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LIST OF TERMS 

BRANCH CAMPUS EXECUTIVE OFFICERS: primarily responsible for the daily administration 
of a branch campus in a multicampus system. All facets of the 
students’ experience at the branch campus fell under the purview of 
the branch campus executive officer (Bailey, 2002). 

CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICERS: primary responsibilities are to manage the business of 
financial affairs of the institution and to keep the chief executive 
officer and board apprised of the institution’s financial condition. 
The chief business officer is responsible for creating operating 
systems and selecting and training the personnel to carry out these 
functions effectively (Zabetakis, 1999). 

CHIEF INSTRUCTIONAL OFFICERS: responsible for overseeing a community college’s 
academic program, including faculty recruitment and development, 
and program identification and development (Chappell, 1995). 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY/ASSOCIATE: entrusted with various forms of correspondence, 
duties and organizational skills performed on a routine basis 
directed by the executive order of the institution; one that 
superintends and manages the executive’s affairs (Sofianos, 2005). 

INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS: charged with gathering data about and for the college with 
the intent to publish these data for use by senior leadership (Peek, 
2003). 

JOB SATISFACTION:  the extent to which people like their jobs (Levin, 1995). It is 
considered a measurable construct when related to both positive 
and negative attitude and emotion (Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson & 
Capwell, 1957). 

MIDDLE LEVEL ADMINISTRATION/ MIDDLE MANAGEMENT: the deans and directors of support 
or college services, between the first level of supervision and the 
top executives (Levy, 1989). 

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE: the collective personality of an organization; it is an 
accumulation of intangible perceptions that individuals have of 
various aspects of the environment of an organization (Deas, 1994; 
Lunenburg and Ornstein, 1991; Owens, 1991). 

PRESIDENTS:  the chief administrators at the institution. The president is 
responsible for the daily operations of the college. This 
administrator serves as the liaison between the board of trustees 
and the college’s administration, faculty, staff, and student body 
(Evans 1996). 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the overall satisfaction with 

organizational climate factors across seven studies of various levels of community 

college personnel. A secondary purpose was to determine if there was a significant 

relationship between satisfaction with organizational climate factors and the importance 

of job satisfaction factors across the studies. 

The community college personnel under investigation were college presidents, 

branch campus executive officers, senior business officers, senior instructional officers, 

institutional researchers, mid-level managers, and executive secretaries/associates to 

the president. The community colleges were all members of the American Association 

of Community Colleges (AACC) and/ or listed in the Higher Education Directory (HED).     

During the course of conducting seven distinct, but related studies, a total of 3,370 

surveys were sent and 1,539 were returned, rendering a 46% rate of return. The data 

were analyzed to determine the overall satisfaction of community college personnel with 

the organizational climate factors, and the overall perception of the existence of these 

factors.     
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These analyses revealed that while satisfaction with organizational climate factors 

was consistently reported as high among all community college personnel, the 

percentage of personnel that were satisfied with each factor decreased as the positions 

moved down the institutional hierarchy. Moreover, satisfaction with an organizational 

climate factor was not necessarily the same a perceiving a high level of the existence of 

that factor. Finally, some job satisfaction factors can be viewed as both intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivators, which does not support Herzberg’s classification system that 

categorized a factor as either intrinsic or extrinsic. Results of this descriptive study have 

implications for the 1) understanding of motivational factors for various levels of 

community college personnel, 2) attraction and retention of highly qualified 

professionals and, 3) development of a positive organizational climate.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Historically, there was little interest in the study of job satisfaction and motivation 

until the 1930s after the studies related to efficiency were released about the Western 

Electric Company in Hawthorne, Illinois. Before this, it was believed that if the 

environment where individuals worked was manipulated to an optimum level, then 

productivity would increase (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 1991; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 

1939). 

These studies became known as the Hawthorne studies and were designed to 

determine the optimum level of illumination in a production plant. Two groups of 

employees were studied: one group received an increase in illumination and the other 

did not. As expected, the group receiving increased light also increased productivity. 

However, what was surprising was that the group that did not receive increased 

illumination also increased productivity. There was no direct, simple relationship 

between the illumination level and the production output of the workers (Lunenburg & 

Ornstein, 1991).  

The Hawthorne studies raised more questions than they answered leading 

researchers to begin to explore behavioral reasons that might have had an impact on 

the studies. One important finding was the realization that human variability is an 

important determinant of productivity (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 1991). Patterns 

established among workers influenced worker behavior more than deliberate controls 

imposed on physical working conditions. This discovery questioned the previously held 

belief that employees behaved like machines, and therefore there was only one way to 

perform a given task (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 1991; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). 
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Another important finding was that employee perception and job satisfaction were 

factors that directly related to job performance (Mayo, 1933). As a result of these 

studies, Elton Mayo was considered to be one of the pioneers in the advent of 

behavioral science (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 1966). 

Zytowski (1968) stated that “job satisfaction is proportionate to the degree that the 

elements of the job satisfy the particular needs which the person feels most strongly” (p. 

399). Another definition is a person’s attitude or emotional response (either positive or 

negative) toward his or her place of work (Beck, 1990). Recent studies reported that 

“more and more people want work that engages the whole person, fulfills social needs, 

and is meaningful – in short, work that is psychologically rewarding” (Sisodia, Wolfe & 

Sheth, 2007, p. 70). Thus, researchers found that there was not an easy explanation for 

job satisfaction and that many other factors influenced workers’ job satisfaction.  

While the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational climate has 

been studied for decades in industrial and manufacturing settings, less is known about 

this relationship as it applies to educational settings (Mayo 1933, Roethlisberger & 

Dixon 1939, Herzberg 1966). In business and industry, the emphasis has been on profit 

and production, while in education, the focus has been on greater accountability and 

performance measure relative to teaching and learning and student outcomes 

(Lombardi & Capaldi, 1996). However, a growing number of studies have been 

conducted on public higher education environments examining the relationship between 

job satisfaction and organizational climate for various types of college administrators 

(Levy 1989, Chappell 1995, Evans 1996, Zabetakis 1999, Bailey 2002, Peek 2003, 

Sofianos 2005).  
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Statement of the Problem 

The studies mentioned above examined how the work of specific groups of 

community college personnel was affected by the relationship between organizational 

climate and job satisfaction. However, little is known about the true effect of these 

relationships when applied to community college personnel as a whole. A comparison of 

these various studies would better serve as a further research tool to describe a range 

of effects regarding job satisfaction and organizational climate in community colleges 

across the country. As community colleges look ahead, strong leadership is needed to 

create a climate to enhance excellence and promote learning. The relationship between 

various levels of community college personnel and job satisfaction is central to creating 

a positive organizational climate. 

Community colleges are a vital part of the postsecondary education delivery 

system serving almost half of the undergraduate students in the United States. They 

provide open access to postsecondary education, prepare students for transfer to 4-

year institutions, provide workforce development and skills training, and offer noncredit 

programs ranging from English as a second language to skills retraining, to community 

enrichment programs or cultural activities. Traditionally, community colleges provided 

crucial access to higher education for economically and academically disadvantaged 

students given their close proximity, low costs and open access policy (Cohen and 

Brawer, 2003). There are also large numbers of students who choose to attend 

community college for two years and then transfer to a four-year institution to pursue a 

bachelor’s degree. Increasingly, community colleges are offering more opportunities to 

pursue baccalaureate degrees. 
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The average postsecondary education student has changed drastically over the 

past 30 years (Oblinger & Verville, 1998). Historically, the majority of college students 

were the 18-year old high school graduate that transitioned to four-year colleges after 

leaving his or her home.  However, the college student landscape has changed in 

recent years. Colleges have been admitting more non-traditional students than ever. 

These students include those that have a career, a home, and other family obligations 

(Fincher, 2002). The population of nontraditional students includes career changers, 

persons desiring additional skills for advancement in the workplace, military veterans, 

and displaced homemakers. The expanding number of this student population has 

created a demand for higher education that is geared to the nontraditional student 

(Jarvis, 2000).  Furthermore, many of these nontraditional students are geographically 

place-bound due to family and employment responsibilities (Florida Department of 

Education, 2005). 

The climate of an organization has been defined as a manifestation of the values, 

feelings, attitudes, interactions and group norms of the members (Brown and Harvey, 

2006). It referred to constructs such as internal communication, organizational structure, 

professional development and regard for personal concerns. As such, organizational 

climate was viewed as an element that meets the emotional needs of its members. If 

those needs are met, then usually an individual was satisfied with his or her job. On the 

other hand, job dissatisfaction produces uncertainty which could lead to fear, anxiety, 

and stress which are counter productive to job performance and meeting the needs of 

the organization. 
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Learning more about the nature of the relationship between organizational climate 

and job satisfaction among various levels of community college personnel may assist in 

improving job satisfaction for these individuals within a particular institution. This is 

important because the relationship between various levels of community college 

personnel and job satisfaction is central to creating a supportive and positive 

organizational climate. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to look at the relationship between job satisfaction 

and organizational climate across seven studies. The research addressed the following 

questions: 

Research Question 1 

a) As a group, what is the overall satisfaction of community college personnel with 
the seven organizational climate factors at their respective institutions?  

b) Using the same seven climate factors as an index, what is the group’s overall 
perception of the existence of these factors at their respective institutions? 

c) As a group, how did the community college personnel rate the overall importance 
of the eight job satisfaction factors?    

Research Question 2 

a) What is the relationship between each type of job and satisfaction with each 
organizational climate factor? 

b) What is the relationship between each type of job and perception of each   
organizational climate factor? 

c) What is the relationship between each type of job and the importance of each job 
satisfaction factor? 

Research Question 3 

What are the relationships among satisfaction with organizational climate factors 
and importance of job satisfaction factors? 
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Limitations 

This study was limited to the analysis of the results of seven studies conducted on 

community college personnel from 1989–2005 about the relationship between 

organizational climate and job satisfaction. Further, this study was based on the 

perceptions of persons responding to the surveys and the findings were limited to the 

viability of that information. Third, the response rate varied from 35% to 75% among the 

seven studies. An adequate response rate for mailed surveys is 50%, so it should be 

noted that bias may be a factor, especially in those studies that reported less than a 

50% response rate. Fourth, the raw data for each study was not available which made it 

impossible to conduct an in-depth exploration of each study. Fifth, the survey instrument 

may not have been sensitive to negative responses and the studies do not indicate that 

respondents were probed for further information in order to clarify responses. Sixth, 

reliability and validity were not separately established for each study. Five of the studies 

based their validity on the validity that was already established for the same instrument 

used in Chappell’s 1995 study. Reliability was based on field-testing that was also 

performed on the instrument used in Chappell’s study. Validity and reliability for the 

instrument used in Levy’s (1989) study was established using a two part process 

involving a jury of five expert administrators in higher education from outside the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and a mock test by three middle level administrators 

using the reviewed and revised instrument. Seventh, a Pearson product-moment 

correlation was used in each study’s data analysis. However, Pearson’s assumes 

normality and is used when each variable is measured to produce a raw score. In these 

studies, Spearman’s rho would be preferred since it does not assume normality and the 

variables are measured in such a way as to produce ranks. Eighth, large numbers of 
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tests could result in experiment-wise error (which means that an increased actual level 

of significance could occur). Finally, five of the seven studies were conducted using a 

national sample, while two of the studies used state-wide samples. 

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant for several reasons. First, it advances the body of 

knowledge by serving as a further research tool to describe a range of effects regarding 

job satisfaction and organizational climate in community colleges. Second, the study 

analyzes the similarities and differences in the relationship between specific aspects of 

organizational climate and job satisfaction in relation to community college personnel. 

Third, as community colleges look ahead, strong leadership is needed to create a 

climate that enhances excellence and promotes learning. The relationship between 

various levels of community college personnel and job satisfaction is central to creating 

a positive and supportive organizational climate. 

Summary 

The relationship between organizational climate and job satisfaction has been well 

documented for decades in industrial and manufacturing settings. Over the last twenty 

years, a growing body of literature has emerged describing these constructs in 

community college settings. These studies targeted specific populations of community 

college personnel. This study analyzed the results of seven studies that represented a 

cross-section of community college personnel and that addressed a set of common 

research questions. It reported the similarities and differences in the relationship 

between specific constructs in relation to the different levels of community college 

personnel. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive literature review of works related to job 

satisfaction and organizational climate. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this study was to look at the relationship between job satisfaction 

and organizational climate across seven previous studies. The research addressed the 

following question: What was the relationship between the eight job satisfaction factors 

and seven organizational climate factors across these studies? This chapter presents a 

review of the relevant literature on job satisfaction, organizational climate, and the 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational climate. 

The earliest studies on job satisfaction demonstrated that there was a connection 

between work environment and worker production, absenteeism, turnover, and the 

general health of employees (Hersi, 1993; McBride, Munday & Tunnell, 1992 and 

Spector, 1997). The Hawthorne studies conducted by Elton Mayo (1933) at the Western 

Electric plant studied the effects of various conditions (most notable lighting) on 

workers’ productivity. These studies (1924-1933) ultimately demonstrated that changes 

in the work environment temporarily increased productivity (called the Hawthorne 

Effect). However, further investigation revealed that this increase resulted not from the 

change in condition, but rather from the knowledge that the workers were observed. The 

social environment, now known as organizational climate, significantly influenced 

productivity and morale (Davis & Newstrom, 1985; Lunnenburg & Ornstein, 2008). The 

Hawthorne studies prompted widespread discussion and ushered in an era of 

systematic study between the two constructs of job satisfaction and organizational 

climate. 

The systematic investigation of the relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational climate began in the late 1960s. These early studies included Friedlander 
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and Margulies (1969), Downey, Hellriegel, and Slocum (1975), Schneider and Snyder 

(1975), and Payne, Fineman, and Wall (1976). Organizational climate appeared to be a 

significant factor in evaluating job satisfaction in many of these studies. Recent research 

supports these findings (Anderson, Guido-DiBrito & Morrell, 2000; Duggan, 2008; & 

Iiacqua, Schumacher, & Li, 1995).  Branham (2005) found that research from dozens of 

studies revealed that actually 80-90% of employees leave for reasons not related to 

money, but to the job, the manager, the culture, or the work environment. These internal 

reasons (also known as “push” factors, as opposed to “pull” factors, such as better 

paying outside opportunities) were issues within the power of the organization and with 

the manager to control and change. 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction has been one the most frequently studied variables in 

organizational behavior research because of its perceived association with 

absenteeism, productivity, turnover, and the general mental health of employees 

(Chappell, 1995; Gratto, 2001; Spector, 1997). The assessment of job satisfaction, its 

causes, consequences and nature were important variables that drew the attention of 

researchers for almost seventy years. The earliest studies focused on productivity and 

turnover while later students focused on need fulfillment (Gratto, 2001).  

Job satisfaction is a subjective term defined in a number of ways. Pincus (1986) 

used the word interchangeably with morale in the workplace. Vroom (1982) defined job 

satisfaction as the “affective orientation of individuals toward work roles they are 

presently occupying” (p. 99). Other researchers emphasized the affective nature of job 

satisfaction in the workplace (Beck, 1990; Bretz & Judge, 1994 & Satterlee, 1988; 

Spector, 1997). Levin (1995) stated that job satisfaction could be viewed from the 
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perspective of the employee as well as from the perspective of the employer. He 

asserted that for employees, job satisfaction came from having work that mattered and 

from a sense of job security. For the employer, job satisfaction came from involving 

employees in decisions that affected them and from providing people with the skills, 

motivation, and freedom to do their jobs better (Gratto, 2001). Although definitions vary, 

there appears to be a general consensus that job satisfaction is related to the emotional 

feeling that one has towards his or her job during the course of employment (Satterlee, 

1988). For the purpose of this study, job satisfaction is defined as a person’s attitude, or 

emotional response (either positive or negative) toward his or her job (Bailey, 2002; 

Chappell, 1995; Evans, 1996; Levy, 1989; Peek, 2003; Sofianos, 2005 & Zabetakis, 

1999). 

Job Satisfaction Theories 

Job satisfaction theories fall into two broad categories: content and process 

theories. Content theories are based on the assumption that motivation comes from 

within the individual instead of from an external source (Hanson, 1996). Content 

theories explain what motivates people while process theories explain how people are 

motivated (Higgins, 1991). Content theories assume that 

• needs or drives initiate, channel and sustain goal directed behavior 
• needs or drives are activated when an equilibrium imbalance is felt 
• needs or drives are prioritized into levels 
• when a need is fulfilled it no longer generates motivation 
• all individuals share basically the same prioritization of needs and drives (Hanson, 

1996; Higgins, 1991; Luthans, 1981) 
 

Process theories, on the other hand, focus on explaining how specific variables 

interact to influence choice, effort, and persistence (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). 

“These theories rejected the assumption that human behavior is generated by a 
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common set of needs or drives, and that all humans shared the same priorities in 

satisfying those needs” (Chappell, 1995). 

Process theories assume that  

• workers exert effort as long as there is an expectancy of success 

• workers are independent and seek solutions through the most effective routes 
available 

• workers maintain effort as long as they perceive their actions as successful 

• effort stops when the goal is achieved or when workers believe the goals will not 
be achieved  (Hanson, 1996) 

In summary, content theories explain the source of worker motivation while 

process theories identify processes within the workplace which effect motivation. 

Examples of two content theories and two process theories are explained below. 

Content Theories 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs 

Abraham Maslow (1954) believed that human aspirations had to be considered in 

order to fully understand human behavior. However, these aspirations could not be met 

until more basic needs were met. His premise was that as more basic needs were met, 

they became less of a concern and were replaced by higher level needs. Maslow’s 

theory assumed that the least satisfied needs are the best motivators. Maslow’s five 

levels of needs formed a pyramid with the most basic needs at the bottom. They are 

listed from most basic to most complex needs: 

• PHYSIOLOGICAL: breathing, food, water, sex, sleep 

• SAFETY: security of body, of employment, of resources, of morality, of health, of 
property 

• SOCIAL: love, friendship, belonging and acceptance 
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• ESTEEM: self esteem, confidence, achievement, respect of/by others 

• SELF-ACTUALIZATION: fulfilling one’s potential, including self development and a 
drive to become all that one is capable of becoming (Galpin, 1996) 

Criticisms of this theory were that it could not be empirically tested and that the higher 

level needs did not operate in an orderly progression (Hersey et al., 1996).  

Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene (two-factor) theory 

Fredrick Herzberg’s theory of motivation extended Maslow’s concept of motivation 

to the workplace and rejected the idea of one continuum of satisfaction/motivation. His 

two-factor theory suggested that satisfaction and dissatisfaction were not diametrically 

opposed, but instead were separate and distinct from one another (Herzberg, 1976; 

Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959). After completing a study involving 200 

accountants and engineers, Herzberg and his colleagues developed a model with two 

continua instead of one, with the opposite of satisfaction being no satisfaction, and the 

opposite of dissatisfaction being no dissatisfaction. One important conclusion that 

resulted from this research was that factors intrinsic to the job itself (motivators) 

produced satisfaction, while factors extrinsic to the job (hygiene factors) produced 

dissatisfaction. Motivators were those elements of a job that enhanced satisfaction 

when present, while hygiene factor included those factors of a job that were noticeable 

only in their absence. Motivators included: 

• achievement 
• recognition 
• the work itself 
• responsibility 
• growth or advancement  (Beck, 1990; Herzberg, 1976; Herzberg, et al., 1959) 
 
Hygiene factors included: 

• company policy and administration 
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• supervision 
• interpersonal relationships 
• working conditions 
• salary 
• status 
• security  (Beck, 1990; Herzberg, 1976; Herzberg, et al., 1959) 
 

Criticisms of Herzberg’s theory can be grouped into two categories. First, some 

researchers said that the theory was fundamentally flawed because of ambiguity and 

subjectivity in the experiment, resulting in poor methodological applications (Vroom, 

1982; Gruneberg, 1979; Mondy, Holmes, & Flippo, 1983). Second, the study considered 

only two populations – engineers and accountants – so the results may not be 

generalized to the entire workforce (Pallaone, Hurley & Rickard, 1971; Mondy et al., 

1983). 

Process Theories  

Equity theory 

Developed by J. Stacy Adams (1965), equity theory stated that workers compared 

how hard they were working with the compensation they received for that work, and 

developed either satisfaction or dissatisfaction for their work. The important aspect of 

this theory was that if inequity was perceived, the worker became dissatisfied which 

resulted in minimal productivity, tension in the workplace, and a decrease in morale 

(Beck, 1990). 

Expectancy (V.I.E.) theory 

Developed by Victor Vroom in 1964, this theory attempted to examine how people 

were motivated in their work. Based on the work of Lewin (1935) who posited that 

human behavior was a function of both personality and the perceived environment, 
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Vroom developed the first complete version of expectancy theory. Expectancy theory 

focused on three constructs: 

• VALENCE: the perception of the value of the reward (Owens, 1991) 

• INSTRUMENTALITY: the extent that an individual believed that hard work would reap 
rewards (Vroom, 1982) 

• EXPECTANCY: the individual perceived that they will be able to achieve the task 
(Davis & Newstrom, 1985) 

The basis of Expectancy Theory was that workers had information regarding the 

probabilities (P) and values (V) of success at various jobs, and they used this 

information to choose what had the greatest expected value (EV) when they made 

decisions (Beck, 1990). The formula looked like this: EV = P x V (Beck, 1990). 

Process theories were criticized for reasons similar to those of content theories. 

First, there was limited empirical data to support the conclusions of the researchers. 

Frequently research rendered inconclusive evidence that job satisfaction and 

performance were directly related at all, much less that there was a causal relationship 

(Chappell, 1995; Peek, 2003). Second, other critics claimed that it was difficult to create 

and define appropriate measures for producing the data called for in process theories 

(Hanson, 1996). For example, Pinder (1984) reported flaws in research conducted on 

equity theory, which resulted in questions about the validity of the testing itself. 

In summary, job satisfaction theories were divided into two main categories: 

content theories and process theories. Content theories focused on what motivated 

people and assumed that job satisfaction caused quality performance. On the other 

hand, process theories explained how people were motivated by focusing on how 

specific variables interacted to influence choice, effort, and persistence. Content 

theories assumed that job satisfaction caused quality performance, while process 
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theories relied on the strength of the employee’s performance to lead to job satisfaction 

(Bailey, 2002). 

Job Satisfaction Factors under Consideration 

Eight job satisfaction factors were developed to observe the relationship between 

the organizational climate factors and job satisfaction. 

Participation in Decision-Making (1) 

Participation in decision-making was defined as the college’s process for decision 

making and opportunities for involvement by the employee to participate in that process. 

Daft (1983) described the decision-making process as being the brain and the nervous 

system of the organization, while Fryer and Lovas (1990) referred to decision-making as 

the power of the organization. Lunenburg and Ornstein (2008) determined that decision-

making involved four steps: (1) defining the problem, (2) identifying possible 

alternatives, (3) deducing the predicted consequence of each alternative, and (4) 

deciding and acting upon an alternative.  

Participation in decision-making resulted in an environment that encouraged its 

leaders to use their expertise rather than their positional authority to get employees 

involved (Lawler, 1992). Employee participation in decision-making was important 

because it was perceived as linked to the acceptance and implementation of change 

within the organization (Conway, 1984). Generally, institutions that engaged their 

employees in decision-making improved their effectiveness and increased job 

satisfaction and productivity (Chieffo, 1991; Witt & Myers, 1992).  

Autonomy, Power and Control (2) 

Autonomy, power, and control were defined as the amount or degree of jurisdiction 

or discretion that employees were able to exercise while they performed the tasks of 
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their respective positions. Autonomy was defined by Davis (1981) as the freedom to do 

one’s job as one sees fit, noting that most employees in educational institutions 

consider high autonomy to be an important requirement for job satisfaction and 

success. Kanter (1985) posited that autonomy was an environment structured to enable 

people to work creatively within established boundaries, while others have asserted that 

autonomy was the direct opposite of a structured environment (Twombley & Amey, 

1994). 

Power was defined by Harlacher & Gollattscheck (1994) as the ability to command 

a favorable share of resources, opportunities and rewards for followers. However, 

researchers have noted that power was defined differently by men and women. Women 

were generally more likely to use power to empower others, and to stress collaboration 

and cooperation, while their male counterparts were generally inclined to view these 

traits as signs of weakness (Shakeshaft, 1987).  

An organization that granted its employees control over their own work created a 

higher level of job satisfaction (Lawler, 1986). In other words, the organization that did 

not empower its employees limited their employees’ contributions to the organization 

(Johnson & Indvik, 1990). 

Relationships with Colleagues (3-5) 

Relationships with colleagues were defined as the quality of the affiliation that an 

employee maintained with his or her supervisor, peers, and subordinates (Chappell, 

1995; Sofianos, 2005; Zabetakis, 1999). Interpersonal relationships have consistently 

been reported as an important aspect of job satisfaction (Carbone, 1981; Fisher, 1984). 

Hutton & Jobe (1985) reported that positive interpersonal relationships were conducive 

to job satisfaction among community college faculty.  Milosheff (1990) reported similar 
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findings in her study of a national cross-section of community college faculty. However, 

further research has demonstrated that the largest effect on job satisfaction was a 

positive relationship with a supervisor. Although important, relationships with peers or 

subordinates were not as significant to job satisfaction as having maintained a positive 

relationship with a supervisor (Sousa-Poza, 2000).  

Salary and Benefits (6-7) 

Salary and benefits were defined as the perceived equity and adequacy of the 

salary and benefits package received by the employee.  Herzberg (1976) posited that 

salary and benefits were a hygiene or extrinsic factor, and as such only contributed to 

dissatisfaction. He stated that the content of each hygiene concern was different, but 

the dynamics of all hygiene concerns were the same. The underlying dynamic of any 

hygiene concern was the avoidance of pain from the environment. In this case, it was 

job dissatisfaction or no job dissatisfaction within an organization.  

While most researchers thought that job satisfaction and pay had relatively little 

correlation (Herzberg et al., 1959; Levy, 1989; Sousa-Poza, 2000, Spector, 1997), some 

researchers stated that salary and benefits must be fairly allocated, which points 

towards the equity theory of job satisfaction (Adams, 1965; Beck, 1990; Lawler, 1992; 

Spector, 1997). Researchers indicated that the perceived policies and procedures that 

were utilized in salary administration as a process had a larger impact on job 

satisfaction than the actual pay (Spector, 1997). 

Professional Effectiveness (8) 

Professional effectiveness was defined as the perceived overall effectiveness of 

the employee in his or her position. Herzberg (1959, 1976) believed the work itself, 

achievement, and professional growth would be enough to motivate employees. 
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Employees were motivated to achieve on their own simply because they wanted to do a 

good job. Kunda (1992) asserted that professional effectiveness had to empirically 

address measures of productivity, profitability, survivability, and innovation to show a 

relationship with worker satisfaction. He concluded that workers who were content 

showed increased productivity. Other researchers posited that employees who were 

driven to achieve and who demonstrated a high need for achievement were constantly 

seeking to improve themselves and their organizations – these individuals were known 

to become administrators and managers (Glick, 1992; Lawler, 1986). Individual 

aspiration for achievement and growth were the two factors that affected job satisfaction 

(Herzberg, 1976).  

Organizational Climate 

The Hawthorne studies conducted by Mayo were among the first to address the 

social environment as an important element in employee satisfaction and productivity 

(Mayo, 1933; Roethlisberger, 1939). Since that time, numerous studies have expanded 

the ideas from the Hawthorne studies and developed several definitions of what is now 

referred to as organizational climate. Payne, Roy, Pugh and Derek (1975) asserted that 

the intent of organizational climate research was to discover how the organization is a 

psychologically meaningful environment for the employees. Forehand (1968) posited 

that organizational climate was an interaction between environment and personal 

variables. 

Schein (2000) determined that the intent of organizational climate research was to 

investigate organizational policies, practices, and procedures. Organizational climate 

could be influenced by leadership styles which were inclusive and which practiced 

broad patterns of interpersonal/group relations.  On the other hand, institutional 
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governance created the conditions for establishing the climate in which all decisions 

were made. Those decisions, the manner in which they were communicated and how 

they affected daily life established the basis on which the people decided how they were 

valued by the organization (Fryer & Lovas, 1990). Lunnenberg and Ornstein (1991) 

described organizational climate using various terms: open, warm, easy-going, informal, 

cold, hostile, rigid, or closed. Although there were many different ways to classify 

organizational climate, each organization possessed its own distinct organizational 

climate (Croft & Halpin, 1963; Duggan, 2008; Smith, 1989). For the purposes of this 

paper, organizational climate is defined as the collective personality of an organization; 

it is an accumulation of intangible perceptions or attitudes that individuals have towards 

various aspects of the environment of an organization (Bailey, 2002; Chappell, 1995; 

Levy, 1989; Peek, 2003; Sofianos, 2005; Evans, 1996; Zabetakis, 1999). 

Organizational Climate Theories 

The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) 

Don Croft and Andrew Halpin’s (1963) research conducted in an elementary 

school setting provided a basis for understanding organizational climate in higher 

education settings. They mapped organizational climate for seventy-one elementary 

schools in their original sample, and identified six specific types of organizational 

climate (Croft & Halpin, 1963; Hoy & Miskel, 1982). They created the Organizational 

Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) which enabled them to measure and to type 

the institution as follows: 

• OPEN CLIMATE: The open climate was characterized by teachers who worked well 
together and exhibited high morale. While group members were generally friendly, 
there was little intimacy. The principal encouraged leadership among the faculty. 
Halpin and Cross concluded that this was the most effective type of climate. 
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• AUTONOMOUS CLIMATE: The autonomous climate was marked by almost complete 
freedom given to the faculty by the principal. The faculty worked well together to 
accomplish the goals of the organization. Morale was high, but not as high as in 
the open climate. The principal remained aloof, but consistently set a good 
example through hard work.  

• CONTROLLED CLIMATE: The controlled climate was characterized by a heavy focus 
on task achievement, often to the detriment of the social needs and satisfaction of 
the employees. Nevertheless, morale was generally high because the faculty 
focused heavily on getting their jobs done. Teachers expected to be told exactly 
how to do their jobs and consequently, there was a lot of paperwork. The 
principal’s administrative behavior was more restricted and could be described as 
domineering and directive, with little flexibility for having things done any other way 
than the prescribed way. Because the principal was primarily concerned with 
completing tasks, there was little caring for others’ feelings. 

• FAMILIAR CLIMATE: This climate was characterized by an overtly friendly 
atmosphere, which indicated high attention to the social needs of the employees. 
The principal exerted minimal control and conducted minimal evaluation because 
there was a greater interest in maintaining a feeling of one big, happy family. 
Production and task fulfillment were not generally emphasized, consequently, few 
worked to capacity. 

• PATERNAL CLIMATE: In the paternal climate, the principal attempted to ineffectively 
control the faculty and to satisfy their social needs. The principal’s behavior was 
generally characterized as non-genuine and not motivating. 

• CLOSED CLIMATE: The closed climate was characterized by neither the satisfaction 
of social needs nor high task achievement. Teachers did not work together and 
there was a great deal of apathy. The principal was ineffective and unconcerned 
with the welfare of the employees. 

The Organizational Climate Index (OCI) 

Similar to Croft and Halpin (1963), George Stern (1970) posited that excellent 

schools were characterized by a certain kind of organizational climate that took the form 

of a personality which affected worker behavior through the tension that existed 

between the individual worker’s needs (Needs) and the organization’s priorities (Press). 

He focused on creating a climate tool to measure the effectiveness of higher education 

institutions. The resulting instrument, the Organizational Climate Index (OCI), measured 

six climate factors: 
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• INTELLECTUAL CLIMATE: characterized by worker support for intellectual activities 

• ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS: characterized by the degree to which personal 
achievement was valued by the organization 

• PERSONAL DIGNITY: characterized by the degree to which the individual worker felt 
respected and supported by the organization 

• ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS: characterized by the degree to which the work 
environment encouraged effective performance of tasks 

• ORDERLINESS: characterized by an organization which valued conformity and a set 
order for accomplishing tasks 

• IMPULSE CONTROL: characterized by the extent to which personal expression is 
allowed or restrained (Owens, 1995) 

In summary, the two basic dimensions used to describe organizational climate 

through the OCI are need press and control press. Taken together, they can be 

analyzed to provide a description of an institution’s climate. The basis of the need-press 

theory was a strong theoretical concept of organizational climate that has endured 

repeated empirical testing (Owens, 1991). Its value and effectiveness regarding 

educational institutions has been noted by many researchers (Owens, 1995). 

Person-Environment Fit Theory 

Realizing the important relationship between the individual and the organization, 

Argyris (1957) argued that conflict often developed when the needs of the organization 

differed from the needs of the individual. Argyris noted that the formal principles of the 

organization usually caused subordinates at all levels to encounter competition, rivalry, 

and sometimes hostility that resulted in a focus on the parts rather than the whole. This 

incompatibility continued to grow because the formal principles were inconsistent with 

the mature adult personality. Strategies which workers used to work out their feelings of 

alienation included: 
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• withdrawal from the organization through absenteeism or resignation 

• resistance through deception or sabotage 

• indifference and apathy on the job 

• seeking another, presumably higher, job in the organization 

• gaining power through strength in numbers by joining unions 

• communicating negative attitudes about work to the next generation (Bolman & 
Deal, 2003) 

In general, proponents of person-environment fit theory asserted that in an ideal 

situation, the values of the employee would be congruent with the mission and goals of 

the organization. Researchers have documented the importance of careful selection 

and deliberate socialization of employees into the work environment (Bretz & Judge, 

1994; Caplan & Harrison, 1993). In other words, one of the key conditions under which 

positive, purposeful peer interaction occurs is when the larger values of the organization 

mesh with those of individuals and groups within the organization (Fullan, 2008). 

Similarly, Cohen and Brawer (2003) asserted that linking institutional purposes and 

workers’ expectations is at the heart of employee satisfaction.   

Total Quality Management (TQM) 

Rooted in the corporate sector, TQM became adapted in the education workplace 

in the 1990s as a way to initiate much needed reform (Acebo, 1994; Cohen & Brawer, 

1994, Wattenbarger, 1994; Peterson, Dill, Mets & Associates, 1997). Through 

continuous improvement, measurement, and accountability, the TQM process followed 

six steps: 

1. The inclusion of continuous improvement in the organizational environment 
2. Customer or client-centeredness 
3. Logical and rational decision making using data and measurement 
4. A focus on process design 
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5. Teamwork 
6. Empowerment of the individual (Peterson et al., 1997) 

 
Most important to the constructs of job satisfaction and organizational climate was 

the TQM process that shifted the focus of the organization away from an administrative 

hierarchy and toward each employee’s intrinsic motivation to perform well on behalf the 

customers who needed to be served (Cohen & Brawer, 1994). Despite the reported 

successes of many community colleges that have adapted the concepts of TQM, many 

faculty remained skeptical (Schauerman & Peachy, 1993; Staas, 1994). 

Organizational Climate Factors under Investigation 

A set of seven organizational climate factors (independent variables) were 

investigated in order to determine their relationship to the set of eight identified job 

satisfaction variables (dependent variables).  

Internal Communication (1) 

Internal communication was defined as the college’s formal and informal 

communication processes and style. Leslie & Fretwell (1996) asserted that good 

communication was at the heart of any successful organization and was the first 

requirement in developing and maintaining vision; the second requirement was 

participation. Deas (1994) posited that communication was a key contributor to climate. 

“The process of communicating a decision at the senior level often could be more 

important than the decision itself” (Deas, 1994, p. 48). 

Researchers showed that communication served as a motivating influence by 

giving employees recognition and encouragement (Herzberg, 1959, 1976; Maslow, 

1954; Skinner, 1974). In addition, researchers found that positive communication was 

more of an inspiration to employees than hygiene factors (Haldane, 1974).  



 

36 

Organizational Structure (2) 

Organizational structure was defined as the college’s administrative operation, or 

its hierarchical lines of authority and requirements for operating within that hierarchy. In 

community colleges, organizational structures ranged from those grounded in the public 

school system (Deegan & Tillery, 1985) to independent districts governed by local 

boards and trustees (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). As community college leaders enter the 

21st century, they must envision more than hierarchical structures bound by a set of 

procedures (Twombley & Amey, 1994). Although hierarchical systems are powerful, and 

potentially effective in some organizations such as the military, they were not 

appropriate for education (Bing & Dye, 1992). One alternative was a process-based 

structure developed by Rieley (1992) that was circular in design with the 

nucleus/leadership directly connected to each facet of the organization. Another 

alternative was the network model of organization proposed by Katz and West (1992) 

that eliminated layers of hierarchy through decentralization, greater use of lateral 

relationships, and reliance on emergent information technology.  

Political Climate (3) 

Political climate was defined as the nature and complexity of the college’s internal 

politics, and the degree to which an employee must operate within a political framework 

in order to accomplish their tasks. Orpen (1994) asserted that organizations varied 

according to the extent to which organizational climate was dominated by power 

struggles; therefore political climate affected work attitudes as well as organizational 

climate in general. Higher education leaders functioned within a political arena that 

encompassed public relations, formal and informal coalitions, inter-institutional 

collaboration, and image in the process of decision-making (Cohen & Brawer, 1994). 
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However, researchers do not agree on the role and importance of political climate. 

Some stressed that political climate was key to advancement and success in an 

organization while others ignored its existence (Stevens, 1990). 

Professional Development Opportunities (4) 

Professional development opportunities were defined as the opportunities for 

employees to pursue and participate in activities to enhance job performance. These 

opportunities included opportunities to improve skills, learn new trends, and improve job 

satisfaction and morale.  

Herzberg (1976) asserted that growth was a motivator for job satisfaction and was 

related to professional development. Professional development opportunities gave 

employees the ability to become more proficient in addition to a providing a better 

chance to seek a future promotion (Wattenbarger, 1994).  

Evaluation (5) 

Evaluation was defined as the college’s procedures for evaluating employees 

through positive feedback intended to provide professional growth for the employee 

(Halpin, 1966).  The systematic gathering of data and regular evaluations served many 

purposes. They provided feedback to the employee, and data for salary, promotions 

and tenure (Cohen & Brawer, 1994).  Bolman & Deal (2003) stressed that it was very 

important that the evaluation process be perceived as a positive experience. If it was 

perceived as a negative experience, it would have a negative effect on performance and 

professional growth. 

Promotion (6) 

Promotion was defined as the college’s commitment to internal promotion and 

advancement within the organization. Promotion was generally the result of hard work 
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and dedication to the organization. Herzberg et al. (1959) posited that the growth factor, 

which was considered a motivator, can be directly tied to promotion.  Promotion usually 

had a positive effect on organizational climate and was perceived as contributing to job 

satisfaction (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008). 

Regard for Personal Concern (7) 

Regard for personal concern was defined as the college’s sensitivity to and regard 

for the personal matters and well-being of employees. Hersey et al. (1996) considered 

regard for personal concerns as a high relationship leadership style. The needs and 

desires of employees were critical issues. Regard for personal concern was a major 

component for job satisfaction and improved organizational culture (Lunenburg & 

Ornstein, 1991). 

Organizational Climate and Job Satisfaction in Higher Education 

It is important for higher education leaders to develop and improve the 

organizational climate of their respective institutions in order to provide greater job 

satisfaction for their employees (Anderson et al., 2000; Duggan, 2008; & Iiacqua et al., 

1995). Wattenbarger (1994) asserted that developing an organizational spirit, or climate, 

was an important way for higher education leaders to demonstrate support for the 

faculty and staff. Many important factors, such as leader style, the nature of the job, 

structure of the organization, the nature of relationships among peers, and reward 

systems were identified as enhancing climate in an organization (Vroom, 1982). 

Although organizational climate and job satisfaction have separate and distinct 

indicators, they still maintain a cooperative relationship. 

Many researchers observed that because public and private organizations have 

unique characteristics, it was important to distinguish how the dynamics of 



 

39 

organizational climate and job satisfaction interrelated and affected one another in the 

different settings (Argyris, 1957; Bolman & Deal, 2003; Hersey et al., 1996; Herzberg, 

Mausner, Peterson & Capwell, 1957; Herzberg, 1959 & 1966; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 

2008; Spector, 1997).  Educational institutions, as loosely coupled (Weick, 1991), open 

systems (Katz & Kahn, 1978), posed a unique set of circumstances that deserved 

special attention within the context of organizational climate and job satisfaction 

theories. Effective community college leaders were measured by their ability to create a 

climate that promoted learning and enhanced excellence (Gleazer, 1998; O’Bannion, 

1997). In addition, effective leaders needed effective staff members since a leader was 

only as good as the team he or she assembled (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Gratton, 1993; 

Senge, 1991).  

Summary 

This study was conducted to analyze the relationship between various aspects of 

organizational climate and job satisfaction as related to a variety of community college 

personnel. Interest in these two constructs began in the 1900s with the Hawthorne 

studies and continues today as a prominent topic in organizational behavior literature.  

As the largest and fastest growing segment of higher education in America, 

community colleges provide access to postsecondary education for millions of people 

who might otherwise not have pursued advanced education (Parnell, 1990). 

Increasingly, community colleges are expected to ensure quality by using new and more 

precise measures of institutional effectiveness (Alfred & Kreider, 1991). Interest in 

organizational climate and job satisfaction remains high as pressure for institutional 

effectiveness intensifies (Alfred & Kreider, 1991), and as employee expectations and 

values change (Flynn, 1994; Katzell & Thompson, 1990). It is imperative that higher 
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education leaders strive to fashion a positive organizational climate in order to attract 

and retain valuable human resources. 

The findings of this study related to job satisfaction and organizational climate are 

important in serving as a further research tool that describes the range of effects 

regarding these two constructs in the community college. The focus of Chapter 3 is to 

describe the design of the study, the methodology, the procedures for data collection, 

statistical analysis, and reporting procedures. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

With every research project in the social sciences, there should be an inquiry into 

previous, related investigations. Without this step, an integrated, comprehensive picture 

cannot be built. Researchers working in isolation tend to repeat past mistakes and 

rarely achieve much direction in their work (Glass, 1976). Moreover, progress in the 

social sciences comes from building on the efforts of those who have worked before. 

This is true with regard to specific hypotheses and theories and also with regard to 

research methodologies (Cooper, 1989). Specifically, through an integrative research 

review, it is possible to summarize past research by drawing overall conclusions from 

many separate studies that are believed to address related or identical hypotheses. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between job 

satisfaction and organizational climate across seven studies. These seven studies were 

chosen because they represented a cross-section of community college personnel and 

because they addressed a set of common research questions. This study addressed 

the following question: What was the relationship between the eight job satisfaction 

factors and seven organizational climate factors across the seven studies? This chapter 

is divided into three sections. Section one outlines a brief historical overview of meta-

analysis methodology. Section two provides an overview of meta-analysis as a research 

method and the steps involved in conducting a meta-analysis. Section three describes 

detailed meta-analytic methodology used in this study. 

Historical Overview of Meta-Analytic Methodology 

Accumulation is the hallmark of science (Kuhn, 1996) and without synthesis, the 

application of research is limited (Dewey, 1974; Lipsey & Wilson, 1993). As the body of 
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published research in any domain expands, there becomes a need for synthetic 

analysis of work completed. Meta-analysis is a quantitative review method that has 

been widely used as a strong alternative to traditional, non-quantitative review methods 

of the literature. It is a systematic method of incorporating statistical analyses for 

extracting, comparing, and combining results from independent studies that are 

generalizable (Cooper, 1998). 

The purpose of meta-analysis is to resolve conflicting findings of multiple studies 

on the same topic by combining their results in a systematic fashion. The statistical 

basis of meta-analysis reaches back to the 17th century when, in astronomy, intuition 

and experience suggested that data might be better understood if it was combined 

rather than trying to select from among it (Plackett, 1958). In the 20th century, secondary 

analysis of cumulative primary research was introduced by the distinguished statistician 

Karl Pearson (1904) when he averaged estimates from five independent samples of the 

association between typhoid fever vaccination and mortality of soldiers in the British 

Army. However, such techniques were not widely used in medicine for many years. 

Dubin and Taveggia (1968) may have been the first to publish a secondary analysis of 

educational research. Gene Glass (1976) was credited with coining the term “meta-

analysis” in a paper entitled Primary, Secondary and Meta Analysis of Research. Meta-

analysis was developed by Glass as a quantitative review method to integrate and 

summarize findings from multiple studies. As defined by Glass (1976): 

Meta-analysis refers to the analysis of analyses…the statistical analysis of 
a large collection of analysis results from individual studies for the purpose 
of integrating the findings. (Glass, 1976, p. 3). 

Compared to independent research, meta-analysis increases power and precision, 

provides an overall estimate and range of effect, and identifies variability among study 
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results, which may have facilitated the discovery of important effect moderators. Even 

though the use of meta-analysis for research synthesis has been advocated for several 

centuries, the complexities of its statistical procedures have often discouraged 

researchers from using it in their studies (Bangert-Drowns & Rudner, 1991). Meta-

analysis has helped to determine if outcome differences were attributable to chance, to 

methodological inadequacies, or to systematic differences in study characteristics 

(Glass, McGraw, & Smith, 1981; Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson, 1982; Rosenthal, 1984). 

Meta-Analysis as a Research Method 

The quantitative procedures of meta-analysis help to address some of the 

challenges introduced by the existence of dichotomous answers to a given research 

question. Meta-analytic statistics provide a single set of numbers that describes effect 

sizes across independent studies by discovering moderators in bodies of research 

findings as well as by testing the statistical significance of combined results (Rosenthal 

1984; Rosenthal and DiMatteo 2001). Eventually, meta-analysis assisted in 

understanding the structure of phenomena (e.g., negative vs. political advertising, job 

satisfaction vs. job performance) so that it clarified the areas in which subsequent 

research was most beneficial. Meta-analysis allows researchers to arrive at conclusions 

that are more accurate and more credible than can be presented in any one study, or in 

a non-quantitative, narrative review. A cumulative view of social science provides the 

opportunity to view the whole picture in a research enterprise. Meta-analysis helps 

researchers to see the similarities and differences among methodologies and the results 

of many studies. 
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Independent Variables 

The independent variables for this study were the set of seven organizational 

climate factors. These were internal communication; organizational structure; political 

culture; professional development; evaluation; promotion; and regard for personal 

concerns. 

Dependent Variables 

The set of eight job satisfaction factors were the dependent variables in this study. 

These were participation in decision making; autonomy, power and control; relationship 

with peers; relationship with subordinates; relationship with supervisor; salary; benefits; 

and professional effectiveness. 

Steps Involved in a Meta-Analytical Study 

Although there are numerous meta-analysis techniques, the most appropriate 

methods for a particular study are determined by the characteristics of the included 

studies and the purposes of the research (Bangert-Drowns, 1986). It is appropriate to 

use a meta-analysis (a) whenever there are multiple studies that test the same or 

similar hypotheses and the joint results of the studies do not clearly indicate the results 

of the test; (b) whenever there are numerous contradictory studies; and (c) whenever 

there is the need to review complex literature. While there is no single correct way to 

perform a meta-analysis, there are three interrelated basic principles to consider: 

accuracy, simplicity, and clarity (Hall and Rosenthal, 1995). The simpler the meta-

analysis, the more likely it is to be accurate; it is not possible to present one that is too 

simple. 

Meta-analysis provides a procedure for combining relevant information taken from 

studies designed to answer essentially the same research question for the purpose of 
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enlarging the base of the synthesis compared to the base of a single study (Glass et al., 

1981; Hedges, 1982; Rosenthal, 1984, 1991). Four basic steps of a meta-analytical 

quantitative procedure are (a) problem formulation, (b) data collection, (c) data analysis, 

and (d) presentation of results. The following is a brief description of each step. 

Problem Formulation 

In this first step it is important to define the independent and dependent variables. 

During this stage of the process, questions are formulated and consequently only those 

studies that consider the hypothesis of interest are selected to carry out the subsequent 

steps. At this stage it is also important to agree on the specification of an acceptable 

degree of variation between studies. 

Data Collection 

At this stage, a systematic method for choosing relevant studies is required. The 

data is gathered from these studies. During this stage, each study’s methods and 

results are reviewed to assess how the independent and the dependent variables are 

operationalized and measured.  

Data Analysis 

After the data collection stage, it is necessary to decide which studies should be 

included in the data analysis. Once the studies are selected, data analysis involves 

using statistical procedures to combine and contrast study results.   

Presentation of Results 

This final step is a summary of the analyses of data. Results may be presented 

separately for the various sources of information (Rosenthal, 1991). The use of tables 

and figures is encouraged. 
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Detailed Methodology 

Method to Retrieve Sample of Studies 

According to Glass et al. (1981), locating studies is a stage at which the most 

serious form of bias enters a meta-analysis, since it is difficult to assess the impact of a 

potential bias. The best protection against this source of bias is a thorough description 

of the procedures used to locate the studies that are found so that the reader can make 

an intelligent assessment of the representativeness and completeness of the data base 

for a meta-analysis. (p. 57). 

The literature on job satisfaction and organizational change, including sources 

specifically related to community college administrators, provided the relevant data for 

this study. To ensure that a satisfactory level of data was collected, a systematic 

investigation of computer-based information searches was conducted to locate 

appropriate studies. Computer data bases included EBSCO Academic Search 

Complete, UMIProQuest Digital Dissertations, and Educational Resources Information 

Center (ERIC). Documents were retrieved if the title and abstract indicated that the 

investigators might have assessed the relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational climate among specific groups of community college personnel. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

In this meta-analysis, studies were first eligible for inclusion if they assessed the 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational climate factors among 

community college personnel. Second, relevant studies had to report quantitative data 

on measures of dependent variables of interest to be included in the meta-analysis. 

Third, studies were chosen for inclusion only if the data was sufficient to calculate at 

least one effect size relevant to the meta-analysis. After careful evaluation, studies were 
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excluded from this research if (a) no measure of job satisfaction or organizational 

climate factors were measured and, (b) the subjects were not community college 

personnel. 

Statistical Methods 

Research Question 1: 

a) As a group, what is the overall satisfaction of community college personnel with 
the seven organizational climate factors at their respective institutions?  

b) Using the same seven climate factors as an index, what is the group’s overall 
perception of the existence of these factors at their respective institutions? 

c) As a group, how did the community college personnel rate the overall importance 
of the eight job satisfaction factors?    

Research Question 2:  

a) What is the relationship between each type of job and satisfaction with each 
organizational climate factor? 

b) What is the relationship between each type of job and perception of each   
organizational climate factor? 

c) What is the relationship between each type of job and the importance of each job 
satisfaction factor? 

Research Question 3: 

What are the relationships among satisfaction with organizational climate factors 
and importance of job satisfaction factors? 

For Research Question 1 and Research Question 2 chi-square tests were used to 

examine differences by job type with reference to satisfaction and perception of the 

seven organizational climate factors of internal communication, organizational structure, 

political culture, professional development, evaluation, promotion, and regard for 

personal concern. SAS® software, (version 9.2; Cary, N.C.) was used for all analyses. 

Levels of significance of 0.05 and two-sided tests were used.  

For Research Question 3, the numbers were taken directly from the seven studies. 
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Summary 

This chapter presented and explained the various dimensions of this specific 

research study by discussing the meta-analytic methodology design used to address 

the hypothesis and the data-gathering procedures. A meta-analytic review was 

conducted to determine the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational 

climate across seven primary studies. The focus on only community college personnel 

helped generalization of study results to this population. Chapter 4 presents and 

analyzes the data. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the overall satisfaction with 

organizational climate factors across seven studies involving various levels of 

community college personnel. A secondary purpose was to determine if there was a 

significant relationship among satisfaction with organizational climate factors and the 

importance of job satisfaction factors across the studies. Specifically, the research 

addressed the following questions: 

Research Question 1: 

a) As a group, what is the overall satisfaction of community college personnel with 
the seven organizational climate factors at their respective institutions?  

b) Using the same seven climate factors as an index, what is the group’s overall 
perception of the existence of these factors at their respective institutions? 

c) As a group, how did the community college personnel rate the overall importance 
of the eight job satisfaction factors?    

Research Question 2:  

a) What is the relationship between each type of job and satisfaction with each 
organizational climate factor? 

b) What is the relationship between each type of job and perception of each   
organizational climate factor? 

c) What is the relationship between each type of job and the importance of each job 
satisfaction factor? 

Research Question 3: 

What are the relationships among satisfaction with organizational climate factors 
and importance of job satisfaction factors? 

Response Rate 

During the course of conducting seven distinct but related studies on 

organizational climate and job satisfaction, a total of 3,370 surveys were mailed to a 
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cross section of personnel at community colleges across the nation who were members 

of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) and/or listed in the Higher 

Education Directory (HED). A total of 1,539 useable surveys were returned, rendering a 

46% rate of return. A small portion of the surveys were returned with some responses 

missing; however, all recorded responses were used in the analysis of data.  

Description of the Seven Studies 

Gender and Ethnicity 

Table 4-1 provides gender and ethnic distributions for community college 

personnel. A total of 1,473 participants completed the survey question on gender. Of 

these, 912 (62%) were male and 558 (38%) were female. One thousand three hundred 

eight employees, representing 89% of the respondents, were White. Blacks and 

Hispanics represented 5% and 4% of the total respondents respectively. The remaining 

1.9% included all other ethnic groups. 

Only two studies (Chappell, 1995 and Evans, 1996) reported a combined   

distribution of personnel by gender and ethnic origin. Five hundred thirty-eight of these 

employees, representing 67% of the respondents, were White males. One hundred 

eighty-six employees, representing 23%, were White females. Twenty-three employees, 

representing 3% of the respondents, were Hispanic males, thirteen employees 

representing 2% of the respondents, were Black females, and nine employees, 

representing 1% of the respondents were Black males. 

Classification of Community Colleges 

The majority of respondents (n = 1080 or 83%) used one of the first three college 

classifications listed in Table 4-1. These classifications generally referred to geographic 

location, thereby inferring the size of the community college. The classifications 
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included (a) rural, (b) suburban, (c) urban/inner city, (d) metropolitan area district, (e) 

community college adjacent to a residential university, or (f) any mix of the first five 

classifications. Of these six classifications, 553 (42%) of the total respondents identified 

themselves as working in rural community colleges, 325 (25%) of the total respondents 

identified themselves as working in suburban community colleges, and 202 (16%) 

identified themselves as working in urban/inner city community colleges. 

Number of Years Served Within the Community College System 

Table 4-1 shows the distribution of community college personnel according to the 

number of years served within the community college system. A total of 1,469 

respondents answered this survey question. Of these, 652 (44%) reported having 

served within the community college system for 15 or more years, and 36 (3%) reported 

having served within the community college system for less than one year. Seven 

hundred eighty (53%) reported having served within the community college system 1-14 

years. 

Overall Ratings for Each Factor 

Table 4-2 indicated the overall satisfaction and perceived level of each 

organizational climate factor across the seven studies, and the overall percentage of 

each job satisfaction factor as related to the factor’s importance in job satisfaction. 

Overall, the responses ranged from 76% of respondents being satisfied with the political 

climate (PC2) at their respective institutions to 100% of respondents regarding 

professional effectiveness (PE4) and relationship with supervisor (RWSup4) as 

important to job satisfaction. With reference to satisfaction with organizational climate 

factors, 76% of respondents were satisfied with the political climate (PC2) at their 

respective institutions while 93% of respondents were satisfied with regard for personal 
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concern (RPC2). With reference to the perception of organizational climate factors, 79% 

of respondents reported a high level of perceived existence of political climate (PC3) 

while 96% of respondents perceived a high level of the existence of regard for personal 

concern (RPC3). Finally, with reference to job satisfaction factors, 94% of respondents 

regarded autonomy, power, and control (APC4) as important to job satisfaction at their 

respective institutions, while 100% of respondents regarded professional effectiveness 

(PE4) and relationship with supervisor (RWSup4) as important to job satisfaction. 

Satisfaction Ratings 

The percentage of respondents that were satisfied with these factors ranged from 

76% to 93%. Seventy-six percent of respondents were satisfied with political climate 

(PC2), and 85% were satisfied with organizational structure (OS2), evaluation (EVAL2), 

and promotion (PROMO2). Eighty-six percent were satisfied with internal 

communication (IC2) and 88% were satisfied with professional development 

opportunities (PDO2). Ninety-three percent of respondents were satisfied with regard for 

personal concern (RPC2).  

Perception Ratings 

The percentage of respondents that perceived a high level of the existence of 

these factors at their respective institutions ranged from 79% to 96%. Seventy-nine 

percent reported that they perceived a high level of the existence of political climate 

(PC3), and 89% perceived a high level of existence of opportunities for promotion 

(PROMO3) at their respective institutions. Ninety percent reported that they perceived a 

high level of the existence of organizational structure and positive evaluation 

procedures at their institutions. Ninety-one percent perceived a high level of 

professional development opportunities and 95% perceived a high level of the existence 
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of internal communication. Finally, 96% of the respondents indicated that they perceived 

a high level of the existence of regard for personal concern (RPC3) at their respective 

institutions. 

Importance of Job Satisfaction Ratings 

The percentage of respondents that regarded these factors as important to job 

satisfaction ranged from 94% to 100%. Ninety-four percent of respondents reported 

autonomy, power, and control (APC4) as important to job satisfaction, 95% of 

respondents reported salary (SAL4) as important, and 97% reported benefits (BENE4) 

as important at their respective institutions. Ninety-eight percent reported relationship 

with peers (RWP4) as important, while 99% reported relationship with subordinates 

(RWSub4) and participation in the decision-making process (DM4) as important to job 

satisfaction. Finally, 100% reported relationship with supervisor (RWSup4) and 

professional effectiveness (PE4) as important to job satisfaction at their respective 

institutions.  

Satisfaction with Organizational Climate Factors 

Satisfaction with Internal Communication (IC2) 

Internal communication was defined as the college’s formal and informal 

communication processes and style such as articulation of mission, purpose, values, 

policies, and procedures. Generally, community college personnel reported that they 

were satisfied with internal communication at their respective institutions. Overall the 

responses ranged from 69% to 95% of employees indicating satisfaction with this 

variable. Table 4-3 showed a statistically significant relationship between job type and 

internal communication (p-value <.0001, chi square test).  
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Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with internal 

communication was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, 

the percentage of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive 

secretaries. Satisfaction with internal communication ranged from 93% for presidents to 

69% for mid level managers. Executive secretaries reported 95% satisfaction with this 

factor. 

Satisfaction with Organizational Structure (OS2) 

Organizational structure was defined as the college’s administrative operation, or 

its hierarchical lines of authority and requirements for operating within that hierarchy. 

Generally, community college personnel reported that they were satisfied with 

organizational structure at their respective institutions. Overall the responses ranged 

from 79% to 97% of employees indicating satisfaction with this variable. Table 4-4 

showed a statistically significant relationship between job type and organizational 

structure (p-value <.0001, chi square test). 

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with organizational 

structure was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the 

percentage of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy, with the exception of executive 

secretaries and institutional research staff. Satisfaction with organizational structure 

ranged from 89% for presidents to 79% for branch campus executive officers. Executive 

secretaries reported 97% satisfaction and institutional research staff reported 90% 

satisfaction with this factor. 
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Satisfaction with Political Climate (PC2) 

Political climate was defined as the nature and complexity of the college’s internal 

politics, and the degree to which an employee must operate within a political framework 

in order to accomplish their tasks. Generally, community college personnel reported 

lower satisfaction with political climate than with any other aspect of organizational 

climate. Overall the responses ranged from 64% to 96% of employees indicating 

satisfaction with this variable. Table 4-5 showed a statistically significant relationship 

between job type and political climate (p-value <.0001, chi square test). 

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with political climate 

was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the percentage 

of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the positions moved up 

the institutional hierarchy, with the exception of mid-level managers. Satisfaction with 

political climate ranged from 96% for executive secretaries to 70% for presidents. Mid-

level managers reported 64% satisfaction with this factor. 

Satisfaction with Professional Development Opportunities (PDO2) 

Professional development opportunities were defined as the opportunities for 

employees to pursue and participate in activities to enhance job performance. These 

opportunities included improving skills, learning new trends, and improving job 

satisfaction and morale. Generally, community college personnel reported that they 

were satisfied with professional development opportunities at their institutions. Overall 

the responses ranged from 76% to 100% of employees indicating satisfaction with this 

variable. Table 4-6 showed a statistically significant relationship between job type and 

professional development opportunities (p-value <.0001, chi square test). 
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It was clear from this analysis that while satisfaction with professional development 

opportunities was consistently rated as high among community college personnel, the 

percentage of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive 

secretaries and institutional research staff. Satisfaction with professional development 

opportunities ranged from 91% for presidents to 76% for mid-level managers. Executive 

secretaries reported 91% satisfaction and institutional research staff reported 100% 

satisfaction with this factor. 

Satisfaction with Evaluation (EVAL2) 

Evaluation was defined as the college’s procedures for evaluating employees 

through positive feedback intended to provide professional growth for the employee. 

Generally, community college personnel reported that they were satisfied with the 

evaluation procedures at their respective institutions. Overall the responses ranged from 

71% to 98% of employees indicating satisfaction with this variable. Table 4-7 showed a 

statistically significant relationship between job type and evaluation (p-value <.0001, chi 

square test).  

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with evaluation was 

consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the percentage of 

respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the positions moved down 

the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive secretaries and institutional 

research staff. Satisfaction with evaluation ranged from 89% for presidents to 71% for 

mid-level managers. Ninety-eight percent of executive secretaries and 90% of 

institutional research staff were satisfied with evaluation procedures.  
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Satisfaction with Promotion (PROMO2) 

Promotion was defined as the college’s commitment to internal promotion and 

advancement from within the organization. Promotion was typically the result of hard 

work and dedication to the organization. Generally, community college personnel 

reported that they were satisfied with internal communication at their respective 

institutions. Overall the responses ranged from 62% to 95% of employees indicating 

satisfaction with this variable. Table 4-8 showed a statistically significant relationship 

between job type and promotion (p-value <.0001, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with promotional 

procedures was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the 

percentage of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish as the 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive 

secretaries and institutional research staff. Satisfaction with promotional procedures 

ranged from 95% for presidents to 71% for mid-level managers. Executive secretaries 

reported 87% satisfaction and institutional research staff reported 62% satisfaction with 

this factor. 

Satisfaction with Regard for Personal Concern (RPC2) 

Regard for personal concern was defined as the college’s sensitivity to and regard 

for the personal matters and well-being of employees. Generally, community college 

personnel reported that they were satisfied with their institution’s regard for personal 

concern. Overall the responses ranged from 80% to 100% of employees indicating 

satisfaction with this variable. Table 4-9 showed a statistically significant relationship 

between job type and regard for personal concern (p-value <.0001, chi square test).   
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Based on this analysis, it would appear that while satisfaction with regard for 

personal concern was consistently reported as high among community college 

personnel, the percentage of respondents satisfied with this factor appeared to diminish 

as positions moved down the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive 

secretaries. Satisfaction with regard for personal concern ranged from 99% for 

presidents to 80% for mid-level managers. One hundred percent of executive 

secretaries were satisfied with regard for personal concern at their institutions. 

Perception of Existence of Organizational Climate Factors 

Perception of Internal Communication (IC3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of internal communication 

at their respective institutions. The responses ranged from 93% to 98% of employees 

reporting a high perception of this factor at their institutions. Table 4-10 indicated that 

93% of branch campus executive officers and chief business officers and 98% of 

presidents indicated a high perception of this factor at their respective institutions.  

Perception of Organizational Structure (OS3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of organizational structure 

at their respective institutions. The responses ranged from 87% to 97% of employees 

reporting a high perception of this factor at their institutions. Table 4-11 showed a 

statistically significant relationship between job type and perception of organizational 

structure (p-value = .0440, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while perception of organizational 

structure was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the 

percentage of respondents perceiving a high level of this factor appeared to increase as 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy. Respondents perceiving a high level of 
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this factor at their respective institutions ranged from 87% for presidents to 97% for 

executive secretaries.   

Perception of Political Climate (PC3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of political climate at their 

respective institutions. The responses ranged from 70% to 98% of employees indicating 

a high perception of this factor. Table 4-12 showed a statistically significant relationship 

between job type and perception of political climate (p-value <.0001, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while the perception of political climate 

was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the percentage 

of respondents that perceived a high degree of this factor increased as positions moved 

down the institutional hierarchy. Respondents perceiving a high level of this factor at 

their respective institutions ranged from 70% for presidents to 98% for executive 

secretaries. 

Perception of Professional Development Opportunities (PDO3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of professional 

development opportunities at their respective institutions. Table 4-13 indicated that 

responses ranged from 88% of branch campus executive officers to 100% of 

institutional research staff reporting that they perceived a high level of this factor at their 

respective institutions.  

Perception of Evaluation (EVAL3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of supportive evaluation at 

their respective institutions. The responses ranged from 87% to 96% of employees 

indicating a high perception of this factor. Table 4-14 showed a statistically significant 



 

60 

relationship between job type and perception of evaluation procedures (p-value = .0327, 

chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while perception of evaluation 

procedures was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the 

percentage of respondents perceiving a high level of this factor appeared to increase as 

positions moved up the institutional hierarchy with the exception of executive 

secretaries. Respondents perceiving a high level of this factor at their respective 

institutions ranged from 87% for branch campus executive officers to 93% for 

presidents. Ninety-six percent of executive secretaries reported perceiving a high level 

of this factor at their respective institutions.   

Perception of Promotion (PROMO3) 

The respondents reported that they perceived a high level of promotional 

opportunities at their respective institutions. The responses ranged from 76% of 

institutional research staff to 97% of presidents reporting a high level of perception for 

this factor at their institutions. Table 4-15 indicated a statistically significant relationship 

between job type and perception of promotional opportunities (p-value <.0001, chi 

square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while the perception of promotional 

opportunities was consistently reported as high among community college personnel, 

the percentage of respondents that perceived a high degree of this factor appeared to 

increase as positions moved up the institutional hierarchy, with the exception of 

executive secretaries. Respondents perceiving a high level of this factor at their 

respective institutions ranged from 76% for institutional research staff to 97% for 
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presidents. Ninety-six percent of executive secretaries reported perceiving a high level 

of this factor at their respective institutions. 

Perception of Regard for Personal Concern (RPC3) 

Respondents reported that they perceived a high level of regard for personal 

concern at their respective institutions. Responses ranged from 90% of institutional 

research staff to 100% of presidents reporting a high perception of this factor at their 

institutions. Table 4-16 indicated a statistically significant relationship between job type 

and perception of regard for personal concern (p-value <.0001, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while the perception of regard for 

personal concern was consistently reported as high among community college 

personnel, the percentage of respondents that perceived a high degree of this factor 

appeared to increase as positions moved up the institutional hierarchy, with the 

exception of executive secretaries. Respondents perceiving a high level of this factor at 

their respective institutions ranged from 90% for institutional research staff to 100% for 

presidents. Ninety-nine percent of executive secretaries reported perceiving a high level 

of this factor at their respective institutions. 

Importance of Job Satisfaction Factors 

Importance of Decision-making (DM4) 

Participation in decision-making was defined as the college’s process for decision 

making and opportunities for involvement by the employee to participate in that process. 

Generally, the respondents reported that their involvement in the decision-making 

process was an important part of job satisfaction at their respective institutions. Table 4-

17 indicated that the responses ranged from 95% of institutional research staff to 100% 
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of presidents reporting high importance for being involved in decision-making at their 

institutions. 

Importance of Autonomy, Power, and Control (APC4) 

Autonomy, power, and control were defined as the amount or degree of jurisdiction 

or discretion that employees were able to exercise while they performed the tasks of 

their position. Most employees in educational institutions consider high autonomy to be 

an important requirement for job satisfaction and success. Generally, the respondents 

reported a high degree of the importance of autonomy, power, and control at their 

respective institutions. Responses ranged from 88% to 100% of employees indicating 

the importance of this factor at their respective institutions. Table 4-18 indicated a 

statistically significant relationship between job type and the importance of autonomy, 

power, and control (p-value <.0001, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while the importance of autonomy, 

power, and control was consistently reported as high among community college 

personnel, the percentage of respondents that attached a high degree of importance to 

this factor increased as positions moved down the institutional hierarchy. Eighty-eight 

percent of presidents and 100% of institutional research staff reported a high degree of 

importance for this factor with regard to job satisfaction. 

Importance of Relationship with Peers (RWP4) 

Relationship with peers was defined as the quality of the affiliation that an 

employee maintained with his or her peers. Generally, the respondents reported a high 

degree of the importance of relationship with peers at their respective institutions. Table 

4-19 indicated that responses ranged from 98% of chief instructional officers and 



 

63 

presidents to 100% of mid-level managers and institutional research staff reporting this 

factor as important to job satisfaction at their institutions.   

Importance of Relationship with Subordinates (RWSub4) 

Relationship with subordinates was defined as the quality of the affiliation that an 

employee maintained with his or her subordinates. Generally, respondents reported a 

high degree of the importance of relationship with subordinates at their respective 

institutions. Table 4-20 indicated that responses ranged from 99% of branch campus 

executive officers, chief business officers, and chief instructional officers to 100% of 

institutional research staff, mid-level managers, and presidents, reporting this factor as 

important to job satisfaction at their respective institutions. 

Importance of Relationship with Supervisor (RWSup4) 

Relationship with supervisor was defined as the quality of the affiliation that an 

employee maintained with his or her supervisor. Generally, respondents reported a high 

degree of the importance of relationship with supervisors at their respective institutions. 

Table 4-21 indicated that the responses ranged from 95% of institutional research staff 

to 100% of presidents reporting this factor as important to job satisfaction at their 

respective institutions. 

Importance of Salary (SAL4) 

Salary was defined as the equity and adequacy of the salary received by the 

employees. Generally, the respondents reported a high degree of the importance of 

salary at their respective institutions. Table 4-22 indicated that responses ranged from 

94% of presidents to 100% of institutional research staff reporting this factor as 

important to job satisfaction at their respective institutions. 
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Importance of Benefits (BENE4) 

Benefits were defined as the equity and adequacy of the benefits package 

received by the employees. Most employees in educational institutions consider 

benefits to be an important requirement for job satisfaction and success. Generally, the 

respondents reported a high degree of the importance of benefits at their respective 

institutions. Responses ranged from 94% to 100% of employees indicating the 

importance of this factor at their respective institutions. Table 4-23 indicated a 

statistically significant relationship between job type and the importance of benefits (p-

value = .0450, chi square test).   

Based on this analysis, it would appear that while the importance of benefits was 

consistently reported as high among community college personnel, the percentage of 

respondents that attached a high degree of importance to this factor increased as 

positions moved down the institutional hierarchy with the exception of mid-level 

managers. Ninety-four percent of presidents and 100% of institutional research staff 

reported this factor as important to job satisfaction at their respective institutions. 

Ninety-seven percent of mid-level managers reported this factor as important to job 

satisfaction.  

Importance of Professional Effectiveness (PE4) 

Professional effectiveness was defined as the perceived overall effectiveness of 

the employee in their position. Generally, the respondents reported a high degree of the 

importance of professional effectiveness at their respective institutions. Table 4-24 

indicated that the responses ranged from 99% of chief business officers to 100% of all 

other college personnel reporting a high degree of importance for this factor as 

important to job satisfaction at their respective institutions.  
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Statistical Significance (p-values) 

Table 4-25 indicated the overall p-value for each of the 22 factors. A significance 

level of 0.05 was used. The factors were divided into three groups: satisfaction with the 

seven organizational climate factors, perception of the same seven factors, and the 

importance of eight job satisfaction factors. A statistically significant relationship 

between job type and satisfaction with each of the seven organizational climate factors 

was reported. With regard to perception of the existence of a high level of the 

organizational climate factors, a statistically significant relationship was reported 

between job type and five organizational climate factors: organizational structure (OS2), 

political climate (PC3), evaluation (EVAL2), promotion (PROMO3), and regard for 

personal concern (RPC3). Finally, a statistically significant relationship between job type 

and the importance of autonomy, power, and control (APC4) and the importance of 

benefits (BENE4) was reported. 

Correlations and Significance between Organizational Climate and Job 
Satisfaction Factors 

Table 4-26 reported the correlations between the seven organizational climate 

factors and the eight job satisfaction factors across the five studies that reported this 

data. Correlations were both positive and negative. Significant correlations at the p ≤ 

0.05 level were indicated with an asterisk (*). Overall, 43/280 or 15.4% of the responses 

were significant. The results were mixed. 

The number of significant correlations ranged from 0 to 25 among the five studies. 

Peek’s (2003) study of institutional research staff reported two significant correlations, 

Bailey’s (2002) study of branch campus executive officers reported seven significant 

correlations, Zabetakis’ (1999) study of chief business officers reported nine significant 
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correlations, and Evan’s (1996) study of community college presidents reported 25 

significant correlations. Chappell’s (1995) study of chief instructional officers reported an 

absence of strong correlations in the relationship between measures of organizational 

climate and measures of job satisfaction. Levy’s (1989) study of mid-level managers 

and Sofianos’ (2005) study of executive secretaries did not report these correlations.  

Peek’s study of institutional research staff reported a significant negative 

correlation between organizational structure and participation in decision making 

(r = -.45). As satisfaction with organizational structure decreased, the importance of 

participation in decision making increased. A second significant correlation existed 

between evaluation and benefits. As satisfaction with supportive evaluation procedures 

increased, the importance of benefits also increased (r = .57). 

Bailey’s study of branch campus executive officers reported seven significant 

positive correlations. As satisfaction with professional development opportunities 

increased, the importance of relationship with peers also increased (r = .17). As 

satisfaction with supportive evaluation procedures increased, the importance of salary 

increased (r = .19). As satisfaction with supportive evaluation procedures increased, the 

importance of benefits increased (r = .17). As satisfaction with the college’s commitment 

to promotion increased, the importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = .16). 

As satisfaction with regard for personal concern increased, the importance of 

relationship with supervisor increased (r = .29). As satisfaction with regard for personal 

concern increased, the importance of benefits increased (r = .23). As satisfaction with 

regard for personal concern increased, the importance of professional effectiveness 

increased (r = .25). 
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Zabetakis’ study of chief business officers reported nine significant positive 

correlations. As satisfaction with internal communication increased, the importance of 

benefits increased (r = .18). As satisfaction with internal communication increased, the 

importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = .18). As satisfaction with 

organizational structure increased, the importance of relationship with peers increased 

(r = .17). As satisfaction with organizational structure increased, the importance of 

benefits increased (r = .19). As satisfaction with organizational structure increased, the 

importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = .18). As satisfaction with 

professional development increased, the importance of professional effectiveness 

increased (r = .19). As regard for personal concern increased, the importance of 

participation in decision making increased (r = .17). As regard for personal concern 

increased, the importance of relationship with peers increased (r = .17). As regard for 

personal concern increased, the importance of relationship with supervisor increased 

(r = .17). 

Evans’ study of community college presidents reported 25 significant positive 

correlations. As satisfaction with internal communication increased, the importance of 

participation in decision making increased (r = .12). As satisfaction with internal 

communication increased, the importance of relationship with subordinates increased 

(r = .15). As satisfaction with internal communication increased, the importance of 

relationship with supervisor increased (r = .16). As satisfaction with internal 

communication increased, the importance of salary increased (r = .17). As satisfaction 

with internal communication increased, the importance of benefits increased (r = .17). 

As satisfaction with organizational structure increased, the importance of autonomy, 
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power and control increased (r = .18). As satisfaction with organizational structure 

increased, the importance relationship with subordinates increased (r = .13). As 

satisfaction with organizational structure increased, the importance relationship with 

supervisor increased (r = .17). As satisfaction with organizational structure increased, 

the importance of salary increased (r = .21). As satisfaction with organizational structure 

increased, the importance of benefits increased (r = .13). As satisfaction with political 

culture increased, the importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = .17). As 

satisfaction with professional development increased, the importance of autonomy, 

power and control increased (r = .13). As satisfaction with professional development 

increased, the importance of relationship with subordinates increased (r = .13). As 

satisfaction with professional development increased, the importance of relationship 

with supervisor also increased (r = .16). As satisfaction with professional development 

increased, the importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = .18). As 

satisfaction with evaluation increased, the importance of professional effectiveness 

increased (r = .18). As satisfaction with promotion increased, the importance of 

relationship with peers also increased (r = .16). As satisfaction with promotion 

increased, the importance of relationship with subordinates increased (r = .22). As 

satisfaction with promotion increased, the importance of relationship with supervisor 

increased (r = .13). As satisfaction with promotion increased, the importance of salary 

increased (r = .15). As regard for personal concern increased, the importance of 

relationship with peers increased (r = .17). As regard for personal concern increased, 

the importance of relationship with supervisor increased (r = .12). As regard for personal 

concern increased, the importance of salary increased (r = .16). As regard for personal 
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concern increased, the importance of benefits increased (r = .15). As regard for 

personal concern increased, the importance of professional effectiveness increased (r = 

.16). 

Chappell’s study of chief instructional officers reported an absence of strong 

associations in the relationship between measures of organizational climate and 

measures of job satisfaction. 

Summary 

This study analyzed the results of seven studies that represented a cross-section 

of community college personnel and that addressed a set of common research 

questions. It reported the similarities and differences in the relationship between 

measures of organizational climate and measures of job satisfaction among the seven 

studies. The seven studies mailed a total of 3,370 questionnaires to a cross section of 

administrators and personnel at community colleges across the nation who were 

members of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) and/or listed in 

the Higher Education Directory (HED). A total of 1,539 useable surveys were returned, 

rendering a 46% rate of return. A small portion of the surveys were returned with some 

responses missing; however, all recorded responses were used in the analysis of data. 

The data provided a profile of the community college personnel and composites of their 

satisfaction with organizational climate, their perception of organizational climate, and 

how important they found eight job satisfaction factors to be in the performance of their 

jobs. In addition, a composite correlation table was developed to determine what 

significant relationships existed among the studies with regard to organizational climate 

and the importance of job satisfaction factors. 
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A description of the seven studies reported in Table 4-1 included gender, ethnic 

origin, classification of community colleges, and number of years experience as a 

community college administrator or executive secretary. Community college personnel 

are likely to be White/ Caucasian with 11-15 years experience at a rural community 

college. The administrator is likely to be male (62%) although females were represented 

at 38%.  

Overall ratings for each factor addressed Research Question 1. Across the seven 

studies, the three climate factors receiving the highest satisfaction ratings were regard 

for personal concern (93%), professional development opportunities (88%), and internal 

communication (86%). The two climate factors receiving the lowest satisfaction ratings 

were political climate and promotional opportunities. The three climate factors receiving 

the highest perception ratings were regard for personal concern (96%), internal 

communication (95%), and professional development opportunities (91%). The two 

receiving the lowest perception ratings were political climate (79%) and promotion 

(89%). The three job satisfaction factors receiving the highest importance ratings were 

professional effectiveness (100%), relationship with supervisor (100%), and 

participation in decision-making (99%). The two receiving the lowest importance ratings 

were autonomy, power, and control (94%) and salary (95%) (Table 4-2).  

The relationship between each type of job and satisfaction with, perception of, and 

importance of the 22 factors addressed Research Question 2. First, there were 

significant relationships between job type and satisfaction with each of the seven 

organizational climate factors. It was reported that the percentage of respondents 

satisfied with the seven factors generally appeared to diminish as positions moved 
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down the institutional hierarchy. Second, there was a significant correlation between job 

type and a high degree of perception of the existence of five of the organizational 

climate factors. The results showed that the perception of three of these factors 

increased as positions moved up the institutional hierarchy, while the perception of two 

of the factors increased as positions moved down the institutional hierarchy. Third, there 

was a statistically significant correlation between job type and the importance of 

autonomy, power and control across the seven studies. A statistically significant 

relationship between job type and benefits was also reported (Tables 4-3 through 4-25).  

The relationship between organizational climate and job satisfaction factors was 

addressed by examining significant correlations across the seven studies (Research 

Question 3). There were 43 significant correlations across the seven studies. 

Community college presidents had 25 significant correlations, chief business officers 

had 9, branch campus executive officers had 7, and institutional research staff had 2. 

There were no strong associations present with chief instructional officers. Mid-level 

managers and executive secretaries were not studied. Correlations were both positive 

and negative. The results were mixed (Tables 4-26 and 4-27).  

Chapter five draws conclusions from this research and proposes suggestions for 

further research. 



 

72 

Table 4-1. Description of the seven studies 
  A B C D E F G Overall N 

Number of Respondents/Total Number of Questionnaires, (Rate of Return %) 
 Executive 

secretaries/associates, 2005 
149/342 
(43.5%) 

       

 Institutional research staff, 
2003 

 21/28 
(75%) 

      

 Branch campus executive 
officers, 2002 

  199/429 
(46%) 

     

 Chief business officers, 1999    142/277 
(51%) 

    

 Presidents, 1996     284/801 
(35%) 

   

 Chief instructional officers, 
1995 

     539/1060 
(51%) 

  

 PACC Mid level managers, 
1989 

      205/433 
(47.3%) 

 

 
TOTAL 

        1539/3370 
46% 

 
Gender 

 
Male 

3  
 (2.2%) 

12 
(57.1%) 

86 
(55.1%) 

107 
(75.4%) 

242 
(85.5%) 

353 
(66.6%) 

109 
(53.4%) 

912 
62% 

  
Female 

134 
(97.8%) 

9  
(42.9%) 

70 
(44.9%) 

32 
(22.5%) 

41 
(14.5%) 

177 
(33.4%) 

95 
(46.6%) 

558 
38% 

  
No entry 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

3 (2.1%)  
na 

 
na 

 
na 

3 
.2% 

 
TOTAL 

        1473 
100%* 

 
Ethnic Origin 

 
Black/African American 

11 
(8%) 

 
0 

19 
(12.3%) 

3 (2.1%) 9 
(3.2%) 

20 
(3.8%) 

16 
(7.8%) 

78 
5% 

  
Hispanic 

6 
(4.3%)  

1 
 (4.8%) 

8 (5.2%) 5 (3.5%) 14  
(5.0%) 

18  
(3.4%) 

 
na 

52 
4% 

  
White/Caucasian 

119 
(87%) 

18 
(85.7%) 

127 
(81.9%) 

133 
(93.7%) 

251 
(89.6%) 

476 
(89.6%) 

184 
(90.2%) 

1308 
89% 

  
Asian American 

 
0 

1 
(4.8%) 

1 (0.6%) 1 (0.7%) 2 
(0.7%) 

 
na 

2 (1.0%) 7 
.5% 

 Native American 1 (0.7%) na 0 na 3 (1.1%) na 2(1.0%) 6 
.4% 

 Other na 1 (4.8%) 0 na 1 (0.4%) 17 (3.2%) na 19 
1% 

 
TOTAL 

        1470 
100%* 
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Table 4-1.  Continued 
  A B C D E F G Overall N 

Gender and 
Ethnic Origin 

White male na na na na 215 
(77.06%) 

323 
(60.95%) 

na 538 
67% 

  
White female 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

35 
(12.54%) 

151 
(28.49%) 

 
na 

186 
23% 

 Black male na na na na 9 (3.23%) na na 9 
1% 

 Black female na na na na 0 13 
(2.45%) 

na 13 
2% 

 Hispanic male na na na na 10(3.58%) 13 
(2.45%) 

na 23 
3% 

 All other na na na na 10(3.59%) 30 
(5.66%) 

na 40 
5% 

 
TOTAL 

        809 
100%* 

   
A 

 
B 

 
C 

 
D 

 
E 

 
F 

 
G 

 
Overall N 

Classification 
of community 
colleges 

 
 
Rural 

 
64 
(46.7%) 

 
5 
(23.8%) 

 
69 
(44.8%) 

 
56 
(39.4%) 

 
134 
(50.8%) 

 
219 
(41.9%) 

 
6 
(42.9%) 

 
553 
42% 

  
Suburban 

35 
(25.6%) 

13 
(61.9%) 

51 
(33.1%) 

49 
(34.5%) 

65 (24.6%) 109 
(20.8%) 

3 (21.4%) 325 
25% 

  
Urban/Inner city 

38 
(27.7%) 

2 
(9.5%) 

34 
(22.1%) 

31 
(21.8%) 

65 (24.6%) 27 
(5.2%) 

5 (35.7%) 202 
16% 

 Metropolitan na na na na na 56 
(10.7%) 

na 56 

 CC adjacent to residential na na na na na 12 
(2.3%)  

na 12 

  
Any mix of the above five 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

47 
 (9.0%) 

 
na 

 
47 

  
Multiple campuses 

105 
(76.6%) 

 
na 

 
na 

3 
(2.1%) 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

 
108 

  
No response 

 
na 

1 
(4.8%) 

 
na 

3 
(2.1%) 

 
na 

 
na 

 
na 

 
4 

TOTAL         1307 
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Table 4-1.  Continued 
  A B C D E F G Overall N 

 Hispanic-serving institution na na na na na 6 (1.1%) na  
 Historically Black two-year na na na na na 3 (0.6%) na  
 Tribally controlled na na na na na 3 (0.6%) na  
 Transfer/Gen. Ed. only na na na na na 1 (0.2%) na  
 Technical Ed. only na na na na na 16 

(3.1%) 
na  

 Private (non-profit, sect or 
non-sect.) 

na na na na na 4 (0.8%) na  

 Two yr located on a 4 yr 
campus 

na na na na na 20 
(3.8%) 

na  

Number of Years Experience as a Community College Administrator or Exec. Secretary 
 Less than one year 2 

(1.5%) 
1 
(4.8%) 

1 
(0.6%) 

1 
(0.7%) 

3 
(1.1%) 

16 
(3.0%) 

12  
(6.0%) 

36 
3% 

 1-5 years 42 (30.7%) 7 (33.3%) 26 
(16.9%) 

26 
(18.3%) 

30 
(10.6%) 

66 
(12.4%) 

1-3 yrs 
62 (31.0%) 

259 
18% 

 6-10 years 40 (29.2%) 4 (19.0%) 29 
(18.8%) 

21 
(14.8%) 

21 
(7.4%) 

108 
(20.3%) 

4-7 yrs 
57 (28.5%) 

280 
19% 

 11-14 years 13 
(9.4%) 

2  
(9.5%) 

27 
(17.5%) 

27 
(19.0%) 

38 
(13.4%) 

100 
(18.8%) 

8-11 yrs 
34 (17.0%) 

241 
16% 

 5 years or more 40 (29.2%) 6 (28.6%) 71 
(46.1%) 

67 
(47.2%) 

191 
(67.5%) 

242 
(45.5%) 

12-15 yrs 
14 (7.0%) 

631 
43% 

        16 or more yrs 
21 (10.5%)  

21 
1% 

 No response na 1 (4.8%) na na na na  na 1 
TOTAL         1469 

100%* 
* Due to rounding, percents may not add up to 100% 
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Table 4-2. Overall ratings for each factor 
Organizational Climate Factors % satisfied with this factor 
     Satisfaction   
          Internal Communication (IC2) 86% 
          Organizational Structure (OS2) 85% 
          Political Climate (PC2) 76% 
          Professional Development Opportunities (PDO2) 88% 
          Evaluation (EVAL2) 85% 
          Promotion (PROMO2) 85% 
          Regard for Personal Concern (RPC2) 93% 
     Perception  % that perceived a high 

level of this factor 
          Internal Communication (IC3) 95% 
          Organizational Structure (OS3) 90% 
          Political Climate (PC3) 79% 
          Professional Development Opportunities (PDO3) 91% 
          Evaluation (EVAL3) 90% 
          Promotion (PROMO3) 89% 
          Regard for Personal Concern (RPC3) 96% 
Job Satisfaction Factors % that regarded this factor 

as important to 
job satisfaction 

Decision-making (DM4) 99% 
Autonomy, Power & Control (APC4) 94% 
Relationship with Peers (RWP4) 98% 
Relationship with Subordinates (RWSub4) 99% 
Relationship with Supervisor (RWSup4) 100% 
Salary (SAL4) 95% 
Benefits (BENE4) 97% 
Professional Effectiveness (PE4) 100% 
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Table 4-3. Organizational climate: satisfaction with internal communication (IC2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 85% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 81% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 87% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 86% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 69% 
E (Presidents) 93% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 95% 
p-value: <.0001 
 
Table 4-4. Organizational climate: satisfaction with organizational structure (OS2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 79% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 85% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 83% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 80% 
E (Presidents) 89% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 97% 
p-value: <.0001 
 
Table 4-5. Organizational climate: satisfaction with political climate (PC2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 78% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 75% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 76% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 64% 
E (Presidents) 70% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 96% 
p-value: <.0001 
 
Table 4-6. Organizational climate: satisfaction with professional development 

opportunities (PDO2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 86% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 91% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 88% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 76% 
E (Presidents) 91% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 91% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-7. Organizational climate: satisfaction with evaluation (EVAL2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
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C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 82% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 83% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 84% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 71% 
E (Presidents) 89% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 98% 
p-value: <.0001 
 
Table 4-8. Organizational climate: satisfaction with promotion (PROMO2) by job 
JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 84% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 82% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 86% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 62% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 71% 
E (Presidents) 95% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 87% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-9. Organizational climate: satisfaction with regard for personal concern (RPC2) 
by job 

JOB % satisfied 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 91% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 95% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 92% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 80% 
E (Presidents) 99% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 100% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-10. Organizational climate: perception of internal communication (IC3) by job 
JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 93% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 93% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 95% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 95% 
E (Presidents) 98% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 96% 
p-value: = .1277 
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Table 4-11. Organizational climate: perception of organizational structure (OS3) by job 
JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 90% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 90% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 89% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
E (Presidents) 87% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 97% 
p-value:  = .0440 

Table 4-12. Organizational climate: perception of political climate (PC3) by job 
JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 86% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 74% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 79% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 91% 
E (Presidents) 70% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 98% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-13. Organizational climate: perception of professional development 
opportunities (PDO3) by job 

JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 88% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 93% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 89% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
E (Presidents) 93% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 91% 
p-value:  = .1681 
 
Table 4-14. Organizational climate: perception of evaluation (EVAL3) by job 
JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 87% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 92% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 88% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
E (Presidents) 93% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 96% 
p-value: = .0327 
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Table 4-15. Organizational climate: perception of promotion (PROMO3) by job 
JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 85% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 85% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 86% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 76% 
E (Presidents) 97% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 96% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-16. Organizational climate: perception of regard for personal concern (RPC3) 
by job 

JOB % high level of perception 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 93% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 97% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 93% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 90% 
E (Presidents) 100% 
A (Exec Secretaries/Associates to the President) 99% 
p-value: <.0001 

Table 4-17. Job satisfaction: importance of decision-making (DM4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 98% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 97% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 99% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 95% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 99% 
E (Presidents) 100% 
p-value:  =.1476 

Table 4-18. Job satisfaction: importance of autonomy, power, and control (APC4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 97% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 93% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 96% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 97% 
E (Presidents) 88% 
p-value: <.0001 
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Table 4-19. Job satisfaction: importance of relationship with peers (RWP4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 100% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 99% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 98% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 100% 
E (Presidents) 98% 
p-value: = .1748 

Table 4-20. Job satisfaction: importance of relationship with subordinates (RWSub4) by 
job 

JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 99% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 99% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 99% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 100% 
E (Presidents) 100% 
p-value: = .7073 

Table 4-21. Job satisfaction: importance of relationship with supervisor (RWSup4) by 
job 

JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 98% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 97% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 99% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 95% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 99% 
E (Presidents) 100% 
p-value: = .1865 

Table 4-22. Job satisfaction: importance of salary (SAL4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 97% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 96% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 95% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 97% 
E (Presidents) 94% 
p-value: = .4580 



 

81 

Table 4-23. Job satisfaction: importance of benefits (BENE4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 99% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 97% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 98% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 97% 
E (Presidents) 94% 
p-value: = .0450 

Table 4-24. Job satisfaction: importance of professional effectiveness (PE4) by job 
JOB % high degree of importance 
C (Branch Campus Executive Officers) 100% 
D (Chief Business Officers) 99% 
F (Chief Instructional Officers) 100% 
B (Institutional Research Staff) 100% 
G (PACC Mid-level Managers) 100% 
E (Presidents) 100% 
p-value: = .0786 

Table 4-25. Overall p-value for each factor 
Organizational Climate Factors p-value 
     Satisfaction   
          Internal Communication (IC2) < .0001 
          Organizational Structure (OS2) < .0001 
          Political Climate (PC2) < .0001 
          Professional Development Opportunities (PDO2) < .0001 
          Evaluation (EVAL2) < .0001 
          Promotion (PROMO2) < .0001 
          Regard for Personal Concern (RPC2) < .0001 
     Perception  p-value 
          Internal Communication (IC3) 0.1277 
          Organizational Structure (OS3) 0.0440 
          Political Climate (PC3) < .0001 
          Professional Development Opportunities (PDO3) 0.1681 
          Evaluation (EVAL3) 0.0327 
          Promotion (PROMO3) < .0001 
          Regard for Personal Concern (RPC3) < .0001 
Job Satisfaction Factors p-value 
Decision-making (DM4) 0.1476 
Autonomy, Power & Control (APC4) < .0001 
Relationship with Peers (RWP4) 0.1748 
Relationship with Subordinates (RWSub4) 0.7073 
Relationship with Supervisor (RWSup4) 0.1865 
Salary (SAL4) 0.4580 
Benefits (BENE4) 0.0450 
Professional Effectiveness (PE4) 0.0786 
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Table 4-26. Correlation coefficient and significance: the relationship between measures of job satisfaction and measures 
of organizational climate        

        Job Satisfaction Factors 
Organizational 
Climate Factors 
 

Participation in 
Decision 
Making 

Autonomy, 
Power & 
Control 

Relationship 
with Peers 

Relationship 
with 
Subordinates 

Relationship 
with 
Supervisor 

Salary Benefits Professional 
Effectiveness 

Internal  
Communication 
 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .268 
C.  r = .08 
D.  r = .367 
F.  r = .196 
E.  r = .117* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .150 
C.  r = .02 
D.  r = .240 
F.  r = .161 
E.  r = .054 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.244 
C.  r = .04 
D.  r = .156 
F.  r = .097 
E.  r = .106 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.197 
C.  r = .02 
D.  r = .071 
F.  r = .151 
E.  r = .154* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.149 
C.  r = .07 
D.  r =.132 
F.  r = .221 
E.  r = .161* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.176 
C.  r = .05 
D.  r = .161 
F.  r = .131 
E.  r = .168* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .403 
C.  r =.11 
D.  r =.184* 
F.  r = .077 
E.  r =.173* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .037 
C.  r = .15 
D.  r = .179* 
F.  r = .103 
E.  r = .104 

Organizational 
Structure 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.452** 
C.  r = .06 
D.  r = .002 
F.  r = .187 
E.  r = .055 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.290 
C.  r = -.08 
D.  r = .040 
F.  r = .152 
E.  r = .180* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.123 
C.  r = .02 
D.  r = .165* 
F.  r = .078 
E.  r = .078 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.026 
C.  r = .01 
D.  r = .065 
F.  r = .109 
E.  r = .125* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.302 
C.  r = .10 
D.  r = .089 
F.  r = .259 
E.  r = .169* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.118 
C.  r = .03 
D.  r =.144 
F.  r =.066 
E.  r =.213* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .168 
C.  r = .16 
D.  r =.188* 
F.  r =.125 
E.  r =.132* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .000 
C.  r = -.06 
D.  r = .181* 
F.  r = .054 
E.  r = .096 

Political  
Climate 
 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.325 
C.  r = .06 
D.  r = -.064 
F.  r = .134 
E.  r = .075 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.005 
C.  r = .04 
D.  r = .098 
F.  r = .116 
E.  r = .065 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .024 
C.  r = .07 
D.  r = .078 
F.  r = .045 
E.  r = .010 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.214 
C.  r = .04 
D.  r = -.034 
F.  r = .081 
E.  r = .005 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.205 
C.  r = .06 
D.  r = -.017 
F.  r = .118 
E.  r = .006 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.414 
C.  r = -.06 
D.  r = .063 
F.  r = .049 
E.  r = .070 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.359 
C.  r = -.06 
D.  r = .081 
F.  r = .104 
E.  r = .044 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.205 
C.  r = -.03 
D.  r = .091 
F.  r = .072 
E.  r = .170* 

Professional 
Development 
 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .000 
C.  r = .15 
D.  r = .220 
F.  r = .066 
E.  r = .059 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.151 
C.  r = .11 
D.  r = .043 
F.  r = .029 
E.  r = .126* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.050 
C.  r = .17* 
D.  r = .070 
F.  r = .064 
E.  r = .093 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .084 
C.  r = .04 
D.  r = .150 
F.  r = .089 
E.  r = .134* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.031 
C.  r = .05 
D.  r = .267 
F.  r = .102 
E.  r = .162* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .145 
C.  r = .07 
D.  r = .111 
F.  r = .048 
E.  r = .143 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .411 
C.  r =.10 
D.  r =.117 
F.  r = .012 
E.  r = .090 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .431 
C.  r = .11 
D.  r = .191* 
F.  r = .054 
E.  r = .180* 
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Table 4-26. Continued  
        Job Satisfaction Factors 
Organizational 
Climate Factors 
 

Participation in 
Decision 
Making 

Autonomy, 
Power & 
Control 

Relationship 
with Peers 

Relationship 
with 
Subordinates 

Relationship 
with 
Supervisor 

Salary Benefits Professional 
Effectiveness 

Evaluation 
 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.104 
C.  r = .03 
D.  r = .056 
F.  r = .059 
E.  r = .104 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .028 
C.  r = .06 
D.  r = .004 
F.  r = .058 
E.  r = .019 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .303 
C.  r = .13 
D.  r = .091 
F.  r = .068 
E.  r = .062 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .171 
C.  r = .05 
D.  r = .092 
F.  r = .050 
E.  r = .077 

A.  r = n/a  
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .185 
C.  r = .11 
D.  r = .226 
F.  r = .115 
E.  r = .154 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .270 
C.  r = .19* 
D.  r = .043 
F.  r = -.009 
E.  r = .098 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .571* 
C.  r =.17* 
D.  r =.129 
F.  r =.032 
E.  r =.071 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .185 
C.  r = .09 
D.  r = .326 
F.  r = .067 
E.  r = .182* 

Promotion 
 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .026 
C.  r = -.09 
D.  r = .249 
F.  r = .146 
E.  r = .083 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .035 
C.  r = .11 
D.  r = -.019 
F.  r = .063 
E.  r = .067 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .082 
C.  r = .03 
D.  r = .056  
F.  r = .069 
E.  r = .164* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .034 
C.  r = -.08 
D.  r = .157 
F.  r = .101 
E.  r = .221* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .201 
C.  r = .10 
D.  r = .290 
F.  r = .160 
E.  r = .132* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .394 
C.  r =.06 
D.  r =.072 
F.  r = -.005 
E.  r =.150* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .373 
C.  r =.05 
D.  r =.062 
F.  r =.021 
E.  r =.106 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .201 
C.  r = .16* 
D.  r = .227 
F.  r = .034 
E.  r = .091 

Regard for  
Personal 
Concern 
 
 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.238 
C.  r = .11 
D.  r = .172* 
F.  r = .148 
E.  r = .115 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .000 
C.  r = .14 
D.  r = .027 
F.  r = .157 
E.  r = .060 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .186 
C.  r = .12 
D.  r = .172* 
F.  r =.104 
E.  r =.168* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .077 
C.  r = .04 
D.  r = .272 
F.  r = .092 
E.  r = .297 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .228 
C.  r = .29* 
D.  r = .168* 
F.  r = .160 
E.  r = .123* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .358 
C.  r =.16 
D.  r =.163 
F.  r =.132 
E.  r =.164* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = .509 
C.  r =.23* 
D.  r =.159 
F.  r =.111 
E.  r =.145* 

A.  r = n/a 
G.  r = n/a 
B.  r = -.114 
C.  r = .25 * 
D.  r = .141 
F.  r = .190 
E.  r = .163* 

A: Executive Secretaries, Sofianos, 2005; G: PACC Mid level Managers, Levy, 1989; B: Institutional Research Staff, Peek, 2003 (p.50); C: Br. 
Campus Executive Officers, Bailey, 2002 (p. 89); D: Chief Business Officers, Zabetakis, 1999 (p. 119); F: Chief Instructional Officers, Chappell, 
1995 (p. 111); E: Presidents, Evans, 1996 (p. 114). *Positive correlation is significant at p≤0.05 level; **Negative correlation is significant at p≤0.05 
level. 



 

84 

CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

The relationship between organizational climate and job satisfaction has been well 

documented for decades in industrial and manufacturing settings. Interest in these two 

constructs began in the 1900s with the Hawthorne Studies and continues today as a 

prominent topic in organizational behavior literature. Over the last twenty years, a 

growing body of literature has emerged describing these constructs in community 

college settings. These studies targeted specific populations of community college 

personnel. As the largest and fastest growing segment of higher education in America, 

community colleges provide access to postsecondary education for millions of people 

who might otherwise not have pursued advanced education (Parnell, 1990).  

Increasingly, community colleges are expected to ensure quality by using new and 

more precise measures of institutional effectiveness (Alfred & Kreider, 1991). Interest in 

organizational climate and job satisfaction remains high as pressure for institutional 

effectiveness intensifies, and as employee expectations and values change (Alfred & 

Kreider, 1991; Flynn, 1994; Katzell & Thompson, 1990). It is important that higher 

education leaders strive to fashion a positive organizational climate in order to create 

and maintain an institutional environment that supports all employees. 

This study analyzed the results of seven studies that addressed a set of common 

research questions and represented a cross-section of community college personnel 

(Levy 1989, Chappell 1995, Evans 1996, Zabetakis 1999, Bailey 2002, Peek 2003, 

Sofianos 2005). The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between 

measures of organizational climate and measures of job satisfaction across these seven 

studies of various levels of community college personnel. A secondary purpose was to 
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determine if there was a significant relationship among satisfaction with organizational 

climate factors and the importance of job satisfaction factors across the seven studies. 

Specifically, the research addressed the following questions: 

Research Question 1: 

a) As a group, what is the overall satisfaction of community college personnel with 
the seven organizational climate factors at their respective institutions?  

b) Using the same seven climate factors as an index, what is the group’s overall 
perception of the existence of these factors at their respective institutions? 

c) As a group, how did the community college personnel rate the overall importance 
of the eight job satisfaction factors?    

Research Question 2:  

a) What is the relationship between each type of job and satisfaction with each 
organizational climate factor? 

b) What is the relationship between each type of job and perception of each   
organizational climate factor? 

c) What is the relationship between each type of job and the importance of each job 
satisfaction factor? 

Research Question 3: 

• What are the relationships among satisfaction with organizational climate factors 
and importance of job satisfaction factors? 

This study used a meta-analytic review to integrate the findings from the seven 

studies. Meta-analysis provides a procedure for combining relevant information taken 

from studies designed to answer essentially the same research question for the purpose 

of enlarging the base of the synthesis compared to the base of a single study (Glass et 

al, 1981; Hedges, 1982; Rosenthal, 1984, 1991). For Research Question 1 and 

Research Question 2 chi-square tests were used to examine differences by job type 

with reference to satisfaction and perception of the seven organizational climate factors. 
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Levels of significance of 0.05 and two-sided tests were used. For Research Question 3 

the data, taken directly from the studies, was used to report the correlations between 

the seven organizational climate factors and the eight job satisfaction factors across the 

five studies that reported this data. Correlations were both positive and negative and the 

results were mixed. Interviews with selected authors of the original studies were 

conducted in order to explore the quantitative data in more depth.  

As community colleges look ahead, strong leadership is needed to create a 

climate that enhances excellence and promotes learning. The relationship between 

various levels of community college personnel and job satisfaction is central to creating 

and maintaining a positive organizational climate.  

Conclusions 

This study was the first to examine a cross section of community college 

noninstructional personnel with regard to organizational climate and job satisfaction. It 

supported the work of the earliest researchers that addressed the social environment as 

an important element in employee satisfaction and productivity (Mayo, 1933; 

Roethlisberger, 1939). More recent researchers also found that the social environment, 

now known as organizational climate, significantly influenced productivity and morale 

(Anderson et al., 2000; Davis and Newstrom, 1985; Duggan, 2008; Hersi, 1993; Iiacqua 

et al., 1995; Lunnenberg and Ornstein, 1991; Munday and Tunnell, 1992; and Spector, 

1997).   

The following three conclusions were developed from this study: 

• First: The percentage of respondents that were satisfied with each factor 
decreased as the positions moved down the institutional hierarchy.  

• Second: Satisfaction with an organizational climate factor was not necessarily the 
same as perceiving a high level of the existence of that factor at the institution. 
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• Third: Some job satisfaction factors can be viewed as both intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivators. 

Conclusion 1. The first conclusion stated that while satisfaction with all seven 

organizational climate factors was consistently reported as high among all levels of 

community college personnel, generally, the percentage of respondents that were 

satisfied with each factor decreased as the positions moved down the institutional 

hierarchy. Community college presidents and upper level managers consistently 

reported more satisfaction with organizational climate factors than mid-level managers. 

Moreover, the number of significant correlations between measures of organizational 

climate and measures of job satisfaction were found to decrease as one moved down 

the institutional hierarchy. Overall, 43/280 or 15.4% of the correlations were significant 

and the results were mixed. College presidents had the most significant relationships, 

followed by upper level managers, then mid-level managers.  

This situation implies that alternative ways to align personnel in higher education 

may be more effective in establishing and maintaining an effective culture and climate in 

community colleges. Rieley (1992) suggested a process-based model with the 

nucleus/leadership directly connected to each facet of the organization and Katz and 

West (1992) suggested a network model that eliminated layers of hierarchy through 

decentralization, greater use of lateral relationships, and reliance on emergent 

information technology. 

Satisfaction with political climate was the only organizational climate factor where 

the percentage of satisfied respondents decreased as the positions moved up the 

institutional hierarchy. This situation suggests that the higher level positions found it 
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more difficult to operate effectively within their institution’s political framework in order to 

accomplish their tasks.  

Conclusion 2. Conclusion two stated that satisfaction with an organizational 

climate factor was not necessarily the same as perceiving a high level of the existence 

of that factor at the institution. This suggested that although community college 

personnel perceived a high level of the existence of organizational climate factors, they 

also thought there was room for improvement with these factors. This could imply that 

what the institution offers or exhibits in terms of a certain factor is not what is most 

helpful or satisfying to the employees. Duggan (2008) stated that “regular assessment 

of employee job satisfaction, coupled with employee perceptions of and satisfaction with 

college climate is vital for leaders who want to craft a climate that supports all 

employees” (p. 55). Consistency between satisfaction with and perception of a high 

degree of the presence of organizational climate factors could be improved.  

Conclusion 3. The third conclusion stated that some job satisfaction factors can 

be viewed as both intrinsic and extrinsic, which is contrary to Herzberg’s classification 

system that categorized a factor as either intrinsic or extrinsic. Intrinsic to the job were 

the work itself, responsibility, recognition, and advancement. Extrinsic factors included 

institutional policy, status, salary, benefits, interpersonal relationships, and overall work 

conditions (Herzberg, 1976). It is interesting to note that Herzberg identified 

interpersonal relationships as an extrinsic factor and therefore not central to job 

satisfaction. This could be attributed to the fact that only engineers and accountants 

were considered in Herzberg’s study so the results could not be generalizable to the 

entire workforce (Pallone, Hurley & Rickard, 1971; Mondy et al., 1983).  While as a 
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group community college personnel rated all eight job satisfaction factors as important 

to their jobs, intrinsic factors such as relationships with colleagues and participation in 

decision-making were rated as most important. This conclusion supported the work of 

other researchers who also suggested that some factors could be viewed as both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivators (Iiaqua, Schumacher, and Li, 1995). 

Positionally, the respondents were inconsistent in rating the importance of the job 

satisfaction factors. While nearly every respondent ranked professional effectiveness as 

most important to job satisfaction, other factors were ranked less consistently. 

Generally, each position had its own set of motivators that enhanced job satisfaction 

even though some motivators were shared among several different positions. This 

understanding implies that the positional needs of personnel should be given ample 

consideration in order to create and maintain a positive and supportive institutional 

climate.  

From a broader perspective, developing employee job satisfaction has the 

potential to attract more qualified professionals with excellent credentials and to 

positively affect employee retention, thus saving institutions time, money, and other 

valuable resources in the recruiting process. As community college leaders look ahead, 

it is important to consider employees’ perceptions of and satisfaction with the 

institutional climate in order to cultivate and maintain a positive institutional atmosphere. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

There has been limited research examining various groupings of community 

college personnel. Additional research should be performed to explore the relationship 

between different levels of community college personnel and organizational climate and 

job satisfaction factors. Several opportunities exist that would contribute to the 
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development of this body of knowledge. First, conduct meta-analytic studies based on 

parallel original research among different groupings of community college personnel. 

For example, how would the correlations among organizational climate and job 

satisfaction factors for a national sample of mid-level managers compare to several 

regional studies of the same level of administrators?  Other groupings might include 

community college directors, members of the president’s cabinet, fundraisers, and 

secretaries.  

Second, given the numerous positive correlations for community college 

presidents between measures of organizational climate and job satisfaction, it would be 

advantageous to study how presidents ranked these relationships. In other words, 

would the relationship between internal communication and relationship with supervisor 

be ranked higher than the relationship between internal communication and relationship 

with subordinates as suggested by Sousa-Poza (2000)? It would also be advantageous 

to study how chief business officers and branch campus executive officers ranked their 

respective significant relationships. 

Third, repeat the original studies about every 10 years against the backdrop of a 

different national economy and then conduct a similar meta-analysis. It is conceivable 

that during a strong economy, community college leaders would place more importance 

on certain job satisfaction factors than they would during a weak economy. During a 

weak economy community college leaders might be less altruistic and more concerned 

with their own welfare. Fourth, conduct parallel studies with personnel from private 

colleges, to see how the correlations compare. Private sector studies were used 
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extensively as a basis for the studies included in the meta-analysis as indicated in the 

literature review (Herzberg, 1976; Herzberg et al., 1959; Mayo, 1933). 

Fifth, explore the different kinds of motivators that enhance job satisfaction among 

different levels of community college personnel. This would yield a wealth of information 

that could better inform professional development and positively impact employee 

training and retention. 

Sixth, investigate the relationship between organizational climate factors, job 

satisfaction factors, and measures of productivity among different levels of community 

college personnel. 

Finally, use qualitative methods in addition to quantitative methods to help clarify 

and verify the findings of this study. For example, interviews could be conducted at 

focus groups, state-wide, regional, and national meetings in order to compile opinions 

and information that would be instrumental in adding depth to the study.  

The relationship between various levels of community college personnel and job 

satisfaction is central to creating and maintaining a positive institutional environment. 

This study presented both challenges and opportunities for college leaders who are 

intentional about establishing and maintaining a supportive and positive institutional 

climate and culture in community colleges of the 21st century. 
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