only a small 

number of studies of new community coUege faculty. Moreover, it is this researcher's 

experience that the reactions of new faculty presented in the existkig studies do not 

accurately reflect the attitudes of new faculty at community coUeges. Community colleges 

are a radicaUy different envkonment from other higher educational institutions. For 

example, at community coUeges there is no pressure to pubUsh, and tenure, if k exists at 

all, is not dependent on the success of one's research program. The interviewees from 

Luce and Murray (1998) may weU have experienced more of a traditional "coUegiate" 

atmosphere than do appUcants to community coUeges. 

The resuks of Luce and Murray (1998) cokicide weU with those of Boice (1991). 

Both aptly demonstrate that new feculty, at least at the university level, tend to feel 

sociaUy isolated, tkne-Umited, and that thek teachmg is undervalued. However, a gq) 

remains ki the Uterature with regard to community coUeges. It remakis to be seen whether 

these commonly mentioned problems wiU apply ki that nuUeu. 

Precursors to Socialization 

There is moimtkig evidence that some of the dissatisfaction evident among 

professors may be due to experiences they have prior to engagkig the classroom 

envkonment. Meyers et al. (1998) studied 89 graduate students enroUed ki a wide variety 
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of doctoral programs at three research universities. Respondents completed a 56-kem 

survey which addressed thek perceptions of preparation for careers in academia. A large 

and statisticaUy significant gap was found between the level of perceived importance, and 

the levels of trainkig. The largest gap between desked skUl and trainkig was ra the area of 

classroom management. The researchers concluded that faculty development must begin ki 

graduate school, a sentknent also suggested by other curtent researchers ki the field 

(Mun-ay, 2002; Rafldn, 2000). 

In a conceptual paper. Gaff and Lambert (1996) also concluded that new faculty 

are not bekig properly framed, especiaUy for envkonments were teaching abUity is highly 

prized. For example, new coUege faculty are typicaUy confronted with a need to design 

new courses, teach a diversity of students, advise about education and careers, contribute 

to institutional initiatives and serve on faculty committees; none of which they are typicaUy 

prepared to do. In other words, new faculty expectations are lUcely to be radicaUy different 

than the actual envkonments where most of them wUl eventuaUy work. 

It is a weU documented fact that fewer than ten percent of new Ph.D.s end up at 

research universities (Gaff & Lambert, 1996). The typical destkiation for a new Ph.D. is a 

coUege where teaching is prized over research; an envkonment vety nearly the opposite of 

the one ki which they were schooled. It, therefore, foUows that the expectations of many 

new faculty do not match the requkements of thek jobs (Gaff & Lambert, 1996; Rafldn, 

2000). Accordkig to Gaff and Lambert (1996), many of the professors who teach at major 

Ph.D. granting universities are unaware of and unfamiliar with the envkonments at liberal 

arts, community coUeges, and four-year teaching colleges where most Ph.D.s wiU 
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eventuaUy work. As an illustrative example, they have said that "the majority of hiring 

mstitutions...have missions, values, cultures, and conceptions of faculty roles and 

responsibUities far different from those of doctorate granting research universities" (Gaff 

& Lambert, p. 39). This should apply to community coUege faculty members with 

terminal master's degrees as weU, skice most of these degrees are given at research 

universities. 

Accordkig to the authofs, hkkig institutions generaUy differ from Ph.D. grantuig 

institutions ki four major areas: definition of scholarship, conunitment to undergraduate 

teaching, values in curriculum, and faculty govemance. Some of the tasks which are often 

requked of new faculty, but are not often taught at PhD. grantkig universities uiclude 

designing new courses, teaching diverse students, advising, contributing to institutional 

initiatives, and serving on faculty Committees. Graff and Lambert (1996) concluded that 

much more could be done ki graduate school to acquauit future faculty with the real work 

of thek chosen profession, which might reduce the gap between expectations and reality. 

Bolstering the contentions of these researchers (Gaff & Lambert, 1996; Meyers et 

al., 1998) is a study by CaldweU (1986). CaldweU (1986) found that faculty members who 

anticipate staying at a community college throughout thek careers have the highest levels 

of job satisfaction. They are also the ones who are more likely to be involved in the 

voluntaty aspects of the coUege's Ufe and service mission. This is especiaUy interestkig ki 

Ught of what Fugate and Amey (2000) discovered about community coUege 
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faculty. They found that an overwhelming majority of faculty kiterviewed did not 

origkiaUy plan on a community college career. Thus, the faculty identified by CaldweU 

(1986) may be a rare group indeed. 

Also drawkig on the work of those who have shown that faculty expectations are 

often different from the reaUty of the workplace, Olsen and Crawford (1998) have 

kivestigated expectations of faculty ui a university settkig and found that "to date, there 

has been relatively little attention on how well faculty positions match faculty's 

professional expectations" (p. 40). The model proposed by the researchers, "met 

expectations," predicts that faculty dissatisfaction is closely Unked to how well an 

institution's goals match a faculty member's previous expectations (Porter & Steers, 1973). 

When there is a wide divergence between expectation and reaUty, faculty satisfaction is 

Ukely to suffer (Olsen & Crawford, 1998). This situation may occur because faculty in this 

situation have a difficuk time sorting out exactly what they are supposed to be doing 

(Feldman, 1981). Olsen and Crawford have suggested that while graduate education 

provides an adequate overview of academic goals and prospects, the...tasks of balancmg 

demands, settkig priorities, and estabUshing coUegial relations are currently mastered more 

fiiUy only ki an actual work settkig" (p. 51). 

Olsen and Crawford (1998) utUized a longitudkial methodology and studied a 

skigle cohort of 54 faculty over a five-year period reassesskig at the first, third, and fifth 

years of employment. AU faculty were employed at a skigle large pubUc research 
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university. Data coUection consisted of semi-stmctured kiterviews, a career development 

questionnake, and institutional records. Approxknately one-half of the faculty ki the 

sample had previous teaching experience at other universkies. 

Several variables were examkied: job entty status, faculty expectations, job 

satisfaction, and job performance. The resuks clearly indicated that job expectations 

influence key attitudes toward work ki the dkection predicted. However, the most saUent 

findkig was that discrepancy between expectation and reality was a strong predictor of 

stress. In previous studies, stress has been Unked to low job satisfaction and unsuccessful 

tenure reviews (Olsen, 1993). 

The researchers (Olsen & Crawford, 1998) conclude that faculty sociaUzation is an 

ongoing process and faculty must develop and adapt in stages. Therefore, early successes, 

such as a "goodness-of-fit" with one's institution, set the stage for later faculty success 

within that institution. This contention is further supported by research performed by 

Baldwin (1990) which suggests that the first few years of employment may have an 

irrevocable effect on the Ufetime career development of a faculty member. 

An knportant moderatkig variable discovered in the study was previous work 

experience. Faculty recmked dkectly from graduate programs (i.e., faculty without prior 

experience) ahnost always suffered more from unfulfilled expectations, and were more 

Ukely to have unrealistic or kiaccurate expectations overall (Olsen & Crawford, 1998). 

Accordkig to Olsen and Crawford, "many of these individuals do not have realistic views 

of what the faculty role actuaUy entaUs prior to their employment" (p, 39). 
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It is knportant not to over generaUze these findings. Perhaps the biggest 

generalization risk is to the community coUege which requkes somewhat different skUls 

and attitude from ks faculty and has a radically different envkonment. Teaching demands 

are also different at the community coUege. Here, professors are often requked to teach 

five, or even six sections per semester. In many cases, aU of these sections may be the 

same course. 

Although the contention has not yet been tested, one might reasonably expect to 

find an even greater discrepancy between new faculty expectations and reaUty ki the 

community coUege environment. Although k could be argued that universities at least 

attempt to prepare graduate students for research and university jobs, very few attempts 

have been made to prepare graduate students for community coUege jobs where teaching 

is the norm instead of research activity. Therefore, k is reasonable to expect that the 

degree of "surprise" on the part of new community coUege faculty may be greater than 

that experienced by new university faculty, and so may be the stress. 

Thus, there is some ambiguity ki job satisfaction findkigs overaU. Olsen and 

Crawford's (1998) research, when kiterpreted alongside the contributions of Myers et al. 

(1998) and Gaff and Lambert (1996) may imply that community coUege faculty are at 

greater risk for job dissatisfaction while other researchers (e.g., Van Ast, 1999; Menges, 

1999) have found community college faculty to be a relatively happy lot. 
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Summaty 

This section has presented past research relevant to the currently proposed study. 

The Uterature discussed was divided into five topical areas: Job Satisfaction; An 

Introduction, Job Satisfaction Frameworks, Job Satisfaction ki Higher Education, 

SociaUzation of Faculty, and Precursors to Socialization. 

Job Satisfaction has been defined ki a number of ways. TraditionaUy, job 

satisfaction was described ra reference to a single factor. However, Herzberg et al. (1959) 

introduced a useful two-factor approach to describing job satisfaction in terms of satisfiers 

and dissatisfiers. Other researchers have expanded on Herzberg's system and introduced 

three, or even multiple factors ki an attempt to explain job satisfaction. 

Some research has described community coUege faculty as a generally happy lot 

(Van Ast, 1999), while other research has pointed out weaknesses ki the system (Gaff & 

Lambert, 1996; Murray, 2002; Rafldn, 2000). It is at least clear that a significant 

percentage of faculty feel bored or stressed (Luce & Murray, 1998). 

Job Satisfaction can be conceived of as a subset of faculty sociaUzation research. 

This avenue attempts to understand "the processes by which employees are transformed 

from outsiders to effective members" (Feldman, 1976, p. 309). Some researchers in this 

area have focused ra on person-organization fit (Chatman, 1989), whUe others have 

looked kito more discrete and quantifiable variables. Research was also reviewed which 

mvestigation precursors to negative sociaUzation such as inadequate education poor 

mentoring (Gaff & Lambert, 1996; Olsen & Crawford, 1998). 
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It was concluded that an insufficient amount of research has been done on the job 

satisfaction of community college faculty. There is, therefore, a deficiency ra the Uterature. 

In the foUowing section, the methodology of the presently proposed study will be 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

It the foUowing section, the procedures pertakikig to the proposed study wUl be 

presented. This section wUl consist of the research questions, an explanation of the 

design, a description of the population, and instmmentation. Techniques for gathering 

and analyzing the data wiU also be fuUy explained. 

Many respected researchers are predicting a faculty shortage ki the approaching 

years (Beny, Hammons, & Denny, 2001; Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Fugate & Amey, 2000; 

Magner, 1999). However, just when k has become more knportant than ever to attract 

and hke qualified and dedicated faculty, research is showing that our current methods of 

sociaUzkig faculty may be inadequate (Boice, 1991; Hamish & Creamer, 1986; Luce & 

Murtay, 1998). For example, Hamish and Creamer (1986) have found that many 

community coUege faculty may be suffering from "routkiization," which they define as 

"the process whereby various aspects of a job become kicreasingly characterized by 

repetition, patterning and sameness" (p. 37). However, k is currently unknown whether 

or not this is a universal problem or whether k is only typical of certain groups of faculty 

members. The research ki this area is especiaUy scarce when it comes to specific 

institutional envkonments. 

Research Questions 

This study examkied whether length of service affects job satisfaction or 

propensity to leave. The researcher was also interested in how certain demographic 
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variables might kiteract with job satisfaction and propensity to leave. The foUowkig 

demographic variables were assessed: age, gender, salary, educational level, disciplkie, 

experience and ethnicity. This study addressed the foUowkig questions: 

1. What is the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction? 

2. What is the relationship between length of service and propensity to leave? 

3. How accurately can job satisfaction be predicted from a Unear combination of 

demographic variables? 

4. How accurately can propensity to leave be predicted from a Unear combkiation 

of demographic variables? 

Research Design and Rationale 

The current research project was a cross-sectional survey study on a single 

"case." "Cross-sectional" refers to the fact that aU of the information was gathered m a 

relatively short amount of tkne, and that subjects of various ages were kicluded (de Vaus, 

1986). Advantages of this type of research mclude speed and economy; data can be 

gathered quickly from relatively large numbers of people. Cross-sectional studies are also 

deemed appropriate when tkne and money are Umited. Such is the case in the present 

stiidy (Bee, 2000; Bordens & Abbott, 1988). 

The curtent study can also be considered a "survey" study. A survey is attempt to 

use a systematic set of data typicaUy coUected by a questionnake. Surveys aUow 

researchers to study phenomena that would be dkficult or knpossible to subject to 

traditional scientific mvestigation. While survey research does broaden the palette of 

possible topics of mvestigation, k also has some specific and unique Umitations. For 
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example, one is not able to directly manipulate mdependent variables ra a survey study, 

and therefore, dkect causation cannot be estabUshed (Bordens & Abbott, 1988; de Vaus, 

1986). Therefore, by definition, a survey study faUs withki a correlational framework. 

Relationships among variables can be explored and clarified, but causal agents cannot be 

clearly identkied (Bordens & Abbott, 1988). Survey methodology is typicaUy used 

imder the foUowing condkions: (1) When some degree of generalization is desired, but k 

is not possible to contact evetyone ra the population; (2) When tkne and cost are critical 

factors; and; (3) When the target population is large (Backstrom & Hursh-Cesar, 1981). 

The current study thus fits the accepted rationale for conductmg survey research. 

The current study is also a case study. A case study is a technique in which one 

reports on a skigle case (Bordens & Abbott, 1988). The "case" m this instance bekig a 

single community coUege. Case studies do have Umitations, as do survey studies. For 

example, it is difficuk to make generaUzations from a case study (TeUis, 1997). 

However, a case study does aUow one to estabUsh Ukely trends and estabUsh parameters 

that might lead to more expansive research in the fiature (Bordens & Abbott, 1988; TeUis, 

1997). Case-studies are often used when research questions are prelimkiaty and outcomes 

are difficuk to predict. Thus, the resuks of case studies often spawn meamngfiil research 

programs by providkig a framework for future kivestigations (Cohen, SwerdUk, & Smith, 

1992; TeUis, 1997). The current study investigates research questions with comparatively 

Uttle prior dkect research support. Thus, the case method, used in conjunction with 

surveys is deemed a good fit for the curtent study. 
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Target Population 

The target population for the foUowkig study was career and transfer faculty at an 

average-sized community coUege ki Texas, as measured by total number of fiiU and part-

tkne faculty. The average fiiU and part-tkne faculty headcount for community coUeges in 

Texas, as of 2001, was 366. However, this number is skewed upward because of the 

kiclusion of three vety large metropoUtan community coUege districts; San Antonio 

(2,141), DaUas (3,281), and Houston (1,971). The total faculty headcount at the coUege 

studied was 261 and is representative ki size for other Texas community coUeges (Texas 

Higher Ed, 2001). 

With regard to gender, the selected coUege is reflective of community coUeges in 

Texas ki general; 51% of the selected community coUeges faculty are male, while 49% 

are female. The Texas community coUeges average is 52% male, 48% female. However, 

the selected community coUege is somewhat less ethnicaUy diverse than community 

coUeges in Texas ra general. Only nine percent of faculty at the selected coUege are non-

white, whUe 21% of aU Texas community coUege faculty are non-white. The 

overwhekning majority of non-white faculty at the selected coUege are Hispanic (6%). 

Statewide, three ethnic groups. White, Hispanic, and Afiican American, comprise 97% of 

the ethnic makeup among community coUege faculty. The estknates for the overall 

general population of Texas are 71% White, 32% Hispanic, and 12% Black (Texas 

Higher Ed, 2001; U.S. Census, 2000). 
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Selected Population 

The current study utUized a single community coUege in Texas. This particular 

ske was selected for three principal reasons. Fkst, the selected coUege was fakly 

representative of Texas community coUeges in terms of faculty headcount, student 

population and ethnicity. Second, the selected community coUege was reasonably 

proxknal to the research site making the study more affordable and convenient. And 

thkd, the principal researcher was particularly raterested ki the region of Texas ra which 

this community coUege is located. 

To ensure a representative sample of the selected community coUege, a simple 

random sample of aU faculty currently employed at the coUege was undertaken. This was 

done by contactkig the selected coUege's Chief Academic officer and asking if he would 

be willing to provide a complete Ust of aU part-tune and fliU-time faculty currently 

employed at the kistitution. Wkh his permission, this faculty roster was used as a source 

from which to randomly select the names of 174 faculty members, a sample size deemed 

to be adequate based on Kakon's (1983) formula. Each of the 261 names from the 

alphabetical faculty roster were numbered consecutively from one to 261. Then a random 

number table was consuked to select 174 of the names at random (Freund, 1988). 

Sample Size 

This study utUized a sknple random sample the size of which was detemuned 

uskig Kalton's (1983) formula with an adjustment for non-response. Kalton's technique is 

speciaUy taUored to be used ki survey research and has been widely used for 30 years 

(Beny et al., 2001; Bordens & Abbott, 1988; de Vaus, 1986). The formula takes three 
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components into consideration when determinrag sample size; acceptable level of error, 

expected magnitude of difference between groups, and, ra the case of smaU populations, 

a cortection for population size. 

There are no broad mles of thumb as to an acceptable margki of error. Kalton 

(1983) suggests referring to smular studies to generate a reasonable estimate. Since the 

standard custom ki the field of psychology dictates 5% as the standard maxknum 

acceptable level of ertor (see Cohen, SwerdUk, & Smith, 1992), the current study used 

the 5% figure for the purpose of calculating sample size. There is also no universally 

accepted rale of thumb to determine magnitude of difference between groups. In the 

interest of scientific accuracy, the most conservative estknate of 50/50 was used (see de 

Vaus, 1986). The initial estimate of sample size was then calculated by kisertuig these 

two values into Kalton's (1983) formula, n'= P' (I-P'J /[S.E.p]2, where P' is the estknate 

of the population which has a particular characteristic, and S.Kp is the acceptable margin 

of error. Thus the kiitial estknate was that at least 175 subjects, or 67% of the population, 

should be kicluded ki the present study (de Vaus, 1986). However, Kalton (1983) 

suggested that when the sample size is more than 10% of the population size, Zifinite 

population correction should be made using the foUowing formula n = Nxn'/(N+ n'), 

where «' = the sample size calculated uskig the previous formula (175) and N= the size 

of the population from which the sample is to be drawn (261). This formula suggested the 

feasibUity of reducing the desked sample size to 106. 

However, due to the problem of non-response bias endemic to this type of 

research, enough subjects must be sampled ki an attempt to get an eventual return of at 

least 106 questionnakes. Using Dillman's (1978) suggestions for reducing non-response 
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bias, the researcher estimated that approximately 60% of the subjects would retum 

questionnaires. Thus, to achieve a real retum of at least 106 questionnaires, k was 

necessaty to send out at least 174, which was 67% of the overaU population. 

Instmmentation and Consent 

The first page of each packet contaraed a Statement of Consent (see Appendix D) 

which informed the participants of the risks and intent of the study. Though the risks to 

participants were vety mkiimal, k was considered pradent to remind them that thek 

confidentiaUty would be respected and thek identity would not be divulged to anyone 

except the primaty researcher workmg on the study. 

Instmmentation for this study kicluded a questionnake designed to assess job 

satisfaction (Wood, 1973; see Appendix A), two questions designed to measure 

propensity to leave (Lyons, 1967; see Appendix A), a short series of questions designed 

to assess length-of-service, and a demographic questionnake (see A4)pendix B). 

The job satisfaction and propensity to leave indices have been used by many 

researchers and have been found to be statisticaUy reUable and vaUd (Cano & MiUer, 

1992; McBride, Munday, & TunneU, 1992; Murray et al., 2000). Wood (1973, 1976) 

reported test-retest reUabiUty coefficients for the composke scales ranging from 0.79 to 

0.98 for the job satisfaction-dissatisfaction instrament. In addition, a panel of experts and 

a factor analysis were used by Wood to determine constract vaUdity. As a final check on 

reUabUity, the present researcher performed an kiter-item reliabiUty analysis. This 

analysis yielded cortelations for each of the questions as weU as an overaU mean 

reUabUity coefficient. An overall coefficient of 0.97 further supports the conclusions of 
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earUer researchers: The measure is quite reliable (Murtay, Murray, & Summar, 2000; 

Wood, 1973, 1976). Indices used ki this study are based upon Herzberg's tkne-tested and 

weU respected theoty of job satisfiers and dissatisfiers which assumes that job 

satisfaction is the resuk of content variables whUe dissatisfaction is assumed to resuk 

from context variables (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Vroom, 1995). 

The job satisfaction portion of the questionnake included 70 statements, divided 

mto 10 subscales, designed to probe the test-taker's level of job satisfaction. At the top of 

the questionnake, the mstmctions read "For each of the foUowkig items, ckcle the 

response which best represents your level of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction." Printed 

knmediately below the mstmctions, each kidividual statement was designed to assess a 

specific aspect of a professor's job envkonment. Adjacent to each one of the 70 

statements was a Likert scale varykig from 1 to 6, where 1 = "very dissatisfied" with this 

aspect of the work envkonment and 6 = "vety satisfied" with this aspect work 

envkonment. For example, statement number one (of 70) is "The actual achievement of 

work-related goals." Taken together, the statements aUowed the researcher to come up 

with an estknate of overaU job satisfaction as weU as scores for each of the 10 subscales: 

Achievement, Growth, Interpersonal Relations, PoUcy and Administration, Recognition, 

ResponsibiUty, Salaty, Supervision, The Work Itself and Workmg Condkions. 

Placed at the end of the job satisfaction questionnaire (Wood, 1973) were two 

statements designed to measure propensity to leave (Lyons, 1967). For example, one of 

these statements was "If you were free to choose, would you continue working at this 

coUege?" Answers were scaled in the same manner as in the job satisfaction 

questionnake previously discussed (Murray et al., 2000; Wood, 1973). Length of service 
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was assessed by a series of straightforward questions such as, "How many years have 

you been a fiiU-time academic employee at this kistitution." Each subject was asked to 

provide a number cortespondkig to the number of years at the kistitution. The 

demographic questionnake assessed age, gender, ethnicity, salaty, educational level, field 

of discipUne, years of previous experience, and previous positions held. 

Collection of Data 

Random Selection 

The selected coUege's Chief Academic officer was contacted and asked if he would 

be willing to provide a complete Ust of aU part-tkne and fiiU-tkne faculty currently 

employed at the institution. With his permission, this faculty roster was used as a source 

from which to randomly select the names of 174 faculty members. Each of the 261 

names from the alphabetical faculty roster were numbered consecutively from one to 

261. Then a random number table was consulted to select 174 of the names at random 

(Freund, 1988). 

Data Gathering 

After consultation with Texas Tech's Institutional Review Board, data coUection 

proceeded. It was decided that risks to participants in the curtent study were mkiknal. 

However, to ensure that participants understood thek rights as weU as potential risks, 

consent forms (Appendix D) were kicluded ki each maiUng. 
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Two weeks before the first questionnaires were maUed out, pre-contact letters 

(Appendix C) were sent to aU of the randomly selected faculty. The letters kiformed 

faculty of the questionnakes which would be arrivkig ki two weeks and respectfuUy 

requested thek participation. Faculty were also remkided that all responses would be kept 

confidential and anonymous. Research by DiUman (1978) has determined that pre-

contact can dramaticaUy increase response rates. 

One hundred seventy-four questionnake packets were sent dkectly to the 

randomly selected community coUege faculty at the selected coUege during the Spring 

2002 semester, approximately two weeks after pre-contact letters had been maUed out. 

Each questionnake packet was placed in an 8 Vi x 11" envelope and was addressed 

dkectly to its intended recipient. Names had been chosen completely at random from a 

Ust provided by the coUege's Chief Academic Officer. 

Each packet contaraed the foUowkig: (a) consent form, (b) a cover letter, (c) a 

demographic questionnaire, (d) a questionnake designed to assess job satisfaction 

(Wood, 1973) which kicluded two questions designed to assess propensity-to-leave 

(Lyons, 1967), (e) a series of questions designed to assess length of service, and (f) a pre-

addressed and stamped envelope for the purpose of retumkig the materials to the 

researcher. 

Two weeks after the kiitial maUkig of the packets, new packets were sent to aU 

faculty ki an attempt to increase response rates. They kicluded a cover letter explakiing 

that only faculty who had not fiUed out the previous surveys should fiU out the new 

forms. This was the final contact with the faculty randomly chosen to participate ra this 

study. 
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Reduckig Non-Response 

One of the most troubUng sources of potential ertor ui survey research is that of 

non-response bias (DUhnan, 1978). Thus, this study employed several techniques which 

have been demonstrated to reduce non-response. 

DiUman (1978) has written extensively on survey research and is considered one 

of the most respected names ki the field by many (Bordens & Abbot, 1988). He has 

recommended four tkne-tested strategies which can be used to reduce non-response bias: 

an appropriate cover letter, a smaU token of appreciation, precontact, and foUow-up 

letters (DUlman, 1978). Other researchers have focused in on what does not kicrease 

response rates in survey research (Kanuk & Berensen, 1975). For example, research has 

shown that none of the foUowing kicrease response rates: abbreviated questionnakes, 

personaUzation, promises of anonymity, and strict deadUnes (Bordens & Abbott, 1988; 

Kanuk & Berensen, 1975). Thus the curtent study focused on using techniques with a 

proven histoty of increaskig response rates. 

For example, the current study utUized a weU thought-out and carefuUy 

constracted cover letter, precontact postcards and foUow-up letters. In addition, no time 

or effort was wasted pursukig techniques which have not been shown to be effective 

(DUknan, 1978). 

Data Analysis 

The present study was concemed with whether or not length of service has an 

effect on job satisfaction and propensity to leave, and how demographic factors might 

mediate these variables. To assess the data pertainkig to the fkst two questions, whether 
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or not length of service has an effect on job satisfaction or propensity to leave, Pearson 

Cortelations were utUized. The Pearson Correlation is considered an appropriate statistic 

to use when one is faced with questions about relationships as in research questions one 

and two (de Vaus, 1986). A Pearson Cortelation yields a number between -1 and +1 

which describes the strength and dkection of the overaU relationship between two 

measured variables. Positive numbers indicate that as one variable increases in 

magnitude, the other variable also increases ra magnitude. Negative numbers, on the 

other hand, indicate inverse relationships; as one variable kicreases in magnitude, the 

other variable decreases in magnitude. A zero would indicate no relationship between the 

variables studied. 

To answer research questions three and four which ask about how weU 

demographics might predict job satisfaction or propensity to leave, regression models 

were utUized. Regression aUows one to make a prediction as to the value of one variable 

if one akeady knows the value of another variable. A Regression model aUows one to test 

many possible predictor variables at the same time and calculate the relative knportance 

of each ki the prediction of the target value (de Vaus, 1986). Multiple regression is a 

form of regression used when one wants to measure multiple dependent variables as in 

the curtent study. It is particularly usefiil when a researcher wants to control or adjust for 

differences in many variables. 

A multiple regression analysis yields an F-test statistic which teUs a researcher 

whether or not the model is statisticaUy significant. If the model is kideed significant, one 

can examkie the kidividual weights of the components of the model to predict which may 

have the greatest unpact on the dependent variable (de Vaus, 1986). 
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The first proposed regression model was designed to assess research question 

three. The dependent variable selected was mean satisfaction, which was the overaU 

average of the satisfaction scores from each of the subscales for each participant. Seven 

predictors were entered kito the model. These kicluded the length of service variables 

(Overall Experience and Years at Curtent Position) as weU as five other variables which 

have been shown ki previous research to be related to job satisfaction: Hours per Week, 

Age, Gender, Salaty, and Education Level. OrigkiaUy, "teachkig field" was also of 

kiterest to the researchers, but there were too few responses to kiclude this data in the 

model. 

The second proposed regression model was designed to assess research question 

four. The dependent variable selected was the mean propensity to leave score, which was 

the mean of the two propensity to leave questions for each participant. This model 

utilized the same seven predictor variables as in the previously discussed model. 

Summary 

Although many researchers in the field are predictrag faculty shortages ki 

community coUeges in the coming years, vety Uttle is known about the socialization 

processes of these faculty (Boice, 1991; Fugate & Amey, 2000). Skice many studies have 

demonstrated that satisfaction and tumover are related, k is wise to leam more about the 

specific sociaUzation issues for faculty includkig job satisfaction (Gleason-Wynn, 1995; 

HUI, 1986; Stolofî  1971). The current study sought to begin the process of fiUing in 

these gaps in the Uterature by determinrag whether or not length of service has an effect 
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on job satisfaction and/or propensity to leave for community college faculty. It was 

expected that statistically significant correlations between length of service variables and 

job satisfaction/propensity to leave would be found. 

The next section wiU discuss the actual results of the curtent research. It wUl 

include an explanation of statistical resuks and commutations, Ulustrated with charts and 

tables. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS OF THE RESEARCH 

Chapter TV is designed to inform readers of the research resuks. The topics 

covered ki this section include: (1) review of the purpose of the study; (2) review of the 

research questions; (3) review of the kistrumentation; (4) review of the sample population 

and participant demographics; (5) reportkig of the response data; (6) a step-by-step 

reportkig of the pertkient data keyed to each research question; and (7) a summaty. 

Purpose of the Study 

The central problem of this survey study was to determine whether or not there is 

a relationship between length of service, job satisfaction and propensity to leave for 

community coUege faculty. This information, in turn, is expected to contribute to the 

successfiil recraitment, hkkig and retention of community college faculty and to thek 

successful socialization by giving administrators the kiformation they need to make wise 

choices about personnel and the envkonments in which they work. By coming to a better 

understanding of the sociaUzation processes and pressures for new faculty, administrators 

should be ki a better position to attract and keep faculty at mstitutions and, ki turn, to 

maximize productivity. 

Thus, the primaty independent variable used ki the present study was length of 

service. Length of service was assessed by utUizkig three separate survey questions. One 

question asked "How many years of experience do you have at 2-year coUeges?" Another 
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question asked, "How many years have you been at the current position?" And a final 

question asked "How many years of experience do you have at 4-year coUeges?" This final 

question was not used ki the analysis due to the small number of persons ki the sample 

with 4-year coUege experience (n=5). 

The primaty dependent variables used ra this study were job satisfaction and 

propensity to leave. Job satisfaction was assessed by utUizkig a questionnaire developed by 

Wood (1973; see Appendix A), based on the hygiene theoty of job satisfaction developed 

by Herzberg (1959). The questionnaire is divided kito ten subscales: Achievement, 

Growth, Interpersonal Relations, PoUcy and Administration, Recognition, ResponsibiUty, 

Salaty, Supervision, The Work Itself, and Working Conditions. Also included was a global 

question sknply asking, "What is your overaU level of satisfaction?" 

Propensity to leave was assessed using two simple questions developed by Lyons 

(1967). One of the questions asked about the deske to leave an kistitution, whUe another 

asked about actual kitent to leave an institution (see Appendix A). Demographic variables 

were also analyzed which kicluded age, gender, salaty, education level, discipUne, teaching 

load, ethnicity, and fuU-/part-time status. 

Research Questions 

After a carefixl review of the Uterature and consideration of the variables under 

investigation, the foUowkig research questions were formulated: 

1. What is the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction? 

2. What is the relationship between length of service and propensity to leave? 
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3. How accurately can job satisfaction be predicted from a Unear combkiation of 

demographic variables? 

4. How accurately can propensity to leave be predicted from a Unear combination 

of demographic variables? 

Instramentation 

Cronbach's alpha was utUized to estabUsh the kitemal consistency of the job 

satisfaction kistrament (Wood 1973; see Appendix A). Cronbach's alpha is calculated by 

averaging the kiter-item correlations within a given instrament (de Vaus, 1986). A score 

of" 1" for a particular item would radicate that the kem measures exactly the same 

constract as the other items ki the test, while a score of zero would radicate no 

relationship. Cronbach's alpha coefficients of less than .30 are generally considered 

evidence that the item does not measure the same constract as the other items on the test 

and therefore, might not belong (Bordens & Abbott, 1988). Cronbach's alpha coefficients 

were calculated for aU eleven scales, and high reliabiUty was found across the board. The 

overaU satisfaction scale, with 69 items, had a Cronbach's alpha of r = .97. For the ten 

subscales, alphas ranged from r = .83 to .96, with a median coefficient of .89 (Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1 

Descriptive Characteristics of Scales (N = 57) 

Scales Items Low High hf SD Alpha 

Achievement 7 3.14 6.00 4.87 0.70 .85 

Growth 6 1.33 6.00 3.84 1.06 .88 

Interpersonal Relations 

PoUcy & Administration 

Recognition 

ResponsibUity 

Salaty 

Supervision 

The Work Itself 

Working Conditions 

Total Satisfaction 

9 

9 

5 

6 

5 

12 

4 

6 

69 

3.11 

1.56 

2.20 

3.17 

1.00 

1.33 

3.75 

2.83 

2.87 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

5.90 

5.12 

4.37 

4.56 

4.93 

3.77 

5.00 

5.50 

5.06 

4.73 

0.71 

1.07 

0.94 

0.80 

1.23 

0.93 

0.54 

0.85 

0.67 

.89 

.95 

.91 

.88 

.95 

.96 

.83 

.83 

.97 

" Scale: " I" = "Vety Dissatisfied" to "6" = "Very Satisfied" 

Data Collection Procedures 

To mform the participants of the upcomkig study, pre-contact letters were maUed 

out (Appendix C). Two weeks after the pre-contact letters were sent, one hundred and 

seventy-four questionnake packets were sent dkectly to randomly selected community 
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coUege faculty at the selected community coUege during the Spring 2002 semester. The 

names of faculty members were chosen from a complete Ust of aU faculty employed at the 

institution provided by the selected coUege's CAO. Each of the 261 names on the 

provided Ust had the same probabiUty of bekig selected. 

Each packet contained the foUowkig: (a) a consent form (see Appendix D), (b) a 

cover letter (see Appendix E), (c) a demographic questionnake (see Appendix A), (d) a 

job satisfaction questionnake (Wood, 1973) which included two questions designed to 

assess propensity to leave (Lyons, 1967) (see Appendix A), (e) a series of questions 

designed to assess length of service (see Appendix A), and (f) a pre-addressed and 

stamped envelope for the purpose of returning the materials to the researcher. Two weeks 

after the initial making of the packets, new packets and a new cover letter (see Appendix 

C) were sent to aU faculty to kicrease response rates. This second letter was simUar to the 

first but added the request that participants not fiU out the questionnakes if they had 

previously done so. 

Population and Sample 

Community CoUege Faculty Population of Texas 

The total faculty population of community coUeges m Texas was 27,455 ki 2000, 

the latest year for which statistics were avaUable (Texas Higher Ed, 2001). The average 

faculty headcount at a community coUege campus in Texas as of 2001 was 366. Seventy-
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nine percent of Texas conmiunity coUege faculty are White, 12% are Hispanic and 6% are 

Afiican-American. Fkly-two percent of Texas community coUege faculty are male; 48% 

are female. The average age is 52. 

Facultv Population of Selected Institution 

The total faculty population for the selected community coUege was 261 ki 2002, 

accordkig to names suppUed by the kistitution's CAO. This particular community coUege 

was selected because of ks representative size and proximity to the researcher. As of 

2001, 91% of the selected coUege's faculty were White, 6% were Hispanic, and 1% 

identified themselves as Afiican American. Fifty-one percent of the selected community 

coUege's faculty were male and 49% were female. The average age as of 2001 was 47 

(Texas Higher Ed, 2001). 

Demographics of the Actual Sample 

The sample population came from faculty at a community coUege in Texas. The 

sample population was selected using a simple random sampUng procedure. A Ust of the 

names of aU 261 faculty members at the selected coUege was provided by the coUege's 

Chief Academic Officer. A random number table was then consuked untU 174 liames had 

been selected from the original Ust of 261. This study utiUzed a sample of 174 subjects 

because experts ki the field (Kakon, 1983) have suggested that this proportion of the 

overaU sample should be selected to ensure representative resuks. A total of 57 faculty 

responded to the questionnaires for a response rate of 33%. 
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Tables 4.2. and 4.3 display the demographics of the respondents. The ages of the 

respondents who identified themselves as fuU-time ranged from 27 to 64 years of age, with 

a mean age of 47 years, and a standard deviation of 10.3 years. The ages of respondents 

who identified themselves as part-time ranged from 31 to 67 years of age, with a mean age 

of 48 years, and a standard deviation of 8.0 years. Gender was fakly evenly divided with 

54% female respondents and 46% males among both fiiU-traie and part-time faculty. 
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Table 4.2 

Demographics of the Sample, FuU-Time Faculty (N= 31) 

Variable n % M SD 

Age 47.0 10.3 

Less than 30 years 1 .3 

30 - 39 years 7 22.5 

40 - 49 years 10 32.3 

5 0 - 5 9 years 8 25.8 

6 0 - 6 7 years 5 16.1 

Gender n/a n/a 

Female 31 54.4 

Male 26 45.6 
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Table 4.2 (Contkiued) 

Variable n % M SD 

Education n/a n/a 

Associate's degree 

Bachelor's degree 

Some graduate school 

Master's degree 

Doctorate degree, Ed.D. 

Doctorate degree, Ph.D. 

Total Two-Year CoUege Experience 

3 years or less 

4 - 1 0 years 

11 - 20 years 

21 - 37 years 

Total Four-Year CoUege Experience 

None 

Some 

2 

2 

4 

18 

4 

1 

4 

12 

9 

6 

52 

5 

6.5 

6.5 

12.9 

58.1 

12.9 

3.2 

12.9 

38.7 

29.0 

19.4 

91.2 

8.8 

12.9 9.9 

n/a n/a 
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Table 4.2 (Continued) 

Variable n % M SD 

Number of Years ki 

3 years or less 

4 - 1 0 years 

11 - 20 years 

21 - 3 7 years 

Teaching Hours per 

5 hours or less 

6 - 10 hours 

11 -15 hours 

16 -24 hours 

Ethnicity 

Current Program 

Week This Term 

Afiican-American 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Other 

5 

11 

10 

5 

4 

3 

15 

9 

1 

51 

3 

2 

16.1 

35.5 

32.3 

16.1 

12.9 

9.7 

48.4 

29.0 

1.8 

89.5 

5.3 

3.5 

11.7 9.7 

6.8 4.5 

n/a n/a 
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Table 4.3 

Demographics of the Sample, Part-Tune Faculty (N= 26) 

Variable n % M SD 

Age 48.0 8.0 

Less than 30 years 0 0 

3 0 - 3 9 years 3 11.5 

40 - 49 years 12 46.2 

50 - 59 years 9 34.6 

60 - 67 years 2 7.7 

Gender n/a n/a 

Female 31 54.4 

Male 26 45.6 
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Table 4.3 (Continued) 

Variable n % M SD 

Education 

Associate's degree 

Bachelor's degree 

Some graduate school 

Master's degree 

Doctorate degree 

Total Two-Year CoUege Experience 

3 years or less 

4 - 1 0 years 

11 - 20 years 

21 - 3 7 years 

Total Four-Year CoUege Experience 

None 

Some 

4 

4 

2 

16 

0 

18 

6 

1 

1 

52 

5 

15.4 

15.4 

7.7 

61.5 

0 

69.2 

23.1 

3.8 

3.8 

91.2 

8.8 

n/a n/a 

3.8 6.2 

n/a n/a 
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Table 4.3 (Contkiued) 

Variable n % M SD 

Number of Years ki Curtent Program 

3 years or less 

4 - 10 years 

11 - 20 years 

21 - 37 years 

Teaching Hours per Week This Term 

5 hours or less 

6 - 1 0 hours 

11 -15 hours 

16 -24 hours 

12 

10 

2 

2 

46.2 

38.5 

7.7 

7.7 

10 

10 

4 

2 

38.5 

38.5 

15.4 

7.7 

6.5 

6.8 

7.5 

4.5 
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FuU-tkne faculty generaUy held higher levels of higher education when compared 

with their part-tkne peers. Thirteen percent (n=4) of fiiU-time faculty held the Ed.D. 

degree, 3.2% (n=l) held the Ph.D. degree, and 58.1% (n=18) held a Master's degree. 

Among the part-tkne faculty, no one reported a degree beyond the Master's level. Overall, 

61.5% (n=16) of part-time faculty reported having the Master's degree (see Tables 2.0 & 

2.1). 

The amount of two-year coUege experience for fiiU-time faculty ranged between 1 

and 37 years, with a mean of 12.9 years, and a standard deviation of 9.9 years, while the 

amount of two-year coUege experience for part-tkne faculty ranged between 0 and 23 

years, with a mean of 3.8 years, and a standard deviation of 6.2 years. Only five of the 

participants (8.8%) had any four-year college experience and four of these were fiiU-tune 

faculty. One part-time faculty member had 20 years of experience at four-year coUeges. 

The amount of experience in the curtent position for fiiU-time faculty ranged fron^ 

1 to 37 years, with a mean of 11.7 years, and a standard deviation of 9.7 years. The 

amount of experience in the curtent position for part-time faculty ranged from 0 to 30 

years, with a mean of 6.5 years, and a standard deviation of 7.5 years. 

The teaching hours per week for fuU-tune faculty during this term was a mean of 

13.5 hours, and a standard deviation of 5.2 hours. The teachkig hours per week for part-

tkne faculty during this term was a mean of 6.8 hours, and a standard deviation of 4.5 

hours. Among fuU-tkne faculty, 90.3% identified themselves as "Caucasian," 6.5% 

identified themselves as "Hispanic," 3.2% identified themselves as "African American," 

and 6.5% selected the "other" categoty. Among part-tkne faculty, 88.5% identkied 
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themselves as "Caucasian" and 11.5% identified themselves as "Hispanic." No other 

ethnic categories were represented among part-time faculty. About half of the respondents 

(54.4%) taught on a fiiU-tkne basis, and the remaining were part-time kistractors (Tables 

4.2 & 4.3). 

Research Question One 

What is the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction? 

To assess research questions one, a Pearson's Cortelation was utUized. The Pearson 

Correlation is considered an appropriate statistic to use when one is faced with questions 

about relationship as ki research questions one and two (de Vaus, 1986). 

There were no significant cortelations between the relevant dependent variables 

(total years of experience and years at curtent position) and any of the measures of job 

satisfaction for fiiU-time faculty. However, there were a number of statisticaUy significant 

findings (see Tables 4.4 & 4.5) for part-time faculty as measured by Certaki subscales of 

the job satisfaction kistrament (Wood, 1973). Significant negative correlations were found 

between total years of experience and: (a) satisfaction with mterpersonal relations 07=04) 

and (b) satisfaction with workmg conditions (p=.Ol). In addition, years at current position 

was found to be negatively cortelated with satisfaction with working condkions (p=.02) 

for part-time faculty (Table 4.5). 
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Regardless of employment status, job satisfaction was high overall for both fiiU-time 

and part-time faculty. Table 4.6 displays the descriptive characteristics for the job 

satisfaction scales, uskig a total often scales plus a total satisfaction scale (the mean of the 

score on each of the 69 kems). tor total satisfaction, the mean rating was 4.6 on a scale 

of 6.0 for fiiU-tkne faculty and 4.9 for part-tkne faculty. A t-test revealed that the 

difference between fiiU-tkne and part-tkne faculty on this scale was not statisticaUy 

significant. 

Table 4.6: Job Satisfaction and Propensity to Leave Scores by Employment Status 

FuU-Time Faculty 

Achievement 
Growth 
Interpersonal 
Administration 
Recognition 
ResponsibUity 
Salaty 
Supervision 
Work Itself 
Work Cond. 
"Total" Satisfaction (Mean) 
Mean PL 

Minimum 

2.8 
2.5 
3.1 
1.6 
2.6 
3.2 
1.0 
I.O 
3.8 
3.0 
N/A 
1.0 

Maximum 

6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
N/A 
4.0 

Mean 

4.8 
4.0 
4.9 
4.0 
4.5 
4.7 
3.8 
4.7 
5.4 
5.0 
5.1 
2.0 

N 

31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
30 
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Table 4.6 (Contkiued) 

Part-Tune Faculty 

Achievement 
Growth 
Interpersonal 
Administration 
Recognition 
ResponsibUity 
Salaty 
Supervision 
Work Itself 
Work Cond. 
"Total" Satisfaction (Mean) 
Mean PL 

Minimum 

3.9 
1.3 
4.0 
3.3 
2.2 
3.7 
2.0 
4.0 
4.0 
2.8 
N/A 
1.0 

Maximum 

6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
N/A 
3.0 

Mean 

4.9 
3.7 
5.4 
4.8 
4.7 
5.3 
3.9 
5.4 
5.5 
5.1 
5.3 
1.8 

N 

26 
24 
26 
26 
23 
25 
25 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 

Table 4.6 shows the job satisfaction scores by fiiU or part-time status. The highest 

level of satisfaction for fiiU-tkne faculty was for the work kself (M= 5.4). The highest 

level of satisfaction for part-tkne faculty was also for the work itself (M=5.5), but high 

scores were also found for satisfaction with supervision and interpersonal relations 

(M=5.4). The area of lowest mean satisfaction for fiiU-tkne faculty was salaty (M=3.8). 

The area of lowest mean satisfaction for part-tkne faculty was growth (A/=3.7), with 

salaty as a close second (M=3.9). 
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The overaU level of satisfaction in thek job for 86.0% of the fiiU-time respondents 

was "moderately satisfied," or "vety satisfied." OveraU satisfaction for part-tkne faculty 

was sUghtly less at 77.2% 

Research Question Two 

What is the relationship between length of service and propensity to leave? 

This question was also assessed with Pearson's correlations (see Table 4.7). Propensity to 

leave was not found to be cortelated with either of the relevant dependent variables; total 

experience at two-year coUeges or years at current position for fuU-tkne faculty. However 

there was one statistically significant findkig for part-tkne faculty. Total experience at two-

year coUeges was found to be positively correlated with propensity to leave question two 

(p=.01), which asked about intent to leave. Thus, while there is no evidence for a 

relationship between length of service and propensity to leave as it appUes to fiiU-time 

faculty, evidence exists for estabUshing the dkection of a relationship between the two for 

part-time faculty (see Table 4.7). The longer a part-tkne faculty member has been working 

a two-year colleges, the more Ukely they are to express actual intent to leave. 
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Table 4.7 
Pearson's Cortelations 
Propensity to Leave and Length of Service for FuU-Tkne and Part-Time Faculty 

Faculty Total 2yr coUege experience 

Full-Time Faculty: 
PPL Q#l (Preference) 
PPL Q#2 (Intent) 
Mean PPL 

Part-Time Faculty: 
PPL Q#l (Preference) 
PPL Q#2 (Intent) 
Mean PPL 

*p = .05 

-.024 
-.311 
.199 

-.133 
483* 
.366 

Years at Current Position 

.002 
-.222 
.134 

-.257 
-.068 
-.121 
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Table 4.8 
Demographics: Propensity to Leave and OveraU Job Satisfaction FuU-Tkne Faculty 

Variable n % M SD 

Preference For Workmg At Current School n/a n/a 

Prefer to continue 25 80.6 

No preference 

Prefer not to continue 

Plan to Fkid Another Job ki Next 3-5 Years n/a n/a 

UnUkely 

Not sure 

LUcely 

OveraU Level of Job Satisfaction n/a n/a 

Dissatisfied 

SUghtly satisfied 

Moderately satisfied 

Vety satisfied 

2 

4 

s 

20 

5 

6 

0 

6 

15 

10 

6.5 

12.9 

64.5 

16.1 

19.4 

0 

19.4 

48.4 

32.3 
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Table 4.9 
Demographics: Propensity to Leave and OveraU Job Satisfaction Part-Tkne Faculty 

Variable n % M SD 

Preference For Workkig At Curtent School 

Prefer ^o continue 51 

No preference 2 

Prefer not to contkiue 4 

Plan to Find Another Job ki Next 3-5 Years 

Unlikely 

Not sure 

LUcely 

OveraU Level of Job Satisfaction 

Dissatisfied 

SUghtly satisfied 

Moderately satisfied 

Vety satisfied 

34 

13 

10 

89.5 

3.5 

7.0 

59.6 

22.9 

17.5 

0 0.0 

2 7.7 

14 53.8 

10 38.5 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 
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Most fuU-tkne faculty (80.6%) radicated their preference was to continue working 

at thek coUege, and 64.5% reported they were "unUkely to look for another job ki the next 

3-5 years." AU part-tkne faculty (100%) radicated thek preference was to continue 

workkig at thek coUege, and 53.8% reported they were "unUkely to look for another job 

ki the next 3-5 years" (see Tables 4.8 & 4.9). 

Bonfertoni Correction 

When making multiple comparisons as ki the correlations reported for research 

questions one and two (see Tables 4.4, 4.5, & 4.7), k is generaUy considered pradent to 

adjust significance levels to ensure that the significant findkigs are not artificial (MaxweU 

& Delaney, 1990). The Bonferroni correction is one of the more conservative tests 

designed for this purpose. 

The Bonferroni test is based on the assumption that when there is more than one 

statistical test bekig performed at one time, as ki the case of a correlation matrix, the 

chance of artificiaUy finding significance increases (MaxweU & Delaney, 1990). The 

Bonfertoni test is used to adjust the alpha cutoff downward so that the real alpha remains 

at the desked minimum of p = .05. 

The Bonfertoni test divides the desked mkiknum significance cutoff (p = .05) by 

the total number of comparisons ki the correlation matrix (MaxweU & Delaney, 1990). 

Therefore, based on the resuks of the Bonferroni test, the alpha cutoff for the correlations 

reported ra Tables 4.4 and 4.5 should be raised to p<.001, whUe the alpha cutoff for the 

correlations reported in Table 4.7 should be raised to p<.005. Takkig the changes 
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suggested by the Bonfertoni test into consideration, the correlation matrices for research 

questions one and two would contaki no statistically significant findkigs. Therefore, 

caution is warranted ki the kiterpretation of the data presented ki these tables (see Tables 

4.4, 4.5, & 4.7). Some of the findkigs reported as significant raay not, in actuality, be 

significant. 

However, the Bonferroni resuks themselves should also be kiterpreted with some 

caution (Pemeger, 1998; Sankoh, Huque, & Dubey, 1997). Although the test reduces the 

UkeUhood of a type one ertor, it sknultaneously increases the chance of makkig a type two 

ertor. In other words, uskig a conservative test such as the Bonferroni might mask real 

effects ki the data. 

Research Ouestion Three 

How accurately can job satisfaction be predicted from a Unear combkiation of 

demographic variables? 

A multiple Unear regression model was utiUzed to test this question. Multiple regression 

models estknate the coefficients of the Unear equation, ravolving multiple independent 

variables, that best predict the value of the dependent variable (de Vaus, 1986). 

Regression aUows one to make a prediction as to the value of one variable if one already 

knows the value of another variable. A regression model aUows one to test many possible 

predictor variables at the same tkne and calculate the relative importance of each ki the 

prediction of the target value (de Vaus, 1986). 
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Tables 4.10 and 4.11 display the multiple regression models comparing selected 

demographic factors with the respondents' total satisfaction scores. The overall model was 

not found to be significant for fuU-time faculty, F(6,30)=0.84, p=.56. However, a modified 

version of the overall model which kicluded the variable, "Curtent Years of Experience," 

was found to be statisticaUy significant for part-tkne faculty, F(7, 25)=2.63, p=.05. 

FoUowing the initial analysis, scores for the independent variables in the models were 

transferted kito standardized regression coeflBcients called beta weights. In the part-tkne 

faculty regression model, education (t=-3.42, p=.003) and total experience at two-year 

colleges (t=-2.37, p=.03) were both found to have statisticaUy significant beta weights. 

This suggests that one can predict the satisfaction of a part-time faculty member if one has 

data pertaining to the faculty member's education and total experience at community 

coUeges. 
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Table 4.10 

Demographic Factors Predicting Total Satisfaction Scale for FuU-Tkners (N = 31) 

Variable B SE beta 

Age 

Gender* 

Salaty 

Education 

Two-year 

I 

Experience 

Hours This Term 

0.01 

0.35 

0.00 

0.15 

-0.03 

0.02 

0.02 

0.32 

0.01 

0.12 

0.02 

0.03 

0.10 

0.24 

0.00 

0.25 

-0.34 

0.17 

*p<OS 

' Gender: "0" = "Female" and "1" = "Male" 

F(6,30) = 0.84,p = .56. F^ = .\l 
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Table 4.11 

Demographic Factors Predicting Total Satisfaction Scale for Part-Timers (N = 26) 

Variable B SE beta 

Age 

Gender' 

Salaty 

Education 

Two-year Experience 

Current Years 

Hours This Term 

*p<.05 
**p<.Ol 

0.02 

-0.07 

0.00 

-0.29 

-0.04 

-0.03 

-0.02 

0.01 

0.23 

0.01 

0.08 

0.02 

0.01 

0.03 

0.33 

0.07 

-0.14 

-0.61** 

-0.43* 

-0.36 

-0.17 

• Gender: "0" = "Female" and "1" = "Male" 

F(7, 25) = 2.63, p = .05*. I^ = .5l 
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Research Ouestion Four 

How accurately can propensity to leave be predicted from a linear combination of 

demographic variables? 

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 display the multiple regression models which predicted the 

respondent's propensity to leave, based on a series of selected demographic factors. The 

overaU model of selected demographic factors predictrag the respondents' propensity to 

leave was not significant for fiiU or part-tkne faculty (F (6, 30) = 0.99, p = .45; F (6, 25) = 

2.40, p = .07, respectively). In addition, none of the individual beta weights in Tables 6.4 

and 6.5 were significantly related to the respondents' propensity to leave for fuU-time 

fiiculty. However, one of the individual beta weights was significant for part-time faculty, 

although the overaU model was not significant. Total experience at two-year coUeges was 

found to be significantly related to mean propensity to leave (/=2.88, ̂ =.01). 
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Table 4.12 

Demographic Factors Predicting Propensity to Leave for Full-Timers (N = 31) 

Variable 

Age 

Gender^ 

Salaty 

Education 

Two-year Experience 

Hours This Term 

B 

-0.03 

-0.55 

0.02 

0.09 

-0.01 

0.01 

SE 

0.03 

0.43 

0.02 

0.17 

0.03 

0.04 

beta 

-0.26 

-0.27 

0.28 

0.11 

-0.07 

0.03 

*p<.05 

' Gender: "0" = "Female" and "1" = "Male" 

F (6, 30) = 0.99, p= 45. R^ = .20 
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Table 4.13 

Demographic Factors Predicting Propensity to Leave for Part-Timers (N = 26) 

Variable 

Age 

Gender* 

Salaty 

Education 

Two-year Experience 

Hours This Term 

B 

-0.03 

0.16 

0.01 

0.22 

0.06 

0.02 

SE 

0.02 

0.29 

0.01 

0.11 

0.02 

0.03 

beta 

-0.32 

0.12 

0.24 

0.38 

0.55** 

0.13 

*p=.05 
**p=.0\ 

* Gender: "0" = "Female" and " 1 " = "Male" 

F (6, 25) =2.40, p = .07. I^ = .43 
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It should be noted that while many of the aforementioned cortelations between the 

variables are significant or approach significance, they are, at best, only moderately 

correlated. This suggests that other factors which were not accounted for may also 

influence these variables. 

Summarv of Findings 

The goal of this study was to kivestigate the relationship between length of service 

and job satisfaction and propensity to leave for community coUege faculty. In addition to 

length of service and job satisfaction/propensity to leave, other possible predictor values 

were also analyzed mcludmg age, gender, salaty, education level, teachkig load, ethnicity, 

and fiiU-time/part-tkne status. 

Evidence was found to address research question one, but a relationship between 

length of service and job satisfaction could only be detected for part-time faculty. It was 

discovered that the longer part-time faculty members had been working at community 

coUeges, the lower their satisfaction with interpersonal relations and working condkions. 

In addition, the longer a part-tkne faculty member had been workkig at the selected 

community coUege, the less satisfied they were with the workkig conditions aspects of the 

job. The results of Bonferroni corrections appUed to the findings of significance relatkig 

to research question one suggested using extreme caution when kiterpretkig the data. 

Some evidence was also found to address research question two, but agaki, the 

relationship between length of service and propensity to leave was only detectable for 

part-tkne faculty. It was discovered that the longer that a part-tkne faculty member had 
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been workkig at two-year colleges, the more Ukely they were to express intent to leave. 

As mentioned previously, the resuks of the Bonfertoni corrections warrant the use of 

caution when kiterpretkig the data relatkig to research question two. 

Evidence to address research questions three and four was also discovered ki the 

present study. No predicable relationship between demographic variables and ekher job 

satisfaction or propensity to leave could be estabUshed for fiiU-time faculty. However, the 

job satisfaction regression model was found to be significant for part-time faculty. A 

carefiil inspection of the beta weights kidicated that one can predict the overall job 

satisfaction of a part-tkne faculty member if one has kiformation on the faculty member's 

education level and overall experience at two-year coUeges. 

The propensity to leave regression model was not found to be significant either for 

fiiU-tkners or part-timers. However, a careful kispection of the beta weights reveals one 

highly significant findkig for part-timers only: The possibUity that one might be able to 

predict the propensity to leave of part-time faculty members if one has information on 

thek total experience at two-year coUeges. 

ImpUcations of the results are vety knportant to this study. Chapter V wUl give the 

knpUcations of the findkigs. Included withki the chapter are a summary of the findkigs, a 

summaty of the ImpUcations of the findings, and fiiture research. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, INFERENCES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH OR ACTION 

The study of job satisfaction and propensity to leave among community college 

faculty has led to some interesting and sometknes contradictory resuks. The goal of this 

study was to carefiiUy examine the relationship between job satisfaction, propensity to 

leave and length of service at a community coUege in Texas. This examination was 

accompUshed by attempting to answer four specific research questions. It is hoped that 

community coUege administrators can make use of this information to make better hiring 

decisions as weU as decisions about the envkonments in which their faculty work. In this 

closing chapter, the Umitations of undertaking this particular investigation are reviewed 

and conclusions regarding the gathered data wiU be presented. Once the conclusions have 

been submitted, kiferences and recommendations for further study or action wUl be put 

forth. 

Research Limitations 

No research project can overcome aU the parameters that govem the gathering of 

information. These Umitations may preclude the practical appUcation of these findings to 

particular mstitutions. The foUowkig paragraphs detaU these particular Umitkig factors. 

Because of tkne and money constraints, this study was conducted as a case study 

and kicluded only one institution. Although the kistitution was fairly representative of 
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community coUeges ki Texas with regard to faculty headcount, one cannot make sweeprag 

generaUzations to the entke state from such a small sample. The accuracies of one's 

conclusions might be compromised even further if attempts were made to apply the 

curtent resuks to community coUege faculty ki the entire nation. In addition, the selected 

community coUege was not completely representative of coUeges in Texas with regard to 

ethnicity. Statewide, twenty-one percent of community coUege faculty are non-white, 

whUe only ten and one-half percent of the sample were non-white (Texas Higher Ed, 

2001). 

Also compUcating the generaUzabiUty of the results is the smaU retum rate of the 

curtent study. Kalton's formula (1983), which is a conservative estknate of sample size, 

predicted that at least 106 questionnaires would need to be returned to ensure 

representative results. In fact, only 57 useable questionnakes were returned. Thus, it is 

possible that the results were not even representative of the selected coUege. 

Lastly, the current study employs only cortelational techniques. Thus, it is not 

possible to make causal statements from the data. For example, k is possible that some 

other factor not analyzed in the curtent study, such as "field-of-study," might also be 

responsible for the variations detected ra the data. 
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Research Conclusions and Discussion 

In spite of some Iknitations, conclusions can stiU be drawn from the data gathered 

ki this kivestigation. The conclusions and discussion of thek knpUcations are as foUows: 

1. The first question addressed the relationship between length of service and job 

satisfaction for community coUege faculty. There has been some ambiguity ki the findings 

of previous research. Some studies have suggested that experienced community coUege 

faculty are at higher risk of dknmished job satisfaction (Hamish & Creamer, 1986; 

Menges, 1999), whUe other studies have suggested that newer faculty are at higher risk of 

dkmnished job satisfaction (Boice 1991; SorcineUi & Austin, 1992; Van Ast, 1999). 

Length of service, as measured both by total experience and years at current institution, 

was found to effect community coUege faculty job satisfaction, but only for part-time 

faculty, and then only as measured by certaki subscales of the job satisfaction kistrament 

(Wood, 1973; see Appendix A). According to the Pearson's correlations, the longer 

part-time faculty members had been working at community coUeges, the lower thek 

satisfaction with interpersonal relations and working conditions. Also, the longer a part-

tkne faculty member had been working at the selected institution, the less satisfied they 

were with the working conditions aspects of the job. AU of these findings were statisticaUy 

significant at or above the p=.05 level. However, the resuks of Bonferroni cortections on 

the data suggest that some of the cortelations reported as significant might, ki fact, not be 

significant (MaxweU & Delaney, 1990). 

As mentioned previously, there are some ambiguities ki past research relating to 

job satisfaction and length of service. The present study may help clarify the problem. 
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Perhaps differences in satisfaction as a fiinction of length of service are due, at least 

partiaUy, to dkferences in employee status (fiiU-tkne or part-tkne). The present stiidy 

found no detectable relationship between job satisfaction and length of service for fiaU-time 

community coUege faculty. However, the possibUity of a statisticaUy significant 

relationship was demonstrated between length of service and job satisfaction for part-tkne 

faculty. 

Improper or insuflBcient socialization has been suggested as a possible causal factor 

ki employee socialization (Feldman, 1981). It seems reasonable to assume that part-timers 

may be at greater risk in this area compared to thek fiill-tkne pe^s. Feldman (1981) sees 

successfiil socialization as a critical factor ki laying the groundwork for fiiture satisfaction. 

Included among the variables he sees as relatkig to proper ;socialization are initiation to 

group norms and adjustment to group values; both of which may be much more dkficuk 

for part-tkne faculty members. Along the same lines, Boice (1991) has suggested that lack 

of nurturance for new faculty might affect job satisfaction. Skice part-tkne faculty are less 

kitegrated into the kistitution than are fiiU-timers, k stands to reason that lack of 

nurturance may be a factor which might help explain the differences between fiiU and part-

tkners observed ki the present study. SorcineUi and Austki (1992) have identified lack of 

chaUenge as a contributkig factor to job satisfaction. Perhaps this too could explaki why 

part-tkners are more at risk for low job satisfaction than are fliU-tkners. 

Other possible reasons addressed in the Uterature as to why part-tkners may show 

different levels of job-satisfaction than fiiU-timers mclude job security and routkiization. 

Studies of university faculty have found a relationship between job security and job 
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satisfaction (Sprague, 1974; Tack & Patitu, 1992; Wolfson, 1986). Nontenured faculty 

members have generaUy been found to be less satisfied than thek tenured peers. If this 

situation can be seen to be somewhat analogous to the relationship between part-tkners 

and fiiU-tkners ki the present study, then k should come as no surprise that part-timers are 

less satisfied. FinaUy, part-tkners may be more Ukely to be kivolved in routkie work; that 

is, teaching the same classes over and over, with even less reward than fuU-timers. Hamish 

and Creamer (1986) have identified such routkiization as a problem that might relate to 

community coUege faculty's job satisfaction. Furthermore, the researchers suggest that the 

problem could be amplified when faculty members do not perceive thek jobs as thek 

primaty sources of chaUenge; as is generaUy the case with part-timers. 

In the present study length of service was found to be related to job satisfaction for 

part-timers only, and then only on certam subscales of the job satisfaction measure (Wood 

1973; see Appendix A); that is. Interpersonal Relations and Working Condkions. This is 

not surprising considering that working conditions have been identified with overaU job 

satisfaction ki the Uterature (Diener, 1984; Locke, Fitzpatrick & White, 1983; Luce & 

Murtay, 1998), as have coUegiaUty and kiterpersonal relations (Boice, 1991). 

Precious Uttle research has specificaUy addressed the relationship between working 

conditions, mterpersonal relations and length of service for part-tkne community coUege 

faculty. However, at least one other study does shed Ught on the findings of the present 

study. SorckieUi and Austki (1992) reported that kiexperienced faculty are particularly 

prone to being dissatisfied with the environments of thek institutions. They are particularly 
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unhappy about the lack of opportunity for chaUenge and advancement and tend to 

perceive thek more experienced peers as unfiiendly, unhelpfiil and generally non-coUegial. 

Boice (1991) demonstrated that new faculty were negatively affected by the poor 

and often non-productive interactions with more experienced coUeagues and concluded 

that this "lack of nurturance" was a major workplace adjustment problem. Again, this 

situation is sunilar to that experienced by community coUege part-tkners. Luce and Murtay 

(1998) buUt on the work of Boice (1991) by supplykig quaUtative kkbrmation that seems 

to indicate that feeUngs of isolation can be a major socialization problem for faculty. Skice 

the part-tkners in the present study generaUy taught fewer than three classes and did not 

have oflBces on campus, it may be safe to assume they were experiencing feelings of 

isolation. 

Lastly, part-timers may be more subject to having thek job expectations violated. 

Olsen and Crawford (1998) identified expectations as a major factor in predicting job 

satisfaction. Perhaps part-tkners expect to eventuaUy become more of a part of the 

academic community and become "bumed-out" after a few years in thek unrewarding 

part-tkne positions. 

2. The second research question addressed in this study was the relationship 

between length of service and propensity to leave for community coUege faculty. As 

mentioned above, length of service was found to effect propensity to leave, but agaki, only 

for part-tkne faculty and only when length of service was measured by the question "total 
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experience at two-year coUeges." In sum, k was discovered that the longer a part-tkne 

faculty member had been working at two-year coUeges, the more lUcely s/he was to 

express actual kitent to leave. 

At first blush these findkigs are not aU that surpriskig considering the 

aforementioned discussion of research question one. After aU, job satisfaction and 

propensity to leave have been shown to be related ki other studies (Gleason-Wynn, 1995; 

HiU, 1986; Stoloff, 1971). Therefore, many of the comments put forth ki the section 

relatkig to question one also apply to question two, kicludkig the possibUity that some of 

the reported correlations might not be significant based on the resuks of a Bonferroni 

multiple measures correction test (MaxweU & Delaney, 1990). 

In the present study, length of service predicted actual intent to leave for part-

timers, but not deske to leave. Perhaps this is due to the unique situation ra which part-

tkners find themselves. Although not addressed dkectly ki this study, many part-tkners 

may see thek jobs as temporary steps to era eventual fiiU-tkne position. In fact, they may 

start thek part-time careers with an eventual "give-up" date ki mind if they do not secure a 

fiiU-tkne position (perhaps within a few years). If this were trae, then it would explain 

thek "intent," but not necessarily, "deske," to leave the kistitution assayed the present 

study. 

3. The third research question addressed in this study kivolved how weU job 

satisfaction could be predicted based on a Unear combkiation of demographic variables. 

This question was addressed by applying a regression model. As was the case ki research 

questions two and three, the model was found to be significant for part-time faculty, but 
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not for fiiU-tkne faculty. A carefiil examkiation of the kidividual elements of the model 

kidicated that k is possible to predict the satisfaction of a part-tkne faculty member if one 

has information about that faculty member's education level and overaU experience ki two-

year coUeges. 

These findings are consistent with the "give-up" date explanation of findkigs 

offered previously. Perhaps many part-timers have an expectation of fijU-time employment 

with in a few years of part-time service, ff this is ki fact the case, k would not be 

surprising to find the problem ampUfied for faculty with the highest levels of academic 

achievement. Based on the model described above, the faculty member at highest risk for 

low satisfaction would be the part-tkne faculty member with at least a master's degree and 

many years of experience at two-year coUeges. Although the findkigs are somewhat 

unique when compared to the Uterature in general, they are most consistent with the 

findings of researchers who stress routinization and bumout as determinants of low job 

satisfaction (Hamish & Creamer, 1986; Menges, 1999). 

4. The fourth and final research question addressed ki the present study involved 

how successfuUy propensity to leave could be predicted based on a Unear combkiation of 

demographic variables. As ki research question three, this contention was tested by 

applykig a regression model. The model did not achieve significance below the/? = 05 

level for either fiiU or part-time faculty, although the part-tkne model approached 

significance {p = .07), and contaraed one highly significant beta weight (^=2.88, p= .01); 

"overaU experience at two-year colleges." 
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In the opinion of the researcher, this model is at least partially the victkn of the low 

rate of return. The model approached significance for part-tkne faculty, but only one of 

the individual elements of the model was statisticaUy significant. Many of the non

significant elements of the model were vety close to statistical significance, and may weU 

have achieved significance had the sample size been more robust. In sum, this findkig 

sknply supports the findkig of research question two which akeady shows a relationship 

between overaU experience at two-year coUeges and propensity to leave for part-timers. 

Inferences and Implications 

Fkst and foremost, it is clear that full and part-time community coUege faculty are 

distinctly separate populations with different needs and different envkonmental 

sensitivities. Vety Uttle research has focused on the differences between these groups at 

the community coUege level. In addition, there is a very real risk of losing talented 

individuals to other fields if administrators and peers make the mistake of assuming that 

part-timers wUl always pull themselves up by thek own bootstraps. Adding to the 

magnirade of this potential problem is the suggestion in the data that it is the best educated 

and most experienced part-tkne faculty members that are at greatest risk for low 

satisfaction and eventual dropout. Thus, k would seem wise for community coUeges to do 

a better job of reachkig out to their part-time faculty members, especiaUy in Ught of the 

fact that at many community coUeges they are teachmg at least half of aU undergraduate 

classes offered (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). 
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Second, two areas of particular risk stand out when k comes to predictrag the 

satisfaction and propensity to leave of part-time faculty. Part-tkne faculty are particularly 

sensitive to working conditions, which include class/tkne assignments and oflBce 

arrangements (or lack thereof) and kiterpersonal relations which include coUegiaUty and 

personal development. It appears that after a few years they may become frustrated with 

the relatively low wages and lack of contact with coUeagues. Obvious preUmkiaty 

solutions to the problem would be to address these specific senskivities. Workmg 

conditions could be improved by providkig oflBce space for part-timers when they are on 

campus, for example. Part-timers could also be aUowed and expected to contribute to the 

scheduUng and design of courses. And perhaps most knportantly, at the vety minimum, 

part-timers should be reassured that they are welcome at faculty meetkigs and activities. 

And lastly, perhaps deans should be forthright with part-timers regarding their chances of 

promotion and the possibUity of eventual change to fiiU-tkne status. 

A thkd major impUcation of the present study is that fiiU-time faculty are generaUy 

satisfied. The fact that coUege faculty are a satisfied lot relative to those ki many other 

professional fields has been observed by many researchers as weU as in the present study 

(McKeachie, 1997; Menges, 1999). Takkig this kito consideration, admkiistrators should 

not change anything about feculty jobs that might affect thek primaty source of 

satisfaction, which, accordkig to research and knpUed by the data in this study, comes 

from the joy of the work itself 

Taken together the arguments above suggest that much more coUld and should be 

done to ensure the healthy kitegration of part-timers kito the two-year college's academic 
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community. It is instractive to note that several recent research projects have suggested 

that the first few years of employment can have an krevocable effect on an instractors 

outiook (Baldwki, 1990; Olsen & Crawford, 1998). 

Recommendations for Further Research and Action 

FoUowing is a Ust of recommendations for fiirther research: 

1. Because of the cortelational nature of the present project, the role of variables 

which were not assessed cannot be raled out. Of these, the variable which comes to mind 

as most Ukely to have affected the resuks is "Academic Field." Although this question was 

part of the demographic questionnake utUized ki the present study, there were kisufiBcient 

responses to make use of the data. A future study should tty to find out whether academic 

field has a role in job satisfaction and propensity to leave for part-timers. It seems kitukive 

to assume that faculty who teach ki transfer programs might react differently to the 

part-tkne situation than non-transfer or certificate program faculty. In fact, this could be 

the primaty determinant of job satisfaction and propensity to leave. 

2. What is the exact mechanism which differentiates part-tkne faculty from 

fiiU-tkne faculty with regard to job satisfaction and propensity to leave? I have guessed 

that somethkig Uke "bumout" or unreaUstic expectations of employment are to blame. 

However, k is up to future research to determine this exact mechanism. One intrigukig 

way to pursue this Would be to conduct a longitudkial study of part-tkners over a five or 

ten year period. It would be helpfiil to know what exactly is happening to them. A 
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qualitative element could also be added ki an attempt to answer questions such as What do 

part-tkners want? What are thek employment goals? How important is the job to them 

(relative to thek other means of kicome)? 

3.1 would also like to know more about how part-timers are interpreting the 

concepts of Working Conditions and Interpersonal Relations from the Job Satisfaction 

questionnaire (Wood, 1973). It could be they are kiterpreting the questions differently 

than intended. Whatever the reason, it is clear that there is something very specific that is 

motivating part-timers to record low scores on these subscales. This, of course, would 

most likely be a quaUtative research project. 

4. The models did not tum out to be as usefiil as origkiaUy hoped; probably 

because of low rate of retum. However, many parts of the model approached significance 

in the /? = .05 to/? = . 12 range. This impUes (in my opinion) that the models could be 

quite eflBcacious with larger sample sizes and thus might aUow future researchers to make 

fakly accurate predictions about the satisfaction and success of part-tkners. In fact, I see a 

future project which utUizes more compUcated regression models and path analysis to help 

clarify exactly how the decision processes of part-timers operate. 

5. Lastly, the current study utilized only a smaU sample of a relatively smaU coUege 

in a skigle state. A first step would seem to be to make sure these resilUs generaUze to 

other parts of the state and the nation. A next logical step might be a larger scale statewide 

sample with a sknUar methodology. 
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Summaty 

Some research has found that inexperienced community coUege faculty are at risk 

for low satisfaction whUe other studies have knpUed that k is ki fact experienced faculty 

that are at the greatest risk. This study was a preUminaty attempt to clarify the relationship 

between job satisfaction and propensity to leave and length of service for community 

coUege feculty. 

This study utUized a correlational case-study methodology and surveyed 57 

community coUege faculty. Although there was no detectable relationship between job 

satisfaction, propensity to leave and length of service for fiiU-tkne community coUege 

faculty, a relationship was found for part-time community coUege faculty. Accordkig to 

the results of the present study, there is a relationship between length of service and 

satisfaction with working conditions and interpersonal relations for part-tkne faculty. The 

longer they stay on the job, the more Ukely they are to report low levels of satisfaction. 

Thus, fuU-tkne/part-time status may underUe and explaki the ambiguities pertainkig to 

relationship between length-of-service and job satisfaction observed in past research. 

The resuks of this study imply that admkiistrators need to spend more tkne deaUng 

with the unique sensitivities of part-tkne faculty members. Part-tkners are particularly 

lUcely to become dissatisfied with thek workkig conditions and perceived lack of 

coUegiaUty relative to thek fiiU-tkne peers. 
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Futiire research should focus on clarifykig the exact reasons why part-timers 

become dissatisfied and repUcatkig the study on a larger scale to ensure generalizable 

resuks. This project represents a bold first step kito a fertUe new area of research of 

concem to administrators and faculty aUke. 

100 



REFERENCES 

Ahnanac issue 2001-2. (2001, August). The Chronicle of Higher Education. 48(11 

Backstrom, C. H , & Hursh-Cesar, G. (1981). Survey Research. New York: 
John WUey and Sons. 

Baldwin, R G. (1990). Faculty career stages and knpUcations for professional 
development. In J. H. Schuster, D. W. Wheeler, and Associates (Eds.), Enhanckig 
Faculty Careers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Beny, L. H., Hammons, J. O., & Denny, G. S. (2001). Faculty retkement tumover in 
community coUeges: A real or knagkied problem? Community CoUege Joumal of 
Research and Practice. 25. 123-136. 

Bogue, J.P. (1950V The Community CoUeee. New York: McGraw-HUl. 

Boice, Robert (1991). New faculty as teachers. The Joumal of Higher Education. 62(2). 
150-173. 

Bordens, K. S., & Abbott, B. B. (1988). Research Design and Methods: A Process 
Approach. Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. 

Bowen, H.R, & Schuster, J.H. (1986). American Professors: A National Resource 
Imperiled. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Box, S. & Cotgrove, S. (1966). Scientific identity and role strain. British Joumal of 
Sociology. 17. 20-28. 

CaldweU, C. (1986). Community college faculty careers. Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association. San Francisco. 

Cano, J., & MiUer, G. (1992). An analysis of job satisfaction and job satisfiers factors 
among six taxonomies of agricultural education teachers. Joumal of Agricultural 
Education. 33. 9-16. 

Caplan, R. (1987). Person-environment fit ra organizations: Theories, facts, and values. In 
A. RUey and S. Zaccaro (Eds.), Occupational stress and organizational 
effectiveness. New York: Praeger. 

CarroU, B. (1973). Job Satisfaction: A Review of the Literature. Ithaca, NY: ComeU 
Press. 

101 



Chatman, Jennifer, A. (1989). Improving kiteractional organizational research: A model of 
person-organization fit. Academy of Management Review. 14(3). 333-349. 

Cohen, A. M. & Brawer, F. B. (1996). The American Community CoUege. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Cohen, R.J., Swerdlink, M.E., & Smith, D.K. (1992). Psychological Testing and 
Assessment: An Introduction to Tests and Measurement. Mountaki View, CA: 
Maj^eld. 

Dean, Roger A. & Wanous^ John P. (1984). Effects of reaUstic job previews on hiring 
bank teUers. Joumal of Applied Psychology. 69. 61-68. 

de Vaus, D. A. (1986). Surveys ki Social Research. London: George, AUen and Unwki. 

Diener, T. (1984). College faculty aild job satisfaction. Paper presented at the annual 
meetkig of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA. ED 
248 820. MF-01;PC-01. 

DUhnan, D. A. (1978). MaU and Telephone Surveys: The total design method. New York: 
WUey PubUshing. 

Duffy, N. F. (1967). Blue coUar contrast. Intemational Joumal of Comparative Sociology. 
8, 209-217. 

Eran, M. (1966). Relationship between self-perceived personaUty traits and job attitudes ki 
middle management. Joumal of AppUed Psychology. 50. 424-430. 

Ewan, K B. (1966). Some determkiants of job satisfaction: A study of the generaUty of 
Herzberg's theoty. Joumal of AppUed Psychology. 50. 544-550. 

Fart, James L, O'Leaty, Brian S., & Bartlett, C. J. (1973). Effect of work sample test 
upon self-selection and tumover of job appUcants. Joumal of Applied Psychology. 
58(2), 283-285. 

Feldman, D.C. (1976). A contkigency theoty of sociaUzation. Administrative Science 
Ouarterlv. 21. 433-452. 

Feldman, D. C. (1981). The multiple socialization of organization members. Academy of 
Management Review. 6. 301-318. 

Festkiger, L. (1957). A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Evanston, IL: Row & Peterson. 

102 



Freud, S. (1930). CiviUzation and ks Discontents. London: Hogarth. 

Freund, J.E. (1988). Modem Elementary Statistics. Englewood CUffs, NJ: Prentice HaU. 

Fugate, A L., & Amy, M. J. (2000). Career stages of community college faculty: A 
quaUtative analysis of thek career paths, roles, and development. Community 
CoUege Review 28(1) 1-22. 

Gaff, Jerry G., & Lambert, Leo M. (1996). SociaUzing fiiture faculty to the values of 
undergraduate education. Change. 4. 39-45. 

Glaser, B.G. & Strauss, AL. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for 
OuaUtative Research. Chicago, IL: Aldkie. 

Glaser, B.G. (1978). Theoretical Sensitivity. MUl VaUey, CA: The Sociology Press. 

Gleason-Wynn, P. (1995). Improving job satisfaction and retention among nursing home 
social workers. Brown University Long-Term Care Letter. 7(3). 1-3. 

Hamish, Dorothy, & Creamer, Donald G. (1986). Faculty stagnation and diminished job 
involvement. Community College Review. 13(3). 33-39. 

Helgeland, D. L. (2001). Job satisfaction of fliU-tkne faculty at colleges of pharmacy in the 
United States. Dissertation Abstracts Intemational. 61. DAI-A 61/07, p. 2620. 

Hendrick, I. (1943). Work and the pleasure principle. Psychoanalytic Ouarterlv. 12, 
311-329. 

Herzberg, F., Mausner, B. & Snyderman, B. (1959). The Motivation to Work. New York: 
WUey. 

Hill, E. A. (1986). Job satisfaction facets as predictors of commitment to or withdrawal 
from the work organization among selected community coUege faculty in New 
York state. Community/Junior CoUege Ouarterlv of Research and Practice. 10(1). 
I - l l . 

HUton, D. (1985). Identification of satisfvkig and dissatisfidng factors and determkiation 
of level of job satisfaction for postsecondary vocational education faculty in public 
supported institutions ki Idaho. UnpubUshed doctoral dissertation. 
University of Idaho, Moscow. 

103 



laffaldano, MicheUe T. and Muchinsky, Paul M. (1985). Job satisfaction and job 
performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological BuUetki. 97(2). 251-273. 

Kalton, G. (1983). Introduction ^o Survey SampUng. Sage: Newbuty Park, CA. 

Kanuk, L. & Berenson, C. (1975). Mail surveys and response rates: A Uterature review. 
Joumal of Marketkig Research. 12. 440-453. 

KuUk, C , Oldham, G. R. & Hackman, J. (1987). Work design as an approach to person-
envkonment fit. Joumal of Vocational Behavior. 31. 278-296. 

Locke, E., Fitzpatrick, W., & White, F. (1983). Job satisfaction and role clarity among 
university and coUege faculty. Review of Higher Education 6. 342-365. 

Luce, Judith A. & Murray, John P. (1998). New faculty's perceptions of the academic 
work Ufe. The Joumal of Staff. Program, and Organizational Development. 16. 1-
17. 

Lyons, T.F. (1967). A study of social-psychological variables as they relate to tumover, 
propensity to leave, and absenteeism among hospital staff nurses (doctoral 
dissertation. University of Michigan, 1967) Dissertation Abstracts Intemational. 
28,3510B. 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theoty of human motivation. Psychological Review. 50. 
370-396. 

MaxweU, S. E., & Delaney, H. D. (1990). Designing Experknents and Analvzkig Data: A 
Model Comparison Perspective. Beknont, C A: Wadsworth. 

McBride, S. A., Munday, R. G., & TunneU, J. (1992). Community coUege faculty job 
satisfaction and propensity to leave. Community / Junior CoUege Quarterly. 16. 
157-165. 

McKeachie, W.J. (1997). Wantkig to be a good teacher: What have we leamed to date? In 
JL.Bess (Ed), Teachkig Well and Liking k. Baltknore: Johns Hopkins University. 

McKenny, C. B., & Cejda, B. D. (2000). Profilkig chief academic officers ki pubUc 
community coUeges. Community College Joumal of Research and Practice. 24. 
745-758. 

MegUno, Brace M., DeNisi, Angelo S., Youngblood, Smart A., & WiUiams, Kevki J. 
(1988). Effects of realistic job previews: A comparison uskig an enhancement and 
a reduction preview. Joumal of AppUed Psychology. 73(2), 259-266. 

104 



Menges, R. J. (1999). Facultv in New Jobs: A Guide to SettUng In. Becomkig EstabUshed. 
sM BuUdkig Institutional Support. Jossey-Bass: San Francisco. 

MUler, D.C. & Fonn, W.H. (1951). Industrial Sociology. New York: HarperCoUkis. 

Meyers, Steven A., Reid, Pamela T., & Qukia, Kathryn (1998). Ready or not, here we 
come: Preparing psychology graduate students for academic careers. Teaching of 
Psychology. 25(2) 124-126. 

Mooney, C. J. (1989). Professors are upbeat about profession, but uneasy about 
standards. Chronicle of Higher Education. 36(10). 18-21. 

Moses, I. (1986). Promotion of academic staff: Reward and kicentive. Higher Education. 
15, 135-149. 

Murtay, J, P. (1999). Interviewmg to hke competent community coUege faculty. 
Community CoUege Review. 27(1). 41-56. 

Murtay, J. P. (2002). Faculty development in SACS-Accredited community coUeges. 
Community CoUege Review. 29(4). 50-66. 

Murtay, J. P., Murray, J. I., & Summar, C. (2000). The propensity of community coUege 
chief academic officers to leave an kistitution. Community CoUege Review. 28 (3), 
22-36. 

Near, J. P., & SorckieUi (1986). Work and life away from work: Predictors of faculty 
satisfaction. Research ki Higher Education. 25. 377-394. 

Olsen, Peborah (1993).Work satisfaction and stress. Joumal of Higher Education. 64. 
453-471. 

Olsen, Deborah & Crawford, Lizabeth A. (1998). A five-year study of junior faculty 
expectations about thek work. The Review of Higher Education 22(1). 39-54. 

Pemeger, T. V. (1998). What is wrong with Bonferrohi adjustments. British Medical 
Joumal. 136. 1236-1238. 

Porter, L. W, & Steers, R M. (1973). Organizational, work, and personal factors in 
employee tumover and absenteeism. Psychological BuUetin. 80(2). 151-176. 

Premack, Steven L., & Wanous, John P. (1985). A meta-analysis of realistic job preview 
experiments. Joumal of Applied Psychology. 70(4). 706-719. 

105 



Rafkki, T. (2000). Public Community College Faculty (Issue Paper No. 4): American 
Association of Community CoUeges. 

Sankoh, A. J., Huque, M. F., & Dubey, S. D. (1997). Some comments on frequently used 
multiple endpoint adjustments methods ki clkiical trials. Statistics in Medicine. 16. 
2529-2542. 

SorcineUi, M.D. & Austki, A.E. (1992). Developing New and Junior Faculty. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Sprague, B. (1974). Job Satisfaction and University Faculty. Dissertation: 
University of Kentucky. 

Steers, R. M , & Mowday, R T. (1981). Employee tumover and post-decision 
accommodation processes. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds), Research in 
Organizational Behavior. 3. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Stoloff, P. H. (1971). An exploratory study of job satisfactioa retention, and performance 
of Navy enUsted men (Report No. AC010504 / BBB05248). Arlington, VA: 
Center for Naval Analysis. 

Tack, M. W. & Patitu, C. L. (1992). Faculty Job Satisfaction: Woipen and Minorities ui 
Peril. Washington DC: George Washington University Press. 

TeUis, W. (1997). Introduction to case study. The Qualkative Report. 3(2). Available 
online: www. nova. edu/ssss/QR/QR3-2/tellisI. html 

Texas Education Agency. (2001). AvaUable onlkie: www.tea.state.tx.us/ESC 

Texas Higher Education Coordinatkig Board (2001). 1999 Statistical Report. D. W. 
Brown, Ed. 

U S. Census. (2000). [On-lkie]. AvaUable: 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48000.html 

Valdez, J. R., & Anthony, J. S. (2001). Job satisfaction and commitment of two-year 
coUege part-tkne faculty. Community CoUege Joumal of Research and Practice. 
25, 97-108. 

Van Ast, J. (1999). Community college faculty: Making the paradigm shkt. Community 
CoUege Joumal of Research and Practice. 23. 559-579. 

Vroom, V.H. (1995). Work and Motivation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

106 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/ESC
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48000.html


Waters, L.K., Roach, D., & Waters, C.W. (1976). Estknates of fiitiire tenure, satisfaction, 
and biographical variables as predictors of termination. Personnel Psychology. 29. 
57-60. 

^^^PPy> H. J. D. (2000). Leadership and faculty job satisfaction at the university of Guam. 
Dissertation Abstracts Intemational [On-Une]. AvaUable: 
wwwlib. umi. com/dissertations/preview_all/9992014 

Winter, P. A., & Kjoriien, C. L. (2000). Community college faculty recruitment: 
Predictors of appUcant attraction to faculty positions. Community CoUege Review. 
28(1). 23-40. 

Witt, AUen A., Wattenbarger, James L., GoUattscheck, James F., & Suppiger, Joseph E. 
(1995). America's Community CoUeges. Washington, DC: Community CoUege 
Press. 

Wood, O.R. (1973). An analysis of faculty motivation to work ki the North Carolina 
conimunity coUege system (doctoral dissertation. North Carolina State University, 
1973). Dissertation Abstracts Intemational. 35. 901A. 

Wood, O. R. (1976). A research project: Measuring job satisfaction of the community 
coUege staff. Community CoUege Review. 3. 56-64. 

Zaharia, E. S. & Baumeister, A. A. (1981). Job preview effects during the critical initial 
employment period. Joumal of AppUed Psychology. 66. 19-22. 

107 



APPENDIX A 
JOB SATISFACTION AND PROPENSITY 

TO LEAVE QUESTIONNAIRE 

108 



JOB SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION SCALE 
Pirections: For each of the following items, ckcle the response, which best represents, your level of job 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 

1 = Veiy Dissatisfied 4 = SUghtly Satisfied 
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied 5 = Moderately Satisfied 
3 = Slightly Dissatisfied 6 = Very Satisfied 

ACHIEVEMENT 

1. The actual achievement of work-related goals. 12 3 4 5 6 

2. The knmediate results from your work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The actual adoption of practices which you recommend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Personal goal attauiment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Students'foUow rules and guideUnes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Observing students'growth and success over a period of time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. The extent to wbich you are able objectively to evaluate your accomplishments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

GROWTH 

8. Opportunities for increased responsibiUty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Opportunities provided for growth in education as compared with grpwth in other fields. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Participation in in-service education. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Types and levels of in-service education. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Opportunities to grow professionaUy through formal education. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Opportunities to attend professional conferences, workshops, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 

14. Friendliness of your co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. Cooperation from faculty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. Cooperation from non-ac£idemic staff. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied 
3 = Slightiy Dissatisfied 

4 = Slightly Satisfied 
5 = Moderately Satisfied 
6 = Very Satisfied 

17. Faculty-administrator relationships. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. Professional relationships on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. Personal relationships on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20. Cooperation from the supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

21. Relationship with community/external groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. Relationships with bargainmg unit leaders 1 2 3 4 5 6 

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION 

23. OveraU mstitutional relations mcluding faculty, students, and staff. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24. Your involvement in making decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

25. The extent to which you are informed about matters affecting you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. The procedures used to select faculty for promotion to administrative positions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. The extent to which administrative policies and procedures are made available to you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. The administrative procedures used to carry out the educational program. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. The extent to which administrative policies and procedures are actually followed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. The extent to which poUcies meet faculty needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

31. The educational phUosophy which prevails m your kistitution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

RECOGNITION 

32. Recognition of your accompUshments by co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

33. Recognition of your accompUshments by superiors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1 = Vety Dissatisfied 4 = Slightiy Satisfied 
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied 5 = Moderately Satisfied 
3 = SUghtly Dissatisfied 6 = Very Satisfied 

34. Your recognition compared to that of your co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

35. The recognition you get from the supervisor for your ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

36. PubUcity given to your work and activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

RESPONSIBILITY 

37. The authority you have to get the job done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

38. The total amount of responsibiUty you have. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

39. Your responsibUities compared with those of your co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

40. Committee responsibiUties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

41. ResponsibUities outside your major areas of interest. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

42. ResponsibiUties to extended groups & community mterests 1 2 3 4 5 6 

SALARY 

43. The method used to determine your salary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

44. The range of salaries paid to faculty in your kistitution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

45. The top salary avaUable to you compared to similar positions in other fields. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

46. Your salary compared to that ofpeople with similar training in other professions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

47. The amount of your salary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

SUPERVISION 

48. The level of understanding that your supervisor and you have of each other. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

49. On-the-job supervision given by your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

50. Competence ofyour supervisor to give leadership. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied 
3 = SUghtiy Dissatisfied 

4 = subtly Satisfied 
5 = Moderately Satisfied 
6 = Very Satisfied 

51. Personal encouragement given by your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

52. The willingness of your supervisor to delegate authority. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

53. Authority delegated compared to duties delegated. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

54. Counsel and guidance given by your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

55. The initiation ofmnovations by your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

56. The fairness ofyour supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

57. The sensitivity of your supervisor to your needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

58. The consistency of your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

59. Specific on-the-job trainkig offered by your supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

THE WORK ITSELF 

60. Work and association with students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

61. The kiteresting and chaUenging aspects of teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

62. The general type ofwork you do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

63. Your level of enthusiasm for bekig a faculty member. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

WORKING CONDITIONS 

64. The number ofclasses for which you are responsible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

65. The number of hours you work each week. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

66. Your work schedule compared to that ofsimUar positions in other fields. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

67. Your office facUities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

68. The adequacy of technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1 = Very Dissatisfied 4 = Sli^tiy Satisfied 
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied 5 = Moderately Satisfied 
3 = SUghtiy Dissatisfied 6 = Very Satisfied 

69. Your work schedule compared to that of your co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

70. Consider aU aspects of your job as an uistractor and indicate your overall 
level of job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

71. If you were completely free to choose, would you prefer to continue working in this 
coUege? 

a. I would prefer very much to continue to work in this college. 
b. I would prefer to work here. 
c. I would not care either way. 
d. I would prefer not to continue to work here. 
e. I would prefer very much not to continue working here. 

72. Taking everything into consideration, how Ukely is k that you wiU make a genuine effort to 
find a new job witii another employer within tiie next 3 to 5 years? 
a It is very unUkely that I wiU look for a new job. 
b. It is unlikely tiiat I wiU look for a new job. 
c. I am not sure if I wiU look for a new job. 
d. It is Ukely that I wUl look for a new job. 
e. It is very likely that I wiU look for a new job. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Dkections- Please circle the letter to the left ofyour response or fill in the appropriate blank. 
AU data received on this form wiU be held in confidentiaUty. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Your age at your nearest birthday?. 

Your gender? a. female b. male 

Your armual salary? 

Higjiest educational level attained? 
a. associates degree d. 
b. bachelors degree e. 
c. some graduate school f 

What disciplkie is your highest degree in? 

masters degree 
Ph.D. degree 
Ed.D degree 

How many years of full-time post-secondary teaching experience do you have? 
în tworyear coUeges 

ki four-year coUeges 

Total years at your current position? 

How many class hours a week are you teachmg this term? 
At this coUege? During the day Evenkigs Weekends 
At another kistitution? During the day Evenmgs Weekends 

9. Approximate student FTE (at your present institution) for 01 -02 academic year? 

10. Ethnic Group. Are you: 

_ African American _ Asian American White/Caucasian 

American Indian _ Hispanic/Latino _ Other 

11. Employment Status. Are you: 

FuU-tkne Part-time _Other (please explaki briefly) 
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Clayton Todd Kkk 
Texas Tech University 
Department of Higher Education 
Box 41071: COE 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1071 

Participant 
Odessa CoUege 
201 W. University 
Odessa, TX 79764 

Dear Madam or Sk: 

You have been selected to participate in a study of community college faculty sponsored 
by Texas Tech University, Department of Higher Education. The project is bekig 
conducted by a Doctoral Student in fulfillment of his requkements for an Ed.D. ki Higher 
Education. 

The results of this study are expected to be a valuable contribution to the community 
coUege job satisfaction Uterature in the field of Kgher Education. Your participation is 
highly appreciated. AU results wiU be kept strictly confidential, and names wiU be known 
only by the primary researchers working on the project. Participation is entirely voluntaty. 

In approximately 2 weeks you wUl be receiving a packet of materials which wiU kiclude a 
series of questionnaires. Your participation ki the project would be deeply appreciated. 
Thank you for your time. 

Skicerely, 

Clayton Todd Kirk 
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Consent Form 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the following project, 
which is entitled: A Comparison of New and Experienced Community College 
Faculty op Job Satisfaction and Propensity to Leave. 1 understand that the people 
responsible for this project are Clayton Todd Kirk (ITU graduate student) who 
can be reached at 915-685-4638 and Dr. John P. Murray (TTU graduate faculty), 
who can be reached at 806-742-1997, Fiulhermore, 1 understand that 1 may not 
derive therapeutic treatment from participation in this study. 

The objective of the present study to contribute information that will lead 
to the successfril finding, hiring and retention of community college faculty by 
clarifying the relationship between length of service and job satisfaction / 
propensity to leave. You will be asked to fill out a series of questioimaires 
relating to these issues which should take less than one hoiu" ofyour time. 

The personal risks of this study are minimal. The only possible risk is the 
possibility of sensitive information being shared with administrators or other 
persons at the participant's institution. However, all personal information will 
strictly confidential and only the principal investigators will have access. In 
addition, participation in the study is completely volimtary. You may choose not 
to participate, or may terminate your participation at any time with no 
repercussions whatsoever. 

The questioimaire you will be asked to fill out will be absolutely 
anonymous. You will receive a Texas Tech Inkpen as a token of appreciation for 
your participation in the study, 

Dr, John P, Murray has agreed to answer any inquires you may have 
concerning the procedures. In addition, you may contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by 
writing to them in care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, Texas 79409; or by calling 806-742-3884, 

Signature of Participant 

Date 

Signature of Project Director or the Authorized Representative 

Date 
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