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Abstract

The Collective Good: The Relationship Among Unionization, Perceived Control,
and Overall Job Satisfaction for Faculty in Two Year Colleges

Joann Elizabeth Linville
Chairperson of the Supervisory Committee:
Associate Professor James Soto Antony
College of Education
The purpt;se of this study was to examine what role working in a union
or nonunion college has in influencing faculty perceptions of control over
their work and overall job satisfaction. Using data from the 1993
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, this study explored the relative
importance of variables in influencing perceived control and 6vera11 job
satisfaction among 3,636 full-time teaching faculty in two-year unionized
and nonunionized colleges. A conceptual framework was adapted for
this study from the situational model of job satisfaction (Locke, 1976) to
select and organize variables according to background characteristics,
characteristics of the job task, and financial reward variables. Results of
correlational analyses confirm a positive relationship between perceived
control and overall job satisfaction for two-year college teaching faculty
in both union and nonunion colleges. For both perceived control and
overall job satisfaction, multiple regression analyses reveal few

differences in the predictive value of independent variables among faculty



in union and nonunion colleges. Job task variables and financial reward
variables, not including‘salary and benefits, were found to be predictive
of perceived control for faculty in both union and nonunion colleges.
Perceived control was found to be predictive of overall job satisfaction
irrespective of union status. Satisfaction with workload and financial
reward variables were found predictive of overall job satisfaction for
faculty irrespective of union status. Gender (female) was found to be a
predictor of j.ob satisfaction for union faculty. A significant interaction
among sd;ne variables and union status was found suggesting some
variables predictive of perceived control and overall job satisfaction carry
a greater importance for faculty at nonunion colleges. This study’s
findings have theoretical implications for support of the situational model
of job satisfaction and the importance of perceived control or ‘autonomy
in influencing overall job satisfaction. The findings further have practical
implications for two-year colleges concerned with improving the work

environment for teaching faculty.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Statement of Problem

The external and internal conditions of higher education in the
decade of the 70s were fertile ground for the growth of faculty unions
(Kemerer & Baldridge, 1975, p.38). As enrollments leveled off, faculty
salaries failed to keep pace with inflation and job security was unsure.
Contribﬁting to this climate was faculty dissatisfaction over the
perceived lack of influence over governance, deteriorating collegial
relationships between faculty and administration, and concerns about
recognition and support from administration (Hill, 1982). These
conditions were particularly prevalent iﬁ two-year colleges whose
faculty members looked to unions for help (Ormsby & Ormsby, 1988).
It is suggested that collective bargaining became a variant of governance
as “an extreme form of shared governance wherein the rules are legally
rather than collegially established” (Drummond & Reitsch, 1995, p.57).

After nearly 30 years experience with unionization in higher
education, how have the work lives of two-year college faculty improved
under collective bargaining? Unionization was perceived to be a
solution to job dissatisfaction, and collective negotiations offered a

promise of improved conditions.



Although faculty in two-year colleges realized initial economic
gains following unionization, their salaries have not increased over
- those salaries of faculty in nonunion institutions (Birnbaum, 1974;
Leslie & Hu, 1977; Marshall, 1979; Borjas, 1979). In fact, faculties in
nonunion institutions have realized higher salary gains than their
unionized colleagues (Finley, 1990). Despite the fact that these findings
indicate no significant salary gains, studies of unionized faculty indicate
increaséd satisfaction with the economic outcomes of bargaining
(Ormsby & Ormsby, 1988; Hill, 1982; Finley, 1990).

The literature on faculty satisfaction in union versus nonunion
settings is contradictory and fragmented. Faculty report increased
satisfaction (Ormsby & Ormsby, 1988; Benoit & Smith, 1980; Hill,
1982; Finley, 1990), decreased satisfaction (Borjas, 1979; Ladd &
Lipset, 1973), or no significant difference in satisfaction (Ormsby &
Watts, 1991).

In an attempt to account for these unclear findings, scholars
(Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Maslow, 1954;Vroom, 1964,
Ladd & Lipset, 1973; Ormsby & Watts, 1991; Hiil, 1982, Hagedorn,
1994); Hagedorn, 1996; Hagedorn, 1998; Hagedorn & Sax, 1999,
Hagedorn, 2000) have sought to identify specific facets of the faculty job
that predict or influence satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Utilizing |

conceptual frameworks borrowed from the social sciences (Herzberg,



Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Maslow, 1954; Vroom, 1964), studies
have tested theories that group factors in support of particular models
of job satisfaction. Factors specific to the individual, the work
environment, and the job have been linked to faculty satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with their work. Demographic variables such as age,
sex, rank, discipline, and degree level have been reported to influence
both faculty satisfaction and dissatisfaction with often contradictory
ﬁndings. (Ladd & Lipset, 1973; Ormsby & Watts, 1991; Hill, 1982). No
single model has emerged that fully explains the influences on faculty
job satisfaction.

Increasingly, faculty contracts in both two and four-ygar
institutions include academic governance content in addition to purely
economic issues (Chandler & Julius, 1985; Williams & Zirkel, 1988). |
With each negotiation of the contraét, faculties assert a more significant
role in decisions that affect their work. Drummond & Reitsch (1995)
suggest that collective bargaining became a variant of governance
wherein the rules are legally rather than collegially established (p.57).
Rhoades (1998) suggests that this change reflects an effort on behalf of
faculty to balance managerial discretion with faculty professional
autonomy and self-governance. This further suggests that autonomy -
and control over academic matters may play a more significant role in

satisfaction for unionized faculty then previously indicated.



It is suggested that current conditions in community colleges
represents a challenge to job security and satisfaction (Castro, 2000).
These conditions represent changes to include decrease in full-time
tenured faculty and increasing reliance on part-time faculty.
Additionally, community colleges are seeing increasing numbers of
nontraditional and underprepared students. Coupled with heavy
teaching loads and larger classes, these factors suggest an environment
of increésing stress for community college faculty. As has been the case
over the past 30 years, the study of faculty satisfaction in higher
education is warranted, appropriate, and necessary (Hagedorn, 2000).

The purpose of this study is to understand the variablcs that
influence individual faculty members’ perception of control over their
work (i.e. autonomy) and its role in overall job satisfaction. This study
is aimed at improving our understahding of the variables that
contribute to faculty satisfaction with their work and at helping
institutions develop policies and practices that create and support a

more positive and productive work environment for faculty.

Background
Since the appearance of collective bargaining nearly three
decades ago, a voluminous body of literature has been developed in an

attempt to better understand the effect collective bargaining has had on



higher education. Both the impact of collective bargaining and the
outcomes of bargaining on faculfy and administrators who carry out
their respective academic work within the unionized environment have
been the focus of considerable study. In conducting this research,
scholars have sought to explain the factors influencing faculty
members’ decision to unionize, the effect of collective bargaining on
salary and other economic indicators, and the evolving nature of the
content -of faculty collective bargaining contracts.

A stream of research on collective bargaining in higher education
spanning over thirty years has focused on the impact of unionization on
faculty job satisfaction (Hill, 1982; Ladd & Lipset, 1973; Cm & Van
Eyck, 1973; Kemerer & Baldridge, 1975; Gomez-Majia & Balkin, 1984;
Vander Putten, McLendon, & Peterson, 1997; Ormsby & Watts, 1991;
Butler, 1982; Ormsby & Ormsby, 1988; Borjas, 1979; Finley, 1990;
Garbarino, 1975). This research drew its conceptual roots from job
satisfaction research that arose from the behavioral and social sciences
beginning in 1935 (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Faculty satisfaction has been
linked to bbth intrinsic and extrinsic, but there remains a lack of
empirical evidence regarding the ways in which individual factors
influence job satisfaction among specific faculty and institutional

contexts.



While data from these studies have informed professionals about
some of the outcomes of collective bargaining on faculty job satisfaction,
many of these studies focused on one group of institutions in a state or
region or on a single institution. Additionally, the majority of these
studies have been conducted at four-year institutions. Few studies of
the impact of unionization on individual faculty members’ perception of
control over their work and job satisfaction have been conducted with
two-yeaf college faculty even though this group represents the greatest

number of unionized faculty.

Purpose of Study

Considerable research has been conducted demonstrating an
increase in the presence of academic governance content in faculty
collective bargaining agreements over the past thirty years (Chandler &
Julius, 1985; Williams & Zirkel, 1988; Beaulieu, 1995; Tangman, 1998;
Temte, 1997). These studies begin to explain the increase in academic
governance content in faculty contracts. We still have an incomplete
picture of what influence this content has on academic decision-making
that directly affects overall faculty job satisfaction.

It has been demonstrated that faculty feel they have significantly-
less influence over matters that are important to their work (Blackburn

& Lawrence, 1995). This is true for academic governance decisions



such as control over curriculum, particularly among community college
faculty. Is the experience of faculty perception of control and overall job
satisfaction in union two-year college environments different than that.
of faculty in nonunion colleges? Does the presence or absence of the
faculty union and collective bargaining agreement influence faculty
perception of control over their work énd satisfaction with their job?
The purpose of this study is to understand the factors that
inﬂuencé individual faculty members’ perception of control over their
work (i.e. autonomy) and overall job satisfaction and to determine the
relationship between perceived control and overall job satisfaction.
Additionally, how does working in a unionized or nonunionizpd
community college influence faculty’s perception of control over their

work and overall job satisfaction.

Importance of Study
Gunne and Mortimer (1975) have suggested that perhaps one of
thg most critical issues of college governance is the proper distribution
of power and authority among those campus constituents who seek
access to decision making. As professionals, it is assumed that control
over their work is assured for faculty within the parameters of academic

freedom, but the lines between faculty autonomy and managerial



discretion in academic governance are often blurred (Rhoades, 1998;
DeGeorge, 1997).

Notwithstanding that professional organizations representing
faculty and college officials have developed policy statements addressing
the balance of authority on campus, faculty have sought to assert their
rights in academic decision making through the collective bargaining
process. It is clear that faculty have increasingly utilized the collectively
negotiafed contract to codify assurances of autonomy in academic
governance and decision-making (Rhoades, 1998; William & Zirkel,
1988). This assertion of control over academic decision-making is not
surprising because faculty autonomy has been demonstrated as a key -
factor in the determination of faculty satisfaction with their role (Antony
& Valadez, 1998; Finley, 1990; Kemerer & Baldridge, 1975; Ladd &
Lipset, 1973; Perry, Menec, Struthérs, Hechter, Schonwetter, and
Menges, 1997).

What remains unclear is if the outcomes of collective bargaining
have been successful in increasing faculty members’ sense of perceived
control over their work, and in turn, increasing their overall job
satisfaction. Faculty job satisfaction has been linked to organizational
performance, productivity, and commitment (Herzberg, et al., 1959;

Vroom, 1964). Further, faculty reaction to their work environment can



carry over to the classroom and impact student learning (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995).

There has been an ongoing interest in assessing the factors that .
contribute to faculty satisfaction, but few studies have attempted to
determine the impact that a union work environment has on
satisfaction for faculty, particularly in two-year colleges (Hill, 1982;
Finley, 1990; Cornish, 1986; White, 1999; Rubiales, 1998; Rabban,
1992). ’fhe impact of unions in the two-year college setting is important
to understand because 94 percent of public sector two-year college
faculty are represented by collectively bargained agreements (Rhoades,
1998, p.12). The limitation of previous research lies in the gbility to
generalize the empirical findings of these studies when looking beyond
these representative populations as they have focused primarily on |
review of single colleges, districts, étates, or regional colleges.

From previous research, there exists considerable information
about the factors that influence faculty satisfaction with their roles.
The research on faculty job satisfaction identifies the significant role
that autonomy plays in satisfaction. Additionally, the research on
faculty contract content has provided evidence that faculty are
increasingly including academic governance language as a mechanism
to assure their role in decisions over academic matters that affect their

work. However, few studies have focused specifically on the impact of
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unionization on two-year college faculty satisfaction that can be
generalized beyond specific institutions or groups of colleges. Therefore,
this study explores how faculty at two-year colleges, as surveyed in
1991-92, report the importance of factors that are associated with
perceptions of autonomy and overall job satisfaction are influenced by

the presence or absence of a faculty union.

Overview of Study

Data from the 1992-1993 National Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF-93), sponsored by the National Center for Educational
Statistics, are used to identify variables influencing faculty perception of
control over their work and to examine the relationship of these
variables to overall job satisfaction.

Critical to the foundation of this study is grounding in the
relevant theoretical and empirical literature that informs this research.
Chapter 2 provides such a review of these relevant literatures. The
theoretical foundation utilizes concepts from the sociological and
psychological frameworks of job satisfaction. This theoretical
foundation is particularly suited to research of higher education faculty
job satisfaction and has provided the conceptual rationale for many
studies. Factors that are demonstrated to contribute to faculty job

satisfaction are reviewed with specific emphasis on the relationship of
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faculty autonomy to job satisfaction. The review of the empirical
literature focuses on faculty job satisfaction and the outcomes of
collective bargaining with an emphasis on the two-year college setting.
The literature is further grounded in the small body of research on the
impact of faculty unionization on faculty job satisfaction. Particular
attention is paid to a review of literature pertaining to research on the
impact of unionization on the faculty role in academic governance. The
review of literature concludes with a discussion of how these
foundations unite to formulate a conceptual rationale to guide this
study.

Chapter 3 concentrates on elaboration of the specific research
questions that are the focus of this study and a description of how the
déta will be utilized to address the questions. The chapter describes
the rationale for each question that drives the design of the study and
how each question is answered. Additionally, an overview of the
NSOPF-93 sample design, data collection, and processing procedures
that form the basis of the study are presented. Chapter 3 provides a
detailed outline of the methodological approaches used in conducting
the study.

Chapter 4 of this study is devoted to the presentation of results, -
including analyses used to determine the degree to which the presence

or absence of a faculty union influences faculty perception of control
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over their academic work and overall job satisfaction. In addition,
Chapter 4 elaborates on the findings through a discussion of results of
quantitative analyses intended to determine how the variables relating.
to the faculty role, characteristics of the college, and characteristics of
the faculty member explain faculty autonomy and job satisfaction.

The final chapter provides a review of the study including
approaches taken and results. Implications of the findings for both
theory énd practice are further discussed in this final chapter. Chapter
5 concludes with a discussion of the study’s limitations and suggestions

for further research and inquiry.
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study is guided and informed by three distinct fields of
literature. The first field represents the perspectives found in the
literature on faculty job sétisfaction in higher education. Research on
job satisfaction has been of great interest to social and behavioral
scientisfs since its beginnings in the 1930s. It has been estimated that
over 5,000 studies of job satisfaction have been published spanning
some 30 years (Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992). This research has
resulted in several job satisfaction theoretical frameworks, three of
which are reviewed for their context and relevance in application to
research in the educational setting and faculty job satisfaction. An
attempt is made to view studies of jbb satisfaction generally within the
context of higher education and in the two-year college setting
specifically.

The second field of literature establishes a theoretical and
empirical foundation in the psychological research literature on
perceived personal control. An attempt is made to view perceived
personal control as it relates to faculty autonomy. Although this

construct has most often been utilized in studies of students, it can be
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suggested that control is likely to be of equal or greater importance for
faculty.

The third body of literature emphasizes empirical inveStigations of
the impacts of unionization on higher education faculty. An historical
perspective of the impact of unionization on faculty priorities is
discussed to provide context for the focus of the impact of unionization
on faculty satisfaction. Particular attention will be paid to the empirical
literaturé on the impact of unionization on faculty reward systems and
the smaller body of research literature on the impact of unionization on

faculty satisfaction in two-year colleges.

Background

The two-year college system has its roots in the 1960s and 1970s
when development of these colleges.was rapid and often unhindered by
time-consuming consensus building (Thaxter & Graham, 1999).
College leadership during this period was marked by strong hierarchical
control in order to rapidly develop the necessary managerial processes
this emerging educational system required (Alfred & Carter, 1993).
These newly developed colleges were often an outgrowth of the
secondary educational system and management style and control over
curriculum was very similar. Faculty in these new higher education

institutions “...were controlled to the extent that their curricula and
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even their lesson plans were pre-defined and the methods of evaluating
student achievement and even teachers themselves were prescribed”
(Franklin, Burgos-Sasscer, Kessel, & Mack, 1991, p.2).

Although faculty in two-year colleges no longer teach from
prescribed curricula (Franklin et al, 1991), the principles of
participative management have not taken root in the educational
culture of the two-year colleges (Thaxter & Graham, 1999; Jackson &
Moultoﬁ, 1993). Faculty continue to characterize two-year college
administrations as autocratic and dictatorial (Thaxter & Graham, 1999;
Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 1988) regarding
shared decision making in a variety of areas of college and apademic
governance.

Dissatisfaction and low morale reported by faculty has been
linked to this autocratic and tightly' controlled college environment
(O’Hara, 1990; Harshbarger, 1989). Jackson and Moulton (1993)
suggest that what results from faculty working in this type
authoritarian environment is a lack of trust, a perception that their
work is not valued, and a sense that creativity is neither encouraged or
rewarded. Professionals who work as employees in bureaucratic
organizations, such as institutions of higher education, are vulnerable
to administrative direction and subsequent loss of autonomy. Faculty

control over their work, demonstrated as autonomy, has been suggested
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to have direct effect on faculty satisfaction for two-year college faculty
(Finley, 1991). The loss of perceived autonomy has a negative impact
on motivation and commitment and can result in alienation.
Influencing job satisfaction has been important in understanding
what motivates employees. Motivation has been defined as the
psychological process that gives behavior purpose and direction
(Krietner, 1995). It is the force that drives individuals to accomplish
personai and organizational goals (Lindner, 1998) and provides the will
to achieve (Bedeian, 1993). Employees who are motivated are more
productive and organizations survive (Lindner, 1998). Attempts to
better understand how to decrease faculty alienation and inc;rease
motivation has driven much of the research on faculty perceived control

over their work and job satisfaction.

Job Satisfaction
In an effort to explain the complexity of job satisfaction, scholars
have identified and tested a number of relevant theoretical frameworks.
These theories have their roots in the behavioral and social sciences
and particularly in industrial psychology. They have in common the
belief that there is a relationship between job satisfaction, behavior, and
work. A review of the literature (Locke, 1976; Hoy & Miskel, 1996;

Quarstein, McAfee, & Glassman, 1992; Thompson, McNamera, & Hoyle,
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1997) identifies three job satisfaction frameworks into which most of
the theories used to study job satisfaction in the educational setting can

be placed.

Content Model of Job Satisfaction

The first theoretical framework is content theories of job
satisfaction. Content theories attempt to explain job satisfaction in
terms of needs that must be satisfied or values that must be attained
(Locke, 197 6). Examples of content theories include Maslow’s
Hierarchy of Needs (1954), Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory (Herzberg,
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959), and Schutz’s Interpersonal Underworld
(Schutz, 1966).

Maslow’s needs theory proposes that rank and satisfaction of
human needs and how persons pursue those needs is instrumental ih
motivation of behavior (Maslow, 1954). According to this theory,
persons have needs that are on a continuum. Lower order physiological
needs, such as food and safety, must be met before a person seeks
satisfaction of higher order needs such as self-esteem or self-
actualization. Research findings of the application of Maslow’s theory of
needs satisfaction and importance as the motivation for behavior have
been mixed (Bellott & Tutor, 1990; Clay, 1977; Pardee, 1990).
Application of this framework to the educational setting has been

limited (Giandomenico, 1973) with little evidence of its utility in
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explaining the relationship between needs importance and satisfaction
among higher education faculty (Clay, 1977). It has been suggested
that this conceptual framework might be useful in combination with
other job satisfaction models in the study of motivation and satisfaction
(Gawel, 1997).

Herzberg’s (Herzberg, et al., 1959) Two Factor Theory of Job
Satisfaction is perhaps the content theory most frequently used in
studyiné job satisfaction among faculty in education. This theory
proposes that job factors motivate employees. These factors fall across
a two-dimensional paradigm with one group responsible for job
satisfaction and another group responsible for dissatisfaction.
Herzberg, et al (1959) propose that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction
result from different causes. It is the presence or absence of these |
factors within each group that accounts for the relative satisfaction or
dissatisfaction reported. “Hygiene” factors such as interpersonal
relations, supervision, working conditions, company policies and
administration, and wages and benefits, function as dissatisfiers. When
they do not meet the expectations of the employee in the work setting,
dissatisfaction results. Their presence, in the degree desired by the
employee, although, does not ci‘eate satisfaction.

“Motivators”, such as achievement, promotion, recognition,

- responsibility, advancement, and the work itself are suggested to
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influence job satisfaction. Hygiene factors are proposed as job context
factors while motivators are job content factors. These two factors
become a source of good or bad feelings about the workers’ job
(Herzberg, et al, 1959). This model has been useful in providing a
conceptual rationale for explaining job satisfaction in some research
studies (Nussel, Wiersma, & Rusche1988; Kaufman, 1984; Diener,
1984; Hill, 1983; Moxley, 1977, Hagedorn, 2000) but has not
consistehtly accounted for the presence or absence of dissatisfaction.
Locke {1976) suggests that the weakness of this theoretical model lies in
findings that both motivators and hygienes’ lead to satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. This has been demonstrated in a number of studies
utilizing Herzberg’s model (Szura & Vermillion, 1975; Fiorentino, 1999).
Fiorentino (1999), in a study of 6049 university faculty utilizing the |
1993 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93) found that
both intrinsic and extrinsic factors were influential in overall faculty
satisfaction indicating that the Herzberg Two Factor model could not be
fully supported.

Schutz (1966) proposed that humans have three basic needs in
common including the need for inclusion, need for control, and the
need for affection. This theory further supposes that lack of motivation,
expressed as non-task completion, doing the minimum on the job,

tiredness, absenteeism, and lateness are all linked to poor interpersonal
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relations. Specifically, workers withdraw from involvement to escape
the situation and what is perceived as a threat. Results of Schutz
(1966) studies indicate certain types of workers may rank these needs
higher or lower compared to other professional indicating that
characteristics of the profession and the worker may influence the
needs for inclusion, control, and or affection.

Utilizing Herberg’s theory of job satisfaction, Hagedorn (2000}
suggestéd a conceptual framework model for further study of faculty job
satisfaction based on two constructs working as triggers and mediators.
Triggers function as a single life event that may be related or unrelated
to the job. Mediators include motivators and hygienes, dempgraphics,
and environmental conditions. These factors function to move a faculty
member along a satisfaction continuum from disengagement to activé
engagement and appreciation of the work. |

Discrepancy Model of Job Satisfaction

The second theoretical framework of job satisfaction is the
discrepancy model (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). This model “postulates that
job satisfaction is best explained by a discrepancy between the work
motivation of jobholders and the incentives offered by the organization”
(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969 cited in Hoy & Miskel, 1996, p. 252).-
This process model proposes that job satisfaction is influenced by types |

or classes of variables (needs, values, perceptions) and that these
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variables work together to determine overall job satisfaction (Locke,
1976). Hoy and Miskel (1996) suggest that it is the perceived difference
between individual motivation (what is expected as fair or reasonable) -
and organizational incentives (what is actually experienced on the job)
that accounts for job satisfaction.

Discrepancy theory has been utilized less frequently in studies of
job satisfaction in education (Miskel, Glasnapp, Hatley, 1975; Pritchard
& Peteré, 1973), but has been found to be a predictor of job satisfaction
of other types of employees in other studies (Kauppi, 1983; Niebrugge,
1994; Alesse, 1982).

Situational Model of Job Satisfaction

The third theoretical frame is the situational model of job
satisfaction. This model suggests that it is the combination of job task
characteristics, organizational charécteristics, and individual
characteristics that together relate to job satisfaction (Locke, 1976).
Examples of characteristics associated with job tasks include degree of
autonomy, wages and benefits, level of challenge, routinization or
variety, and role tensions (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Of these three
characteristics, Glisson & Durick (1988) found that job task
characteristics to be the most influential in predicting job satisfaction.

Organizational characteristics include factors such as degree of

centralization, level of professionalism, type of supervision and
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feedback, organizational culture, and the type of organization. These
characteristics have been found to be moderately predictive of job
satisfaction (Glisson & Durick, 1988). Individual characteristics of the.
employee such as gender, age, motivation, ability, and level of education
are instrumental in influencing one’s perceptions of current job
experiences._ In the situational model, employee characteristics are a
poor predictor of job satisfaction (Glisson & Durick, 1988). Although
this model has not been utilized to the degree that content models have
been used in research on job satisfaction, this model hold promise for
studies evaluating satisfaction as a function of multiple factors of job
experiences (Glisson & Durick, 1988; Quarstein, McAfee, & ’Glassman,'
1992).

Higher Education Faculty Job Satisfaction

It is not an exaggeration to characterize the literature on faculty
job satisfaction as contradictory at best. Studies that have spanned
nearly thirty years have attempted to identify those characteristics of
the job and the faculty member that account for varying degrees of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

A Carnegie Foundation survey (1985) of 5,000 faculty nationwide
characterized the American professoriate as “deeply troubled” (p.31).
Over half of the faculty surveyed reported they would seriously consider

another academic job if one were offered and over 40 percent reported
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their iﬁtention to leave the profession in the next five years. Faculty
were found to be deeply concerned over salaries, job security, and the
integrity of the institution. Reports of faculty perceptions of discontent
led to increasing numbers of studies conducted at various types of
institutions to identify the determinants of faculty job satisfaction.
Questions were asked such as who is satisfied, what accounts for their
satisfaction, and is faculty satisfaction different from one type of
institutibn to another.

In contrast to the Carnegie (1984) findings, the literature on
faculty satisfaction points to a relatively satisfied professoriate in both
two and four-year institutions. Faculty report overall job satisfaction as
well as satisfaction with other facet specific factors related to both the
context and content of their work (Pearson & Seiler, 1983 Antony & |
Valadez, 1998; Deiner, 1985; Nussél, Wiersma, & Rusche, 1988;
Finkelstein, 1984). As one researcher indicated, “so what’s not to like?”

Although faculty report relatively high levels of global job
satisfaction, individual facets of job satisfaction point to different
experiences for different types of faculty (Diener, 1985; Olsen, Maple, &
Stage, 1995; Olsen, 1993; Antony & Valadez, 1998, Hagedorn, 1994;
Hagedorn, 1996; Hagedorn, 1998; Hagedorn & Sax, 1999), faculty
working in different institutions (Antony & Valadez, 1998; Pearson &

Seiler, 1983), and teaching in different types of disciplines (Robertson &
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Bean, 1998; Robertson, 1995; Rockman, 1986;Carvelli, 1993; Nussel,
Wiersma, &. Rusche, 1988).

Olsen (1993) studied the degree to which certain factors influence
faculty satisfaction changes overtime. In a longitudinal study of faculty
in their first and third years, empirical findings indicate that faculty are
more satisfied in their first year than in their third year. Faculty report
dissatisfaction in salary levels and lack of support from colleagues as
they advénce in their career. This study also uncovers changes in
faculty needs from the first to the third year in the role. First year
faculty report satisfaction most related to their ability to balance work
demands. Additionally, satisfaction of new faculty is gained ‘through a
perceived level of recognition and support from supervisors and
colleagues. If the anticipated and needed level of support from
colleagues is not forthcoming, this could account for the dissatisfaction
relating to lack of support from colleagues identified by faculty in their
third year. Conversely, satisfaction of faculty in their third year is tied
to the degree of autonomy, challenge, and accomplishment they
perceive. The high need for recognition and support felt by new faculty
“gives way over time to the more lasting and profession-specific need for
autonomy, challenge, and accomplishment” (p.465). These findings

indicate that there may be a shift from extrinsic to intrinsic factors that |
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accounts for differences in source of satisfaction for faculty as they
mature in their role.

Because male faculty generally report more satisfaction than
females (Nussel, et al., 1988; Woodruff, 1992; Pollicino, 1996; Hill,
1982), the experiences of women and minorities in academia has
increasingly been of interest. Women and minority faculty remain
underrepresented in both two and four-year institutions giving rise to
interest -in factors that contribute to their satisfaction and retention.

Olsen, Maple, & Stage (1995) found that intrinsic rewards and the
sense of personal control over career played a significant role in job
satisfaction for women and minorities. Their study found that perceived
control over ones career had a direct effect on job satisfaction.
Robertson and Bean (1998) also found that socialization, institutionai
climate, and autonomy, as well as ﬁnancial compensation were most
effective in explaining the variance found in global job satisfaction
among women faculty. In contrast, Hagedorn (2000) found that
mediators of the work itself, salary, relationship with administration,
quality and relationship with students, and institutional climate and
culture were most predictive of faculty job satisfaction.

In a study of part-time faculty utilizing the National Survey of
Postsecondary Faculty-93, Antony and Valadez (1998) found results

that indicated that the experiences of these faculty are different than :



26

previously reported. Although part-time faculty are less satisfied than
full-time faculty with their level of autonomy and quality of students,
they report higher levels of satisfaction with their jobs overall. Both
full-time and part-time faculty were found to be equally satisfied with
their demands and rewards, but part-time faculty were somewhat more
likely to report that they would choose an academic career if they had
the chance to do it over again. Simply phrased, part-time faculty like to
teach. |

Differences were found in this study between satisfaction of part-
time faculty in two-year colleges when compared to four-year colleges.
Part-time faculty in two-year institutions were found to be more likely to
leave their current positions for positions offering tenure, higher
salaries, better facilities, and greater opportunities to teach, and other
opportunities. Part-time faculty at -four-year institutions report higher
satisfaction with their level of autonomy and the quality of the students.
Clearly, institutional context and well as the faculty assignment
contribute to the level of satisfaction experienced by faculty in different
ways. |

Studies conducted of faculty in the two-year college consistently
report faculty with moderate to high levels of satisfaction (Benoit &
Smith, 1980; Hutton & Jobe, 1985; Finley, 1990; Diener, 1985) Faculty

in these institutions are committed to their teaching role and committed
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to their work. This relatively high level of satisfaction is true for both
full and part-time faculty (Benoit & Smith, 1980; Antony & Valadez,
1998; Bowman, 1995). In fact, commitment and involvement of faculty
in the two-year college setting has emerged as significant in predicting
overall job satisfaction for faculty (Bowman, 1995).

Hill (1983) studied the facet specific dimensions of job satisfaction
of faculty in selected two-year colleges in Pennsylvania. This study
stands élone in indicating that not all community college faculty are as
satisfied with their work as other studies have indicated. This study
found that most faculty reporting dissatisfaction were young, female,
had lower academic rank, and were concentrated in speciﬁc‘ disciplines.
Rank, as expressed by tenure status, has been identified with higher
levels of satisfaction in other studies (Nussel, et al., 1988).

In a similar study, Hutton and Jobe (1985) studied faculty from
fourteen Texas community colleges. Collegiality among supervisors and
colleagues surfaced as contributing to faculty satisfaction. Consistent
with other studies of community college faculty, high satisfaction was
reported in the areas of teaching and other work with students (Diener,
1985).

The role of faculty perceived control and autonomy are noticeably
absent in studies of faculty satisfaction in two-year colleges. Benoit and

Smith (1980) identify faculty freedom and independence in their work
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as contributing to satisfaction with working condition of two-year
faculty, but inquiry into perceived control is silent in other studies
focusing exclusively on two-year colleges.

In the absence of research findings that would point conclusively
to a definitive answer to the question of faculty satisfaction, interest and
concern over the conditions of the professoriate remain high. Aside
from ecopomic compensation, an environment that is supportive,
provideé opportunities for professional growth and development, and
affords faculty autonomy, challenge and opportunity to utilize their
skills and abilities contributes to faculty satisfaction. Locke (1976) in
reviewing 3,500 job satisfaction articles found that increased job
satisfaction is associated with decreased turnover and higher levels of
morale and productivity. Faculty job satisfaction is clearly importanf.
It has important consequences for individual faculty members, for

institutions, and for the quality of education offered to students.

Perceived Control
Perceived personal control and its impact on commitment and
motivation has been the focus of psychological research literature for
nearly forty years. Perceived personal control “refers to a person’s
perceived capacity to inﬂueﬁce and predict events in his or her life...”

(Perry, Menec, Struthers, Hechter, Schéonwetter, & Menges, 1997,
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p-520). Because the perception rhay not correspond to reality, some
persons may believe they can have a greater influence than they
actually have, while others may believe they possess less capacity than
they actually have.

Bandura (1986) describes personal control as resulting from a
person’s beliefs that certain efforts will reliably produce specific
outcomes. This belief is influenced by the persoﬁ’s conviction that he or
she can-enact those behaviors. Thus, self-efficacy is a measure of
personal sense of control. Bandura’s conception has been applied to
studies of post secondary faculty perceived sense of personal control.

Perceived Control and Higher Education Faculty

In a longitudinal analysis, Perry, Menec, Struthers, Hechter,
Schonwetter, and Menges (1997) utilized Bandura’s framework to study
the influence of perceived control on adjustment of newly hired faculty.
The results of this research indicate that perceived control is a critical
factor affecting faculty adjustment to their teaching positions, job
satisfaction, and other vaﬁables related to well being. Faculty who
perceived they had more control over their work were less likely to
indicate they would leave their teaching position. These findings
support similar finding of the importance of control to faculty

satisfaction and job security (Pollicino, 1998; Diener, 1985).
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Control over work and autonomy are often points of contention
between professionals and administration. As salaried professionals,
the experience of faculty in higher education and its impact on
‘perceive\d control can be viewed from two perspective. The first arises
from the discrepancy theory of job satisfaction (Hoy & Miskel, 1996).
Based on this model, incompatibilities between expectations of
professionals and the bureaucratic requirements of the organization
lead to rlissatisfaction and discontent. The basis of the discontent is
the result of yielding of power to managers and administrators when
professionals accept employment in the organization. In yielding the
control of the content and context of their work, professionals become
“proletarianized” and their work becomes more routine and mechanical
(McKinlay, 1982). |

The second perspective suggésts that salaried professional
working within professional bureaucracies function as the operating
core and exercise authority and control over areas of jurisdiction
unencumbered by bureaucratic controls (Mintzberg, 1979). In this
organizational structure, not only do professionals control their own
work, but they also seek collective control of the administrative
decisions that affect them (Mintzberg, 1979). Attempts by managers or
administrators to exert external control creates role conflicts and leads

to job dissatisfaction. Within this context, professionals view their role
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as autonomous controllers of the core content of the service they
provide and “perceive their roles such that it allows them to participate,
individually or collectively in making of decisions related to their jobs” .
(Copur, 1990, p. 116). Professional autonomy permits workers to
exercise “discretion in their work, to assert their own judgment and
responsibility as arbiters of their activities” (Friedson, 1994, p. 164).
Faculty control over their work has been studied to understand
the role Vconﬂicts that arise from the faculty member working as a
salaried professional in a large bureaucratic organization. Mintzberg
(1979} suggests that role conflict and resultant job dissatisfaction is
minimized when the organization takes on the characteristi(;s of a
professional bureaucracy. In this type of environment, professionals
control their own work and seek collective control of administrative
decisions that affect them. Authorfty over areas of jurisdiction is
afforded the professional, with little bureaucratic intervention or
control. In this type of work environment, the administrative structure
of the organization handles resource management and coordinating
functions and does not exert control over professional core functions.
Copur (1990), in studying university professors, tested the
validity of Mitzberg’s assertions as they applied to academic
professionals. This research found that professors, as salaried

professional in universities, (1) expected to make their own decisions
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about the content of their jobs, (2) expected to make decisions about the
context of core academic functions in their jobs collectively with their
colleagues, (3) expected administrators to make decisions regarding
support and coordinating functions, and (4) experienced resentment,
when faced with incongruities between their expectations and
experience,

Professionals who work as employees in bureaucratic
organizétions become vulnerable to administrative direction and
subsequent loss of autonomy (Friedson, 1994). This loss of perceived
autonomy has a negative impact on commitment and can result in
alienation. This has been the foundation for much research on faculty
perceived control over their work and job satisfaction.

Perceived Control and Two-year College Faculty

Two-year colleges have histoﬁcally been marked by a strong top-
down, hierarchical approach to management (Thaxter & Graham, 1999;
Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 1988). While this
management style was effective during the years of rapid expansion of
the twb-year college system, a review of the literature and empirical
findings cpnﬁrm its impact on faculty perception of control and
influence over decision-maldhg in their work.

Although faculty in two-year colleges generally report high levels

of satisfaction with their jobs overall (Antony & Valadez, 1998; Finley,
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1991), they do not report high levels of satisfaction with the perceived
level of control over important aspects of their work. A study of two-
year colleges conducted by the American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC) found that 66 percent of community college faculty
perceived their administrations as “autocratic” (Commission on the
Future of Community Colleges, 1988). In these colleges, over 60
percent of the faculty rated their administrations as “fair or poor”.
O;cher studies have demonstrated the importance of faculty
perception of involvement in decision-making on faculty well being
(O’Hara, 1990; Thaxter & Graham, 1999). The common thread in these
findings is that, irrespective of gender, age, union/ nonunion status, or’
other demographic factors, two-year college faculty do not feel they are
meaningfully involved in important decision-making that directly affects

their work.

Unionization and Higher Education Faculty
Unionization in higher education has been the focus of interest as
scholars attempt to understand its impact on faculty and institutions.
The study of unionization has been approached from a variety of
vantage points. Research has described variables influencing faculty
vote to unionize (Brett, 1980; Carr & VanEyck, 1973; Bornheimer,

1985; Ladd & Lipsett, 1973, Garbarino & Aussieker, 1975) and faculty
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attitudes toward collective bargaining and union instrumentality (Dayal,
1989; Wilson, 1992; Bigoness, 1978; Graff, Hemmasi, Newgren, &
Nielsen, 1994). Research on individual and institutional outcomes of .
unionization in higher education have also been areas of interest.
Studies in these areas have addressed unionization effects on
compensation and promotion (Brown & Stone, 1977; Guthrie-Morse,
Leslie, & Hu, 1981; Marshall, 1979; Gomez-Majia & Balkin, 1984,
Balkin, 1989), student faculty ratios (Brown & Stone, 1979), bargaining
goals of faculty (Ponak, Thompson, & Zerbe, 1992), institutional
effectiveness (Cameron, 1985}, union-management relations (Dayal,
1989}, and impact on job satisfaction (Hill, 1983: Finley, 1991).

Factors Influencing Faculty Support For Unionization

Understanding the factors that have influenced college and
university faculty to vote for unionization provides grounding for a
study on the impact of unionization on faculty. Research on faculty
unionization suggests that dissatisfaction with working conditions and
a perceived lack of influence in changing those conditions has
historically been a primary factor in faculty support to unionize (Brett,
1980; Bornheimer, 1985; Carr & Van Eyck, 1973; Baldridge & Kemerer,
1977). Although dissatisfaction with economic factors (salary and
benefits, facilities, and equipment) have been identified as primary

issues of faculty concern that lead to an affirmative vote to unionize,
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Baldridge and Kememer (1977) found that the growth of collective
bargaining was also a result of faculty dissatisfaction with collegial
mechanisms. They suggest that “In institutions where academic
collegiality was a myth, collective bargaining may promote faculty rights
and collegial decision making (p. 262).

Wilson (1992}, in studying why major research universities have
abstained from unionization, suggests that AAU faculty do not need a
union td achieve their goals. In these institutions, faculty autonomy
provides the level of influence necessary for them to achieve their goals.
Subsequently, the presence of faculty autonomy makes collective
bargaining unnecessary and stabilizes the labor-management
relationship. Ladd and Lipset (1973) further suggest that faculty power
and professional independence varies with the type of institution such
that in research institutions, facultjr take on characteristics that more
resemble a professional guild in lieu of collective negotiations.

Cameron (1985) suggests, “Unionization is more likely to occur in
institutions where the disciplinary community is weak and where
energies and loyalties are more closely associated with the campus
community” (p. 405). This would suggest that faculty who receive
recognition and sense of community from outside the organization,
through external professional groups and organizations, and are less

dependent on the college community and administrators for incentives
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and rewards, are less likely to unionize. In the presence of a weak
disciplinary community, when organizational effectiveness of the
campus or community is threatened or decreases, the move toward
collective action is reasonable (p.405). This may provide an explanation
for the limited presence of unionism ahd collective bargaining among
major research universities (Cameron, 1985) and it’s prevalence in the
two-year college setting.

Impact of Unionization on Faculty Economic Goals

The proliferation of collective bargaining in the 1970s and 1980s
has been attributed to faculty dissatisfaction with various aspects of
their work (Hill, 1982). Of critical importance has been faculty concern
over compensation. With the economic constraints experienced by
colleges and universities and the resulting decline in faculty wages and
increase in retrenchment, faculty looked to collective bargaining to
assure their economic status.

The focus of research on the impact of faculty unionization in
higher education in the 1970s and 1980s was on changes in faculty
compensation-following the vote for collective bargaining. Of particular
interest among scholars were the gains in salary and benefits that
faculty in unionized institutions realized compared to their nonunion
colleagues. In studies spanning these first two decades of the

expansion of collective bargaining in higher education, findings
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demonstrated different results for faculty in four-year and two-year
institutions.

Birnbaum (1974) conducted one of the earliest studies of the
impact of unionization on faculty compensation. Utilizing a
methodology of matching pairs of two and four-year institutions, he
studied faculty salaries over the five year period between 1968 and
1973. Faculty in unionized four-year universities realized a significant
salary iﬁcrease initially that continued during the period studied.
Although unionized two-year college faculty realized some salary
increases initially, this trend reversed. In the final years studied,
nonunion faculty demonstrated greater gains in salary than‘their
unionized counterparts in two-year colleges. In a subsequent study of
four-year unionized faculty, unionization was found to be the strongést
single predictor of faculty compensétion during the first years following
unionization (Morgan & Kearney, 1977).

The early years of collective bargaining through 1975 have been
described as watershed years for gains in faculty compensation made
by unions (Guthrie-Morse, Leslie, & Hu, 1981). Studies in subsequent
years using the Birnbaum (1974) matched pairs methodology failed to
demonstrate the continued trend of larger salary gains among four-year
unionized faculty. In evaluating trends over a longer period of time

(1970-71 through 1977-78), Guthrie-Morse, Leslie, and Hu (1981)
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found that unionized faculty in four-year institutions continued to
received moderately higher pay than nonunionized faculty, but this
advantage decreased in the later years. A “peaking” (p.253) out of
salary gains was found in the later years studied that had not seen in
previous investigations.

Recent empirical findings suggest that faculty in unionized
institutions demonstrate seven to fourteen percent higher salaries
comparéd to faculty in nonunionized colleges and universities (Monks,
2000). These higher compensation levels appear irrespective of
discipline but are affected by seniority. This is not surprising given that
seniority, rather than merit, functions as the chief determinant of wage
progression in the unionized work environment. This study looked at
aggregate union premium and did not differentiate results across |
institution type.

The impact of unionization on compensation for faculty in two-
year colleges demonstrates a very different picture. For faculty in these
institutions, sélary gains peaked very early in the period following
unionization and then either leveled off or reversed when compared to
their nonunion colleagues (Baker, 1984; Marshall, 1979; Leslie & Hu,
1977; Wiley, 1994). Results of studies further indicated that
nonunionized two-year faculty experienced greater salary increases over

time (Marshall, 1979; Wiley, 1993).
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Overall, studies of the impact of unionization on faculty
compensation have demonstrated mixed results. While collective
bargaining provided two-year college faculty with a measure of
improvement in compensation immediately following unionization these
gains have not been sustained over time. Since faculty did not realize
ongoing economic gains, faculty looked to other areas in which they
could exert influence on factors affecting their work. |

Impact of Unionization on Faculty Role in Academic Governance

Retinas (1982) identiﬁéd a trend emerging that reflected a change
in the bargaining priorities of faculty from a singular interest in
economic issues toward asserting increasing control over academic and
institutional governance. Kemerer and Baldridge (1975) report of the
Stanford Project on Academic Governance (SPAG) concluded that |
faculty desire for control and influence in governance was a factor in
unionization. With economic gains uncertain, it was predicted that
faculty participation in governance issues would increasingly be a part
of collective negotiations at both two and four-year institutions (Carr &
VanEyck, 1973; Garbarino & Aussieker, 1975; Andes, 1982).

In an attempt to validate this trend, researchers looked to faculty
contract content analysis to provide insight into the degree of extension
of faculty roles in academic governance. These studies demonstrate

that faculty are interested in utilizing the collective bargaining process
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to assure their role in matters that effect their work particularly
academic governance decisions.

Andes (1974) reports one of the earliest accounts of inclusion of .
permissive issues in contracts with increasing frequency. These
permissive issues focus primarily on governance content. A number of
scholars studied faculty contract content to determine the degree to
which academic governance content had increased in contracts over
time. These studies are most informative to this study on the impact of
unionization on faculty control over academic decision-making.

Julius (1979) concluded that faculty bargaining content was an
incorporation of existing governance mechanisms into the contract. He
found a relationship between geographic region, institution size,
bargaining agent, and type of institution (public/private and two/ fouf
year). Julius’ contribution to the sfudy of contract content analysis is
significant in his development of an ordinal scale of selected contract
content. This work established the foundation for studies that followed.

Chandler and Julius (1985) utilized the same instrument in their
study of two-year institutions. They documented that faculty had made
gains in several governance areas including faculty rights. In this study
differences were reported in the contract outcomes based on the

bargaining agent representing the institution. They concluded that
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faculty were utilizing the contract to safeguard faculty rights in
directing academic issues affecting their teaching role.

Williams and Zirkel (1988) adapted Julius (1979) instrument in
their national research of two and four year institutions. Their focus
was the penetration of faculty in academic governance items for
institutions with a ten-year history of collective bargaining. Results of
this study indicate that faculty achieved significant increases in
contracf language defining the faculty role in aspects of institutional
decision-making. Williams and Zirkel (1988) found that the institution
contracts in 1985 contained increased levels of faculty involvement over
1975 contracts in the same institutions.

Tangman (1998) conducted a replication of the Williams & Zirkel
(1988) study to extend the longitudinal base of the findings. She |
supported Williams & Zirkel (1988) findings that faculty had extended
their control over selected academic items in the collective bargaining
agreements between 1975 and 1995. The empirical findings of this
study indicate that the greatest increase in faculty involvement and
control in. academic governance issues was in items related to academic
freedom and decision-making. Beaulieu (1995) found that .
“contractually,'faculty have the most influence in decision making in
the areas most likely to reflect significant faculty expertise” (p.104).

This area represented the academic cluster relating teaching, grading,
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load, office hours, admissions, committees, and curriculum.
Additionally, she found that academic freedom language was present in
96% of the contracts studied and governance related issues were
present in all of the contracts of the twenty-three institutions surveyed.
Institution size was found to be a determinant in presence of
governance contract content with larger institutions demonstrating
stronger faculty governance language in the academic cluster.
Governénce language was independent of the bargaining agent in her
study.

Temte (1997), in a longitudinal study of twenty-two community
and technical colleges in Washington, reported similar results. This
study found an increase in faculty influence over employment decisions,
teaching load, non-teaching responsibilities, and academic functions.
Institution size and bargaining ageﬁt were not influential in affecting
change in the contract content, but contracts at urban institutions
reported more faculty influence over academic items than those in rural
two-year colleges.

Impact of Unionization on Faculty Job Satisfaction

The literature on the impact of unionization on other faculty
variables has attempted to determine the degree to which collective
bargaining has impacted faculty job satisfaction as well the increased

faculty role in shaping the conditions of their employment. This smaller
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body of literature, not unlike the general literature on job satisfaction
among faculty in higher education, has looked at job satisfaction as a
global outcome variable as well as one of a number of variables
impacted by the presence or absence of unionization.

These studies are marked by contradictions in their findings and
an inability to draw conclusions. This is in part due to the differences
in methodology used in studying the effect of unionization on faculty job
satisfac;cion as well as the variety of settings in which it has been
studied.

Gomez-Majia and Balkin (1984) studied matched pairs of four-
year institutions in Minnesota and Wisconsin to identify determinants
of job satisfaction among unionized and non-unionized faculty. They
describe the relationship between unionization and job satisfaction aé
tenuous at best. Only satisfaction with pay was found to be a
significant contributor to job satisfaction among unionized faculty.
Other factors, such as satisfaction with job content, job context,
promotional opportunities, supervision, and resource adequacy did not
appear to be different émong unionized and nonunionized faculty.

In one of the earliest studies on the impact of unionization on
higher education faculty, Hill (1982) found that unionization enhanced
job satisfaction in a variety of areas among four-year university faculty

in one state. This study demonstrated increased satisfaction of



unionized faculty with economic factors as well as relationship with
administration, influence in governance, and satisfaction with teaching.
Unionized faculty reported lower satisfaction with their recognition and
support. Empirical findings of this study further found that perceived
job satisfaction of unionized faculty was influenced by rank, degree
level, and age. In contrast, this research further found faculty at
nonunion colleges reporting greater overall job satisfaction than their
union cblleagues when looking at non-economic dimensions of their
jobs. The findings of this study must be viewed in light of the potential
confounding of results due to methodology. The researcher compared
satisfaction of faculty at four unionized state colleges with non-
unionized faculty at other univerSities, liberal arts colleges, and
community colleges.

Ormsby and Ormsby (1988) éonducted a longitudinal study of
faculty at a single university to determine the effect of unionization on
faculty satisfaction. The researchers hypothesized that pre-union job
satisfaction would be higher than post-union satisfaction. Their
findings supported their expectation only as it related to satisfaction
with pay. These empirical findings supported those of other research
demonstrating early gains in compensation immediately following

unionization.
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In a similar longitudinal study, Knox (1987) studied Canadian
universities two years following unionization. Faculty in institutions
that had been unionized reported either more or equal satisfaction,
while faculty that had rejected unionization were either less or equally
satisfied with various aspects of their job. Findings of this study
confirmed that overall, unionization increased satisfaction among
university faculty.

Ofmbsby and Watts (1991) found total job satisfaction was not
significantly greater after unionization than before unionization among
faculty at the four-year, public institutions studied. In studying the
effect of unionization on the gender/job satisfaction relationship,
satisfaction with pay increased among male faculty, but not for females.
Overall, this study demonstrated that unionization had no signiﬁcanf
influence on summary means of job satisfaction.

Impact of Unionization on Faculty Satisfaction in Two-year

Colleges

Far fewer studies have evaluated the impact of unionization on
job satisfaction of faculty at two-year colleges. In all of these studies,
job satisfaction was one of a number of variables that were studied to
determine the differences in perceptions between unionized and non-

unionized faculty.
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Cornish (1986) found community college faculty perceive
collective bargaining as a mechanism for increased participation in
governance as well as a contributing factor in improving economic
conditions. This study of public community colleges in Illinois is one of
two studies that looked at the role of unionization in faculty perception
of professional autonomy. Unionized community college faculty
perceived collective bargaining to have a positive impact on professional
autonorﬁy and collegiality.

White (1999) found similar results in studying nineteen California
multi-college two-year institutions. This study attempted to determine
the extent to which collective bargaining had influenced collegiality, job
satisfaction, trust, and cooperation as reported by 'college chief
executive officers, board chairs, and faculty senate presidents. Facuity
leaders reported an improvement in faculty autonomy, but no
improvement in job satisfaction or quality of education. Additionally,
empirical findings indicate a negative effect of collective bargaining on
trust and labor relations. No change was seen in the faculty role in
academic governance, faculty salaries, or teaching load.

Finley (1991) studied nineteen two-year public community
colleges in the North Central Association of College and Schools to
determine the relationship between the presence of collective bargaining

and perceived satisfaction with selected job variables and
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compensation. This regional study employed the matched pairs
(unionized and non-unionized colleges) methodology utilized by several
previous studies, controlling for size of full-time faculty, location,
urban/rural setting, faculty salary, and college public/private status.
Among full-time faculty at public two-year colleges, no significant
difference in salary between unionized and non-unionized institutions
was found. As might be expected from these results, there was no
differenée in faculty satisfaction with salary as a result of unionization.
This study also looked at the relationship between union status and
selected non-economic dimensions of job satisfaction. In contrast to
findings of other studies, faculty perceived satisfaction With'
administration, recognition/support, and convenience variables was
higher at nonunion colleges than at union institutions. These ﬁndings
suggest that rapport with administfation, sense of being appreciated,
and physical support mechanisms may suffer under unionization. The
impaét of unionization on faculty autonomy or sense of control over
their work is noticeably absent in this study.

Summary of the Impact of Unionization on College Faculty

To asses the impact of unionization on faculty, researchers have
compared salaries at unionized and non-unionized colleges and
universities. While empirical findings demonstrate higher salaries

overall for faculty in unionized institutions, initial gains in salary among
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unionized four-year universities and colleges level off or decline over
time. The findings are very different for two-year college faculty.
Generally, faculty in two-year colleges experience no difference in salary
as a result of unionization. Collective bargaining has not produced the
anticipated economic results sought by dissatisfied faculty seeking
unionization as a means to improve their conditions.

In reviewing faculty satisfaction with non-economic dimensions of
the work in unionized and non-unionized colleges and universities,
empirical findings are less clear. Aside from satisfaction with pay, it is
questionable whether unionized faculty experience more satisfaction
with various other job variables than nonunion faculty in four-year
institutions. Dayal (1989) suggests that once four-year university
faculty are formally integrated into collective bargaining, other issues'
such as academic freedom, control 6ver course content, teaching load,
and determination of teaching methodology become equally important
issues in faculty priorities of collective bargaining.

This extension of faculty bargaining interest into academic issues
has been supported by other studies (Williams & Zirkel, 1988; Chandler
& Julius, 1987). In the absence of realized salary gains, faculty seek an
increased role in controlling or influencing academic decision making -

over factors that directly effect their role.
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In two-year colleges, unionization may have cost faculty in the
areas of collegiality, relationship with administration, and access to
sufficient support and resources to effectively conduct their work.
Faculty in nonunionized two-year institutions are more satisfied with
various non-economic factors of their jobs than unionized faculty. It
remains unclear what, if any relationship unionization has had on two-
year college faculty control over their work. Few studies have looked at
this relétionship except in four-year institutions where it appears to

have a positive impact.

Summary and Conclusions

Two-year college faculty generally report high levels of overall job
satisfaction (Benoit & Smith, 1980; Hutton & Jobe, 1985; Finley, 1990;
Diener, 1985, Hill, 1983). Faculty fn these institutions are committed
to their teaching role and committed to their work. This relatively high
level of satisfaction is true for both full and part-time faculty (Benoit &
Smith, 1980; Antony & Valadez, 1998; Bowman, 1995). In fact,
coﬁmitment and involvement of faculty in the two-year college setting
has emerged as significant in predicting overall job satisfaction for
faculty (Bowman, 1995).

While the empirical literature appears to support high levels of

satisfaction among two-year college faculty, the theoretical literature
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Suggests these perceptions may not be entirely accurate. The two-year
college setting would appear to give rise to sources of lower level of job
satisfaction. The literature on job satisfaction suggests that both
psychological and sociological sources can be attributed to lower job
satisfaction particularly among two-year college faculty.

The internal or contextual experiences of faculty are sources that
give rise to faculty dissatisfaction. When there is a discrepancy between
faculty éxpectations and the reality of the work experience, job conflict
and resultant dissatisfaction result. For two-year college faculty new to
the teaching role, they expect they will experience satisfaction in their
jobs. Personal challenge and responsibility, quality significant
interpersonal relationships, collegiality, and the perceived ability to
influence various factors of the job are important to faculty satisfactidn.
They further expect and need suppdrt, recognition, and a sense of
accomplishment. Although these expectations evolve with tenure in the
role and are different for different types of faculty based on gender,
minority status, assignment, age, academic rank, and discipline, many
two-year college faculty experience dissatisfaction when these needs,
values, or expectations are not met.

Faculty experiences relating to the job itself and characteristics or
factors in the organizational environment of the two-year college give

rise to additional sources of job dissatisfaction. The strong hierarchical
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control and tightly controlled environment,' which marks the
developmental history of two-year colleges, are additional sources of job
dissatisfaction. In this authoritarian environment, faculty
-dissatisfaction stems from a lack of trust, a perception that their work
is not valued, and a sense that creativity is neither encouraged nor
rewarded.

Regafdless of how one considers the source, two-year college
faculty Satisfaction is dependent on an ownership in their work, a sense
of belonging within the organization, and control over ones career and
work environment. I believe this points to the critical role played by
perception of autonomy or control over their work in two-year college
faculty job satisfaction.

One method two-year college faculty have adopted to deal with‘
these sources of dissatisfaction is uhionization. Faculty turned to this
academic governance mechanism in an effort to secure a degree of
control over their work. Although this was perceived as a mechanism to
address dissétisfaction with a variety of governance and economic
issues, it is questionable whether any gains have been realized. What is
clear is that faculty have increasingly looked to collective bargaining to
assert a stronger role in governance particularly as it relates to

academic matters.
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Overall, the empirical findings on the impact of unionization on
faculty autonomy and job satisfaction are confusing and contradictory.
Given the variation in research design and methodology of previous
studies, findings do not point conclusively to how effective this
mechanism has been in improving the work lives of faculty. More
specifically, we do not know how unionization mediates autonomy and
indirectly job satisfaction.

Tﬁis study proposes to examine whether working in a unionized
work environment promotes faculty autonomy and its relative influence
on overall job satisfaction. Is the experience of faculty different in
unionized and nonunionized college settings? To what degree does
perceived control explain job satisfaction, particularly among two-year

college faculty?



53

CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

The overarching purpose of this study is to determine what rdle :
working in a unionized or nonunionized college environment has on
faculty perceptions of control over their work and their job satisfaction.
This chapter will outline the specific research questions that guide this
study’s inquiry and offer hypotheses or predictions based on the review
of the literature presented in Chapter Two. A detailed rationale is
presented in support of each hypothesis. Additionally, a detailed
description of the data source and the analytic‘al approaches to be used
in answering the research questions is provided.

The general design of this study is as follows: A national sample
of faculty at union and nonunion two-year colleges is examined first to
identify personal and background variables associated with perceptions
of control over work and job satisfaction. The data source is described
in detail in this chapter following presentation of the hypofheses. The
dependent and independent variables selected for this portion of the
analysis are guided by theories of job satisfaction and empirical findings
- on faculfy autonomy and job satisfaction particularly in the two-year
college setting. These variables and their derivation are described in

detail in this chapter following the description of the study sample. A
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series of descriptive statistics are presented to provide a detailed picture
of the study sample population. Next, selected personal background
.variables, faéulty job task variables, financial reward variables are
further studied to determine the relative influence they have on
predicting perceptions of control over their work and overall job

satisfaction among faculty in union and nonunion work environments.

Research Questions, Statistical Analyses, and Hypotheses

This study investigates the following questions:

Overall Research Quesfion

Are there significant differences between perception of control over their
work (i.e. autonomy) and overall job satisfaction among faculty working

in union and nonunion colleges?

In addressing this overall research question, four underlying issues will
need to be explained. Specifically, when comparing faculty in union
and nonunion environments,
1. Is there a relationship between faculty members’ perceived control
over their work and overall job satisfaction?
2. To what extent are faculty perceived control over their work and | ‘

overall job satisfaction correlated with:
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Personal Background Variables

Gender

Age

Race

Education Background

. Job Task Variables

Academic Rank

Tenure status

Facilities and Resources

Workload

Time available for keeping current

Financial Reward Variables

Job security

Opportunities for advancement in rank

Outside Professional Income

Salary

Benefits

3. When comparing full-time two-year college teaching faculty in

union and nonunion environments, what is the predictive value of
personal background variables, job task variables, and financial
reward variables on faculty perceived control and overall job

satisfaction?
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4. After controlling for the effect of personal background, job task,
and financial reward variables, how does working in a union or
nonunion college eﬁvironment predict faculty members’ perceived
control over their work and overall job satisfaction?

Statistical Analyses

The overall research question will be answered by addressing
each of the four underlying research questions and, in turn, each of the
predictiéns.

Questions one and two are exploratory questions and the
statistical analyses attempted to get a sense of how the major outcome
‘variables relate to one another and the predictor variables.

The analysis for the first research question looked at the
relationship between the two outcomes variables utilizing a zero ordef
correlation. In the spirit of explorafory analysis, a correlation matrix
was vdeveloped to include the entire sample and then the union and
nonunion subgroups. This analysis attempted to determine if a
relationship exists between the outcome variables and if this
relationship is greater or lesser for the subgroups.

To address the second research question, bivariate correlational
analyses were used to examine the relationship between the two major
outcome variables (faculty members’ perceived control over their work

and overall job sétisfaction) and the predictor variables identified in
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research question two above. A single correlation was conducted where
the two outcomes are the dependent variables and the predictor
variables are independent variables. The independent variables were
grouped under the categories of personal background, job task, and
financial reward variables. Correlations were conducted for the entire
sample and for the union and nonunion subgroups. This analysis
looked at each outcome variable independently and its relationship to
the predictor variables.

The third and fourth questions were answered utilizing
comparable set-ups of least squares regression analyses. What
distinguish the analyses in these regressions are the outcome variables.
In answering question number three, both faculty perceived control and
'overall job satisfaction were outcome vaﬁables in independent |
regressions. In the analysis of the fourth research question, overall job
satisfaction was the outcome variable and perceived control functioned
as an independent or predictdr variable. In both analyses, the
remaining predictor variables were identical. Separate regression
analyses were conducted for union and nonunion faculty.

To address the third research question, separate multiple
regression analyses for union and nonunion faculty were conducted to
study the combined relationships between the groups of variables and

perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction. These analyses
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looked at the individual effect of each of the groups of variables,
independent of any other variables, on each of the outcome variables.
The first regression analysis lobked at the predictive value of each of the
variables on faculty perceived control irrespective of union status. The
second regression looked at the predictive value of the variables on
faculty overall job satisfaction irrespective of union status. In each
analysis, the blocks of predictor variables were entered independently.

Biock One-Personal Background Variables includes gender, age,
race, and educational background. Block Two- Job Task Variables
includes academic rank, tenure status, facilities and resources,
workload, and time available for keeping current in the field. Block
Three - Financial Rewards includes job security, opportunities for
advancement in rank, freedom to do outside consulting, salary, and
benefits. These analyses were cond.ucted independently for union and
nonunion faéulty.

To answer the fourth research question, a duplicate least squares
regression was conducted with overall job satisfaction as the outcome
variable as in question three. The only difference was that perceived
control over work functioned as a predictor variable and was entered
into the regression as a fourth and final block. This analysis

determined the relative influence of autonomy, independent of any other
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variables, in predicting overall faculty job satisfaction. This final
analysis was conducted independently for union and nonunion faculty.

In summary, four major analyses were conducted in this study. .
Two exploratory correlational analyses looking at how the major
variables of perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction
relate to each other and to the predictor variables grouped as personal
background, job task, and financial reward variables. The third and
fourth ahalyses looked at the relationship of each of the outcome
variables independently to the predictor variables. In each case,
separate analyses were conducted for union and nonunion faculty to
determine if differences exist in the subgroups.

Hypotheses

In this section, the study hypotheses or predictions are
presented. Each prediction is based on the review of the literature
presented in Chapter Two and corresponds to the research questions
guiding this study. For the purpose of this study, the hypotheses are
stated as positive predictions rather than as null hypotheses. A
detailed rationale is provided in support of each prediction.

Hypothesis 1

A significant relationship exists between two-year college teaching
Jfaculty perceived control over their work and overall job satisfaction for

Sfaculty working in both union and nonunion colleges.



60

Hypothesis 2

There is no difference in magnitude of the relationship between
perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction among two-year .
college faculty working in union colleges and those working in nonunion
colleges.

Rationale

The theoretical and empirical literature on job satisfaction
supporté the existence of a significant relationship between perceived
control (referred to as autonomy) and overall job satisfaction (Perry,
Menec, Struthers, Hechter, Schonwetter, & Menges, 1997; Locke, 1976;
Pollicino, 1998; Diener, 1985; Copur, 1990; Friedson, 1994;. O’Hara,
1990; Thaxter & Graham, 1999). This relationship has been
demonstrated for faculty in institutions of higher education as well iﬁ
fields outside of education and speéiﬁcally for faculty at two-year
colleges (Antony & Valadez, 1998; Finley, 1991). In many of these
studies, control over aspects of the job tasks has been demonstrated to
directly effect overall job satisfaction. More specifically, Hemmasi, Graf,
and Lust (1992) fouhd that faculty who perceived that they controlled
the balancing of demands reported higher job satisfaction. Although
this relationship is well documented, a common thread in these findings
is that, irrespective of gender, age, union/nonunion status, or other

demogr_aphic factors, two-year college faculty do not feel they are -
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meaningfully involved in important decision-making that directly affects
their work.

Perceived control is an important variable in explaining faculty
job satisfaction (Perry, et al., 1997; Pollicino, 1996; Diener, 1985).
Specifically, faculty who report low to moderate control over their work
also report low satisfaction with their job (Perry, et al., 1997). From a
theoretical perspective, this concept proposes that in the professional
bureaucfacy, faculty working as salaried professionals experience less
frustration with incongruities between their expectations and
experiences (Copur, 1990; Mintzberg, 1979). Said differently, faculty
working in a more professional environment expect and expgrience
more control over their work.

Hypothesis 3

When comparing two-year college faéulty working in union and nonunion
college environments, there will be no difference in the degree to which
background variables (gender, race, age, and educational background),
Job task variables (academic rank, tenure status, satisfaction with
resources, workload, and time to keep current in field), and financial
reward variables (job security, opportunities for advancement in rank,
Jreedom to do consulting, salary, and benefits are correlated with

perceptions of control over their work and overall job satisfaction.
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Hypothesis 4

When comparing full-time two-year college teaching faculty at union and
nonunion colleges, there will be no difference in the degree to which
background variables, job task variables, and financial reward variables

predict perceived control and overall job satisfaction

Rationale

Studies on faculty autonomy and job satisfaction in single
institutions or groups of institutions demonstrate significant differences
in the experiences of faculty based on specific background
characteristics. Gender, race, age, and education background of faculty
have an important relationship to faculty autonomy and job |
satisfaction. Specifically, the sense of control over career and work has
been found to be significant for women and minority faculty (Robertson
& Bean, 1998; Olsen, et al., 1995). Additionally, male faculty members
report greater satisfaction with their academic work overall than do
female faculty (Nussel, et al., 1988; Woodruff, 1992; Pollicino, 1996;
Hill, 1982). Hill (1983) found that community college faculty reporting
dissatisfaction were most often young and female.

These predictions assume differences in the degree of correlation
and predictive value among the three groups of variables. Further they

suggest the magnitude of these differences will be similar for faculty at
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union and nonunion colleges. Among these variables, there should be
significant relationships to perceived control and overall job
satisfaction. There is although, no reason to believe that these
characteristics will function differently based on the presence or
absence of the faculty union. Additionally, empirical findings on the
relationship of satisfaction with salary and benefits, particularly for
faculty at union colleges are mixed. For this reason, I do not expect to
find any difference between the magnitude of the influence of these
groups of variables on faculty members’ perceived control over their
work or overall job satisfaction among union and nonunion faculty.

Hypothesis 5

When controlling for all other groups of variables, job task variables will
be most predictive of perceived control over work for two-year college |
Sfaculty irrespective of union status of the college work environment.

Rationale

The relatively small body of literature on perceived control points
to the job task variables as important predictors of perceived control.
Mintzberg (1979) suggests that role conflict results from incongruities
between job expectations and the reality of the job context. Copur
(1991) found evidence to support the role of job expectations on faculty
perceived control. No other variables or groups of variables have been

reported as significant predictors of faculty perceived control.



Hypothesis 6

When controlling for all other groups of variables, job task variables and

financial reward variables (job security, satisfaction with‘opportunity for.
advancement in rank, opportunity for outside consulting, salary, and
benefits) will be most predictive of overall job satisfaction for two-year
college faculty irrespective of union status of the college environment.

Rationale

A .synthesis of 25 years of empirical findings on faculty and
administrator job satisfaction suggests that job task factors contribute
more to overall job satisfaction or dissatisfaction than organization type
or individual faculty characteristics (Thompson, McNamara,‘& Hoyle,
1997). These findings are consistent with empirical findings of job
satisfaction for professionals outside the field of education (Quarstein,
et al., 1991; Glisson & Durick, 1988).

Theoretical literature on job satisfaction supports that
characteristics of the job task is the most significant predictor of overall
job satisfaction (Locke, 1976). Specifically, the Situational Model of Job
Satisfaction suggests that it is job task factors that are most influential
in predicting job satisfaction (Locke, 1976). These factors include wages
and benefits, level of challenge, routinization or variety, and role
tensions. This foundation has been supported in studies of faculty job

satisfaction.
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Although it might be suggested that faculty perception of
satisfaction with job task variables would be signiﬁcantly influenced by
the negotiated agreement, there is no evidence in the literature to
support job task variables having greater importance in overall job
satisfaction for faculty in union institutions. Collective bargaining
provides the occasion for faculty to negotiate wages, hours, and other
terms and conditions of employment that directly affect the faculty job
task. Uhionized faculty dissatisfaction with selected job variables, as
well as economic rewards, has been suggested as rationale for the
extension of faculty bargaining into academic issues (Brett, 1980;
Bornheimer, 1985; Carr & Van Eyck, 1973; Baldridge & Kemerer,
1977).

The relationship of satisfaction with financial reward factors and
overall faculty satisfaction is well documented (Gomez-Majia and
Balkin, 1984, Hill, 1982; Ormsby and Ormsby, 1988). Herzbergs’ dual
factor theory of job satisfaction suggests that extrinsic job factors such
as compensation do not function as satisfiers, but rather influence
employees reports of dissatisfaction with their jobs (Herzberg, et al.,
1959). Contrary to Herzbergs’ theory, investigators have shown a
positive correlation between compensation and job satisfaction.
Kalleberg (1977) found that the financial dimension had the second

greatest effect on overall job satisfaction. It is assumed that similar
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results will be found in this research study that support the
relationship between faculty satisfaction with financial rewards and
overall job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7

Financial reward variables (job security, opportunity for advancement in
rank, opportunity for outside consulting, salary, and benefits) will be
more predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at union institutions
than for' faculty at nonunion colleges.

Rationale

Given that faculty in unionized higher education environments
have not consistently realized higher economic gainé than their
nonunion colléagues (Brown & Stone, 1977; Baker, 1984; Guthrie-
Morse, Leslie, & Hu, 1981; Wiley, 1994), it is counterintuitive to suspéct
that unionized faculty will report eciual or higher levels of satisfaction
with compensation when compared to nonunion faculty. Nonetheless,
this contradictory finding has been reported in a number of studies
(Lillydahl & Singell, 1993; Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1984; Balkin, 1989;
Ormsby & Ormsby, 1988). When compared with other facets of job
satisfaction that are positively impacted by unionization, satisfaction
with pay is reported most by college and university faculty. This
perception of job satisfaction supports the implication that faculties

may select unionization as a means of increasing their job satisfaction.
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Hypothesis 8

Union status of the college will be predictive of two-year college faculty .
perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction.

Rationale

The body of literature on the impact of unionization on two-year
college faculty job satisfaction is very limited. Aside from satisfaction
with pasr, it is questionable whether unionized faculty experience more
satisfaction with various other job factors than non-union faculty.
What has been suggested in the empirical findings is that faculty in
nonunionized two-year institutions are more satisfied with yarious non-
economic variables of their jobs than their unionized colleagues (Finley,
1990). Specifically, unionized faculty satisfaction with administration
rapport, sense of recognition and sﬁpport, workload, and resources is
lower than for nonunionized faculty. These findings support those of
Gilmore (1981} that reported a change from collegial to adversarial
relation ships between faculty and administration following
unionization. Lillydahl and Singell (1993) found global job satisfaction
lower among unionized faculty when compared to nonunionized faculty.
In contrast to these findings, Hill (1982) stands alone in reporting union
status as a positive determinant of overall and selected facets of job

satisfaction.
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Further, Birnbaum (1980) suggest that because collective
bargaining usually occurs under conflictive conditions, a unionized
environment leads to defensive behavior and impaired communications.
Among non-instruction staff in higher education, union affiliated staff
view their work environment more negatively than their nonunion
colleagues (Vander Putten, et al., 1997). While controlling for other
variables, these findings would suggest that unionized faculty would
report léss overall job satisfaction then nonunion faculty.

No studies have been conducted to establish a relationship between
faculty sense of perceived control and unionization.

Cohen and Brawer (1996} suggest that governance of two-year
colleges is marked by hierarchical management that leaves faculty with
the perception of little influence in institutional decision-making.
Although unionization has been pu-rported as arising from faculty
perceived lack of influence in governance and dissatisfaction with
collegial mechanisms of governance (Brett, 1980; Bornheimer, 1985;
Carr & Van Eyck, 1973; Baldridge & Kemerer, 1975, 1977), few studies
have demonstrated that unionization has been effective in increasing
faculty autonomy or satisfaction. Empirical findings suggest that
faculty seek to increase their influence over academic governance
matters with each successive negotiation of the collective bargaining

agreement (Andes, 1974; Julius, 1979; Chandler & Julius, 1985;
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Williams & Zirkel, 1988; Temte, 1997; Tangman, 1998.). Unionization
may contribute to the erosion of working conditions at the price of gains
in economic issues (Finley, 1990).

Given the lack of empirical evidence that the outcomes of
unionization are an increase in faculty control over academic matters, I
predict faculty working in nonunion colleges will report greater
perceived control over their work then their colleagues at union

colleges.

Data Source

This study used the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF-93) database to investigate the influence of unionization on
faculty perception of control over their work and overall job satisfaction.
This data set was selected due to convenience of availability and its
validity in describing the reality of higher education faculty as
demonstrated through numerous previous empirical studies.
Additionally, analyses of these data provide a foundation for future
comparison of results with the NSOPF-99 and later NSOPF survey data
sets. The NSOPF-93 was the second cycle of NSOPF conducted in
1992-93 by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) with
support from the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) and

the National Science Foundation (NSF). This survey was limited to



70

institutions and faculty but was an expanded sample of 31,354 faculty
and other non-faculty personnel with instructional responsibilities from
974 public and private nonproprietary accredited institutions of higher
education. The National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the
Univcfsity of Chicago conducted the survey under contract to the
NCES. The purpose was to provide a national profile of faculty
including data on backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries,
beneﬁts., composition, turnover, recruitment, retention, tenure policies,
attitudes, and future plans of both full and part-time faculty (NCES,
1997, p. 1).

The database includes information on faculty perception of
satisfaction with control over various aspects of their jobs and overall
job satisfaction. Included also are data about union status and facuity
participation in the union.

NSOPF-93 Sample Design

The NSOPF-93 utilized a two-stage stratified random sample
design. The first-stage sampling frame consisted of a subset of all
nonproprietary accredited U.S. postsecondary institutions that grant a
2year (Associate of Arts) or higher degree drawn from the 1991-92
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systein (IPEDS) universe.
This consisted of a total of 3,256 institutions stratified by a modified

Carnegie classification system according to type and control. This
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included nine types of institutions: research universities (public or
private), other doctoral universities (public or private), comprehensive
colleges and universities (pu‘blic or private), liberal arts colleges (public
or private), two-year colleges (public or private) independent medical
schools (public or private), religious colleges (private only), other
professional and other specialized degree granting colleges or
universities institutions (public or private), and other unknown (public
or privafe) institutions with unknown Carnegie classifications.

A total of 789 institutions were initially selected in the first stage
with and additional 185 added for a total of 974 institutions. The
second-stage sampling frame consisted of a subset of faculty and
instructional staff drawn from lists of faculty and instructional staff
provided by the institutions selected in the first stage of sampling. An
average size of 41.5 faculty from each institution was selected, with
each institution randomly assigned a target sample size of 41 or 42.
Individuals were selected from five strata of faculty. If an institution
had fewer than 42 faculty and instructional Staff, all were selected. The
strata included five groups: full-time females, Blacks or Hispanics,
Asians or Pacific Islanders, faculty in four NEH disciplines
(philosophy/religion, foreign languages, English language and
literattite, and history} and one group consisting of all other faculty to

ensure adequate representation of all groups. Simple random sampling
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was used in each group, with the sampling independent from one
stratum to another. The NSOPF-93 included faculty and staff who
taught at least one course for credit, or its equivalent, during the fall
semester, as Well as anyone else who had any type of instructional
responsibility (e.g., supervising thesis or dissertation committees,
individualized instruction, etc.). Teaching assistants and faculty who
had no ipstructional responsibilities at all, such as researchers,
adminiétrators, etc. were not included in the sample population.

NSOPF-93 Data Collection and Response Rates

The 974 sampled institutions were contacted and requested to
provide annotated lists of all faculty and instructional staff meeting the
sampling criteria. Between October 1992 and June 1993 all 974
institutions were contacted to request agreement to participate. Not éll
institutions responded, so additional institutions were randomly
selected. Twelve institutions were determined to be ineligible. The total
number of institutions in the final sample was 817 eligible institutions
for an overall participation rate of 84.9 percent.

The subset of faculty and instructional staff were surveyed by
mail between January and December 1993 with computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI) non-response follow-up. Seventy percent -

of the responses to NSOPF-93 were completed by mail with an
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additional 17 percent achieved by CATI for a total response rate of 87

percent.

NSOPF-93 Data Procedures

The reliability and validity of the instrument was field tested with
a national probability sample consisting of 636 faculty from 136
institutions from (NCES, 1994). In order to minimize the potential for
non—sain{pling errors, the sample design, data collection and processing
procedu-res were also assessed in the field test. Utilizing the
institutional and faculty sample, an extensive item non-response
analysis was conducted followed by additional evaluation of the

questionnaire and the survey procedures.

Description of the Study Sample Population

Drawing on the NSOPF_93, this study included only those faéulty
in public two-year colleges whose primary responsibilities were teaching
to allow for comparisons across institutions. Applying thése selection
criteria, the total number of faculty available for inclusion in the study
was 96,050. The study sample population final numbers and
corresponding descriptive statistics will be discussed in detail in

Chapter 4.
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Primary Variables Explored in This Study

The primary outcome variables used in this study were faculty
perceived control over their work and overall job satisfaction.
Additionally, perceived control over work was utilized as a predictor or
independent variable in determining its value in predicting faculty
overall job satisfaction. The predictor variables were grouped into three
categories: background variables, job task variables, and financial
reward \.rariables. In the first grouping of background variables, the
vaﬁables included gender, age, race, and educational background. In
the second grouping, job task variables included were academic rank,
tenure status, facilities and resources, workload, and oppor’;unity to
keep current in the field. The last grouping of financial reward
variables included job security, opportunity for advancement in rank;
freedom to do outside consulting, sélary, and benefits. In what follows,
I present detailed conceptual and operational definitions for each of

these outcome and predictor variables.

Definition and Measurement of Variables
In this section, the study variables are defined conceptually and
operationally. The detailed description of the derivation and coding
schema for the variables as well as the results of factor analyses are

discussed in detail in Chapter 4.



Faculty Member

Conceptual Definition. An individual whose primary responsibilities

including teaching, who holds a full-time faculty status position in a

public two-year college, and whose title is professor, associate

professor, assistant professor, instructor, or lecturer.
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Operational Definition. The term “faculty member” was operationalized

through the NSOPF-93 Faculty Questionnaire questions:

Instructional Responsibilities

Question 2. What was you principal activity at this institution
during the 1992 Fall Term? If you have equal responsibilities,
please select one.

1. Teaching

2. Research ,

3. Technical Activities (e.g., programmer, technician,
chemist, engineer, etc.)
Clinical Service
Community/public service
Administration
On sabbatical form this 1nst1tution
Other (subsidized performer, artist-in-residence, etc.)

PN R

Faculty Status

Question 3. During the 1992 Fall Term, did you have faculty
status at this institution?

1. Yes
2. No, I did not have faculty status
3. No, no one has faculty status at this institution

Employment Status

Question 4. During the 1992 Fall Term, did this institution
consider you to be employed part-time or full-time?
1. Part-time 2. Full-time (SKIP TO QUESTION §)
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Union/nonunion Environment

Conceptual Definition.

Faculty are defined as working in a unionized college environment if
there is a union present irrespective of the faculty decision to become a
member or not or their eligibility to become a union member. More
specifically, faculty work in an environment in which there is a
collectivé bargaining agreement that establishes the “wages, hours, and
other terms and conditions of employment” (29 U.S.C. § 158(d) as cited
in Kaplan & Lee, 1995, p. 190).

Operational Definition.

Unionized status is operationalized from answer to the following:

Question 38. Are you a member of the union (or other
bargaining association) that represents faculty at this
institution?

Union is available, but I am not eligible
I am eligible, but not a member

I am eligible, and a member

Union is not available at this institution

FONE

Personal Background Variables

Conceptual Definition.

Individual characteristics of the employee are thought to be poor

predictors of job satisfaction (Glisson & Durick, 1988). Even in light of
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this, personal background variables have been included in most studies
on faculty perceived control and overall job satisfaction. Given the
empirical findings suggesting that the experience of faculty in higher
education is different based on gender, age, race/ ethnicity, and
éducational background, these variables will comprise the personal
background variables.

Operational Definition.

Personal background variables are based on the following survey items:

Gender
Question 51. Are you...
1. male, or
2. female?
Age
Question 52. In what month and year were you born?
MONTH YEAR
Race/Ethnicity
Question 53. What is your race?
1. American Indian or Alaskan Native
2. Asian or Pacific Islander
3. African American/Black
4, White
3. Other




Educational Background

APAON

No

Question 16. Please list below the degrees or other formal
awards that you hold, the year you received each one, the field
code (from pages 5-6) that applies, name and location of the
institution from which you received each degree or award. Do not
list honorary degrees.

CODES FOR THE TYPE OF DEGREE
Professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B,, etc.

Doctoral degree (Ph.D., E4.D., etc.)

Master’s degree or equivalent

Bachelor’s degree or equivalent

Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of
undergraduate program of more than 2 years but less
than 4 years in length

Associate’s degree or equivalent

Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of
undergraduate program of at least 1 year but less than 2
years in length

(1) Highest

Job Tasﬁ Variables

Conceptual Definition.

Glisson and Durick (1988) propose that the category of job task

variables has emerged as the strongest predictors of job satisfaction.

These variables represent characteristics of the job itself and are

differentiated from variables, which characterize the worker and
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characteristics of the people under whose authority the employee, must

function. These variables include skill variety, workers experience in

the job itself, and work tasks.
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Operational Definition.

For the purposes of this study, job task variables include the following
survey items:

Tenure Status

Question 7. What was your tenure status at this institution
during the 1992 Fall Term?

Tenured _

On tenure track but not tenured

Not on tenure track

No tenure system for my faculty status

No tenure system at this institution

ahLON-

Academic Rank

Question 9. Which of the following best describes your
academic rank, title, or position at this institution during the 1992
Fall Term?

Professor

Associate professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor

Lecturer

Other

Sk




Facilities and Resources
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Question 34. How would you rate each of the following facilities
or resources at this institution that were available for your own use
during the 1992 Fall Term?

a. Basic research equipment/instruments

b. Laboratory space and supplies

C. Personal computers

d. Centralized (main frame) computer facilities

e. Computer networks with other institutions

f. ‘Audio-visual equipment

g. Classroom space

h. - Office space

i Studio/performance space

j- Secretarial support

k. Library holdings

Not available/ Very Poor Good Very

Not applicable Poor Good

NA 1 2 3 4

Time Available For Students

Question 39. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of
the following aspects of your instructional duties at this institution?

d. Time available for working with students as an advisor,

mentor, etc.
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1 2 3 4
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Workload

Question 40. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of you job situation?

a. My workload
b. My job security

C. Time available for keeping current in my field
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied
1 2 3 4
Financial Reward Variables

Conceptual Definition.

Faculty satisfaction with compensation is influenced by the presence or
absence of a faculty union and collective bargaining agreement.
Financial rewards are defined as monetary compensation from any
sources that results from work as faculty. This includes salary and
benefits derived directly from the teéching assignment and any outside
remuneration faculty receive as a result of their faculty status.

Operational Definition.

For the purposes of this study, satisfaction with faculty financial reward

variables are derived from the following:



Salary and Benefits and Promotion

82

Question 40. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution?

e. Freedom to do outside consulting
f. = My salary
g. My benefits, generally

h. Opportunity for advancement in rank at this institution

Very - Somewhat Somewhat Very

Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied Satisfied - Satisfied
1 2 3 4

Perceived Control

Conceptual Definition.

Theorists, as it relates to work, have defined perceived contrpl, as a

sense of control over the external work environment (Finkelstein, 1984)

or “a person’s perceived capacity to influence and predict events in his

or her life...” (Perry, Menec, Struthe.rs, Hechter, Schénwetter, & Menges,

1997, p.520).

Operational Definition.

For the purposes of this study, faculty perceived control over their work

is defined as a dependent variable composed of the following:
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Question 39. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of
the following aspects of your instructional duties at this
institution?

a. The authority I have to make decision about content and
methods in the courses I teach.

b. The authority I have to make decisions about other (non-
instructional) aspects of my job.

c. The authority I have to make decisions about what courses I

teach.
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied
1 2 3 4

Job Satisfaction -

Conceptual Definition.

Locke, et al. (1959) defined job satisfaction as the positive emotional
state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences.

ODeratidnal Definition.

Job satisfaction was identified as one of two dependent variables and
was measured as a single global satisfaction measure. This variable

was measured by:

Question 40. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution?

i. My job here, overall

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied
Satisfied

1 2 3 , 4
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

As discussed in Chapter Three, the overarching purpose of this
study was to determine what role working in a union or nonunion
community college environment has on faculty perceptions of control
over their work and their overall job satisfaction. In Chapter Three, the
specific fesearch questions guiding this study’s inquiry and hypotheses
were offered based on review of the relevant theoretical and empirical
literature. A detailed rationale was presented in support of each
prediction. Additionally, a detailed description of the data source and
the analytical approaches used in answering the research questions
was provided. |

This chapter presents and describes the results of data analyses
used to answer the research questions posed in this study. Looking at
the data from multiple perspectives provides the opportunity for a better
understanding of the relationship among the variables and minimizes
the potential of error in making inferences about the results (Gravetter
& Wallnau, 1996). Hence, in attempting to suggest a model for
understanding how working in a union or nonunion environment
affects faculty, these data are first examined through description of the

variables and the sample population, then by looking at the
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relationships among the variables, and finally through multivariate
techniques to explain in detail how these relationships exist and the
more complex interaction among the variables.

This chapter is broken into three sections. In the first section, all
variables used in the study are defined and the psychometric properties
of derived variables and scales are provided. In the second section, the
study population is presented through a series of simple descriptive and
explorafory statistics. Additionally, section two includes simple
bivariate correlations between the outcome variables and independent
variables. In the third section, results of the final multiple regression
analyses are described. These final analyses were conducted to
determine the degree to which the independent variables predict
perception of control over work and overall job satisfaction for two-year

college faculty in union and nonunion colleges.

Section One:

Coding and Derivation of Variables

In Chapter 3 the study variables were conceptually and
operationally defined. This section will be confined to a detailed

description of the derivation and coding schema for the variables used
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in this study. Specifically, all variables used in the exploratory and
multiple regression analyses are described.

The operationalization and developrnent of the variables for this
study was based on items contained in the NSOPF-93. While some of
the variables were taken in their original form from the NSOPF-93 data
set, other variables were recoded enabling development of constructs of
interest in this study. Items taken as is from the survey were selected
because' they contain components identified in the empirical literature
as related to perceived control over work and/or job satisfaction. In the
case of .variables constructed for this study, I will fully describe the
results of correlational arlalyses and present measurement properties of

these derived variables.

Dependent Variables

The dependent or outcome variables of interest in this study are
perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction for full time
teaching faculty at two-year colleges. The construct of overall job
satisfaction was operationalized from a single item on the NSOPF-93
data eet that asked respondents to indicate how satisfied they were with
their job overall. The use of this single item to represent global faculty

satisfaction is consistent with other studies that have used this variable
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as a stand-alone item (Antony & Valadez, 1998; Fiorentino, 1999;
Valadez & Antony, 2001).

Overall Job Satisfaction
CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variable
This variable is one of nine NSOPF-93 variables D40A - D40I that
asked respondents “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution? Satisfied with job
overall ”. This variable was taken as is from the NSOPF-93 for
this study.

Perceived Control Over Work
CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variable
This variable is a derived scale (mean) constructed from the
combination of NSOPF-93 items D39a through D39c. The
derivation of this constructed variable is described in detail in the
following section.
Unfortunately, no single variable existed in the survey to represent
faculty perceived control over work. This construct was assumed to be
present in a number of items on the NSOPF-93 survey. To determine

the relationship among these items and their ability to be combined to a

derived scale for this construct, all items in the NSOPF-93 data set
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relating to degree of faculty satisfaction with control or autonomy over
aspects of instructional duties at the institution and other aspects of

" the job at this institution were submitted to an exploratory principal
components factor analysis and rotated to identify variables that were
moderately to highly correlated (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Fourteen
items (questions 39a — 39f and questions 40a — 40h) were selected for
this analysis in an attempt to develop solutions to communicate
internal‘consistency and common meaning among the variables.
Results of the principal components analysis yielded an explanation of
the relationship of these variables in é three-factor solution. Although
the three components in this analysis explained fifty six percent (56%)
of the variance across the fourteen variables, only the primary grouping
yielded a combination of variables that were conceptually consistent |
with the literature. This one factor that emerged represented the
highest degree of intercorrelation and included those items relating to
faculty satisfaction with authority over specific aspects of faculty
instructional and other work responsibilities (Table 1). The reliability of
this construct was confirmed through the use of Crohnbach’s alpha. As
Table 1 demonstrates, the factor loading of these variables were high
(.907 to .818) as was the overall reliability (o = .8974). These four items
were subsequently merged (mean) to a new variable that I have called

faculty perceived control over work. This was the only component in



Independent Variables

Given the organization of the items on the NSOPF-93 survey and
the large number of items used in this study, an attempt was made to
place the items into a theoretical framework to test their relationship to
perceived cpntrol and overall job satisfaction (Locke, 1976). This
resulted in f)laicement of the independent or predictor variables within
three gr(')(ups: background variables, job task variables, and financial
reward variables. The independent variables described in this section
are presented according to this framework. The first grouping of
backgrqund variables includes gender, race, age, and educational
background. In the second grouping, job task variables inclﬁde
academic rank, tenure status, satisfaction with facilities and resources,
satisfaction with workload, and satisfaction with time to keep current in
the field. The next grouping of financial reward variables include job
security, opportunity for advancement in rank, freedom to do outside
consulting, satisfaction with salary, and satisfaction with benefits. The
final independent variable is union status. This independent variable
was selected as a stand alone variable of interest in this study.

Background Variables

Gender
CODE:
1 = male
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2 = female

Description of Variable:
This is a dichotomous variable that asked respondents “Are you
...”. This variable is F51 and was taken as is from NSOPF-93.

Race/Ethnicity

CODE:
1 = White (non-Hispanic)
2 = African American
3 = Hispanic
4 = Asian/Pacific Islander
5 = Native American/Alaskan Native

Description of Variable:
This derived variable was created for the NSOPF-93 from derived
variables X01F53 and SAS variable F54. This variable is X02F53
and was recoded from the NSOPF-93 coding to a dichotomous
variable (1= minority, 2 = white) for the correlation and regression
analyses in this study.

Age
CODE:
1 = Under 35
2 = 3544
3 =45-54
4 = 55-64
5 =65-70

6 =71 or older

Description of Variable:
This derived variable was created for the NSOPF-93 to
redistribute the variable X01F52 age and separate respondents
over the age of 65 into two separate categories (In Electronic
Codebook, NSOPF93\FAC93.DAT on record 2 at 663-664). This
variable is X03F52 and was taken as is from the NSOPF-93 for
this study.

Educational Background

CODE:
1 = Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of
undergraduate

program of at least 1 year but less than 2 years in length

2 = Associate’s degree or equivalent
3 = Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of
undergraduate
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program of more than 2 years but less than 4 years in
length.
4 = Bachelor’s degree or equivalent
5 = Master’s degree or equivalent
6 = Doctoral degree (Ph.D., E4.D., etc.)
7 = Professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B,, etc.)
Description of Variable:
This variable asked respondents to list the degrees or other
formal awards held, the year received, the field code that applied,
the name of the field, and the name and location of the institution
from which they received each degree or award. Coding was
listed for highest degree only (In Electronic Codebook,
NSOPF93\FAC93.DAT on record 1 at 98-99). This variable is
B16A1 and was recoded from the NSOPF-93 for this study to
reverse the order of degree level from lowest to highest.

Job Task Variables

Academic Rank

CODE:
1 = Lecturer
2 = Instructor
3 = Assistant Professor
4 = Associate Professor
5 = Professor

Description of Variable:
For the purposes of this study, NSOPF-93 variable A9 was
recoded. The NSOPF-93 variable asked respondents which of the
possible responses best described their academic rank, title, or
position at their institution during the 1992 Fall Term. The
original code frame included codes 1-5 as described above plus
code 6: “other rank”. A review by NSOPF of the verbatims
resulted in expansion of the code frame to include coding 7-25 (In
Electronic Codebook, NSOPFO93\FAC93.DAT on record 1 at 42-
43). Because responses in codes 7-25 included job titles
indicative of responsibilities inclusive of tasks other than teaching
alone (i.e. Administrator, counselor, etc.), these responses were
coded as system missing and excluded for the purposes of this
study. To validate accuracy of this recoding, a cross tab was
done with variable A9 Academic Rank, Title, or Position and Z2
Principal Activity. Only in codes 1-5 did 100% of respondents
indicate teaching as their primary job responsibility. This
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criterion was utilized to select the study population. The variable
was further recoded for this study to represent directionality of
academic rank from lowest to highest consistent with other
variables.

Tenure Status

CODE:
1 = Not tenured
2 = Tenured

Description of Variable:
For the purposes of this study, NSOPF-93 variable X01A79
Tenure: Tenure Status was recoded. The original NSOPF-93
derived variable was created from SAS variable A7 to indicate
tenure status of the respondent during the 1992 Fall Term. In
the original variable, codes for “no tenure system for respondent’s
faculty status” and “no tenure system at this institution” were
merged into one category (In Electronic Codebook, NSOPF93\
FAC93.DAT on record 2 at 399-400). For the purposes of this
study, responses for code 3 “Not on tenure track” and code 4 “No
tenure system for respondents faculty status or no tenure system
at institution” were merged with code 2 responses and recoded as
code 2 “Not tenured”. In the final coding, the order of the codes
were reversed for this study fro convenience and to demonstrate
directionality from non-tenured to tenured status. ’

Facilities and Resources Variables (12 items)

CODE:
1 = Very poor
2 = Poor
3 = Good
4 = Very good

Description of Variable:

This category of variables consists of twelve NSOPF-93 variables
C34A — C34L that asked respondents to rate each of the facilities
or resources at their institution that were available for their use
during the 1992 Fall Term. These variables include:

C34A Basic research equipment and instruments

C34B Laboratory space and supplies

C34C Availability of research assistants

C34D Personal computers

C34E Centralized computing facilities

C34F Computer networks with other institutions

C34G Audiovisual equipment
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C34H Classroom space

C341I Office space

C34J Studio/performance space

C34K Secretarial support

C34L Library holdings
These variables were taken as is from the NSOPF-93 for this
study. Theses items although similar in nature, represent
conceptually distinct items. These items were grouped together
by the NSOPF-93. Because their individual interaction with the
outcome variables was of interest, they were grouped together on
the basis of their conceptual, rather than empirical similarities
but were included as individual items rather than combined into
a single scale.

Workload
CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied
Description of Variable: ‘
This variable was one of nine items that asked respondents “How
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of your
job at this institution? — My work load”. This variable is D40A
~and was taken as is from NSOPF-93.

Time To Keep Current in Field

- CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variable:
This variable was one of nine items that asked respondents “How
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of your
job at this institution? - Time available for keeping current in my
field.” This variable is D40D and was taken as is from NSOPF-93.

Financial Reward Variables

Job Security
CODE:
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1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variable:
This variable was one of nine items that asked respondents “How
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of your
job at this institution? — My job security”. This variable is D40B
and was taken as is from NSOPF-93.

Opportunities for Advancement in Rank

CODE.:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variables:
This variable is one of nine NSOPF-93 variables that asked
respondents “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution? - Opportunity for
advancement in rank at this institution”. This variable is D40C
and was taken as is from the NSOPF-93 for this study.

Outside Professional Income

CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variables:
This variable is one of nine NSOPF-93 variables that asked
respondents “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution? - Freedom to do
outside consulting”. This variable is D40E and was taken as is
from the NSOPF-93 for this study.

Salary
CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied
Description of Variables:
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This variable is one of nine NSOPF-93 variables that asked
respondents “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution? - My salary”.
This variable is D40F and was taken as is from the NSOPF-93 for
this study.

Benefits

CODE:
1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Somewhat dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat satisfied
4 = Very satisfied

Description of Variables:
This variable is one of nine NSOPF-93 variables that asked
respondents “How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
following aspects of your job at this institution? - My benefits,
generally”. This variable is D40G and was taken as is from the
NSOPF-93 for this study.

Union Status

CODE:
1 = Nonunion institution
2 = Union institution

Description of Variables: A
For the purposes of this study, NSOPF-93 variable C38 Union
Status was recoded. The original NSOPF-93 variable asked
respondents “Are you a member of the union (or other bargaining
association) that represents faculty at this institution?” All
possible responses indicating there was no union or association
representing faculty at the institution were recoded to 1 =
nonunion institution. All possible responses indicating a union
was present at the institution were recoded to 2 = union
institution irrespective of individual faculty membership or
eligibility for membership.

Section Two: Descriptive Analyses
For comparative purposes, the demographic reality of faculty

populations in union and nonunion settings was explored. In this
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section, a series of descriptive statistics of faculty at union and
nonunion two-year colleges are presented relative to selected personal,
background, and institutional variables. These variables are identified
in the empirical literature as associated with perceptions of control over
work and job satisfaction.

The study sample was derived from 31,354 college and university
faculty in 974 institutions participating in the 1992-1993 National
Survey 6f Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-93) conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education National Center for Educational Statistics.
For the purposes of this study, only two-year college respondents
indicating teaching as their primary job responsibility and wprking on a
full time basis were selected. All other faculty participating in the
NSOPF-93 were excluded. The resulting study sample consisted of
3,636 faculty from 284 two-year coﬂeges across the United States.
Table 2 depicts the demographics of the study sample faculty. For
~ comparison purposes, the study sample is compared to all faculty in the
NSOPF-93 who indicated teaching as their primary responsibility
whether working part or full time.

According to Table 2, males are underrepresented (49.3% study
sample and 55.8% all faculty) and females over represented (50.7%
study sample and 44.2% all faculty) in the study sample when

compared to all teaching faculty. The distribution of White, African
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American, and Hispanic faculty in the sample mirror the teaching
faculty population as a whole. Asian Pacific Islander faculty are only
slightly underrepresented (3.9% sample and 4.8% total) and Native
American/Alaskan Native faculty slightly over represented (1.1% sample
and 0.6% total) in the sample group compared to all teaching faculty.
Differences in the two populations are seen when faculty age,
academic rank, tenure status and highe‘st degree are compared. Itis
interesting to note there are more two-year college faculty in the 45-54
year age group (41.1% sample) and 55-64 year age group (20.5%
sample) in the study sample than represented in these age groups in
the total teaching faculty population (35.3% and 18.9% respectively
total faculty). Although few differences are seem among the groups
when comparing job title, a few of the differences are remarkable. It is
interesting to note the study samplé mirrors the total teaching faculty
population for most job titles except the title of instructor. More faculty
hold this title among two-year college faculty (50.8%) than of all
teaching faculty (34.1%). Additionally, the title of professbr is equally
reported by two-year college faculty (20.6%) and is the single academic
rank most often reported by both teaching faculty combined (19.9%).
Table 2 further indicates full-time teaching faculty working in two-year
colleges are more likely to hold tenure (52.6%) than all teaching faculty

combined (35.9%).



TABLE 2 Distribution By Percentage of Demographic Characteristics For All Teaching
Faculty (full and part time teaching faculty at all institutions) and Study Sample Faculty
Members (full time teaching faculty at two-year colleges)

Variable All Teaching Faculty Study Sample
(n=20,308) (n=3,636)
Gender
© Male 55.8 49.3
Female 442 50.7
Racial/ethnic background
White (non-Hispanic) 81.1 81.6
African American 8.9 8.6
Hispanic 4.6 438
Asian/Pacific Islander 4.8 39
Native American/Alaskan Native 0.6 1.1
Age
Under 35 103 7.7
35-44 305 278
45-54 353 41.1
55-64 18.9 20.5
65-70 3.8 24
71 or older 1.2 0.5
Academic rank :
Professor 19.9 20.6
Associate professor 16.1 14.5
Assistant professor 18.2 13.7
Instructor 341 50.8
Lecturer 52 04
Other 6.5 0.0
Tenure status
Tenured 359 52.6
Tenure track 16.3 16.6
Not tenured 47.8 30.8
Highest degree
Professional 6.1 2.0
Doctoral 385 15.7
Masters 434 64.6
Bachelors 94 122
Greater than 2yr, less than 4yr 0.6 09
Associates 1.6 35
lyr or less than 2yr 0.5 1.1

Note. Source: 1993 National Survey of

Postsecondary Faculty.
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It is not surprising that fewer teaching faculty in two-year colleges hold
proféssional (2.0%) and doctoral (15.7%) degrees than their
colleagues in all institutions combined (6.1% and 38.5% respectively). .
As expected, the primary degree held by teaching faculty in two-year
colleges is the master’s degree (64.6%). My familiarity with the two-year
college setting supports this finding particularly given the minimum
academic requirements for teaching certification in the community
college. >Additiona11y, vocational or professional/technical educational
areas are located primarily in the two-year college setting, so it is not
surprising that 17.7% of full-time teaching faculty at two year colleges
hold less than a masters degree compared to 12.1% of teachjng faculty
from all institutions combined with this same degree of education.
Table 3 describes the sample population in more detail. This
table breaks the study sample down into two groups: faculty at union
two-year that more faculty in two-year colleges hold a bachelor or lower
degree colleges and those at nonunion two-year institutions. In the
overall sample, the numbers of males (49.3%) and female (50.7%) are
essentially equal with a slightly larger representation of females noted.
This gender balance is repeated in nonunion two-year colleges although
female faculty are represented in higher numbers in nonunion colleges:
(56.0%) when compared to all institutions (50.7%). This is not the case

in union two-year colleges where males are slightly over represented
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TABLE 3 Demographic Information for Sample Faculty Members (full time teaching faculty
at two-year institutions) by Institution Type

(n=3,636)
Percentage of Faculty Working at:
Union Nonunion All
Variable Institutions Institutions Institutions
(n=2,298) (n = 1,338) (n=3,636
Gender
Male o 524 440 493
Female 476 56.0 50.7
Racial/ethnic background
White (non-Hispanic) 81.6 81.7 81.6
African American 7.8 99 8.6
Hispanic 5.1 4.4 4.8
Asian/Pacific Islander 44 2.9 39
Native Amer./Alaskan Native 1.1 1.1 1.1
Age :
Under 35 6.4 99 7.7
35-44 254 319 278
45-54 423 38.9 . 41.1
55-64 22.6 169 . 20.5
65-70 2.7 1.8 24
71 or older 0.5 0.5 0.5
Academic rank
Professor 23.8 15.0 20.6
Associate professor 15.2 13.3 14.5
Assistant professor 13.2 14.5 13.7
Instructor 474 56.7 50.8
Lecturer 04 0.5 04
Tenure status
Tenure : 64.1 32.8 ' 52.6
Tenure track 15.7 18.1 16.6
Not tenured 20.2 49.1 30.8
Highest degree ‘
Professional 2.3 1.5 2.0
Doctoral 16.6 142 15.7
Masters 654 632 64.6
Bachelors 11.2 13.8 12.2
Greater than 2yr, less than 4yr 0.7 14 0.9
Associates , 29 45 35
lyr or less than 2yr 0.9 1.4 1.1

Note. Source: 1993 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty.
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(52.4%) when compared to all institutions (49.3%). This inverse gender
balance is more pronounced when comparing union institutions
(52.4%male) to nonunion colleges (44.0% male). The racial/ethnic
background of both union and nonunion faculty are not dissimilar and
generally mirrof their representation in the total study sample
population overall with two exceptions. There are slightly more African
American faculty in nonunion institutions (9.9%) than in union
institutiéns (7.8%) and the sample population as a whole (8.6%).
Additionally, there are more Asian/Pacific Islander faculty in union two-
year colleges (4.4%) than nonunion colleges (2.9%) and the total sample
population (3.9%). These differences in racial/ethnic background are
very small and may be a reflection of the location of the colleges more
than the influence of their union status.

In comparing age across institutional type, it can generally be
stated that younger faculty are represented in nonunion colleges than
in union institutions or in the whole sample of faculty combined.
Almost forty-two union and nonunion colleges combined and 31.8% in
percent (41.8%) of faculty in nonunion institutions is under the age of
44 years. This compares to 35.5% of faculty in this same age group in
both union institutions alone. Across all types of these two-year

colleges, the greatest percentage of faculty in a single age group is
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among 45-54 years of age (42.3% union, 38.9% nonunion, 41.1%
combined).

While faculty in union and nonunion colleges are most likely to
hold the title of instructor (47.4% union colleges and 56.7% nonunion
colleges), more faulty in union institutions (23.8%) than nonunion
institutions (15.0%) reported holding the title of professor. This may be
a representation of titles negotiated in the collective bargaining
agreeménts or regional influence. Faculty in union institutions are
more likely to hold tenure (64.1%) than faculty in nonunion institutions
(32.8%). The master’s degree was equally reported as the highest
degree in both groups of these two-year college faculty. It is‘ of interest
to note that more faculty in nonunion institutions hold a bachelor or
lower degree (21.1%) than faculty in union institutions (15.7%) or all
institutions (17.7%;.

Although the overall study sample included faculty from across
‘the United States, it is not surprising that the concentration of union
and nonunion institutions would differ by geographic region (Table 4)
due to distribution of right to work states. The majority of faculty in
union colleges were from the Far West (28.8%), Great Lakes (20.6), and
Mid East (16.7%) whereas, faculty from nonunion colleges were
predominantly from the Southeast (49.3%) and Southwest. Faculty in

two-year colleges in the total sample population can be accounted for
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primarily from the Southeast (24.3%), Far West (19.2%), Great Lakes

(17.0%), and Mid East (13.6%) regions.

TABLE 4 College Demographic Information for Faculty Members by Institution Type

Institution Type
Variable Union Non-union All Institutions
(n=2,298) (n=1,338) (n=3,636)
BEA region*
New England 8.8 1.8 _ 6.2
Mid East - 16.7 8.2 13.6
Great Lakes 20.6 10.8 17.0
Plains 7.4 23 55
Southeast 9.8 493 243
Southwest 6.8 226 12.6
Rocky Mountain 1.0 22 1.5
Far West _ 28.8 2.8 19.2
Institutional control
Public 98.7 93.5 96.8
Private 1.3 6.5 3.2
Institution size (FTE)
1- 3563 1.3 9.8 45
564 - 1,423 10.8 15.0 12.3
1,424 - 3,574 344 379 357
3,575 -8,372 385 - 28.6 348
Above 8,372 14.9 8.7 12.7

*Note: NCES derived variable from 91-92 IPEDS data to classify NSOPF-93 institutions
according to geographic region, using the nine BEA (Bureau of Economic Analysis) region
codes.

In the study sample, differences are seen between groups in the
size of the institution in which faculty work. Specifically, 24.8% of
faculty in nonunion colleges work in institutions of 1,423 or fewer full

time equivalent students (FTE). This compares to 12.1% of faculty in
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union institutions working in these same smaller size colleges. A
greater percentage of two-year college faculty work in larger union
colleges (53.4%) of 3,575 FTE or greater much like the sample
population as a whole (47.5). The greatest percentage of faculty
working at nonunion colleges report working in moderately sized
colleges of 1,424 to 3,574 full time equivalent students (37.9%). When
comparing male and female two-year college faulty in union and
nonunidn colleges, few differences are seen (Table 5). While the
distribution of race and ethnicity is equally distributed among male
faculty in union and nonunion colleges, African American females are
over représented (12.6% nonunion versus 8.5% union) and Hispanic
(2.9% nonunion versus 4.1& union) and Asian/Pacific Islander (2.0%
nonunion versus 4.2% union) females are underrepresented in |
nonunion institutions compared to their colleagues in union colleges.
Generally, younger facﬁlty in both types of institutions are more
likely to be female and older faculty are more likely to be male (Table 5).
While most faculty hold the title of instructor irrespective of gender or
union/nonunion status, males appear more likely to hold the academic
rank of professor if they work in union institutions (27.9%) than
nonunion institutions (20.7%). Additionally, males are more likely than

females to hold the title of professor irrespective of union status (27.9%
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TABLE 5 Percentage Distribution of Faculty Demographics, by Institution Type and Gender

(n=3,636)
Institution Type
Union Non Union
(n=2,298) (n=1,338)
Variable Males Females Males Females
(n = 1,205) (n=1,093) (n = 589) (n = 749)
Racial/ethnic background
White (non-Hispanic) 80.9 824 82.1 81.3
African American 7.2 8.5 6.5 12.6
Hispanic - 6.1 4.1 6.3 29
Asian/Pacific Islander 4.6 42 4.1 2.0
Native American/Alaskan Native 1.2 08 1.0 1.2
Age
Under 35 5.6 7.4 9.5 10.3
35-44 222 29.0 26.1 36.5
45-54 427 41.8 41.8 36.7
55-64 25.7 19.2 20.0 14.4
65-70 3.1 23 24 1.3
71 or older 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.8
Academic rank '
Professor 27.9 19.3 20.7 10.5
Associate professor 14.1 16.4 13.6 13.1
Assistant professor 11.1 15.5 13.4 15.4
Instructor 46.6 48.3 52.1 60.2
Lecturer 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.8
Tenure status '
Tenure 69.2 58.6 38.9 28.0
Tenure track 12.9 18.7 16.1 19.6
Not tenured 17.9 22.8 45.0 52.4
Highest degree
Professional 25 2.1 1.4 1.5
Doctoral 20.0 12.9 18.4 10.9
Masters 59.4 71,9 57.3 678
Bachelors 11.6 10.8 13.0 14.5
Greater than 2yr, less than 4yr 0.6 0.7 2.1 0.8
Associates 4.6 1.0 6.1 32
1yr or less than 2yr 13 0.6 1.7 1.1

Note. Source: 1997 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty.
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of malés versus 19.3% of females in union institutions; 20.7% of males
versus 10.5% of females in nonunion institutions). Faculty in union
institutions are more likely to be tenured. This holds true for both
males (69.2% in union institutions versus 38.9% in nonunion
institutions) and females (58.6% in union institutions versus 28.0% in
nonunion institutions).

These descriptions of the sample population of two-year college
-faculty ﬁeld few surprises. There is a higher percentage of males in
union college settings and a higher percentage of females in nonunion
colleges. Additionally, two-year full time faculty are more likely to be
tenured if they work in a college with a faculty union. Given the
traditional role of the faculty in the two-year college setting, it is not
surprising that most faculty in both settings hold the title of instructor
and hold the masters as their highést degree earned. This is a unique

phenomenon seen predorriinately in two-year colleges.

Section Three: Exploratory Analyses
Generally, full time two-year college faculty indicate they are satisfied
with their jobs overall irrespective of differences in demographic
characteristics or union/nonunion setting (Table 6). This is evident by
the fact that the magnitude of the means fall within the higher means in

the scale and the standard deviations are small. This finding is
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consistent with that of previous research indicating community college
faculty are happy in their instructional role (Valadez 8 Antony, 1998;

Antony & Valadez, 2001; Pearson & Seiler, 1983).

Further analyses of findings in this study indicate, faculty in
union two-year colleges are more satisfied overall than their colleagues
at nonunion institutions. In comparing means of overall job
satisfaction for faculty based on working in a union or nonunion college
environment, faculty working in union colleges report significantly
higher job satisfaction overall (union = 3.33, nonunion = 3.18). There is
no significant difference between perceived control over work for faculty

based on union or nonunion college environment.

TABLE 6 Mean Responses of Perceived Control and Overall Job Satisfaction For Faculty
Based on Institution Union Status (n = 3636)

Institution Type
Union Non Union
Outcome Variables (n=2298) (n=1338)
Mean S.D. " Mean S.D.
Perceived Control Over Work 3.08 1.23 3.01 1.24
Overall Job Satisfaction*** 3.33 73 3.18 74

Note. Source: 1997 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty. All items were rated using a 4-
point scale: 1= Very dissatisfied; 2=Somewhat dissatisfied, 3=Somewhat satisfied, 4=Very
satisfied.

***p< 001
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As a precursor to the analyses germane to answering the research
questions posed in this study, an exploratory analysis was conducted to
determine if any difference existed the overall job satisfaction between .
faculty at union institutions and their colleagues at nonunion
institutions based on background characteristics. The means of overall
job satisfaction were estimated by examining responses from the
NSOPF-93 question that asked faculty members to identify how
satisﬁed or dissatisfied they were with their job at this institution
overall. Data relative to selected demographic variables are presented
for comparisdn purposes (Table 7). Table 7 looks at the variables
accounting for the differences in overall job satisfaction for faculty in
union and nonunion colleges. Significantly greater job satisfaction
overall appears to be the case for both males (M = 3.31) and females (M
= 3.34) and for white faculty (M = 3;33) working in union colleges.
Further, faculty in union institutions between the age of 45 and 54
years report significantly greater job satisfaction (M = 3.34) than faculty
of the same age range in nonunion colleges (M = 3.19). While both
union and nonunion faculty report satisfaction in their instructional
role, union faculty with the title of instructor indicate a significantly
greater degree of overall job satisfaction (M union = 3.33 versus M nonunion:

=3.18) when looking at job title. Finally, union faculty holding the
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TABLE 7 Mean Responses of Overall Job Satisfaction of Union and Nonunion Faculty, by
Selected Demographic Variables (7 = 3,636)

Tnstitution Type
Union Non Union
(n=2,298) (n=1,338)
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Gender
Male*** 331 (.75) 3.17 77
Female*** 3.34 (.71) 3.19 (.72)
Racial/ethni¢ background
White (non-Hispanic)*** 3.33 (73) 3.18 (.75)
African American 3.32 .67 3.23 (.63)
Hispanic ° 3.27 77 3.27 (.81)
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.24 (.72) ' 3.18 (.64)
Native American/Alaskan Native 3.33 (73) 2.73 (.96)
Age
Under 35 3.32 (.69) 3.14 (.70)
35-44 3.27 (.75) 3.13 (71
45-54%** 3.34 (.72) 3.19 (.76)
55-64 3.36 (.72) 3.28 (.76)
65-70 3.47 (.76) 3.42 (.65)
71 or older 3.25 97) 2.7 (1.38)
Academic rank '
Professor 3.39 (.73) 3.30 (.73)
Associate professor 3.28 (75) 3.17 (.72)
Assistant professor , 3.27 (73) 3.07 (.78)
Instructor*** 333 (72) 3.18 (73)
Lecturer - 2.89 (.93) 3.57 (.53)
Tenure status
Tenure 3.35 (.73) 3.28 (.70)
Tenure track 3.29 (73) 3.17 (71)
Not tenured 3.28 (.73) 3.13 77D
Highest degree
Professional 3.27 .79 . 335 (.81)
Doctoral 3.22 (.79) 3.07 77
Masters*** 3.34 (.72) 3.18 (.75)
Bachelors 3.38 (.68) 3.19 (.69)
Less than 2yr, greater than 4yr 3.27 (.59) 3.39 (.61)
Associates 3.44 (.59) 3.32 7D
lyr or less than 2yr 3.43 (.75) 3.28 (.75

Note. Source: 1997 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty. All items were rated using a 4-
point scale: 1= Very dissatisfied; 2=Somewhat dissatisfied, 3=Somewhat satisfied, 4=Very
satisfied. ***p<.001
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masters degree as their highest earned credential report significantly
greater job satisfaction (M = 3.34) compared to faculty holding other
degrees. The results of this exploratory correlation between
background variables and faculty overall job satisfaction suggests that
union faculty may report greater satisfaction simply based on gender,
race, age, and academic rank. These differences will be further
examined in answering the research questions posed in this study.

O§erall, it appears working in a union two-yeér college setting is

| more satisfying for White male and female, middle age faculty who hold

distribution of these groups of faculty, they do not indicate the degree to
which individual variables contribute to job satisfaction or the role that
perceived contro!l over their work plays in that satisfaction. They yield
the masters degree. While these data provide a glimpse into the little.
information about the reality of the work environment for these faculty
and specifically their perceptions of job satisfaction and sense of control
over various aspects of their job. What remains unclear is whether
working in a union or nonunion setting plays a role in two-year college
faculty’s perception of their work. Further analyses allow a preliminary
foreshadowing of those possibilities.

In order to determine the relationship between perceived control
over their work and overall job satisfaction for faculty in union

environments compared to faculty in nonunion environments (research
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nonunion question #1), Pearson correlations were computed (Table 8).
The results of these correlations indicate that a significant relationship
exists between faculty perceived control over their work and overall job
satisfaction. This relationship is strongest among faculty working in
colleges, although an increase in faculty perceived control relates to an
increase in overall job satisfaction for all two-year college teaching
faculty irrespective of union status. A sense of personal control is more
positiveiy associated with overall job satisfaction for faculty ‘at nonunion

institutions (r = .269) than for faculty at union institutions (r = .202) or

Table 8 Correlations Between OQutcome Variables of Perceived Control Over Work and
Overall Job Satisfaction for Two-year College Faculty

Population Pearson
Correlation
Entire faculty pooled sample (n = 3,636) A 2209%#
Faculty in union environments (7 = 2,298) 202%*
Faculty in nonunion environments (7 = 1,338) .269%*

Note: ** p < 01 level, two tails

for all colleges combined (r = .229).
In answer to research question one, I offer that a positive
relationship exists between perceived control over work and overall job

satisfaction for two-year college in union and nonunion college
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environments and for all two-year college faculty combined. While
correlation results betweeﬁ these outcome variables demonstrate a
positive relationship, what they do not do is explain why the two
variables are related and what accounts for these relationships.
Specifically, it does not indicate proof of a causal relationship between
faculty perceived control over their work and overall job satisfaction.

This will be further explored in the regression analyses to follow.

Section Four: Regression Analyses

Section four will attempt to answer research questions two
‘through four. Specifically, in this section, the extent to which personal
background variables, job task variables, and financial reward variables
are correlated with perceived control over work and overall job
satisfaction will be explored (questidn 2). Additionally an attempt is
made to determine what role personal background variables, job task
variables, and financial reward variables play in predicting perceived
control over instructional and other work related matters and overall
job satisfaction for two-year college faculty irrespective of union or
nonunion environment (question 3). As discussed in the review of
literature, perceived control over work has been identified as a
determinant in job satisfaction and performance in the empirical

literature both within and outside of higher education (Antony &
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Valadez, 1998; Finley, 1990; Kemerer & Baldridge, 1975; Ladd & Lipset,
1973; Perry, Menec, Struthers, Hechter, Schdnwetter, and Menges,
1997, Pollicino, 1998; Diener, 1985, Kauppi, 1983; Niebrugge, 1994,
Alesse, 1982). Finally, after controlling for the effects of personal
background variables, job task variables, and financial reward
variables, an attempt is made to determine how working in a union or
nonunion environment predicts perceived control over work and overall
job satisfaction for t\vo;year college faculty (question 4).

Six regressioﬁ analyses were conducted to generate findings in
answer to research questions two through four posed in this study.
Separate regression equations were run for each dependent lvariable
utilizing the pooled faculty study sample and separate regression
equations for faculty in unioﬁ and nonunion college environments.
Least squares regression (organized into hierarchical blocks)’ was
chosen as the methodology for these analyses in order to look at all
possible relationships among the variables. Standardized regression
coefficients (B) were used to interpret the relative importance and
predictive value of each variable. The placement of the independent
variables within the blocks and their order of entry into the equations
were guided by the theoretical and empirical frameworks described in -

chapter three.



115

Predicting Perceived Control Over Work

Each of ,research questions 2 through 4 has two distinct parts
that look separately at the outcome variables of faculty perceived
control over their work and overall job satisfaction. Part one of question
2 asks to what extent is two-year college faculty perceived control over
their work correlated with selectedi personal background variables, job
task variables, and financial reward variables irrespective of union or
nonunion work environment. The predictive relationship between these
variables and faculty percéived control is depicted in Table 9. Most of
the explained variance (R-square = .319) is acéounted for by a
combination of job task variables and financial reward variables, with
background variables contributing little to explaining the variance.

The correlations in Table 9 demonstrate job task variables and
financial reward variables have a strong relationship to faculty
perceived control (significant at the .01 level). Faculty indicating
satisfaction with facilities and resources necessary for their teaching
responsibilities are most likely to perceive control over their work.
Specifically, satisfaction with classroom space (r=.433), office space
(r=.413), audiovisual equipment (r=.378), and library holdings (r=.341)

demonstrate the strongest relationship to faculty perceived control.



Table 9 Multiple regression models (pooled sample) predicting two-year college faculty
perceived control over work, betas after controlling for each variable block.
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Name of Variable Zero Order 8 B B Final
Correlation Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 8
Block 1 - Background
Variables
Gender - female -.008 -.007 .005 -.001 -.001
Race/Ethnicity-minority .030 .020 .007 .006 .007
Age .036* 028 .002 .003 .003
Educational Background -.007 -011 .013 .015 014
Block 2 — Job Task Variables
Academic Rank- - .028 .033 011 -010 -010
Tenure Status .045%* .038* .004 -.020 -025
Satisfaction w/ Facilities and
Resources
Basic research equipment 073%* 076%* .013 .012 .012
and instruments »
Laboratory space and 130%* 137+ .009 .010 .011
supplies
Availability of research .017 .019 -.008 .001 .001
assistants )
Personal Computers 230%#* 236%* .048* .048* .048*
Centralized computing 134%%* 138+ .009 .002 .002
facilities
Computer networks O77** L078** -.010 -.005 -.005
Audiovisual equipment 378** 391+ 098** .094** L093%#*
Classroom space 433*% 454%% 210** 212%* 213%*
Office space 413%* 418%* 161%* 156%* .156%*
Studio/performance space 057** .060** -011 -010 -010
Secretarial support 292%# .299%#* .059%* .052%% .052%*
Library holdings 341%* 350%* .118%* 1144 J115%*
Satisfaction w/ Workload .186** .184** .084%#* .058%* .058%*
Satisfaction w/ Time to keep 185%* .192%%* .090** .039* .039%*
current in field
Block 3 - Satisfaction With
Financial Rewards
Job security .192%# 192%# .097%* 071%* 071**
Opportunities for 205%* 210%* 099** .074%* 074**
advancement in rank
Freedom to do outside (158%* .160** .063** 042%* 04]1%*
consulting
Salary 133%* 137*# .027 -012 -013
Benefits 134%* 127%* .035* .006 .004
Block 4 — Union Status .030 .025 .021 .015 .015

Note: Table reports standardized regression coefficients (beta) for independent variables.

* significance at the .05 level
** significance at the .01 level

R-square after each block - block 1 =.002; block 2 = .306; block 3 = 319; block 4 = .319
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A weaker but significant relationship is demonstrated between faculty
satisfaction with secretarial support (r=.292), personal computers
(r=.230), opportunities for advancement in rank (r=.205), job security -
(r=.192), workload (r=.186), time to keep current in the field (r=.185),
and freedom to do outside consulting (r=.158) and their sense of
control. While still significant, but representing the weakest
relationship to perceived control are faculty satisfaction with their
benefits '(r=. 134}, centralized computing facilities (r=.134), salary
(r=.133), laboratory space and supplies (r=.130), computer networks
(r=.077), basic research equipment and instruments (r=.073),
studio/performance space (r=.057), and tenure status (r=.045). Faculty
age (r=.036) is the only background variable correlated with faculty
perceived control over their work (significant at the .05 level). Table 9
also demonstrates the value of background variables, job task faculty
perceived control over their {avork (research question 3). As can be seen
in this table, both job task variables and financial reward variables are
important predictors of two-year college faculty perceived control
irrespective of union status. Although it appears that almost all of the
variables in these two groups are correlated with faculty perceived
control, not all of the variables have predictive value. When I control for
all other variables, background variables are not predictive of faculty

perceived control over their work, whereas seven of seventeen job task
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variables are predictive of perceived control. Three of five financial
reward variables are predictive of perceived control with satisfaction
with salary and benefits not among those variables with predictive
value.

The final betas in the regression model identify some job task
variables as having the strongest predictive value on faculty perceived
control over their work. These variables relate specifically to those
facilities' and resources two-year college faculty need to carry out their
primary responsibility of teaching. After controlling for all variables in
the equation, faculty satisfaction with their classrbom space (B=.213) is
the strongest predictor of faculty sense of control over their work. This
variable remains stable in the model from entering in block 2 through
the final regression. Faculty satisfaction with their office space |
(B=. 156), college library holdings (B% 115}, and audiovisual equipment
(B=.093) follow a similar pattern through the model as does satisfaction
with classroom space. Additionally, faculty satisfaction with their
workload (B=.058), secretarial support (f=.052), time to keep current in
their field (B=.039), and personal computers (B=.048) are also significant
predictors of faculty perceived control.

It is interesting to note several job task variables such as fac'ulty'

tenure status, satisfaction with research equipment, lab resources,
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centralized computing facilities, computer networks, and studio
facilities are on track to be predictive of sense of control, but they do
not hold their importance when other job task and financial reward
variables are entered into the equation. This is a similar case in
determining the relative predictive value of faculty satisfaction with
their salary and benefits on perceived control. These two financial
reward variables do not remain predictive in the final block.

In-summary, availability and quality of facilities and resources to
carry out their teaching responsibilities makes the most difference in
two-year college faculty perceiving they have control over significant
aspects affecting their jobs. Following in relative importance for this
pooled sampile of faculty are financial reward variables of satisfaction
with opportunities for advancement in rank (8=.074) and job security.
(B=.071). Satisfaction with workload (B=.058), freedom to do outside
consulting (=.041), and having time to keep current in the field
(B=.039) remain predictive in the final regression, but represent the
weakest predictive values. Satisfaction with salary and benefits appears
to be correlated to perceived control, but these variables fall out as
predictors in block 3.

It is most interesting to note that working in a union or nonunion
college environment has no predictive value on two-year college faculty

sense of control over their work when these faculty are pooled in the
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sample. What will be explored in subsequent analyses is if any
difference exists in the relative importance of these variables when the
faculty sample is disaggregated by union and nonunion working
environment.

Predicting Overall Job Satisfaction

Table 10 attempts to explain the remaining portions of research
questions 2 and 3. Specifically, the second part of question 2 asks to
what exfent is two-year college faculty overall job satisfaction correlated
with selected personal background variables, job task variables, and
financial reward variables. Question 3 asks what role personal
background variables, job task variables, and financial rewa;d variables
play in predicting overall job satisfaction for two-year college faculty
irrespective of union or nonunion environment. Table 10 indicates that
this model explains nearly forty six 'percent (R-square=.456) of the
variance in this regression equation.

With overall job satisfaction as the dependent variable, the initial
correlations suggest numerous background variables, job task
variables, and satisfaction with financial rewards all having a strong
relationship to overall job satisfaction for two-year college faulty.
Twenty-two variables demonstrate a significant relationship with this

outcome variable.



Table 10 Multiple regression models (pooled sample) predicting two-year college
faculty overall job satisfaction, betas after controlling for each variable block.
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B Block | p Block | § Block | § Block
Name of Variable Zero Order 1 2 3 4 Final 8
Correlation
Block 1 — Background
Variables
Gender — female .007 .016 063%F | 045%* | 045%* | 045%*
Race/Ethnicity-minority .038* .016 .006 -.003 -.003 -.003
Age 058+ O71%%* .008 -.001 -.001 -.002
Educational Background -051** | -060%* | -055%* | -041%* | -042%* | -043**
Block 2 - Job Task
Variables )
Academic Rank .039% .043* 017 -.036* -.035% -.035%
Tenure Status .085*# 088+ 058+ | -024 -.023 -.031*
Satisfaction.w/Facilities and
Resources:
Basic research equipment -.003 -.002 .002 .005 .005 .004
and instruments
Lab space and supplies .040* .029 -015 -.013 -013 -.012
Availability of research -015 -.020 .000 .029* .029* .028
assistants
Personal computers L051%* L054%* .011 - .012 .009 .009
Centralized computing 031 031 018 -.006 -.006 -.005
Facilities
Computer networks -.033* -.033%* -.038* -.021 -.021 -.021
Audiovisual equipment 092*+* .098** .035 022 .016 015
Classroom space 077** L079%* -.040* -.038* -.052%* | - 051**
Office space 101** 101*# 024 .006 -.004 -.004 -
Studio/performance space .031 .029 .015 .019 .020 .020
Secretarial support 112%# .105%* .042% .021 .018 .018
Library holdings .109*# .104** .037* .023 .016 .016
Satisfaction with workload 468** 466** 320%% | 214%* | 210%* | 210*%*
Satisfaction with time to keep A440%* A4]%** 262* 078** | 075%* | .076%*
current in field
Block 3 — Satisfaction w/
Financial Rewards ‘
Job security 446%+* 450%* J13%% | 194%% | 190%*% | 190**
Opportunity for advancement A476%* 474%* 324%* | 193%%. | 188** | 188%*
in rank
Freedom to do consulting 375%# 367%* d64%* | 076%* | 073%*% | (73%*
Salary 4445+ 440%* 267%% | 106** | 107*%* | .106**
Benefits A2]** A412%#* 278%% 1 142%% | 142%* | 140*%*
Block 4 — Perceived Control .229%* 226%** J21%* | 065%*% | 065** | .065%*
Block 5 — Union Status 094 ** 094 %* 062%* | 028* .028* .028*

Note: Table reports standardized regression coefficients (beta) for independent variables.
* significance at the .05 level

** significance at the .01 level

R-square after each block — block 1=.008; block 2=.288; block 3=.450; block 4=.453;

block 5= .454
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Opportunity for advancement in rank (financial reward variable)
demonstrates the greatest degree of correlation to overall job
satisfaction (r=.47 6). For this pooled sample of full-time teaching
faculty, satisfaction with workload (r=.468) and satisfaction with time to
keep current in the field (r=.442) are job task variable most correlated
with two-year college faculty job satisfaction. All five financial reward
variables in this model rank among the highest as correlated with
overall jéb satisfaction. In addition to opportunity for advancement in
rank, satisfaction with job security (r=.446}, satisfaction with salary
(r=.444) and benefits (r=.421), and freedom to do outside consulting
(r=.375) are all highly correlated to job satisfaction. In contrast to
perceived control over work, union status of the college work
environment is correlated to faculty overall job satisfaction (r=.094)
when viewing these pooled faculty aithough union status as an
independent variable does not rank among the higher correlation
values.

In reviewing the final beta results of the regression analysis in
Table 10, eleven variables are significant at the .01 level and three
variables at the .05 level. Faculty satisfaction with workload (B=.210) is
found to be most predictive of job satisfaction overall. The entry of
other competing financial reward variables in the model diminishes the

magnitude of the importance of opportunity for advancement in rank as
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a predictor although this variable remains significant at the .01 level
(B=.188). Both satisfaction with job security (8=.190) and satisfaction
with opportunity for advancement in rank (8=.188) remain significant .
predictors of faculty overall job satisfaction behind satisfaction with
workload. All five financial reward variables remain significant
predictors of job satisfaction in the final regression in this model
followed by faculty satisfaction with time to keep current in the field
(B=.07 6);

It is interesting to note that satisfaction with classroom space
represents a positive significant relationship with overall job
satisfaction, but converts to a negative predictor when competing with
other job task variables and financial reward variables in faculty
priority. This variable begins as a moderately weak positive variable
(B=.079) correlated with faculty satisfaction. Its affect becomes reversed
(B=-.051) with the addition of job task variables in the model. This
would suggest that in the absence of adequate financial rewards,
increasing satisfaction with classroom facilities predicts lower faculty
overall job satisfaction. While this may appear counterintuitive, an
explanation offered for this finding is that in the absence of adequate
financial rewards and presence of increasing workload, faculty
experience resentment and concern as institutional resources are

utilized for college infrastructure such as buildings and facilities. This
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may be the perception even where those resources are utilized to
improve teaching facilities.

Perceived control as an independent variable is correlated with
and predictive of overall job satisfaction for two-year college faculty.
The correlation values are moderately strong at r=.229 and remain fairly
stable throughout the model. When competing with financial reward
variables, perceived control is diminished somewhat in its predictive
value f01; overall job satisfaction. This variable ranks seventh overall in
strength (B=.065) in the final beta regression block. This supports the
findings of a relationship and direct affect of perceived control on
faculty overall job satisfaction.

In summary, the correlational and regression analyses presented
in Tables 9 and 10 and described in this section were conducted to
answer research questions two and three. Specifically, question two
asks, to what extent are faculty perceived control over their work and
overall job satisfaction correlated with selected personal vbackground
variables (gender, race/ethnicity, age, and educational background), job
task variables (academic rank, tenure status, satisfaction with facilities
and resources, workload, and time available for keeping current), and
financial reward variables (satisfaction with job security, opportunities -
for advancement in rank, freedom to do outside consulting, salary and

benefits). Question three asks, what is the predictive value of personal
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background, job task, and financial reward variables, independent of
unionization status, on faculty perceived control and overall job
satisfaction? Results of these analyses indicate that while many of
these variables are correlated with perceived control over work and
overall job satisfaction, fewer of these variables are of value in
predicting these outcomes for full-time teaching faculty in two-year
colleges. Job task variables representing satisfaction with facilities and
resourcés necessary to carry out the teaching role of two-year college
faculty are most predictive of their perceived control over their job.
Satisfaction with salary and benefits demonstrates no value in
predicting perceived control over work for two-year college faculty.
Satisfaction with workload as well as satisfaction with financial reward
variables, surface as most predictive of two-year teaching faculty overall
job satisfaction. The only backgrouhd variable predictive of two-year
college faculty overall job satisfaction is educational background level.
Faculty perceived control over their work is both: correlated with and
predictive of two-year college faculty irrespective of union or nonunion
setting. This regression equation explains over forty five percent of the

variance in the model.
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Predicting Perceived Control Based on College Environment Union

Status

Research question four asks, after controlling for the affect of
personal background, job task, and financial reward variables, how
does working in a unionized college environment predict faculty
members’ perceived control over their work and overall job satisfaction?
This was a primary question of interest in this study.

In.answering this question, the independent variable of union
work environment was entered as the final block in the regression
equations represented in Tables 9 and 10. As demonstrated in Table 9,
union status is not correlated with perceived control over wqu for
faculty working in two-year colleges. Results of the regression analyses
(Table 9) further indicates that after controlling for the affects of |
personal background variables, job .task variables and financial reward
variables, working in a union or nonunion setting is not predictive of
two-year college faculty perceived control over their work.

It does appear there is a relationship between working in a union
or nonunion college environment and overall job satisfaction for two-
year college faculty. It is interesting to note that union status is
correlated with overall job satisfaction (r=.094) at the .01 level and is a
significant predictor of job satisfaction until block three of the model.

With the entry of financial reward variables in the model the magnitude
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of the affect diminishes the value of working in a union setting as a
predictor of faculty overall job satisfaction. Although the magnitude of
the predictive value of working in a union or nonunion college
environment on overall job satisfaction is small in the final regression
(B=.028) and significant at the .05 level, this is a significant finding of
interest in this study. This relationship and the predictive value of the
independent variables on overall job satisfaction, as well as perceived
control éver work for faculty disaggregated by union and nonunion
work environments are further analyzed and described in Tables 11 and
12 in the following section.

Predicting Overall Job Satisfaction Based on College Union Status

As presented in Tables 9 and 10, union status is not predictive of
two-year college faculty perceived control over their work, but is
predictive of their overall job satisfaétion. These analyses do not
explain if the predictive values of the variables of interest in this study
are moderated by working in a union or nonunion college environment.
A deeper probing of the possible impacts of college union status is
presented in the final correlations and regression models in this section.

Four regression equations were run to determine the degree to
which working in a union or nonunion college setting moderates the
affects of the variables of interest in this study. Tables 11 and 12

represent the results of separate multiple regressions of the variables on
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perceived control over work (Table 11) and overall job satisfaction (Table
12). The model depicted in Table 11 explains thirty three percent of the
variance for union faculty and nearly thirty two percent of the variance
for nonunion faculty. These results are similar to the regression results
found for the pooled populations (Table 8 R-square = .319). Although
union status was not found to be a significant predictor of two-year
faculty perceived control over their work, the degree to which these
variableé predict perceived control does vary when the sample
population is looked at by college union status. In general, the same
variables that are related to perceived control for faculty in union
settings are related to perceived control for faculty in nonunion college
environments with a few exceptions (Table 11). In other words, working
in a union or nonunion college does not appear to be of much |
significance in predicting faculty pefceived control. As was seen of
these same analyses with the populations pooled, satisfaction

with classroom space emerges as the most predictive variable of
perceived control for faculty working in both union (B=.244) and
nonunion (B=.169) colleges. The presence of a positive correlation
between faculty age and tenure status and perceived control found
when the populations are pooled can be accounted for entirely by

working in a union or nonunion college environment. In union colleges,



Table 11 - Separate multiple regression models predicting perceived control over work for
two-year college faculty in union and nonunion environments, betas after controlling for each
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variable block
Union Nonunion
Name of Variable Environment Environment
Zero Order Final | Zero Order Final
Correlation B Correlation B
Block 1 - Background Variables
Gender - female -018 -.002 .016 .001
Race/Ethnicity - minority .045% 021 043 -.027
Age .044* 010 .015 -.008
Educational Background -.007 015 -014 021
Block 2 — Job Task Variables '
Academic Rank .032 -.006 .012 - -.010
Tenure Statas .044* -019 .027 -.029
Satisfaction with  Facilities and Resources
Basic research equipment and 059+ .014 .096** .006
instruments
Laboratory space and supplies 117+ -.004 159+ .038
Availability of research assistants .010 -.001 .029 011
Personal Computers 237%% .050%* 218%* .042
Centralized computing facilities 130** .000 139%* .009
Computer networks .088** -.001 .058* -.016
Audiovisual equipment 3924+ 085%* 355%%* .100**
Classroom space 466%* 244%* 406** .169%*
Office space A422%* .156%* .398%+* 158+
Studio/performance space .053* -014 .066* -.013
Secretarial support 312%* .078** 259%* .002
Library holdings 327%% .088** 373%*% | [166**¢
Satisfaction with workload . 182%# 072%* 187%* 038
Satisfaction with time to keep current in .162%* -.001 216%* .105%*
field
Block 3 - Satisfaction with Financial
Rewards
Job security .188** .060** .193%* 074%*¢
Opportunities for advancement in 182%+* .042* 24(%* 130%*4
academic rank
Freedom to do outside consulting .168%* .066%* 136%* .005
Salary 13]1%* -.007 129%* -.036
Benefits 134%* 027 127%* -021

Note: Table reports standardized regression coefficients (beta) for independent variables.
* significance at the .05 level ** significance at the .01 level
T significant interaction between this variable and union status
Union R square after each block — block 1=.003; block 2=.320; block 3=.331
Nonunion R square after each block — block 1=.000; block 2=.300; block 3=.319
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faculty who are older and hold tenure are more likely to indicate
perceived control over their job (Table 11). Additionally, minority
faculty in union colleges are more likely to report perceive control over
their work than minority faculty in nonunion colleges. A stronger
relationship between satisfaction with research equipment and lab
facilities and faculty perception of control is seen for faculty in
nonunion settings then faculty at union colleges. Satisfaction with
computér networks is more correlated to perceived control for faculty at
union colleges than faculty at nonunion colleges. Although these
correlations point out differences in the relationship of the independent
variables to the outcome variable of perceived control as a result of
working at a union or nonunion college, they fail to provide a picture of
how these variables predict faculty perceived control and the magnitude
of those differences.

Table 11 clearly indicates that for both faculty at union and
nonunion colleges, job task variables overall have the greatest predictive
value on percéptions of control or autonomy. For both sample
populations, satisfaction with classroom space leads all other variables
in predicting perceived control. Quality classroom space appears to be
more important for faculty in union colleges although these analyses

are not able to determine if those differences are significant.
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There are few differences in the predictive value overall of these
variables for faculty in union and nonunion settings, but they are
interesting to note. Three variables are predictive of perceived control .
for faculty in union colleges that are not significant for their colleagues
at nonunion colleges. Satisfaction with secretarial support, workload,
and freedom to do outside consulting are significant predictors of
perceived control for faculty in union colleges. Aside from secretarial
support; it is not uncommon for workload and restrictions on outside
employment to be codified in the faculty contract. This may contribute
to explaining the importance of these variables to faculty at institutions
with a union contract present. For faculty at nonunion coll¢ges,
satisfaction with time to keep current in the field and opportunities for
advancement in rank are significant predictors of perceived control |
while workload is not significant. It is interesting to note that
satisfaction with workload has the third highest predictive value on
perceived control when these populations are pooled. Its importance
can be fully explained as a significant variable only for faculty in union
colleges. Of interest as well is the lack of predictive value of
background variables and salary and benefits on perceived control
irrespective of union or nonunion setting.

In Table 12, the results of separate regression equations on

overall job satisfaction by union setting are presented. As was seen in a



Table 12  Separate multiple regression models predicting overall job satisfaction for two-
year college faculty in union and nonunion environments, betas after controlling for each
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variable block
Union Nonunion
Environment Environment
Zero Order Final Zero Order Final
Name of Variable Correlation B Correlation B
Block 1 — Background Variables
Gender - female .017 L052%* .010 .037
Race/Ethnicity - minority .023 -.004 .010 -.004
Age 041* -.014 .061* .010
Educational Background 060** -.050%** .056* =033
Block 2 — Job Task Variables
Academic Rank 026 -.038* .035 -.028
Tenure Status .039 -018 L087** -.030
Satisfaction w/Facilities and
Resources
Basic research equipment and -.017 .001 .020 .004
instruments
Laboratory space and supplies 041* -.012 .049 -017
Availability of research assistants -019 024 -.009 .038
Personal Computers .054%* .020 .046 -.009
Centralized computing facilities 036 .000 .021 -017
Computer networks -.035 -.025 -.035 -.008
Audiovisual equipment .081** .013 .105%* 020
Classroom space 057** -.078*+ 119%#* -.004
Office space 080** -.008 J132%* -013
Studio/performance space 025 .025 .041 011
Secretarial support 086** 011 154%* .039
Library holdings .098** .016 141%* .017
Satisfaction w/Workload 46]1%* 222%* 470%* .185%+
Satisfaction w/Time to keep current 435%+ .090** 449%* 055+
in field
Block 3 — Satisfaction w/Financial
Rewards
Job security _ 406** .166** 489%* 230%%}
Opportunities for advancement in A52%* 200%* 505%* .168%*
academic rank
Freedom to:do outside consulting .359%* L054%* .390%* .106**¢
Salary A406%* .08 1%* 488** .146%*4
Benefits A405%* 150%* 429%* 126%*
Block 4 — Perceived Control .202%* .066** 269%* 076%*%

Note: Table reports standardized regression coefficients (beta) for independent variables.

* significance at the .05 level ** significance at the .01 level

+ significant interaction between this variable and union status
Union R square after each block — block 1=.007; block 2=.279; block 3=.424; block 4 = .427
Nonunion R square - block 1=.011; block 2 =.300; block 3 =.491 ; block 4 =.494
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similar regression with the populations pooled (Table 10), more
variables indicate a relationship to faculty overall job satisfaction then
prove to be predictive. The regression model in Table 12 explains over .
forty two percent of the variance for faculty in union colleges and forty
nine percent of the variance for faculty in nonunion colleges. In
general, financial reward variables are most predictive of overall job
satisfaction for both groups of two-year college faculty. A few
exceptioﬁs should be noted. Only when these two groups of faculty are
viewed separately can variables found predictive of overall job
satisfaction in the pooled sample be further explained.

The predictive values of gender, educational background,
academic rank, and classroom space are only significant for faculty at
union colleges. The significance of gender as a predictor of overall job
satisfaction can fully be explained in its importance only for faculty at
union colleges. Women faculty at union institutions are more likely to
report greater job satisfaction then men at these same institutions.
This finding is contradictory to studies of job satisfaction among higher
education faculty (Nussel, et al., 1988; Woodruff, 1992; Pollicino, 1996;
Hill,1982) that have found male faculty reporting greater job
satisfaction overall. Gender is not a predictor of overall job satisfaction

at nonunion colleges. In the pooled regression model for overall job
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satisfaction (Table 10) gender becomes important only after the addition
of job task variables in the model.

For faculty in union colleges, the more advanced the academic
degree held by faculty and the higher the academic rank, the more
dissatisfied they are likely to be. While it appeared that classroom
space was important as a negative predictor of overall job satisfaction
for all two-year college faculty irrespective of union status, it is clear
this variéble is only significant for faculty at union colleges. This would
suggest that resentment for college resources placed on infrastructure
is only an issue for faculty working in union colleges.

Satisfaction with workload surfaces as the single variable most
predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at colleges where a union
is present. For faculty working in nonunion colleges, workload is
second only to satisfaction with job.security. Workload, job security,
and opportunities for édvancement in rank are the top three variables
predictive of overall job satisfaction for both groups of faculty. These
findings suggest for faculty working in a college where a union is
present, how satisfied they are with their workload is most predictive of
their overall job satisfaction. For faculty working in a college where no
union is present, an increased sense of security in their job is most

predictive of overall job satisfaction. I suggest the importance of job
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security in overall job satisfaction for faculty in union colleges is
moderated by the presence of the union.

Of interest in this study is the role played by faculty perceived
control in predicting two-year college faculty overall job satisfaction. As
Table 12 demonstrates, this variable is a significant predictor of overall
job satisfaction for full-time two-year college teaching faculty at both
union and nonunion college settings. This finding supports previous
empiricai studies linking faculty perceived control to overall job
satisfaction (O’Hara, 1990; Thaxter & Graham, 1999; Pollicino, 1998;
Diener, 1985; Perry, Menec, Struthers, Hechter, Schonwetter, &
Menges, 1997; Copur, 1990). As will be demonstrated in the next
section, this variable is even more important for faculty at nonunion
colleges.

Interaction of Significant Variables With Union Status

The regression analyses depicted in Tables 9 — 12 were conducted
to answer research question 3. Predictions 4 and 7 relate to research
question 3 and speak to the degree to which the predictive values of the
variables are different from one another when comparing faculty at
union and nonunion colleges. Beta values for variables identified as
significant predictors of perceived control and overall job satisfaction
(Tables 11 and 12) indicate the betas are significantly different from

zero, but they do not tell us anything about the interaction between one
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another. In order to determine whether or not there was a significant

‘interaction between the independent variables and union status, an
additional regression analysis was conducted. To determine the
presence of this interaction, I tested the cross product of all variables
significant for both union and nonunion status in a separate pooled
regression. Any cross product terms in the cross product pool that
were significant predictors after controlling for all independent variables
indicated the presence of a significant interaction between union status
and the same component variable of the cross product. To interpret
that interaction, I returned to the original non-pooled regressions
(Tables 11 and 12) and examined the directionality of the befcas.

When looking at the outcome variable of faculty perceived control
over work (Table 11), interactions between the independent variables
and union status only occurred in éatisfaction with library holdings, job
security, and opportunities for advancement in rank. The results of
this cross product analysis indicates that although these variables are
significant predictors of perceived control over work, there is a greater
interaction of these variables with union status for faculty at nonunion
institutions.

When looking at the outcome variable of overall job satisfaction
(Table 12), interactions between the independent variables and union

status are present for the variables of satisfaction with job security,
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freedom to do outside consulting, salary, and perceived control. Again,

significant interactions were seen only for faculty at nonunion colleges.

Summary

~ The findings of these data analyses offer valuable information
about the nature of the reality for teaching faculty at two-year colleges.
Although perceived control and overall job satisfaction are conceptually
and emﬁirically related for all faculty combined (r=.229) and for faculty
at union (r=.202) and nonunion (r=.269) colleges respectively, the
outcomes are impacted by different groups of variables. Certain job
task variables are most predictive of perceived control for both groups
whereas financial reward variables are most predictive of overall job
satisfaction. These results would suggest that workload is an important
factor for faculty in union colleges but not in nonunion institutions
whereas job security is most important for faculty at nonunion colleges.
Faculty perceived control over their work is predictive of overall job
satisfaction for both groups of faculty.

The patterns of findings that have emerged from the analysis of
data used in this study suggests the reality of faculty at union and
nonunion institutions vary in a few but significant ways. The
emergence of distinct and different variables affecting faculty perceived

control and overall job satisfaction have implications for administrative
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and policy decision makers in two-year colleges. This is of particular
importance as colleges attempt to create and maintain college
environments where faculty can be productive. These implications will

be developed further in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

This study has examined what role working in a union or
nonunion college has in influencing two-year college faculty perceptions
of control over their work and overall job satisfaction. This chapter will
(a) provide evidence in answer to each of the research questions posed
in this sfudy includihg evidence for each of the predictions presented in
Chapter Three; (b) discuss the implications of these findings for theory
and practice; (c) discuss the limitations of the study; and (d) propose

directions for future inquiry in this area.

Review of Study Approach

Data from the 1992-1993 National Survey of Postsecdndary
Faculity (NSOPF-93) were used to examine how background
characteristic variables, job task variables, and financial reward
variables relate to and predict faculty perceived control over their work
and overall job satisfaction for faculty in union and nonunion college
environments. These variables have been identified in the theoretical
and empirical literature as having a demonstrated influence on faculty
perceived control over their work and overall job satisfaction (Perry, et

al., 1997; Pollicino, 1996; Diener, 1985; Nussel, et al., 1988; Woodruff,
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1992; Pollicino, 1996; Hill, 1982; Locke, 1976). The study was limited

to full-time teaching faculty at two-year colleges.

Summary of Study Findings

This summary will be organized according to the questions and
predictions this study proposed to test. Each of the four research
questions and predictions posed in answer to the overall research
questioﬁ will be reviewed along with the extent to which it was
supported by the findings in this study. Findings not necessarily
relevant to the research questions but none the less valuable in terms
of their importance to theory and practice will also be reviewed.

Review of Overall Study Research Question

Are there significant differences between perception of control over their
work (i.e. autonomy) and overall job satisfaction among faculty working
in union and nonunion colleges?

Research Question 1

When comparing faculty in union and nonunion environments, what is
the relationship between faculty members’ perceived control over their

work and overall job satisfaction?
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Hypothesis 1- A significant relationship exists between two-year college
teaching faculty perceived control over their work and overall job
satisfaction for faculty working in both union and nonunion colleges.
This study found that a positive relationship exists between two-
year college faculty perceived control over work and overall job
satisfactio‘n.irrespective of union status of the college. This finding
supports Predictions 1 and is consistent with previous empirical
evidencé that faculty control over their work, demonstrated as
autonomy, has a strong relationship to faculty satisfaction for two-year
college faculty (Valadez & Antony, 2001; Finley, 1991). Given this
strong relationship between perceived control and overall job
satisfaction, a case is made for the importance of further analysis to
determine the relative importance of individual factors influencing
faculty perceived control over work-and to determine if these factors
function differently for faculty in colleges with a union and those

without a union.

Hypothesis 2 - There is no difference in magnitude of the relationship
between perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction among
two-year college faculty working in union colleges and those working in

nonunion colleges. - S . -
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Results of this research further indicate the relationship between
perceived control and overall job satisfaction is stronger for faculty in
nonunion colleges than for faculty in union college environments. This
finding does not support Prediction 2 which proposed no difference in
the magnitude of the relationship between perceived control and overall
job satisfaction based on working in a union or nonunion college
environment. This predication was based on a review of the literature
that fouﬁd no theoretical or empirical support for the presence of a
faculty union having a positive impact on the relationship between
faculty perceived control and overall job satisfaction. This finding
would suggest for all two-year colleges and particularly in nqnunion
colleges, measures intended to positively impact faculty perceived
control would result in increasing perceptions of overall job satisfaction.

Results of this research further indicate two-year college teaching
faculty generally perceive they have control over their work (Table 6).
This finding contradicts the proposal that two-year college faculty do
not feel they are meaningfully involved in important decision-making
that directly affects their work (Finley, 1991; Hemmasi, Graf, and Lust,
1992).

There are, however, significant differences in the degree of
satisfaction these two groups of faculty report. As evidenced in the

results of this research, two-year college faculty at colleges in which a
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union is present report significantly greater overall job satisfaction than
their colleagues working at nonunion colleges. This being said, it is
important to note that generally speaking two-year college teaching
faculty report satisfaction with their jobs irrespective of the union
status of their work setting. This is an important finding which
supports empirical findings indicating relatively high level of job
satisfaction among faculty at two-year colleges (Valadez & Antony,

1998, Péarson & Seiler, 1983). Furthér, this finding assists in clarifying
the somewhat contradictory findings on the impact of unionization on
job satisfaction among faculty at two-year colleges (Cornish, 1986;

White, 1999; Finley, 1991).

Research Question 2

When comparing faculty in union and nonunion environments, to what
extent.are faculty perceived control over their work and overall job
satisfaction correlated with:
Personal Background Variables
Gender, Age, Race, Education Background
Job Task Variables
Academic Rank, Tenure status, Facilities and Resources,
Workload, Time available for keeping current in the field

Financial Reward Variables



144

Job security, Opportunities for advancement in rank,

Freedom to Outside Consulting, Salary, Benefits

Findings for Research Question 2

Hypothesis 3 - When comparing two-year college faculty working in union
and nonunion college environments, there will be no difference in the
degree to which background variables (gender, race, age, and
educational background), job task variables (academic rank, tenure
status, satisfaction with resources, workload, and time to keep current in
field), and financial reward variables (job security, opportunities for
advancement in rdnk, Jfreedom to do consulting,vsalary, and benefits) are
correlated with perceptions of control over their work and overall job
satisfaction.

Prediction 3 is only partially supported by the findings of this
study. As demonstrated in Tables 9 and 11, in general, two-year college
teaching faculty perceptions of control over their work are positively
correlated with some background variables, job task variables, and
financial reward variables. Satisfaction with resources necessary to
carry out their teaching role (job task factors) account for the greatest
degree of correlation with faculty perceived control over their work.

Background variables of faculty race/ethnicity and age were

found to be correlated with faculty perceived control only for faculty at
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union colleges (Table 11). Background factors were not found to be
related to perceived control for faculty at nonunion colleges.

As a category, job task variables demonstrated the greatest degree
of correlation with faculty perceived control for faculty at both union
and nonunion colleges. Those variables representing availability of
resources necessary to carry out their instructional role (research
equipment and instruments, lab space and supplies, personal
computérs, centralized computing facilities, computer networks,
audiovisual equipment, classroom and office space, studio performance
space, secretarial support and library holdings) surfaced as those
variables most correlated with faculty perceived control for both groups
of faculty; For faculty at both union and nonunion colleges, satisfaction
with classroom space énd office space surfaced as the variables most
highly correlated with perceived coﬁtrol over work. The correlation
coefficients demonstrate a higher correlation between these two
variables and perceived control for faculty at union colleges, although
this study was not able to determine if the difference is significant.
Additionally, workload and time available to keep current in their field
were job task variables found to be correlated with perceived control.

It is interesting to note that tenure status was found to be
correlated with perceived control only for faculty at union colleges. This

finding might be explained as tenure status serving as a proxy for job
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security for faculty at union insﬁtutions. Tenure and the process for
attainment of tenure is most often codified in the negotiated agreement.
Tenure status may or may not be related to increased salary for faculty.
In this study population nearly sixty five percent of faculty at union
colleges were tenured whereas thirty three percent of faculty at
nonunion colleges held tenure status.

All the financial reward variables selected for this study (job
security; opportunities for advancement in rank, freedom to do outside
consulting, salary, and benefits) were found to be correlated with
faculty perceptions of control over their work. Overall, few differences
are seen the results of correlational analyses for these two groups of
faculty suggesting few differences exist between the relative importance
of these variables for two-year college teaching faculty irrespective of |
union status of their work environnﬂent.

In summary, job task variables, as a group, represent the
strongest relationship to perceived control over work for two-year
teaching faculty at both union and nonunion colleges. Specifically,
satisfaction with classroom and office space are most related to faculty
perceived control over work for both groups of faculty although this
relationship is stronger for faculty at union colleges.

As demonstrated in Tables 10 and 12, when comparing faculty at |

union and nonunion colleges, few differences were found in the
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variables related to overall job satisfaction. In general, variables in each
of the blocks of variables demonstrated a positive relationship to overall
job satisfaction, with similarities seen in the magnitude of the
relationships. Those variables found with the strongest relationship to
faculty overall job satisfaction were among the financial reward
variables and job task variables. Specifically, all the financial reward
variables as well as job task variables of satisfaction with workload and
time to keep current in the field were found to be correlated with overall
job Satisfaction. Only for faculty at nonunion colleges does tenure
status demonstrate a positive relationship to overall job satisfaction
whereas satisfaction with personal computers and lab space/equipment
is related to job satisfaction only for faculty at union colleges.

For faculty at union colleges, satisfaction with workload (job task
variable) and opportunities for advahcement in rank (financial reward
variable) demonstrate the strongest relationship to overall job
satisfaction. For faculty at nonunion colleges, financial reward factors
of satisfaction with opportunities for advancement in rank, job security,
and salary demonstrate the strongest relationship to overall job
satisfaction.

In summary, this study found faculty perceived control most
related to satisfaction with resources necessary to teach whereas overall |

job satisfaction was most related to satisfaction with workload and time
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to keep current in the field as well as financial reward variables for both
- groups of faculty. The differences seen between faculty at union and
nonunion colleges are more a factor of magnitude of the relationship
rather than perceived control or satisfaction arising from difference

types of variables.

Research Question 3

When cémparing full-time two-year college teaching faculty in union
versus nonunion environments, what is the predictive value of personal
background, job task, and financial reward variables, on faculty
perceived control and overall job satisfaction?

Findings For Research Question 3

Hypothesis 4 - When comparing full-time two-year college teaching
faculty at union and nonunion colleges, there will be no difference in the
degree to which background variables, job task variables, and financial
reward variables predict perceived control and overall job satisfaction.
The findings for this prediction as presented in Tables 11 and 12
only partially support this prediction. It is true that when comparing
the degree to which background variables predict faculty perceived
control there is no difference among faculty at union and nonunion two-
year colleges. For faculty in both union and nonunion institutions,

background characteristics hold no predictive value on perceived
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control over work. Background variables were not found to be
predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at nonunion colleges. In
comparison, being female and holding lower academic degrees is
predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at nonunion colleges. It
is possible that women faculty in the union environment share equally
in the benefits afforded by the assurance in the faculty contract
resulting in greater satisfaction then their colleagues at nonunion
institutibns. The magnitude of educational rank as a predictor of
overall job satisfaction for faculty at union colleges is small. This does
although, have implications for colleges in addressing issues of concern
of faculty holding doctoral degrees and working in the unionized
community college setting. It might be suggested that these faculty
experience more role conflicts and job dissatisfaction as a result of
working in a unionized college environment.

Although similar job task variables predict faculty perceived
control over work, satisfaction with library holdings is significantly more
important as predictor of perceived control for nonunion faculty. For
both groups of faculty, workload is the most influential predictor of
perceived controi. Few differences were found in the number and
magnitude of the predictors of overall job satisfaction as well when
comparing faculty at union and nonunion colleges. For union faculty,

satisfaction with workload is most predictive of overall job satisfaction.
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Satisfaction with job security is the most important variable predicting
job satisfaction for faculty at nonunion colleges. For faculty at
nonunion colleges, job security, freedom to do outside consulting,
salary, and benefits are significantly more important as predictors of
overall job satisfaction. Only opportunities for advancement in rank
surfaces as a significantly more important predictor of overall job
satisfaction for faculty at union colleges. Five of five financial reward
variablés are predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at both

types of institutions.

Hypothesis 5 - When controlling for all other groups of variables, job task
variables will be most predictive of perceived control over work for two-
year college faculty irrespective of union status of the college work
environment. |

This prediction is supported by this research. In determining the
degree to which job task variables predict perceived control, in general
terms, job task variables are most predictive of faculty perceived control
for both groups of faculty. The variables most predictive of perceived
control for both groups of faculty are satisfaction with classroom space,
library holdings, and office space. Satisfaction with workload and
secretarial support are predictive only for faculty at union colleges,

whereas satisfaction with time to keep current in the field is predictive
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of perceived control only for faculty at nonunion institutions. Only one
variable was found to hold a significantly different predictive value for
perceived control over work. Satisfaction with library holding was
found to be significantly more predictive of perceived control for faculty
in nonunion colleges. While I am not sure of the meaning of this
finding, it is clear that the absence of adequate library resources lead
faculty at nonunion colleges to feel less control over their ability to carry
out theif teaching responsibilities. While similarities in those variables
predictive of perceived control were seen among faculty irrespective of
union status of the college, satisfaction with secretarial support,
workload, and personal computers function as predictors of this
outcome variable for union faculty, whereas satisfaction with time to
keep current in the field was predictive for faculty at nonunion collegés.
In general, fewer job task factors are predictive of faculty overall
job satisfaction for faculty at both types of colleges. Satisfaction with
workload and time to keep current in the field are predictive for both
groups of faculty. An inverse relationship between satisfaction with
classroom space and overall job satisfaction was found for faculty in
union colleges. I propose that faculty in union colleges experience
resentment as financial resources are put into college infrastructure in

the absence of realized personal financial gains. This finding would be
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fruitful ground for further inquiry particularly in the atmosphere of

fiscal constraints in higher education seen in 2003.

Hypothesis 6 - When controlling for all other groups of variables, job task
variables and financial reward variables (job security, satisfaction with
opportunity for advancement in rank, opporium’ty Jor outside consulting,
salary, and benefits) will be most predictive of overall job satisfaction for
two-yea; college faculty irrespective of union status of the college
environment.

This prediction is only partially supported by the findings.
Faculty satisfaction with workload is the single variable most predictive
of overall job satisfaction for faculty at union colleges. This variable
comes from the job task variable group. Opportunities for advancement
in rank (financial reward variable) is most predictive of overall job
satisfaction for faculty at nonunion colleges. Table 12 does
demonstrate that financial reward variables, as a group are most
predictive of overall job satisfaction for two-year college teaching faculty
irrespective of union status of the work environment. Additionally, this
group of variables does rank among the strongest predictors of job
satisfaction for both groups of faculty.

Financial reward variables also demonstrate predictive value on

faculty perceived control, but to a lesser degree than job task variables.
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Satisfaction with opportunities for advancement in rank holds the
greatest predictive value of the financial reward variables for faculty at
nonunion colleges. Freedom to do outside consulting is most predictive
for ‘faculty working in colleges with a union, whereas this variable is not
predictive of perceived control for faculty at nonunion colleges. This
may represent codification of prohibitions on outside employment seen
in two-year college faéulty contracts. Freedom to do outside consulting
is prediétive of perceived control only for faculty at union colleges. It is
interesting to note that significant differences were found in the degree
to which job security and opportunities for advancement in rank predict
perceived control for these two groups of faculty. Clearly, these
variables are more important in predicting perceived control for faculty
in nonunion colleges. These findings would suggest that, in the |
absence of the security provided by.the presence of a bargaining unit
and negotiated contract, faéulty sense of control over their work at
colleges where no union is present depends on how secure they feel
about their jobs and the opportunities they perceive for advancement in
rank.

In summary, for faculty at nonunion colleges, satisfaction with
the adequacy of library resources, a sense of security in their job, and -
opportunities for advancement in rank are more important than for

faculty at union colleges in predicting perceived control over work.
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For faculty working in a college with a faculty union, satisfaction with
workload is the single most predictive variable of overall job satisfaction.
This is followed by satisfaction with opportunities for advancement in
rank and job security. For faculty at nonunion colleges, satisfaction
with job security is most predictive of overall job satisfaction followed by
satisfaction with workload and opportunities for advancement in rank.
It could be argued that opportunities for advancement in rank relates
directly fo increased economic rewards and as such represents potential
for increases. This may account for the fact that satisfaction with
salary and benefits does not surface as the most predictive of faculty

overall job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7 - Financial reward variables (job security, opportunity for
advancement in rank, opportunity fof outside consulting, salary, and
benefits) will be more predictive of overall job satisfaction for faculty at
union institutions than for faculty at nonunion colleges.

This prediction is not supported by the findings in this study.
Table 12 demonstrates that of the five financial reward variables
selected for analysis in this study, three of those are more predictive of
overall job satisfaction for faculty at nonunion colleges than for faculty -
at union colleges. These variables include satisfaction with job

security, freedom to do outside consulting, and salary. These results
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suggest that in the absence of the financial assurances afforded by the
faculty contract and the representation by the faculty union, overall job
satisfaction is closely ties to satisfaction with financial reward issues.
Although these are significant predictors of overall job satisfaction for
faculty at both types of colleges, these variables are more importént to
faculty satisfaction at nonunion colleges. Only opportunities for
advancement in rank surfaces as a more important predictor of overall
job satisfaction for faculty where a union is present. I suggest that the
importance of this variable is in its ability to function as a proxy for
potential to earn higher salary and gain additional status. From the
results of this study, it is unclear if the importance of opportunity for
advancement is a function of the college environment or a priority in
negotiation. This suggests its importance in future inquiry in this aréa
to determine why this single variable hold significant importance for

faculty in union colleges.

Research Question 4
After controlling for the effect of personal background, job task, and

financial reward variables, how does working in a union or nonunion
college environment predict faculty members’ perceived control over their

work and overall job satisfaction?
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Findings for Research Question 4

Hypothesis 8 - Union status of the college will be predictive of two-year
college faculty perceived control over work and overall job satisfaction.
The findings of this study partially support this prediction. Table
9 demonstrates that union status is not predictive of two-year college
teaching faculty perceived control over work. In contrast, Table 10
supports that union status of the college is predictive of overall job
satisfacﬁon. In other words, working in a college in which a union is
present is predictive of greater overall job satisfaction. An additional
finding in this study is the connection between faculty perceived control
and overall job satisfaction. Perceived control is correlated to and
predictive of overall job satisfaction for two-year college faculty. While
these findings clarify the relationship between these variables and
reinforce the importance of these cdnstructs for faculty, they do not
hold the relative importance to faculty that satisfaction with workload
and satisfaction with job security have in predicting faculty overall job

satisfaction.
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Implications of Findings For Theory And Practice

The findings in this study clarify the contradictory nature of
previous research on two-year college faculty job satisfaction and
support that teaching faculty in these colleges are happy in their
teaching role. This research further supports the importance of faculty
perceived control in overall job satisfaction. This has important
implications for administrators in these colleges.

Job satisfaction, particularly in the community college setting, is
an important indicator of job retention for this group of faculty who are
particularly prone to burnout and the potentiai to leave their teaching
jobs for more attractive and higher paying employment. Finding ways
attract and keep community college faculty on the job is an important
function for presidents, vice presidents of instruction, deans of
instruction, and division chairs in the community college.

Community college faculty are often perceived to be at the bottom
of the higher education hierarchy in terms of workload, irriage, self-
esteem, and salary (Kiem, 1984). Fugate and Amey (2000) suggest that
community college faculty feel they receive little respect and their role is
undefined and demanding. Further, new community college faculty
express concerns with burnout due to the heavy teaching roles and

challenges of teaching a diverse student population (Andrew and
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Marzano, 1991). Understanding the function of college environment
and the relative importance of specific factors influencing faculty
perceptions of autonomy and overall job satisfaction are critical in
improving the work of faculty in community colleges.

The results of this research suggest that job task factors play an
important role in increasing faculty perceived control over their work
and overall job satisfaction. These factors may be more easily
manipuiated through policy development and institutional priority
setting. Administrators should pay particular attention to the
importance of providing faculty with the resources necessary to carry
out their primary role as teachers. Adequacy of classroom and office
space, as well as attention to needs for ongoing in-service and
continuing education balanced against reasonable workload expectafion
will result in significant movement in improving the quality of the work
environment and resultant productivity of faculty.

One might suggest that unionization would contribute to the
reality of work for faculty at colleges in which a union is not present.
This may not be possible, particularly in right-to-work states or
supported by faculty in call cases. In the absence of a faculty union,
colleges should pay particular attention to addressing the job security
needs of faculty. Participatory governance structures such as faculty

senates, salary committees, coupled with strong personnel policies and
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procedures are mechanisms colleges can employ to provide an

increased sense of job security for faculty at nonunion colleges.

Limitations of The Study

The first limitation of this study is its inability to generalize
results to all faculty in higher education. The focus of this study was
on perceptions of teaching faculty exclusively at two-year colleges.
Further, :the inclusion of only full-time teaching faculty in the study
population limits the ability to generalize findings to other types of
faculty ét other types of institutions. It is reasonable to believe the
reality of part-time faculty and faculty whose educational roles include -
other responsibilities may be different than faculty whose joﬁs are
confined to teaching in a two-year college setting. Although comparisbn
of the experience of two-year teaching college faculty and teaching
faculty at four year institutions has been of interest in the empirical
literature on faculty satisfaction (Valadez & Antony, 2001, Pearson &
Seiler, 1983; Antony & Valadez, 1998; Finley, 1991; Kemerer &
Baldridge, 1975; Ladd & Lipset, 1973; Pémy, Menec, Struthers,
'Hechter, Schonwetter, and Menges, 1997, Pollicino, 1998; Diener, 1985,
Kauppi, 1983; Niebrugge, 1994; Alesse, 1982), such a comparison is

outside the scope of this study.
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Attempting to select specific populations and fit variables found
in the empirical literature into a research model utilizing data collected
by other researchers is a limitation when secondary data analysis is
used as the analytic methodology. Although complex survey data sets
like the NSOPF are a major source of data for social scientists and steps
were taking by NCES to assure content validity and minimize sampling
errors, the assumption of simple random sampling must be questioned.
This intfoduces the possibility of a source of error in the analysis (Lee,
Forthofer, & Lorimor, 1989). Using a model-based approach to
sampling in large data sets assumes that a simple convenience sample
of the total population exists. Potential errors of reliability and validity
arise when the model is misspecified. It is suggested that these types of
error can be minimized through the use of a combined design-based |
and model-based approach (Lee, Fofthofer, & Lorimor, 1989). The
experimental research methodology utilized in this study was grounded
in the development of a model based on the relevant theoretical and
empirical literature using a convenience sample from a large data set.
The use of a combination of a more complex design-based and model-
based approach is beyond the scope of this study. In this study, an
attempt was made to simply redefine the‘analytic domain through
selection of the sample population and to select variables supported in

the literature and present in the survey. Although the model in this
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study explained more than fifty percent of the variance in the outcome
variables, other variables valuable in explaining faculty perceived
control and overall job satisfaction remain undefined. It is likely that
other variables not included in this study are linked to the major
constructs of interest and would contribute to the variance left
unexplained. Additionally, the impact of context on the results of a
combination design-based and model-based approach cannot be
ignored; As a result, the findings of this study need to be interpreted
with these limitations in mind.

It is important to recognize that the natipnal survey used to
develop this data set was not specifically designed to measure faculty -
perceptions of control over their work or identify factors related to
faculty overall job satisfaction. Although the variables selected from fhe
NSOPF-93 are supported in the literature and have been used by other
researchers, it should be noted that the individuals completing the
survey were not asked specifically to relate their degree of satisfaction
with the items selected in relation to their perceived control or overall
job satisfaction. The items presented to the respondents in the entire
NSOPF-93 were open to personal interpretation at the time they
participated in this self-administered survey. As a result, the items
may not have had the same meaning for all individual completing the

survey. Additionally, Locke (1976) proposes that not all persons share
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the same degree of ability or desire for introspection. In viewing the
results of this research, it must be considered that the respondents may
not have selected their responses after fully reflecting on their reality as
it relates specifically to their perceived control over their work and
overall job satisfaction.

The findings of this research must be taken in light of the age of
the data set used. The findings of this research represent faculty
responsés to a survey conducted a decade ago. Although research
findings on these data contribute to the overall body of knowledge about
faculty in two-year colleges, the relevance of the finding to the current
reality of faculty experience is limited. The benefits and confcributions ‘
of these retrospective findings instead lie in the foundation they
construct for future comparative analyses using the NSOPF-99 data set
and other more current faculty data. An attempt has been made to cite
empirical findings on job satisfaction and faculty autonomy that is
representative of the entire body of this literature. As such, findings
using faculty data collected beyond 1993 are certainly reflective of
changes in the priorities and the reality of the work-life of faculty in
two-year colleges in the current decade. This potential for incongruity
between the findings in the most recent literature and the findings of
this retrospective study should be considered in interpreting the results

of this research.



163

This study identified differences between the level of perceived
control over work and overall job satisfaction among faculty at union
and nonunion colleges, but did not determine if those differences were.
statistically different. It was determined by the researcher to simply
describe the nature and presence of any differences found. The
inability to define the magnitude of those differences and thus their

relative importance is a limitation of the findings.

Directions For Future Inquiry

The findings and conclusions of this study indicate the need for
further research into the relationship between .faculty satisfaction with
speciﬁé aspects of their job, the union status of the college, and faculty
perceived control and overall job satisfaction. Specifically, the most -
recent availability of the NSOPF-99 creates the opportunity for
replication and comparison of the findings of study with these new data.
The reality of faculty in higher education has changed in the most
recent decade with the advancement in instructional techﬁology in the
classroom, the expansion of online educational offerings, and the
economic and funding issues facing higher education in the beginning
of the 21st century.

The results of this study indicaté there are differences in the

reality of teaching faculty at two-year union and nonunion colieges.
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The implications of working in a union or nonunion college environment
particularly on faculty perceptions of involvement in institutional
governance, the roles of faculty organizations such as the faculty
senate, and the economic reality of faculty are of importance as well.
Additionally, the variables selected for inclusion in this study beg the
question of what disciplinary variances might exist. Undoubtedly
differences do exist for faculty both within and between disciplines, but
those differences remain unexamined.

Additionally, the findings of this study suggest differences exist
between the reality of faculty at union and nonunion two-year colleges
based on race/ethnicity and age. These findings suggest further
inquiry in this area would be fruitful particularly given the “graying” of
community college faculty and the ongoing interest to attract and retéin
faculty of color in community collegés.

Although the research agenda on the impact of unionization in
higher education was extensive in the decade between 1970 and 1980,
research in this area has been limited in the past twenty years. Much
of our current understanding how unions impact faculty is grounded in
empirical literature that is well over three decades old. Clearly what is
missing is a thorough and complete survey of the literature in this area

and recommendations for a new research agenda.
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Finally, it is important to continue to examine and more fully
develop the theoretical and empirical constructs relating to faculty
autonomy and job satisfaction. This is particularly true in the two-year
college setting where considerable faculty retirements are expected in
the next few years. Phillippe (1997) suggests that nearly fifty percent of
the full time faculty in community colleges were more than forty nine
years of age in 1992 and another thirty seven percent were between
forty and forty nine in that séme year. That would indicate that well
over half of the full time community college faculty will retire in the next
ten to fifteen years (Knight, 1996). Knight (1996) further suggests these
retirements will cause a crisis as colleges attempt to replace these aging
faculty. Recruitment and retention of faculty to community colleges is
challenging. Boyer (1990) describes community college teaching as |
discouraging and frustrating for facﬁlty who must teach academically
under-prepared students, often without adequate facilities and access
to limited resources. Further research to improve understanding of
specific factors that contribute to job satisfaction is critical for
administrators in two-year colleges who attempt to retain current

faculty and attract quality new faculty to community colleges.
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wmemdmtmponse. :

182



183

NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY.
Faculty Queninmire : i

During the 1992 Fall Term, did you have any jnstructional duties at this institution
(e.g-, teaching one or more courses, or advising or supervising students' academic activities)?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)
1. Yes (ANSWER 1A) _ . 2. No (SKIP TO QUESTION 2)
1A. ~  During the 1992 Fall Term, were ..
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)
1. aﬂofyonrinstmcﬁonaldutiesnhtedtoue’diteonrss.

2. some of your instructional duties related to credit courses or advising or supervising amdem:c
activities for credit, or

3. all of your instructional duties related to noncredit courses or advising or supervising nornscredit
academic activities?

What was your principal activity at this institution during the 1992 Fall Term? ll’yon Inve equal
responsibilities, please select one. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Teaching

2. Rescarch .

3.. Technical activities (¢.g., programmer, technician, chemist, engineer, etc.)

4. Clinical service ) -
5. Community/public service

6. Admimistration
(WRITE IN TITLE OR POSITION)

N

On sabbatical from this institution

8. Other (subsidized performer, artist-in-residence, etc.)

During the 1992 Fall Term, did you have faculty status at this institation? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)
1. Yes
2. No, I did not have faculty status

3. No, no onc has faculty status at this institution
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-4.

During the 1992 Fall Term, did this institution consider you to be employed part-time or full-time?
- (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) ,

[ L Parttime (ANSWER 4A) ' 2. Fullime (SKIPTO QUESTION §)

s.

6.

7.-

4A. ' Did you hold a part-time position at this institution during the 1992 Fall Term because . . .
' (CIRCLE “I" OR 2" FOR EACH REASON)

Ye; No

1 2 a you preferred working on'a part-time basis?
) b. a full-time position was not available?
€. you were supplemeating your income from other employment?
d you wanted to be part of an academic environment?
e. you were finishing a graduate degree?

1
1
1
1
1 f. of other reasons?

NN N DN

Were you chairperson of a department or division at this institution during the 1992 Fall Term?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1 Yes
2. No

In what year did you begm the job you held at this institution duﬁng the 1992 Fall Term? Inclade
promotions in rank as part of your Fall 1992 job. (WRITE IN YEAR)

19

‘What was your tenure status at this institution during the 1992 Fall Term?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Tenured - 7A. In what year did you achieve tenure at this institution? 19 -—7‘
2. On tenure track but not tenured : {SKIP TO QUESTION 9)

3. Not on tenure track

4. No tenure system for my faculty status
5. No tenure system at this institution

During the 1992 Fall Term, what was the duration of your contract or appointment at this institution?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

P

1. Onc academic term
2. Onc academic/calendar year
3. A Limited aumber of years (Le., two or more academic/calendar years)

4. Unspecified duration
5. Other
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Which of the following best describes your academic rauk, title, or position at this institution during the 1992
Fall Term? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER, OR "NA")

1. Professor

2. Associate Professor

3. Assistant Professor
4. Inostructor

5. Lecturer

6. Other (WRITE IN)

In what year did you first achieve this rank?
(WRITE IN YEAR)

19

During the 1992 Fall Term, which of the following kinds of appointments did you hold at this institution?
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

L Acting

2. Affiliate or adjunct

3. Visiting

4. Assigned by rebgious order

5. Clinical
(WRITE IN TITLE OR POSITION)

6. Research
(WRITE IN TITLE OR POSITION)

7. None of the above
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d

12. What is your principal field or discipiine of teaching? (REFER TO THE LIST OF MAJOR FIELDS OF -
" STUDY ON PAGES 5 AND 6 AND ENTER THE APPROPRIATE CODE NUMBER AND NAME BELOW. IF
YOU HAVE NO FIELD OF TEACHING, CIRCLE "NA")
NA. Not Apphicable ,
CODE FOR FIELD

OR DISCIPLINE: . - NAME OF PRINCIPAL FIELD/DISCIPLINE
13. What is your principal area of research? I equal areas, select ove. (IF YOU HAVE NO RESEARCH AREA,

NA. Not Applicable

CODE FOR FIELD I
OR DISCIPLINE: - NAME OF PRINCIPAL FIELD/DISCIPLINE
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Pl

14, wud. .!lhehl«hg-dugnhﬂeaaﬂa-khm crmls.luq.ﬂ’uudve!
: (cmcusAu THAT APPLY) .

5 Nm:hadmhmaoaety udluPhBenKappa.Tanah,
orothaﬁdd—q)eaﬁcnmlhonawady :

2. Cum haude or honoes
4..Smaamhudecrhighel:lhm:_ _
SOthandag:du!enadm:cndnmeutmd -
6. Noae of the above A

15. %mmhﬂu&ﬂ@ﬁﬁ&fmrmdwm"my,ﬁdm uod've’
(CIRCLE ALL WTAPPLY OR CIRCLE "NA9

NA. Not applicable; &id not attend graduate school mmmcum

1 Teaching assistantship -
2. Rescarch assistantship
3. mmmwm : ' - ,
Scbolmhpotumeshp ' S ) '
' .1..-G.L_nmamwmm - S [
& Federlorsatelosn 4 h ’

'
L.

9. Other Joan
10. Nonzéfthenbow
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16,

_ench degree or award. Do not Nist Somerary degrees. (COMPLETE ALL COLUMNS FOR EACH DEGREE) ..

Please list below the degrees or ofher Sormal awards that you hold, the year you received each ene, the field code

(frosm pages 5-6) that applics, name of the ficld, and the Rame and location of the institution frem which you received _

. S Sl

o 56¢ than 2 years but Jess

2 (3) Next

(4) Next

a9

!
i
i
il-.




17. D-rhgtheMFdTnmmaﬂmdﬂd&&chMm&ohwﬂcnml»
wwgmmmmmuwmutmmgmm:(cmuonsmnm
'L Employed only at this institution (SKIP TO-QUESTION 19)

Lz. mmwmmwmmumm

17A. Bow many different jobs, other than your ezaployment at this institution, did you have during the
mrmm’mmmmw«mmmm«m ,
(WRITE IN NUMBER)

. ‘ __ ‘Namber of Jobs

18. Not counting any employment at this lnstitution, what was the employment sector of the main gther job you held

during Fall l.”Z?V(mCL_E ONE NUMBER)

4year college or wniversity, graduate o professional school

2-year or other postsecondary institution

Elementary or secondary school

Consulting, freclance work, sclf-owned business, or private practice

Hospital or other health care or clinical setting '

Foundation of other nonprofit organization other than health care organization

For-profit business or industry in the private sector

Federal government, including military, or state or Jocal government

Other (WRITE IN)

S O Y N N N

18A. What year did you begin that job?
(WRITE IN YEAR

19

18B. What was your primary respousibility In that job?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)
1. Teaching
2. Research
3. Technical activitics (c.g, programmer, technician, chemist, eagineer, etc.)
4. Clinical service ’
s. Cammun’ny/gublic service
6. Administration
7. Other

15C. Was that job full-time or part-time? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1 Fall-time
2. Part-time
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o

19. The next questions ask about jobs that ended before the beginning of the 1992 Fall Tam. For the three most recent
and significant main jobs that yeu held during the past 15 years, indicate below the year you began and the year
mm“mﬁeuﬂmm,mmm and whether you were employed full-time or
part-time.

° Domﬂnmnodouhmkumpheednﬂqmtudi&num
° Domhdndelmpmpodﬂmax,mpodﬂm)cmrkuamdmmdan
. Dnu&job(dbuhlmoduhn-k)upntdy

1f pot applicable, circle "NA* . "iiZy - S NA - o T N
A B. . C
o - . YEARS JOB HELD MOST RECENT | NEXT . NEXT
MAIN JOB (PRIOR MOST RECENT MOST RECENT
TO FALL 1992) MAIN J0B MAIN JOB
FROM: 19 19 19
10: 19 19 _ 19
1) EMPLOYMENT SECTOR (RCLE aNE) @RAENEG (CRCLE ONE)
4-year college or university, graduste or 1 . 1 1 .
professional school )
2-year or other postsecondary instimtion 2 2 2
Elementary or secondary school 3 3 3
Consuhing, freelance work, self-owned 4 4 4
e or private pract
Hospital or other heakh care or clinical sefting s - s ' s
Foundation or oher nonprofid organization other 3 6 6
than health care organization .
For-profit business or industry in the private sector 1 7 7
Federal governmers, inchading military, ] s 8
" or sate or local government
Other s 1 9
® PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY (CIRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE) (CQIRCLE ONE)
Teaching| =~ 1 1 . 1
Research 2 2 : 2
Technical sctivitics (c.g., programmer, 3 3 3
technician, chemist, engineer, etc.)
Chnical service 4 4 4
Community/public service 5 5 s
Administration 6 6 6
Other 7 7 7
(4] FULL-TIME/PART-TIME (CIRCLE ONE) (QRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE)
Pull-time 1 1 1
| Panttime 2 2 2
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About how mazy of each duMmmmWMmm"mwndm

the last 2 years? For publications, please inclade guly works that have been accepted for

publication.
-ﬂ*m[m‘&emmmm (CIRCLE “NA* IF YOU HAVE NOTPUDLIS!ED 3

OR PRESENTED)
NA. No presentations/publications/etc. (GO‘IOQUESI‘IGNZI)

(WRITE IN A NUMBER ON EACH

LINE; IF NONE, WRITE IN *0")

Type of Prescntation/Publication/etc.

Total during

A

career

B.-
Number in
past 2 years

(6]
@

@
(O]

&)
®
®

©
(10)

(1)
(12)

(13)

)

Articles published in refereed
professional or trade journals

Articles published in nonrefereed
professional or trade journals

Creative works published in juried media

Creative works published in nonjuried
media or in-house newsletters

Published reviews of books, articles,
or creative works

Chapters in edited volumes
Textbooks

Other books

Monographs

Research or technical reports
disseminated internally or to clients

Preseatations at conferences,
workshops, etc.

Ethibmonsuperfotmmcesmtheﬁnz
or applicd arts

Patentscrcopyrigms
(excluding thesis or disscrtation)

Computer software products

n -
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 SECTION C. INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND WORKLOAD

21. During the 1992 Fall Term, how mauy undergraduate or graduste thesis oc dissertation committees, comprehensive
exams, ovals comtuittees, or examination or certification committees did you chair and/or serve oa at this institution?
(CIRCLE "NA" IF YOU DID NOT SERVE ON ANY COMMITTEES)

NA. Did not serve.on any undergraduate or graduate committees {GQ T0 QUESTION 32)

(WRITE IN A NUMBER ON EACH
LINE; IF NONE, WRITE IN 0)
A B.
. : Of that number,
Type of Committee . Number how many did
served om you chair?

(¢)) undmm&wsmdismmmmm

@ mgm_tgmprehmsivemumkm
(otber than as part of thesis/dissertation committees)

(3) Undergraduate examination/certification committees
(4) Graduate thesis or dissertation committees

(5) Graduate comprehensive exams or orals committees
(other than as part of thesis/dissertation committees)

(6) Graduate examination/certification committees

22. During the 1992 Fall Term, what was the total number of classes or sections you taught at this institution? Do not
include individualized instruction, such as independent study or individual performance classes. Count nmlﬂple
sections of the same course as a separate class, but not the lab section of a course.

(WRITE IN A NUMBER, OR CIRCLE ")

0. No classes taught (SKIP'TO QUESTION25)

Number of classes/sections

zz¢ How many of those classes were classes for credit?

"0. No dasses for credit {SKIP TO QUESTION 25)

Nomber of classes/sections for credit (ANSWER'QUESTION:23 ON.THE NEXT PAGE)
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23. For each class or section that you taught for credit at this institution during the 1992 Fall Term, please answer the
following items. Do pot include individualized instruction, such as independent study or individual one-on-one
performance classes.

lfyouuu;htnnlﬂplesecﬁmolthemecome,mnuhemnsepnudasm,bmdomtindndethehbsecﬁon
of the course as a separate class. For each class, enter the code for the academic disciplive of the class. (Rd‘eno
pagess-ﬂ'orthecodu Please enter the code rather than the course name.)

m CODE FOR ACADEMIC
DISCIPLINE OF CLASS (from pp. 5-6)

@  DURING 1992 FALL TERM

Number of weeks the class met? | a. a.
Number of credit bours? § b. b.
Number of hours the class met per week? | c. ' c.
Number of teaching assistants, readers? § d. d.
Number of students enrolled? § e. _ e.

Was this class team taught? § f. 1 Yes 2. No §f 1 Yes 2. No
Average f bours per week you tanght the class? § g. g

'G) PRIMARY LEVEL OF STUDENTS (CIRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE)

Lower division students (first or second year postsecondary) or 1 1

Upper division students (third or fourth year postsecondary) or 2 2
Graduate or any other post-baccalaureate studests, or 3 3
ARl other students? 4 4
® PRIMARY INSTRUCTIONAL METHOD USED (CIRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE)
Lecture 1 1
Seminar 2 h 2
Discussion group or class presentations 3 3
Lab, clinic or problem session 4 4
Appreaticeship, internship, field work, or field trips 5 5
Role playing, simulation, or other performance (e.g., art, music, drama) 6 6
‘ TV or radio 7 7
Group projects 8 8
Cooperative learning groups 9 9




f 1. Yes 2. No

195

f 1. Yes 2. No f
2N f 3 g
(CIRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE)
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4
(CIRCLE ONE) (CIRCLE ONE)
1 1
2 2
3 1 3
4 4
L ]
6 6
"9 7
. B \ .
0 l 0

14
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24. Did you teach any undergraduate courses for credit during the 1992 Fall Term at this institution?
ﬂ 1 Yes (ANSWER 24A) 2. No {SKIP TO QUESTION25) ’

- 24A. In how many of the undergraduate courses that you taught for credit during the 1992 Fall Term did you
use ... (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

None Some All
1 2 3  a Computational tools or software?
1 2 3 b. Computer-aided or machine-aided instruction?
1 2 3 c. Student presentations?
1 2 3 d. Student evaluations of each other’s work?
1 2 3 ¢ Multiple-choice midterm and/or final exam?
1 2 3 £ Essaymidterm and/or final exams?
1 2 3 g . Short-answer midterm and/or final exams?
1 2 3 h  Term/research papers?
1 2 3 i Multiple drafts of written work?
1 2 3 j- Grading on a curve?
1 2 3

k. Competency-based grading?

25. For each type of student listed below, please indicate how many studénts received individual fnstruction from you
during the 1992 Fall Term, (e.g., independent study or one-on-one instruction, including working with individual
students in a clinical or research setting), and the total number of contact hours with these students per week. _
Do not count regularly scheduled office bhours. (WRITE IN A NUMBER ON EACH LINE; IF NONE, WRITE IN 0")

Type of students receiving Formal Individualized Instruction Nember of Total E;mtact
students hours per week

(1) Lower division students (first or second year postsecondary)

(2) Upper division students (third or fourth year postsecondary)

(3) Graduate or any other post-baccalaurcate students

(4) Al other students

26. During the 1992 Fall Term, how many regularly scheduled office hours did you have per week?
(WRITE IN A NUMBER; IF NONE, WRITE IN "0")

Number of hours per week

27. During the 1992 Fall Term, how much Informal contact with students did you have each week outside of the
dassroom? Do pot count individual instruction, independent study, etc., or regularly scheduled office hours.——
(WRITE IN A NUMBER; IF NONE, WRITE IN "0")

Number of hours per week

28. During the 1992 Fall Term, were you engaged in any professional research, writing, or creative works?




29, meﬁmdeu&epwzjmpn&duﬂm&,wﬂhgcauﬂwmm&emrm Ta-’

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) . .
L Purc orbasicresearch . . . 4 Literary or expressive.
Z.Appliedmdl LS. hogm/&unhndmmddevdopueu

~’1ronq-oumdmdmmlm 6. Other

30. Dningﬂelmhnrun,myumdhmm:umﬁwwmmvm’ Ildudeany .
puts,eun'ads,orw“dmrds. Do not incdude consulting secvices. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) }
LYes C 2 No mmmnso

' 31. 'mmdeMmmaMhm@cWhm(C&m(wuy

. mltsormltnds? (C!RCI.EONENMER)
L Yes ., L 2 No tsmquotsnenw

32. Dﬁu&eMFﬂTuinmyWuboﬁuhnmﬂmmmﬂdbyaﬂ&em&ud
coumdsforwiicimmﬂorCo-ﬂ" (mmzmummzruom:. WRITE IN %)

Nnmbcrofmdindnak

33. ﬂllonttbehfmﬁubdow(orudmdingmdnﬂngﬁelmianfn lflotme,g!nywrb&

estimate.
A ‘ 1 B c D. E.
Number " Tatal funds
: o Work done as... | for 1992-93 :
Funding source " '] Grants/ (CIRCLE ALL academic How funds were used
(CIRCLE *I*" OR “2° FOR EACH SOURCE) Coatracts | THATAPPLY) year (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
(1)  This instizotion? L. Yes<» Ll 1. Résearch :
' $ 2. Program/curriculum
—_— 2. Co-P1 _—
2. No ) development
‘ 3. Sufr . 3. Otwr
@ Foundtionoroher 1 ye» LA ’ 1. Research
nonprofit organization? ‘ 2. CoP1 H 2. Program/curriculum
. 2. Mo ) ) deveiopment :
1.3 sum 3. Other
©) FPorprofe business 5 yes—> dem 1. Research
or industry in the . —— 1. CoPt S 2. Program/cutriculum
private sector? 2. No i development
4 : 3. Soff 3. Oher .
@ Sue or local LYas—. LA 1. Research
government? 2. CoPl $ 2. Program/curricuium
2. No . development
h -l 3 smr 3. Other
(5) Pedenl { 1. Yes = K v ‘ . 1. Research
Governmen? ) ———— . $ 2. Program/curricutam
. 2. Co-F1 —
2. No . development
3. Sur _ 3. Ot
(6 Other source? 1. Yes =+ : LA . 1. Rescarch
(WRITE IN) . ‘ 1 CoP | 2. Prognm/curricolam
- . 2Ne ‘ ' . development -
. A A 3. Sufr 3. Other

16
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How would you rate each of the following facilitics or resources at this institution that were avaflable for your

ovwn use during the 1992 Fall Term? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER, OR "NA,* ON EACH LINE)

Not Available/  Very

Very

Not Applicable Poor Poor Good Good

NA 1
NA 1
NA 1
NA 1
MA 1
NA 1

. NA 1
NA 1
NA 1
NA 1
NA i
NA 1

2

BN VNN RN NN NN

3 4 a. Basic research equipment/instroments

b. Laboratory space and supplies

c. Availability of research assistants

d. Personal computers

e. Centralized (main frame) computer facilitics
f.  Computer networks with other instinstions
£. Audio-visual equipment

h. Classroom space

WOW W W W W W W W W oW
P Y S O Y N T N Y S N

-~

35. Listed below are some ways that institutions and departments may use internal funds for the professional

development of faculty.
A B. C.
Was institutional or department funding available for Did you use any of those funds . | Were those funds adequate
your use during the past two years for ... at this institution? for your purposes?
(1) tition remission at this of 1. Yes ————s 1. Yes 1. Yes
other institutions? 2. No
. 2. No . 2. No
DK. Don't know -
(2) professional association 1. Yes —» 1. Yes 1. Yes
memberships and/or 2. No ’
registration fees? 2. No ) 2 No
DK. Don't know ,
() professional travel? 1. Yes —————e—s 1. Yes 1. Yes %
2. No - 2 No 2. No '
DK. Don't know )
(4) training to improve research 1. Yes ~————s 1. Yes " 1. Yes
or teaching skills? 2 No ’
: : 2. No 2. No
DK. Don't know
(5) setraining for ficlds in higher 1. Yet ——p 1. Yes 1. Yes
demand? 2. No
. 2. No 2. No
DK. Don't know
(6) . sabbatical Jeave? 1. Yes —————s 1. Yes : 1. Yes
Z Mo 2. No 2. No
DK. Dont know

17
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On the average, how many hours per week did you spend at each of the following kinds of activities during the
1992 Fall Term? (IF NOT SURE, GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATES)

Average number bours per week
during the 1992 Fall Term

a. All paid activities at this institution (teaching, research, administration, etc.)

b. All unpaid activities at this institution

¢. Any other paid activities outside this institution (e.g., consulting, working on other jobs)

l

d. Unpaid (pro bono) professional service activities outside this institution

In column A, we ask you to allocate your gotal work time in the Fall of 1992 (as reported in Question 36) into
several categories. We realize that they are not mutually exclusive categories (¢.g., research may indude
teaching; preparing a course may be part of professional growth). We ask, however, that you allocate as best
you can the proportion of your time spent in activities whose primary focus falls within the indicated categories.
In column B, indicate what percentage of your time you would prefer to spend in each of the listed categories.

A

B.
% of Work (WRITE IN A PERCENTAGE ON EACH LINE. % of Work
Time Spent ' IF NOT SURE, GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE; IF NONE, WRITE IN "0")  Time Preferred

% a. Teaching (including teaching, grading papers, preparing courses; developing %
new curricula; advising or supervising students; working with student
organizations or intramural athletics)

% b. Research/Scholarship (including research; reviewing or preparing articles %
or books; attending or preparing for professional meetings or conferences; -
reviewing proposals; seeking outside funding; giving performances or
cxhibitions in the fine or applied arts, or giving specches)

% c. Professional Growth (including taking courses, pursuing an advanced %
degree; other professional development activitics, such as practice or
activities to remain current in your field)

% | d. Administration ' %

% e. Outside Consulting or Freelance Work %

f. Service/Other Non-Teaching Activities (including providing legal or

% medical services or psychological counseling to clients or patients; paid or %
unpaid community or public service, service to professional '
societics/associations; other activities or work not listed in a-¢)

100% PLEASE BE SURE THAT THE PERCENTAGES YOU PROVIDE ADD 100%

UP TO 100% OF THE TOTAL TIME.

18
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38. Are you 2 member of the xnion {(or sther bargaining association) that represests facuity at this institution?

1. Union is available, but I am not ehigible
2. 1 am cligible, but not a member
3. 1 am cligible, and a member

4. Union is not available at this institution

39. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following aspects of your instructional duties at this
tnstitution? (CIRCLE "NA" IF YOU HAD NO INSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES)

NA. Nomstmcumﬂdnha {GOTO QUESTION 45) .
(CIRd.E ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM; IF AN ITEM DOES NOTAPPLYTO YOU, WRITE IN *"NA*" NEXT
TO THE ITEM)

Very Somewhat Semewhat Very ‘ !
Disatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied H

1 2 3 4 a. The authority 1 bave to make decisions about content and methods in the
courses I teach )
1 2 3 4 hmaMlmwmmMM(mmm
’ aspects of my job . ‘
1 2 3 4 cmamhanylhwtomahdemmsabouwhtmlmdl |
!
1 2 3 4 d. Time available for working with students as an advisor, mentor, etc. ‘ |
’ !
1 2 3 4 ¢. Quality of undergraduate students whom I have tavght here : '
1 2 3 4 £ Quality of graduate students whom I have taught here

40. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects e(yocjoba!thhhstlt-ﬂm"
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

Very Semewbat Semewhat Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1 2 3 4 aMywokkad

1 2 3 4 b My job sccurity | _ |

1 2 3 4 c Opportusity for advancement in rank at this institution L
1 2 3 4 & Time available for keeping current in my field L
1 2 3 4 ¢ Freedom to do outside consulting ' ”
1 2 3 4 £ Mysalay .
1z 3 4 g Mybenehis geacnally |

1 2 3 4 hSmanpmeh&hmapﬁcm B
1 2 3 4 i Myjobhere, overall ‘

»
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41. During the pext three years, how likely is it that yon will leave this job to . . .
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

Not At Somewhst Very
ARl Likdy  Likely Likely

1 2 3 a. accept a parf-time job at a different postsecondary institution?
1 2 3 b. accept 2 full-tigng job at a different postsecondary institution?
1 2 3 ¢ accept a part-time job pot at 3 postsecondary institution?

1 2 3 d. accept a full-time job pot at a postsecondary imnstitution?

1 2 3 e. retire from the labor force?

42, At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondary institution?
(WRITE IN AGE, OR CIRCLE "DK")

Years of age

DK Don't know

43. If you were to leave your current position in academia to accept another position inside or outside of academia,
how important would each of the following be in your decision? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

Not Samewhat Vey
important Important  Importamt

1 2 3 a. Salary level

1 2 3 b. Tenure-track/tenured position

1 2 3 c. Job sccurity

1 2 3 d. Opportunities for advancement

1 2 3 c. Benefits

1 2 3 f. No pressure to publish

1 2 3 g Good research facilities and equipment

1 2 3 bh. Good instructional facilities and equipment

1 2 3 i Good job or job opportunities for my spouse or partner
1 2 3 ). Good geographic location

1 2 3 k. Good environment/schools for my children

1 2 3 L Greater opportunity to teach

1 2 3 m. Greater opportunity to do research

1 2 3 n. Greater opportunity for administrative responsibilities

20
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44. 1f you could elect to draw om your retirement and still continue working at your Institution on a part-time basis,
would you do s0? (CIRCLE ONE)

1. Yes
2. No
DK. Don't know

45. If an carly retirement option were offered to you at your institution, would you take it?
(CIRCLE ONE)

1. Yes
2. No
DK. Don’t know

46. At which age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment?
(WRITE IN AGE, OR CIRCLE "DK")

Years of age

DK. Don’t know

21
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Note: Your responses to these items as with all other items in this questionnaire are voluntary and strictly confidential.
MM&MM&WMMMM&WWmm"wWme.
Furthermore, all information that would permit identification of individuals or insticutions will be removed from the survey

Siles. :
47. For the calendar year 1992, estimate your gross compensation before taxes from each of the sources listed below.
(IF NOT SURE, GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATES; IF NO COMPENSATION FROM A SOURCE, WRITE IN V)

a. Basicsalary —» b. Type of appointment (c.g., 9 mouths) # of moaths
¢. Other teaching at this institution not incladed
in basic salary (e.g., for summer session)

d. Supplements not included in basic salary (for
administration, rescarch, coaching sports, etc.)

¢. Non-monetary compeasation, such as food, housing, car
(Do not include employee benefits such as medical, deatal, or kife insurance)

Any other income from this institution

Compeansation from other sources: _
Employment at another academic institution

Legal or medical services or psychological counseling
Outside consulting, consulting business or freelance work
Sclf-owned business (other than consulting)

Professional performances or exhibitions
Speaking fees, honoraria -

Royalties or commissions

Any other employment

Non-monetary compeasation, such-as food, housing, car
(Do not inclade employee benefits such as medical, dental, or kife insurance)

Other sources of earned income (WRITE IN BELOW):

™

l

L= J - T T R B B Y R )
e PR ERTEPEQ

q.

48. For the calendar year 1992, how many persons were in your household including yourself?

Total number in household

49. For the calendar year 1992, what was your total household income?

s Total household income

50. For the calendar year 1992, how mauy dependents did you have? Donothdhde\youradnmdcpendenth

someone receiving at least half of his or ber support from you.) -
—_ Number of dependents
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51.

52,

53.

54.

_

5S.

Areyou...
1. male, or
2. female?
In what month and year were you born?
(WRITE IN MONTH AND YEAR)
19
MONTH YEAR

What is your race? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. American Indian or Alaskan Native

2. Asian or Pacific Islander (ANSWER 53A)
3. Afnam American/Black

4. White

5. Other (WRITE IN BELOW)

Are you of Hispanic descent?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes (ANSWER 54A)
2. No {(SKIP.TO QUESTION 55}

» S54A. What is your Spanish/Hispanic origin?

If more than one, circle the one you
consider the most important part of
your background. .

1. Mexican, Mexican-American,
Chicano
2. Cuban, Cubano

3. Puerto Rican, Puertorriqueno, or
Bouricuan

4. Other (WRITE IN BELOW)

‘What is your current marital status?

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Single, never married

2. Married

3. Living with someonc in a marriage-like relationship
4. Separated

5. Divorced

6. Widowed

—» S3A. What is your Asian or Pacific Islander
origin? If wore than one, circle the one
you cousider the most important part of
your backgrousd. (CIRCLE ONE

NUMBER)
1. Chinese
2." Filipino
3. Japanese
4. Korcan

5. Southcast Asian (Vietnamese,
Laotian, Cambodian/Kampuchean, etc.)

6. Pacific Islander
7. Other (WRITE IN BELOW)

(SKIP TO QUESTION 55)
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§6. In what country were you born?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. UsA
2. Other (WRITE IN)

§7. What is your citizenship status?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. United States citizen, native
2. United States citizen, naturalized

3. Permanent resident of the United States (immigrant visa)

COUNTRY OF PRESENT CITIZENSHIP

4. Temporary resident of United States (non-immigrant visa)

COUNTRY OF PRESENT CITIZENSHIP
58. What is the highest level of formal education completed by your mother and your father?
(CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH PERSON) :

A B.
Mother Father

1 1 a. Less than high school diploma
2 2 b. High school diploma
3 3 ¢.  Some college :
4 4 d. Associate’s degree
5 5 ¢. Bachelor's degree
6 6 f. Master’s degree
7 7 g Doctorate or professional degree
(¢g.,PhD,MD,DVM, JD./LLB)
8 8 h  Other
DK DK i Don’t know



206

59. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT)

Disagree

1

Disagree
Somewhat Somewhat

2

N

Agree

3

Agree

Strongly

4

a Teadxmgeﬂ’cdwmshonldbethepmaymmforpmmouonof
eolhgeteadlasatthsmsututlm.

b. Rmch/publiahons should be the pxmatyuumon for promotion of
college teachers at this institution. .

c. At this institution, research is rewarded more than teaching.

d m«fwmumm:mmmmwmm
quality of undergraduate education.

¢. Female facolty members are treated fairly at this institution.

f. Faculty who are members of racial or ethnic minorities are treated fairly
at this institution.

g lflhadittodoovaagain.lwouldsﬁllcbooseanandemicareer.

60. Please indicate your opinion regarding whether each of the following lus worsened, mycd the same, or improved
in recent years at this institution. (CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH ITEM) .

Worsened the Same Improved

1

Stayed

2

3

Doun’t
Know

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

DK

a. The quality of students who choose to pursue academic careers in my
field

b. The opportunities junior faculty have for advancement in my field
c. The professional competence of individuals entering my academic ficld

d. The ability of this institation to meet the educational needs of entering 4
students

¢. The ability of faculty to obtain external funding

f. Pressure to increase faculty workload at this institution
g. The quality of undergraduate educanon at this institution
b. The atmosphere for free expression of ideas

i The quality of research at this institution



THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION

Return this completed questionnaire in the enclosed prepaid envelope to:

National Opinion Research Center (NORC)
University of Chicago
1525 East 55th Street
Chicago, Illinois 60615
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Vita

Joann Linville was born in Buffalo, New York. She currently calls
Yuma, Arizona her home. At the Oregon Health Sciences University in
Portland, Oregon she earned Bachelor of Science degree in Nursing. Her
Master of Education degree was earned from Western Washington
University in Bellingham, Washington. She has over thirty years
experience as faculty and administrator in community colleges in
Oregon, Washington and Arizona. In 2003 she earned a Doctor of
Education at the University of Washington in Educational Leadership
and Policy Studies.



