
  

 

 

 

JOB SATISFACTION AMONG FULL-TIME BUSINESS FACULTY AT FOUR-YEAR 

PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF FIRST 

CAREER AND SECOND CAREER ACADEMICS WITHIN THE SACSCOC 

ACCREDITATION REGION 

 

by 

JOHN Q. BERZETT 

DAVID E. HARDY, COMMITTEE CHAIR 

CLAIRE H. MAJOR, COMMITTEE CO-CHAIR 

CAROLINE S. FULMER 

WAYNE J. URBAN 

ALAN L. WEBB 

 

 

 

A DISSERTATION 

 

 

 

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Doctor of Education in the 

Department of Educational Leadership, 

Policy, and Technology Studies 

in the Graduate School of 

The University of Alabama 

 

 

TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 

2017 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright John Q. Berzett 2017 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

  



 ii 

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

 The context of higher education business faculty is changing as a result of the chronic 

degradation in the production of traditional faculty with doctorates in business-related disciplines 

(Mauldin, McManis, & Breaux, 2011).  As a result of the decline in traditional (first) career path 

business faculty, non-traditional (second) career path business faculty are transitioning into the 

academy with a breadth and depth of professional business experience that is now being sought 

by business schools (Garrison, 2005).  The purpose of this study was to identify and compare the 

factors related to job satisfaction for full-time first and second career business faculty teaching in 

accredited business programs at public, master’s level colleges and universities located in the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) 

accreditation region. 

 Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory was used as the theoretical framework for this 

study.  Utilizing the constructs of personal characteristics, job characteristics, job satisfaction, 

and perceived work environment, an online survey collected data from full-time first and second 

career college and university business faculty.  The researcher investigated the importance of and 

differences in perceptions of Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene factors for first and second career 

business faculty.  Additionally, the researcher investigated the relationship between job 

satisfaction and the motivator-hygiene factors for each category of faculty.  Finally, the 

researcher investigated differences in job satisfaction based on business school accreditation 

agency and predictors of job satisfaction for first and second career business faculty. 
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 Study results indicated higher overall mean scores and identical individual rankings of 

the motivator factors and lower overall mean scores and nearly identical rankings of the hygiene 

factors.  No statistically significant differences in motivator and hygiene factor mean scores were 

observed between first and second career faculty.  Study results revealed medium to moderately 

strong positive correlations between job satisfaction and the motivator and hygiene factors for 

first and second career faculty.  No significant difference in job satisfaction was observed for 

first and second career faculty.  Multiple regression analysis produced a predictive model of four 

motivator and hygiene factors for first career faculty and a second career model including 

personal and job characteristics and motivator and hygiene factors.   
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the Study 

Job satisfaction is a complex phenomenon to study, as it is dependent on individuals’ 

perspectives, preferences, life experiences, goals, and priorities.  According to Locke, “overall 

job satisfaction is the sum of the evaluations of the discriminable elements of which the job is 

composed” (1969, p. 27).  Bess and Dee (2012) defined job satisfaction as “a concept that 

represents an emotional orientation toward one’s work roles within an organization” (p. 9).  

Terpstra and Honoree (2004) described job satisfaction as a wisely monitored and critical 

organizational variable and further characterized job satisfaction as a broad construct that is 

related to employee motivation and performance, absenteeism, and turnover.  Terpstra and 

Honoree (2004) further utilized Organ and Ryan’s 1995 study to establish job satisfaction as a 

positive driver of organizational citizenship behavior.  As a common motivator, job satisfaction 

derived from liking their work while finding it challenging, meaningful, and purposeful is the 

most important reason employees give for staying in an organization (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).  

Job satisfaction is an important element of organizational behavior to consider in the leading and 

managing of complex organizations involved in utilizing people and processes to culminate in 

the production of products and/or services.   

In the context of higher education, and, more specifically, in the professoriate, job 

satisfaction is a “key predictor of [faculty’s] intention to remain in or leave an academic 

position” (Seifert & Umbach, 2008, p. 357).  Hagedorn (2000) argued that “college professors 
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typically work in environments that are high-pressured, multifaceted, and without clear borders” 

(p. 6).  The role of higher education faculty is much different than other workers, so an 

understanding of the determinants of faculty job satisfaction can assist college and university 

administrators with devising more effective strategies for recruitment and retention as well as 

assist public policy makers responsible for authoring national policies for the future of the 

profession and the continued viability of higher education establishments (Bozeman & Gaughan, 

2011).   

The overall job satisfaction of higher education faculty is influenced by alignment with 

varying degrees of certain factors based on their respective teaching discipline (Birnbaum, 1988; 

Bozeman & Gaughan, 2011; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Seifert & Umbach, 2008).  Faculty primarily 

align themselves with either an academic department that is related to their teaching discipline, 

an area or unit of research, or a unit that provides community service, but few faculty are 

affiliated with all three of these commonly expressed missions and “interrelated and mutually 

reinforcing processes” of higher education (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 12).  Bozeman and Gaughan 

(2011) asserted that “practitioners of different disciplines tend to focus on different aspects and 

determinants of job satisfaction,” including a mix of intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of job 

satisfaction (p. 156).  According to Seifert and Umbach (2008), higher education faculty’s 

primary affiliation lies within their academic discipline.  The existence of disciplinary 

subcultures was even posited by Kuh and Whitt (1988) when they cited Bowen and Schuster’s 

(1986) study of the American professoriate in which the researchers reported disciplinary 

differences with respect to faculty attitudes, values, and personal characteristics. 

Faculty job satisfaction is growing increasingly more important for higher education 

administrators to understand in order to recruit and retain talent in a sector that has experienced 



 3 

major shifts in faculty composition during the last 30 to 40 years (Ehrenberg, 2012).  According 

to Eagan, Jaeger, and Grantham (2015), “the academic workforce in higher education has shifted 

from consisting of mostly full-time, tenure-track faculty to being comprised predominantly of 

contingent, non-tenure-track faculty over the last several decades” (p. 448).  Contingent faculty, 

as defined by the American Association of University Professors (2016), includes both part- and 

full-time non-tenure-track faculty.  This change in faculty composition has been most notably 

marked by the relative increase in the prevalence of terminally degreed full-time tenured and 

tenure-track faculty across all types of institutions, and, simultaneously, a shift away from full-

time and tenure-track positions (Ehrenberg, 2012).  In addition to the dramatic increase in part-

time faculty appointments over the last quarter of the 20th century, in excess of one-half of all 

new full-time faculty hires in the last decade of the same time period were to non-tenure eligible 

or fixed-term contract positions (Finkelstein, 2010).  In 1991, 64.8% of faculty at American 

degree-granting institutions of higher education were full-time; as of 2011, 50.0% of faculty at 

American degree-granting institutions of higher education were full-time (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2016).  Non-tenure track positions of all types now represent 76% of all 

faculty appointments in American higher education (American Association of University 

Professors, 2016).   

The substantive shift away from full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty is “grounded 

in the complex nature of modern higher education, especially at research universities,” including 

growing external pressures to teach a more diversified group of students and for higher 

accountability relative to student learning outcomes as well as higher expectations of research for 

tenure-track faculty (Waltman, Bergom, Hollenshead, Miller, & August, 2012, p. 412).  Lower 

cost and increased flexibility of part-time and contingent faculty were cited by Gappa, Austin, 
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and Trice (2007) as primary drivers of the shift away from full-time tenured and tenure-track 

faculty.  The clear shift in faculty appointment patterns away from full-time tenure eligible 

faculty should prompt higher education administrators for a current understanding of the factors 

now impacting job satisfaction for the modern-day component of full-time faculty, including 

tenured, tenure-track, and contingent full-time faculty. 

The recruitment and retention of quality faculty is paramount for institutions of higher 

education in order to be effective in fulfilling their instructional missions.  The institution’s 

“…effectiveness is largely dependent on a quality faculty and administrative staff” (Johnsrud, 

2002, p. 379).  Employees who are retained at an institution for an extended period of time 

increase their human capital through valuable experience gained and skills improvements while 

simultaneously contributing to the overall success of the organization by contributing to the 

achievement of work goals (Lyons & Akroyd, 2013).  The search and hiring process for full-time 

faculty takes considerable time and is expensive.  Also, the induction and training of faculty 

takes much time and effort by many in the academy.  Faculty dissatisfaction can significantly 

impair the work of the academy, including lower teaching effectiveness and research 

productivity and the eventual shift of work to more engaged faculty (Reybold, 2005). 

Background 

While recruitment and retention of satisfied faculty is important, it is also important in 

the changing context of higher education faculty for administrators to consider the backgrounds 

of faculty.  The career paths, experiences, and acquired skills for first career faculty are markedly 

different than those of business professionals who transition to the academy as a full-time second 

career faculty member.  Concomitantly, as more part-time and adjunct faculty positions are now 

being utilized in lieu of full-time faculty positions in higher education institutions, an increasing 
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share of institutional responsibility is inevitably being absorbed by the declining proportion of 

regular, full-time faculty (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2010).  Therefore, given the inherent 

differences in career paths to the professoriate for first career and second career academics as 

well as the inevitable assumption of increased responsibilities for full-time faculty, an 

understanding of the factors affecting the job satisfaction of full-time first career and second 

career academics is critical for the effective recruitment and retention of both categories of 

higher education faculty. 

Alternative Career Tracks 

A definitive shift in faculty appointment patterns away from full-time tenure-line faculty 

has taken place in recent decades in American higher education; however, during this same time 

period, there also has been an established trend of experienced professionals transitioning to a 

second career in academia teaching in the applied and professional fields (Austin & Sorcinelli, 

2013; Crane, O’Hern, & Lawler, 2009; Ehrenberg, 2012; Fogg, 2002; LaRocco & Bruns, 2006; 

Premeaux, 2012, Sallee & Tierney, 2011; Santoro & Snead, 2013; Thomsen & Gustafson, 1997).  

First career faculty have taken a “traditional route to academic roles via doctoral study” (Smith 

& Boyd, 2012).  First career faculty are typically those who enter the academy initially as their 

primary career choice after having completed a doctoral degree program in their chosen field of 

teaching.  These traditional career path Ph.D.s, as referred to by Crane, O’Hern, and Lawler 

(2009), have been predominantly tenure-track faculty, have possessed a strong academic 

orientation, and generally have not accumulated several years of professional experience.  But, as 

colleges and universities strive to replace the retiring ranks of full-time tenured faculty members 

and continue to maintain professional school accreditation requirements, they are now seeking 

practicing professionals transitioning to a second career in the academy, most commonly in the 
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applied fields of human services, education, business, and management, giving rise to an 

alternative career path to the professoriate (Crane, O’Hern, & Lawler, 2009).   

Second Career Faculty 

An alternative career path to the professoriate is to become a higher education faculty 

member after having experienced a professional career.  Fogg (2002) and Thomsen and 

Gustafson (1997) documented a trend several years ago in the increase of experienced 

professionals who were choosing a second career in academia.  Second career faculty who 

possess substantive field experience in their teaching discipline can bring a wealth of real world 

examples into the classroom and give college and university students a view into their future 

work lives in their chosen professions.  Additionally, second career faculty can invoke 

applications of textbook theories through the sharing of prior work experiences, oftentimes 

providing much-needed clarification of complex topics and issues of application.  However, 

second career faculty, while skilled and knowledgeable professionals in their chosen teaching 

discipline, often come to the profession with “limited knowledge about the inner workings, 

culture, and language of academia” (LaRocco & Bruns, 2006, p. 627).   Crane, O’Hern, and 

Lawler (2009) also expressed their appreciation and concern for second career faculty when 

asserting: 

These new professors are appreciated for their depth of experience and the expertise in 

practicing their profession.  However, when they arrive, they may experience an 

orientation and initiation that does not meet their particular needs, as it is designed for the 

newly minted Ph.D. (p. 24) 

 

Business Faculty 

There has been a chronic degradation in the production of traditional faculty with 

doctorates in business-related disciplines in recent years, and many institutions of higher 

education are experiencing difficulty in hiring and retaining qualified business faculty (Mauldin, 
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McManis, & Breaux, 2011).  The growing lack of qualified tenure-track faculty in colleges of 

business administration has been well documented by researchers, including the disciplines of 

information systems, accounting, management, supply chain management, finance, marketing, 

and other programs of study in colleges of business administration (Swartz, Swartz, & Liang, 

2007).  As a result of the decline in traditional career path doctorates in business fields yielding 

first career faculty who are typically academically qualified (AQ) faculty, an increased use of 

professionally qualified (PQ) second career faculty who can join the ranks of academe and teach 

by virtue of their professional experience and education in a teaching discipline is occurring in 

business programs in American higher education institutions.  The criteria used for classifying 

faculty as AQ or PQ business faculty in higher education are defined by the Accreditation 

Council for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP) and the Association to Advance Collegiate 

Schools of Business (AACSB).  Additionally, the AACSB has modified their accreditation 

standards by expanding the binary AQ or PQ faculty classifications to a four-category 

classification system that provides more emphasis on professional oriented faculty (Boyle, 

Carpenter, Hermanson, & Mero, 2015).  The modification of accreditation standards by the 

AACSB is a clear indication of the need to recognize the relevance of practice to teaching and 

research in business disciplines.  In order to address business education issues related to the 

growing shortage of qualified business faculty with terminal degrees in their field of expertise, a 

lack of relevance to business practice, and the role of business in the business curriculum, 

colleges of business administration in institutions of higher education are “increasingly turning to 

hiring business practitioners as faculty members” (Clinebell & Clinebell, 2008, p. 99).   

Accounting, for example, has been a business discipline in recent years that has suffered 

a severe shortage of traditional first career accounting Ph.D.s.  Trapnell (2006) asserted that “it is 
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likely that opportunities for PQ faculty from the accounting field will grow.  The AACSB has 

documented the increasing shortage of doctorates in accounting against a backdrop of 

burgeoning enrollments and significant [faculty] retirements over the next several years” (p. 34).  

Plumlee and Reckers (2014) later posited that the continued shortage in this particular discipline 

has primarily been caused by two factors: an insufficient volume of qualified candidates 

applying for admission to doctoral programs and a degradation in the capacity of doctoral 

programs.  The extensive use of professionally oriented accounting faculty by business schools is 

likely to increase, given the shortage of traditional career path academically qualified accounting 

faculty and the recent changes to AACSB faculty accreditation standards that recognize the 

greater use of professionally oriented faculty (Boyle, Carpenter, Hermanson, & Mero, 2015).  

Accounting is only one example of a business discipline that has experienced a shortage of 

traditional first career path doctorates in recent years, but it is indicative of the trend in general 

for schools of business administration in American higher education. 

Schools of business administration in the higher education sector are increasingly hiring 

business practitioners desiring to transition to a second career as faculty, resulting in a mixed 

pedagogical community of first career and second career business academics.  These first career 

and second career academics are hired by universities and colleges as higher education business 

faculty to teach in their respective areas of expertise as either academically qualified or 

professionally qualified business faculty, as defined by the criteria of their business school’s 

accrediting agency.  Business faculty members who pursue academia as their initial career path 

have much different career experiences than second career business faculty who transition to the 

academy from their first careers as experienced business professionals.  The transition for a 

practicing business professional from industry to the academy as a second career business 



 9 

academic is a substantive career change (Handley, 2005; Mabry, May, & Berger, 2004; 

Simendinger, Puia, Kraft, & Jasperson, 2000).  The transition from experienced business 

professional to second career academic in higher education is challenging and involves a change 

in professional identity and professional responsibilities (LaRocco & Bruns, 2006; Winter, 

2009).  Further, the transition from experienced professional to a faculty role is a complex career 

transition that requires a major shift in mindset and serious consideration of the two vastly 

different organizational settings and cultures (Goodrich, 2014; Mabry et al., 2004; McDonald, 

2010; Otty & Wrightsman, 2013; Sanders, 2011).  

Statement of the Problem 

Institutions of American higher education are experiencing a major shift in the 

composition of faculty.  Full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty are steadily becoming the 

minority of all faculty teaching at degree-granting institutions in the United States.  Ehrenberg 

(2012) stated, 

. . . higher education is not immune to economic forces.  The pressures that public and 

private colleges and universities face to expand enrollment, to increase graduation rates, 

and to limit future cost increases will likely only exacerbate the decline in full-time 

tenured and tenure-track faculty.  (p. 212)   

 

Additionally, business schools in higher education are experiencing a shortage of first career 

faculty, or faculty who earn a doctorate in their respective teaching discipline and choose as their 

first career the traditional career path to an appointment as an academically prepared tenure-track 

faculty member (Braun & Mauldin, 2012; Clinebell & Clinebell, 2008).  As a result, second 

career faculty, or faculty with extensive professional experience who pursue a second career as 

faculty teaching in higher education, are now being sought and hired by business schools to 

replace retiring traditional path first career faculty and teach alongside the shrinking population 

of these faculty who once represented the majority of the academy (Garrison, 2005).   
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So, the problem is that we do not understand the differences in drivers of job satisfaction 

for first career and second career business faculty.  As the composition of business faculty 

continues to include increasingly more second career faculty and increasingly less first career 

faculty, it is important to compare these two classifications of faculty and understand their 

perceptions of factors affecting their job satisfaction.  While there have been numerous studies of 

faculty job satisfaction which have targeted traditional, first career faculty, the literature is sparse 

with respect to studies investigating the job satisfaction of second career faculty.  It is important 

for higher education administrators to understand the factors that affect the job satisfaction of 

second career faculty, and, taken together with first career faculty, the differences between these 

two groups of faculty.  Retention of first career and second career faculty is important in order to 

prevent repetitive faculty searches which are costly in terms of the institution’s employees’ time 

and monetary resources. 

Significance of the Study 

This study provides higher education administrators with much needed information to 

understand the salient job satisfaction factors for full-time first career and second career 

academics in business-related teaching fields in order to promote greater levels of satisfaction 

and retention for both categories of the professoriate.  A profound degradation in the number of 

traditional (Ph.D.-track) first career business academics has been taking place in the past several 

years, and as additional business professionals continue to take their experience and expertise 

and career transition into full-time faculty roles, an understanding of the factors affecting the job 

satisfaction of these two distinct career paths to the professoriate is needed.  Furthermore, an 

understanding of the job satisfaction of full-time business faculty at a time when the composition 

of faculty in the academy is evolving to more non-tenure, part-time, and adjunct positions is 
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warranted.  This study is the first to explore and compare the level of job satisfaction among full-

time first and second career business academics in a specific geographic region and adds to the 

body of knowledge on job satisfaction for business faculty in higher education. 

Additionally, the study is significant to current, as well as to prospective, first career and 

second career business faculty.  Current business faculty can compare their own experiences and 

levels of satisfaction with the experiences and levels of satisfaction of the faculty represented in 

the study.  Current business faculty also can identify with factors that contribute to their job 

satisfaction or contribute to their level of dissatisfaction.  Prospective business faculty can gain 

an understanding of the factors affecting job satisfaction as they contemplate a traditional path 

into academe as a first career or a secondary path into academe as a seasoned business 

professional.  The knowledge gained from this study enables current and prospective first career 

and second career faculty to see these roles in action and purposefully use this knowledge to 

address the same factors affecting their current overall job satisfaction and level of commitment 

to the organization or provide helpful information while seeking out business faculty 

opportunities. 

Finally, this study proves significant to higher education students.  Satisfied faculty will 

likely perform more favorably than unsatisfied faculty.  In the higher education sector, faculty 

job satisfaction can promote improved teaching quality and research (Chen, 2011).  Improved 

teaching quality and research will benefit students by ensuring that there are satisfied faculty 

members who are engaged and conducting meaningful research in their teaching discipline.   As 

a result, satisfied faculty will likely contribute to students who are satisfied, thus promoting 

higher levels of student learning outcomes achievement.   
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Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify and compare the factors related to 

job satisfaction for full-time first career and second career business academics.  The job 

satisfaction of full-time tenure-track, tenured, and non-tenure-track faculty was the focus of this 

study.  The researcher utilized Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman’s (1959) two-factor theory of 

motivator and hygiene factors in order to explore the job satisfaction of higher education first 

career business faculty whose original career path was a traditional path of earning a doctoral 

degree in a school of business administration discipline followed by a faculty appointment and 

second career business faculty who have transitioned into a full-time faculty role after a 

professional career in industry or government outside of an academic setting. 

Research Questions 

 The goal of this study was to apply Herzberg et al.’s (1959) duality theory of motivators 

and hygiene factors to the job satisfaction of full-time first and second career business faculty 

teaching in AACSB or ACBSP accredited business programs at colleges and universities located 

in the southeastern United States and primarily accredited by the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC).  To achieve this, the study 

explored the following research questions: 

1. How important are the various factors related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction 

for first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation 

region; 

2. What differences in perception of factors leading to job satisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 
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3. What differences in perception of factors leading to job dissatisfaction exist among 

first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 

4. What is the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 

5. Is there a difference in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career 

business faculty considering business school accreditation agency; and 

6. What combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene 

factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

Assumptions 

 The study was performed based upon the following a priori assumptions: 1) the adapted 

survey instrument utilized is appropriate for this study; and 2) respondents to the survey were 

honest and truthful in their responses. 

Delimitations 

 The study was delimited to participation by full-time tenured, tenure-track, and non-

tenure-track business faculty teaching in accredited business school programs located at public, 

not-for-profit master’s level colleges and universities (as classified by Carnegie) located in the 

SACSCOC accreditation region.  Adjunct and part-time faculty were not included in the study. 
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Limitations 

 In conducting this study, the researcher acknowledged, a priori, the following possible 

limitations: 

1.  As the study was delimited to full-time business faculty teaching in business 

programs at four-year, master’s-level, public, not-for-profit colleges with SACSCOC 

institutional-level accreditation and AACSB or ACBSP business school accreditation 

located in a specific geographic region of the United States, the resulting conclusions 

are unique to that population and setting, and the ability to generalize about the data 

to adjunct or part-time faculty and other teaching disciplines, institutions, non-

accredited business programs, and institutional-level accreditation regions will be 

limited; 

2. The intended participants of the study may not have responded truthfully to the 

survey questions; 

3. The intended participants of the study may not have responded to the survey due to 

their questionability of the anonymity of their responses; and 

4. The participants of the study may not be representative of the total population, 

resulting in the inability to generalize the data that was collected. 

Organization of the Study 

 This study is organized into five chapters.  This first chapter has provided an introduction 

to the study, which was to gain an understanding of the factors affecting job satisfaction for full-

time tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure-track business faculty teaching in accredited business 

programs in the SACSCOC accreditation region of the United States.  Chapter II presents a 

review of the literature on prior higher education business faculty job satisfaction studies, career 



 15 

transition, job satisfaction theories and studies, and Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory.  Chapter III explains the study methodology, including statement of and rationale for the 

overall research approach, the research design, the intent of the study and research questions, site 

selection and rationale, subject selection and rationale, instrumentation and data collection, data 

analysis techniques, data confidentiality and security, and researcher positionality.  An analysis 

of data collected from the study is presented in Chapter IV.  The final chapter of the study, 

Chapter V, includes a discussion of the study findings, conclusions, and recommendations.   
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CHAPTER II: 

 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 This chapter will focus on the literature of higher education business faculty job 

satisfaction, job satisfaction theories, and career transition.  The review of the literature for this 

study is organized into five sections.  Section one will begin with a summary of the literature 

discussing prior job satisfaction studies of higher education faculty and will focus primarily on 

research outcomes.  The first section also will identify prior study predictors of job satisfaction 

for business faculty and will also describe the major disciplines taught by higher education 

business faculty.  Section two will provide a discussion on career transition from a professional 

in private industry or government to a faculty member in higher education.  Section three will 

focus on various job satisfaction theories and studies which have utilized these theories.  Section 

four will present Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-Hygiene Theory as the theoretical 

framework for this study and discuss applications of the theory in prior studies.  This section will 

primarily focus on Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-Hygiene Theory of job satisfaction and 

prior applications of this theory to examine the factors contributing to worker job satisfaction.  

Section four will holistically examine the literature defining Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-

Hygiene Theory and prior applications of the theory to multiple organizational settings and 

employment positions, including deficiencies cited by researchers in prior applications.  

Applications of Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-Hygiene Theory will be reviewed in both the 

professional business environment and higher education organizational settings.  Section five 
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will synthesize the literature reviewed in this chapter.  The substance of the literature will be 

summarized and conclusions drawn from it as it relates to a study of first career and second 

career business faculty in the higher education sector.  This final section of the literature review 

will show how Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory can be applied to an examination of the 

factors affecting job satisfaction of first career and second career business academics who have 

taken very different career paths to the professoriate.   

Prior Job Satisfaction Studies of Faculty in Higher Education 

 The job satisfaction literature is quite broad and addresses several professions.  With 

respect to higher education faculty, the literature contains studies of job satisfaction utilizing 

both quantitative and qualitative methods.  Numerous studies of college and university faculty 

job satisfaction have been completed using various theoretical and conceptual frameworks to 

examine such items as predictors of job satisfaction, the relationship of multiple institutional 

factors with job satisfaction, and the influence of faculty demographic variables on job 

satisfaction.  While the literature contains much research related to faculty job satisfaction in 

general, the literature is less plentiful with respect to the job satisfaction of business faculty in 

particular.  The remainder of this section of the literature review will examine both general job 

satisfaction studies and business discipline-specific job satisfaction studies of college and 

university faculty. 

General Job Satisfaction Studies of College and University Faculty 

Hagedorn (2000) conducted a study in which she proposed and validated a conceptual 

framework of faculty job satisfaction.  The conceptual framework discussed and validated by 

Hagedorn in the study was intended to provide an updated conceptual framework of faculty job 

satisfaction and to challenge popular views of the professoriate as “content, lazy, and arrogant” 
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employees with jobs that are “low-pressured, complete with short working hours, high salaries, 

and lifetime job security” (Hagedorn, 2000, p. 6).  The researcher also stressed the need for the 

study of faculty job satisfaction in order to debunk these popular views of the profession.  The 

conceptual framework posited by Hagedorn (2000) was comprised of the constructs of mediators 

and triggers which serve to interact and affect job satisfaction on a continuum spanning three 

levels of satisfaction, including disengagement, acceptance/tolerance, and appreciation of 

job/active engagement in work.  For the mediator’s construct, the researcher cited the work of 

Herzberg and his colleagues in the late 1950s and early 1960s and used their two-factor theory of 

job satisfaction motivators and hygienes, including achievement, recognition, work itself, 

responsibility, advancement, and salary, as one type of mediator in the conceptual framework.  

The remaining two types of mediators proposed by Hagedorn were demographics, including 

gender, ethnicity, institutional type, and academic discipline, and environmental conditions, 

including collegial relationships, student quality or relationships, administration, and institutional 

culture or climate.  For the triggers construct, the researcher cited her 1996 and 1998 research as 

well as the research of Levinson (1978) and Baldwin (1979) to establish six unique triggers for 

her conceptual framework, including change in life stage, change in family-related or personal 

circumstances, change in rank or tenure, transfer to new institution, change in perceived justice, 

and change in mood or emotional state.  The purpose of the study was threefold:  (a) to introduce 

a general framework, (b) to apply the framework to college and university faculty specifically, 

and (c) evaluate actual outcomes of job satisfaction using an existing database of faculty.  The 

data source for the study was the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF 1993) 

database compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics.  The researcher did not 
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provide details concerning population size, resulting sample size, or demographics of the study 

sample. 

 In order to validate her conceptual framework of faculty job satisfaction, Hagedorn 

(2000) used multiple regressions to analyze the predictive ability of the mediators with respect to 

overall faculty job satisfaction while analysis of variance techniques were used with various 

subsets of the sample to examine the impact of the triggers.  Study results indicated that 49% of 

the variance in overall job satisfaction was explained with the mediators model, with the work 

itself, salary, relationships with administration, student quality and relationships, and institutional 

climate and culture being the most highly predictive mediators of overall job satisfaction.  With 

respect to the triggers construct, the study results indicated the following: (a) overall job 

satisfaction increases as faculty gets older, (b) overall job satisfaction is higher for married 

faculty, as compared to single and separated or divorced faculty, (c) overall job satisfaction is 

lower for faculty who have been promoted to a higher rank within the last five years; (d) overall 

job satisfaction is lower for faculty who have changed institutions within the last five years; and 

(e) overall job satisfaction is higher for faculty who perceived a higher level of justice within 

their institutions, as compared to faculty whose perceptions of justice were lower. 

 The conceptual framework posited by Hagedorn (2000) was purposed to “be an aid to 

better understand the commonality that faculty share and provide a structure on which 

institutional analysis of job satisfaction can be based” (p. 17).  The development of Hagedorn’s 

conceptual framework of job satisfaction was driven by the lack of theoretical models that 

explain, predict, or understand job satisfaction for college and university faculty.  The resulting 

framework was characterized by Hagedorn as a “general framework or model designed to help 

explain a substantial amount of the variance in faculty job satisfaction” (p. 17). 
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Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) sought to explain faculty members’ morale and their 

intention to leave their own institutions.  The researchers asserted the need “to reduce the 

complexity of such constructs as the quality of faculty worklife, to clarify how perceptions of 

worklife affect such outcomes as morale or satisfaction, and in turn, to determine what 

contributes to faculty intentions to leave” (p. 519).  The purpose of the quantitative study was 

threefold: (a) to better understand the constructs of faculty worklife, morale, and intentions to 

leave, (b) to examine the relationships among these three constructs, and (c) to determine the 

extent to which these relationships operate within or between faculty groups.  The researchers 

utilized data from a survey sponsored by the system-wide faculty senate in the fall of 1998.  The 

study population was composed of 2,932 faculty members employed in a 10-campus system of 

public higher education in a western state.  The composition of the multi-campus system 

included seven community colleges and three baccalaureate-granting institutions, including one 

research university.  Of the 1,511 respondents, 1,073 provided demographic responses relative to 

institutional type indicating 680 (63.4%) were from baccalaureate-granting institutions and 393 

(36.6%) were from community colleges.  The percentage of respondents by faculty rank were as 

follows: 13.5% instructors, 18.7% assistant professors, 30.9% associate professors, and 33.8% 

full professors.  The responses to gender demographic information indicated that 42.5% were 

females and 57.5% were males.  Relative to ethnicity, 65.5% of respondents were Caucasians 

and 34.5% of respondents were minorities.    

 The Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) study was designed to “conceptualize and measure 

faculty worklife, morale, and intent to leave at both the individual and institutional levels” (p. 

527).  The researchers utilized a multilevel structural model to simultaneously define 

multidimensional constructs such as worklife and morale and test the direct effects of workplace 
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variables and morale on intent to leave the institution.  Results from the study indicated that 

faculty members perceived the quality of their work lives as a strong and positive driver of 

morale.  The study results also indicated that, of the demographic variables, only faculty rank 

had a direct effect on morale, and gender and race and ethnicity were insignificant in explaining 

morale.  With respect to the relationship between morale and the intent to leave, Johnsrud and 

Rosser (2002) found considerable relationships at the individual level, including a modest and 

positive relationship between perceptions of worklife and intent to leave and a strong and 

negative relationship between morale and intent to leave.  The majority of the variance in morale 

and intent to leave was explained at the individual level.  At the group level, institutional type 

was not significant in explaining morale or intent to leave, but “differences in the perceptions of 

faculty members across institutions” had a strong impact on faculty morale, indicating “that the 

intent to leave, although certainly an individual choice, does differ by institution” (p. 536). 

 The conclusions drawn from Johnsrud and Rosser’s 2002 study indicated that faculty 

morale is important to the overall quality and vitality of the academy.  The researchers concluded 

that the goal is to improve and maintain faculty worklife quality, which will in turn enhance the 

morale of the faculty.  Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) further concluded that faculty morale is also a 

primary consideration with respect to faculty’s intentions to “leave their positions, their 

institutions, and their profession” (p. 538). 

 Terpstra and Honoree (2004) studied job satisfaction and pay satisfaction for higher 

education faculty in the United States.  The primary goal of the study was to examine job 

satisfaction and pay satisfaction levels of faculty with respect to academic discipline and 

geographic region in the United States.   As a secondary goal, the researchers also wanted to 

understand the potential moderating effect of individual-level and organizational-level variables 
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on job satisfaction and pay satisfaction levels of higher education faculty.  The conceptual 

framework used for the study was concentrated heavily in the psychology, management, and 

organizational behavior fields of literature as they related to job and pay satisfaction.  The data 

source for the Terpstra and Honoree (2004) study was a survey designed and pilot tested by the 

researchers that used a five-point Likert scale and single-item measures to gauge respondents’ 

perceptions of overall job and pay satisfaction.  The survey also required study respondents to 

supply input on several individual-level and organizational-level variables.  An initial study 

population of 1,400 four-year colleges and universities in the U.S. was identified and 

subsequently reduced to a sample of 135 participating institutions with faculty merit or pay-for-

performance plans that served as a control in the study.  Twenty faculty members were randomly 

selected from each of the participating institutions, and 490 faculty members participated in the 

study, resulting in an 18% response rate.  Study participants included tenure-track and tenured 

faculty at the ranks of assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor.   

 The Terpstra and Honoree (2004) study utilized descriptive statistics, analysis of variance 

(ANOVA), and correlation analysis to examine job satisfaction and pay satisfaction with respect 

to discipline type, geographic region of the U.S., individual-level variables (sex, age, seniority, 

rank, and tenure-status), and organizational-level variables (size, public/private, union status, and 

salary level).  With respect to teaching discipline, study results indicated no statistically 

significant differences in mean job satisfaction; however, significant differences in mean pay 

satisfaction were documented in the study.  Law and business faculty were found to have the 

highest and second highest levels, respectively, of pay satisfaction while sciences faculty were 

found to have the lowest level of pay satisfaction.  Although no significant differences in mean 

job satisfaction were found with respect to geographic region of the U.S., significant differences 



 23 

in mean pay satisfaction and salary level were documented in the study.  Faculty located in the 

West Coast, Southwest, and Midwest regions of the U.S. were found to have the three highest 

levels of pay satisfaction while faculty in the Northwest, Mid Atlantic, and Mountain States 

reported the lowest three levels of pay satisfaction.  Significant differences in overall salary level 

with respect to geographic region were also noted in the study, with faculty in the West Coast, 

Northeast, and Midwest regions of the U.S. possessing the three highest mean salaries and 

faculty in the Northwest region of the U.S. having the lowest mean salary level.  The Terpstra 

and Honoree (2004) study also found no statistically significant correlations between the 

individual-level variables and either job satisfaction or pay satisfaction.  Overall salary level was 

found to be the only organizational-level variable with significant correlations with job 

satisfaction and pay satisfaction.   

 In summary, Terpstra and Honoree (2004) found that faculty members were satisfied 

with their jobs in general but less satisfied with their compensation.  The researchers stressed the 

need for college and university administrators to understand and balance the “external market 

pressures” driving higher salaries in certain teaching disciplines, most notably for faculty 

members teaching in the law and business disciplines, and internal equity, or “the relative 

fairness of the pay for different types of jobs within one organization” (p. 536).  The significant 

correlation of higher overall salary with higher levels of job and pay satisfaction was posited by 

the researchers as a major finding and suggested that “the simplest means of boosting the job and 

pay satisfaction levels of university faculty is to boost the university’s overall salary level” (p. 

538). 

 Okpara, Squillace, and Erondu (2005) studied gender differences and job satisfaction for 

higher education faculty in the United States.  The purpose of the quantitative study was to 
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examine the effects of gender on the job satisfaction of higher education faculty in the United 

States.   The theoretical framework cited as the basis for study was equity theory, which 

“suggests that individuals compare their contributions (e.g. skills, performance) and outcomes 

(e.g. pay, promotions, and supervision) to the contributions and outcomes of referent others” (p. 

178).  The data source for the study was a survey that used eight scales designed to measure 

satisfaction with respect to multiple components of the faculty members’ overall satisfaction, 

including satisfaction with the work itself, pay, promotion, supervision, co-workers, and overall 

job satisfaction.  The study population consisted of full-time faculty members listed in the Brain 

Track University Index Directories of the United States Colleges and Universities.  The 

researchers used a stratified sampling technique to select 1,100 potential respondents from 80 

sample institutions from all 50 states.  The researchers received 560 usable survey responses, 

representing a 51% response rate.  The responses to gender demographic information indicated 

that 40% of the faculty members were female and 60% of the faculty members were male.  The 

percentage of respondents by faculty rank were as follows: 46% assistant professors, 33% 

associate professors, and 21% full professors.   

 The Okpara, Squillace, and Erondu (2005) study utilized t-tests of mean comparisons to 

determine whether there were statistically significant differences in overall job satisfaction for 

male and female faculty members as well as differences on the components of variables of the 

work itself, pay, promotion, supervision, and co-workers.  Additionally, the researchers utilized 

multivariate regression analysis to analyze the relationship between gender and job satisfaction.  

Results of the study indicated gender differences between male and female faculty members.  

Notable findings of the study included (a) female faculty, at all levels of rank, were more 

satisfied with the nature of the work itself and their co-workers as compared to male faculty; (b) 
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female faculty members were less satisfied with their pay, promotion opportunities, and 

supervision as compared to male faculty; (c) male faculty, at all levels of rank, were more 

satisfied with their jobs overall as compared to female faculty; (d) the regression model 

containing the variables of age, gender, and rank explained 59%, 44%, 65%, and 56% of the 

variance with pay, supervision, co-workers, and work itself satisfaction, respectively; and (e) the 

regression model containing the variables of age, gender, and rank explained 56% of the variance 

in overall job satisfaction.  

 The overarching conclusion drawn from the Okpara, Squillace, and Erondu (2005) study 

was that “gender differences indeed exist between male and female university teachers” (p. 186).  

The researchers offered plausible explanations for the gender differences.  The lower satisfaction 

with pay for female faculty could be driven by the bias of predominantly male senior faculty and 

university administrators responsible for making recommendations for pay increases and 

promotions, the concentration of female faculty at the lower academic ranks, and the “cultural, 

political, and social issues associated with the glass ceiling intended to keep women behind” (p. 

186).  The lower satisfaction rating by women faculty for supervision was most likely driven by 

inadequate supervision and the lack of helpful feedback.  Unfair promotion policies and gender 

discrimination, as opposed to pure ability, was implied by the researchers as explanations for the 

lower satisfaction level with promotion opportunities.  The more positive rating by women 

faculty for satisfaction with their co-workers and the work itself was driven by their positive 

perceptions of the intelligence of their colleagues and their “sense of accomplishment, challenge, 

creativity, and satisfaction” (p. 187).  The researchers posited that female faculty were less 

satisfied with their faculty jobs overall because of the salary gap between them and their male 

colleagues.  Okpara, Squillace, and Erondu also made a strong appeal to university 
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administrators to increase faculty job satisfaction, performance, and productivity by addressing 

comparable salaries for comparable work performed by both sexes, instituting fair and objective 

performance evaluations, and making promotion decisions based on merit and performance. 

 Based on the previous research of Johnsrud and Rosser (2002) in which the researchers 

studied the impact of faculty worklife and morale on their intention to leave, Rosser (2004) 

conducted a follow-up study at the national level in which she addressed the limited 

understanding of the impact of faculty worklife issues on faculty members’ job satisfaction and, 

subsequently, on their intentions to leave their institution or the academy altogether.  The 

purpose of the study was to extend the researcher’s 2002 conceptualization and understanding of 

the issues that negatively affect the dimensions of faculty worklife, job satisfaction, and 

intentions to leave, investigate the relationships between these three dimensions, and to 

determine how much impact the quality of faculty worklife has on faculty’s job satisfaction and 

their intentions to leave.  The conceptual model used in the study was designed to facilitate 

“understanding of how demographic variables, professional and institutional worklife issues, and 

satisfaction interact to explain faculty intentions to leave at a national level” (p. 294).  The data 

source for the Rosser (2004) study was a 1999 survey sponsored by National Center for 

Educational Statistics and the National Science Foundation which measured various factors 

affecting the quality of faculty members’ professional and institutional work lives throughout the 

United States.  The study population was 12,755 full-time faculty members from two- and four-

year institutions of higher education, representing a subset of the national data sample.  The 

responses to gender demographic information indicated that 44.5% of the faculty members were 

female and 55.5% of the faculty members were male.  Relative to ethnicity, 85.2% of 

respondents were Caucasians and 14.8% of respondents were minorities.  The percentage of 
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respondents by faculty rank were as follows: 23.7% instructors, 18.0% assistant professors, 

17.7% associate professors, and 21.6% full professors.  Relative to tenure status, 37% of the 

respondents (24.4% male and 12.6% female) were tenured faculty, 14% of the respondents 

(7.2% male and 6.8% female) were tenure-track faculty, and 49% of the respondents (23.9% 

male and 25.1% female) were non-tenure track (contingent) faculty. 

 The Rosser (2004) study was designed as an individual-level analysis and, as such, 

investigated the “individual-level perceptions of faculty members’ worklife and satisfaction on 

their intent to leave” (p. 297).  The researcher utilized a single-level structural equation model 

and related variables to their underlying constructs of worklife, satisfaction, and intent to leave.  

Results of the study indicated that the variables of technical support, administrative support, 

committee service work, and professional development heavily contributed to the definition and 

measurement of faculty members’ quality of worklife.  With respect to the latent construct of 

faculty members’ satisfaction, the variables of advising and course load, benefits and security, 

and overall satisfaction contributed significantly to this construct.  Faculty members’ intent to 

leave, the dependent variable in the study, was largely defined and measured by the variables of 

faculty intentions to leave their institution and faculty intentions to leave their career.  Study 

results also indicated several notable relationships among the demographic variables, including 

(a) tenured faculty significantly and positively impacted satisfaction, but significantly and 

negatively impacted perceptions of worklife and intent to leave; (b) faculty at the assistant 

professor rank significantly and negatively impacted faculty perceptions of worklife; (c) female 

faculty members significantly and negatively impacted satisfaction, and (d) ethnic minority 

faculty members significantly and positively impacting faculty members’ intention to leave.  It is 

also important to point out, as the researcher did, that only 6% of the variance in faculty 
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members’ worklife was explained by demographic variables.  With respect to the direct effects 

on the various constructs in the Rosser (2004) study, faculty members’ worklife positively and 

significantly impacted their satisfaction and faculty members’ satisfaction significantly and 

negatively impacted their intent to leave.  With respect to the indirect effects on the various 

constructs, faculty members’ worklife negatively and significantly impacted their intent to leave.  

Overall, the study’s structural equation model explained 20% of the variance in the job 

satisfaction construct and 32% of the variance in the intent to leave construct.   

 The conclusions drawn from Rosser’s 2004 national-level study indicated that faculty 

members’ perceptions of their work lives have a direct and strong impact on their job 

satisfaction, and “the findings do emphasize the critical role that satisfaction plays as a response 

to faculty members’ perceptions of their professional and institutional worklife” (p. 301).  

Additionally, the study found the relationship between faculty job satisfaction and intent to leave 

to be considerable.  Rosser (2004) concluded that “the quality of faculty members’ worklife is 

important to faculty members’ satisfaction and, in turn, explains faculty members’ intentions to 

leave” (p. 305).  Finally, Rosser (2004), citing Bluedorn’s (1982) and Price’s (1977) research 

regarding faculty worklife issues as antecedents of satisfaction that ultimately produce faculty 

members’ overall level of job satisfaction and, subsequently, explains intentions to leave, 

contends that there is a link between intent to leave and actual turnover.   

The role of family-related factors in faculty job satisfaction was addressed by Hagedorn 

and Sax (2004) in their quantitative secondary data analysis that explored the role of family- and 

stress-related factors on overall job satisfaction.  The study utilized data from the 1995-1996 

Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey.  The sample used in the study 

consisted of 31,080 full-time college and university faculty teaching at 330 four-year colleges 
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and universities in the United States.  The researchers designed their study specifically to 

understand female faculty members given the relatively larger proportion of daily responsibilities 

still carried by women at the time of the study.  Using Blackburn and Bentley’s (1993) personal-

environmental theory, the researchers hypothesized that “the disproportionate weight of ‘pull 

factors’ create a person-environment-fit problem that creates higher levels of stress which in turn 

create obstacles to women’s overall job satisfaction” (p. 66).  A surprising and somewhat 

counterintuitive finding of the study was home-related stress as a positive predictor of overall job 

satisfaction for male and female tenured and tenure-track faculty.  Female faculty were found to 

be more stressed, less satisfied, and more likely to have their careers interrupted by health or 

family reasons than male faculty.  Low levels of job-related stress was found to be strongest 

predictor of job satisfaction for all faculty in the study.  For non-tenured female faculty, having a 

dependent child and care of an elderly parent were bigger detractors to job satisfaction as 

compared to male faculty (tenured or non-tenured) and tenured female faculty.   

Hesli and Lee (2013) investigated the job satisfaction among tenure-track and tenured 

political science faculty in American institutions of higher education.  Utilizing the multi-

dimensional conceptual framework of Hagedorn (2000), Hesli and Lee stated several notable 

findings, including (a) no statistically significant difference in levels of overall job satisfaction 

between men and women at the ranks of assistant, associate, and full professor; (b) women 

faculty with statistically higher levels of discrimination and less tolerant (more racist, sexist, and 

homophobic) departments as compared to men at all ranks; (c) greater overall job satisfaction for 

male full professors as compared to male associate professors; (d) greater overall job satisfaction 

for male professors with children; (e) statistically higher overall job satisfaction for male faculty 

members working in private institutions; (f) greater overall job satisfaction for tenured male 
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faculty with more overall resources; (g) greater overall job satisfaction for tenured male and 

female faculty members; and (h) greater overall job satisfaction for tenured and tenure-track 

male and female faculty working in positive collegial climates.  The Hesli and Lee (2013) study, 

again, while only studying political science faculty and excluding part-time or contingent faculty, 

also documented lower levels of overall job satisfaction for minority female faculty and 

statistically significant negative impacts of discrimination experiences on overall job satisfaction 

for tenured male and female faculty and non-tenured male faculty. 

 In a secondary data analysis conducted by Mamiseishvili and Rosser (2011), the 

researchers studied the relationship between faculty members’ productivity and job satisfaction.  

The researchers used a sample of 3,920 full-time faculty members at research extensive and 

intensive universities and whose primary responsibility was teaching.  The sample for the study 

was taken from the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty data set.  In their research, 

Mamiseishvili and Rosser sought to add to the literature a higher education faculty study which 

utilized the job productivity/performance (behavior) leading to job satisfaction (attitude) 

conceptual model, citing expectancy-based and self-determination theories of motivation in the 

social psychology literature, including Vroom (1964), Lawler and Porter (1967), Lock (1970), 

and Deci and Ryan (1984) as the basis for their conceptual model.  The researchers noted 

applicable limitations of their study, including sampling and measurement issues inherent with 

secondary data analyses. 

  Utilizing structural equation modeling, the Mamiseishvili and Rosser (2011) study was 

guided by two research questions.  The first research question was meant to conceptualize and 

measure faculty members’ job satisfaction and productivity in the areas of undergraduate and 

graduate teaching, research, and service and the relationship among these constructs.  The study 
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results from the first research question indicated a better alignment among the graduate-level 

teaching, research, and service roles as opposed to undergraduate-level instruction, which was 

not in alignment with the service and, especially, research roles of faculty.  Additionally, with 

respect to demographic characteristics, the researchers found heavier involvement in 

undergraduate teaching and service and, consequently, less involvement in research for female 

faculty members.  The study results also indicated female faculty members were less satisfied 

with their jobs as compared to male faculty members, race was a nominal driver of the variance 

in faculty productivity and job satisfaction, and assistant professors were significantly more 

productive in the areas of research and service but significantly less satisfied with their faculty 

jobs as compared to colleagues at the rank of full professor.  The second research question was 

intended to examine how productivity in the teaching, research, and service constructs affected 

faculty job satisfaction.  The researchers found significantly lower job satisfaction for faculty 

who were more productive in undergraduate teaching and service.  The findings of this study 

were “indicative that not all elements of the triad of faculty work might carry the same value and 

weight” (p. 125).  As a result, the researchers stressed the need for institutions of higher 

education to reevaluate the reward structures, value systems, and expectations in order to 

promote higher job satisfaction for highly productive faculty not only in the research area, but 

also in the teaching and service components of faculty work. 

 Marston and Brunetti (2009) conducted a mixed methods study focusing on the job 

satisfaction of experienced tenure-track professors at a liberal arts college with at least two years 

of experience at the college and who had accumulated 15 or more years of higher education 

teaching experience.  The purpose of the study was to examine job satisfaction among 

experienced professors at a moderate-sized liberal arts college on the west coast of the United 
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States with a teaching emphasis. The study population was composed of 170 experienced faculty 

members at the institution teaching in liberal arts, science, economics and business 

administration, and education.  The researchers utilized an extant survey, citing the use of a 

modified Brunetti (2001) Experienced Teacher Survey for a higher education setting, and 

extended interviews as data sources for their study.  

The Marston and Brunetti (2009) study addressed the following four research questions: 

1. To what extent are experienced college professors satisfied with their work; 

2. What are the primary areas of satisfaction that motivate professors to remain in their 

positions; 

3. What role does scholarship play in the lives of professors; and  

4. How important is it for professors to provide service to their institution?   

Mean scores from the Marston and Brunetti (2009) study results indicated a moderate to 

high level of satisfaction for the experienced professors.  The study results also indicated high 

mean scores for eight of nine professional satisfaction factors related to the second research 

question, including the top five highest mean scores for factors related to satisfaction from seeing 

students learn and grow, joy in teaching their particular subject, working with students, freedom 

and flexibility in the classroom, and success in the professoriate.   Practical satisfaction factors, 

including holidays, tenure, salary and benefits, institutional enjoyment, and work schedule were 

noticeably regarded as not as important to job satisfaction for the study participants.  As far as 

social satisfaction factors, the study participants indicated that good relationships with faculty 

colleagues was much more important than relationships with administrators.  Study results 

indicated a stronger faculty preference for opportunities to engage in scholarship as opposed to 

opportunities to engage in shared governance.  Even though service was generally regarded as 
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important by study participants, the researchers found that faculty regarded the opportunity to 

perform service for the institution as the least influential factor in their decision to remain in the 

profession. 

 Kessler, Spector, and Gavin (2014) studied the effects of environmental factors and 

gender on job satisfaction and research productivity for American and Canadian higher education 

faculty.  The purpose of the study was to examine the environmental factors of vocational 

interests and organizational structure and the interaction with gender to relate to job satisfaction 

and research productivity.  The theoretical framework used by the researchers in the study was a 

dual framework that utilized two separate classes of theories related to vocational interests and 

organizational structure.  The researchers cited the use of Holland’s (1973) and Prediger’s (1982) 

frameworks for assessing vocational interests.  Using both of these theories, the researchers 

posited a distinction between research-oriented faculty and teaching-oriented faculty.  The 

researchers utilized the Prediger (1982) “’things—people’” and “’data—ideas’” continua to 

categorize research-oriented and teaching-oriented departments (p. 353).  Citing the use of Su, 

Rounds, and Armstrong’s (2009) meta-analysis of gender differences in interests, the researchers 

further asserted that “men would display a higher preference than women for research and 

women would display a higher preference than men for teaching” (p. 353).  For the 

organizational structure component of their theoretical framework, the researchers utilized Burns 

and Stalker’s (1961) theory on the distinction between mechanistic and organic organizational 

structures, which characterized mechanistic structures as rigid, predictable, and hierarchical as 

compared to organic structures that are less rigid, have more knowledge integration between 

employees, and possess fewer rules and regulations.     
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The data source for the Kessler, Spector, and Gavin (2014) study was a survey 

administered to psychology faculty members in the United States and Canada.  The study 

population included 585 psychology departments at four-year colleges and universities in the 

United States and Canada.  The researchers chose psychology faculty for their study because of 

their research that indicated this department has historically been more gender balanced, and the 

discipline has been more sensitive with respect to gender issues.  The final sample for the study 

included 1,135 full-time, tenured or tenure-track faculty members working in 229 psychology 

departments, including 145 (63%) of the departments being located at institutions with graduate 

programs.  Sixty-seven percent of the participating institutions reported fewer than 20,000 

students, and 63% of the institutions were classified as public institutions of higher education.  A 

participant response rate of 15.9% was achieved for the study.  In alignment with the 

researchers’ assertion regarding gender balance, the responses to demographic information 

indicated an almost even distribution of male and female faculty members, 49.5% and 50.5%, 

respectively.  The number and percentage of respondents by faculty rank were as follows: 342 

(32%) assistant professors, 300 (28%) associate professors, and 435 (40%) full professors, 

indicating at least 68% tenured status for the faculty respondents group as a whole. 

 The Kessler, Spector, and Gavin (2014) study was designed as a quantitative study using 

hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to conduct the analyses because the faculty members were 

“nested within groups (academic departments)” (p. 358).  The researchers proposed the 

following five hypotheses: 

1. Women will report lower levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of productivity 

than male counterparts; 
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2. Department research/teaching orientation will moderate the relationship between 

gender and job satisfaction such that women will report higher job satisfaction when 

working in teaching-oriented departments, whereas men will report higher job 

satisfaction when working in research-oriented departments; 

3. Department research/teaching orientation will moderate the relationship between 

gender and research productivity such that women will report lower levels of research 

productivity in research-oriented departments than will men in research-oriented 

departments, but there will be no gender differences in research productivity in 

teaching-oriented departments; 

4. Structure will moderate the relationship between gender and job satisfaction such that 

women will be more satisfied than men in mechanistically structured departments and 

men will be more satisfied than women in organically structured departments; and 

5. Structure will moderate the relationship between gender and productivity such that 

women will be more productive in mechanistically structured departments. 

The zero-ordered correlations among individual level variables (job satisfaction, research 

productivity, and gender) in the study results indicated that men reported being more satisfied in 

their jobs and more productive in their research.  However, the researchers’ HLM results did not 

support Hypothesis 1 as gender was not significantly related to job satisfaction and research 

productivity.   Hypothesis 2 was confirmed as the HLM results indicated that job satisfaction was 

higher for women in teaching-oriented departments.  The HLM results did not support 

Hypothesis 3, but the results approached statistical significance, indicating that men working in 

more research-oriented departments reported higher levels of research productivity than did 

women working in departments with the same organizational structure.  The HLM results did not 
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support Hypothesis 4, indicating no impact by department structure on the relationship between 

gender and job satisfaction.  The study results did not support Hypothesis 5 “as there was no 

moderating effect of department structure on the within-department relationship between gender 

and research productivity” (pp. 362-363).     

 In the final discussion and conclusions, Kessler, Spector, and Gavin (2014) noted the 

salary implications for faculty positions located within research-oriented institutions as compared 

to faculty positions located within teaching-oriented institutions, specifically asserting that 

higher salaries are more common with faculty positions located within research-oriented 

institutions.  Additionally, the researchers urged the need to reconsider gender norms and roles 

that encourage women to assume more people-oriented positions, thus resulting in possibly 

lower salaries.  The researchers also emphasized that, even though their hypotheses regarding 

department structure were unsupported, a significant relationship was found between 

organizational structure and job satisfaction, specifically, job satisfaction was higher in more 

organically structured departments. 

Seifert and Umbach (2008) conducted a study to learn more about the effects of 

demographic characteristics and disciplinary context on dimensions of faculty job satisfaction.  

The purpose of the study was to extend previous research into the effects of diverse demographic 

characteristics on faculty job satisfaction and, in order to address previous research shortfalls, 

simultaneously consider the contextual role that discipline plays in faculty job satisfaction.  The 

theoretical framework used by the researchers in the study was Kalleberg’s (1977) theory of job 

satisfaction, which posited six dimensions of job satisfaction characterized as either intrinsic (the 

work itself) or extrinsic (facets of the job external to the work itself).  The data source for the 

study was the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSPF) data collected by the 
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National Center for Education Statistics.  Approximately 18,043 faculty members completed the 

NSPF questionnaire.  The researchers limited their study to tenure-track and tenured full-time 

faculty at the rank of assistant professor, associate professor, or professor teaching at doctoral 

research-intensive and doctoral research-extensive institutions, resulting in an unweighted data 

sample of 4,231 faculty responses to be used for purposes of the study.  According to gender 

demographic information provided in the questionnaire responses, 26% of the sample faculty 

members were female and 74% of the faculty members were male.  Relative to race, Whites 

made up 85% of the study faculty sample, and non-Whites made up 15% of the sample.  

However, the researchers pointed out that the total faculty sample of 18,043 members included 

44% women and 85% Whites, thus emphasizing the disproportionate representation of women 

faculty at community colleges and institutions without tenure.  Additionally, 3% of the faculty in 

the study sample identified as having a disability, and 33% identified as first-generation college 

students. 

 The Seifert and Umbach (2008) study used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) for 

evaluating intrinsic and extrinsic faculty job satisfaction.  The researchers’ intrinsic job 

satisfaction model utilized satisfaction with authority over the work itself, or job-related 

autonomy, as the single dimension.  Their extrinsic job satisfaction model utilized three 

dimensions, namely compensation and advancement, convenience (workload and conflicting 

demands on time), and equitable treatment of female faculty and faculty of color.  Major findings 

of the study included the following with respect to intrinsic motivation: (a) female faculty 

members were less satisfied with their job-related autonomy than their male faculty peers in the 

same discipline; (b) faculty of color (e.g., African American, Asian Pacific Islander, Latino, and 

Native American) did not statistically differ in satisfaction from their White colleagues with their 
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job-related autonomy; (c) faculty members who identified with a disability were less satisfied 

with their job-related autonomy; (d) faculty members in disciplines with higher levels of research 

productivity (with respect to books and presentations) were more satisfied with their job-related 

autonomy; and (e) female faculty members in disciplines with higher levels of research 

productivity (with respect to articles) and who are more teaching-oriented were more satisfied 

with their job-related autonomy than their female counterparts in disciplines with lower levels of 

published articles and who are less teaching-oriented.  With respect to extrinsic motivation, 

notable findings of the study included: (a) women faculty members were less satisfied in general 

with their compensation and opportunities for advancement; (b) Asian Pacific Islanders and 

Latino faculty members were less satisfied with their compensation and opportunities for 

advancement; (c) faculty members who identified as first-generation college students were less 

satisfied with their compensation and opportunities for advancement; (d) women faculty were 

less satisfied with the convenience dimension (sufficient time to complete job-related tasks); (e) 

faculty who identified with a disability were less satisfied with convenience as compared to their 

peers with no disability; (f) White faculty members were less satisfied with the convenience 

dimension as compared to African American faculty (noted as a contrast to previous research); 

(g) female faculty and faculty of color were less satisfied with equitable treatment of female 

faculty and faculty of color; (h) African American and Latino faculty members were less 

satisfied as compared to their White colleagues with the equitable treatment of female faculty 

and faculty of color; (i) faculty in disciplines with a concentration of female faculty members 

perceived less equitable treatment of female faculty and faculty of color as compared to their 

colleagues in disciplines with a concentration of male faculty members; (j) disciplinary average 

salaries were positively related with perceptions of equitable treatment of female faculty and 
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faculty of color; and (k) female faculty in disciplines with higher levels of research productivity 

in the form of published articles and conference presentations were more satisfied with the 

equitable treatment of female faculty and faculty of color as compared to their colleagues in 

disciplines with lower levels of research productivity in the form of published articles and 

conference presentations. 

 Seifert and Umbach (2008) asserted the need to understand the diverse professoriate in 

America’s research universities in order to improve faculty retention.   The researchers stressed 

that the findings of the study “imply, net of job-related variables and characteristics of the 

discipline, that ‘who’ faculty members appear to be, relative to their gender, race/ethnicity, able-

bodiedness, and social class of origin, affects their satisfaction with various dimensions of their 

job” (p. 375).  Additionally, the study findings were posited by the researchers to be in alignment 

with previous job satisfaction studies that consistently reported women with lower levels of 

satisfaction than men.  Seifert and Umbach (2008) appealed to “those working in higher 

education to consider the impact institutional and disciplinary culture and environment may have 

on job satisfaction” (p. 377).  Finally, the researchers noted the importance of colleges and 

universities to provide a higher education work environment in which faculty job satisfaction is 

no longer so heavily influenced by faculty demographic characteristics. 

Prior Job Satisfaction Studies of Business Faculty 

Shuster (1970) completed a study on the mobility among business faculty.  The study 

focused on the movement of business faculty among business programs at colleges and 

universities in the U.S., including examination of the frequency of faculty moves, longevity of 

each faculty position held, and the reasons for changing positions.  Shuster, a professor of 

business administration, completed the study in order to understand the growing frequency of 
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business faculty mobility “which occurs as a result of existing job conditions that contribute to 

faculty dissatisfaction” (p. 333).  The researcher cited Brown (1965), Marshall (1964), and 

Ladinsky (1967) in his brief review of literature that focused on general faculty accession rates, 

faculty turnover, and mobility among professional employees as a conceptual basis for the study.  

The Shuster (1970) study utilized survey data from 131 full-time business faculty respondents 

who were members of the Academy of Management.  The study sample consisted of faculty 

members teaching in the disciplines of management, accounting, finance, marketing, quantitative 

methods, and economics.  Faculty respondents came from both public and private colleges and 

universities in the U.S.  According to demographic information provided by the researcher, 111 

(85%) of the faculty respondents possessed Ph.D. degrees.  With respect to rank, the faculty 

respondent group included 21(16%) assistant professors, 47 (36%) associate professors, and 63 

(48%) full professors.  

 Shuster (1970) found that, on average, faculty members had held two positions since 

completing graduate school.  Sixty percent of all faculty members surveyed indicated that they 

had taught at two or more business schools since completing their graduate work.  Faculty 

respondents indicated average longevity in their current and prior faculty positions at 7.5 years 

and 2.7 years, respectively.  Fifty-three percent of all business faculty respondents reported 

having left a teaching assignment within two years of assuming the position.  Two-thirds of all 

business faculty reported having left a teaching assignment within three years of assuming the 

position.  The primary reasons most frequently given by all business faculty members for leaving 

their most recent teaching position were future potential, salary, and administration.  The primary 

reasons most frequently given by all business faculty members for choosing their current 

teaching position were future potential, salary, and geographic location.  Although business 
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faculty respondents were not given a similar opportunity in the survey to indicate primary 

drawbacks of their current positions, open-ended responses by the participants indicated a 

majority of the faculty expressed concerns with administrative deficiencies, specifically as it 

relates to faculty recruitment and communications of organizational expectations at the time of 

employment.    

The Shuster (1970) study of business faculty mobility emphasized the responsibility of 

college and university administration to monitor organizational conditions and establish 

personnel polices to minimize faculty dissatisfaction, and, as a result, reduce mobility among 

business faculty.  Specific emphasis on improving faculty recruitment practices, employment 

processes, and faculty development efforts was made by the researcher in his efforts to promote 

higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of mobility among business faculty.   

A study completed by Hurka (1978) examined the importance and degree of job 

characteristics for business faculty in Canadian universities.  The purpose of the study was 

twofold:  (1) to identify job characteristics that business faculty considered important and (2) to 

determine the degree of job satisfaction for each characteristic using the business faculty 

members’ current positions and experiences as a frame of reference.  Hurka provided a brief 

literature review discussing many prior studies of organizational behavior with emphasis on the 

“conflict between professional and organizational commitment” to establish a conceptual 

framework for the study (p. 68).  The data source used for the Hurka (1978) study was a 

modified, extant two-part 21-item survey that required business faculty respondents to indicate 

their perceptions of the importance of each job characteristic and their current level of 

satisfaction with each job characteristic.  Separate Likert scales were used for each part of the 

survey.  The population for the study was 623 full-time faculty members teaching in 15 Canadian 
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schools of business which offered graduate degrees in business administration.  The study 

examined survey mean responses from 322 business faculty participants, representing a 50% 

response rate.  No further specific faculty demographic data was provided in the study. 

 The Hurka (1978) study used mean scores and Spearman rank-order correlation 

coefficients to analyze survey responses.  Major findings of the study included the following:  (a) 

the business faculty regarded time and facilities to perform quality research as the most 

important job characteristic but ranked the characteristic next to last in terms of current level of 

satisfaction; (b) the business faculty ranked bright and stimulating students as the third most 

important job characteristic but ranked the characteristic last in terms of current level of 

satisfaction; (c) the business faculty ranked salary as the fourth most important job characteristic 

but ranked the characteristic at 13/21 in terms of current level of satisfaction; and (d) the 

business faculty ranked having adequate laboratory facilities and a dean who is available and 

communicates expectations as the least important and next to least important job characteristics, 

respectively.  Additionally, high degrees of similarity among the business faculty in their 

rankings of the importance of the 21 ideal job characteristics and their current level of 

satisfaction with each of them were found when analyzing the faculty responses as grouped by 

the researcher in four separate regions representing the collective 15 Canadian schools of 

business. 

The Hurka (1978) study highlighted the preference of autonomy by the business faculty 

at a time of burgeoning enrollment in business programs coupled with problems of faculty 

recruitment and retention in Canadian business schools.  The study findings offered some 

important conclusions for business faculty members and business school administrators, 

including the job characteristics of opportunities and facilities to conduct quality research, 
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association with supportive colleagues, being challenged by stimulating students, salary, and 

opportunity to excel at teaching representing the top five highest ranked characteristics while 

simultaneously representing the lower ranked characteristics in terms of current job satisfaction, 

and the lesser important job characteristics of being evaluated without reference to race, 

ethnicity, or sex; tenure; and a position in an attractive community representing the higher 

ranked items in terms of current job satisfaction .  Finally, the researcher posited the need for 

administrators to understand “that professional orientation is far more important to the members 

of the faculty than the administrative aspect of their work” (p. 71). 

Brewer, Carnes, and Garner (2007) conducted a study to examine the impact of the 

physical work environment on business faculty members’ productivity and overall job 

satisfaction.  The purpose of the study was to determine the perceived impact of a new, state-of-

the-art building with updated furnishings and technology on business faculty overall job 

satisfaction and productivity in the areas of teaching, research, and service.  The researchers 

provided a broad literature review covering many aspects of organizational settings, including 

physical workplace design and layout, organizational leadership, organizational culture and 

climate, and technological advances.  During the literature review, the researchers related to 

Vogt’s (2005) use of human capabilities theory, which provides that “all human beings share 

some universal capabilities and require a conducive environment in which to exercise these 

capabilities,” and they asserted the theory as a “logical” application to the work environment (p. 

31).  The data source used for the Brewer, Carnes, and Garner (2007) study was a 26-question 

survey using a 5-point Likert scale with ratings of strongly disagree, disagree, no change, agree, 

and strongly agree.  Each of the survey questions was related to either overall job satisfaction or 

productivity as it pertained to their perceptions of their anticipated impact of the new facility 
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with updated furnishings and technology.  The survey was administered to 37 tenure-track 

faculty members teaching in the two main departments of the business program including the 

disciplines of accounting, finance, and information systems (AFIS), and management, marketing, 

and corporate communications (MMAC).  The study examined survey mean responses from 27 

business faculty participants (73% response rate) teaching at a public regional university located 

in the state of Kentucky.  No further specific faculty demographic data were provided in the 

study. 

 The Brewer, Carnes, and Garner (2007) study used a nonparametric design because of the 

small sample size and the researchers’ unwillingness to make assumptions about normal 

distribution.  Specifically, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was used by the researchers to test four 

hypotheses.  For the first hypothesis, study results indicated a statistically significant difference 

between the two departments for one survey question concerning increased use of technology in 

class delivery, with the faculty in the department including accounting, finance, and information 

systems disciplines (AFIS) indicating a higher anticipated use of technology.  For the second 

hypothesis, no statistically significant differences in mean ratings for any of the questions were 

found among the faculty in the individual disciplines.  For the third hypothesis, no significant 

differences were found in mean ratings for any of the questions among faculty with respect to 

faculty teaching experience as indicated in the categories of 1 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, and 

greater than 20 years.  For the fourth hypothesis, no significant differences were found in mean 

ratings for any of the questions with respect to the academic ranks of instructor, assistant 

professor, associate professor, and professor. 

The Brewer, Carnes, and Garner (2007) study of business faculty contributed to the 

literature by offering a study that highlights the perceived importance of improved work 
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environments for business faculty as related to their productivity and overall job satisfaction.  

The researchers offered some important conclusions from their study of an improved physical 

work environment for business faculty and faculty in general, including an increased sense of 

collegiality and discipline identity, increased productivity and job satisfaction with respect to the 

teaching function, and a lesser impact by improved facilities on the service and research 

functions of the professoriate.  Finally, the researchers stressed the need for college and 

university administrators to consider the impact of existing physical work environments on 

faculty job satisfaction and productivity, the importance of providing input mechanisms for 

faculty related to planned improvements of physical work environments, and the “potential 

competitive advantage” that updated facilities might provide with faculty recruitment and 

selection efforts (p. 42).   

Bell and Joyce (2011) studied the effects of Association to Advance Collegiate Schools 

of Business International (AACSB) accreditation on business faculty salaries with respect to rank 

and gender.  The purpose of the study was to determine the effects of AACSB accreditation on 

collegiate schools of business faculty salaries.  For the theoretical framework guiding the study, 

the researchers used the work of Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) and Herzberg 

(1964) to establish salary as a hygiene factor, the absence of which causes a higher level of 

dissatisfaction.  The researchers’ premise for the study was that “AACSB accredited business 

schools should be more hygienic when it comes to salary, status (rank), and security (tenure)” (p. 

20).  The data source used by Bell and Joyce for the study was budgeted salary data for 311 

faculty members employed at 10 Missouri state-supported public institutions of higher education.  

The researchers obtained the employee salary data through an Internet website of the Secretary 

of State of Missouri for business faculty employed during the 2009-2010 time period.  The study 
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examined budgeted salaries of business faculty members from 10 colleges and universities 

located in the state of Missouri.  Fifty percent of the 10 institutions included in the study were 

AACSB accredited and the remaining 50% of the institutions were not AACSB accredited.  The 

researchers made no reference as to any alternative business school accreditation that might have 

been obtained by the non-AACSB accredited institutions.  With respect to faculty demographics, 

232 (74.6%) of the faculty members were employed at AACSB accredited institutions, and 79 

(25.4%) of the faculty members were employed at non-AACSB accredited institutions.  In total, 

55 (17.7%) of the faculty were at the rank of instructor, 66 (21.2%) were at the rank of assistant 

professor, 73 (23.5%) were at the rank of associate professor, and 117 (37.6%) were at the rank 

of full professor.  According to gender demographic information provided by the researchers, 

199 (64%) of the sample faculty members were male and 112 (36%) of the faculty members 

were female.  The faculty group included 275 (88.4%) non-administrator business faculty and 36 

(11.6%) business faculty with administrative responsibilities (directors, department heads or 

department chairs, or deans). 

 The 2011 study by Bell and Joyce used Pearson Chi-Square, Goodman and Kruskal tau, 

and one-way ANOVA to test five hypotheses.  For the first hypothesis, study results indicated a 

statistically significant difference in the relative frequency of business faculty members when 

gender was compared to rank, resulting in rank being a better predictor of gender than gender is 

at predicting rank.  More female faculty members were concentrated at the rank of instructor 

while more male faculty members were concentrated at the rank of full professor.  Study results 

for the second hypothesis indicated a statistically significant difference in the relative frequency 

of business faculty members when rank was compared for faculty teaching in AACSB-accredited 

programs and faculty teaching in non-AACSB-accredited programs.  For faculty teaching in 
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AACSB-accredited programs, the study results suggested that business faculty members were 

more frequently promoted through the levels of the academic hierarchy as compared to faculty 

teaching in non-AACSB-accredited programs, resulting in rank being a better predictor of 

AACSB frequency than AACSB frequency is at predicting rank.  Faculty members at the rank of 

full professor were significantly more frequent at AACSB-accredited institutions as compared to 

non-AACSB institutions.  For hypothesis three, study results indicated statistically higher mean 

salaries of faculty, excluding faculty with administrative responsibilities, teaching at business 

schools accredited by the AACSB.  Study results for hypothesis four indicated statistically 

significant differences among the mean salaries of the business faculty at the ranks of instructor, 

assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor for faculty at AACSB-accredited 

business schools and non-AACSB-accredited business schools, including higher mean salaries 

for the ranks of assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor at AACSB-accredited 

business schools.  For hypothesis five, study results indicated statistically higher mean salaries 

for male faculty as compared to female faculty at both AACSB-accredited business schools and 

non-AACSB-accredited business schools, including female faculty earning 86% of mean male 

salaries at AACSB-accredited business schools and 83% of mean male salaries at non-AACSB-

accredited business schools. 

The Bell and Joyce (2011) study of business faculty contributed to the literature by 

offering a study that supports and encourages the efforts of business schools obtaining AACSB 

accreditation.  The study supported the extant job satisfaction literature with respect to the 

concentration of female faculty members at the lower academic ranks and male faculty at the 

higher academic ranks.  The study was also in alignment with the literature with respect to 

significant salary differences by rank.  Finally, the researchers posited that business faculty 
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teaching at non-AACSB-accredited programs would likely be more dissatisfied with their jobs 

with respect to salary “since non-AACSB accredited business schools offer less of the salary 

hygiene” (p. 35). 

Bell, Meier, and Guyot (2013) studied the effects of gender and rank on business school 

faculty’s salaries as a proxy for dissatisfaction. The purpose of the study was to test whether 

salaries were different for male and female business faculty members, whether salaries were 

different by rank, and if the degree of salary increases across the ranks was different for male and 

female business faculty members.  For the theoretical framework guiding the study, the 

researchers used the work of Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) and Herzberg (1964) to 

establish salary as a hygiene factor that affects the level of dissatisfaction for employees.  The 

data source for the study was a public salary database located at the collegiatetimes.com Internet 

website.  The study examined salaries of business faculty members from 13 colleges and 

universities located in the states of California, New York, Ohio, Texas, and Virginia.  Twelve of 

the 13 institutions included in the study were classified as public institutions of higher education, 

and one institution was classified as private.  Ninety-nine percent of the 802 faculty used in the 

study were located at public institutions of higher education.  Several business teaching 

disciplines were represented by virtue of the faculty included in the study sample, including 

accounting, finance, management, marketing, management information systems, and business 

administration.  In total, 19% of the faculty were at the rank of instructor, 23.8% were at the rank 

of assistant professor, 24.7% were at the rank of associate professor, and 32.5% were at the rank 

of full professor.  According to gender demographic information provided by the researchers, 

75.3% of the sample faculty members were male and 24.7% of the faculty members were female.  
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No specific demographic information relative to tenure status or ethnicity was provided in the 

study. 

 The Bell et al. (2013) study used multiple statistical tests to evaluate business faculty 

salaries as a gauge for job dissatisfaction.  The difference in the relative frequency or percentage 

of male and female faculty members among the academic ranks was found to be statistically 

significant.  Female faculty members were concentrated in the lower ranks of instructor and 

assistant professor while male faculty members were concentrated in the higher ranks of 

associate and full professor.  Mean faculty salaries for male and female faculty members, while 

higher on average for male faculty across all ranks, were found not to be significantly different, a 

contradiction to the broader literature as noted in the study.  Interestingly, the study results also 

indicated that the salaries for male and female business faculty members at the rank of assistant 

professor were higher, on average, than faculty members at the rank of associate professor.  The 

researchers found statistically significant differences in mean faculty salaries among the 

academic ranks of instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor.  This 

finding was in alignment with extant literature.  Finally, the study did not find statistically 

significant differences in the mean salaries of male and female faculty, regardless of rank, a 

surprising study finding that the researchers regarded as a “very important finding and means a 

great deal in terms of gauging the dissatisfaction levels of female and business faculty members” 

(Bell, Meier, & Guyot, 2013, p. 96).   

 The Bell et al. (2013) study of business faculty supported the extant job satisfaction 

literature with respect to the concentration of female faculty members at the lower academic 

ranks and male faculty at the higher academic ranks.  The study was also in alignment with the 

literature with respect to significant salary differences by rank.  However, the study provided 
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notable contradictions to the literature given that (a) male and female business faculty members’ 

salaries were found to not be significantly different and (b) male and female business faculty 

members’ salaries were found to not be significantly different across the ranks.  The researchers 

contended that salary is less hygienic for female faculty since “women are less likely to receive 

the same salaries as men, regardless of rank” (p. 96).  In order for salary to decrease 

dissatisfaction as a hygiene factor for male and female faculty alike, there should not be 

statistically significant differences between the mean salaries of male and female business 

faculty and rank differences should be primarily driven by differences in seniority. 

Bell, Sutanto, Baldwin, and Holloway (2014) studied gender inequity with respect to 

salaries of business school faculty members at 12 public universities in Texas.  The study 

examined whether salaries for business faculty with respect to gender and rank differed across 

four Carnegie classifications of institutions of higher education.  Considering salary as a hygiene 

factor affecting the level of faculty dissatisfaction, the researchers used Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

and Herzberg’s (1964) research on motivation-hygiene theory as the theoretical framework 

guiding the study.  The data source for the study was faculty salary data obtained from an online 

database located at the Texastribune.com Internet website.  The study examined the salaries of 

755 business faculty members employed at 12 public universities located in Texas.  The 

composition of the universities included in the study with respect to Carnegie classification were 

as follows:  56% Research Universities-Very High Research Activity and Research Universities-

High Research Activity, 14% Doctoral Research Universities, 22% Master’s Colleges and 

Universities, and 8% Baccalaureate Colleges-Diverse Fields.  In total, 118 (16%) of the faculty 

were at the rank of instructor/lecturer, 221 (29%) were at the rank of assistant professor, 187 

(25%) were at the rank of associate professor, and 229 (30%) were at the rank of full professor.  
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According to gender demographic information provided by the researchers, 70.5% of the sample 

faculty members were male and 29.5% of the faculty members were female.  

 The Bell et al. (2014) study used analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test seven hypotheses 

for main effects and interaction effects, and Pearson Chi-Square and Goodman and Kruskal tau 

was used to test two additional hypotheses.  Study results allowed the researchers to reject five of 

nine hypotheses.  For hypothesis one, study results indicated a statistically significant difference 

in the relative frequency of business faculty members when gender was compared to academic 

rank, resulting in faculty rank being a better predictor of gender than gender is at predicting 

faculty rank.  More female faculty members were concentrated at the ranks of instructor/lecturer 

and assistant professor while more male faculty members were concentrated at the ranks of 

associate professor and full professor.  Study results for the second hypothesis indicated a 

statistically significant difference in the relative frequency of business faculty members when 

gender was compared for faculty among the four Carnegie classifications of universities.  A 

significant percentage of male faculty members (72%) were clustered at universities classified by 

Carnegie as Doctoral Research, Research Universities-High Research Activity, and Research 

Universities–Very High Research Activity, and 35% of female faculty members were 

concentrated at the Baccalaureate Colleges and Master’s Colleges, resulting in Carnegie 

classification being a better predictor of gender than vice versa.  The researchers were not able to 

reject hypothesis three as study results did not provide sufficient evidence to conclude 

statistically significant differences existed in mean faculty salaries between male and female 

faculty members.  Study results for hypothesis four indicated statistically significant differences 

among the mean salaries of the business faculty at the ranks of instructor/lecturer, assistant 

professor, associate professor, and full professor, including higher mean salaries for the rank of 
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assistant professor as compared to instructor/lecturer, associate professor as compared to 

assistant professor, and full professor as compared to associate professor.  Hypothesis five was 

rejected because study results indicated statistically significant differences in mean faculty 

salaries among the Carnegie classifications.  Study results indicated no statistically significant 

differences in mean salaries between male and female faculty members among the academic 

ranks of instructor/lecturer, assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor, preventing 

the researchers from being able to reject hypothesis six.  For hypothesis seven, study results 

indicated no statistically significant differences in mean faculty salaries with respect to gender 

for faculty members among the Carnegie classifications.  For hypothesis eight, Bell et al. (2014) 

concluded that “the effect of academic rank on salary depends on the level of Carnegie 

classification” since study results indicated statistically significant differences in mean salaries 

for faculty among the academic ranks of instructor/lecturer, assistant professor, associate 

professor, and full professor on the Carnegie classifications (p. 49).  Finally, study results did not 

indicate statistically significant differences in mean salaries for male and female faculty 

members regardless of rank as instructor/lecturer, assistant professor, associate professor, and 

full professor on any of the Carnegie classifications. 

 The Bell et al. (2014) study of business faculty contributed to the literature by offering a 

study that contradicts the broader literature with respect to gender pay inequity for female faculty 

members and “sheds new light on the erroneous belief that men are making an unreasonably 

higher salary compared to women” (p. 49).  The study supported the extant job satisfaction 

literature on the issue of the clustering of female faculty members at the lower academic ranks of 

instructor/lecturer and male faculty at the higher academic ranks of associate professor and full 

professor.  The study was also in alignment with the literature with respect to statistically 
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significant salary differences by rank given the significant rank main effect as indicated by the 

study results.  Finally, based on the results of their study, the researchers posited no difference in 

the magnitudes of dissatisfaction between male and female faculty when using salary as a gauge 

of job dissatisfaction as measured across all academic ranks and Carnegie classifications. 

Career Transition to Higher Education 

 The transition from one job to another job in the same professional setting is an event that 

requires much consideration and is emotional and stressful, regardless of age or experience.  

However, transitioning as a career professional to a second career in the professoriate is a move 

that requires even more consideration of many variables in order to make the transition 

successful.  According to Sanders (2011), “the decision to leave a successful career and great 

earning potential to start over as a novice with new surroundings and expectations is not made 

without consideration of a wide array of variables” (p. 2).  The following discussion in this part 

of the literature review will focus on the challenges of transitioning from a professional role 

outside the academy to the role of a faculty member in higher education. 

 The transition from practitioner to faculty member in higher education holds with it 

certain challenges that should be carefully considered.  Saito (2013) reviewed the literature on 

the challenges faced by novice ex-practitioner teacher educators in order to promote 

understanding of the problems that second career faculty are likely to experience and support 

programs needed for a successful transition.  The major causes of distress for second career 

faculty as identified by Saito (2013) were difficulty in changing identities, adjusting to the work 

environment, and fear of research.  Saito (2013) cited the work of Boyd and Harris (2010) and 

Kane, Sandretto, and Heath (2004) in order to stress the importance for novice second career 

faculty to critically analyze themselves and “interrogate their own teaching practice and find the 



 54 

best fit between their subjects, teaching skills, relationships with students, research and 

personality” (p. 194).  Additionally, Saito (2013) stressed the proven positive effects of 

collaboration with colleagues and mentoring programs to promote adjustment to the new work 

environment and provide support for developing second career faculty members’ research skills. 

Garrison (2005) surveyed faculty with significant industry experience located at 33 

universities in the southern and eastern United States.  Major findings of the Garrison (2005) 

study included: (a) a statistically significant relationship between starting faculty position and 

prior teaching experience, suggesting that “starting position is primarily a function of negotiating 

skills, institutional need, and policy” (p. 417); (b) 75% of respondents accepted a reduction in 

salary while 25% of respondents accepted an increase in salary, suggesting that salaries of 

transitioning second career faculty are not commensurate with experience; and (c) an 

overwhelming desire to teach and lifestyle change as the primary reasons for transitioning to the 

professoriate as a second career. 

Thomsen and Gustafson (1997) conducted focused interviews with 25 second career 

faculty who had taught for no more than five years and possessed five years or more of work 

experience outside an academic setting.  The researchers specifically excluded participants who 

had left industry, obtained a terminal degree, and then returned to the academy in order to 

include the effects of the “induction process” of earning a terminal degree.  They found that most 

of the participants were satisfied with their decision to become full-time second career faculty.  

Additionally, the researchers indicated that a majority of the respondents perceived the 

administration of their hiring institutions did not “understand how perplexing the academic 

interview process is for the ‘practitioner turned professor’” (Thomsen & Gustafson, 1997, p. 26).  

The researchers also reported that many respondents indicated a lack of formal mentoring 
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programs at the department level and reported that “practitioners who have become professors 

and successfully obtained tenure and promotion were recommended by the participants. . . as the 

ideal mentors,” with the formal mentoring continuing through the entire tenure cycle (Thomsen 

& Gustafson, 1997, p. 28). 

Sanders (2011) was a school administrator with 11 years of experience when she 

transitioned to the career of a professor in higher education.  She stated that, “though the pressure 

to publish can be intimidating at first, for me it was the challenge I was missing as a practitioner” 

(Sanders, 2011, p. 4).   She also commented that a 50% salary reduction was taken in her transfer 

decision but was economically offset by carefully evaluating the location of her hiring university 

and the associated cost of living in the surrounding university community.  Sanders (2011) 

explained that the workload in a higher education setting, while vastly different, is not reduced.  

She asserted that “endless grading, the pressure to publish, conscientious student advisement, 

and class preparation are recurring activities, but can be completed at all hours including late 

nights.  Time management is still essential in the professorship. . . [, and] a prioritized, self-

paced, self-disciplined time management plan has taken a determined effort” (Sanders, 2011, p. 

4).    

Simendinger, Puia, Kraft, and Jasperson (2000) argued the need for a “single indexed 

reference on making the transition from industry to academe” (p. 106).  Furthermore, the 

researchers commented that the transition to a second career faculty position can be challenging 

and humbling, and second career faculty typically experience loss of reputation and respect as 

well as “a significant loss of power in their new academic environment” (Simendinger, Puia, 

Kraft, & Jasperson, 2000, p. 106).  The researchers also pointed to the significant organizational 

culture differences driven by “value differences between academics and business practitioners” 
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and emphasized the need for second career faculty to utilize Brislin’s (1982) cultural transition 

factors of task success, social interactions success, and cultural understanding and awareness in 

order to successfully manage the cultural transition (Simendinger et al., 2000, p. 107).   

Santoro and Snead (2013) conducted a qualitative study that investigated the experiences 

of 20 second career faculty members in Australia with significant industry experience.  The 

researchers used face-to-face semi-structured interviews to collect data for their study.  The main 

findings of the Santoro and Snead (2013) study included (a) participant expectations of the 

professoriate were in conflict with the reality of “heavier teaching workloads, larger tutorial 

groups, greater administrative responsibilities, increased competition for research grants and 

restrictions on academic autonomy through managerialism and rigorous accountability 

measures” (p. 387); (b) limited job satisfaction driven by lower academic standards of students; 

(c) identification by a majority of the respondents as practitioner teachers as opposed to 

researchers; and (d) emphasis by the respondents on field-oriented practical education.  Santoro 

and Snead (2013) concluded their study by cautioning second career academics to find ways of 

working with students of all intellectual abilities, stressing the importance of the research 

function for faculty in the academy, and urging colleges and universities to develop unique and 

equitable career pathways for second career faculty. 

Evolution of Job Satisfaction and Motivation Theories 

 Kurt Lewin’s seminal work on field theory spanning from the early to mid-twentieth 

century is seen as the theoretical underpinning for many modern organizational behavior theories 

(Burnes & Cooke, 2013; Papanek, 1973; Wolf, 1973).  Field theory states “that it is possible to 

understand, predict and provide the basis for changing the behavior of individuals and groups by 

constructing a ‘life space’ comprising the psychological forces influencing their behavior at a 
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given point in time” (Burnes & Cooke, 2013, p. 409).  Field theory was initially developed to 

understand individual behavior but was later used by Lewin primarily as a method to analyze and 

change group behavior (Burnes & Cooke, 2013; Papanek, 1973).  Lewin’s research in the early 

20th century included numerous publications that foreshadowed job enrichment or job 

enlargement concepts (Papanek, 1973).   

 In addition to Lewin’s work on field theory during the first half of the 20th century, 

additional research that ultimately contributed to modern organizational behavior theories was 

completed during this time period.  Instinct theories and human drive-based theories and, later, 

reinforcement theories, which were based on the assumption that behavior is the result of 

learning to avoid certain behaviors for fear of external consequences, were posited by 

psychologists Thorndike, Woodworth, and Hull (Miner, 2005; Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro, 

2004).  According to Miner (2002), the work of researchers Elton Mayo, Fritz Roethlisberger, 

and William Dickson in the first half of the 20th century, which centered on the social influences 

on human behavior and work performance, can be considered the birth of the human relations 

movement, thus providing “a major part of the foundation for the organizational behavior 

discipline . . .” (p. 34).    

 At the midpoint of the 20th century and beyond, content theories of work motivation 

emerged, and these theories were focused on identifying factors related to motivation (Steers et 

al., 2004).  Maslow’s (1954) psychological needs theory suggested “as individuals develop, they 

work their way up a hierarchy based on the fulfillment of a series of prioritized needs, including 

physiological, safety and security, belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization” (Steers et al., 

2004, p. 381).  Maslow’s seminal work on a hierarchy of psychological needs proved to be the 

basis for several future motivation theories (Miner, 2002, 2005; Steers et al., 2004).  Herzberg, 
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Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) studied 200 engineers and accountants and developed the 

motivator-hygiene theory in which the researchers hypothesized that intrinsic factors 

(motivators) primarily affected worker job satisfaction and extrinsic factors (hygiene factors) 

primarily affected worker job dissatisfaction.  A more in-depth review of Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

Motivator Hygiene Theory is provided later in this literature review.  McClelland (1961) 

developed his achievement motivation theory in contrast to Maslow’s psychological needs 

theory.  McClelland theorized that, instead of a hierarchy of needs that steadily progresses over 

time, it was important to understand the competing nature and “motivational potency of an array 

of distinct and clearly defined needs, including achievement, affiliation, power, and autonomy” 

at any given time (Steers et al., 2004, p. 381). McClelland (1961) initially stressed the 

importance of worker success through achievement, with specific emphasis on one’s own actions 

and abilities, sufficient level of risk and difficulty, and concise feedback.  Later, McClelland 

(1975) revised his theory to acknowledge that motivation can manifest itself in different ways 

that are unique to the individual and their own hierarchy of development.  McClelland (1975) 

also posited that gender was predictive of motivation, citing study results that revealed 

inconsistent drivers of motivation for male and female participants. 

 J. Stacy Adams (1963) presented a theory of social inequity based on Festinger’s (1957) 

theory of cognitive dissonance.  Adams’s research focused on the variables of perceived job 

inputs and job outcomes (Adams, 1963).  Inputs include the factors of “education, intelligence, 

experience, training, skill, seniority, age, sex, ethnic background, social status, and, very 

importantly, the effort he expends on the job” (Adams, 1963, p. 422).  Outcomes are the rewards 

received in exchange for a worker’s inputs, including salary, fringe benefits, job status, intrinsic 

rewards of the job, seniority benefits, and other rewards received by the worker in exchange for 
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their inputs (Adams, 1963).  If the worker receives outcomes that are not perceived to be 

equitable with their inputs, a feeling of inequity can result (Adams, 1963).  Inequity will result in 

tension that is proportional to the degree of inequity, and the tension will drive the perceiver of 

the inequity to reduce it; therefore, inequity will motivate an individual to achieve equity or 

reduce inequity (Adams, 1963).  Early research by Adams focused on wage inequities, including 

his initial 1963 study and the consistent results of a later study completed by Adams and 

Jacobsen (1964) that found alternative modes of dissonance reduction based on adjusting worker 

inputs and outcomes.  The continued diverse utility of Adams’s research was asserted by Miner 

(2005) when he stated, “there can be little doubt that the theory deals with motivational processes 

that relate to large segments of human behavior, not only in the organizational context, but also 

outside it” (p. 150).   

The expectancy theories of Vroom, Porter, and Lawler emerged in the mid-to-late 1960s 

and 1970s time frame.  Expectancy theories have generally distinguished between intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation; however, they have considered the two types of motivation as additive, thus 

giving no real significance to either singularly (Miner, 2002).  A causal relationship between 

expectancy attitudes and motivation is a central tenet of expectancy theory (Lawler & Suttle, 

1973). 

The early work of Lewin (1938) and Tolman (1959) are generally regarded as the sources 

of expectancy theory, but Vroom (1964) is credited with presenting “the first systematic 

formulation of expectancy theory as it related to the workplace” (Steers et al., 2004, p. 382).  

Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory of work and motivation was summarized by Miner (2005) as 

follows: 

Vroom’s theory starts with the idea that people tend to prefer certain goals or outcomes 

over others.  They thus anticipated experiencing feelings of satisfaction should such a 
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preferred outcome be achieved.  The term valance is applied to this feeling about specific 

outcomes.  If there is positive valence, having the outcome is preferred to not having it.  

If negative valance exists, not having the outcome is preferred.  Outcomes may acquire 

valance either in their own right or because they are expected to lead to other outcomes 

that are anticipated sources of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. (p. 97)  

 

The additional variable of expectancy is central to Vroom’s expectancy theory of work and 

motivation since expectancies are combined with valence to produce an individual’s motivation 

for a specific course of action (Miner, 2005).  According to Vroom (1964),  

There are many outcomes that are positively or negatively valent to persons but are not in 

themselves anticipated to be satisfying or dissatisfying.  The strength of a person’s desire 

or aversion for them is based not on their intrinsic properties but on the anticipated 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction associated with other outcomes to which they are expected 

to lead. (p. 18) 

 

In summary, Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory asserts that the attractiveness of a particular task 

and the energy devoted to it is highly dependent upon the extent to which the individual expects 

that accomplishment will result in valued outcomes (Steers et al., 2004).   

 As an application of his expectancy theory, Vroom (1966) studied 49 graduate students in 

the 1964 and 1965 graduating classes at the Carnegie Institute of Technology who were in the 

process of surveying and selecting an employing organization.  The study was designed to 

examine the graduate students’ perceptions of the expected utility of prospective organizations 

for attainment of their career goals.  The students were allowed to evaluate options and then 

make a final organizational choice.  Identical data was gathered from the students before and 

after making their choice of organization.  Study results indicated a “marked and approximately 

linear relationship between the rated attractiveness of an organization and the extent to which it 

is believed to be instrumental to goal attainment” (Vroom, 1966, p. 218).  Additionally, Vroom 

(1966), citing alignment with Festinger’s (1957) theory on post-decision dissonance, indicated 

that the students perceived their chosen organization as more attractive and instrumental to goal 
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attainment post-choice and perceived remaining alternative organizations as less attractive and 

less instrumental to goal attainment post-choice. 

 Porter and Lawler expanded Vroom’s work on expectancy theory in the late 1960s to 

include role clarity and the influence of individual abilities and skills in establishing the 

relationship between job effort and job performance (Steers et al., 2004).  As illustrated in Figure 

1, the expanded work of Porter and Lawler on expectancy theory moved beyond Vroom’s 

emphasis on motivational force to performance as a whole (Lawler & Porter, 1967a; Miner, 

2005).  In their conceptual model, Lawler and Porter (1967a), like Vroom (1966), examined the 

factors that determine the effort an individual puts into the job, including the “attractiveness of 

possible rewards or outcomes to the individual” and the subjective expectancy that rewards 

depend upon effort (p. 125).  However, Lawler and Porter (1967a) asserted that “effort is not 

synonymous with performance” and emphasized the influence of the moderating variables of  

individual abilities and role clarity (p. 129).  Lawler and Porter (1967a) defined performance as 

“the amount of successful role achievement” (p. 131).  Citing Brayfield and Crockett’s (1955) 

and Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell’s (1957) reviews of the literature concerning the 

relationship between job attitudes and job performance, Lawler and Porter (1967a) wrote that 

“research findings prior to 1955 did not show strong positive relationships between job 

satisfaction and morale, on the one hand, and productivity, on the other” (p. 123).  Lawler and 

Porter (1967a) used their conceptual model to study antecedent attitudes, excluding job 

satisfaction, and their relationship to job performance for 154 managers in five diverse 

organizations.  Results of the study indicated a positive relationship between the degree to which 

effective job attitudes is seen as leading to rewards and job performance, with the relative 
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importance of the rewards increasing the relationship.  Study results also indicated that the 

managers’ perceptions of role clarity function as a moderator of performance. 

 

Figure 1.  Diagram of the Lawler and Porter expectancy theory model.  Adapted from Lawler, E. 

E., & Porter, L. W. (1967a). “Antecedent attitudes of effective managerial performance.” 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 2, p. 125. 

 

Lawler and Porter (1967a; 1967b) posited that job satisfaction is only one of many 

important attitudes that affect behavior in the work environment, and, in contrast to much of the 

extant literature at the time, job performance is a driver of job satisfaction.  As illustrated in 

Figure 2, Lawler and Porter (1967b) expanded their conceptual model to reflect job satisfaction 

as a dependent variable in relation to job performance.  They hypothesized that performance 

imperfectly leads to organizationally controlled extrinsic rewards, including salary, promotion, 

status, and job security, and more directly leads to intrinsic rewards that “are subject to fewer 

disturbing influences and thus are likely to be more directly related to good performance” 

(Lawler & Porter, 1967b, p. 24).  Additionally, the moderating variable of perceived equitable 

rewards impacts the attitude of overall job satisfaction, thus giving deference to the “level or 

amount of rewards than an individual feels he should receive as the result of his job 

performance” (Lawler & Porter, 1967, p. 24). 
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Figure 2.  Diagram of the expanded Lawler and Porter expectancy theory model to illustrate the 

relationship between job performance and job satisfaction.  Adapted from Lawler, E. E., & 

Porter, L. W. (1967b). “The effect of performance on job satisfaction.” Industrial Relations: A 

Journal of Economy and Society, 7(1), p. 23. 

 

In a study of 148 middle and lower-level managers in five organizations, Lawler and 

Porter (1967b) confirmed their expanded model.  Using superior and peer performance rankings 

of the managers, study results indicated that job satisfaction correlated significantly with both the 

superior and peer rankings.  Additionally, the researchers found statistically stronger correlations 

between superior and peer performance rankings and satisfaction than between superior and peer 

rankings of effort and satisfaction (Lawler and Porter, 1967b).  

 The goal setting theory of job satisfaction originated in the latter 1960s with the research 

of Edwin Locke and subsequent increasing contributions into the next two decades by Gary 

Latham (Miner, 2005).   Locke (1969) asserted that, despite the growth in the literature with 

respect to job satisfaction, an understanding of the causes of job satisfaction had not advanced at 

the same pace with research efforts.  Locke (1969) distinguished between values and 

expectations and posited that “when values and expectancies are separated experimentally, it is 

found that values rather than expectations determine satisfaction” (p. 320).  Values are ultimately 
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manifested in terms of individual goals, or value standards (Locke, 1969).  According to goal 

setting theory, goals can guide behavior and define individual acceptable performance, and “the 

conscious act of setting a goal also influences how much effort is put into achieving it” (Bess & 

Dee, 2012, p. 297). 

 The central tenet of Locke’s (1969) research on goal setting theory is that value 

achievement drives satisfaction.  Locke emphasized the dynamic character of job values by 

distinguishing between moral values as an individual’s widest, most abstract values and an 

individual’s specific values or goals that are “determined by his abstract values within the limits 

of what is available” (1969, p. 327).  Furthermore, specific values are used for predicting an 

individual’s job satisfaction in the near term while wider values are used for predicting job 

satisfaction in the long run (Locke, 1969).  In other words, specific values determine present 

goals while wider values determine future goals.  In his efforts to further explain the dynamic 

character of job values, Locke (1969) cited Carledge’s (1968) study in which the researcher 

found that individuals who were assigned more challenging end goals set for themselves higher 

interim goals than individuals who were assigned less challenging end goals.  Locke also 

emphasized the importance of value hierarchies and asserted that “attaining and failing to attain a 

more important value produces more satisfaction and more dissatisfaction, respectively, than do 

the same outcomes with respect to a less important value” (1969, p. 329).   

 Goal setting theory was largely dormant during the 1970s, but Latham is credited with 

utilizing his practical business experience during this time to expand Locke’s goal setting 

research, resulting in a revised 1990 theory that infused the concept of self-efficacy (Miner, 

2005).   In their 1990 version of their theory, Locke and Latham explained that goal setting 

theory “is in full agreement, rather than conflict, with expectancy theory regarding the 
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relationship of expectancy to performance. . . Self-efficacy affects goal choice, and both self-

efficacy and personal goals affect performance” (p. 85).  According to Bess and Dee (2012), a 

sense of self-efficacy is present when “a record of achievement of goals of a similar nature will 

generate a positive self-image and will contribute to a person’s motivation to continue to work 

toward the goal” (p. 298).  As illustrated in Figure 3, Locke and Latham’s (1990) goal setting 

theory includes several moderating variables between the expectancy independent variables and 

the motivation/effort dependent variables.    

 

Figure 3.  Locke and Latham’s (1990) goal theory of motivation.  Adapted from Bess, J. L., & 

Dee, J. R. (2012).  Understanding college and university organization.  Sterling, VA: Stylus 

Publishing. 

 

Hackman and Lawler hypothesized a job characteristics theory in 1971 that focused on 

the core characteristics of autonomy, task identity, variety, and feedback as essential to jobs 

designed to engage the higher-order needs of employees (Miner, 2005).  Job characteristics 

theory, as originally posited by Hackman and Lawler in 1971, was based on both Maslow’s need 

hierarchy theory and expectancy theory, and it was considered a further contribution to the 

literature on job enrichment (Miner, 2005).  Hackman and Lawler’s theory on job characteristics 

anticipated higher satisfaction, performance, and attendance would materialize with the presence 

of high levels of each of the core job characteristics (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Miner, 2005).  
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In an initial test of the theory, Hackman and Lawler (1971) studied 208 employees working in 13 

different jobs in an eastern United States telephone company.  The researchers predicted, based 

on employees desiring higher order needs satisfactions, a positive correlation between the four 

core job characteristics and attendance, motivation, performance, and satisfaction (Hackman & 

Lawler, 1971).  In alignment with their expectations, results of the Hackman and Lawler (1971) 

study indicated positive relationships between the core dimensions and the dependent measures 

of motivation, satisfaction, performance, and attendance, prompting the researchers to conclude 

that, “in general, employees with moderately high desires for higher order need satisfaction tend 

to work harder and be more satisfied when they perceive their jobs as being relatively high on 

the four core dimensions” (p. 282).  Lawler, Hackman, and Kaufman (1973) utilized Hackman 

and Lawler’s (1971) theory on job characteristics and conducted a job redesign research study on 

female director assistance operators and their supervisors.  The job redesign consisted of 

increasing the variety and decision making autonomy in the operator’s job (Lawler, Hackman, & 

Kaufman, 1973).  Results of the study were contrary to the researchers’ expectations, with study 

results indicating a negative impact on interpersonal relationships between the operators and 

their supervisors and no change in motivation, job involvement, or growth need satisfaction 

(Lawler et al., 1973). 

 Hackman and Oldham (1976) extended, refined, and systematized the Hackman and 

Lawler (1971) job characteristics theory.  The Hackman and Oldham theory was extended to 

include five core job characteristics with task significance being added as an additional 

contributor to the meaningfulness of the work so as to determine “the degree to which the job has 

a substantial impact on the lives or work of other people—whether in the immediate organization 

or in the external environment” (Hackman & Oldham, 1980, p. 79).  Additionally, Hackman and 
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Oldham revised the theory to include prerequisite knowledge and skills necessary as a moderator 

between the core job characteristics and outcomes (Miner, 2005).  Hackman and Oldham (1976) 

tested their revised theory of job characteristics using data obtained from several hundred 

employees working in highly heterogeneous jobs in multiple organizations.  Results of the study 

provided strong support for the revised conceptual model of job characteristics based on the 

researchers’ assertion that “the basic relationships between the job dimensions and the outcome 

measures. . . were as predicted and generally of substantial magnitude, although correlations 

involving absenteeism and work performance were lower than those for the other outcome 

measures” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 271).  Figure 4 illustrates the Hackman and Oldham 

(1976) revised job characteristics theory.  A subsequent revision to the Hackman and Oldham 

job characteristics theory was made in 1980 in order to make the theory applicable to work 

groups, including the inclusion of two additional core job characteristics, namely task-required 

interdependence and opportunities for social interaction (Miner, 2005). 

 

Figure 4.  Hackman and Oldman’s (1976) job characteristics theory as revised.  Adapted from 

Bess, J. L., & Dee, J. R. (2012).  Understanding college and university organization. Sterling, 

VA:  Stylus Publishing.  
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Herzberg’s Theory as a Theoretical Framework 

 Frederick Herzberg was a psychological researcher who was interested in examining 

employees’ job attitudes, factors associated with the attitudes, and the effects of the attitudes on 

overall work performance (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Herzberg, 1966).  

Herzberg’s prior research on job attitudes and job satisfaction with his associates at 

Psychological Services of Pittsburgh was the initial source of his eventual Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory (Miner, 2005).  Additionally, his background in mental health provided much insight into 

his work on job motivation and satisfaction, including “the idea that mental health is not just the 

obverse of mental illness, but rather a totally separate process” (Miner, 2005, p. 47).  The 1959 

study that produced the Motivator-Hygiene Theory “was designed to test the concept that man 

has two sets of needs: his need as an animal to avoid pain and his need as a human to grow 

psychologically” (Herzberg, 1966, p. 71).  The remaining discussion in this portion of the 

literature review will include an examination of the definition of Herzberg’s Theory, critiques of 

the theory, prior applications of the theory, and justification of the theory as the theoretical 

framework for this study. 

Definition of Herzberg’s Theory 

 Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) referred to job satisfaction as an employee’s 

“over-all attitude toward his job, whether he likes or dislikes it” (p. 5).  Herzberg et al. (1959) 

asserted that “one of the major reasons for measuring morale is to answer the question, ‘What 

does the worker want from his job?’” (p. 6).  The responses to this question assist administration 

with finding ways to motivate workers (Herzberg et al., 1959).  Herzberg et al.’s (1959) theory of 

motivation is predicated on the concept of motivator and hygiene factors.  Herzberg and his 

colleagues utilized critical incident methodology with 200 accountants and engineers in which 
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they asked the study group to identify situations in their careers in which their feelings about 

their jobs “were unquestionably either higher or lower than usual” (Herzberg et al., 1959, p. 14).  

Study results indicated that the variables of achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, 

and advancement primarily influenced the level of job satisfaction while the variables of 

company policy and administration, supervision, salary, interpersonal relations, and working 

conditions primarily influenced the level of job dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 

1966).  The variables primarily affecting job satisfaction were labeled as motivator factors, and 

the variables primarily affecting job dissatisfaction were labeled as hygiene factors, thus 

resulting in Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966).  

Herzberg (1964) provided the following summary of his Motivator-Hygiene Theory: 

The factors involved in producing job satisfaction were separate and distinct from the 

factors that led to job dissatisfaction.  Since separate factors needed to be considered 

depending on whether job satisfaction or dissatisfaction was involved, it followed that the 

two feelings were not the obverse of each other.  The opposite of job satisfaction would 

not be job dissatisfaction, but rather no job satisfaction; and similarly the opposite of job 

dissatisfaction is no job dissatisfaction—not job satisfaction. (p. 3) 

 

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory is illustrated in Figure 5.  It is important to note that the 

motivator and hygiene factors operate on separate continua with a neutral area between them 

representing neither satisfaction nor dissatisfaction.   

Critiques of Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory 

 Several critiques of Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory were found in the literature.  

Ewen (1964) asserted several deficiencies in the critical incident methodology of the Herzberg et 

al. (1959) study that serve to discredit the generality and validity of the research.  The main 

issues identified by Ewen included the use of a narrow range of jobs (only accountants and 

engineers), the use of a single measure of job attitudes (semi-structured interview), the lack of 

validity and reliability data, and the lack of an overall measure of job satisfaction.  Wernimont 
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(1966) cited several studies at that time that did not lend unequivocal support to Herzberg’s 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory, specifically as it related to the sole functions of motivator factors as 

satisfiers and hygiene factors as dissatisfiers as posited by Herzberg et al. (1959).  Hulin and 

Smith (1967) performed a study to test two major implications of Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory, namely (a) job satisfaction is qualitatively different than job dissatisfaction and (b) the 

absence of a job characteristic will not have the opposite effect of the presence of the same 

characteristic.  The results of the Hulin and Smith (1967) study refuted Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

research, with the authors concluding that their motivator and hygiene factors acted as both 

satisfiers and dissatisfiers, and “the analysis of the importance of various job characteristics on 

the way people reacted to different job situations was the same whether the characteristic was 

present or absent” (p. 401). 
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Figure 5.  Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory.  Adapted from Daft, R. L., & Marcic, D.  

(2013).  Understanding management. Mason, OH: South-Western Cengage Learning.  
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Whitsett and Winslow (1967) strongly advocated for the validity of Herzberg’s 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory, and they claimed the lack of study results which support the theory 

was caused by errors in previous researchers’ interpretations and applications of the theory.  

Whitsett and Winslow clarified that overall job satisfaction is a function of the combination of 

levels of satisfaction, primarily influenced by motivator factors, and dissatisfaction, primarily 

influenced by hygiene factors.  They also clarified that, while a neutral area of neither 

satisfaction nor dissatisfaction between the motivator and hygiene factor continua is indicated in 

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory, a neutral feeling of satisfaction is not a tenet of the 

theory.  Furthermore, in contrast to critics’ writings at the time, hygiene factors were not meant 

to be interpreted as not having any impact on overall job satisfaction. 

Behling, Labovitz, and Kosmo (1968) compared and contrasted Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory with several examples of similar critical incident-type studies that 

replicated Herzberg et al.’s (1959) study results as well as more conventional uniscalar 

approaches that did not align with Herzberg et al.’s (1959) research.  Behling et al. cited the 

repeated replication of Herzberg’s research findings using similar critical incident methodology 

and, likewise, the repeated replication of uniscalar results using more structured methods of data 

collection, asserting “the fact that different results are obtained from different techniques is in 

itself extremely important” (1968, p. 107).  Locke (1969) characterized Herzberg’s Motivator-

Hygiene Theory as “a clear failure to grasp the role of values in determining job attitudes” (p. 

30).  Locke (1969) and Wolf (1970) claimed that Herzberg et al. (1959) used flawed 

methodology in their study.  

Cohen (1974) used critical incident methodology similar to Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

research in a higher education setting, and his study on community college faculty job 
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satisfaction supported Herzberg’s two-factor theory of job satisfaction.  Hackman and Oldham 

(1976) gave credit to Herzberg’s Motivator Hygiene Theory in terms of the subsequent research 

that it prompted, but criticized the theory in three main points: (a) subsequent research was 

unable to provide empirical support for the motivator and hygiene tenets of the theory, (b) no 

consideration exists in the theory for differences in responsiveness to enriched jobs; and (c) no 

indication in the theory for measurement of the presence or absence of motivating factors for 

existing jobs thereby limiting the usefulness of the theory for diagnosing jobs before changes or 

after job redesign activities have been completed.  Maidani (1991) performed a study to test 

Herzberg et al.’s theory of job satisfaction using survey methodology in lieu of the critical 

incident methodology used in the original 1959 study.  The study used Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

intrinsic (motivator) and extrinsic (hygiene) factors and compared the job satisfaction of public 

sector and private sector accountants and engineers.  The results of the Maidani (1991) study 

concluded that (a) the satisfied employees valued motivator factors significantly more than the 

dissatisfied employees, (b) public sector employees valued hygiene factors significantly more 

than private sector employees, and (c) both motivator and hygiene factors were sources of 

satisfaction for public and private sector employees alike. 

Locke and Latham (2004) further criticized Herzberg et al.’s (1959) methodology when 

they stated, 

A major reason Herzberg used his mentor Flanagan’s (1954) critical incident technique to 

collect data was to avoid the problems associated with asking people to introspect in 

order to answer such abstract questions.  Rather, he used very specific questions, such as 

the following: ‘Tell me a time when you were very satisfied with your job.’ ‘What were 

the events and conditions that led up to it?’ What is still needed is the discovery of how to 

get from such specific questions to accurate, broad abstractions such as overall job 

satisfaction ratings. (pp. 397-398) 
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Prior Applications of Herzberg’s Theory 

 A study conducted by Rosenfeld and Zdep in 1971 used the underlying premise of 

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory to identify the characteristics of intrinsically and 

extrinsically oriented employees.  Couger (1988) replicated a 1977 study on job satisfaction for 

the information systems profession using Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory.  Couger’s 

(1988) study indicated that the top three motivational factors for employees in the information 

systems sector were the work itself, achievement, and advancement.  Couger’s study results 

validated these three factors as key motivators and significant contributors to management’s 

efforts with job enlargement and job enrichment. 

Chandra, Cooper, Cornick, and Malone (2011) examined the concerns of accounting 

educators in order to promote improved performance for both accounting educators and 

accounting departments as a whole.  Using Herzberg et al.’s (1959) Motivator-Hygiene theory as 

the theoretical framework for the study, the researchers developed a questionnaire that inquired 

about accounting educators’ concerns with categories of factors corresponding to Herzberg et 

al.’s motivator and hygiene factors.  After pilot testing the questionnaire with 25 accounting 

educators, Chandra et al. (2011) sent the questionnaire to a random sample of 500 accounting 

educators listed in the 2008 version of James Hasselback’s Accounting Faculty Directory.  The 

study yielded 209 participant responses (40% response rate) with the following selected 

individual and organizational demographics: (a) 80% of respondents were male and 20% female, 

(b) 70% of respondents possessed either the Ph.D. or DBA as their terminal degree, (c) 72% of 

the respondents’ schools of business were accredited by the AACSB, (d) 40% of the 

respondents’ schools had separate accounting program accreditation by the AACSB, and (e) 

approximately 26% of respondents’ business schools granted doctoral degrees in accounting.   
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 For the human relations category of hygiene factors, the greatest concern of respondents 

was their understanding expectations of administrators and supervisors, with male accounting 

educators expressing statistically significant more concern than female educators.  With respect 

to the personal concerns category of hygiene factors, time demands was the greatest concern of 

educators.  Female faculty and faculty teaching at doctoral granting institutions expressed 

significantly more concern with the time demands factor.  Accepting the school’s philosophy and 

objectives concerning teaching, research, and service and salary were the second and third 

greatest concerns of respondents, respectively, but no significant differences existed in the means 

for gender, length of service (less or more than 10 years), doctoral status (doctoral or non-

doctoral), and accreditation status (accredited or non-accredited).  For the conditions of work 

hygiene factor, acquiring up-to-date equipment was reported as the area of most concern for 

respondents, with female faculty and faculty teaching in non-doctoral granting programs 

expressing significantly more concern.  With respect to faculty respondents’ concerns with their 

performance in the classroom (motivator factor), the top three concerns among faculty were (1) 

developing students’ good work and study habits, (2) giving students a share in planning 

objectives and learning activities, and (3) stimulating critical thinking.  Female faculty members 

were significantly more concerned with these factors than their male counterparts.  

Individualizing instruction was significantly more of a performance concern for faculty teaching 

at doctoral-granting institutions.  The final category of the questionnaire targeted professional 

growth and included both motivator and hygiene factors.  Faculty respondents were most 

concerned with change in research requirements toward academic journals (motivator factor), 

including male faculty expressing significantly more concern than female faculty.  Faculty 

respondents were the second most concerned with opportunities for democratic decision making 
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on school policies and practices (hygiene factor), with female faculty expressing more concern 

on this factor than male faculty.  Finally, faculty respondents’ third highest level of concern with 

respect to professional growth was with the issue of change in promotion and tenure 

requirements (motivator factor), including female faculty who were significantly more concerned 

than male faculty with this factor. 

 The Chandra et al. (2011) study contributed to the literature by utilizing Herzberg’s 

motivator-hygiene theory specifically with accounting educators in higher education.  The study 

results indicated faculty members’ primary concerns were with the factors of clarity of 

expectations of administrators and supervisors, time demands, classroom equipment refreshes, 

facilitating good student work and study habits, and professional growth, specifically with 

respect to the issues of the adequacy and quality of scholarly research and gaining tenure.  The 

study was also consistent with Herzberg et al.’s (1959) research in that, while salary was an 

important hygiene factor, it was not found to be a motivating factor for faculty participants in the 

study.  Chandra et al. (2011) emphasized the need for administrators to address both motivator 

and hygiene factors in their efforts to facilitate successful accounting faculty and accounting 

departments in their schools of business. 

 Islam and Ali (2013) conducted a study on the applicability of Herzberg’s motivation-

hygiene theory on private university professors in the Pakistani district of Peshawar.  The 

researchers developed and used a job satisfaction questionnaire based on Herzberg et al.’s (1959) 

motivator and hygiene factors affecting employees’ levels of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, 

respectively.  Percentage and frequency analysis were used by the researchers to confirm or 

reject each of the motivator factors (satisfiers) and hygiene factors (dissatisfiers) factors as 

posited by Herzberg et al. (1959).  The Islam and Ali (2013) study results confirmed the 
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motivator factors of achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and advancement as 

factors affecting job satisfaction for the private university faculty respondents.  For the motivator 

factor of growth, study results were slightly contradictory with Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory as a majority of respondents (50.4%) indicated dissatisfaction with this factor while 

49.6% of respondents indicated neutrality (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied) or satisfaction.  As a 

whole, a majority (68.6%) of faculty participants indicated job satisfaction ranging from 

neutrality to overall satisfaction with the motivation factors.  The study results for the hygiene 

factors were largely contradictory with Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory as the factors 

primarily affecting levels of employee dissatisfaction.  For the hygiene factors of supervision, 

relation with supervisor, work conditions, and relations with co-workers, faculty participants 

indicated relatively greater levels of overall satisfaction.  In alignment with Herzberg’s 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory, faculty participants indicated relatively greater levels of job 

dissatisfaction as it related to the hygiene factors of organizational policy and salary.  As a 

whole, a majority (52.1%) of faculty respondents indicated overall satisfaction with respect to 

the hygiene factors while 47.9% indicated the hygiene factors as drivers of no satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction (neutrality) or overall dissatisfaction.  Islam and Ali (2013) posited that the 

contradiction of the study results as it related to Herzberg et al.’s (1959) research on the hygiene 

factors was most likely driven by both the private university sector study population used for the 

study and the socio-cultural differences inherent with the Pakistani location of the study. 

 Iiacqua, Schumacher, and Li (1995) surveyed faculty members of an independent private 

business college.  Their survey was designed with a twofold purpose: (1) to examine the 

relationship between demographic factors and job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction and (2) to 

investigate the validity of Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory while examining the “intrinsic, 
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extrinsic, or neutral aspects of a faculty member’s job” (Iiacqua, Schumacher, & Li, 1995, p. 53).  

Results of the study indicated no significant differences in job satisfaction for the demographic 

variables of gender, tenure, academic rank, highest degree held, teaching discipline, years 

teaching, and age; however, significant differences in job dissatisfaction for the demographic 

variables of tenure, academic rank, years teaching, and age were revealed by the study.  They 

concluded that senior faculty members were less dissatisfied, as indicated by the study results 

with respect to the demographic variables of tenure, academic rank, years teaching, and age.  

Study results indicated statistically significant correlations between job satisfaction and each of 

the 14 intrinsic, extrinsic, and neutral variables.  The results of the Iiacqua et al. (1995) study 

also largely confirmed Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory based on correlation results 

between job satisfaction and dissatisfaction and the intrinsic and extrinsic variables used in the 

study.  The results of the Iiacqua et al. study in 1995 also confirmed the results of a prior study 

conducted by Rosenfeld and Zdep (1971) in which the researchers posited that “some variables 

cannot be classified as exclusively intrinsic or extrinsic” (p. 59).   

 A study conducted by Smerek and Peterson in 2007 utilized Herzberg’s Motivator-

Hygiene Theory in a non-academic higher education context.  The researchers surveyed 

employees in the business operations division of a large public research university.  A conceptual 

model was developed by Smerek and Peterson in order to examine “relationships between an 

employee’s personal characteristics, job characteristics, perceived work environment, and job 

satisfaction” (2007, p. 241).  Study results indicated higher overall importance of the perceived 

work environment variables (aligned with Herzberg’s motivator and hygiene factors) in 

predicting job satisfaction, as compared to personal characteristics (gender, minority status, age, 

and length of service) or job characteristics (work unit and union status).  With respect to 
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personal characteristics and job characteristics, age was found to be the strongest predictor of job 

satisfaction.  The motivator factor of the work itself had the strongest predictive power of job 

satisfaction among all of the work environment variables.  A clear delineation of job satisfaction 

predictors as posited by Herzberg et al.’s (1959) research on Motivator-Hygiene Theory was not 

replicated in the Smerek and Peterson (2007) study.  Smerek and Peterson (2007) challenged the 

simplicity and generality of Herzberg’s duality theory in their application of the theory in their 

study context, citing Kalleberg’s (1977) more complex theory of job satisfaction as perhaps a 

more accurate theoretical model albeit with the sacrifice of simplicity.  An important distinction 

between critical incident methodology, as used by Herzberg et al. (1959), and uniscalar survey 

methodology, as used in the study, was asserted by Smerek and Peterson, concluding that “taking 

a theory that describes ‘events’ that are motivating or dissatisfying and applying it to the ‘stable 

attitude’ of job satisfaction has dubious worth” (2007, p. 249).   

Whittaker (2015) studied 187 exempt financial affairs staff employees at a large, public, 

research-intensive institution of higher education.  Using Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman’s 

(1959) Motivator-Hygiene Theory, the researcher conducted a survey-based study that explored 

which factors were associated with overall job satisfaction.  Whittaker (2015) adapted a survey 

instrument designed and validated by Smerek and Peterson (2007).  The study utilized four 

constructs, including personal characteristics, job characteristics, an overall job satisfaction 

index, and the perceived work environment consisting of seven motivator factors and six hygiene 

factors approximate to Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory. 

Major findings of the Whittaker (2015) study included the following: (a) no statistically 

significant differences in perceptions of job satisfaction, motivator factors, and hygiene factors 

with respect to gender; (b) no statistically significant differences in financial affairs staff 
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perceptions of job satisfaction with respect to age, supervisory status, professional certification, 

and years in the department; (c) no statistically significant differences in staff perceptions of 

motivator and hygiene factors with respect to professional certification; (d) no significant 

differences in staff perceptions of hygiene factors based on years in the department; (e) a 

statistically significant increase in perceptions of the motivator factor of the work itself for staff 

members in the 41 to 50 years age ranges as compared to the 19 to 30 years age range; (f) 

statistically higher perceptions of the motivator factors of the work itself, opportunities for 

advancement, professional growth opportunities, and responsibility and the hygiene factors of 

effective senior management, satisfaction with salary, and good relationships with co-workers 

for staff members with supervisory responsibilities; (g) no statistically significant differences in 

perceptions of motivator and hygiene factors with respect to professional certification status; and 

(h) strong or very strong and positive relationships for each of the motivator and hygiene factors 

with overall job satisfaction. 

Justification of Herzberg’s Theory as the Framework for this Study 

 The various theories of motivation and job satisfaction examined in this study were 

considered as the basis for the theoretical framework of this study.  Prior job satisfaction studies 

of higher education faculty, as reviewed earlier, have utilized various theories to examine faculty 

job satisfaction and motivation.  However, the use of Herzberg’s theory for purposes of this 

study is justified based on (1) the focus of theory, (2) the context of the origination of the theory, 

and (3) the pragmatism of the theory.  Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory seems to be more 

clearly focused on the singular concept of job satisfaction, or “the way people feel about their 

jobs,” as compared to other theories reviewed by the researcher in this study (Herzberg, 1966, p. 

vii).  Additionally, Herzberg’s focus on job satisfaction through the study of human subjects in 
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the business and industry sector lends additional credence to the utilization of his theory for 

purposes of this study.  Herzberg’s subsequent extensive work with management programs in the 

United States and Europe after the initial motivator-hygiene theory was published in 1959 helped 

to firmly establish the theory as credible and very applicable to real world situations (Herzberg, 

1966).  In the preface to his third work in a series on job attitudes, Herzberg (1966) asserted the 

following: 

If ever the marriage between academic research and practical experience bore fruit, it did 

so in these excursions to address business groups.  Management discovered that the 

behavioral scientists were asking questions that concerned them from both the business 

and human aspects; and the behavioral scientists came to recognize the data as applying 

to human beings rather than to abstract criteria of functioning beings.  In this meshing of 

managers and behavioral scientists, the scientists became aware of their presumption in 

promising to industry benefits that managers themselves could achieve infinitely better.  

(p. viii) 

 

While any of the other various theories reviewed in this study could have been used as the 

theoretical framework for this study, the researcher considers the focus, original context, and 

pragmatic nature of Herzberg’s theory to be more appropriately aligned to the current study of 

job satisfaction for first career and second career business academics.  

Synthesis of the Literature 

 The job satisfaction literature is fairly consistent with respect to (a) higher overall job 

satisfaction for male faculty than female faculty, (b) higher overall job satisfaction for tenured 

faculty, (c) an inverse relationship with overall job satisfaction and faculty intent to leave, (d) the 

importance of faculty worklife quality as it relates to overall job satisfaction, (e) the 

concentration of female faculty at the lower ranks of instructor and assistant professor and male 

faculty at the higher ranks of associate and full professor, (f) lower compensation for female 

faculty, and (g) lower overall job satisfaction for less experienced faculty with workloads 

concentrated in the area of undergraduate teaching and service as opposed to higher overall job 
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satisfaction for faculty with workloads concentrated in graduate-level teaching and research.  

Herzberg’s theory of intrinsic motivators related to satisfaction with the content of the job and 

extrinsic hygiene factors related to levels of dissatisfaction with the context of the job were 

continuously noted during the review of faculty job satisfaction studies.  Tenure, rank, and salary 

are contextual, or hygiene, factors that were consistently noted as primarily impacting job 

dissatisfaction.  Content, or motivator, factors, including the work itself and preference of 

autonomy, were consistently noted as factors primarily influencing job satisfaction.  

 The challenges of transitioning to a second career in the academy as a faculty member 

include cultural change, formation of a new professional identity, the development of new 

interpersonal relationships, and the availability of effective mentoring programs.  These 

challenges are hygiene factors that impact the contextual element of job satisfaction.  The factor 

of the work itself, a motivator factor, for transitioned second career faculty was seen as a primary 

driver of making the decision to transition to a second career in the academy and the motivator 

factor subsequently primarily affecting job satisfaction.   

 The need-based theories of Maslow, McClelland, and Herzberg provided insight into the 

forces emanating from within employees and the resulting tensions that are created when the 

needs go unmet (Bess & Dee, 2012).  Later, the process-based theories of Vroom, Porter, 

Lawler, Adams, Locke, Latham, Hackman, Lawler, and Oldham provided insight into the 

cognitive processes that drive motivation (Bess & Dee, 2012).  Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory has been used in several organizational settings with mixed results.  The dichotomy of 

motivator and hygiene factors for affecting levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, respectively, 

and Herzberg et al.’s (1959) research methodology are often used as the major criticisms against 

Herzberg’s theory.  However, it is important to consider, as Smerek and Peterson (2007) 
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indicated, the simplicity of Herzberg’s theory as compared to the complexity and resulting loss 

of simplicity of other theories and the context of the study.   

The Gap in the Literature 

 As previously stated in the introduction to this study, the literature is not as replete on job 

satisfaction of higher education second career faculty as compared to studies of traditional path, 

first career faculty.  As a result, the literature is likewise significantly lacking with respect to 

comparisons of the experiences and job satisfaction of full-time first career and second career 

college and university faculty.  As the literature review for this study also indicates, the higher 

education business faculty sector is experiencing a shift in composition to increasingly more 

second career faculty as senior faculty retire and are being succeeded by established business 

professionals who choose to transition to the academy in a faculty role as a second or subsequent 

career.  Therefore, taken together, this study fills a substantive void in the literature with respect 

to the job satisfaction of second career business faculty and a comparison of first career and 

second career business faculty members’ perceptions of factors affecting their job satisfaction.  

Figure 6 depicts the gap in the literature described in this study. 

 
 

Figure 6.  Venn diagram depicting the prominence of the job satisfaction literature for traditional 

path, first career higher education faculty and the lack thereof for second career faculty. 
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the Herzberg motivator and hygiene 

factors that contribute to the level of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, respectively, of first 

career and second career higher education faculty teaching in business schools of colleges and 

universities accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on 

Colleges (SACSCOC).  The data gathered through the completion of this study can inform 

higher education administrators of business programs about what faculty members perceive to be 

the significant factors contributing to their overall job satisfaction and resulting motivation to 

fulfill their job responsibilities.  

This chapter outlines the methods that were used in the study, including a statement of 

and rationale for the overall research approach, the research design, the intent of the study and 

research questions, site selection and rationale, subject selection and rationale, instrumentation 

and data collection, data analysis techniques, data confidentiality and security, and researcher 

positionality. 

Statement of and Rationale for Overall Research Approach 

 The researcher possesses a postpositivist worldview and utilized this paradigm to shape 

this research study.  The postpositivist worldview is characterized by determination, 

reductionism, empirical observation and measurement, and theory verification (Creswell, 2009; 
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Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  Postpositivists “hold a deterministic philosophy in which causes 

probably determine effects or outcomes” (Creswell, 2009, p. 7).   

The postpostivist worldview “is sometimes called the scientific method or doing science 

research” and “it is also called positivist/postpositivist research, empirical science, and 

postpositivism” (Creswell, 2009, p. 6).  Postpositivism is a revised form of positivism that 

addresses several criticisms of the quantitative, or statistical, method of research while 

maintaining an emphasis on quantitative methods (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  Postpositivism 

is defined by the following five elements and implications for practice:  (a) ontology – singular 

reality, (b) epistemology – distance and impartiality, (c) axiology – unbiased, (d) methodology – 

deductive, and (e) rhetoric – formal style (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  Postpositivists utilize 

the scientific method to research by beginning with a theory, collecting data that either supports 

or refutes the theory, and then making necessary adjustments before additional tests are 

conducted (Creswell, 2009).  Hatch (2002) asserted “positivism treats reality as being 

componential, that is, consisting of components that can be taken apart for study, separately 

verified, then put back together again” (p. 12).   

 The postpositivist worldview has dominated the traditional form of research, and the 

elements of this worldview are more consistent with quantitative research than qualitative 

research (Creswell, 2009).  According to Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), “the dominant and 

relatively unquestioned methodological orientation in the social and behavioral sciences for 

much of the 20th century was QUAN [quantitative methods] and its associated 

postpositivist/positivist paradigm” (p. 5).  Quantitative research methodologies primarily consist 

of experimental designs and non-experimental designs, including the use of survey instruments, 
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observations, and quantifiable records as rigorous forms of data collection (Creswell, 2009; 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).    

Research Design 

 Creswell (2009) asserted that “the knowledge that develops through a postpositivist lens 

is based on careful observation and measurement of the objective reality that exists ‘out there’ in 

the world” (p. 7).  Survey research is a type of specific strategy of inquiry, or research method, 

that affords a quantitative description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying 

a sample of that population (Creswell, 2009).  But, “if the problem calls for (a) the identification 

of factors that influence an outcome, (b) the utility of an intervention, or (c) understanding the 

best predictors of outcomes, then a quantitative approach is best” (Creswell, 2009, p. 18).   

Therefore, given the postpositivist worldview possessed by the researcher, the intended 

social science research into the factors affecting job satisfaction for first career and second career 

business faculty, and the desired generalization from a sample to a population using inferential 

statistical analyses, a quantitative non-experimental survey-based design was the research 

method for purposes of data collection and analysis for this study.  The researcher used a 

contextually modified version of Whittaker’s (2015) survey instrument, which was an adapted 

version of Smerek and Peterson’s (2007) developed and validated 75-question, 10-point Likert 

scale survey that converged into 13 motivator and hygiene factors.  Using Herzberg et al.’s 

(1959) duality theory of job satisfaction, the original Smerek and Peterson (2007) survey 

instrument was developed by the researchers to examine job satisfaction of business operations 

personnel at a large public research university.  Whittaker’s (2015) version of the Smerek and 

Peterson (2007) survey instrument was adapted for use with her dissertation study examining the 

job satisfaction of exempt financial affairs employees in a public research university.  This study 
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utilized data collected at one point in time, thus making the study a cross-sectional study, as 

opposed to a longitudinal study which utilizes data collected over time (Creswell, 2009).  This 

study utilized descriptive and inferential statistical analyses in interpreting the data collected 

from the survey. 

Intent of Study and Research Questions 

 The intent of this study was to identify and compare the factors related to job satisfaction 

for first career and second career business academics teaching in business school programs 

accredited at the university level by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) and at the programmatic level by either the Association to 

Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) or the Accreditation Council for Business 

Schools and Programs (ACBSP).  Utilizing Herzberg et al.’s (1959) two-factor theory as a 

theoretical framework, the following research questions guided the study: 

1. How important are the various factors related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction 

for first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation 

region; 

2. What differences in perception of factors leading to job satisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 

3. What differences in perception of factors leading to job dissatisfaction exist among 

first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 

4. What is the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region; 
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5. Is there a difference in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career 

business faculty considering business school accreditation agency; and 

6. What combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene 

factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

Site Selection and Rationale 

 Public, not-for-profit colleges and universities classified by the Carnegie classification 

system as master’s colleges and universities which are located in the southern region of the 

United States and whose regional institutional-level accreditation is from the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) was the primary 

focus of this study.  The states included in the SACSCOC accreditation region, and, by 

extension, included in this study were Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.  As a further 

delimiting factor, this study included only those SACSCOC-accredited institutions of higher 

education which contain business school programs that have also been, as a whole, discipline 

specifically accredited by either the Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs 

(ACBSP) or the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB).  Both of 

these accreditation agencies require business schools to comply with established standards and 

criteria to ensure quality performance and continuous improvement.  Generally speaking, 

ACBSP accredited business programs are located at teaching-oriented institutions while AACSB 

accredited business programs are located at research-oriented institutions. 

 The site selection list of participating institutions was identified through a two-step 

process.  First, an online query was run at the National Center for Education Statistics’ Internet 
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website (nces.ed.gov) using the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for 

institutions that matched the following criteria: (a) 2014-2015 profile data; (b) public control; (c) 

states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia; and (d) Carnegie classification of master’s colleges 

and universities.  Second, the initial list of institutions was cross referenced with institutional 

membership lists from both business program accreditation agencies being utilized in this study, 

the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) and Accreditation Council 

for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP).  Institutions on the initial site selection list which 

also possessed either AACSB or ACBSP business program accreditation were included in the 

final list of institutions meeting the site selection criteria for this study.  Institutions whose 

business programs were not accredited by either of these business program accreditation 

agencies were removed from the site selection list.  A total of 74 colleges and universities were 

initially identified as having met the site selection criteria for this study.  A closer review of the 

initial list of colleges and universities revealed that one institution was listed twice with two 

different campus locations.  The list was subsequently revised to a total of 73 unique colleges 

and universities comprising the eventual site selection list.  The final site selection list included 

62 (85%) AACSB accredited institutions and 11 (15%) ACBSP accredited institutions.  The list 

of these institutions is provided in Appendix C.  

The primary reason for selecting public, not-for-profit institutions is due to the similar 

governance, organizational, and funding structures of these particular institutions of higher 

education.  By selecting institutions which have been primarily accredited by the same regional 

accreditation agency, commonality among institutions can also be achieved.  This commonality 

includes, but is not limited to, certain fundamental operating aspects of the institutions, including 
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the eligibility of the institutions to receive federal funds from the United States Department of 

Education via Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965, which provides student financial aid 

assistance, and a commitment to fulfill the central tenet of quality enhancement of the 

SACSCOC accreditation philosophy, which “presumes each member institution to be engaged in 

an ongoing program of improvement and be able to demonstrate how well it fulfills its stated 

mission” (Southern Association, 2009, p. 2).  Additionally, delimiting the study to business 

programs that have been discipline-accredited by either AACSB or ACBSP provided an 

additional layer of commonality for this study through the presumed adherence to additional 

business discipline-specific quality standards and criteria. 

Subject Selection and Rationale 

 The subjects selected for potential participation in this study were faculty employees 

employed at the 73 colleges and universities included in the site selection list.  The subjects for 

this study included full-time tenured, tenure track, and non-tenure track business faculty 

currently teaching in AACSB or ACBSP accredited business programs at colleges and 

universities located in the southern United States and regionally accredited by SACSCOC.  For 

purposes of this study, adjunct and part-time faculty were excluded.  Full-time tenured, tenure 

track, and non-tenure track faculty teaching in various business disciplines in this region were 

desired by the researcher so that a pure comparison of job satisfaction for full-time business 

academics could be achieved.  While having differences in their roles with respect to the nature 

of and time spent on teaching responsibilities, research expectations, and service activities, full-

time tenured, tenure track, and non-tenure track faculty were desired by the researcher to gain an 

overall contextually consistent comparison of the differences in factors affecting job satisfaction, 

if any, for full-time first career and second career business faculty.  By including only full-time 
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business faculty, the researcher’s intention was to include faculty whose primary job 

responsibilities are now chiefly aligned with those of a full-time academic, including teaching, 

research, and service, and whose current career experiences are holistically similar, whether they 

are traditional first career academics or business professionals who have transitioned to the 

academy as second career full-time faculty members.  Additionally, the inclusion of full-time 

non-tenure track faculty should provide much insight into this growing type of faculty 

appointment in institutions of higher education.   

In a two-step process, the researcher created a faculty population database of potential 

study participants.  First, the researcher initially approximated a total of 3,112 potential faculty 

study participants by reviewing 2014-2015 member profile data for each of the 62 AACSB 

accredited programs at the accreditation agency’s Internet website (http://www.aacsb.edu/) and 

retrieving the most recent ACBSP institutional faculty profile information directly from the 

accreditation agency for each of the 11 ACBSP accredited programs itself since faculty 

employment information was not available online as part of ACBSP member profile data.  

Second, the researcher created a faculty population database of email addresses in Microsoft 

Excel® software by visiting the Internet website for each of the 73 institutions of higher 

education included in the site selection list and extracting current full-time business faculty email 

addresses from each institution’s online faculty profile information.  The final business faculty 

population database created by the researcher in Microsoft Excel® was comprised of 3,177 email 

addresses for potential faculty study participants.  The final subject list of 3,177 potential faculty 

participants was slightly different from the initial summary estimate of 3,112 potential faculty 

study participants, which was expected and most likely caused by inherent and usual staffing 

fluctuations and programmatic changes as well as the availability of more up-to-date online 
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faculty profile information as compared to the AACSB and ACBSP member profile data used for 

initial estimation purposes. As the researcher was developing the population database, no 

discernment was made between full-time faculty with and without supervisory responsibilities, 

such as department chairs, deans, etc.  The researcher invited for participation in the survey the 

entire population as identified and compiled in the faculty email database. 

Instrumentation and Data Collection 

 An online survey was the instrument used to gather data for this study.  An email 

invitation including a description of the study, a file attachment containing the informed consent 

language, and a survey link to participate in the online survey in Qualtrics® was initially sent to 

prospective faculty participants identified as the study population.  The survey was open for 30 

days with one follow-up email reminder sent to prospective faculty participants 14 days after the 

initial email invitation.  Survey access was disabled after 30 days.  This study utilized completed 

surveys only.  Incomplete survey responses were eliminated from the data set.  

 The researcher desired to complete a quality research study.  Validity and reliability are 

inherently necessary in survey-based research.  According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), 

“quantitative validity means that the scores received from participants are meaningful indicators 

of the construct being measured. . . Quantitative reliability means that scores received from 

participants are consistent and stable over time” (pp. 210-211).  A primary source of quality 

assurance for this study was through the use of Smerek and Peterson’s (2007) extant job 

satisfaction survey instrument.  Smerek and Peterson (2007) developed and validated the survey 

instrument for use in their study of job satisfaction of business operations employees at a large, 

public research university.  Smerek and Peterson’s (2007) survey instrument was comprised of 

six demographic questions pertaining to gender, race, age, length of service, union affiliation, 



 93 

and department.  The Smerek and Peterson (2007) survey also included 75 questions converging 

into 13 factors that were approximate to Herzberg’s work environment dimensions.  A 10-point 

Likert scale was used to rank the participants’ responses from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (10).   

 Whittaker (2015) adapted the Smerek and Peterson (2007) study survey for use in her 

study to better understand the perceptions of factors leading to job satisfaction for exempt 

financial staff employees working at a research intensive doctoral institution of higher education.  

Whittaker’s (2015) survey was comprised of a total of 81 questions.  Six questions were related 

to the demographic items of gender, age, supervisory status, professional certifications, number 

of years of experience in financial affairs at the institution, and total number of years of service 

at the institution.  Whittaker (2015) removed the Smerek and Peterson (2007) demographic 

survey questions related to race, department, and union affiliation in order to protect the 

anonymity of participants.  The remaining 75 questions in the Whittaker (2015) study were 

adapted from Smerek and Peterson’s (2007) survey instrument that converged into 13 factors 

that were approximate to Herzberg’s work environment dimensions.  

The researcher obtained approval from the authors of the Smerek and Peterson (2007) 

and Whittaker (2015) studies (see Appendix A) to adapt the survey instrument for use in this 

study.  The researcher ultimately adapted the Whittaker (2015) version of the survey instrument 

and modified her version of the instrument only as it related to faculty-specific demographics 

and context for purposes of this study.  The adapted version of the survey instrument for this 

study contained a total of 87 questions.  A copy of the survey instrument, including informed 

consent language, is located in Appendix B. 
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The survey used in this study contained questions to collect basic demographic data from 

the participants, including gender, age, career status as a faculty member, rank, tenure status, 

education, total years of full-time teaching experience, total years of full-time professional 

business experience, business program accreditation agency, primary teaching discipline, 

teaching venue, and annual teaching load.  The demographic questions in Smerek and Peterson’s 

(2007) survey related to race, department, and union affiliation were not included in the survey 

for this study given the context of the study and the researcher’s desire to minimize the total 

number of questions in the survey.  Being mindful of the need to preserve the validity and 

reliability of the original Smerek and Peterson (2007) instrument, Whittaker (2015) slightly 

modified the wording of three questions related to the construct of overall job satisfaction.  For 

purposes of this study, the researcher contextually modified one of the three Whittaker (2015) 

survey questions related to the construct of overall job satisfaction.  Table 1 contains a summary 

comparison of the original and revised question wording from the Smerek and Peterson (2007) 

study, the Whittaker (2015) study, and this study. 

Table 1 

Modified Survey Questions 
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In order to use an extant instrument, the researcher should “describe the established 

validity and reliability of scores obtained from the past use of the instrument” (Creswell, 2009, p. 

149).  Content validity, predictive or concurrent validity, and construct validity are the three 

traditional forms of validity the researcher should seek to obtain from the past use of an 

instrument (Creswell, 2009).  For purposes of content and construct validity, Smerek and 

Peterson (2007) reported the use of principle component analysis and factor loadings, resulting in 

75 questions converging into 13 factors that were approximate to Herzberg’s work environment 

dimensions and one job satisfaction index.  According to Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007), 

“the Cronbach alpha provides a coefficient of inter-item correlations, that is, the correlation of 

each item with the sum of all the other relevant items . . .” (p. 148).  Accordingly, Smerek and 

Peterson (2007) utilized the Cronbach alpha to test the reliability for each of the 13 perceived 

work environment factors and reported scores that ranged from 0.76 to 0.97, with an average 

reliability of 0.89.  Generally, a minimum Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7 to 0.8 is desired for 

purposes of evaluating instrument reliability (Field, 2013).  Smerek and Peterson (2007) also 

reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 for the dependent variable of job satisfaction.  Likewise, 

Whittaker (2015) calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and performed factor analysis in her 

use of the factors derived from the Smerek and Peterson (2007) study.  Whittaker (2015) found 

similar Cronbach alpha coefficient results in her study for the job satisfaction index (.90) as well 

as for the motivator and hygiene factors, with an average reliability of .90 based on individual 

scores ranging from .81 to .98.  Factor loading analysis by Whittaker (2015) indicated 

differences in factor loadings as compared to Smerek and Peterson (2007) but acceptable for 

completing her study analysis.  For this study, a principal axis factor analysis with Varimax 

rotation was conducted on the 75 survey items making up the job satisfaction index and 
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motivator and hygiene factors.  The factor analysis resulted in the survey items principally 

loading on a total of 14 factors, which is in alignment with the Smerek and Peterson (2007) and 

Whittaker (2015) studies.  Also, the researcher evaluated reliability of the 14 factors for this 

study using Cronbach’s alpha and found acceptable coefficients for the job satisfaction index 

(0.89) and an average reliability score of 0.86 for the motivator and hygiene factors based on 

individual scores ranging from 0.75 to 0.93.  Table 2 maps the survey item numbers to the 

constructs that were used in this study.   

Additionally, the researcher conducted a pilot study of the survey instrument used in this 

study.  Pilot testing of a survey instrument “can give the researcher a good sense of how 

respondents experience the survey” (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014, p. 343).  A total of 17 

full-time first career and second career business faculty at the researcher’s employing institution 

(not part of this study) participated in the pilot study of the survey instrument.  The pilot test 

participants had generally similar demographic and employment characteristics to the  

participants in the actual study.  The intent of the pilot test was to elicit feedback to the 

researcher regarding the clarity of survey items, the clarity of the instructions and informed  

consent information provided in the survey instrument, the ease or difficulty of use of the online 

survey interface, as well as reaction to the overall study instrument.  Overall favorable feedback 

was received from the pilot test participants, and no changes were made to the survey instrument 

prior to release to the actual study participants.   

Similar to the Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015) studies, four constructs 

were used in this study as follows: (1) personal characteristics, (2) job characteristics, (3) job 

satisfaction, and (4) perceived work environment.  Personal characteristics were identified using 

the following variables: gender, age, first career or second career, level of education, number of 
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years of full-time teaching experience, and number of years of full-time professional business 

experience.  Job characteristics variables included academic rank, tenure status, business school 

accreditation agency, primary teaching discipline, teaching venue, and annual teaching load.   

Table 2 

Mapping of Constructs and Related Survey Items 

Construct Name Item Number Data Type 

Personal Characteristics   

   Gender 1 Dichotomous 

   Age 2 Categorical 

   First career or second career 3 Dichotomous 

   Education level 6 Categorical 

   Number of years full-time teaching experience 7 Categorical 

   Number of years full-time business experience 8 Categorical 

Job Characteristics 

 

  

   Academic rank 4 Categorical 

   Tenure status 5 Categorical 

   Business school accreditation agency 9 Dichotomous 

   Primary teaching discipline 10 Categorical 

   Teaching venue 11 Categorical 

   Annual teaching load 12 Categorical 

Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 13-15 Continuous 

   

Perceived Work Environment   

   Motivator factors 

    

  

     Recognition 16-20 Continuous 

     Work itself 21-24 Continuous 

     Opportunities for advancement 25-28 Continuous 

     Professional growth opportunities 29-33 Continuous 

     Responsibility 34-38 Continuous 

     Good feelings about the organization 39-43 Continuous 

     Clarity of mission 44-49 Continuous 

   Hygiene factors   

     Effective senior management 50-52 Continuous 

     Effective supervisor 53-67 Continuous 

     Good relationships with co-workers 68-75 Continuous 

     Satisfaction with salary 76-80 Continuous 

     Satisfaction with benefits 81-84 Continuous 

     Presence of core values 85-87 Continuous 
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Herzberg’s motivator and hygiene factors were used to measure participants’ perceptions 

of the work environment, including the motivator factors of recognition, work itself, 

opportunities for advancement, professional growth opportunities, responsibility, good feelings 

about the organization, and clarity of mission.  Additionally, the hygiene factors of effective 

senior management, effective supervisor, good relationships with co-workers, satisfaction with 

salary, satisfaction with benefits, and presence of core values.  The modified survey questions as 

identified in Table 1 were used for determination of the dependent variable of job satisfaction. 

The online survey tool Qualtrics® was used to administer the survey and collect data 

from the targeted subject population.  The researcher invited for participation in the survey via 

email the entire population as identified and compiled in the faculty database of email addresses. 

The survey was open for 30 days.  An invitation email reminder was sent to prospective business 

faculty participants two weeks after the initial email invitation was sent.  Survey access was 

disabled after 30 days.  Completely electronic surveys utilizing email contacts to obtain Internet 

responses are the quickest growing mode of surveying taking place in the United States and 

abroad (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014).  In excess of 60% of survey data collection in the 

United States and over 50% in several developed countries is now collected using online data 

collection methods (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014).  The online data collection procedure 

represented a timely, user-friendly, and efficient manner in which to survey full-time first career 

and second career faculty teaching in ACBSP and AACSB accredited business programs at 

colleges and universities in the southern United States regionally accredited by the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges.  It was expected by the 

researcher that a majority, if not all, of the full-time business faculty target population would 

have email accounts and Internet connectivity to be able to participate in the study.   
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Sample Size 

 The researcher acknowledged the need for an appropriate sample size for this study.  The 

researcher conducted a priori power analyses in order to determine minimum sample sizes 

required for certain research questions.  According to Cohen (1992), power analysis utilizes the 

relationships among the sample size, significance criterion, effect size, and statistical power.   

More definitively, sample size is computed “as a function of the required power level (1-β), the 

prespecified significance level α, and the population effect size to be detected with probability 1-

β” (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007, p. 176).   

 Research question one utilized descriptive statistics only.  For research questions two and 

three, an a priori analysis of statistical power was conducted for independent samples t-tests.  A 

total of 64 subjects per group, or 128 business faculty participants in total, was required with 

0.50 effect size (medium) and 0.05 significance level to achieve a power of 0.80 (Cohen, 1992; 

Maxwell & Delaney, 2004).  The actual sample size of 404 participants exceeded the minimum 

sample size requirement for research questions two and three. 

 Research question four utilized Pearson’s correlation coefficient.   A total of 85 subjects 

was required with 0.30 effect size (medium) and .05 significance level to achieve a power of 

0.80 (Cohen, 1992). The actual sample size of 404 participants exceeded the minimum sample 

size requirement for research question four. 

 For research question five, the two-way ANOVA with four groups required 128 faculty 

participants, or 32 per group, in order to achieve a power of 0.80, using an effect size of 0.25 

(medium) and significance level of 0.05 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).  The actual 

sample size of 404 participants exceeded the minimum sample size requirement for research 

question five. 
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 Finally, for research question six, a general rule of thumb for multiple regression analysis 

is for the sample size to be calculated using the formula 50 + 8m (where m is the number of 

independent variables), assuming 0.15 effect size (medium) and 0.05 significance level to 

achieve a power of 0.80 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  In this scenario, a total of 242 responses 

was required based on the use of 24 independent variables as predictors. The actual sample size 

of 404 participants exceeded the minimum sample size requirement for research question six. 

Data Analysis Techniques 

 Survey data was collected via the online survey instrument in Qualtrics®, and data 

analysis was conducted using Microsoft Excel® and the statistical software package, Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).  Quantitative data analysis was conducted on the survey 

data received from study participants, including descriptive statistics, t-tests of independent 

means, Pearson’s correlation coefficient, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and multiple linear 

regression analysis.  Table 3 summarizes the statistical tests that were used to analyze each of the 

variables based on the research questions.  
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Table 3 

 

Analytical Tests Based on Research Questions 

Research Questions Independent Variable Dependent Variable Statistical Analysis 

(1) How important are the various 

factors related to job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction for first career and second 

career business faculty in the SACSCOC 

accreditation region? 

 

First Career/Second Career Recognition Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Work Itself Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Opportunities for Advancement Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Professional Growth Opportunities Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Responsibility Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Good Feelings about the Organization Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Clarity of Mission Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Effective Senior Management Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Effective Supervisor Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Good Relationships with Co-Works Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Satisfaction with Salary Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Satisfaction with Benefits Means and Grand Means 

First Career/Second Career Presence of Core Values Means and Grand Means 

    

(2) What differences in perception of 

factors leading to job satisfaction exist 

among first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC 

accreditation region? 

First Career/Second Career Recognition T-test 

First Career/Second Career Work Itself T-test 

First Career/Second Career Opportunities for Advancement T-test 

First Career/Second Career Professional Growth Opportunities T-test 

First Career/Second Career Responsibility T-test 

First Career/Second Career Good Feelings about the Organization T-test 

First Career/Second Career Clarity of Mission T-test 

    

(3) What differences in perception of 

factors leading to job dissatisfaction exist 

among first career and second career 

business faculty in the SACSCOC 

accreditation region? 

First Career/Second Career Effective Senior Management T-test 

First Career/Second Career Effective Supervisor T-test 

First Career/Second Career Good Relationships with Co-Works T-test 

First Career/Second Career Satisfaction with Salary T-test 

First Career/Second Career Satisfaction with Benefits T-test 

First Career/Second Career Presence of Core Values T-test 

    

(4) What is the relationship between 

each dimension of the Herzberg 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory and overall 

employee job satisfaction for first career 

and second career business faculty in the 

SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 

Recognition Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Work Itself Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Opportunities for Advancement Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Professional Growth Opportunities Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Responsibility Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Good Feelings about the Organization Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Clarity of Mission Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Effective Senior Management Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Effective Supervisor Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Good Relationships with Co-Workers Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 
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Research Questions Independent Variable Dependent Variable Statistical Analysis 

Satisfaction with Salary Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Satisfaction with Benefits Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

Presence of Core Values Job Satisfaction Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

    

(5) Is there a difference in overall job 

satisfaction among first career and 

second career business faculty 

considering business school accreditation 

agency? 

Career Status/Accreditation Agency Job Satisfaction Two-way ANOVA 

    

(6) What combination of demographic 

characteristics, motivator factors, and 

hygiene factors is most predictive of 

overall job satisfaction for first career 

and second career business faculty in the 

SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 

Gender Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Age Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Rank Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Tenure track/Non-tenure track Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Highest Degree Held Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Number of Years of Full-Time Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Teaching Experience in Higher Education   

Number of Years of Full-Time Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Professional Experience in Business   

Business School Accrediting Agency Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Teaching Discipline Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Teaching Venue Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Annual Teaching Load Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Recognition Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Work Itself Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Opportunities for Advancement  Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Professional Growth Opportunities Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Responsibility Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Good Feelings about the Organization  Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Clarity of Mission Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Effective Senior Management Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Effective Supervisor Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Good Relationships with Co-Workers Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Satisfaction with Salary Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Satisfaction with Benefits Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 

Presence of Core Values Job Satisfaction Multiple Regression 
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According to Lomax and Hahs-Vaughn (2012), inferential statistics are “statistics that 

allow us to make an inference or generalization from a sample to the population” (p. 109).  

Means, standard deviations, t-tests, Pearson correlation coefficients, and analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) are powerful parametric statistical tests used by researchers to make inferences about 

the wider population (Cohen et al., 2007).  Parametric statistical tests assume a normal 

distribution in the population (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012). 

The mean is a statistical measure of central tendency that takes into consideration all of 

the scores divided by the number of scores (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  The “mean is the 

most stable measure of central tendency from sample to sample, and because of that is the 

measure most often used in inferential statistics. . .” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 55).  

Means and grand means were used with research question one to determine, on average, which 

classification of Herzberg’s factors, motivator or hygiene, are more important to first career and 

second career business faculty. 

The t-test is an inferential statistic “that is used to compare sample means to determine if 

there is evidence that the corresponding means of the populations differ” (Leech, Barrett, & 

Morgan, 2015, p. 331).  The t-test of independent means was performed with research questions 

two and three in order to determine if there were differences in perception of the motivator and 

hygiene factors that affect levels of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, respectively, for first 

career and second career business faculty. 

Correlation is the measure of the size and direction of the linear relationship between an 

independent variable and a dependent variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient is the most frequently used statistical measure of association between an 

independent variable and a dependent variable and the basis of several multivariate calculations 
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used with research question 

four to determine the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory and overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to analyze more than two groups of means 

(Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  A two-way ANOVA was used with research question five to 

examine differences in overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty 

with respect to business school accreditation agency.  The two-way ANOVA compares the mean 

differences between groups that have been separated on two independent variables (Lomax & 

Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).  The primary purpose of a two-way ANOVA is to understand if there is an 

interaction between the two independent variables on the dependent variable (Lomax & Hahs-

Vaughn, 2012).  In this analysis, a factorial ANOVA design consisting of two levels of career 

status, first career and second career, and two levels of business school accreditation agency, 

AACSB and ACBSP, was used to examine interaction between career status and business school 

accreditation agency on overall job satisfaction. 

The primary goal of regression analysis is to examine the relationship between a 

dependent variable and multiple independent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Multiple 

regression is appropriate when two or more independent or predictor variables and one normal or 

scale dependent variable are present (Leech et al., 2015).  Multiple regression “is an extension of 

bivariate regression. . . in which several IVs [independent variables] instead of just one are 

combined to predict a value on a DV [dependent variable] for each subject” (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007, p. 118).  Multiple regression analysis was used with research question six to 

determine what combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene 

factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career faculty. 



 105 

Data Confidentiality and Security 

 The researcher conducted this study with the highest ethical standards and, as such, 

submitted the study proposal to the University of Alabama’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

for review and approval before distribution of the emails inviting faculty participation in the 

survey.  Survey participants were voluntary participants and informed consent from them was 

obtained prior to survey completion.  The informed consent language is contained in the 

introduction section of the survey instrument found in Appendix B.   

All study participants were provided a detailed description and explanation of the purpose 

of the research study so that he/she could make an informed decision on whether or not to 

participate in the study.  Survey participants were allowed the opportunity to discontinue 

participation in the study at any time during the completion of the online survey.  The anonymity 

of the study participants was protected by the use of several procedures.  Study participants were 

asked to respond truthfully and were assured of the anonymity of their responses.  Qualtrics® 

was configured to disallow participants access to the survey at the end of the data collection 

period.  De-identifying data was used in order to preserve the confidentiality of the survey 

participants.  The researcher did not collect IP addresses for the computers from which 

participants completed the survey, nor were any personally identifying information (i.e., name, 

job title, department, etc.) collected. 

 Qualtrics® required the researcher to utilize a password to access the online instrument 

and survey data.  This password was not shared with anyone.  Collected and analyzed data was 

electronically stored and secured using password protected files.  Survey data and analysis was 

stored on primary and back-up flash memory devices owned by and in possession of the 

researcher at all times during the course of the actual study.  Survey data and analysis electronic 



 106 

files were not stored on any publicly shared file servers, organizational network servers, or cloud 

storage sites.  When not in use, the primary and back-up flash memory devices were physically 

secured in a locked storage cabinet belonging to the researcher.  After completion of the study, 

the flash memory devices were reformatted to delete all data files stored on the storage devices. 

Researcher Positionality 

I began my career in corporate accounting as a college intern and accumulated 16 years 

of experience in corporate accounting and finance before transitioning to my second career as a 

faculty member in higher education.  I am currently a tenured full-time assistant professor of 

accounting at a public four-year institution of higher education.  I hold the professional 

certifications of Certified Public Accountant, Certified Management Accountant, and Chartered 

Global Management Accountant.  During my career in private industry, I gained extensive 

experience in corporate financial reporting and analysis as well as supervising and managing 

subordinates.  The technical and managerial experience that I gained in private industry has 

helped me greatly with teaching accounting theory to junior and senior-level accounting 

students.  As a second career faculty member teaching in a business discipline, I am acutely 

aware of my personal perspective, but the use of quantitative and inferential statistical analysis of 

the data will ensure that study results are reported from completed statistical analysis and not 

personal perspective.  However, I also acknowledge that my personal experiences as a first 

career business professional and second career faculty member will most likely affect my 

interpretation of the results of the statistical analyses being performed in the study. 
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Summary 

 As older business faculty retire and are succeeded by an increasing mix of first career and 

second career faculty, administrators of colleges and universities need to understand the 

differences in factors that affect the job satisfaction for both categories of the professoriate.  The 

different career paths to the professoriate for first career and second career business faculty 

require a consideration of the distinct categories of faculty in order to understand the drivers of 

job satisfaction for each category.  This study sought to identify the factors that are more 

important to and more predictive of job satisfaction for first career and second career business 

faculty teaching at AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs in the southern United 

States in the SACSCOC accreditation region.   
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CHAPTER IV: 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction and Description of the Sample 

 In order to better understand first career and second career business faculty’s perceptions 

of factors contributing to job satisfaction, the results of this study are presented and described in 

this chapter.  The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify and compare the factors 

related to job satisfaction for full-time first career and second career business academics teaching 

in AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs at public, master’s level colleges and 

universities located in the southern United States and accredited regionally by the SACSCOC.  

Using Herzberg’s duality theory of motivator and hygiene factors, the researcher sought to 

understand perceptions of the importance of the motivator and hygiene factors for first career and 

second career business faculty as well as the differences in perception of the Herzberg motivator 

and hygiene factors leading to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  Additionally, the researcher 

examined the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene Theory 

and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty as well 

as differences in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career business faculty 

with respect to business school accreditation agency.  Finally, the researcher attempted to 

understand what combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene 

factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business 

faculty. 
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 The institutional population for this study was the 73 public, not for profit, four-year 

colleges and universities classified by Carnegie level as master’s institutions that are located in 

the southern United States and regionally accredited at the university level by the SACSCOC.  

For purposes of this study, faculty participants were delimited to those full-time business faculty 

members teaching in either AACSB or ACBSP accredited business programs located at the 73 

population institutions.  A total of 3,177 faculty members meeting these criteria at the population 

institutions were identified and selected for participation in this study.  The researcher invited for 

participation in the survey the entire population as identified and compiled by the researcher in a 

faculty email database.  The initial email invitation for participation in the study generated a total 

of 39 faculty email addresses that were returned as undeliverable.  Additionally, four potential 

faculty participants declined to participate in the study.  After adjusting for these nonparticipants, 

a revised total of 3,134 faculty participants were available for participation in the study. 

Faculty participants in this study responded to a survey instrument containing a total of 

87 questions.  The initial 12 questions in the survey inquired as to personal and job demographic 

characteristics.  The remaining 75 questions assessed participants’ perceptions of overall job 

satisfaction as well as their perceptions of motivator and hygiene factors using a 10-point Likert 

scale developed by Smerek and Peterson (2007), adapted by Whittaker (2015), and adapted to 

this study.  Similar to the Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015) studies, the 75 

questions using the 10-point Likert-scale in this study converged into 13 motivator and hygiene 

factors approximate to Herzberg’s work environment dimensions and one job satisfaction index. 

The data were initially downloaded from Qualtrics® into Microsoft Excel® for analysis 

of data accuracy and completeness and characterization of missing data points.  Data accuracy 

was assured by the use of participant responses captured electronically via the survey instrument 
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in Qualtrics®.  All values downloaded into Microsoft Excel® fell within the range of possible 

responses for each item on the survey instrument.  A total of 473 respondents accessed the 

survey instrument in Qualtrics® during the 30-day open period via the embedded link provided 

in the invitation and reminder invitation emails.  Five faculty respondents did not agree to further 

participate in the study after accessing the survey online and reading the informed consent 

language.  Observations in which participants respond to less than 85% of the questionnaire are 

typically removed from the data file (Hair et al., 2014).  Using this approach, a total of 63 

participant responses were considered incomplete and removed from the data file, resulting in a 

net total of 405 completed responses or 13% response rate.  The response rate for this study falls 

within the typical online response rate range of between 6% and 15% as found by Jin (2011) in a 

meta-analysis of 45 online web-based studies.  However, when the survey response rate is less 

than 85%, it should be recognized by the researcher that survey nonresponse bias may be 

present, and the conclusions drawn from the respondents may not be representative of the target 

population (Pazzaglia, Stafford, & Rodriguez, 2016).     

After further analysis of the data in Microsoft Excel®, one of the completed responses 

was found to contain constructs in which the respondent failed to answer either a majority or all 

of the items in a single construct, thus resulting in a participant response containing incomplete 

constructs, or “construct-level missingness” as described by Newman (2014, p. 375) and 

Whittaker (2015, p. 83).  The one survey response found to be deficient in one or more 

constructs was also removed from study data file, resulting in a net total of 404 completed 

surveys for further study analysis purposes. 

The 404 completed survey responses were further analyzed in order to determine the 

degree and character of missing data points using Microsoft Excel®.  A total of 35,148 data 
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points were possible based on 87 total responses per survey participant.  Analysis of the data set 

indicated a total of 70 missing data points, including seven unique missing data points (one 

different data point each for seven participants) among the 12 demographic questions and 63 

missing data points among the seventy-five 10-point Likert-scale questions which converged into 

13 motivator and hygiene factors approximate to Herzberg’s work environment dimensions and 

one job satisfaction index.  Analysis of the missing data points by the researcher resulted in 

characterization of the missing data as “missing completely at random” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007, p. 62).  Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) defined this characterization of missing data as an 

unpredictable distribution of missing data and “the best of all of possible worlds if data must be 

missing” (p. 63).   

For purposes of this study, an imputation of missing data was performed on the 63 

missing data points for the Likert-scale survey questions.  Specifically, mean value replacement 

was used to replace the missing Likert-scale data points.  In mean value replacement, “the 

missing values of an indicator variable are replaced with the mean of valid values of that 

indicator” (Hair et al., 2014, p. 51).  Mean value replacement is relatively easy to implement, but 

the method results in decreased variability in the data and is recommended to be used only when 

the data exhibit less than 5% of missing values per indicator (Hair et al., 2014).  For the Likert-

scale survey questions, only one of the 63 missing data points was found in the three questions 

comprising the job satisfaction index.  The remainder of the missing data points was distributed 

among the 72 Likert-scale survey questions which converged into 13 motivator and hygiene 

factors approximate to Herzberg’s work environment dimensions.  A majority (22) of the 

individual Likert-scale questions in the survey data set with missing data points had only one 

missing data point, representing 0.25% of the possible 404 data points for an individual question.  
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The remainder (16) of Likert-scale questions with missing data points had between two and five 

missing data points each, still well below the 5% level recommended by Hair, Hult, Ringle, and 

Sarstedt (2014).  Therefore, the researcher deemed the use of mean value replacement suitable 

for purposes of statistical imputation in this study. 

An analysis for outliers was also performed on the data after being downloaded from 

Microsoft Excel® into SPSS®.  Outliers present in the data can suggest possible errors due to 

their extreme values relative to the bulk of the distribution (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012; 

Muijis, 2011).  Box-and-whisker plots are commonly used to examine skewness, outliers, and 

the location of where a majority of the scores are located (Field 2013; Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 

2012).  Appendix G contains box-and-whisker plots used for analysis of outliers in the data.  

Mean scores of the 14 factors for each survey participant were analyzed by the researcher using 

box-and-whisker plots.  The motivator factor of recognition and the hygiene factor of satisfaction 

with salary were the only factors that did not contain outliers.  In all other cases where the plots 

revealed outliers (shown by SPSS® as a circle) and/or extreme scores (shown by SPSS® as an 

asterisk) for a certain factor, the scores were located below the bottom 25% whisker.  Generally, 

with the exception of the hygiene factor of salary satisfaction, all factors exhibited various 

degrees of skewness.  After analysis of the outliers was complete, the researcher concluded that 

the outlier responses were valid as they seemed to be genuine and in reasonable alignment with 

the remaining scores of the participant.    

Participant Sample Demographics 

 The subject population for this study included 3,177 full-time business faculty teaching in 

accredited business programs at public, master’s-level, not for profit colleges and universities 

located in the southern United States and regionally accredited by the SACSCOC.  After 
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adjusting for faculty email addresses returned as undeliverable and participant declinations to 

participate, a revised total of 3,134 participants were available for participation in the study.  A 

total of 473 completed online responses were received from participants.  After analyzing the 

responses for potential missing data, five responses were eliminated from the data set due to the 

respondents’ unwillingness to participate, and 63 responses were removed due to incomplete 

responses, and one response was removed due to significant construct-level data omissions.  A 

net total of 404 responses were carried forward for further analysis in the study.   

Table 4 summarizes the career status of study participants.  First career business faculty 

accounted for 39.1% (n=158) of the respondents.  Second career business faculty represented 

60.9% (n=246) of the respondents. 

Table 4 

Summary of Participants by Career Status 

Career Status n % 

First Career 158   39.1 

Second Career 246   60.9 

Total 404 100.0 

 

The gender of study participants by career status is presented in Table 5.  For this study, 

61.5% (n=248) of the total respondents were male and 38.5% (n=155) were female.  One faculty 

participant failed to indicate gender in their survey responses. 

Table 5 

Summary of Participants by Gender and Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Gender n %  n %  n % 

Male 98 62.0  150 61.2  248 61.5 

Female 60 38.0  95 38.8  155 38.5 

Total 158 100.0  245 100.0  403 100.0 
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With respect to age, 60.6% (n=244) of the total participants were 51 years of age or older, 

representing cumulatively the two largest (and identical) age categories.  The next largest age 

category was the 41 to 50 years range, representing 23.1% (n=93) of the total respondents.  The 

next-to-smallest age category was the 31 to 40 years range, representing 14.9% (n=60) of the 

total respondents.  The smallest age category, 19 to 30 years, represented 1.5% of the total 

respondents (n=6).  One faculty participant failed to indicate age in their survey responses.  

Table 6 illustrates the faculty participants’ demographic profiles by age and career status.  One 

faculty participant failed to indicate age in their survey responses. 

Table 6 

Summary of Participants by Age and Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Age n %  n %  n % 

19 – 30 Years 6 3.8  0 0.0  6 1.5 

31 – 40 Years 38 24.2  22 8.9  60 14.9 

41 – 50 Years 43 27.4  50 20.3  93 23.1 

51 – 60 Years 33 21.0  89 36.2  122 30.3 

Above 60 Years 37 23.6  85 34.6  122 30.3 

Total 157 100.0  246 100.0  403 100.0 

  

With respect to academic rank, participants at the ranks of assistant professor, associate 

professor, and professor represented 87.4% (n=353) of total participants.  Faculty respondents at 

the rank of lecturer/instructor accounted for 10.6% (n=43) of the total respondents.  Those with 

the rank of clinical faculty member/professor of practice represented 2.0% (n=8) of total 

respondents.  Table 7 summarizes academic rank of the participants by career status. 
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Table 7 

Summary of Participants by Rank and Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Rank n %  n %  n % 

Lecturer/Instructor 8 5.1  35 14.2  43 10.6 

Assistant Professor 37 23.4  51 20.7  88 21.8 

Associate Professor 50 31.6  72 29.3  122 30.2 

Professor 61 38.6  82 33.3  143 35.4 

Clinical Faculty 

Member/Professor of 

Practice 

2 1.3  6 2.4  8 2.0 

Total 158 100.0  246 100.0  404 100.0 

 

The tenure status of participants by career status is summarized in Table 8.   Tenured 

faculty accounted for 63.3% (n=255) of total respondents.  Tenure-track faculty represented 

22.6% (n=91) of total participants, and non-tenure-track faculty accounted for 14.1% (n=57) of 

total respondents.  One faculty participant failed to indicate tenure status in their survey 

responses. 

Table 8 

Summary of Tenure Status by Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Tenure Status n %  n %  n % 

Non-tenure-track 12 7.6  45 18.3  57 14.1 

Tenure-track 36 22.9  55 22.4  91 22.6 

Tenured 109 69.5  146 59.3  255 63.3 

Total 157 100.0  246 100.0  403 100.0 

 

Table 9 displays the education level of the respondents by career status.  In regard to 

education level, all faculty respondents possessed a master’s degree or higher.  Business faculty 

holding a doctoral degree as their highest level of education accounted for 88.6% (n=357) of the 



 116 

total respondents.  Business faculty holding a master’s degree as their highest level of education 

represented 11.4% (n=46) of the total respondents.  One faculty participant failed to indicate 

education level in their survey responses. 

Table 9 

Summary of Participants by Education Level and Career Status  

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Education n %  n %  n % 

Bachelor’s Degree 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 

Master’s Degree 10 6.4  36 14.6  46 11.4 

Doctoral Degree 147 93.6  210 85.4  357 88.6 

Total 157 100.0  246 100.0  403 100.0 

 

 With respect to participants’ number of years full-time teaching experience, 32.7% 

(n=132) of total respondents indicated 1 to 10 years full-time teaching experience.  Those with 

11 to 20 years teaching experience represented 28.9% (n=117) of total respondents.  Faculty 

respondents with 21 to 30 years teaching experience accounted for 26% (n=105) of total 

respondents.  Finally, participants with more than 30 years full-time teaching experience 

represented 11.9% (n=48) of total respondents.  Table 10 summarizes respondents’ years of full-

time teaching experience by career status. 

Table 10 

Summary of Participants by Full-Time Teaching Experience and Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Teaching Experience n %  n %  n % 

0 Years 2 1.3  0 0.0  2 0.5 

1 – 10 Years 49 31.0  83 33.8  132 32.7 

11 – 20 Years 37 23.4  80 32.5  117 28.9 

21 – 30 Years 36 22.8  69 28.0  105 26.0 

Greater than 30 Years 34 21.5  14 5.7  48 11.9 

Total 158 100.0  246 100.0  404 100.0 
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 Table 11 summarizes respondents’ years of full-time business experience by career 

status.  Faculty with 1 to 10 years of full-time business experience represented 48.4% (n=195) of 

total respondents.  Faculty with 11 to 20 years of full-time business experience accounted for 

21.3% (n=86) of total respondents.  Faculty respondents with less than one year of full-time 

professional business experience accounted for 12.4% (n=50) of total respondents.  Those with 

21 to 30 years represented 11.2% (n=45) of total respondents.  Cumulatively, 89.1% (n=140) of 

first career faculty reported having ten years or less of full-time professional business experience 

while 42.7% (n=105) of second career faculty reported having ten years or less of full-time 

professional business experience.  Finally, on a cumulative basis, 10.9% (n=17) of first career 

faculty reported having more than 10 years of full-time professional business experience while 

57.3% (n=141) of second career faculty reported having more than 10 years of full-time 

professional business experience.  One faculty participant failed to indicate professional business 

experience in their survey responses. 

Table 11 

Summary of Participants’ Years Full-Time Professional Business Experience by Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Business Experience n %  n %  n % 

0 Years 47 29.9  3 1.2  50 12.4 

1 – 10 Years 93 59.2  102 41.5  195 48.4 

11 – 20 Years 10 6.4  76 30.9  86 21.3 

21 – 30 Years 5 3.2  40 16.2  45 11.2 

Greater than 30 Years 2 1.3  25 10.2  27 6.7 

Total 157 100.0  246 100.0  403 100.0 

 

 In regard to business school accreditation agency, Table 12 summarizes respondents’ 

business school accreditation agencies by career status.  Faculty respondents teaching in business 

programs with AACSB accreditation accounted for 86.1% (n=347) of total respondents.  Those 
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teaching in business programs accredited by ACBSP represented 13.9% (n=56) of total 

respondents.  One faculty participant failed to indicate business school accreditation agency in 

their survey responses. 

Table 12 

Summary of Accreditation Agency by Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Accreditation Agency n %  n %  n % 

AACSB 138 87.9  209 85.0  347 86.1 

ACBSP 19 12.1  37 15.0  56 13.9 

Total 157 100.0  246 100.0  403 100.0 

 

Table 13 summarizes primary teaching discipline by career status of the faculty 

respondents.  Faculty whose primary teaching discipline is economics/finance/banking (16.8%), 

accounting/taxation (16.3%), computer information systems/management information systems 

(13.4%), business management/production and operations management (12.9%), and marketing 

(12.4%) represented the five largest groups of total respondents.   
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Table 13 

Summary of Primary Teaching Discipline by Career Status 

 First Career  Second 

Career 

 Total 

Teaching Discipline n %  n %  n % 

Accounting/Taxation 16 10.1  50 20.3  66 16.3 

Business Law 2 1.3  18 7.3  20 5.0 

Business Management/Production and 

Operations Management 

13 8.2  39 15.9  52 12.9 

Computer Information 

Systems/Management Information 

Systems 

20 12.7  34 13.8  54 13.4 

Economics/Finance/Banking 41 25.9  27 11.0  68 16.8 

Entrepreneurship/Small Business 

Administration 

2 1.3  7 2.8  9 2.2 

Health Services Management/Hospital 

Administration 

1 0.6  2 0.8  3 0.7 

Human Resources Management 10 6.3  15 6.1  25 6.2 

Insurance 0 0.0  0 0.0  0 0.0 

International Business 5 3.2  3 1.2  8 2.0 

Logistics/Supply Chain Management 1 0.6  4 1.6  5 1.2 

Marketing 21 13.3  29 11.8  50 12.4 

Public Administration 0 0.0  1 0.4  1 0.2 

Real Estate 0 0.0  1 0.4  1 0.2 

General Business/Other 26 16.5  16 6.5  42 10.4 

Total 158 100.0  246 100.0  404 100.0 

   

 Faculty respondents who teach in both face-to-face and online venues represented 61.3% 

(n=247) of total respondents.  Faculty respondents who teach solely face-to-face classes 

accounted for 34.5% (n=139) of total respondents.  Those who teach solely in the online 

classroom environment represented 4.2% (n=17) of total respondents. One faculty participant 
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failed to indicate primary teaching venue in their survey responses.  Table 14 summarizes faculty 

respondents’ primary teaching venue by career status. 

Table 14 

Summary of Teaching Venue by Career Status 

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Teaching Venue n %  n %  n % 

All face-to-face instruction 59 37.3  80 32.6  139 34.5 

Combination of face-to-

face and online instruction 

91 57.6  156 63.7  247 61.3 

All online instruction 8 5.1  9 3.7  17 4.2 

Total 158 100.0  245 100.0  403 100.0 

 

 

 Table 15 summarizes faculty respondents’ most recent academic year teaching load in 

terms of total semester credit hours for the fall, spring, and summer semesters combined.  

Faculty participants with an annual teaching load of seven to twelve semester credit hours 

represented 28.5% (n=115) of total participants.  Faculty respondents with annual teaching loads 

of 13 to 18 semester credit hours and 19 to 24 semester credit hours accounted for equal category 

sizes for total respondents, representing a combined 47% (n=190) of respondents.  Those with 

their most recent annual teaching load of 25 to 30 semester credit hours represented 12.6% 

(n=51) of faculty participants.  Respondents with their most recent annual teaching load of zero 

to six semester credit hours accounted for 8.7% (n=35) of total respondents.  Finally, faculty 

respondents with their most recent annual teaching load greater than 30 semester credit hours 

represented 3.2% (n=13) of total respondents. 
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Table 15 

Summary of Annual Teaching Load in Semester Credit Hours by Career Status   

 First Career  Second Career  Total 

Annual Teaching Load n %  n %  n % 

0 – 6 Hours 18 11.4  17 6.9  35 8.7 

7 – 12 Hours 41 25.9  74 30.1  115 28.5 

13 – 18 Hours 43 27.2  52 21.1  95 23.5 

19 – 24 Hours 32 20.3  63 25.6  95 23.5 

25 – 30 Hours 18 11.4  33 13.4  51 12.6 

Greater than 30 Hours 6 3.8  7 2.9  13 3.2 

Total 158 100.0  246 100.0  404 100.0 

 

Results 

 This study adapted the Whittaker (2015) version of a job satisfaction survey instrument 

that was originally developed and validated by Smerek and Peterson (2007).  Utilizing 

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory of job satisfaction, Smerek and Peterson (2007) 

developed the survey instrument through the use of principle components analysis, which 

ultimately resulted in 75 questions that converged into one job satisfaction index and 13 

motivator and hygiene factors that approximated Herzberg’s motivator and hygiene factors.  

Whittaker (2015) and Smerek and Peterson (2007) used the survey instrument in higher 

education settings in non-faculty contexts, specifically with financial affairs exempt staff and 

business operations staff, respectively.   This study utilized the survey instrument in a higher 

education setting within a faculty context.  As such, the researcher sought to evaluate the validity 

and reliability of the survey instrument within the study setting and context.  Factor analysis was 

conducted on the 75 Likert-scale survey items comprising the job satisfaction index and 

motivator and hygiene factors to evaluate validity.  Cronbach’s alpha analysis was conducted on 

the job satisfaction index and motivator and hygiene factors to evaluate reliability.   
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 Factor analysis is an exploratory tool that should be used to assist the researcher in 

making various decisions, including the number of factors to extract (Field, 2013).  Principal axis 

factoring using Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization was conducted on the 75 Likert-scale 

survey items in the data set making up the job satisfaction index and motivator and hygiene 

factors.  A significance level of .258 was used based in the factor analysis based on Stevens’s 

(2002) recommendation for a sample of 400 participants.  Varimax rotation is an orthogonal 

method of factor rotation that attempts to “load a smaller number of variables highly on each 

factor, resulting in more interpretable clusters of factors” (Field, 2013, p. 681).  As with the 

Whittaker (2015) study, differences in factor loadings were detected as compared to the Smerek 

and Peterson (2007) study, but the 75 Likert-scale items loaded on a total of 14 factors which 

were consistent for study analysis purposes.  

Cronbach’s alpha is the most commonly used measure of scale reliability (Field, 2013; 

Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015).  Additionally, reliability analysis should be performed 

separately to subscales within the same instrument (Field, 2013).  A Cronbach’s alpha of .7 is 

generally considered to be the minimum acceptable score for research purposes (Field 2013; 

Muijis, 2011).  The researcher used data from this study to calculate Cronbach’s alpha for the job 

satisfaction index and each of the motivator and hygiene factors.  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

for this study were comparable with the Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015) 

studies.  A Cronbach’s alpha of .889 was obtained for the job satisfaction index, which indicates 

that the items form a scale that has high reliability.  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from 

.806  to .928 were obtained for the motivator factors, indicating high to very high internal 

consistency.  Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the hygiene factors ranged from .746 to .976, 

indicating reasonable to very high reliability.  Table 16 summarizes the Cronbach’s alpha 
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coefficients from the Smerek and Peterson (2007) study, the Whittaker (2015) study, and this 

study.   

Table 16 

Comparison of Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients 

 Smerek and 

Peterson 

Whittaker This Study 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Job Satisfaction .874 .903 .889 

Motivator Factors    

Recognition .823 .877 .843 

Work itself .920 .943 .895 

Opportunities for advancement .920 .872 .806 

Professional growth opportunities .893 .935 .818 

Responsibility .870 .896 .838 

Good feelings about the organization .946 .892 .928 

Clarity of mission .913 .927 .867 

Hygiene Factors    

Effective senior management .955 .949 .922 

Effective supervisor .970 .981 .976 

Good relationships with co-workers .933 .941 .931 

Satisfaction with salary .833 .908 .865 

Satisfaction with benefits .840 .834 .746 

Presence of core values .756 .807 .793 

Note. Data for prior studies appeared in “Examining Herzberg’s Theory: Improving Job Satisfaction Among Non-

Academic Employees at a University” by R. E. Smerek and M.  Peterson, 2007, Research in Higher Education, 48, 

pp. 237-239 and “Financial Affairs Exempt Staff’s Perception of Factors Contributing to Job Satisfaction” by N. C. 

H. Whittaker, 2015, Doctoral Dissertation, p. 90. 

 

  

The online survey instrument was used to collect data from the participants in order to 

answer the following six research questions in the next section of this chapter.  As outlined in 
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Chapter III, various statistical analyses were performed on the data.  The results of statistical 

analyses are presented below. 

Research Question One 

How important are the various factors related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction for 

first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 Means and grand means were used to answer research question one.  Table 17 

summarizes the group means, standard deviations, minimum scores, and maximum scores of the 

motivator factors affecting job satisfaction for first career and second career faculty.  At least one 

first career and second career study participant selected the minimum score of 1 and maximum 

score of 10 as the response to each item comprising the motivator factors.  First career faculty 

reported mathematically higher mean scores for the motivator factors of recognition (M=7.439), 

work itself (M=9.003), opportunities for advancement (M=7.923), professional growth 

opportunities (M=7.774), responsibility (M=8.401), and good feelings about the organization 

(M=8.061).  Second career faculty reported a mathematically higher mean score for the 

motivator factor of clarity of mission (M=8.543). 

A ranking of mean scores for all motivator factors was identical for first career and 

second career faculty.  Table 18 displays a ranking of mean scores for the motivator factors by 

career status.  Using mean scores as an indication of relative importance, ranking of the 

motivator factors resulted in the following order (highest to lowest): (1) work itself, (2) clarity of 

mission, (3) responsibility, (4) good feelings about the organization, (5) opportunities for 

advancement, (6) professional growth opportunities, and (7) recognition.   
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Table 17 

Group Means of Motivator Factors by Career Status 

Motivator Factors M SD Minimum Maximum 

Recognition 7.228 

 

2.102 

 

1 10 
First career 7.439 

 

2.059 

 

1 10 

Second career 7.093 

 

2.122 

 

1 10 

Work itself 8.959 

 

 

1.426 

 

1 10 

First career 9.003 1.245 1 10 

Second career 8.931 1.533 1 10 

Opportunities for advancement 7.860 1.900 1 10 

First career 7.923 1.878 1 10 

Second career 7.820 1.917 1 10 

Professional growth opportunities 7.615 1.873 1 10 

First career 7.774 1.872 1 10 

Second career 7.512 1.870 1 10 

Responsibility 8.334 1.590 1 10 

First career 8.401 1.652 1 10 

Second career 8.292 1.552 1 10 

Good feelings about the organization 8.057 2.018 1 10 

First career 8.061 2.051 1 10 

Second career 8.054 2.000 1 10 

Clarity of Mission 8.531 1.376 1 10 

First career 8.512 1.346 1 10 

Second career 8.543 1.398 1 10 

 

Table 18 

Ranking of Motivator Factor Mean Scores by Career Status 

 Total  First Career  Second Career 

Motivator Factors M Rank  M Rank  M Rank 

Work itself 8.959 1  9.003 

 

1  8.931 1 

Clarity of mission 8.531 2  8.512 2  8.543 2 

Responsibility 

 

8.334 3  8.401 3  8.292 3 

Good feelings about the organization 

 

8.057 4  8.061 4  8.054 4 

Opportunities for advancement 

 

7.860 5  7.923 5  7.820 5 

Professional growth opportunities 7.615 6  7.774 6  7.512 6 

Recognition 7.228 7  7.439 7  7.093 7 

Total    57.113   56.245  
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Table 19 summarizes the group means, standard deviations, minimum scores, and 

maximum scores of the hygiene factors affecting job dissatisfaction for first career and second 

career faculty.  At least one first career and second career study participant selected the minimum 

score of 1 and maximum score of 10 as the response to each item comprising the hygiene factors.  

First career faculty reported mathematically higher mean scores for the hygiene factors of 

effective senior management (M=7.332), effective supervisor (M=8.099), good relationships with 

co-workers (M=8.179), satisfaction with salary (M=6.105), and presence of core values 

(M=6.920).  Second career faculty reported a mathematically higher mean score for the hygiene 

factor of satisfaction with benefits (M=7.195). 

Table 19 

Group Means of Hygiene Factors by Career Status 

Hygiene Factors M SD Minimum Maximum 

Effective senior management 7.162 2.503 

 

1 10 
First career 7.332 2.508 1 10 

Second career 7.053 2.500 1 10 

Effective supervisor 7.878 2.207 1 10 

First career 8.099 2.147 1 10 

Second career 7.734 2.237 1 10 

Good relationships with co-workers 8.034 1.865 1 10 

First career 8.179 1.784 1 10 

Second career 7.940 1.913 1 10 

Satisfaction with salary 6.083 2.479 1 10 

First career 6.105 2.627 1 10 

Second career 6.069 2.385 1 10 

Satisfaction with benefits 7.162 1.923 1 10 

First career 7.111 1.960 1 10 

Second career 7.195 1.903 1 10 

Presence of core values 6.818 2.131 1 10 

First career 6.920 2.083 1 10 

Second career 6.753 2.162 1 10 
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Using mean scores as an indication of relative importance, a ranking of mean scores from 

highest to lowest for all hygiene factors indicated identical rankings for the factors of good 

relationships with co-workers (1), effective supervisor (2), presence of core values (5), and 

satisfaction with salary (6).  One difference in ranking for first career and second career faculty 

was for the factors of effective senior management and satisfaction with benefits, which was 

ranked third and fourth, respectively, by first career faculty and vice versa by second career 

faculty.  The difference in rankings by first career and second career faculty for the factors of 

effective senior management and satisfaction with benefits resulted in a tied ranking for third 

place for the factors in total.  Table 20 displays a ranking of mean scores for the hygiene factors 

by career status. 

Table 20 

Ranking of Hygiene Factor Mean Scores by Career Status 

 Total  First Career  Second Career 

Hygiene Factors M Rank  M Rank  M Rank 

Good relationships with co-workers 

 

8.034 1  8.179 1  7.940 1 

Effective supervisor 7.878 2  8.099 2  7.734 2 

Effective senior management 

 

7.162 3  7.332 3  7.053 4 

Satisfaction with benefits 7.162 3  7.111 4  7.195 3 

Presence of core values 6.818 5  6.920 5  6.753 5 

Satisfaction with salary 6.083 6  6.105 6  6.069 6 

Total    43.746   42.744  

 

Research Question Two 

What differences in perception of factors leading to job satisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there were statistically 

significant differences in perception of the motivator factors leading to job satisfaction among 
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first career and second career faculty.  The independent samples t-test assumes scores are 

normally distributed and are independent within and between groups.  A test of homogeneity of 

variance was also conducted using Levene’s test for equality of variances at the 0.10 significance 

level.  Based on this test of variances, equal variances were assumed for each motivator factor.  

Using the assumption of equal variances, recognition t(402) = 1.620, p =.106; work itself t(402) 

= .497, p  = .620; opportunities for advancement t(402) = .528, p = .598; professional growth 

opportunities t(402) = 1.370, p = .171; responsibility t(402) = .670, p = .503; good feelings about 

the organization t(402) = .031, p = .976; and clarity of mission t(402) = -.222, p = .824.  Table 21 

displays the results of the t-test for motivator factors.  The group means, standard deviations, 

minimum scores, and maximum scores were previously presented in Table 17.  Results of the t-

test indicated no statistically significant differences in the means of the motivator factors for first 

career and second career faculty.  See Appendix H for a complete item analysis. 

Table 21 

Motivator Factors by Career Status 

Factor F Sig.(p) t df 
Mean 

Difference 

  
Recognition .662 .106 1.620 402 .347 

Work itself 1.859 .620 .497 402 .072 

Opportunities for advancement .070 .598 .528 402 .102 

Professional growth opportunities .084 .171 1.370 402 .261 

Responsibility .000 .503 .670 402 .109 

Good feelings about the organization .001 .976 .031 402 .006 

Clarity of mission .164 .824 -.222 402 -.031 

Note. *p < .05 

Research Question Three 

What differences in perception of factors leading to job dissatisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 
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An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there were statistically 

significant differences in perception of the hygiene factors leading to job dissatisfaction among 

first career and second career faculty.  A test of homogeneity of variance was also conducted 

using Levene’s test for equality of variances at the 0.10 level of significance.  Based on this test 

of variances, equal variances were assumed for all hygiene factors except for satisfaction with 

salary.  Using the assumption of equal variances, effective senior management t(402) = 1.094, p 

= .275; effective supervisor t(402) = 1.626, p = .105;  good relationships with co-workers t(402) 

= 1.257, p = .209; satisfaction with benefits t(402) = -.426, p = .670; and presence of core values 

t(402) = .766), p = .444.  Where equal variances where not assumed, satisfaction with salary 

t(311) = .141, p = .888.  Table 22 displays the results of the t-test for hygiene factors. The group 

means, standard deviations, minimum scores, and maximum scores were previously presented in 

Table 19.  Results of the t-test indicated no statistically significant differences in the means of 

the hygiene factors for first career and second career faculty.  See Appendix I for a complete 

item analysis. 

Table 22 

Hygiene Factors by Career Status 

Factor F Sig.(p) t df 
Mean 

Difference 

  
Effective senior management .277 .275 1.094 402 .279 

Effective supervisor 2.210 .105 1.626 402 .365 

Good relationships with co-workers 2.497 .209 1.257 402 .239 

Satisfaction with salary 5.023 

 

.888 .141 311 .037 

Satisfaction with benefits .048 .670 -.426 402 -.084 

Presence of core values .306 .444 .766 

8+ 

402 .167 

Note. *p < .05 
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Research Question Four 

What is the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty 

in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 A summary of the Pearson correlation coefficients (r) representing the relationship 

between the motivator and hygiene factors and overall employee job satisfaction for first career 

and second career faculty is presented in Tables 23 and 24.  The correlation coefficient is a 

numerical index ranging from -1.00 to 1.00 that describes the linear relationship between two 

variables (Field, 2013).  The sign of the correlation coefficient indicates the direction (positive or 

negative), and the value of the coefficient indicates the strength (Field, 2013). 

 Overlap of the correlation coefficients between motivator and hygiene factors was 

detected for both first career and second career faculty.  As shown in Table 23, for first career 

faculty, the hygiene factor of good relationships with co-workers (r = .649) has a moderately 

strong relationship that is higher than the motivator factors of recognition (r = .630), 

opportunities for advancement (r = .616), good feelings about the organization (r = .601), 

professional growth opportunities (r = .577), clarity of mission (r = .559), and work itself (r = 

.457).  The first career hygiene factor of effective senior management (r = .629) has a moderately 

strong relationship that is higher than the motivator factors of opportunities for advancement (r = 

.616), good feelings about the organization (r = .601), professional growth opportunities (r = 

.577), clarity of mission (r = .559), and work itself (r = .457).  The first career hygiene factors of 

effective supervisor (r = .559), presence of core values (r = .512), and satisfaction with salary (r 

= .498) have moderately strong relationships that are higher than the motivator factor of work 

itself (r = .457). 
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Table 23 

Correlation Analysis of Job Satisfaction and Herzberg’s Factors for First Career Faculty 

 First Career 

 

 

Factors r Sig. n 

Motivator    
Responsibility .733 .000 158 

Recognition .630 .000 158 

Opportunities for advancement .616 .000 158 

Good feelings about the organization .601 .000 158 

Professional growth opportunities .577 .000 158 

Clarity of mission .559 .000 158 

Work itself .457 .000 158 

Hygiene    

Good relationships with co-workers .649 .000 158 

 
Effective senior management .629 .000 158 

Effective supervisor .559 .000 158 

Presence of core values .512 .000 158 

Satisfaction with salary .498 .000 158 

Satisfaction with benefits .300 .000 158 
Note. Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r, represents the correlation between the total job satisfaction index and each 

Herzberg factor.  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

 For second career faculty, as indicated in Table 24, the hygiene factor of good 

relationships with co-workers (r = .512) has a moderately strong relationship that is higher than 

the motivator factors of professional growth opportunities (r = .477) and opportunities for 

advancement (r = .420).  The second career hygiene factors of effective senior management (r = 

.467) and effective supervisor (r = .449) have moderately weak relationships that are higher than 

the motivator factor of opportunities for advancement (r = .420).   
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Table 24 

Correlation Analysis of Job Satisfaction and Herzberg’s Factors for Second Career Faculty 

 Second Career 

 

 

Factors r Sig. n 

Motivator    
Good feelings about the organization .722 .000 246 

 
Work itself .697 .000 246 

Clarity of mission .603 .000 

.000 

246 

Responsibility .602 .000 246 

Recognition .594 .000 246 

Professional growth opportunities .477 .000 246 

Opportunities for advancement .420 .000 246 

Hygiene    

Good relationships with co-workers .512 .000 246 

Effective senior management .467 .000 246 

Effective supervisor .449 .000 246 

Presence of core values .410 .000 246 

Satisfaction with salary .323 .000 246 

Satisfaction with benefits .307 .000 246 
Note. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 As previously displayed in Tables 23 and 24, results of the correlation analysis in this 

study indicated all factors are statistically significant and possess moderately weak to moderately 

strong positive relationships for all motivator and hygiene factors for first career and second 

career faculty.  For first career faculty, the strongest relationships are responsibility (r = .733), 

good relationships with co-workers (r = .649), recognition (r = .630), effective senior 

management (r = .629), opportunities for advancement (r = .616), good feelings about the 

organization (r = .601), professional growth opportunities (r = .577), clarity of mission (r = 

.559), effective supervisor (r = .559), and presence of core values (r = .512).  For second career 

faculty, the strongest factors are good feelings about the organization (r = .722), work itself (r = 

.697), clarity of mission (r = .603), responsibility (r = .602), recognition (r = .594), and good 

relationships with co-workers (r = .512).  The direction of relationship strength of the hygiene 
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factor correlation coefficients (from highest to lowest) was identical for first career and second 

career faculty.  For interested readers, correlation coefficients for the study sample as a whole are 

included in Appendix J.   

 A comparison of the bivariate correlation coefficients between first career and second 

career faculty was conducted in order to determine if significant differences exist between the 

two groups.  The Pearson correlation coefficients for first career and second career faculty were 

initially converted to z-scores for each factor using the online conversion tool located at 

http://www.vassarstats.net/tabs_rz.html.  For each factor, the converted z-scores were used to 

calculate z-score differences in Microsoft Excel® between each of the factor correlations (Field, 

2013).  Finally, the z-score differences were converted into two-tailed probabilities for each of 

the factors using the table of the standard normal distribution provided by Field (2013).  Table 25 

summarizes the original Pearson r coefficients, converted z-scores, and two-tailed probabilities 

of the z-score differences between first career and second career faculty for each factor. 

Statistically significant differences in the correlation coefficients between first career and 

second career faculty were found for the motivator factors of work itself (p = .000), opportunities 

for advancement (p = .008), responsibility (p = .020), and good feelings about the organization (p 

= .035).  The strongest difference in correlation coefficients was found for the factor of work 

itself in which second career faculty possessed a higher correlation with overall job satisfaction 

(r = .697) as compared to first career faculty (r = .457).  The next strongest significant difference 

in correlation with job satisfaction was for the factor of opportunities for advancement in which 

first career faculty possessed a higher correlation with job satisfaction (r = .616) as compared to 

second career faculty (r = .420).  The difference in correlation with job satisfaction was third 

strongest for the factor of responsibility, with first career faculty possessing higher correlation (r 
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= .733) compared to second career faculty (r = .602).  Finally, the factor of good feelings about 

the organization was significantly higher correlated with job satisfaction for second career 

faculty (r = .722) as compared to first career faculty (r = .601). 

With respect to hygiene factors, statistically significant differences in the correlation 

coefficients between first career and second career faculty were found for the factors of effective 

senior management (p = .023), good relationships with co-workers (p = .042), and satisfaction 

with salary (p = .039).  For the hygiene factors, all significant differences in correlation 

coefficients were based on higher correlations with overall job satisfaction for first career 

faculty.  The correlation with first career faculty job satisfaction and effective senior 

management (r = .629), good relationships with co-workers (r = .649), and satisfaction with 

salary (r = .498) were statistically higher than second career faculty correlations of job 

satisfaction with effective senior management (r = .467), good relationships with co-workers (r = 

.512), and satisfaction with salary (r = .323). 
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Table 25 

Comparison of First Career and Second Career Correlation Coefficients 

 First Career  Second Career   

Factors r z 

 

 

 r z  Sig.(p) 

Motivator        
Recognition .630 .741  .594 .684  .575 

Work itself .457 .494 

 

 .697 .861  .000*** 

Opportunities for advancement .616 .719  .420 .448  .008** 

Professional growth opportunities .577 .658  .477 .519  .177 

Responsibility .733 .935  .602 .696  .020* 

Good feelings about the organization .601 .695  .722 .912  .035* 

Clarity of mission .559 .631  .603 .698  .516 

Hygiene        

Effective senior management .629 .740  .467 .506  .023* 

Effective supervisor .559 .631  .449 .483  .150 

Good relationships with co-workers .649 .774  .512 .565  .042* 

Satisfaction with salary .498 .547  .323 .335  .039* 

Satisfaction with benefits .300 .309  .307 .317  .936 

Presence of core values .512 .565  .410 .436  .208 
Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Research Question Five 

Is there a difference in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career 

business faculty considering business school accreditation agency? 

 A two-way ANOVA was used to answer research question five.  In two-way ANOVA, 

variance is explained by two independent variables and interaction of the two independent 

variables (Field, 2013).  In this study, the independent variables of career status and business 

school accreditation agency and their effects on the dependent variable, job satisfaction, were 

examined using a two-way ANOVA.  As such, the researcher was interested in determining if 

there was (a) interaction between the main effects of career status and business school 

accreditation agency, (b) a difference in the main effect of job satisfaction scores among first 

career and second career faculty, and (c) a difference in the main effect of job satisfaction scores 
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between those faculty teaching in AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs.  Table 26 

displays the sample size, mean job satisfaction score, and standard deviation among accreditation 

agency for first career and second career faculty.    

Table 26 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Two-Way ANOVA Analysis 

 

 Accreditation 

Agency 

n M SD 

First career 

 

AACSB 138 

 

8.146 1.778 
 ACBSP 19 7.877 2.074 

 Total 157 8.113 1.811 

     

Second career AACSB 209 7.978 2.015 

 ACBSP 37 8.279 1.634 

 Total 246 8.023 1.963 

 

 A factorial ANOVA test assumes that (a) the units of analysis are independent of each 

other, (b) populations are normally distributed, and (c) population variances are equal (Field, 

2013).  An omnibus homogeneity of variance test using .10 significance level indicated 

insufficient evidence to indicate a difference in variances, F(3, 399) = 1.117, p = .342.  As a 

result, equal variances were assumed.  Table 27 displays the two-way ANOVA summary 

information.  Two-way ANOVA test results revealed no statistically significant interaction 

between the main effects of faculty career status and business school accreditation agency, F(1, 

399) = .976, p = .324, partial = .002.  The partial eta squared for the interaction was .002, 

indicating that 0.2% of the variation in mean job satisfaction could be explained by career status 

and accreditation agency.  The lack of a significant interaction effect indicates that mean job 

satisfaction for first career and second career faculty is not affected differently by business 

school accreditation agency.   

 

 

   

h2
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Table 27 

Job Satisfaction by Career Status and Accreditation Agency 

 Sum of  Mean   Partial Eta 

Source Squares df Square F Sig.(p) Squared 

Career status .597 1 .597 .164 .686 .000 
Accreditation agency .012 1 .012 .003 .955 .000 

Career status x accreditation 

Agency 

3.548 1 3.548 .976 .324 .002 

Error 1451.270 399 3.637    

Total 27624.779 403     
Note. *p < .05; R Squared = .003 

Since the two-way ANOVA test results did not indicate a statistically significant 

interaction, the main effects of career status and accreditation agency were interpreted.  For the 

main effect of career status, two-way ANOVA test results did not reveal statistically significant 

differences in mean job satisfaction scores for first career and second career faculty, F(1, 399) = 

.164, p = .686, partial  < .001.  This effect means that overall, when accreditation agency is 

ignored, the career status of the faculty participant did not influence overall job satisfaction.  Test 

results also indicated a non-significant main effect of business school accreditation agency on 

mean job satisfaction, F(1, 399) = .003, p = .955, partial  < .001.  This effect means that 

overall, when career status is ignored, the business school accreditation agency of the faculty 

participant did not influence overall job satisfaction. 

Research Question Six 

What combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene factors 

is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty in 

the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

Multiple linear regression analysis was used to answer research question six.  Multiple 

linear regression is based on the following assumptions: (a) regression of the dependent variable 

on the independent variable is linear (linearity); (b) the independent variables are fixed and 

   

h2

   

h2
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measured without error (independence of residuals); (c) residual scores are normally distributed 

and independent (normality); and (d) the mean of residual scores is zero, and the variance is 

constant at each setting of the independent variables (homoscedasticity) (Field 2013; Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2007).  The goal of multiple regression analysis is to produce a subset of predictor 

variables that minimizes the redundancy among the variables and maximizes the relationship 

with a dependent variable (Mills, Olejnik, & Marcoulides, 2005).   

Given the exploratory nature of this research question and the large number of potential 

predictor variables, iterative multiple regression analyses using forced entry and the various 

stepwise methods along with varying block structures were initially run in SPSS® in order to 

find a regression model that maximized the number of authentic predictors, minimized the 

number of noise predictors, and explained the greatest degree of variability in overall job 

satisfaction.  After review of the initial iterative regression analyses, a single block regression 

design using the forward selection method was chosen by the researcher to effectively answer the 

research question.  The forward selection method is a type of stepwise selection method, and, as 

noted by Mills, Olejnik, and Marcoulides (2005), “the stepwise selection methods are possibly 

the most popular variable selection procedures used by applied researchers conducting a 

regression analysis” (p. 352).  From a pool of potential predictor variables, the forward selection 

method adds one predictor variable at a time to a regression model until adding additional 

variables does not explain any statistically significant variation in the dependent variable (Mills, 

Olejnik, & Marcoulides, 2005).    

A single block multiple regression design using the forward selection method included 

the demographic personal characteristics of gender, age, education level, number of years of full-

time teaching experience, and number of years full-time professional business experience; the 
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demographic job characteristics of academic rank, tenure status, business school accreditation 

agency, primary teaching discipline, primary teaching venue, and annual teaching load; the 

motivator factors of recognition, work itself, opportunities for advancement, professional growth 

opportunities, responsibility, good feelings about the organization, and clarity of mission; and the 

hygiene factors of effective senior management, effective supervisor, good relationships with co-

workers, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with benefits, and presence of core values.  It 

should also be noted that primary teaching discipline was collapsed to six response groups for 

regression analysis purposes as follows: (a) accounting/taxation, (b) business 

management/production and operations management, (c) computer information 

systems/management information systems, (d) economics/finance/banking, (e) marketing, and (f) 

other.  Cumulatively, a total of 24 predictor variables were ultimately included in the multiple 

regression analysis. 

For the purpose of SPSS® effectively using them in the mathematical regression model, 

each of the dichotomous and categorical demographic predictor variables contained in the single 

regression block were recoded using dummy variables (Field, 2013).  The essence of dummy 

coding is converting predictors with more than two categories to several variables with two 

categories each (Field, 2013).  To ensure consistency in the regression model, each dichotomous 

and categorical predictor variable was converted into separate dummy variables (original number 

of categories minus one) using the numerical values of zero and one (Field, 2013).  Dummy 

variable values of zero and one are often used with nominal categories, with numerical value 

zero as the silent, or dumb, variable representing whatever numerical value one does not (Leech, 

Barrett, & Morgan, 2015).  For each recoded variable, the dummy value of zero represented the 

baseline category against which all other categories in the same variable were compared to in the 
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regression analysis.  All dummy variables created for each of the original dichotomous and 

categorical demographic variables were entered into the regression analysis in the single 

regression block in SPSS®.  Cases with missing data points were wholly excluded from the 

regression model.  Finally, the data file was split on career status, thus producing the necessary 

data set split between first career and second career faculty for comparison purposes. 

Regression diagnostics were calculated and saved to the data set in SPSS® in order to 

evaluate potential outliers.  The studentized deleted residual was used to determine if there were 

potential outliers among the cases at a t critical value of 1.96.  Results of the studentized deleted 

residual analysis indicated 14 potential outliers among the first career faculty cases and 18 

potential outliers among the second career faculty cases.  This analysis was followed up by 

evaluating Cook’s D and the standardized DFBETA to identify global and specific potential 

influencers, respectively, at the upper level significance criterion of 1.0.  Based on the evaluation 

of Cook’s D and the standardized DFBETA scores against the upper level criterion, no cases in 

either the first career or second career data set were found to consistently bear markers of being 

outliers that could influence the regression model.  The following discussion describes the final 

multiple regression results obtained for first career and second career faculty. 

 First career faculty.  Table 28 summarizes the SPSS® output for first career regression 

model coefficients.  A total of four progressive models were produced using the forward 

selection method in the single block consisting of 24 predictor variables.  The final regression 

model for first career faculty included four individual statistically significant predictor variables, 

controlling for the effects of each of the other variables in the model, as follows: responsibility 

t(148) = 6.332,  p <.001; recognition t(148) = 3.387, p = .001; effective supervisor t(148) = 

2.741, p = .007; and good relationships with co-workers t(148) = 2.128,  p = .035.  The final 



 141 

regression model for first career faculty has a Pearson R coefficient of .818 and an adjusted R 

Square value of .660, which means the final model with four predictors has a strong and positive 

correlation with overall job satisfaction and explains 66.0% of the variation in overall job 

satisfaction for first career faculty.  Multicollinearity among the predictor variables in the final 

regression model was evaluated using the variance inflation factor (VIF) statistic at the upper 

level criterion of 10.  Each of the predictor variables possessed a VIF score well below 10 as 

follows: responsibility (2.107), recognition (1.809), effective supervisor (1.669), and good 

relationships with co-workers (2.232).  The Durbin-Watson statistic was used to evaluate the 

assumption of independent errors.  For this statistic, a value between 1 and 3 is preferred, with a 

value closer to 2 being ideal (Field, 2013).  A Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.906 was calculated by 

SPSS® for first career faculty, indicating the assumption was met.   

Table 28 

First Career Regression Model Coefficients 

 B SE t Sig.(p) 

Model 1 (Adjusted R Square = .568)     
Constant 1.283 .492 2.610 .010* 
Responsibility .815 .058 14.170 .000*** 

Model 2 (Adjusted R Square = .626)     
Constant .977 .461 2.118 .036* 
Responsibility .616 .067 9.218 .000*** 
Recognition .266 .054 4.957 .000*** 

Model 3 (Adjusted R Square = .652)     
Constant .627 .456 1.374 .172 
Responsibility .529 .069 7.658 .000*** 
Recognition .219 .053 4.104 .000*** 
Effective Supervisor .176 .050 3.487 .001** 

Model 4 (Adjusted R Square = .660)     
Constant .418 .462 .905 .367 
Responsibility .469 .074 6.332 .000*** 
Recognition .186 .055 3.387 .001** 
Effective Supervisor .143 .052 2.741 .007** 
Good Relationships with Co-Workers .150 .071 2.128 .035* 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 29 summarizes the ANOVA output for the four progressive models produced by 

SPSS® for first career faculty.  Each of the regression models, including the final model 

containing the four predictor variables, was a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction.  

The ANOVA results can be interpreted to mean that the final model, as well as the three 

progressive models before it, significantly improved the ability to predict overall job satisfaction 

for first career faculty compared to not fitting the model (Field, 2013).  

Table 29 

ANOVA Table for First Career Regression Models 

 Sum of  Mean   

 Squares df Square F Sig.(p) 

Model 1      

Regression 282.692 1 282.692 200.793 .000*** 

Residual 212.589 151 1.408   

Total 495.281 152    

Model 2      

Regression 312.612 

1182.669 

2 156.306 128.352 .000*** 

Residual 182.669 150 1.218   

Total 495.281 152    

Model 3      

Regression 326.393 3 108.798 95.986 .000*** 

Residual 168.887 149 1.133   

Total 495.281 152    

Model 4      

Regression 331.406 4 82.851 74.826 .000*** 

Residual 163.875 148 1.107   

Total 495.281 152    

 Note. ***p < .001 

Second career faculty.  Table 30 summarizes the SPSS® output for second career 

regression model coefficients.  A total of seven progressive models were produced using the 

forward selection method in the single block consisting of 24 predictor variables.  The final 
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regression model for second career faculty included seven individual statistically significant 

predictor variables, controlling for the effects of each of the other variables in the model, as 

follows: good feelings about the organization t(236) = 6.695,  p < .001; work itself t(236) = 

7.091, p < .001; responsibility t(236) = 2.674, p = .008; satisfaction with benefits t(236) = 2.744,  

p = .007; gender-female as compared to male t(236) = -2.384,  p = .018, highest education-

master’s degree as compared to doctorate t(236) = -2.424,  p = .016; and recognition t(236) = 

2.369,  p = .019.  The final regression model for second career faculty has a Pearson R 

coefficient of .829 and an adjusted R Square value of .679, which means the final model with 

seven predictors has a strong and positive correlation with overall job satisfaction and explains 

67.9% of the variation in overall job satisfaction for second career faculty.  Multicollinearity 

among the predictor variables in the final regression model was evaluated using the variance 

inflation factor (VIF) statistic at the upper level criterion of 10.  Each of the predictor variables 

possessed a VIF score well below 10 as follows: good feelings about the organization (2.325), 

work itself (1.741), responsibility (1.815), satisfaction with benefits (1.159), gender-female as 

compared to male  (1.021), highest education level-master’s degree as compared to doctorate 

(1.031), and recognition (1.878).  The Durbin-Watson statistic was also used with the second 

career regression model to evaluate the assumption of independent errors.  A Durbin-Watson 

statistic of 2.092 was calculated by SPSS® for second career faculty, indicating the assumption 

of independent errors was met. 
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Table 30 

Second Career Regression Model Coefficients  

 B SE t Sig.(p) 

Model 1 (Adjusted R Square = .526)     
Constant 2.253 .361 6.247 .000*** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .715 .043 16.467 .000*** 

Model 2 (Adjusted R Square = .628)     
Constant -.412 .457 -.902 .368 
Good Feelings About the Organization .473 .049 9.745 .000*** 
Work Itself .517 .063 8.176 .000*** 

Model 3 (Adjusted R Square = .651)     
Constant -1.241 .486 -2.556 .011* 
Good Feelings About the Organization .395 .051 7.815 .000*** 
Work Itself .449 .063 7.078 .000*** 
Responsibility .249 .060 4.128 .000*** 

Model 4 (Adjusted R Square = .660)     
Constant -1.612 .499 -3.231 .001** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .403 .050 8.047 .000*** 
Work Itself .441 .063 7.042 .000*** 
Responsibility .197 .062 3.161 .002** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .112 .042 2.684 .008** 

Model 5 (Adjusted R Square = .666)     
Constant -1.611 .494 -3.261 .001** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .406 .050 8.183 .000*** 
Work Itself .451 .062 7.253 .000*** 
Responsibility .203 .062 3.282 .001** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .109 .041 2.654 .008** 
Gender-Female Compared to Male -.362 .151 -2.405 .017* 

Model 6 (Adjusted R Square = .672)     
Constant -1.597 .490 -3.263 .001** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .421 .050 8.496 .000*** 
Work Itself .453 .062 7.348 .000*** 
Responsibility .193 .061 3.138 .002** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .108 .041 2.649 .009** 
Gender-Female Compared to Male -.347 .150 -2.320 .021* 
Education-Master’s Compared to Doctorate -.483 .209 -2.313 .022* 

Model 7 (Adjusted R Square = .679)     
Constant -1.557 .485 -3.209 .002** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .365 .055 6.695 .000*** 
Work Itself .436 .061 7.091 .000*** 
Responsibility .166 .062 2.674 .008** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .111 .041 2.744 .007** 
Gender-Female Compared to Male -.353 .148 -2.384 .018* 
Education-Master’s Compared to Doctorate -.502 .207 -2.424 .016* 
Recognition .109 .046 2.369 .019* 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 31 summarizes the ANOVA output for the seven progressive models produced by 

SPSS® for second career faculty.  Each of the regression models, including the final model 

containing the seven predictor variables, was a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction. 

The ANOVA results can be interpreted to mean that the final model, as well as the six 

progressive models before it, significantly improved the ability to predict overall job satisfaction 

for second career faculty compared to not fitting the model (Field, 2013). 
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Table 31 

ANOVA Table for Second Career Regression Models 

 Sum of  Mean   

 Squares df Square F Sig.(p) 

Model 1      

Regression 497.988 1 497.988 271.173 .000*** 

Residual 444.414 242 1.836   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 2      

Regression 594.496 2 297.248 205.908 .000*** 

Residual 347.907 241 1.444   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 3      

Regression 617.566 3 205.855 152.092 .000*** 

Residual 324.837 240 1.353   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 4      

Regression 627.073 4 156.768 118.821 .000*** 

Residual 315.329 239 1.319   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 5      

Regression 634.553 5 126.911 98.115 .000*** 

Residual 307.849 238 1.293   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 6      

Regression 641.350 6 106.892 84.149 .000*** 

Residual 301.052 237 1.270   

Total 942.403 243    

Model 7      

Regression 648.344 7 92.621 74.334 .000*** 

Residual 294.059 236 1.246   

Total 942.403 243    

Note. ***p < .001 
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Combined faculty sample.  In order to address the primary intent of the research 

question, multiple regression analyses were run separately for first and second career faculty so 

as to compare the differences in significant predictor variables for the two categories of faculty.  

Additionally, a full regression model with all faculty participants was similarly produced for 

analysis purposes.  In the full regression model, the demographic variable of career status was 

added to the block of predictor variables, resulting in a total of 25 predictor variables for the 

model.   

Table 32 summarizes the SPSS® output for first and second career combined regression 

model coefficients.  A total of seven progressive models were produced using the forward 

selection method in the single block consisting of 25 predictor variables.  The final regression 

model for second career faculty included seven individual statistically significant predictor 

variables, controlling for the effects of each of the other variables in the model, as follows: good 

feelings about the organization t(389) = 5.063,  p < .001; responsibility t(389) = 6.145, p < .001; 

work itself t(389) = 6.662, p < .001; recognition t(389) = 4.775,  p < .001; satisfaction with 

benefits t(389) = 3.018,  p = .003, gender-female compared to male t(389) = -2.036,  p = .042; 

and primary teaching venue-online instruction compared to mix of face-to-face and online 

instruction t(389) = 1.986,  p = .048.  The final regression model for first and second career 

faculty combined has a Pearson R coefficient of .801 and an adjusted R Square value of .636, 

which means the final model with seven predictors has a strong and positive correlation with 

overall job satisfaction and explains 63.6% of the variation in overall job satisfaction for first and 

second career faculty combined.  Multicollinearity among the predictor variables in the final 

regression model was evaluated using the variance inflation factor (VIF) statistic at the upper 

level criterion of 10.  Each of the predictor variables possessed a VIF score well below 10 as 
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follows: good feelings about the organization (2.276), responsibility (1.878), work itself (1.658), 

recognition (1.823), satisfaction with benefits (1.133), gender-female compared to male (1.025), 

and primary teaching venue-online instruction compared to a mix of face-to-face and online 

instruction (1.008).  The Durbin-Watson statistic was also used with the combined first and 

second career regression model to evaluate the assumption of independent errors.  A Durbin-

Watson statistic of 1.983 was calculated by SPSS® for the combined regression model, 

indicating the assumption of independent errors was met. 

Table 33 summarizes the ANOVA output for the seven progressive models produced by 

SPSS® for combined first and second career faculty.  Each of the regression models, including 

the final model containing the seven predictor variables, was a significant predictor of overall job 

satisfaction. The ANOVA results can be interpreted to mean that the final model, as well as the 

six progressive models before it, significantly improved the ability to predict overall job 

satisfaction for first and second career faculty compared to not fitting the model (Field, 2013). 
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Table 32 

First and Second Career Combined Regression Model Coefficients  

 B SE t Sig.(p) 

Model 1 (Adjusted R Square = .457)     
Constant 2.924 .289 10.106 .000*** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .637 .035 18.288 .000*** 

Model 2 (Adjusted R Square = .558)     
Constant .784 .344 2.278 .023* 
Good Feelings About the Organization .413 .039 10.531 .000*** 
Responsibility .473 .050 9.532 .000*** 

Model 3 (Adjusted R Square = .601)     
Constant -.875 .412 -2.124 .034* 
Good Feelings About the Organization .296 .041 7.189 .000*** 
Responsibility .403 .048 8.336 .000*** 
Work Itself .356 .054 6.629 .000*** 

Model 4 (Adjusted R Square = .622)     
Constant -.854 .401 -2.131 .034* 
Good Feelings About the Organization .213 .044 4.891 .000*** 
Responsibility .345 .049 7.113 .000*** 
Work Itself .337 .052 6.440 .000*** 
Recognition .179 .037 4.793 .000*** 

Model 5 (Adjusted R Square = .630)     
Constant -1.218 .414 -2.938 .003** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .217 .043 5.029 .000*** 
Responsibility .305 .050 6.124 .000*** 
Work Itself .336 .052 6.485 .000*** 
Recognition .176 .037 4.752 .000*** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .098 .032 3.026 .003** 

Model 6 (Adjusted R Square = .633)     
Constant -1.214 .413 -2.942 .003** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .213 .043 4.934 .000*** 
Responsibility .303 .050 6.098 .000*** 
Work Itself .349 .052 6.706 .000*** 
Recognition .182 .037 4.925 .000*** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .097 .032 3.025 .003** 
Gender-Female Compared to Male -.250 .121 -2.078 .038* 

Model 7 (Adjusted R Square = .636)     
Constant -1.216 .411 -2.959 .003** 
Good Feelings About the Organization .218 .043 5.063 .000*** 
Responsibility .304 .049 6.145 .000*** 
Work Itself .345 .052 6.662 .000*** 
Recognition .176 .037 4.775 .000*** 
Satisfaction with Benefits .097 .032 3.018 .003** 
Gender-Female Compared to Male -.245 .120 -2.036 .042* 
Teaching Venue-Online Compared to Mix of 

Online and Classroom Instruction  

.569 .286 1.986 .048* 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 



 150 

Table 33 

ANOVA Table for First and Second Career Combined Regression Models 

 Sum of  Mean   

 Squares df Square F Sig.(p) 

Model 1      

Regression 659.618 1 659.618 334.464 .000*** 

Residual 779.005 395 1.972   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 2      

Regression 805.602 2 402.801 250.708 .000*** 

Residual 633.021 394 1.607   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 3      

Regression 869.266 3 289.755 200.005 .000*** 

Residual 569.356 393 1.449   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 4      

Regression 900.788 4 225.197 164.134 .000*** 

Residual 537.835 392 1.372   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 5      

Regression 913.093 5 182.619 135.870 .000*** 

Residual 525.529 391 1.344   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 6      

Regression 918.849 6 153.142 114.906 .000*** 

Residual 519.774 390 1.333   

Total 1438.623 396    

Model 7      

Regression 924.068 7 132.010 99.798 .000*** 

Residual 514.555 389 1.323   

Total 1438.623 396    

Note. ***p < .001 
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Summary 

 Chapter IV presented the results of the data analyses that were conducted to answer the 

six research questions presented by this study concerning the job satisfaction of first career and 

second career faculty teaching in accredited business programs at colleges and universities 

located in the southern United States.  Initially, extensive demographic information was analyzed 

and presented by the researcher in order for readers of the study to understand the higher 

education faculty context in which the study was situated.  Instrument validity and reliability 

information was presented via the discussion of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and factor analysis 

for the original Smerek and Peterson (2007) study, the Whittaker (2015) study, and this study for 

comparative purposes.  Descriptive statistics, t-tests, Pearson correlation coefficients, z-scores, 2-

way ANOVA, and multiple regression analysis were used to understand differences in job 

satisfaction between first career and second career business faculty with respect to various 

demographic factors and work environment factors aligned with Herzberg’s duality theory of 

motivator and hygiene factors.  Chapter V will further discuss the research findings, provide 

conclusions, and make recommendations for policy, practice, and future research. 
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CHAPTER V: 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the motivator and hygiene factors that 

contribute to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of full-time first career and second career 

business faculty teaching in accredited business programs at colleges and universities located in 

the SACSCOC accreditation region of the United States.  Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory 

was used as the theoretical framework for this study.  An adapted online survey was 

administered to 3,177 business faculty located at 73 public, master’s-level, not-for-profit colleges 

and universities in the states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, 

North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.  A total of 404 complete survey 

responses were received from study participants and used for study analysis purposes, for a 

response rate of 13%. 

 Faculty members represent the core of an institution of higher education.  The job 

satisfaction of faculty is an important variable for administrators to consider in their evaluation 

of an institution’s efforts to achieve their triumvirate goals related to teaching, research, and 

service.  An understanding of the perceptions of factors affecting job satisfaction of full-time 

first career and second career business faculty is especially warranted given the shift in the 

academy with respect to faculty composition consisting of more adjunct and non-tenure-line 

faculty positions and the continued trend of career business professionals transitioning into 

second career faculty roles.  
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 A discussion of the findings for the six research questions posed in this study will be 

initially presented in this chapter.  Next, a discussion of the conclusions made from the study will 

follow the discussion of findings.  Finally, a discussion of recommendations for higher education 

policy and practice and future research and a concluding summary of the study will be presented.   

Findings 

 The six research questions that guided this study will be restated in this section along 

with a discussion of the findings. 

 Research Question One 

How important are the various factors related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction for 

first career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

Research question one analyzed the mean scores of the seventy-two 10-point Likert scale 

survey questions used in this study that Smerek and Peterson (2007) originally and Whittaker 

(2015) subsequently related to the Herzberg motivator and hygiene factors.  As previously 

discussed, Herzberg posited the motivator factors as primarily affecting job satisfaction and the 

hygiene factors primarily affecting job dissatisfaction.  The 10-point scale ranged from 1 being 

strongly disagree to 10 being strongly agree.  Table 34 provides a listing of the motivator and 

hygiene factors along with their corresponding survey item numbers and the related number of 

survey questions for each factor.   

 First career and second career faculty responses covered the full range from 1 to 10 

Likert-scale points on all 72 survey items comprising the motivator and hygiene factors.  Mean 

scores for each of the motivator factors were 7 or higher for both first career and second career 

faculty, indicating strong positive agreement on average with the statements concerning the 

intrinsic factors of the work environment.  Additionally, a ranking of the motivator factor mean  
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Table 34 

Summary of Survey Items and Number of Survey Questions per Factor  

Factors Survey Items Number of Questions 

Motivator   
Recognition 16-20 5 

Work itself 21-24 4 

Opportunities for advancement 25-28 4 

Professional growth opportunities 29-33 5 

Responsibility 34-38 5 

Good feelings about the organization 39-43 5 

Clarity of mission 44-49 6 

Hygiene   

Effective senior management 50-52 3 

Effective supervisor 53-67 15 

Good relationships with co-workers 68-75 8 

Satisfaction with salary 76-80 5 

Satisfaction with benefits 81-84 4 

Presence of core values 85-87 3 

Total  72 

 

scores revealed identical rankings for first and second career faculty, indicating the same degree 

of relative importance for each group of faculty.  Further analysis of the mean scores for the 

motivator factors indicated that 70% or more of first career faculty scored all items, with the 

exception of recognition, at 7 or higher on the 10-point Likert scale.  For the motivator factor of 

recognition, 67% of first career respondents scored 7 or higher.  Ninety-five percent of first 

career faculty respondents scored 7 or higher on the survey items related to the factor of work 

itself.  Clarity of mission and responsibility were the next two highest factors with average scores 

of 7 or higher at 89% and 87%, respectively.  For second career faculty, 70% or more of 

respondents scored 7 or higher with respect to the factors of work itself, opportunities for 

advancement, responsibility, good feelings about the organization, and clarity of mission.  Sixty-

one percent and 68% of second career faculty scored 7 or higher on the factors of recognition 
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and professional growth opportunities, respectively.  Similar to first career faculty, the highest 

area of scores at 7 or higher for second career faculty was on the items related to work itself at 

92%, with clarity of mission and responsibility as the next two highest scoring areas with scores 

at 7 or above at 88% and 83%, respectively.  See Figure 7 for a graphic depicting the percentage 

of respondents with average scores of 7 or higher for each motivator factor.  As Figure 7 

indicates, a greater percentage of first career faculty responded with a mean score of 7 or higher 

for each of the motivator factors as compared to second career faculty.  This is perhaps due to the 

greater appreciation of the intrinsic factors affecting job satisfaction for first career faculty as a 

result of their traditional route to the professoriate.   

 

Figure 7.  Motivator factors percentage of scores with mean score of 7 or higher. 

 For each of the hygiene factors, mean scores were at least 6 or higher for both first career 

and second career faculty, indicating moderately strong to strong positive agreement on average 

with the statements concerning the extrinsic factors of the work environment.  Additionally, a 

ranking of the hygiene factor mean scores revealed differences in rankings of two of the six 

factors for first and second career faculty, indicating a difference in the relative importance for 
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the two groups of faculty.  While mean scores for first career and second career faculty indicated 

identical rankings for the hygiene factors of good relationships with co-workers (first), effective 

supervisor (second), presence of core values (fifth), and satisfaction with salary (sixth), the two 

groups of faculty differed with respect to their mean scores and the resulting rankings of third 

and fourth place positions for the factors of effective senior management and satisfaction with 

benefits.  Mean scores and associated rankings indicated relatively higher importance of 

effective senior management and lower importance of satisfaction with benefits for first career 

faculty, ranking in third and fourth places, respectively, while satisfaction with benefits ranked 

higher and effective senior management lower for second career faculty in the same ranking 

positions.  Additional analysis of the responses for the hygiene factors indicated 70% or more of 

first career faculty scored all items, with the exception of satisfaction with salary, at 6 or higher 

on the 10-point Likert scale.  For the hygiene factor of satisfaction with salary, 56% of first 

career respondents scored 6 or higher.  Eighty-nine percent of first career faculty respondents 

scored 6 or higher on the survey items related to the hygiene factors of effective supervisor and 

good relationships with co-workers.  Effective senior management was the next highest factor for 

first career faculty with average scores of 6 or higher at 80%.  For second career faculty, 70% or 

more of respondents scored 6 or higher with respect to all hygiene factors, with the exception of 

satisfaction with salary.  Fifty-eight percent of second career faculty scored 6 or higher on the 

factor of satisfaction with salary.  The highest area of scores at 6 or higher for second career 

faculty was on the items related to good relationships with co-workers at 85%, with effective 

supervisor and satisfaction with benefits as the next two highest scoring areas with scores at 6 or 

above at 81% and 75%, respectively.  See Figure 8 for a graphic depicting the percentage of 

respondents with average scores of 6 or higher for each hygiene factor. 
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Figure 8.  Hygiene factors percentage of scores with mean score of 6 or higher. 

 

The findings suggest that, in total, motivator factors are relatively more important than 

the hygiene factors for first career and second career faculty based on totals of the average mean 

scores for both sets of factors as referenced in Tables 18 and 20.  Within the paradigm of 

Herzberg’s motivator factors and based on ranking analysis, first career and second career 

faculty consistently expressed the same relative degree of agreement with the statements 

comprising the motivator factors.  This suggests that the individual motivator factors were 

viewed with relatively the same level of concern by first career and second career faculty.  On 

average, first career faculty mean scores for each of the motivator factors were mathematically 

higher than second career faculty, with the exception of second career faculty expressing slightly 

stronger agreement with the statements concerning clarity of mission.  This finding suggests that 

second career faculty were more aligned with institutional and departmental mission and goals.  

Within the paradigm of Herzberg’s hygiene factors and based on ranking analysis, second career 

faculty responded slightly more strongly in agreement on the statements concerning their 

satisfaction with benefits.  This finding suggests that second career faculty enter the academy 
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with more appreciation for and concern with the benefits package offered as part of their total 

compensation package, thus resulting in satisfaction with benefits being more of a hygiene factor 

for second career faculty.  On average, first career faculty expressed stronger agreement with the 

items related to the hygiene factors of effective senior management, effective supervisor, good 

relationships with co-workers, satisfaction with salary, and presence of core values.  This finding 

suggests that first career faculty were less critical of these five hygiene factors as compared to 

faculty entering the academy as a second career.   

Research Questions Two and Three 

What differences in perception of factors leading to job satisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region?  

What differences in perception of factors leading to job dissatisfaction exist among first 

career and second career business faculty in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 An independent samples t-test was used to investigate differences in perceptions of first 

career and second career faculty with respect to the motivator and hygiene factors for analysis of 

research questions two and three.  There were 158 first career faculty and 246 second career 

faculty participants in this study.  On average, first career faculty had stronger agreement with all 

of the motivator factors except clarity of mission.  Second career faculty had stronger agreement, 

on average, with clarity of mission.  With respect to the hygiene factors, first career faculty had 

stronger agreement, on average, with all of the factors except satisfaction with benefits.  Second 

career faculty agreed more strongly on the hygiene factor of satisfaction with benefits.  Results 

indicated no statistically significant differences in perceptions of the motivator and hygiene 

factors for first career and second career faculty.  However, results were approaching 

significance for the motivator factors of recognition t(402) = 1.620; p = .106 and professional 
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growth opportunities t(402) = 1.370; p = .171.  Additionally, results were approaching 

significance for the hygiene factor of effective supervisor t(402) = 1.626; p = .105.   

 Even though the t-statistics confirmed nonsignificant results (p < .05) between first career 

and second career faculty for each of the motivator and hygiene factors, effect sizes between the 

two faculty groups for each of the factors were subsequently considered using Cohen’s d in order 

to detect substantive effects.  Effect size was interpreted using Cohen’s d with small effect sizes 

(.20), medium effect sizes (.50), and large effect sizes (.80) (Cohen, 1992).   Table 35 

summarizes the mean differences and Cohen’s d effect sizes for each of the motivator and 

hygiene factors.  Using first career faculty as the comparator group, effect sizes were small for 

each of the motivator and hygiene factors.  In alignment with the t statistics approaching 

significance, recognition and professional growth opportunities had the relatively highest effect 

sizes of 0.168 and 0.140, respectively, for the motivator factors; effective supervisor had the 

highest relative effect size of 0.170 for the hygiene factors. 

 While the differences in perceptions among first career and second career faculty were 

not statistically significant and possessed small effect sizes, first career faculty nonetheless 

indicated stronger agreement with all of the motivator factors, excluding clarity of mission, and 

with all of the hygiene factors, excluding satisfaction with benefits.  Second career faculty had 

had stronger feelings of agreement, although nonsignificant, as compared to first career faculty 

with respect to the survey items that comprised the motivator factor of clarity of mission and the 

hygiene factor of satisfaction with benefits.  These findings also suggest that, while not 

statistically significant, the experiences of second career faculty positively impact their 

perceptions of institutional and departmental efforts related to the alignment of faculty with 
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mission and goals as well as their perceptions of the quality of faculty job benefits as compared 

to first career faculty.   

Table 35 

Summary of Mean Differences and Cohen’s d Effect Sizes for Motivator and Hygiene Factors 

Factors M Difference  Cohen’s d 

Motivator    
Recognition 0.347  0.168 

Work itself 0.072  0.058 

Opportunities for advancement 0.102  0.055 

Professional growth opportunities 0.261  0.140 

Responsibility 0.109  0.066 

Good feelings about the organization 0.006  0.003 

Clarity of mission -0.031  -0.023 

Hygiene    

Effective senior management 0.279  0.111 

Effective supervisor 0.365  0.170 

Good relationships with co-workers 0.239  0.134 

Satisfaction with salary 0.037  0.014 

Satisfaction with benefits -0.084  -0.043 

Presence of core values 0.167  0.080 

 

Research Question Four 

What is the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene 

Theory and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty 

in the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 Analysis of the Pearson correlation coefficients revealed statistically significant 

relationships between job satisfaction and each of the motivator and hygiene factors.  Medium to 

moderately strong positive relationships were found for all motivator and hygiene factors for first 

and second career faculty.  For first career faculty, responsibility, r = .733, had the highest 

correlation with job satisfaction, and satisfaction with benefits, r = .300, had the lowest 

correlation with job satisfaction.  For second career faculty, good feelings about the organization, 
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r = .722, had the highest correlation with job satisfaction, and satisfaction with benefits, r = .307, 

had the lowest correlation with job satisfaction.  These findings, in particular, suggest alignment 

with Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory given the strong relationship of the motivator 

factors, responsibility and good feelings about the organization, with job satisfaction while the 

hygiene factor of satisfaction with benefits showed a much weaker correlation with overall job 

satisfaction.  However, these findings were not universally replicated with the remainder of the 

motivator and hygiene factors due to multiple instances of overlap in correlations of the 

motivator and hygiene factors for both first career and second career faculty.   

Ideally, the weakest motivator factor correlation coefficient would be as great or greater 

than the strongest hygiene factor correlation coefficient in order for Herzberg’s Motivator-

Hygiene Theory to be fully supported by this study.  Furthermore, correlations of the factors 

would fall into two distinct groups, with motivator factors correlating positively and strongly 

with job satisfaction and hygiene factors correlating positively and weakly or, alternatively, 

negatively with job satisfaction (Whittaker, 2015).   For both groups of faculty, multiple 

instances of hygiene factor correlation coefficients being larger than the smallest motivator factor 

correlation coefficients were found.  Five of six first career faculty hygiene factor correlation 

coefficients were greater than the weakest correlation coefficient for the motivator factors.  The 

degree of overlap for second career faculty was less, with three of six hygiene factor correlation 

coefficients exceeding the weakest correlation coefficient for the motivator factors.  

Additionally, a majority of the motivator and hygiene factors for both groups of faculty exhibited 

a moderate or moderately strong positive correlation with job satisfaction.  Given the multiple 

overlaps in correlation coefficients and the strong positive correlations for both sets of factors, 

the study findings don’t support two distinct groups of factors as Herzberg (1959) posited with 
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his Motivator-Hygiene Theory.  These study findings are similar to findings by Smerek and 

Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015), albeit both studies were conducted with non-faculty 

subjects in a higher education context. 

In order to further understand the study findings related to the correlation analysis, an 

analysis of the differences in the correlation coefficients between first career and second career 

faculty was performed using z scores.  After converting the Pearson correlation coefficients for 

first career and second career faculty into z-scores, differences in z-scores for each of the 

motivator and hygiene factors for the two groups of faculty were evaluated for statistical 

significance.  Findings of the analysis indicated that first career faculty had statistically stronger 

correlations with job satisfaction as compared to second career faculty with respect to the 

motivator factors of opportunities for advancement, responsibility, and the hygiene factors of 

effective senior management, good relationships with co-workers, and satisfaction with salary.  

Findings of the analysis also indicated that second career faculty had statistically stronger 

correlations as compared to first career faculty with respect to the motivator factors of work itself 

and good feelings about the organization.  Second career faculty did not possess any statistically 

stronger correlations as compared to first career faculty with respect to the hygiene factors.  

These additional findings suggest the following: (a) first career faculty overall job satisfaction is 

statistically more sensitive to faculty perceptions of opportunities for advancement within the 

academy, responsibility inherent within the faculty position, effective senior management 

practices, forged relationships with co-workers, and satisfaction with salary, and (b) second 

career faculty overall job satisfaction is statistically more sensitive to faculty perceptions of the 

nature of the work itself and good feelings about the institution.   
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Research Question Five 

Is there a difference in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career 

business faculty considering business school accreditation agency? 

 A two-way ANOVA was used to answer research question five.  To assess whether 

career status and business school accreditation agency each seem to have a statistically 

significant effect on overall job satisfaction, and if the effects of career status on overall job 

satisfaction depend on whether the faculty member is teaching in an AACSB or ACBSP 

accredited business program (i.e., on the interaction of career status and accreditation agency), a 

two-way ANOVA was conducted.  Results of the factorial ANOVA revealed no statistically 

significant interaction between career status (first career and second career) and business school 

accreditation agency (AACSB and ACBSP) on overall job satisfaction (p = .324).  As a result, 

the main effects of career status and business school accreditation agency were interpreted.  

Controlling for business school accreditation agency, results indicated no statistically significant 

differences, F(1, 399) = .164, p = .686, partial  < .001, in mean job satisfaction for first career 

faculty (M = 8.11, SD = 1.81) and second career faculty (M = 8.02, SD = 1.96).  The partial eta 

squared statistic revealed that less than one tenth of one percent of the variability in job 

satisfaction was explained by career status.  When controlling for career status, results indicated 

no statistically significant differences, F(1, 399) = .003, p = .955, partial  < .001, in mean job 

satisfaction for faculty teaching in AACSB (M = 8.04, SD = 1.92) and ACBSP (M = 8.14, SD = 

1.79) accredited business programs.  The partial eta squared statistic revealed that less than one 

tenth of one percent of the variability in job satisfaction was explained by business school 

accreditation program. 

   

h2

   

h2
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 In this study, overall job satisfaction levels did not vary statistically for faculty 

considering the main effects of career status and business school accreditation agency, and there 

was no interaction between the two main effects.  The lack of a statistically significant 

interaction between the main effects and lack of significance of the main effects individually are 

surprising considering the distinct difference in career paths and experiences for first career and 

second career faculty as well as the inherent differences in institutional focus on teaching, 

research, and service for AACSB and ACBSP accredited programs.  First career faculty 

represented 39.1% (n = 158) of the participants while second career faculty represented 60.9% (n 

= 246) of the participants.  Faculty teaching in AACSB accredited business programs represented 

86.1% (n = 347) of total participants, and faculty teaching in ACBSP accredited business 

programs represented 13.9% (n = 56) of total participants.  A majority (51.9%, n = 209) of the 

total participants in this study were second career faculty who teach in AACSB accredited 

business programs, followed by 34.2% (n = 138) first career faculty who teach in AACSB 

accredited programs, 9.2% (n = 37) second career faculty who teach in ACBSP accredited 

programs, and 4.7% (n = 19) first career faculty who teach in ACBSP accredited programs.  The 

inclusion of additional variables in the analysis may be warranted in order to understand 

potential significant differences in job satisfaction for first career and second career faculty.   

Research Question Six 

What combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene factors 

is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty in 

the SACSCOC accreditation region? 

 The final research question in this study used multiple regression analysis to determine 

predictive models of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career faculty.  A total of 
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24 predictor variables were included in the separate regression models for first career and second 

career faculty, including five personal characteristics, six job characteristics, seven motivator 

factors, and six hygiene factors.  Using forward selection regression modeling, a total of 24 

predictor variables in one regression block were carried forward in the final regression models 

for both first career and second career faculty.    

Previous research by Smerek and Peterson (2007), on which this study largely stemmed, 

found age to be the only significant demographic predictor of job satisfaction and the motivator 

factor of work itself to be the most significant and powerful predictor of job satisfaction for non-

academic employees in a higher education context, followed by opportunity for advancement, 

responsibility, and clarity of mission as other significant predictive motivator factors.  Smerek 

and Peterson (2007) also found the hygiene factors of effective supervisor, satisfaction with 

salary, and effective senior management to be significant predictors of overall job satisfaction.  

For this study, regression analysis results indicated the motivator factors of responsibility 

and recognition along with the hygiene factors of effective supervisor and good relationships 

with co-workers to be the most significant and powerful predictors of job satisfaction for first 

career faculty.  The four perceived work environment variables in the regression model for first 

career faculty explained 66.0% of the variability in overall job satisfaction.  The motivator factor 

of responsibility, t(148) = 6.332, p < .001, is the most significant contributor in the first career 

faculty regression model, explaining 56.8% of the variation in overall job satisfaction.  No 

personal or job characteristics were found to be significant predictors of job satisfaction in the 

final regression model for first career faculty.     

For second career faculty, results of this study indicated gender, education level, the 

motivator factors of good feelings about the organization, work itself, recognition, and 
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responsibility, and the hygiene factor of satisfaction with benefits were the most significant and 

powerful predictors of job satisfaction.  The regression model for second career faculty explained 

67.9% of the variability in overall job satisfaction.  The motivator factor of good feelings about 

the organization, t(236) = 6.695, p < .001, is the most significant contributor in the second career 

faculty regression model, explaining 52.6% of the variation in overall job satisfaction.  As 

compared to first career faculty, the final regression model for second career faculty contained a 

mix of personal characteristics and perceived work environment variables.  The personal 

characteristics of gender and education level had negative and significant standardized betas of   

-.353 and -.502, respectively, indicating negative impacts on job satisfaction for second career 

female faculty as compared to male faculty and second career faculty possessing a master’s 

degree as compared to faculty possessing a doctorate as their highest level of education.    

When a combined regression model was run for first and second career faculty including 

career status as an added predictor variable, study results indicated that gender, teaching venue, 

the motivator factors of good feelings about the organization, responsibility, work itself, and 

recognition, and the hygiene factor of satisfaction with benefits were the most significant and 

powerful predictors of job satisfaction.  The combined regression model with seven predictors 

for first and second career faculty explained 63.6% of the variability in overall job satisfaction.  

The motivator factor of good feelings about the organization, t(389) = 5.063, p < .001, was the 

most significant contributor in the full faculty regression model, explaining 45.7% of the 

variation in overall job satisfaction.  The next most significant contributor to the combined 

model was the motivator factor of responsibility t(389) = 6.145, p < .001, explaining 10.1% of 

the variation in overall job satisfaction.  The added demographic variable of career status for 

analysis purposes was not included in the regression model as a significant predictor of job 
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satisfaction for the faculty sample as a whole.  Teaching venue was the only new significant 

predictor variable introduced into the combined regression model for first career and second 

career faculty.  The addition of this variable to the model indicates that job satisfaction is 

positively impacted by faculty whose primary teaching venue is online instruction as compared 

to faculty whose primary teaching venue is a hybrid of online and traditional classroom 

instruction. 

 In sum, findings of this study indicate that the perceived work environment variables 

consisting of motivators and hygienes are more important than personal or job characteristics in 

predicting overall job satisfaction for first career and second career faculty.  The motivator factor 

of responsibility has the most predictive power for first career faculty.  For second career faculty, 

personal characteristics, although very limited in number, play a role in predicting job 

satisfaction while they do not for first career faculty.  When first career and second career faculty 

were regressed in totality, good feelings about the organization emerged as the most powerful 

predictor of job satisfaction, and primary teaching venue was added to the regression model.  

Study findings also suggest that motivator factors and hygiene factors both act as predictors of 

job satisfaction, thus not providing a clear delineation of predictors of job satisfaction as 

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory suggests.  These study findings, particularly with respect 

to the correlation with and predictive nature of Herzberg’s motivator and hygiene factors with 

job satisfaction, are generally in alignment with the Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker 

(2015) studies. 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions can be drawn from the data analysis and findings of this study. 

Conclusion One 

Career status as a first career or second career business faculty member does not appear 

to impact overall job satisfaction.  This study was the first of its kind to use Herzberg’s 

Motivator-Hygiene Theory as a theoretical framework for studying the perceptions of job 

satisfaction and motivator and hygiene factors for full-time business faculty in a higher education 

context.  No statistically significant differences in overall job satisfaction were found due to 

career status. 

Considering the fact that almost two-thirds of the faculty participants in this study were 

second career faculty, it is worth noting the differences in full-time teaching and business 

experience of the participants to fully understand the demographics of the study sample. Using 

20 years as a break point for dichotomous analysis purposes, 44% (n = 70) of first career faculty 

in this study possessed greater than 20 years full-time teaching experience compared to 34% (n = 

83) of second career faculty.  Almost 5% (n = 7) of first career faculty had accumulated greater 

than 20 years of full-time professional business experience compared to 26% (n = 65) of second 

career faculty.  So, considering the differences in these two categorical variables, first career 

faculty possessed 10% more faculty with greater than 20 years teaching experience and 21% less 

faculty with greater than 20 years business experience as compared to second career faculty.  

These differences in faculty composition with respect to teaching and business experience are 

important to consider as the findings for this study are evaluated.  While first career faculty did 

not represent the majority of participants in this study, these faculty members possessed 

substantively more teaching experience in the category levels greater than 20 years.  Conversely, 
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first career faculty possessed substantively less full-time business experience in the category 

levels greater than 20 years.  This difference in composition for teaching and professional 

business experience was expected for first career and second career faculty given the distinct 

differences in career paths for both categories of faculty.  However, further analysis of this data 

and other variables may be warranted to better understand potential differences in job 

satisfaction for first career and second career faculty. 

Conclusion Two 

 Business school accreditation agency does not appear to impact overall job satisfaction.  

This study examined differences in overall job satisfaction for full-time business faculty teaching 

in AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs at public, master’s-level colleges and 

universities in the United States.  Well over a majority (86.1%) of the total faculty participants in 

this study were employed in AACSB accredited programs while the remainder (13.9%) were 

employed in ACBSP accredited business programs.  Both agencies are international accrediting 

bodies for collegiate business programs; however, AACSB accredited programs are often 

perceived as more prestigious and rigorous in terms of membership eligibility and academic 

research requirements.  Previous research by Bell and Joyce (2011) found statistically higher 

rates of promotion and higher salaries for faculty teaching in AACSB-accredited programs as 

compared to faculty teaching in non-AACSB-accredited business programs.  One could infer 

from these prior findings, as well other accreditation-related differences, that overall faculty job 

satisfaction might be positively impacted for AACSB faculty members.  However, no statistical 

differences in overall job satisfaction were found in this study between faculty teaching in 

AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs.   
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Conclusion Three 

 Personal and job characteristics are not significant mediators of job satisfaction for first 

career faculty.  Motivator and hygiene factors are exclusively highly predictive mediators of first 

career faculty overall job satisfaction.  For first career faculty, the motivator factors of 

responsibility and recognition and the hygiene factors of effective supervisor and good 

relationships with co-workers represent the best subset of variables for predicting job satisfaction 

for first career faculty.  This study finding is rather unique in the fact that no demographic 

predictors were included as significant predictors of job satisfaction for first career business 

faculty.  First career business faculty job satisfaction is most highly predicted by the intrinsic 

(motivator) factor of responsibility followed by the significant but less impactful intrinsic factor 

of recognition and the extrinsic (hygiene) factors of effective supervisor and good relationships 

with co-workers.  In comparison, the personal characteristics of gender and education were 

significant mediators for second career faculty, along with the motivator factors of good feelings 

about the organization, work itself, responsibility, recognition, and the hygiene factor of 

satisfaction with benefits 

Conclusion Four  

 Gender and education level are significant negative predictive mediators of job 

satisfaction for second career faculty, but not for first career faculty.  The results of this study 

indicate that female faculty in comparison to male faculty and faculty with a master’s degree in 

comparison to faculty with a doctorate are negative mediators of job satisfaction for second 

career faculty.  Neither of these two factors were the strongest mediators of job satisfaction for 

second career faculty, but, nonetheless, they were included in the final regression model as 

statistically significant mediators.  In terms of gender, 39% of second career faculty in this study 
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were female, which is comparable to 38% of first career female faculty in this study.  With 

respect to highest education level, 85% of second career faculty in this study possessed a 

doctoral degree and 15% possessed a master’s degree, which is notably different than 94% and 

6% of first career faculty possessing a doctoral degree and master’s degree, respectively.  One 

can infer from this study that female second career faculty members have not had as favorable 

overall experiences with their transition into the academy as male second career faculty.  

Additionally, it can be deduced that second career faculty without a doctorate are less satisfied as 

compared to second career faculty with a doctorate as their highest level of education.   

Conclusion Five  

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory cannot be verified in this context.  The essence of 

Herzberg’s Theory is that the motivator and hygiene factors operate on separate continua, with 

the motivator (intrinsic) factors primarily affecting the level of job satisfaction and the hygiene 

(extrinsic) factors primarily affecting the level of job dissatisfaction.  If Herzberg’s Motivator-

Hygiene Theory had been replicated in this study, the motivator and hygiene factors would not 

have been both highly correlated with job satisfaction.  For first career and second career faculty 

alike, no clear distinction could be made between the motivator factors and hygiene factors 

affecting job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction, respectively.  This conclusion is based on study 

findings that indicated both motivator factors and hygiene factors had moderate to strong 

positive correlations with overall job satisfaction, and additionally, overlap of the correlation 

coefficients between motivator and hygiene factors was detected for both first career and second 

career faculty.  The Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015) studies had similar results 

using Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory in a higher education context, albeit with 

professional staff members. 
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Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations for 

policy and practice related to full-time faculty job satisfaction in a higher education context are 

suggested for consideration.  The recommendations are presented with respect to their 

association with the review of the literature and results of this study. 

Related to the Literature 

Administrators of AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs should periodically 

survey business faculty to determine the relative importance of various factors and subsequently 

adjust policies as necessary to reflect the feedback and concerns of the faculty.  The literature 

reviewed in this study shows the importance for institutions to understand first-hand what is 

important to and valued by their faculty members.  This researcher completely agrees with this 

idea.  As a matter of regular practice, administrators, including university, college, and 

departmental leaders, should provide avenues for a constant feedback loop with business faculty.  

Examples of this could include quarterly town hall style meetings with faculty, 

college/departmental meetings with faculty, and anonymous electronic surveys.   

The results of this study did not indicate significant differences in job satisfaction 

between AACSB and ACBSP faculty, representing 86% and 14% of the participant sample, 

respectively.  However, given the different levels of effort inherent with the teaching, service, 

and research aspects of faculty roles in AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs, 

administrators should be mindful of business faculty perceptions of factors that matter to them 

and significantly mediate their overall job satisfaction.  There is a paucity of research which can 

speak to the experiences, concerns, and preferences of AACSB and ACBSP faculty.  But, as a 

review of the limited literature in this study indicated, statistically significant differences in 
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promotion rates and salary have been found at AACSB accredited business programs compared 

to non-AACSB accredited programs (Bell & Joyce, 2011).  These prior study findings, in 

particular, indicate that opportunities for advancement (motivator) and salary (hygiene) are 

factors that affect AACSB and ACBSP faculty differently.  The perspectives of AACSB and 

ACBSP business faculty should greatly help administrators to shape future policy and practice, 

assist with faculty retention efforts, promote effective progression and succession planning, and 

understand accreditation specific drivers of job satisfaction for first and second career faculty. 

Related to Study Results 

Institutions of higher education similar to those represented in this study based on faculty 

demographics and institutional context should leverage the teaching and professional business 

experiences of both first career and second career faculty and incorporate them into faculty 

development programs so that each category of faculty can learn from the other’s strengths, 

experiences, and accomplishments.  First career faculty and second career faculty represented 

39.1% and 60.9% of the study sample, respectively.  Approximately 44% of first career faculty 

in this study possessed greater than 20 years full-time teaching experience, compared to 34% of 

second career faculty.  Approximately 26% of second career faculty had more than 20 years of 

full-time professional business experience, compared to 5% of first career faculty.  Statistically 

significant differences in overall job satisfaction between first career and second career faculty 

were not observed in this study.  However, an institutional human resources policy that places 

emphasis on faculty development and recognizes the mix of first career and second career faculty 

at the institution would promote institutional practices that would promote job satisfaction and 

retention of both categories of faculty.  As indicated in the literature review of this study, 

ongoing faculty development is recommended to promote job satisfaction and retention (Austin 
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& Sorcinelli, 2013; Crane et al., 2009; Rosser, 2004; Saito, 2013; Shuster, 1970).  This policy 

recommendation relative to faculty development aligns with the results of this study indicating 

that, in totality, the work itself, recognition, gender, and teaching venue are significant predictors 

of faculty job satisfaction.  Additionally, the stronger responses given by the study participants 

for the motivator factors clearly indicate the importance of the content related factors of job 

satisfaction.  All of these factors are crucial components of a robust and effective institutional 

faculty development policy.   

As a matter of practice, the policy could be implemented, in part, through the observation 

of fellow faculty classroom instruction and activity, in both the traditional and online classroom 

venues.  First career faculty and second career faculty would be encouraged to exchange 

pedagogical best practices, critique each other’s teaching style, and share lessons learned in the 

classroom and in the professional business setting.  An institutional policy of this type would 

signal to the faculty as a whole that the institution desires satisfied faculty, places priority on 

faculty development, and is aware of the strengths and best practices that both categories of the 

professoriate bring to the college and university classroom.   

Additionally, the policy could be implemented, in part, through the development of a 

formal mentoring program specifically developed for faculty transitioning to the academy as a 

second or subsequent career.  The transition to a new career can be a very stressful and time-

consuming experience.  For second career faculty, a specific mentoring program with, ideally, a 

seasoned first career faculty member as mentor should be beneficial.  Second career faculty must 

“learn the ropes” in a very different context and culture that is higher education.  A mentoring 

program for second career faculty that includes regular meetings with administration, faculty, 

and staff of the institution can significantly aid in the successful transition to the academy and 
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promote a better understanding of university or college operations and the teaching, research, 

and service requirements of the professoriate.   

Collegiate business programs should adequately consider their motives as well as the 

resources necessary to transition from ACBSP to AACSB business school accreditation in the 

context of their institutions.  Job satisfaction in this study was not statistically different for 

faculty teaching in ACBSP and AACSB accredited business programs.  However, the reader 

should be reminded that only 12.1% of first career faculty and 15.0% of second career faculty in 

this study were employed at ACBSP accredited business programs.  As AACSB accreditation is 

often viewed as the premier business school accreditation, higher education administrators at 

ACBSP accredited business programs would be well advised to consider the results of this study 

with respect to overall job satisfaction for all business faculty participants.  The process of 

transitioning a collegiate business program from an ACBSP to AACSB accreditation is lengthy 

and costly in terms of manpower, monetary resources, and the strain on faculty to achieve the 

often perceived more prestigious AACSB accreditation.  A cost-benefit analysis as well as the 

potential short-term and long-term implications on faculty job satisfaction for first career and 

second career faculty should be carefully considered by higher education administrators before 

undertaking such a transition in business program accreditation.   

Higher education administrators of first career and second career business faculty 

should place high priority on the factors that matter to faculty.  Findings of this study indicate 

that the motivator factors of recognition and responsibility are common significant positive 

mediators of job satisfaction for both first career and second career faculty.  Formal faculty 

recognition programs that acknowledge and reward exemplary teaching, research, and service 

efforts at the university and business school levels would be well advised for institutions 
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concerned about promoting job satisfaction.  Formal recognition programs can be supplemented 

by informal means of recognition as well, such as verbal acknowledgements and written 

appreciation notes from senior and mid-level administrators and small tokens of appreciation.  

 The motivator factor of responsibility, ranked third by first and second career faculty, is 

also very important to this faculty population.  Administrators should respect faculty’s expertise 

and their ownership and control of the curriculum aspect of higher education.  Additionally, 

faculty opinions and feedback should be met with careful consideration as decisions are made 

that affect their work. 

With respect to this business faculty population as a whole, the motivator factors of the 

work itself (ranked first) and good feelings about the organization (ranked fourth) also stood out 

as factors that matter and represented significant positive mediators of job satisfaction.  The 

aspect of the faculty work itself is an important item for higher education administrators to 

consider.  Based on the feedback of this faculty group in total, they place much emphasis on their 

work, including the nature of their positions, their interest for the work, their sense of 

accomplishment, and their contributions.  Administrators should recognize this priority for the 

faculty and allow them to manage this aspect of their roles for themselves.  In terms of good 

feelings, a commitment to the institution, a sense of pride about the institution, and a genuine 

caring about the future of the institution are obviously important for this business faculty as a 

whole.  Institutions would be well served to recognize the importance of these motivator factors 

and their relationship to job satisfaction for first and second career business faculty. 

For second career faculty entering the academy without a doctoral degree, a plan for 

obtaining a doctorate within a specified time period should be documented and reviewed 

periodically by the administration.  In this study, 14.6% of second career faculty possessed a 
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master’s degree as their highest level of education; the remaining 85.4% possessed a doctoral 

degree.  Findings of this study indicate that second career faculty possessing a master’s degree as 

their highest level of education as compared to second career faculty with a doctorate had a 

negative impact on job satisfaction.  Second career faculty entering the academy with long-term 

career goals but without a doctorate should understand the necessity of and requirements for 

completing a terminal degree as well as the implications of choosing to not pursue a terminal 

degree.  In cases where full-time second career faculty will be earning a doctorate 

simultaneously while transitioning into the faculty role, a formal plan of completion within a 

specified time period will assist faculty members by providing structure and a sense of 

encouragement to complete the program in a timely manner.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations for 

future research related to full-time faculty job satisfaction in a higher education context are 

suggested for consideration.  The recommendations are presented with respect to their 

association with the review of the literature, results of this study, and reconsideration of research 

design. 

Related to the Literature 

A future study should distinguish between first career and second career faculty with 

undergraduate and graduate level teaching responsibilities.  No distinction was made in this 

study for first career and second career business faculty with respect to teaching in undergraduate 

and graduate business programs.  Previous research has found that job satisfaction for faculty 

with primary teaching responsibilities in graduate-level courses is significantly higher than 

faculty with predominantly undergraduate teaching responsibilities (Mamiseishvili and Rosser, 
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2011).  An understanding of job satisfaction for faculty with respect to undergraduate and 

graduate teaching responsibilities is important since the relative amount of time spent on 

teaching, research, and service can be substantively different.  Faculty with primarily 

undergraduate teaching responsibilities are typically more involved with the teaching and service 

aspects of the role while faculty with primarily graduate teaching responsibilities are typically 

more research oriented.  To accomplish this, a categorical demographic variable indicating the 

relative amount of time spent on faculty member’s teaching assignments for undergraduate and 

graduate course instruction could be added to the survey instrument. 

Using the same study design and instrument, a future study should examine the same 

population and context of this study but be broadened to a national study so as to include the 

other major geographical accreditation regions in the United States.  In such a study, the 

following five additional accreditation regions would be included: Northwest Commission on 

Colleges and Universities, New England Association of Schools and Colleges Commission on 

Institutions of Higher Education, Middle States Commission on Higher Education, Higher 

Learning Commission, and Western Association of Schools and Colleges Senior College and 

University Commission.  The sample could be divided based on categorical groups representing 

the various accreditation regions.  The results provided by a national study of full-time first 

career and second career business faculty would have the potential to determine differences in 

overall job satisfaction and perceptions of motivator and hygiene factors with respect to 

geographic region.  The review of the literature in this study indicated no significant differences 

in faculty job satisfaction with respect to geographic region; however, significant differences in 

mean pay satisfaction and overall salary level were documented for faculty in different 

geographic regions of the United States (Terpstra & Honoree, 2004).  As a result, this researcher 
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speculates that significant differences in the salary hygiene factor could exist for business faculty 

in different regions of the country. 

Related to Study Results 

A future study should include professional certifications as a demographic variable.  The 

researcher believes that a study of first career and second career business faculty including the 

possession of professional certifications as a demographic variable would lead to a better 

understanding of job satisfaction.  For example, Whittaker (2015) included a dichotomous 

demographic variable requesting participants to indicate whether or not they possessed a 

professional certification, with no respect given to the nature of the certification.  Whittaker 

(2015) found no significant difference in university financial staff perceptions of Herzberg’s 

motivator and hygiene factors with respect to the possession of a professional certification.  

However, this researcher believes that professional credentials in the faculty context serve to 

reinforce business faculty members’ appreciation and desire for the work itself, a motivator 

factor as identified in this study.  The work itself ranked first among the motivator factors for 

first and second career faculty and possessed the strongest mean score in the perceived work 

environment construct consisting of 13 motivator and hygiene factors.  Additionally, regression 

model results for first career business faculty consisting of factors other than the work itself 

explained 66% of the variation in job satisfaction.  In the case of second career faculty, the work 

itself was included in the regression model that explained 67.9% of the variation in job 

satisfaction.  The researcher also speculates that second career faculty, as a whole, would possess 

more professional credentials as a result of the necessity of them to advance into management 

and senior roles in business roles outside of the academy.  Therefore, there are obviously other 

mediating factors that should be examined further to understand first career business faculty job 
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satisfaction, and there is also a need to better understand the degree of influence of professional 

certifications on second career business faculty job satisfaction, specifically with respect to the 

motivator factor of the work itself.    

Numerous professional certifications are available across the various business disciplines.  

The curricula of several college and university business programs are designed to get students 

ready to take professional certification exams (i.e. Certified Public Accountant, Certified 

Management Accountant, Chartered Global Management Accountant, Society for Human 

Resource Management-Certified Professional).  The researcher believes that higher education 

business faculty who possess the same professional certifications related to their teaching 

discipline and for which they prepare students to take are viewed as more legitimate and sincere 

faculty by students, thus prompting higher levels of job satisfaction for business faculty by virtue 

of improving the factor of the work itself.  This researcher, a second career faculty member with 

multiple professional accounting certifications, regularly experiences the highly inquisitive 

nature of university college students desiring to ultimately pass a professional accounting 

certification.  This inquisitive nature comes in the form of questions concerning the content 

included on the exams, my experiences of taking the exams, and the best practices that I would 

recommend for them to adopt in preparing for the exams.  The ability to adequately inform 

students and offer tactical and strategic advice on achieving professional certifications in the 

form of day-to-day study tips and professional certification exam management techniques is both 

enriching and rewarding for faculty. 

This study included well over a majority of second career faculty (61%) as compared to 

first career faculty (39%).  A future study should examine the relative mix of first and second 

career faculty at a national level.  There is no readily available census to indicate the percentage 
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of first and second career faculty at colleges and universities nationally.  Such a survey could 

possibly mimic the scope and design of the annual National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE).  A national survey of institutions to determine the number and relative percentage of 

first and second career faculty by sector, region, and teaching discipline would provide a wealth 

of data from which to base future studies of not only business faculty in specific geographic 

regions but also faculty in various other sectors, regions, and teaching disciplines.  Additionally, 

this data would enable future researchers to determine whether individual studies of first and 

second career faculty proportionately represent the population. 

Related to Reconsideration of Research Design 

A future study should examine the difference in job satisfaction for first career and 

second career business faculty with and without administrative responsibilities.  No distinction 

was made in this study between faculty who did and did not have administrative responsibilities 

such as business unit dean or department chair.  One could hypothesize that job satisfaction for 

second career faculty with administrative responsibilities is higher given their substantive 

management and leadership experience before transitioning to the academy.  This is an important 

variable to understand given the added level of administrative burden for faculty members.  It is 

common place for faculty with administrative responsibilities, such as dean or department chair, 

to be given multiple course releases in an academic year to allow them time to manage the 

administrative responsibilities of the role.  In the case of a business unit dean, a faculty member 

could teach a very minimal number of classes or none at all.  For department chairs, these faculty 

might not choose or otherwise have the opportunity to exercise course releases to execute the 

administrative functions of their positions.  To accomplish this recommendation, the researcher 

could include a categorical demographic question on the survey instrument requiring respondents 
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to indicate the degree of their time spent on administrative responsibilities (i.e. 0%, 1% to 25%, 

26% to 50%, 51% to 75%, 76% to 99%, and 100%).       

 This study used Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory as the theoretical framework.  A 

future study should utilize an alternative theoretical framework to examine differences in 

perceptions of factors affecting the job satisfaction of first career and second career business 

faculty.  Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory was not fully replicated in this study.  There was 

no clear delineation between motivator and hygiene factors relative to overall job satisfaction.  

As a result, the researcher suggests the use of alternative theoretical frameworks to study the job 

satisfaction of first career and second career business faculty, such as Kalleberg’s (1977) theory 

of job satisfaction, which posited six dimensions of job satisfaction characterized as either 

intrinsic (the work itself) or extrinsic (facets of the job external to the work itself ).  Seifert and 

Umbach (2008) used Kalleberg’s (1977) theory of job satisfaction to separately evaluate intrinsic 

and extrinsic faculty job satisfaction.  A similar study using the most recent National Study of 

Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) data exclusively for business faculty could provide more insight 

into job satisfaction for this segment of higher education faculty.  As an additional alternative, 

Hagedorn’s (2000) theoretical framework was designed and validated specifically for college 

and university faculty and relies partially on Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory.   

Hagedorn’s (2000) framework was based on the concept of mediators and triggers that interact 

with each other to affect faculty job satisfaction on a single continuum.   The use of either of 

these two suggested theoretical frameworks would give the researcher a different perspective 

into the dynamics of business faculty job satisfaction. 

 A future study should be conducted using qualitative or mixed methods to better analyze 

and understand differences in perceptions of factors affecting job satisfaction for first career and 
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second career business faculty.  This study used quantitative methods to measure participants’ 

perceptions of job satisfaction based on Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory via a replicated 

survey instrument from Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015).  A qualitative or 

mixed methods study should be able to provide the researcher with rich and thick narratives of 

participant experiences and offer explanations for significant differences in perceptions of factors 

affecting the variable under study (Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011; Savin-Baden 

& Major, 2013). 

Whereas quantitative research is deductive, qualitative research is inductive and builds 

patterns, categories, and themes from the ground up (Creswell, 2009).  Qualitative research 

occurs in a natural setting and is the best approach “when a specific population merits specific 

attention. . .” (Webb, 2016, p. 104).   A case study is a qualitative strategy in which the 

researcher explores one or more individuals in depth (Creswell, 2009).  A case study design 

using focus group interviews and focusing on the experiences of first career and second career 

faculty could provide much insight into the distinctly unique experiences of this faculty 

population. 

A mixed methods study employs the use of quantitative and qualitative research 

strategies.  Future research could utilize the same instrument as used in this study and conduct a 

sequential explanatory study.  In this mixed methods research strategy, the researcher utilizes a 

quantitative survey instrument in a first phase and then collects additional qualitative data in a 

second phase that builds upon and help explain the results from the first quantitative phase 

(Creswell, 2009).  

 A future study should explore the relationship between hygiene factors and indicators of 

job dissatisfaction.  This study used Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory and replicated the 
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work of Smerek and Peterson (2007) and Whittaker (2015) by examining the relationship 

between each of the motivator and hygiene factors and overall job satisfaction.  Similar to 

Whittaker’s (2015) recommendation, an examination of the relationship of motivator factors on 

job satisfaction and, separately, hygiene factors on job dissatisfaction should provide a 

meaningful analysis of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction separately.  In doing so, one might 

bifurcate the responses of participants with respect to the three survey items that comprised the 

job satisfaction index to better indicate job satisfaction or dissatisfaction, such as using Likert-

scale responses of “strongly disagree” to the midpoint position on the scale as indications of job 

dissatisfaction and responses past the midpoint to “strongly agree” as indications of job 

satisfaction.    

 A future study should replicate this study and include adjunct and part-time faculty in the 

study population.  This study examined the job satisfaction of solely full-time first career and 

second career business faculty.  By including adjunct and part-time business faculty, the 

researcher believes that examining potential differences in job satisfaction between adjunct, part-

time, and full-time business faculty would provide much insight for administration in order to 

make policy and practice decisions to promote greater job satisfaction for all categories of the 

professoriate.   

 A future study of first career and second career business faculty should include 

additional higher education sectors in the United States.  Replicating this study with the 

inclusion of private institutions, two-year colleges, baccalaureate institutions, and 

doctoral/research institutions would most likely result in a broader sample of participants with 

respect to the demographics of business school accreditation agency, career status, teaching 

discipline, tenure status, rank, full-time teaching experience, and full-time professional business 
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experience.  Further research may find that sector in this expanded context could impact overall 

job satisfaction and influence the perceptions of motivator and hygiene factors.  The researcher 

believes that differences would exist by sector based on the distinct dynamics of the various 

sectors affecting faculty’s role with respect to teaching, research, and service responsibilities. 

Summary of Study 

 The purpose of this study was to identify and compare the factors related to job 

satisfaction for full-time first career and second career business academics teaching in AACSB 

and ACBSP accredited business programs at public, master’s level colleges and universities 

located in the southern United States and accredited regionally by the SACSCOC.  Using 

Herzberg’s duality theory of motivator and hygiene factors, the researcher sought to understand 

perceptions of the importance of the motivator and hygiene factors for first career and second 

career business faculty as well as the differences in perception of the Herzberg motivator and 

hygiene factors leading to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  Additionally, the researcher 

examined the relationship between each dimension of the Herzberg Motivator-Hygiene Theory 

and overall employee job satisfaction for first career and second career business faculty as well 

as differences in overall job satisfaction among first career and second career business faculty 

with respect to business school accreditation agency.  Finally, the researcher attempted to 

understand what combination of demographic characteristics, motivator factors, and hygiene 

factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction for first career and second career business 

faculty. 

 Analysis of the data indicated that first career and second career faculty were in relative 

agreement with the strength of their feelings toward the motivator factors in the following order 

from strongest to weakest: (1) work itself, (2) clarity of mission, (3) responsibility, (4) good 
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feelings about the organization, (5) opportunities for advancement, (6) professional growth 

opportunities, and (7) recognition.  For the hygiene factors, first career and second career faculty 

differed in their agreement with the strength of their feelings toward the hygiene factors with 

respect to effective senior management and satisfaction with benefits (third and fourth places for 

first career faculty, respectively, and vice versa for second career faculty), but were in agreement 

with respect the remaining factors in the following order (1) good relationships with co-workers, 

(2) effective supervisor, (5) presence of core values, and (6) satisfaction with salary.  Study 

results indicated no statistically significant differences between the mean scores of the motivator 

and hygiene factors for first career and second career faculty.  Each of the motivator and hygiene 

factors were significantly related to overall job satisfaction for first career and second career 

faculty, with a majority of the relationships being moderate to strong.  No statistically significant 

difference in overall job satisfaction was found between first career and second career business 

faculty, nor was a statistically significant difference in overall job satisfaction found between 

faculty teaching in AACSB and ACBSP accredited business programs.  Finally, multiple 

regression analysis for first career faculty indicated that responsibility, recognition, effective 

supervisor, and good relationships with co-workers were highly predictive mediators of job 

satisfaction in a model that explained 66% of the variability in job satisfaction.  The same 

regression analysis for second career faculty resulted in a model comprising responsibility, 

recognition, the work itself, good feelings about the organization, satisfaction with benefits, 

gender, and education level that explained 68% of the variability in overall job satisfaction. 

 This study reveals that overall job satisfaction for full-time first career and second career 

business faculty teaching in ACBSP and AACSB accredited collegiate business programs in the 

SACSCOC accreditation region of the United States is strong and relatively the same for both 
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categories of faculty.  First and second career faculty perceptions of Herzberg’s motivator factors 

are relatively the same with both categories of the faculty feeling the strongest about the work 

itself for this element of the work environment construct.  With respect to the hygiene factors 

element of the work environment construct, first and second career faculty were alike in 

expressing the most concern for the factor of good relationships with co-workers.  Each of the 

motivator and hygiene factors were significantly related to overall job satisfaction for both 

categories of faculty, including significantly higher correlation of opportunities for advancement, 

responsibility, effective senior management, good relationships with co-workers, and satisfaction 

with salary for first career faculty and significantly higher correlation of the work itself and good 

feelings about the organization for second career faculty.  First career faculty job satisfaction is 

predicted exclusively by a group of four motivator and hygiene factors whereas second career 

faculty job satisfaction is predicted by a larger group of seven motivator factors, hygiene factors, 

and demographic characteristics.  The results of this study are relevant and advantageous to 

higher education administrators because it promotes a better understanding of the salient job 

satisfaction factors for full-time first career and second career faculty.  In turn, this information 

can enable higher education administrators to effectively understand and promote job satisfaction 

for both categories of full-time business faculty as the composition of business faculty in the 

academy continues to include an ever increasing mix of non-tenure line and adjunct faculty and 

full-time faculty whose career paths to the professoriate are both varied and valued in their own 

unique and respective ways.  A major disadvantage of ignoring the study results could include 

not understanding the relative importance of the motivator factors and hygiene factors and their 

overall relationship with job satisfaction.  Another disadvantage of ignoring the study results, 
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and perhaps more detrimental, would be to not understand the common and unique predictors of 

first career and second career business faculty job satisfaction.   

Concluding Thoughts   

 This study contributed to the scholarly literature by providing insight into the 

perspectives of full-time business faculty whose career paths to the professoriate are traditional 

(first career) and non-traditional (second career).  This study is the first of its kind to examine the 

differences in experiences in job satisfaction of full-time first career and second career business 

faculty teaching at master’s level colleges and universities in a specific geographic region of the 

United States.  The findings of this study can be used to provide higher education administrators 

with much needed information related to first career and second career business faculty overall 

job satisfaction levels, the relative importance of motivator and hygiene factors, differences in 

perception of the motivator and hygiene factors, differences in relationships between the 

motivator and hygiene factors and overall job satisfaction, differences in job satisfaction with 

respect to career status and accreditation agency, and the significant predictors of job 

satisfaction.  This information is necessary for higher education administrators to understand the 

salient job satisfaction factors for full-time first career and second career academics in business-

related teaching fields in this context and sector of higher education in order to promote greater 

levels of satisfaction and retention for both categories of the professoriate. 

 This study provided insight to the job satisfaction of full-time first career and second 

career business faculty teaching in the public sector, master’s level category of higher education.  

This particular category of public sector higher education represents 36% of total master’s 

colleges and universities in the United States (public and private), 16.6% of total public 
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institutions of higher education in the United States, and 6% of all institutions (public and 

private) of higher education in the United States (Carnegie, 2015) 

This study helps to fill the void in the scholarly literature with respect to second career 

faculty job satisfaction.  The literature is not abundant with studies of second career business 

faculty, or second career college and university faculty in general for that matter.  Approximately 

61% of the participants in this study were second career faculty.  As additional business faculty 

members continue to take non-traditional paths to the academy, a growing understanding of the 

factors affecting their job satisfaction is warranted. 

This comparative study of first career and second career business faculty contributed to 

the scholarly literature by applying an established theoretical framework.  Herzberg’s theory has 

been used before in the higher education faculty context with mixed results (Chandra, Cooper, 

Cornick, and Malone, 2011; Iiacqua, Schumacher, and Li, 1995; Islam and Ali, 2013).  Even 

though the theory couldn’t be replicated in this study, the findings gained contribute to the 

literature on faculty job satisfaction and provide for further critique of the theory in this 

particular study context. 

  The findings of this study can be used to assist higher education administrators with 

policy and practice formation and revision relative to business professionals transitioning to the 

academy as a second or subsequent career.  As the mix of business faculty continues to include 

more and more second career faculty, policymakers should view the findings of this research as 

both helpful and resourceful.   

Finally, findings of this study can also be used to highlight and promote much needed 

further research of first career and second career business faculty through the inclusion of 

additional higher education sectors, accreditation regions, demographic variables and categories 
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of faculty, the use of alternative theoretical frameworks, and the use of different research 

methods to gain further understanding of the differences in job satisfaction between full-time 

first career and second career business faculty. 
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APPENDIX A: 

EMAILS GRANTING PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 

John Berzett <jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu> 

 
Permission to Use Survey Instrument 

 
Ryan Edward Smerek <ryan.smerek@northwestern.edu> Thu, Oct 9, 2014 at 11:00 AM 
To: John Berzett <jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu> 

Certainly!  You can re-create the entire survey from the large table with the items and factor 
loadings.  All the items I used in analysis are listed in the table.    

 
Ryan Smerek 
Assistant Professor & Assistant Director of Academic Affairs 
P: 847-467-0831 
Northwestern University I Masters of Science in Learning and Organizational Change 
Center for Learning & Organizational Change I Twitter @NU_MSLOC 

 

 
From: John Berzett [jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu] 

Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 10:42 AM 

To: Ryan Edward Smerek 
Subject: Permission to Use Survey Instrument 

Hi, Dr. Smerek. 

My name is John Berzett, and I am in the beginning stages of writing my dissertation 
for the Ed.D. in Higher Education Administration at The University of Alabama.  My 
dissertation topic is dealing with factors related to job satisfaction of business faculty 
at not-for-profit colleges and universities in the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools Commission on Colleges (SACS) accreditation region.  My original thought 
was to focus solely on the experiences of business second career academics (like 
myself), but after discussing my prospectus further with my dissertation co-chairs, 
Dr. David Hardy and Dr. Claire Major, I have actually decided to expand the study to 
include purely academic faculty as well as those faculty with substantive prior 
industry experience before entering the academy for comparison purposes.  The 
data from this study should prove to be very rich and useful for current dissertation 
purposes and future papers as well. 

http://www.sesp.northwestern.edu/msloc/
http://www.linkedin.com/groups?about=&gid=3040953
http://twitter.com/#%21/NU_MSLOC
mailto:jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu
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Dr. Hardy made me aware of your 2007 study co-written with Dr. Peterson titled, 
“Examining Herzberg’s Theory: Improving Job Satisfaction among Non-Academic 
Employees at a University.”  I had planned on using Herzberg’s two-factor theory as 
the theoretical framework for my study.  After reading your study, I believe that your 
survey would serve my quantitative study well in examining the following main 
research questions: 

1.    What hygiene factors are most related to overall job satisfaction for 
business faculty in the SACS region? 

2.    What motivator factors are most related to overall job satisfaction for 
business faculty in the SACS region? 

3.    What combination of faculty demographic characteristics, hygiene 
factors, and motivator factors is most predictive of overall job satisfaction 
for business faculty in the SACS region? 

With your permission, I would like to use your survey to collect research data for 
purposes of my dissertation.  If convenient, a copy of the complete survey would be 
most appreciated.  I would most likely revise and/or add demographic items as 
necessary and slightly revise some of the factor items as necessary to fit the 
business faculty context.  

I appreciate your consideration of my use of your survey for dissertation completion 
purposes.  I would be glad to answer any questions that you might have for me or 
any critique of my proposed study that you would like to offer.  I look forward to your 
response. 

Cordially, 

John Berzett 
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APPENDIX B: 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Informed Consent 

You are invited to participate in a research study titled Job satisfaction among full-time business 

faculty at four-year public colleges and universities: A comparative study of first career and 

second career academics within the SACSCOC accreditation region.  This study is being 

conducted by Mr. John Berzett, a doctoral degree candidate in the Higher Education 

Administration Program at The University of Alabama.  Mr. Berzett is being supervised by Dr. 

David E. Hardy, Associate Dean for Research and Service and Associate Professor of Higher 

Education in the College of Education at The University of Alabama.  Because this study is a 

partial fulfillment of requirements for the Doctor of Education degree, Mr. Berzett is not 

receiving any salary or financial aid for completing this study. 

The following information is being provided so that you can make an independent and informed 

decision about whether or not to participate in the study. 

 What is this study about? 

The intent of this quantitative study is to gain an understanding of what factors contribute to the 

job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of full-time first career and second career business faculty at 

four-year public colleges and universities located in the southeastern United States.  First career 

faculty are those whose career paths have taken a more traditional route to the faculty role in 

higher education while second career faculty are those who have transitioned from an established 

professional career outside of higher education in private industry or government to the role of a 

full-time higher education faculty member as a subsequent career.  First career faculty are those 

faculty who selected the professoriate as their initial career track while second career faculty are 

those who have transitioned to the professoriate as a second (or subsequent) career after having 

established themselves professionally as a practitioner in private industry or government.  The 
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intent of the study is to investigate, through a survey response instrument, the factors that 

contribute to the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of full-time first career and second career faculty 

members teaching in Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) or 

Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP) accredited business 

programs at colleges and universities located in the southeastern United States and regionally 

accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges 

(SACSCOC) in order to determine which factors are most important for each category of 

business faculty. 

Why is this study important—What good will the results do?  

The results of this study will be useful to the researchers as well as to administrators and 

business faculty members at public four-year colleges and universities by aiding in the 

development of a better understanding of what factors are important to business faculty in terms 

of creating job satisfaction and alleviating job dissatisfaction. 

Why have I been asked to participate in this study? 

You have been asked to participate in the study because you have been tentatively identified as a 

full-time faculty member teaching in a business discipline either as a first career academic or 

second career academic in an AACSB or ACBSP accredited business program at a college or 

university regionally accredited by SACSCOC. As this study is intended for full-time tenured, 

tenure-track, and non-tenure track faculty members only, please do not participate in the study if 

you are an adjunct or part-time faculty member.  

How many other people will be in this study?  

Approximately 3,100 full-time business faculty members have been invited to participate in this 

study, and participation is entirely voluntary. 

What will I be asked to do? 

If you agree to participate, taking part in this study involves completing an on-line, web-based 

survey that will take approximately 15 minutes. The survey contains questions about aspects of 

your job and working environment related to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, as well as some 
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items designed to collect basic demographic information (i.e., gender, age group, first or second 

career faculty member, length of service, academic rank, tenure status, highest level of 

education, full-time teaching experience, full-time professional business experience, teaching 

venue, primary teaching discipline, business school accreditation agency, and annual teaching 

load).  You will not be asked to disclose your name, your e-mail address, your specific position 

or the department in which you work. 

How much time will I spend being in this study?  

It is estimated that it takes most participants approximately 15 minutes to complete the on-line, 

web-based survey being used in this study.  Including the time that it takes you to read the 

invitation and this informed consent information, participation should take no longer than a total 

of 20 minutes.  

Will being in this study cost me anything? 

The only cost to you from this study is your time. 

Will I be compensated for being in this study? 

No participants are being compensated for taking part in this study. 

What are the risks (problems or dangers) from being in this study?  

Essentially, there are no foreseeable risks to you personally or to your institution if you choose to 

participate in this study. The chief risk is that one or more of the questions might make you feel 

temporarily uncomfortable while completing the survey, as they ask you to reflect upon aspects 

of your job and work environment. However, you may skip any questions you do not want to 

answer or discontinue your participation at any time.  Again, your individual responses will not 

be reported but, rather, will be used in calculating group statistics by such categories as gender, 

age group, first or second career faculty member, length of service, academic rank, tenure status, 

highest level of education, full-time teaching experience, full-time professional business 

experience, teaching venue, primary teaching discipline, business school accreditation agency, 

and annual teaching load. 
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 What are the benefits for participating in this study? 

There will be no direct, personal benefits to you from participating in this study. However, the 

findings will be useful to the researchers and to administrators and business faculty members at 

public, four-year universities by aiding in the development of a better understanding of what 

factors are important to faculty members in terms of creating job satisfaction and alleviating job 

dissatisfaction. 

How will my privacy and confidentiality be protected? 

In order to protect your privacy and confidentiality, no personally identifiable information will 

be collected as part of this study. Specifically, the survey will not ask for your name, e-mail 

address, job title, or specific department, nor will the IP address from which you submit the 

survey be collected when you respond. All responses will be aggregated and analyzed in 

categories: gender, age group, first or second career faculty member, length of service, academic 

rank, tenure status, highest level of education, full-time teaching experience, full-time 

professional business experience, teaching venue, primary teaching discipline, business school 

accreditation agency, and annual teaching load.  Data will initially be stored on a secure website 

at Qualtrics (http://www.qualtrics.com), the survey system provider utilized by the College of 

Education at The University of Alabama, until the researchers download it for analysis. Once 

data is downloaded, it will be stored on a password protected external drive in a locked cabinet in 

the principal investigator's office, Room 303, Sanders Hall, at Athens State University, in 

Athens, Alabama.  Data will only be available to the investigators and will be deleted and 

destroyed upon completion of the study and all data analysis. Only summarized data will be 

presented at meetings or in publications. Likewise, no individual responses will be published or 

provided to your institution, and the name of your institution will not be included in any written 

or oral presentation of the results of this study. 

What are the alternatives to being in this study? 

The only alternative is not to participate. 
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Do I have to participate? 

No.  Participation in the survey is completely voluntary.  Neither choosing or not choosing to 

participate in the study, nor deciding to discontinue participation or skipping questions in the 

survey once you have begun will have any effect on your job or your relations with your 

employer/institution or with the researchers. Please consider that your participation is very 

important to the success of this research study.   

What are my rights as a participant? 

Being in this study is totally voluntary.  It is your free choice.  You may choose not to be in it at 

all.  If you start the study, you can stop at any time.  Not participating or stopping participation 

will have no effect on your relationships with the University of Alabama.  

The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board is a committee that looks out for the 

ethical treatment of people in research studies.  They may review the study records if they wish.  

This is to be sure that people in research studies are being treated fairly and that the study is 

being carried out as planned.  

What if I have questions? 

If you have questions or problems related to this study please contact the principal investigator, 

Mr. John Berzett, by phone at (256) 216-5385 or via email at jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu or his 

dissertation supervisor, Dr. David Hardy, at (205)348-6874 or dhardy@ua.edu. 

If you have questions about your rights as a study participant or at any time become dissatisfied 

with any aspect of this study, you may anonymously contact Ms. Tanta Miles, the University 

Compliance Officer, at (205)348-8461 or toll free at 1-877-820-3066.  You may also make 

suggestions, ask questions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB Outreach Website at 

http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html.  After you participate, you are encouraged to 

complete the online survey for research participants, which is located at the site above.  If you 

prefer, you may request a hard copy of the survey.  Should you have further questions, you may 

send an e-mail to participantoutreach@ua.edu. 

mailto:jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu
mailto:dhardy@ua.edu
http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html
mailto:participantoutreach@ua.edu
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If you understand the statements above, are at least 19 years old, and freely choose to take part in 

this study, please indicate this by choosing Yes below, and you will be taken to the first page of 

the survey questionnaire.   

Thank you, in advance, for participating in this study.  

By choosing Yes below, I acknowledge that I have read and understand this consent form and 

my role as a study participant, and that any questions I have had about my participation have 

been answered to my satisfaction at this time. 

Do you agree to continue? 

___ Yes (participant will be moved forward to survey) 

___ No (non-participant will be moved forward to an exit page and thanked for their time) 

Please answer the following demographic questions. 

 

1.  Please indicate your gender. 

 

Female   Male 

 

2.  Please indicate your age range. 

 

19-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Above 60 

 

3.  Please identify yourself as a first career or second career faculty member. 

 

First career Second career 

 

4. Please identify your current academic rank. 

 

 Lecturer/Instructor Assistant Professor Associate Professor  Professor 

 Clinical Faculty Member/Professor of Practice 

 

5.  Please indicate your tenure status. 

 

Non-tenure-track Tenure-track   Tenured 

 

6.  Please indicate your highest level of education. 

 

Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree Doctoral degree 
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7.  Please indicate the number of years of full-time teaching experience you possess. 

 

  0  1-10  11-20 21-30  Greater than 30 

 

8. Please indicate the number of years of full-time professional business experience you 

possess. 

 

0  1-10  11-20 21-30  Greater than 30 

 

9.  Please indicate your business school’s accreditation agency. 

 

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) 

Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP)= 

 

10.  Please indicate your primary area of teaching discipline. (Please select only one) 

 

Accounting/Taxation 

Business Law 

Business Management/Production & Operations Management 

Computer Information Systems/Management Information Systems 

Economics/Finance/Banking 

Entrepreneurship/Small Business Administration  

Health Services Management/Hospital Administration 

Human Resources Management 

Insurance 

International Business   

Logistics/Supply Chain Management   

Marketing 

Public Administration 

Real Estate  

General Business/Other 

 

11.  Please indicate the most appropriate category of teaching venue for your current teaching 

assignments as a whole. 

  

All face-to-face instruction 

Combination of face-to-face and online instruction 

All online instruction  

 

12.  Please indicate your annual teaching load in semester credit hours for the most recent 

academic year consisting of fall, spring, and summer semesters. 

 

0-6 hours 7-12 hours 13-18 hours 19-24 hours 25-30 hours >30 hours 
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Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements. 

 

13.  My current faculty position is just like what I would consider to be my “ideal” job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

14.  Overall, I am satisfied with my job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

15. When I think back on the expectations I had when I started my current job, it seems to me 

now that those original expectations have been met or exceeded. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

16. The people who use my services recognize my good work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

17. My contributions are valued by members of the college/university community outside of 

the school of business in which I teach. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

18. In the last 7 days I have received recognition or praise for doing good work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

19. I get appropriate recognition when I have done something extraordinary. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

20. Expressions of thanks and appreciation are common in my unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

21. I enjoy the type of work I do. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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22. My job is interesting. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

23. My job gives me a sense of accomplishment. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

24. I make a difference in my unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

25. Opportunities for advancement or promotion exist within the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

26. I know what is required of me to advance within the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

27. Internal candidates received fair consideration for open positions. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

28. Information about job vacancies within the institution is readily available. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

29. My unit/department offers the training or education that I need to grow my job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

30. I have received the necessary training to do my job well. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

31. I have had opportunities at work to learn and grow in the past year. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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32. There is someone at work who encourages my development. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

33. Someone has talked to me about my progress in the past year. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

34. I have control over how I do my work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

35. My opinion counts at work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

36. I have a say in decisions that affect my work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

37. The physical environment allows me to do my job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

38. I have the necessary physical resources, tools and/or equipment to do my job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

39. I feel a strong sense of belonging at the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

40. I enjoy discussing the institution with people who do not work here. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

41. I have a strong commitment to the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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42. I am proud to work for the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

43. I care about the future of the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

44. I understand how my work supports the mission of the college/school of business at my 

institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

45. I understand how my work supports the institution’s mission of research, teaching, and 

service. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

46. I understand how my work supports the mission of my unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

47. I know what is expected of me at work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

48. Work is organized so that each person can see the relationship between his/her job and 

the goals of the organization. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

49. The goals of my unit/department are clear to me. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

50. Senior management keeps employees informed. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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51. Senior management effectively communicates the goals and strategies of our 

unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

52. Senior management demonstrates leadership practices that are consistent with the stated 

values of our unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

53. My supervisor communicates well. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

54. My supervisor manages people effectively. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

55. My supervisor is an effective decision-maker. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

56. Overall, my supervisor is excellent at his/her job. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

57. My supervisor creates an environment that fosters trust. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

58. My supervisor is approachable and easy to talk with. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

59. My supervisor cares about me as a person. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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60. My supervisor is ethical in day to day practices. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

61. My supervisor gives me constructive feedback on my performance. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

62. My supervisor deals effectively with poor performance. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

63. My supervisor treats me with respect. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

64. My supervisor recognizes me for doing good work. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

65. My supervisor considers my ideas. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

66. My supervisor trusts me. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

67. My supervisor has a clear view of where our department is going and how to get there. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

68. I trust my co-workers. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

69. I am consistently treated with respect by my co-workers. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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70. I can count on my co-workers to help out when needed. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

71. My co-workers and I work as part of a team. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

72. People care about each other in my unit/department. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

73. Someone in my unit/department cares about me as a person. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

74. When I joined  my unit/department, I was made to feel welcome. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

75. My workgroup collaborates effectively with other workgroups or departments. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

76. My salary/pay rate is competitive when compared to similar jobs at other organizations. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

77. I am fairly paid for the work I do. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

78. Salary/pay increases are appropriate. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

79. I understand how my base salary is determined. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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80. My salary/pay rate is a significant factor in my decision to stay at the institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

81. The institution’s employee benefits package meets my needs. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

82. My costs associated with the employee benefits plan (co-pays, deductibles, premiums) 

are reasonable. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

83. The employee benefits package is a significant factor in my decision to stay at the 

institution. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

84. The institution’s employee benefit package has been adequately explained to me. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

85. Ignoring the college/school of business’ core values at work will get you in trouble. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

86. There is a clear and consistent set of values that governs the way we do business. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

87. All units/departments in the college/school of business share common values. 

Strongly Agree     Strongly Disagree  

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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LIST OF PUBLIC, NOT FOR PROFIT ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS IN THE SACSCOC  

 

REGION
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IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX E: 

TEXT OF RECRUITMENT INVITATION EMAIL SENT TO POTENTIAL STUDY 

PARTICIPANTS 

Greetings.  My name is John Berzett, and I am a doctoral student in the Higher Education 

Administration program at The University of Alabama.  

 

I would like to invite you to participate in an on-line survey that I am conducting as part of my 

dissertation.  The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of full-time business faculty 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction at four-year public colleges and universities located in the 

southeastern United States with regional accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges 

and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) and business program accreditation by either 

the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) or Accreditation Council 

for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP). 

 

Your participation in this survey is extremely important and will remain confidential.  You will 

not be asked to provide your name or any personally identifiable information, nor will the IP 

address from which you send your survey response be collected.  Submissions are completely 

anonymous. 

 

I am attaching a file containing more detailed information concerning the study, its purposes, and 

study participants’ rights for you to review as you consider taking part.  The information in this 

file is also provided at the beginning of the on-line survey, and you will be asked to indicate your 

understanding of the study and your role in it and your informed willingness to participate.   

 

This is a short survey that will take approximately 15 to 25 minutes to read and complete.   

 

In order to participate, please follow the hyperlink:  hyperlink 

 

If you have any difficulty in accessing the survey directly through clicking on the link, it can be 

copied and pasted into your web browser instead. 

 

Thank you in advance for taking time to participate in this study.  If you are interested in 

receiving a copy of the results of this study when they are available, please email John Berzett at 

jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu. 

 

Sincerely,  

John Berzett 

 

mailto:jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu
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APPENDIX F: 

TEXT OF FOLLOW-UP SURVEY INVITATION EMAIL SENT TO POTENTIAL STUDY 

PARTICIPANTS 

Greetings.  I am contacting you again regarding a request from me to participate in a brief on-

line survey on job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction of full-time business faculty at four-year 

colleges and universities in the southeastern United States that you recently received.  If you 

have already completed the survey, I thank you very much for your participation.  If you have 

not yet completed the survey, I still hope you will take a few minutes to participate in the study. 

 

Again, my name is John Berzett, and I am a doctoral student in the Higher Education 

Administration program at The University of Alabama.   

 

I would like to invite you to participate in an on-line survey that I am conducting as part of my 

dissertation.  The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of full-time business faculty 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction at four-year public colleges and universities located in the 

southeastern United States with regional accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges 

and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) and business program accreditation by either 

the Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) or Accreditation Council 

for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP). 

 

Your participation in this survey is extremely important and will remain confidential.  You will 

not be asked to provide your name or any personally identifiable information, nor will the IP 

address from which you send your survey response be collected.  Submissions are completely 

anonymous. 

 

I am attaching a file containing more detailed information concerning the study, its purposes, and 

study participants’ rights for you to review as you consider taking part.  The information in this 

file is also provided at the beginning of the on-line survey and you will be asked to indicate your 

understanding of the study and your role in it and your informed willingness to participate.   

 

This is a short survey that will take approximately 15 to 25 minutes to read and complete.   

 

In order to participate, please follow the hyperlink below: 

 

HYPERLINK TO URL OF SURVEY 

 

If you have any difficulty in accessing the survey directly through clicking on the link, it can be 

copied and pasted into your web browser instead. 
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Thank you in advance for taking time to participate in this study.  Again, if you are interested in 

receiving a copy of the results of this study when they are available, please email John Berzett at 

jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

John Berzett 

  

mailto:jqberzett@crimson.ua.edu
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APPENDIX G: 

 

OUTLIER BOX-AND-WHISKER PLOTS 
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APPENDIX H: 

 

MOTIVATOR FACTOR ITEM ANALYSIS BY CAREER STATUS 

 

 Total  FC  SC 

 M SD  M SD  M SD 

Motivator Factors         

Recognition         

The people who use my services recognize my good work. 

 

8.0 2.134  8.1 2.018  8.0 2.207 

My contributions are valued by members of the 

college/university community outside of the school of 

business in which I teach. 

7.4 2.359  7.8 2.175  7.2 2.453 

In the last 7 days I have received recognition or praise for 

doing good work. 

6.5 3.275  6.7 3.260  6.3 3.283 

I get appropriate recognition when I have done something 

extraordinary. 

 

7.3 2.682  7.6 2.633  7.1 2.703 

Expressions of thanks and appreciation are common in my 

unit/department. 

6.9 2.823  7.0 2.789  6.8 2.846 

Work itself         

I enjoy the type of work I do. 9.1 1.550  9.2 1.283  9.0 1.700 

My job is interesting. 9.0 1.536  9.1 1.482  9.0 1.571 

My job gives me a sense of accomplishment. 9.0 1.622  9.0 1.512  9.0 1.692 

I make a difference in my unit/department. 8.7 1.816  8.7 1.698  8.7 1.891 

Opportunities for advancement         

Opportunities for advancement or promotion exist within the 

institution. 

7.4 2.710  7.7 2.468  7.2 2.842 

I know what is required of me to advance within the 

institution. 

7.9 2.335  7.9 2.260  7.9 2.386 

Internal candidates received fair consideration for open 

positions. 

7.8 2.357  7.8 2.385  7.7 2.343 

Information about job vacancies within the institution is 

readily available. 

8.3 2.121  8.2 2.257  8.4 2.029 

Professional growth opportunities         

My unit/department offers the training or education that I 

need to grow my job. 

7.1 2.498  7.1 2.438  7.1 2.541 

I have received the necessary training to do my job well. 8.0 2.019  8.3 1.793  7.8 2.135 

I have had opportunities at work to learn and grow in the 

past year. 

8.2 2.077  8.2 2.105  8.2 20162 

There is someone at work who encourages my development. 7.1 2.807  7.5 2.738  6.9 2.831 

Someone has talked to me about my progress in the past 

year. 

7.6 2.790  7.7 2.683  7.5 2.860 
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Responsibility         

I have control over how I do my work. 8.9 1.738  8.9 1.897  8.9 1.632 

My opinion counts at work. 7.7 2.522  7.8 2.521  7.6 2.523 

I have a say in decisions that affect my work. 7.9 2.366  8.0 2.340  7.8 2.383 

The physical environment allows me to do my job. 8.7 1.656  8.7 1.647  8.6 1.664 

I have the necessary physical resources, tools and/or 

equipment to do my job. 

8.5 1.770  8.5 1.829  8.5 1.735 

Good feelings about the organization         

I feel a strong sense of belonging at the institution. 

 

7.7 2.502  7.6 2.674  7.7 2.390 

I enjoy discussing the institution with people who do not 

work here. 

7.7 2.479  7.7 2.546  7.7 2.440 

I have a strong commitment to the institution. 

 

7.9 2.388  7.8 2.490  8.0 2.325 

I am proud to work for the institution. 8.1 2.207  8.1 2.119  8.1 2.266 

I care about the future of the institution. 8.8 1.801  8.9 1.686  8.7 1.873 

Clarity of mission         

I understand how my work supports the mission of the 

college/school of business at my institution. 

 

8.8 1.627  8.8 1.472  8.9 1.722 

I understand how my work supports the institution’s mission 

of research, teaching, and service. 

8.9 1.568  8.9 1.484  9.0 1.622 

I understand how my work supports the mission of my 

unit/department. 

9.0 1.498  9.0 1.486  9.0 1.509 

I know what is expected of me at work. 

 

8.9 1.423  8.9 1.582  8.9 1.313 

Work is organized so that each person can see the 

relationship between his/her job and the goals of the 

organization. 

 

7.5 2.198  7.4 2.178  7.5 2.214 

The goals of my unit/department are clear to me. 8.0 2.165  8.0 2.096  8.0 2.212 
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APPENDIX I: 

 

HYGIENE FACTOR ITEM ANALYSIS BY CAREER STATUS 

 

 Total  FC  SC 

 M SD  M SD  M SD 

Hygiene Factors         

Effective senior management         

Senior management keeps employees informed. 7.1 2.638  7.4 2.597  6.9 2.653 

Senior management effectively communicates the goals and 

strategies of our unit/department. 

7.3 2.586  7.4 2.636  7.2 2.558 

Senior management demonstrates leadership practices that 

are consistent with the stated values of our unit/department. 

7.1 2.844  7.2 2.815  7.0 2.866 

Effective supervisor         

My supervisor communicates well. 7.7 2.659  7.9 2.545  7.6 2.727 

My supervisor manages people effectively. 

 

7.4 2.808  7.8 2.579  7.2 2.922 

My supervisor is an effective decision-maker. 

 

7.6 2.616  7.8 2.518  7.6 2.677 

Overall, my supervisor is excellent at his/her job. 7.6 2.728  7.9 2.512  7.4 2.846 

My supervisor creates an environment that fosters trust. 7.6 2.792  8.0 2.533  7.3 2.918 

My supervisor is approachable and easy to talk with. 

 

8.5 2.247  8.6 2.282  8.4 2.224 

My supervisor cares about me as a person. 

 

8.1 2.543  8.3 2.492  8.0 2.575 

My supervisor is ethical in day to day practices. 8.3 2.442  8.6 2.296  8.2 2.522 

My supervisor gives me constructive feedback on my 

performance. 

7.7 2.586  7.9 2.496  7.5 2.638 

My supervisor deals effectively with poor performance. 6.7 2.740  7.0 2.737  6.5 2.733 

My supervisor treats me with respect. 8.6 2.189  8.8 2.162  8.5 2.204 

My supervisor recognizes me for doing good work. 8.0 2.545  8.2 2.471  7.8 2.588 

My supervisor considers my ideas. 8.2 2.381  8.4 2.308  8.1 2.427 

My supervisor trusts me. 8.4 2.236  8.5 2.178  8.3 2.272 

My supervisor has a clear view of where our department is 

going and how to get there. 

7.5 2.612  7.6 2.493  7.4 2.688 

Good relationships with co-workers         

I trust my co-workers. 7.7 2.323  7.8 2.239  7.6 2.377 

I am consistently treated with respect by my co-workers. 

 

8.1 2.153  8.2 2.026  8.1 2.231 

I can count on my co-workers to help out when needed. 

 

8.0 2.250  8.1 2.177  7.8 2.292 

My co-workers and I work as part of a team. 7.6 2.600  7.9 2.457  7.4 2.678 

People care about each other in my unit/department. 7.9 2.402  8.0 2.359  7.8 2.430 

Someone in my unit/department cares about me as a person. 8.9 1.878  9.0 1.763  8.9 1.951 

When I joined my unit/department, I was made to feel 

welcome. 

8.7 2.050  8.7 1.941  8.6 2.121 
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My workgroup collaborates effectively with other 

workgroups or departments. 

7.4 2.444  7.7 2.300  7.3 2.524 

Satisfaction with salary         

My salary/pay rate is competitive when compared to similar 

jobs at other organizations. 

 

6.0 3.091  5.9 3.243  6.0 2.994 

I am fairly paid for the work I do. 6.5 3.079  6.5 3.204  6.5 3.003 

Salary/pay increases are appropriate. 5.3 3.194  5.3 3.23  5.3 3.177 

I understand how my base salary is determined. 7.2 2.896  7.2 2.898  7.3 2.899 

My salary/pay rate is a significant factor in my decision to 

stay at the institution. 

5.3 3.106  5.6 3.189  5.2 3.044 

Satisfaction with benefits         

The institution’s employee benefits package meets my 

needs. 

7.4 2.506  7.4 2.538  7.5 2.489 

My costs associated with the employee benefits plan (co-

pays, deductibles, premiums) are reasonable. 

7.3 2.516  7.2 2.475  7.3 2.547 

The employee benefits package is a significant factor in my 

decision to stay at the institution. 

 

6.3 2.887  6.4 2.838  6.2 2.921 

The institution’s employee benefit package has been 

adequately explained to me. 

7.6 2.263  7.4 2.396  7.7 2.168 

Presence of core values         

Ignoring the college/school of business’ core values at work 

will get you in trouble. 

6.9 2.459  7.1 2.347  6.7 2.524 

There is a clear and consistent set of values that governs the 

way we do business. 

7.0 2.454  7.1 2.376  6.9 2.504 

All units/departments in the college/school of business share 

common values. 

6.6 2.682  6.5 2.693  6.6 2.680 
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APPENDIX J: 

 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION AND HERZBERG’S FACTORS FOR 

ALL FACULTY PARTICIPANTS 

Factors r Sig. n 

Motivator    
Good feelings about the organization .675 .000 404 

Responsibility .651 .000 404 

Work itself .618 .000 404 

Recognition .607 .000 404 

Clarity of mission .586 .000 404 

Professional growth opportunities .514 .000 404 

Opportunities for advancement .492 .000 404 

Hygiene    

Good relationships with co-workers .561 .000 404 

Effective senior management .527 .000 404 

Effective supervisor .489 .000 404 

Presence of core values .447 .000 404 

Satisfaction with salary .390 .000 404 

Satisfaction with benefits .304 .000 404 
Note. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 


