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Abstract

This study examines the job satisfaction of university business school faculty. Faculty members in business schools in public universities in two similar states were surveyed. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to perform the analyses using AMOS. The primary findings were that faculty job satisfaction in our sample was positively impacted by institution type (research-oriented doctoral-granting universities), number of departmental committees a faculty served on, and if the faculty had a refereed journal publication in the previous two years. The factors having a negative impact on job satisfaction were salary, presence of faculty union, number of university level committees a faculty served on, and if the individual was of minority status.
Introduction

Job satisfaction has been studied and examined extensively in the literature. Some of these studies are on samples of university faculty. Our study concentrates on university faculty in all departments in schools or colleges of business in two states. We examine the factors impacting job satisfaction using a structural equation model (SEM). To set the stage for our model, we next briefly review the job satisfaction literature.
Three basic types of models that are generally used to study the determinants of job satisfaction are reviewed in [1]: the specified person effects model, the specified situational effects model, and the interactional model. (Extensive references to each of the three types of job satisfaction models are excluded due to page limitations, but are available from the authors on request.) The first model, the specified person effects model, states that job satisfaction is determined by person-specific variables such as psychological individual difference variables or demographic variables. The second model, the specified situational effects model, states that job satisfaction is determined by factors in the work environment. The third model, the interactional model, states that job satisfaction is determined by both person and situational variables.
In addition to these three basic models of job satisfaction, faculty job satisfaction has been examined with a slightly different approach in several studies [3] [7] [10] [11]. In these alternative models, faculty job satisfaction may be determined, in part, by university characteristics such as university size, governance, wealth, complexity, quality, and mission  [3] [18]. Furthermore, some studies of faculty job satisfaction or turnover, such as [12] [21], use the mixed model, but break the situation-specific variables in two parts: organizational characteristics and the individual’s work experience. Regardless of model specifics, a direct connection between job satisfaction and personal characteristics is frequently reported in the literature, including characteristics such as age, sex, highest degree, personal health, family, and financial stress [6] [7] [13] [14] [18] [19].

Furthermore, college and university accreditation boards agree with many researchers who have published findings that faculty are more satisfied when organizations are more effective; they frequently use worker satisfaction to provide a measure of the effectiveness of organizations (e.g., [5]). Finally, some literature reports that union members may have many perceptions of their organization and work environment that are systematically more negative than those of non-union members [17].
To summarize, the literature on job satisfaction in general, and the literature on the job satisfaction of university faculty in particular, suggest that faculty job satisfaction may be a function of person-specific variables, or situation-specific variables, or organizational characteristics, or the faculty member’s work experience, or some combination of some of these factors.

This is an exploratory study to examine the numerous variables and variable types that are suggested by the literature to have an impact on faculty job satisfaction. Our hypotheses are briefly stated below:

Hypothesis 1: Job satisfaction of faculty in a unionized university setting will be lower than that of faculty in a non-unionized setting.

Hypothesis 2: Job satisfaction of faculty will increase as salary increases.
Methods
Survey Response and Data Description

A survey was mailed to faculty in departments, schools, and colleges of business in public universities in two similar states. We selected to survey faculty in the two states because the two states are relatively similar in most regards, including having similar public higher education systems, but the two states differ in terms of unionization within their public universities. 
In particular, the two public university systems have one campus in each state that offers degrees at the undergraduate, master’s, and doctoral levels, and that are characterized as having significant research missions. The other campuses in each state’s system offer degrees at mostly the undergraduate and master’s levels, and missions that emphasize a balance between high quality teaching and research.
Furthermore, none of the universities in the public higher education system of one of the states has unionized faculties. In the other state, the campus with a research mission does not have unionized faculty while the campuses that emphasize a balanced mission have faculty that are unionized. 
Thus, in our sample we have two heavily research-oriented universities that are not unionized (one in each of the two states), mission-balanced universities that are unionized in one state, and mission-balanced universities that are not unionized in the other state.

One of the possible determinants of job satisfaction is faculty pay. Faculty pay is public information in public universities. Rather than using self-reported pay data, we collected the actual pay, as reported by each university in official university documentation. Given the sensitivity of pay, we felt that collecting actual pay would be more reliable than relying on self-reported pay.

Although we focus in this study on public university business school faculty because of the availability of accurate pay data, we originally surveyed faculty in both public and private universities in the two states. In particular, we obtained the names of faculty members from recent college catalogues or, if the catalogue was not available, we contacted the schools individually in order to obtain their latest business instructor roster. We thus compiled a list of instructors in the business departments. Due to a large number of business faculty, we then eliminated every tenth person on our list to arrive at a manageable survey size of 820. We mailed the survey directly to each respondent with a return postage envelope. The surveys were numbered individually so that a second mailing could be sent to the non-respondents from the first mailing approximately 3 weeks after the initial mailing. We obtained 289 useable surveys out of the 820 surveys mailed, for a response rate of 35.2%. The actual response rate was a bit higher (38 percent) because a few surveys were returned with comments that these individuals chose not to respond because they had recently retired, had moved into administration, were a department chair, or had recently left the institution. Of the 289 useable surveys, 205 were from public universities and therefore allowed us to collect actual pay data from public sources. The empirical results that we report in this paper are based on those 205 observations.

Measures

We used the mail questionnaire to collect self-reported data on variables that included the respondent’s gender, faculty rank (i.e., Full, Associate, and so forth), highest degree attained (e.g., Ph.D., Master’s, and so forth), the number of years the person had that degree, the person’s area of primary teaching responsibility (e.g., Accounting, Finance, and so forth), the number of years the person has been with their current university, the number of hours worked per week on campus, the number of hours worked per week at home, age, marital status, number and ages of children, a variety of productivity (outcome) measures, measures of job satisfaction, and 27 measures of organizational climate. 
In this paper, we focus attention on job satisfaction and the impact of individual level characteristics, organizational characteristics, and measures of work experience using a structural equation model (SEM). We formulated and tested hypotheses based on theory, our search of the literature, and our previous studies.
Analytical Methods
Preliminary ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were the first step in our analysis; we used overall job satisfaction as the dependent variable. These analysis models were based on our theoretical model drawn from previous research in the literature. Our first OLS regressions examined the determinants of job satisfaction separately for institutional characteristics, personal characteristics, and work experience variables as predictor variables. Results from these regression models that were significant at p < 0.05 were used to help us identify measures that had a significant impact on job satisfaction.
We performed our SEM modeling with the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) statistical package. The variables we had previously identified as significant were used. We then eliminated non-significant variables from this model, resulting in our final structural equation model.
Results

The first four tables present an overview of our sample data. Table 1 shows the personal characteristics, presenting the percentage of the sample for each of the demographic variables. Table 2 shows the percentage of faculty by discipline, including a breakdown for unionized vs non-unionized institutions. 

Table 1: PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS:

Personal Demographics
	Characteristic1
	Full Sample

	Female
	29.2%

	Tenured
	70.8%

	Age

< 30 yrs

30-40 yrs

41-50 yrs

51-60 yrs

61+ yrs
	5.5%

17.4%

27.9%

36.8%

12.4%

	EEO classification

Caucasian

Black

Asian/Pacific Islander

Native American

Hispanic
	82.1%

11.8%

4.6%

1.5%

0.0%

	Marital Status

%married
	84.9%


1All are expressed as % of sample or sample breakdown category; n=205


Table 2: Discipline of Respondents
	Discipline
	n
	Total
	Union
	Non-Union
	Research
	Non-research

	Accounting
	44
	21.5%
	19.6%
	22.1%
	16.3%
	22.8%

	Economics
	25
	12.2%
	23.2%
	8.1%
	4.7%
	14.2%

	Finance
	17
	8.3%
	7.1%
	8.7%
	9.3%
	8.0%

	Management
	38
	18.5%
	17.9%
	18.8%
	16.3%
	19.1%

	MIS (Management Information Systems)
	31
	15.1%
	16.1%
	14.8%
	18.6%
	14.2%

	Marketing
	16
	7.8%
	10.7%
	6.7%
	4.7%
	8.6%

	OMS (Operations Management Systems)
	9
	4.4%
	3.6%
	4.7%
	4.7%
	4.3%

	Other
	25
	12.1%
	1.8%
	16.1%
	25.6%
	8.6%







n=205

n=56
  n=149
n=43

n=162

Table 3 displays some productivity characteristics and job demographics, including two different sample breakdowns: research vs. non-research institutions and unionized vs. non-unionized institutions. All differences between faculty at research institutions and faculty at non-research institutions are significant. Faculty at research institutions work more hours per week, both on campus and at home. They also have had their terminal degree longer, have been at their present institution significantly longer, and have more years tenure. The only significant differences between faculty at unionized institutions and faculty at non-unionized institutions were that faculty at unionized institutions worked significantly fewer hours per week at home and had significantly more years tenure.

Table 3: PRODUCTIVITY CHARACTERISTICS: Job Demographics

	Characteristic
	Total
	Research
	Non-research
	Union
	Non-Union

	Hours worked on campus per week
	38.1
	41.7*
	37.2
	37.9
	38.2

	Hours worked at home per week
	15.1
	16.3*
	14.7
	13.2*
	15.7

	Years since terminal degree granted
	15.8
	20.3*
	14.6
	16.4*
	15.6

	Years at this institution
	14.4
	17.1*
	13.7
	14.3
	14.4

	Years tenure
	10.2
	14.4*
	9.1
	10.3
	10.2



* Difference significant at p < 0.05

N=205

n=43
     n=162
n=56
  n=149
Table 4 presents the remaining variables that we include in our final model. There is not a significant difference between faculty at unionized and non-unionized institutions in the number of departmental committees served on and whether or not they published a refereed journal article in the previous two years. There is a significant difference in the number of university committees served on, with faculty at non-unionized institutions serving on a somewhat greater number of committees at the university level. There is a significant difference in salary between faculty at the unionized and non-unionized institutions (p < 0.0001), with faculty at non-unionized institutions having significantly higher salaries. 
Table 4: Measures used in Model
	variable
	all
	Union
	Non-Union
	Research
	Non-research

	University committees served on (2 yrs prior)
	2.97
	2.62*
	3.11
	2.38
	3.13

	Departmental committees served on (2 yrs prior)
	3.09
	3.23
	3.04
	2.87
	3.15

	Refereed journal article published (2 yrs prior)
	2.07
	1.56
	2.28
	3.11
	1.85

	Salary, 1996
	66261
	59203*
	68913
	91089*
	59671







    n=205
n=56
   n=149
n=43

n=162

Tables 5 and 6 along with Figure 1 present the results for our final structural equation model (SEM), which was estimated using AMOS. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of our model was 0.019, which is very good according to [15] [16] and the interpretation guidelines of [4]: RMSEA of about 0.05 or less would indicate a close fit of the model in relation to the degrees of freedom. The Hoelter at 0.05 was 321 for the default model, and at 0.01 was 325: This is generally interpreted as model acceptance at the .05 level if the sample moments had been exactly as they were found to be in our study, but with a sample size of 321. Hoelter argues that a critical N of 200 or better indicates a satisfactory fit in conjunction with a significance level of .05. AMOS also provides the squared multiple correlation (R2); the R2 can be interpreted as the proportion of the total variance in the observed variable that is explained by all variables that have a direct impact on the observed variable. The R2 of our final model is 23.3%.
Table 5:  Regression Weights  (Maximum Likelihood Estimates)

	
	
	
	Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	P

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Refereed journal publication
	0.416
	.145
	-2.864
	0.00

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Minority
	-1.128
	.196
	5.767
	0.00

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Salary (in thousands)
	-0.017
	.005
	3.381
	0.00

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Research institution
	0.482
	.221
	-2.181
	0.03

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Unionized institution
	-0.284
	.148
	1.920
	0.05

	job satisfaction
	<---
	University committees
	-0.053
	.027
	1.998
	.046

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Departmental committees
	0.079
	.031
	-2.563
	.010


Table 6:  Standardized Regression Weights:

In Descending order of Magnitude

	
	
	
	Estimate

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Minority
	-0.360

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Salary (in thousands)
	-0.293

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Departmental committees
	0.219

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Research institution
	0.193

	job satisfaction
	<---
	University committees
	-0.171

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Refereed journal publication
	0.180

	job satisfaction
	<---
	Unionized institution
	-0.125


Minority status is the strongest predictor of faculty job satisfaction (refer to Table 6: Standardized Regression Weights), and it has a negative impact on faculty job satisfaction. The next largest impact is that of salary; it also has a negative impact on job satisfaction. Continuing through the table of standardized regression weights in descending order, the number of department level committees served on has the next greatest magnitude; its’ impact on job satisfaction is positive. The next two effects in magnitude of impact are very close: if the faculty is employed at a research institution and if the faculty member has published a refereed journal article in the previous two years; both of these effects are positive. The next to smallest magnitude is that of number of university committees served on; it has a negative impact on job satisfaction. Finally, the smallest magnitude of impact is that of being employed by a unionized institution; this has a negative impact on job satisfaction. 

We find support for the hypothesis that faculty job satisfaction is not equal in unionized and non-unionized institutions at p < 0.05. Our finding is similar to many previous studies (e.g., [21] [17] [9]). 

We do not find support for the hypothesis that faculty salary has a positive impact on faculty job satisfaction. Instead, in our study, the results show that faculty salary has a negative impact on faculty job satisfaction. However, this is after controlling for the positive impact of number of departmental committees served on, publication of refereed journal article, and employment at a research institution setting. This finding differs from that of [21].


[image: image1]
Figure 1  Faculty Job Satisfaction:  Structural Equation Model

Conclusions

A summary our primary findings show that we found seven significant predictors of faculty job satisfaction in our sample. These factors with a negative impact on faculty job satisfaction were minority status of faculty, salary, employment at a unionized institution, and number of university level committees served on. The factors having a positive impact on faculty jog satisfaction were refereed journal publication in the last two years, employment at a research institution, and number of departmental committees served on.

We believe these data need further analysis to tease out the impact of the complex variables that effect faculty job satisfaction. This study only examines those with direct impact; the next step is to analyze both direct and indirect impact variables. Further research is necessary to examine the impact of other more complex and varied work experience variables. Incorporating organizational climate measures into the model may provide a better model fit with greater explanatory power.
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