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The purpose of study was to compare job satisfaction 

and job dissatisfaction among faculty members at six 

teachers colleges in the Bangkok metropolitan area with 

respect to age, gender, length of experience, level of 

education, administrative position, academic rank, 

department, faculties, and salary. The findings of this 

research were compared with previous studies of Vatthaisong 

(1982) and Karoonlanjakorn (1986), which measured job 

satisfaction among faculty members in the Northeastern part 

and in the non-metropolitan areas of Central Thailand. 

Additionally, this inquiry expanded the two previous studies 

and speculated on the possibility that Herzberg's two-factor 

theory is adaptable to Thai faculty members in Thailand. 

The instrument consisted of ten demographic items and a 

67-statement questionnaire. The questionnaire was based on 

Herzberg's two-factor theory, and used a five-point rating 

scale for ten facets of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 

The total stratified random sampling population was made up 

of 400 faculty members from six teachers colleges in the 

Bangkok metropolitan area. The returned rate for 



questionnaires was 383 (95.75%). Frequency, percentage, 

mean, t-test, one-way analysis of variance, and Scheffe 

method were used for analyses. The level of significance 

was set at .05. 

The findings of this study indicated that faculty 

members with high ages, high work, experiences, high 

salaries, high academic ranks, high levels of education, and 

high administrative positions were more satisfied with their 

jobs than faculty members with lower rankings in these 

demographic variables. Male faculty members were more 

satisfied than female faculty members. The results of this 

research were similar to Vatthaisong's and different from 

Karoonlanjakorn's. The faculty members of Vatthaisong's 

inquiry and those of the present study were satisfied with 

their jobs in every facet except salary, while 

Karoonlanjakorn's findings reported that no areas of 

dissatisfaction were revealed. Because the factors 

described in Herzberg's theory were not the same as those 

determined in this study, Herzberg's two-factor theory may 

not be suitable for use with Thai faculty members in 

Thailand. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Teaching is the primary professional activity of most 

faculty members. The effectiveness of teaching institutions 

is largely dependent upon the competency and quality of 

faculty members (Bergquist & Phillips, 1975). In order for 

faculty members to function effectively, it is important for 

them to seek satisfaction not only in the intrinsic aspects 

of teaching but also in other dimensions related to their 

work experience in the social environment. Concern with the 

quality of faculty members' work experience is prompted 

partly by the general belief that work which satisfies one's 

needs furthers the dignity of the individual (Crites, 1969). 

Menninger (1964) describes work as an essential 

activity of a mentally healthy, mature person. Many 

psychological needs are satisfied by working. Menninger 

also states that work provides an individual with the 

opportunity to feel a part of the world that lies beyond the 

family. For most individuals a work-orientation world, life 

satisfaction requires work satisfaction as a major part of 

work adjustment (Brown & Lent, 1984). Muchinsky (1977) and 

Price (1977) have long believed that satisfied workers stay 

longer on the job. Not until the 1950s did psychologists 

begin to study the interplay between individual 



environmental factors and how this interplay relates to both 

job satisfaction and satisfactory employment. In addition, 

psychologists began to recognize the continuing process that 

characterizes adjustment to work. Roe (1956) applied and 

expanded Maslow's (1954) theory of needs to study the work 

adjustment process. Super (1957) highlighted the continuing 

nature of the vocational adjustment process. He provided 

the impetus for work adjustment to be viewed as a process 

that extends beyond the earlier vocational-rehabilitation 

goal to achieve productive employment, and 

individual-environmental interaction necessary to maintain 

the achieved adjustment (Lofquist & Dawis, 1969). 

Frank Parsons (1909), was among the first to write 

about the relationship between people and their feelings 

related to various occupational activities and personal 

adjustment. Parsons stated that adjustment to the world of 

work was a function of agreement between individual 

capacities and characteristics on the one hand, and demands 

of the occupation on the other. 

With an expansion of the industrial sectors in 

Thailand, many teaching staff have resigned to assume jobs 

in industry (Pasuwan, 1972). It seems clear that in some 

cases faculty members have left the institution or have 

transferred from one institution to another because of 

circumstances over which the institution had no control. 

For example, a faculty member may seek to gain msaningful 



experience in the next job. Another may want to be mobile 

only as a result of a better offer, but not as a result of 

dissatisfaction with his current job. However, some faculty 

members leave because of an institution's failure to 

exercise control in job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. 

Skilled administrators would be likely to realize that a 

high turnover rate of faculty members would undoubtedly 

result in limited commitment, ineffective curriculum 

development, and faculty unrest. High turnover can be 

costly to the reputation of the college and to the 

well-being of the students (Nicholson & Miljus, 1972). 

Job satisfaction has been considered important not only 

for humanitarian reasons, but also because the worker who 

likes his job will work effectively and with enthusiasm 

(Brown & Lent, 1984). For these reasons administrators 

should look for better ways to increase faculty 

satisfaction. In the long run, nothing is more central to 

the quality of higher education than working conditions that 

make teaching and research more satisfying for faculty 

members. 

Statement of the Problem 

The focus of the study was on features of job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction of the faculty members 

of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok metropolitan area. 

The study explored job satisfaction and dissatisfaction 

among faculty members with respect to the variables of age, 



gender, length of work experience, level of education, 

administrative position, academic rank, department, 

faculties, and salary. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were as follows: 

1. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among faculty members of teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

metropolitan area with respect to age, gender, length of 

work experience, level of education, administrative 

position, academic rank, department, faculties, and salary. 

2. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among faculty members of teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

metropolitan area with the previous studies of Vatthaisong 

(1982) and Karoonranjakorn (1986), which measured job 

satisfaction among faculty members in the northeastern part 

and in the non-metropolitan areas, of the central part of 

Thailand. 

3. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among the presidents, vice-presidents, deans, chairpersons, 

and instructors of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

metropolitan area. 

4. To extend the available information on the effect of 

job factors as sources of job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction, and to expand the two previous studies 

conducted by faculty members from the teachers colleges in 

the northeastern part and in the non-metropolitan areas of 



the central part of Thailand. 

5. To discuss the results of the foregoing in terms of 

actual and potential significance for job performance, job 

satisfaction, job dissatisfaction, and faculty members' 

morale. 

6. To determine the characteristics of the most 

satisfied and least satisfied groups. 

7. To determine if Thai faculty members are in 

significant agreement on the factors measuring their job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

8. To speculate on the possibility that Herzberg s 

two-factor theory is adaptable to the the measurement of job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction among faculty members 

in the institutions of higher education in Thailand. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were used: 

1. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different age levels as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

2. There is no significant difference between male and 

female faculty members as related to the factors measuring 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

3. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with various periods of work experience as related 

to the factors measuring job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction. 



4. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with different levels of education as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

5. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members who are teaching, both teaching and administering, 

and those who are administering only as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

6. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different academic ranks as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

7. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members within different departments as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

8. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with different faculties as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

9. There is no significant difference among presidents, 

vice-presidents, deans, chairs, and instructors as related 

to the factors measuring job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction. 

10. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different salary levels as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 



Significance of the Study 

Thailand has a centralized system of education, and 

only government universities and colleges can offer programs 

in teacher education. Goals and objectives of higher 

education institutions are established by the government. 

The classification of higher education institutions in 

Thailand is based on two important variables, support and 

control. All broad policies and regulations of colleges and 

universities are under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of 

Education and the Ministry of University Affairs. And all 

permanent academic and supporting staff members are 

government officials and are on the government payroll 

(Ketudat , 1 9 8 2 ) . 

The four higher education subsystems include 14 

government universities and 1 2 6 colleges. The eleven 

government universities have comprehensive programs offering 

graduate as well as undergraduate degrees in various 

disciplines. Teachers colleges offer a four-year program in 

education in 25 areas, and offer 38 programs leading to the 

baccalaureate degree in areas other than teacher education. 

During the Sixth National Economic and Social Development 

Plan ( 1 9 8 7 - 1 9 9 1 ) , the teachers college consortium was to be 

reorganized, to perform the tasks of higher education. The 

teachers colleges were to produce quality graduates in the 

areas of either teacher education or other professions. The 

Department of Teacher Education was to improve the academic 



status of its personnel, conduct research, preserve and 

promote art and cultural development, and provide academic 

service to the community. Such effective and efficient 

measures should be beneficial to the national economic and 

social development. 

The teachers college is a governmental unit equal in 

status to the division. Each individual college consists of 

faculties, departments, and other college units. The 

president, the top administrator of each teachers college, 

implements policies initiated by the Department of Teacher 

Education and Teacher Education Council through faculties, 

centers, offices, and the demonstration school. 

Each teachers college has its own College Board. The 

College Board lays down all detailed line item policies. 

The chief executive officer of the faculty is the dean who 

heads the faculty board consisting mainly of department 

chairmen. In practice, the president serves as a powerful 

center for each college administration. 

Ross and Zander (1974) indicated that the degree of 

satisfaction of personal needs supplied by the administrator 

has a significant and direct relationship to the 

continuation of the individual's work for the institution. 

A faculty member's work is of a diversified nature, partly 

with students, partly in the field of research, and partly 

in the area of community service. Identification of factors 

which lead to job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction, and 



ultimately to increased intrinsic motivation among faculty 

members, is of paramount importance to higher education 

administrators. It is necessary that higher education 

administrators be aware of factors which affect the morale 

of faculty members who are of the highest possible caliber 

in relation to teaching, research, and public service. More 

data are needed if the college administrative staff is to 

assess adequately the interrelationships of job satisfaction 

and motivation among faculty members in higher education. 

Because faculty morale is so important for good 

teaching, identification of factors concerning job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction of faculty members becomes 

of utmost importance in finding ways for teachers college 

administrators to decrease or eliminate job dissatisfaction 

and to increase job satisfaction. Teachers college 

administrators can use the data for working on policies or 

plans concerning faculty development and personnel 

administration. 

It is expected that an understanding of the factors can 

lead to improved morale of individual faculty members and 

bring greater job satisfaction and an optimistic attitude 

into the job environment. Finally, this study provided 

information which will advance needed research concerning 

job satisfaction/dissatisfaction among faculty members of 

teachers colleges in Thailand. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are used in this study: 

Job Satisfaction: Job satisfaction is a pleasurable 

affective condition resulting from one's appraisal of the 

way in which the experienced job situation meets one's 

needs, values, and expectations (Dawis & Loquist, 1984). 

Job dissatisfaction: Job dissatisfaction is an 

unpleasant affective condition resulting from the perception 

that the experienced job situation fails to meet one's 

needs, values, and expectations (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984). 

Faculty affiliations: Faculty affiliations refer to 

(a) Faculty of Education, (b) Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences, (c) Faculty of Management Sciences, (d) 

Faculty of Science and Technology, (e) Faculty of 

Agriculture and Industry, (f) Faculty of Industrial Arts. 

Faculty member: Faculty members refer to full-time 

instructors, assistant professors, associate professors, and 

persons who have teaching, research, and community service 

responsibilities. The category also includes administrative 

personnel. 

Teachers college: Teachers college refers to a public 

institution which offers a two-year and four-year program in 

education, with a higher certification and bachelor's 

degrees, respectively. 

Department of Teacher Education: Department of Teacher 

Education refers to the department which has direct 
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responsibilities for the control and supervision of 3 

divisions and 36 teachers colleges. 

Satisfiers: Satisfiers are the positive factors which, 

when present, lead to a happy employee (Jung, 1978). 

Dissatisfiers: Dissatisfiers are the negative factors 

which, when present, lead to an unhappy employee (Jung, 

1978). 

Satisfaction: Satisfaction refers to an individual's 

satisfaction with the work environment as it relates to the 

individual, or the result of an individual fulfilling the 

requirements of the work environment (Jung, 1978). 

Teaching area: Teaching area refers to (a) the General 

Course, (b) the Educational Course, (c) Majors and Minors, 

and (d) Electives. 

Academic rank: Academic rank refers to (a) assistant 

professor, (b) associate professor, and (c) professor. 

Administrative position; Administrative position 

refers to (a) the president's position, (b) the 

vice-president's position, (c) the dean's position, and (d) 

department chairs. 

Administrator: Administrator refers to (a) 

presidents, (b) vice- presidents, (c) deans, and (d) 

chairmen. 
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Delimitation of the Study 

This study is delimited to faculty members and 

administrators at six metropolitan area teachers colleges in 

Bangkok, the capital of Thailand: (a) Bansomdej Chao Praya 

Teachers College, (b) Chantarakasem Teachers College, 

(c) Dhonburi Teachers College, (d) Saunsunanta Teachers 

College, (e) Suandusit Teachers College, and (f) Pranakorn 

Teachers College. The findings and the conclusions of this 

study are considered representative of the faculty members 

in the six Teachers Colleges at the time of this study. 

Basic Assumptions 

The basic assumptions of this study are as follows: 

1. It is assumed that certain factors related to the 

employment of faculty members may affect their job 

satisfaction. 

2. It is assumed that the random sample of faculty 

members is a representation of the population in the six 

metropolitan area teachers college in Bangkok, Thailand. 

3. It is assumed that respondents expressed truthful 

attitudes toward jobs. 

Organization of the Study 

This study is divided into five chapters. The 

introduction is presented in Chapter I, and consists of the 

problems and purposes of the study, hypotheses, significance 

of the study, definition of terms, delimitations of the 
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study, basic assumptions, and organization of the study. 

A review of related literature that includes teachers 

colleges background, satisfaction defined, theory of 

motivation concerning work and job satisfaction, and 

research on job satisfaction is presented in Chapter II. 

The methodology is described in Chapter III. It 

contains the population, selection of the sample, 

instrument, questionnaire translation and pretesting, and 

treatment of data. 

Data analysis is contained in Chapter IV. It presents 

the statistical analyses of data resulting from the 

questionnaire in both descriptive and tabular forms. 

The summary, discussion, conclusions, and 

recommendations are reported in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature reveals a difference of opinion among 

authorities as to the sources of motivators which may be 

classified as job satisfiers. While some authorities view 

job satisfaction as intrinsic, other resources list job 

satisfaction as an extrinsic factor. 

The review of related literature and research on job 

satisfaction among faculty members, both in the United 

States and in Thailand, is presented in four major parts: 

(1) teachers college background, (2) definition of job 

satisfaction, (3) theories which relate to job satisfaction, 

and motivation, and (4) research on job satisfaction. 

Teachers Colleges Background 

Historical Development 

Thailand has a well-established system of teacher 

education, dating back to 1892, and the reign of King 

Chulalongkorn, when the first teachers college was founded 

to prepare elementary school teachers. Like many 

development ventures at that time, it was unsuccessful: 

only three students enrolled in a two-year course, and none 

completed the program. A year later, a secondary teacher 

certificate program was activated. Since then, the 

16 
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government has made a greater effort to expand teacher 

training so as to help secure manpower in various fields. 

As education became more popular, an urgent need for 

teachers developed. In response, the Ministry set up 

another teacher training school in 1903, the West Bank 

Teacher Training College (now Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers 

College). In the meantime, scholarships were awarded to 

provincial students who promised to return to teach in their 

home districts upon the completion of their studies. 

In 1909, Benjamarachalai School school for girls was 

founded. Others were established later in the provinces. 

Around the same period, the Ministry set up specialized 

schools for training teachers in fields such as agriculture 

(1917), arts and crafts (1918), and physical education 

(1919). The programs varied in length from one year after 

grade 10 to three years after grade 12. 

The Teacher Education Division, the agency responsible 

for organizing teacher training and producing teachers for 

schools all over the country, was not established until 

1920. In 1928 the teacher training program was extended 

throughout the metropolitan and the provincial areas. 

Despite the fact that in 1928 there were 25 schools in 

operation offering programs leading to primary and secondary 

teacher certificates, the demand for qualified and certified 

teachers remained critical. 
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In 1940, the Teacher Education Division was transferred 

to the Department of Primary Education and entrusted with 

the following responsibilities: 

1. preparing preservice teachers for the primary 

certificate of education; 

2. preparing preservice teachers for the higher 

certificate of education; 

3. inspecting schools under the Teacher Education 

Division; and 

4. training teachers. 

In 1954, Thai teacher education underwent an historical 

change when the Department of Teacher Education was founded 

in the Ministry of Education. The elevation from the status 

of a division, in what was the Department of Primary 

Education, to that of a department was in response to the 

need and demand for qualified teachers, and also to set the 

stage for a major reorganization of the teacher education 

system. 

During the 1960s, a period of education expansion, many 

teacher education institutions were established to meet the 

urgent demand. This expansion was precipitated by three 

major forces: the high rate of population growth, the 

extension of compulsory education, and the popularity and 

availability of secondary education to a larger population. 

These three factors led to the establishment of new teachers 

colleges, colleges of education, and the faculties of 
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education in universities throughout the country. 

Presently, 36 teachers colleges are under the 

supervision and administration of the Department of Teacher 

Education. These 36 teachers colleges are located in 31 

provinces and are evenly distributed geographically and 

population-wise. On the average, there is one teachers 

college for every two neighboring provinces. 

Structure, Size, and Functions of the 
Teachers College 

1. Structure: The teachers college is a governmental 

unit equal in status within the division. Each individual 

college consists of academic faculties, departments, and 

other college units. 

2. Size of the teachers college: the size of the 

teachers college is determined in terms of (1) the number of 

teachers colleges, (2) the number of staff, (3) student 

enrollment, and (4) the number of faculties and departments. 

Six teachers colleges are in the Bangkok metropolitan 

area. According to the Department of Teacher Education, the 

number of faculty members in the 36 teachers colleges was 

5,632 in 1984. The majority of the faculty members holds 

master's degrees. Not many hold doctoral degrees. A small 

number of the college staff is classified as assistant 

professor, associate professor, and professor. 

More than 64,000 students were enrolled in these 

teachers colleges in 1984. The number of faculty members 
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from one teachers college to another depends upon individual 

readiness and needs for educational services in each 

specialty within the community. In 1985 there were six 

faculties operationalized in the 36 teachers colleges, 

including the following: 

1. Faculty of Education 

2. Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 

3. Faculty of Management Sciences 

4. Faculty of Science and Technology 

5. Faculty of Agriculture and Industry 

6. Faculty of Industrial Arts 

In order to perform their functions effectively, the 

teachers colleges aim at serving the people in the 

community, developing and offering programs, conducting 

research, and providing academic services to clients for the 

well-being of the community. The teachers colleges offer 

four-year programs leading to the baccalaureate degree in 

education in 25 areas, and degrees in other than teachers 

education in 38 areas. The student is be eligible for the 

degree if he or she completes 146 credit-units with at least 

a C-average on the four-point scale in four reequirement 

areas. They are (1) general courses, (2) educational 

courses, (3) majors and minors, and (4) electives. 

As one of the divisions under the jurisdiction of the 

Ministry of Education, the primary responsibility of the 

teachers colleges is to prepare qualified teachers for 
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kindergarten, elementary, and secondary schools; however, 

under the provision of the Teachers College Act (1984), the 

role of the teachers colleges has been diversified to that 

of higher education institutions. In addition to the 

preparation of teachers at the baccalaureate level, the 

teachers colleges today also offer programs leading to the 

baccalaureate degree in areas other than teacher education, 

e.g., Science, Technology, Agriculture, Liberal Arts, and 

Management Sciences. Futher, every teachers college 

conducts research and provides academic services to the 

community where it is situated. 

Besides offering educational services and conducting 

research, the teachers college devises projects to improve 

the functioning of the college itself. Major projects are 

(1) Personnel Development for Teaching Quality, (2) Staff 

Development Projects, and (3) Promotion of Academic 

Competence for Teachers College Instructors. 

As demand for higher education increases higher 

education institutions must be responsive to both individual 

and national social needs. Higher education must seek new 

ways to respond to these needs. Teachers colleges, 

important higher education institutions, aim at expanding 

their roles to include serving the people in the community, 

developing and offering programs, conducting research, and 

providing academic services to their clients. However, the 

teachers colleges will be successful only if they receive 
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cooperation and support from faculty members, 

administrators, and the government. 

As indicated in the "Introduction," the effectiveness 

of the institution depends largely upon its faculty members. 

The literature indicates that job satisfaction is a 

prerequiste to long tenure and good performance (Wood, 

1976). Katz and Kohn (1966) mentioned that satisfied 

workers are more productive than dissatisfied workers. 

According to Hoy and Miskel (1982), satisfied faculty 

members seem to perform at higher levels than dissatisfied 

faculty members. 

Therefore, teachers colleges need to seek ways to 

increase the productivity and the efficiency of individual 

faculty members of the teachers colleges in order to improve 

work experience, to provide the opportunities for faculty 

advancement and promotion, and to determine whether any 

problem areas exist. 

Job Satisfaction: Defined 

Identification of the underlying sources of job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction in the worker's job 

environment has been the subject of numerous studies. Both 

Lawler and Dartnell have studied the relationship between 

satisfaction at work and performance at work. Lawler 

contends that a sense of job satisfaction enhances 

performance and that a feeling of success and achievement is 

an important source of self satisfaction (1973). On the 
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other hand, Dartnell's research is oriented toward employee 

morale rather than job performance. Dartnell states that 

"job satisfaction offers an excellent opportunity to improve 

employee morale" (Dartnell, 1951). 

The literature defines job satisfaction in several 

ways. First of all, a distinction can be made between job 

satisfaction and career satisfaction. Career satisfaction 

includes satisfaction with more than one's work environment 

and describes satisfaction over an extended period of time. 

Most of the literature deals with job satisfaction. 

Hoppock (1935) defines job satisfaction as the 

individual's overall feeling about the job. Schaffer 

(1953), Maslow (1954), and Roe (1956) view job satisfaction 

in terms of meeting human needs. Vroom defines job 

satisfaction as the results from the product of the valence 

of work outcomes and the perceived instrumentality of the 

job in producing these outcomes. However, Vroom also 

suggests that both job attitude and job satisfaction can be 

used interchangebly to describe employees' feeling about 

their jobs 

because both terms refer to the affective 
orientations of the individuals toward the 
work roles which the employees are occupying. 
Positive and negative attitudes toward the 
job are equated with satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction respectively. (1964, p. 99) 

Katzell (1964) defines job satisfaction as an affective 

response on a pleasurable or unpleasurable dimension that 

results from a discrepancy between the amount of the 
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stimulus that is experienced and the value of the stimulus. 

Festinger (1957) states that job satisfaction levels are 

related to the perceived difference between what is expected 

or desired as a fair and reasonable return (individual 

motivation) and what is actually experienced in the job 

situation (organizational incentives). Porter (1962) offers 

the view that job satisfaction is the difference between 

what a person thinks he should receive and what he feels he 

actually receives. Porter and Lawler (1968a) agree that 

satisfaction is the extent to which the rewards actually 

received exceed the perceived equitable level of rewards. 

Katz and Kohn (1966), on the other hand, define 

satisfaction in terms of willingness to remain within the 

current organization despite inducements to leave. Smith, 

Kendall, and Hulin (1969) express a different view of job 

satisfaction. Job satisfaction is considered to be those 

affective responses to different facets of the job situation 

that result from the perception of what is expected as fair 

and reasonable as compared with what is experienced, given 

the available alternatives. 

Locke (1976) views job satisfaction on a more personal 

level. Job satisfaction is defined by Locke as a positive 

emotional state resulting from the appraisal of how well 

one's job situation fulfills one's values as associated with 

the congruence of these values with one's needs. 

Furthermore, Locke discusses the differences between morale 
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and job satisfaction. There are two differences in these 

concepts: (a) morale is more future oriented, while 

satisfaction is more present and past oriented; (b) morale 

often has a group referent based on a sense of common 

purpose and the belief that group goals can be attained and 

are compatable with individual goals, while satisfaction 

typically refers to an individual's appraisal of his job 

situation. In addition, Locke suggests that 

One could view morale as being caused, in 
part, by job satisfaction in that a person 
who achieves his goals or is making progress 
toward them should feel more confident about 
the future than one who is not so 
successful. (1976, p. 130) 

An additional definition offered by Hoy and Miskel (1982), 

is that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are functions 

of the perceived relationship between what one wants from 

one's job and what one perceives the job as offering. 

An analysis of these definitions of job satisfaction 

shows that several different components are used. The 

components include experience on the job, individual desires 

or preferences on the job, and those things which are of 

greatest importance to the individual within the job. Each 

of these components can be applied to the job as a whole or 

to each of its several facets. Wanous and Lawler (1972) 

label these components of job satisfaction as "Is Now" (what 

is experienced), "Should Be" (what is desired), "Would Like" 

(what is preferred), "Importance" (what is important), and 

"Job Facet" (different aspects of the job situation). 
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According to Smith & Herr (1972), job satisfaction 

represents the difference between what is expected and what 

is experienced in relation to the alternatives availables in 

given situation. 

The research literature on the relationship of 

satisfaction to work adjustment may be briefly summarized as 

follows: 

1. Satisfaction is negatively related to job turnover. 

By implication, satisfaction is positively related to job 

tenure. 

2. Satisfaction is negatively related to withdrawal 

behaviors such as absenteeism and tardiness. 

3. Satisfaction is positively related to job 

involvement, that is, to preoccupation with one's job. It 

is not yet clear whether satisfaction is the precursor or 

the result of job involvement. 

4. Satisfaction and worker alienation are correlated 

negatively. Worker alienation may be viewed as a form of 

dissatisfaction. 

5. Satisfaction is positively related to morale. 

Morale may be viewed as the satisfaction of a group of 

workers. Morale and job involvement are negatively related 

to alienation. This suggests that there are two kinds of 

alienation, one related to the importance of the work group 

to the individual, and the other related to the importance 

of the work itself to the individual. The type of 
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dissatisfaction indicates the kind of alienation that is 

involved. 

6. Satisfaction is only minimally correlated with job 

performance and productivity. Satisfaction and performance 

productivity are best regarded as separate outcomes of work, 

adjustment. There is some evidence that satisfaction 

accompanies successful performance and could be considered a 

parttial result of perceived success. There is also some 

evidence that successful performance results, in part, from 

job involvement which, in turn, is fostered by satisfaction 

(more specifically, intrinsic satisfaction). 

7. Job or work satisfaction is positively related to 

overall life satisfaction, or non-work satisfaction. Work 

satisfaction has also been shown to be an important 

predictor of longevity. 

A pleasurable affective condition resulting from one's 

appraisal of the way in which the experienced job situation 

meets one's needs, values and expectations defines the term 

job satisfaction. Conversely, job dissatisfaction is an 

unpleasant affective condition resulting from the perception 

that the experienced job situation fails to meet one's 

needs, values, and expectations (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984). 

Schaffer (1953), in an early contribution to the 

literature, postulated a relationship between need 

satisfaction and job satisfaction. Using Murray's (1938) 

need system, need strength is defined operationally in terms 
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of relative importance of the need to the individual. 

Murray hypothesized that dissatisfaction arises from the 

discrepancy between need strength and degree to which the 

need is perceived to be satisfied. While the results he 

found did not support all of Murray's expectations, 

satisfaction of need was found to be of the primary 

importance to the individual and highly related to overall 

job satisfaction. 

Vroom (1964) proposed the Valence-Instrumentality 

Expectancy (VIE) theory of work motivation. In this theory, 

behavior is assumed to depend on two factors: expectancy or 

probability of occurrences of an outcome such as money and 

the value or valence of that outcome. According to the VIE 

theory, job satisfaction is a function of the product of 

(a) valence (importance of work outcome, such as pay, to the 

individual) and (b) instrumentality (perceived effectiveness 

of the work outcomes in achieving satisfaction) summed 

across work outcomes. 

Katzell (1964) theorized that 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction results from the 
discrepancy between the value (importance) of 
a stimulus and the amount of the stimulus 
that is experienced. The more importantthe 
stimulus, the more effect the discrepancy 
would have on satisfaction, (p. 125) 

In similar fashion, Locke (1976) believed that job 

satisfaction results from the job fulfilling the 

individual's values, provided these values are compatible 

with the individual's needs. Locke viewed needs as the 
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objective requirements for survival and well-being of the 

individual, and values as those things desired, wanted, or 

sought. Needs are either physical (e.g., food, water, rest) 

or psychological (e.g., sensory stimulation, self-esteem). 

According to Locke, physical and psychological needs are 

universally present values. On the other hand, the needs 

differ for different individuals and include such conditions 

as those which promote mentally challenging work, bring 

about rewards, and increase self-esteem. 

Lofquist and Dawis (1969) viewed satisfaction as a 

result of the correspondence of an individual's preferences 

for reinforcers (needs, values) and the reinforcers present 

in the work environment. Preferences for specific 

reinforcers (needs) are expressed in terms of their relative 

importance to the individual. 

In 1965, a group of psychologists studied the 

relationship of job satisfaction to the correspondence of 

needs and reinforcer conditions on the job using 1,417 

employees in 19 occupations (Weiss, Dawis, England, & 

Lofquist, 1965). The researchers found strong support for 

job satisfaction and reinforcement of needs. They reported 

that (a) average satisfaction for a high-need-high-

reinforcement group was significantly greater than that for 

a high-need-low-reinforcement group, and (b) average 

satisfaction for a high-need-low-reinforcement group was 

significantly lower than that for a low-need-low-
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reinforcement group. 

The studies of Betz (1971), Lichter (1980), and Rounds 

Henry, Dawis, Lofquist, and Weiss (1981) demonstrate 

individual differences in the importance of different 

reinforcers, differences in the availability of different 

reinforcers in the work environments, and the relationship 

of these differences to job satisfaction. These studies 

show that individuals have different preferences for work 

reinforcers and that work environments differ in the kind 

and level (strength) of reinforcers which are made available 

to individuals. Finally, the studies provide evidence that 

satisfaction can be predicted from the individuals 

preferences for reinforcers. These findings suggest that 

Satisfaction in work derives from the work 
environment's providing appropriate 
reinforcers to the individual. Stated 
differently, the findings suggest that the 
major antecedents of job satisfaction are to 
be found in the correspondence between the 
work environment's reinforcement system and 
the individual's pattern of needs/values 
(Betz, 1971). 

Theory of Motivation Concerning Work 
and Job Satisfaction 

In any scientific study, a theoretical framework is 

useful in organizing and evaluating prior to research, to 

provide direction for future research, and to stimulate new 

ideas and concepts. Because of the framework must be 

capable of generating empirically testable hypotheses, the 

framework should be stated in clearly defined terms that 
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allow its major concepts to be operationalized and 

measurements to be taken to test the hypotheses. 

Many theories of motivation have been applied to the 

studies in the area of job satisfaction. This section 

contains a discussion of several specific theories of 

motivation which are representative of certain eras of 

theory development. 

Motivation is a major activator of all human behavior, 

Peterson and Waterman (1980) summarize the definition of the 

prime factor of motivation as follows: 

Motivation is the self-perception among 
motivated individuals that they are doing 
well. The degree of association with past 
personal successes, apparently leads to more 
persistence, higher motivation, or something 
that makes us do better, (p. 72) 

The general concept of motivation has been widely 

researched in many fields by philosophers, psychologists, 

and sociologists. However, higher education has not been 

one of those fields. Recently, studies have been reported 

on job satisfaction and motivation relative to the community 

college faculty. A national study of academic management 

was also completed and published in 1978 (Baldrige, 1978). 

Motivation was defined by Berelson and Steiner (1964) 

as an inner state that energizes, activates or moves, and 

that directs or channels behavior toward goals. Berelson 

and Steiner also stated that the result of motivation is a 

purposive, goal—directed behavior that leads to 

satisfaction. 
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Fitzgerald (1971), an industrial psychologist, 

identified the concept of motivation as complex; humans have 

basic needs that must be satisfied and these needs are 

supplemented by numerous biosocial and culturally derived 

needs. Fitzgerald emphasized that 

The individual's actual movement to satisfy 
his needs depends not only upon his state of 
readiness but also upon the objective 
situation in which he moves, his perception 
of that situation and his own frame of 
reference. The seriousness of the motivation 
problem has been greatly underestimated, (p. 
42) 

Job satisfaction is directly related to the concept of 

motivation. Porter and Lawler (1968b) described job 

satisfaction as a function of the extent to which rewards 

actually received meet or exceed the perceived equitable 

level of rewards. Imparato (1972) interpreted Porter and 

Lawler's theory to mean that the greater the failure of 

rewards actually received to meet the perceived equitable 

level of rewards, the greater the dissatisfaction. 

Maslow's Needs Hierarchy Theory 

Modern motivation theories first emerged in the middle 

1950s with Maslow's needs hierarchy. Maslow's needs 

heirarchy motivational concepts are representative of the 

post-World War II time period. Scientists often agree that 

motivation begins with a need and ends with a satisfaction. 

In his study of need, Donald Hawk (1976) states that 

our behavior is usually the result of three motives acquired 
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in early childhood: 

1. Need for achievement--a desire to do things well. 

2. Need for affiliation--a desire for close 

interpersonal relations. 

3. Need for power--a desire to make thing happen. 

Maslow has identified man's motivational needs as 

arranged in a hierarchical manner. Maslow's hierarchy of 

needs gives a clear understanding of the manner by which 

individuals are motivated. Motivation also helps 

individuals to become aware of the level of their need to 

work with others in the motivational process. Maslow 

hypothesized that needs emerge to influence behavior in a 

hierarchical order of prepotency. Lower level needs become 

significant as motivators of behavior: lower level needs 

that remain ungratified are the basis for variations in 

behavior. 

Studies of Maslow's hypothesis by Porter and Lawler 

(1968b) were performed on the assumption that personnel who 

are higher in the organizational chain have a higher degree 

of gratification of lower needs. In consequence, a stronger 

emphasis is placed on upper level needs. The results of the 

studies provided indirect support for Maslow's position. 

Upper level needs were found to be stronger for higher 

occupational groups while lower level needs were found to be 

more important for blue-collar workers. The five levels of 

needs are as follows: 
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1. Physiological Needs 

2. Safety Needs 

3. Love and Belongingness Needs 

4. Esteem Needs 

5. Self-Actualization Needs 

The importance of Maslow's Theory lies in the fact that 

once a need in the hierarchical model is satisfied, 

motivation is no longer served for the particular 

individual. 

The needs hierarchy theory has been useful in the 

understanding of behavior in the work environment. In a 

broad sense, the theory indicates that the satisfied 

employee has a greater probability of attaining 

self-actualization and mental health than does the 

dissatisfied employee. By implication, an organization must 

find ways of satisfying both lower and higher level needs by 

providing the employee with opportunity for growth and 

responsibility. 

Theory X and Theory Y 

Douglas McGregor (1960) made a distinction between two 

views of motivation, Theory X and Theory Y. If one assumed 

that humans had to be driven by extrinsic factors to work, 

one held Theory X, but if one believed that humans worked 

for fulfillment and satisfaction in the job, one subscribed 

to Theory Y. McGregor, influenced by views such as 

Maslow's (1954) proposal of work as a means of achieving 
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self-actualization, promoted the concept of Theory Y as the 

appropriate view of work motivation. 

Theory X and Theory Y represent opposite points of 

view. Theory X is pessimistic and theory Y is optimistic. 

Theory X adhered to the beliefs that: 

1. The average individual has an inherent dislike for 

work and will avoid it whenever possible. 

2. Because of the human characteristic of dislike of 

work, adequate effort toward achievement of organization 

goals only happens by coercion, direction or threat of 

punishment. 

3. The average individual prefers to be directed, 

wishes to avoid responsibility, has relatively little 

ambition, and wants security above all (McGregor, 1960, pp. 

33-34). 

At the other end of the spectrum, McGregor presented 

the Theory Y concept. Inherent in this theory can be found 

the following beliefs: 

1. Physical and mental effort is as natural as play or 

rest. 

2. People will exercise self-direction and control in 

services or objectives to which they are committed. 

3. Commitment to objectives is a function of rewards 

associated with achievements. 

4. The average individual learns to accept and seek 

responsibility. 
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5. The capacity to use a high degree of imagination, 

ingenuity and creativity in organizational problem-solving 

is widely distributed. 

6. Intellectual capabilities of the average individual 

are currently only partially being utilized (McGregor, 1960, 

pp. 47-48). 

While valuable as a tool for identifying the source of 

motivation, among the deficiences in McGregors's theories 

are the inabilities to provide knowledge of group dynamics, 

and the omission of the point that what is successful for 

one organization is not necessarily successful for another. 

Theory Y provides little understanding of how to motivate. 

Furthermore, no recognition is given to the fact that 

different individuals are motivated in very different ways. 

Herzberg's Theory of Motivation 

Herzberg's Two-Factor Motivational Theory is 

representative of the decade of the 1960s. An influential 

study by Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) provided 

evidence that seemed to support this view of motivation. 

Using semistructured interviews of 200 engineers and 

accountants, they made indirect assessments of factors 

affecting job satisfaction. Herzberg et al. used this 

particular sample because they thought that middle 

management people were more verbal, better educated, more 

conscious of their attitudes, and able to communicate better 
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than some of the people below the management level. Workers 

were asked to describe critical work incidents that had made 

them either very happy or unhappy. The results led Herzberg 

et al. to distinguish between two categories of factors, 

satisfiers and dissatisfiers, that affected work. 

Dissatisfiers were not merely the absence of satisfiers but 

were considered to be represented by totally different 

factors. 

Finally, Herzberg developed a theory of job 

satisfaction called the Two-Factor Theory. This theory 

specified two sets of factors contributing satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction. The first set, called "motivators," 

consisted of five satisfiers affecting job satisfaction. 

They are (a) achievement, (b) recognition, (c) work itself, 

(d) responsibility, and (e) advancement and possibility of 

growth. When present, adequate, and positive in a job 

situation, these factors cause a feeling of satisfaction in 

employees; when absent, inadequate, or negative, however, 

they do not generally cause feelings of disssatisfaction. 

According to Herzberg et al., without the five satisfiers, a 

job might be tolerated but the work is not positively 

motivated. 

The second set of factors, called "hygiene," consisted 

of (a) salary (pay), (b) company policies and 

administration, (c) working conditions, (d) supervision, and 

(e) interpersonal relations; these were identified as 
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dissatisfiers. When absent, inadequate, or negative in the 

job situation, these factors cause feelings of 

dissatisfaction, but when present, ample, and positive, they 

do not generally cause feelings of satisfaction (Silver, 

1983). The factors dominate the low job attitude incidents 

and play little part in the high job attitude incidents. 

They were important, but only in a negative way. If they 

were satisfactory or adequate, they did not necessarily 

produce job satisfaction, because this was assumed to be a 

function of the first category of factors. However, if 

these extrinsic aspects of the work, situation were 

deficient, it was argued that this would result in job 

dissatisfaction. Satisfiers were generally reported as more 

important, and the factor of pay, a dissatisfier, was ranked 

only sixth. 

Herzberg (1966) observed that the modern industrial 

organization focuses only on the needs of the employee in 

the context of the job setting and fails to consider other 

needs. Consequently, if creativity is impeded, then 

absenteeism, turnover, and failure frequently occur. 

Herzberg (1966) argued that organizations must deal with the 

motivator's needs and psychological growth of personnel 

rather than only with what he terms the "hygiene" needs such 

as working conditions or pay. 

Herzberg maintained that "to the institution, it seems 

easier to motivate through fear of hygiene deprivation than 
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to motivate in terms of achievement and actualizing goals." 

(1966, p. 172) 

As a result, the opportunities for initiative and 

achievement by the worker are restricted if eliminated. 

Overconcern with hygienic variables, such as interpersonal 

relationships, is criticized by Herzberg. Although Herzberg 

admitted that improving human relationships is important, he 

discredited the assumption that once this goal is achieved, 

motivation will be facilitated or improved. Motivation must 

be based on the nature of the job rather than the fringe 

benefits or working conditions. As important as these 

latter factors are in preventing dissatisfaction, the fringe 

benefits or working conditions should not be misconstrued as 

being sufficient to bring about job satisfaction. That is, 

although inadequate pay would undoubtedly create 

dissatisfaction among workers, the provision of more than 

adequate pay would in no way guarantee more productive or 

creative employees. 

Other research has corroborated the findings of 

Herzberg et al. (1959). Shepperd and Herrick (1972) 

presented the results of the interviews they conducted with 

several hundred young workers. The researchers found an 

increasing disenchantment and dissatisfaction with the 

nature of work, especially the dehumanizing and monotonous 

work in factories. 
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The findings of Herzberg et al. were also confirmed in 

a survey commissioned by the U.S. Department of Labor and 

conducted by the Survey Research Center of the University of 

Michigan in a nation-wide sample of 1,533 workers in 1969. 

The factor of "enough pay" was ranked fifth in importance, 

whereas the highest ranking factor was interesting work. 

A number of critics have objected to Herzberg's 

formalation, and numerous studies have been conducted to 

further test the distinction between satisfaction factors. 

Although some studies support this distinction, many studies 

suggest that pay can be a source of both satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. House and Wigdor (1967) concluded that 

Herzberg et al. were probably correct in 
concluding that pay is a source of 
dissatisfaction when it is perceived to be 
unfairly low pay but they hold that high pay 
can serve not only as a hygienic factor, to 
use Herzberg's term, but also as a means of 
providing recognition to the worker, 
enhancing self-esteem, thus acting as 
satisfier. (p.372) 

Lawler (1971) reviewed over fifty studies published 

since Herzberg et al. made their report and found that pay 

was ranked higher in many studies than it was in the 

Herzberg et al. study. One reason for the discrepant 

findings, suggested by Vroom (1964), is the fact that 

Herzberg et al. relied only on self-report, and respondents 

may not have wished to appear greedy and so ranked money as 

less important than it really was. 
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On the negative side, a major portion of the 

controversy stems from the lack of an explicit statement of 

the theory (King, 1976). In summary, the two-factor theory 

has been criticized in four basic categories: 

1. The theory is bound to one methodology. The theory 

works well when the "critical incident" is employed, but is 

not so readily replicated when a structured questionnaire 

approach and factor analysis techniques are used (Ewen, 

1964; Lindsay, Marks, & Gorlow, 1967). House and Wigdor 

(1967) reached conclusions contradictory to the two-factor 

theory when different research strategies were employed. 

2. The methodology is weak. There is a lack of 

validity of the raw data obtained when the critical incident 

method is employed (Lindsay, Marks, & Gorlow, 1967) and such 

data may reflect the subjects' defensiveness (Vroom, 1964; 

Schneide, & Locke, 1971). The method, when employed alone, 

is biased because it is easy for respondents to recall 

incidents in which they felt good as being brought on by 

their own accomplishments (e.g., promotions, achievement, 

etc.) but difficult to recall those which follow no 

achievement (House & Wigdor, 1967; Ewen, 1964). 

3. Both motivators and hygienes can cause either 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The two sets of factors 

are not unidimensional, but contribute to both satisfaction 

and dissatifaction (Wolf, 1967). Ewen et al. (1966) found 

that motivators were more strongly related to both overall 
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satisfaction and overall dissatisfaction than the hygienes. 

Lahiri and Srivastva (1967) concluded that motivators also 

can act as dissatisfiers but to a lesser extent than as 

satisfiers. Dunnette, Campbell, & Hekel (1967) found that 

recognition, a motivator, was the third most common cause of 

dissatisfaction. 

4. The theory is too rigid, over simplified and 

contrived and does not take enough individual differences 

into consideration (Lahiri, & Srivastva, 1967). There is 

much more to job satisfaction than merely two sets of 

factors. 

It seems clear that the validity of the two-factor 

theory remains a highly controversial topic. As Behling, 

Labovitz, & Kosmo (1968) observed, research using Herzberg's 

critical incident method gives results supporting the 

Herzberg approach and supports a uniscalar theory of job 

satisfaction. Despite these criticisms, the Herzberg 

formulation has obviously had much influence. As a 

consequence of views such as those of Herzberg (1966) and 

McGregor (1960), increased attention has been given to 

modifying the work situation in order to provide more 

opportunities. 

In conclusion, although the two-factor theory may have 

detractors, it is useful to test this theory in an 

institution of higher learning as a means of learning more 

about faculty members and the university work environment. 
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If the two-factor theory holds, then satisfaction should be 

related to intrinsics while dissatisfaction should be 

associated with factors of the environment extrinsic to 

faculty members. 

Expectancy Theories 

One major theory accounting for the effects of monetary 

reward on performance is similar to the expectancy theories 

proposed for other types of behavior (e.g., Atkinson, 1957; 

Lewin, 1936; Rotter, 1954; Tolman, 1932). In expectancy 

theories, behavior is assumed to depend on two factors: 

expectancy or the probability of occurrence of an outcome. 

Both factors are defined in subjective terms according to 

the perceptions of the individual rather than in objective 

terms. Expectancy and outcome combine to determine 

behavior. In the event either factor is absent, motivation 

will not be valued. There will be no motivation. 

Similarly, if the reward is highly valued but the 

probability of receiving the reward is perceived as zero, 

there will be no motivation to act. Motivation, then, 

should increase in proportion to the level of the combined 

product of expectancy and value, as the theory assumes that 

individuals wish to maximize the outcomes. 

Lawler and Porter (1967) and Vroom (1964) theorize that 

the greater the expectancy of receiving reward and the 

greater the valence of reward, the higher the motivation. 

Consider a worker paid on a piece-rate basis. If an 
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individual'produces larger quantities of products, the 

individual's total earnings are maximized. On the other 

hand, the worker may not perform at his maximum level for 

various reasons: (a) strained relationships with fellow 

employees who may fear that high productivity may have 

negative consequences, such as unemployment; (b) lowered 

piece rates; or (c) the worker's health might be adversely 

affected. If the assumption is made that the worker values 

good health and cordial peer relationships, the results may 

be that the worker will not work as hard as he might have 

under different circumstances. 

In stressing the perceived value of reward rather than 

the objective value, expectancy theory attempts to explain 

why the worker does not maximize objective pay. Less than 

maximal performance occurs because the worker has a lowered 

valence associated with the reward due to its conflict with 

cordial peer relationships. 

Another difficulty in defining expectancies in such 

loose terms lies in the problem of identifying all factors 

an individual considers important. Factors need to be 

specified in advance in order to generate predictions from 

the theory rather than explaining behavior following an 

observation by adding additional assumptions related to the 

value of the worker. 

Lawler (1971) admits that 

One difficulty of expectancy theory is its 
vagueness about the determinants of valence. 
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We are not clear how the individual 
determines what the consequences are for the 
set of possible alternative responses in a 
situation. Yet, expectancy theory just 
assumes that such valences exist and 
influence motivation. Furthermore, 
individual differences may have to be 
considered. For example, some workers may not 
consider peer ostracism a deterrent to rate 
busting performances, whereas others would be 
very much inhibited by such a concern, (p. 
105) 

Equity Theory 

In contrast to expectancy theory, Adams (1963) proposed 

an interesting theory of equity. This formulation was 

borrowed from social psychology and stressed the notions of 

a just and fair exchange between parties involved in social 

interaction. A person may decide to give in proportion to 

what is received from the other party in order to maintain 

harmonious and equitable relationships. In the instance of 

wages, according to equity theory, a worker who felt 

overcompensated for work would attempt to work harder to 

restore balance to the exchange. But if the worker felt 

underpaid, he would work less effectively in order to 

balance matters. Judgment about equity involves a 

comparison between one's own ratio of outputs to outputs 

with that of some standard, either internal, such as an 

expectancy one has acquired, or external, such as in the 

form of a co-worker's pay. 

Another factor that must be considered is whether pay 

is on a piece-rate or an hourly basis. It was predicted 
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that workers on a. fixed amount of pay per unit time would 

perform as described previously, producing more goods of 

higher quality when overpaid but fewer products of lower 

quality when underpaid. When piece-rate pay scales were 

involved, overcompensation was predicted to lead to less 

work because each extra unit produced would only serve to 

add to the inequity created by the already excessive 

piece-rate. However, the quality of products might improve. 

Finally, undercompensated piece-rate work was expected 

to lead to more work, but of lower quality, in order for the 

worker to achieve an equitable exchange between pay and 

work. 

Although many companies have become increasingly 

concerned about worker satisfaction, it should be noted that 

it is not clear that increased satisfaction will increase 

worker productivity. There appears to be little 

relationship between the two variables (Vroom, 1964). 

Nevertheless, the trend to find ways to increase worker 

satisfaction continuous. 

Lawler and Porter (1967) suggested that the expectation 

that greater job satisfaction will enhance performance is 

erroneous and argued that the reverse relationship is more 

tenable. That is, workers who perform better will be more 

satisfied, especially because they may receive greater pay 

for their better performance. 
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On the other hand, one must consider the factors which 

produce better performance at the outset of a worker's 

employment. The factors may relate to greater ability, 

better motivation, or higher pay. Some factors must be 

present initially to produce the differences in performance 

that Lawler and Porter see as the antecedents of eventual 

differences in satisfaction. The interrelationship between 

satisfaction and performance is a two-way street. 

Even if the relationship between satisfaction and 

productivity is ambiguous, other factors that are important 

consequences of satisfaction may need to be considered. For 

example, absenteeism and turnover are clearly lower, even if 

productivity is unaffected, with greater job satisfaction. 

In the long run, an organization benefits from the enhanced 

job satisfaction of workers for these reasons. Finally, 

judged in the broad social context of human values, it may 

be argued that satisfied workers may reduce the social costs 

of unhappy and alienated individuals. The best interests of 

society as a whole require that the encouragement of 

organizations to promote job satisfaction even though 

workers may not immediately or directly reap any benefits 

for their expenditures. Jung (1978) indicated that " A 

happy worker may not be a better worker, but he/she may be a 

happier and better member of society" (p. 174). Despite the 

disagreement about the relative effective of intrinsic and 

extrinsic factors on work, the factor of pay does have 
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influence. -

Brayfield and Crockett (1955) concluded that There is 

little evidence in the available literature that employee 

attitudes of the type usually measured in morale surveys 

bear any simple or, for that matter, 

applicable—relationship to performance on the job. (p. 

408) This conclusion has been confirmed by later reviewers, 

including Herzberg et al. (1957) and Vroom (1964). Locke 

(1976) indicates that it is best to view productivity and 

satisfaction as separate outcomes of the employee-job 

interaction, and to expect causal relationships between them 

only in special circumstances. 

Wofford (1971 ) found that intrinsic job satisfaction 

was more related to job performance for young employees than 

for older employees. Gould and Hawkins (1978) found that, 

for workers in the establishment stage of their careers 

(first two years on job), overall job satisfaction, 

satisfaction with the work itself, and satisfaction with pay 

were related to supervisor performance ratings. For workers 

in the maintenance stage of their careers (ten years or more 

on the job), overall satisfaction and satisfaction with 

co-workers were related to supervisor performance rating. 

Stumpf (1981) presented data on business school 

facultymembers, showing low but significant relationships 

between both satisfaction and job involvement and various 

indicators of academic performance such as salary increases 
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and teaching evaluations. Path analysis of data supported 

Hall's model (1976), which postulates that perfomance 

determines percieved success, which in turn leads to job 

satisfaction, which results in job involvement. These 

findings are congruent with Porter and Lawler's (1967) and 

Locke's (1976) assertion that satisfaction is a result of 

good job performance rather than vice versa. 

Research on Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is an affective state representing a 

person's overall like or dislike for the work position 

occupied. The concept of job satisafction has been 

operationally defined in many ways. Some conceptualizations 

focus on a general feeling toward the job, others balance 

likes and dislikes, and still others use the aggregate of 

feelings toward several aspects of the job. Several terms, 

such as morale and job attitudes, have been associated with 

the same behaviors. Further, job satisfaction is 

distinguished from vocational satisfaction and life 

satisfaction by the scope of experiences to which the person 

responds. Vocational satisfaction is an affective response 

to a general type of work (Crites, 1969) and life 

satisfaction is a response a to broad range of experiences 

of "life as a whole" (Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976). 

Studies of job satisfaction were instituted by various 

psychologists (Hoppock, 1935). Early job satisfaction 

studies examined levels of job satisfaction for different 
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groups of individuals, categorized by demographic factors. 

The initial work on vocational interests dealt with 

occupational group differences in vocational interest 

patterns. This research on job satisfaction and vocational 

interests, however, did not address matters such as how a 

given level of satisfaction is produced, how satisfaction in 

work is maintained, and what role "interest" plays in 

satisfaction. 

The literature indicates that job satisfaction is a 

prerequisite to long tenure, good performance, and 

institutional effectiveness (Wood, 1976). According to most 

experts, the primary responsibilities of colleges and 

faculty members include three major areas! (&) teaching, 

(b) research, and (c) public services. Therefore, an 

educational institution needs to identify factors that 

affect job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of faculty 

members. Institutions should look for ways to increase 

satisfaction. 

Interest in job satisfaction research has burgeoned 

over the past four decades. Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers 

(1976) estimated that about 3,000 articles, books, and 

dissertations had been published by 1972. For decades, 

researchers have tried to understand employee morale and to 

establish relationships between job satisfaction and 

productivity, absenteeism, and other independent variables 

(Cohen, 1974). While the concept of job satisfaction and 
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its causes and effects have been studied in a great variety 

of organizational settings, few studies have been pursued in 

institutions of higher education. During the past few 

years, there have been improvements in the faculty job 

satisfaction area (Neumann, 1978). This may be due to the 

fact that faculty members do not tend to consider themselves 

workers; therefore, literature used to describe business and 

industry activities is not applicable to college faculty 

members. 

Relating to the academic institution. Field's study 

(1966) of satisfaction and dissatisfaction of University of 

Wisconsin faculty members reported that associate professors 

comprised the most dissatisfied academic rank, among the 

national sample. 

Field and Giles (1977) investigated the dimension of 

faculty members' sensitivity to job satisfaction items. The 

population of the study included 888 full-time teaching 

members of a southeastern university. The results revealed 

that faculty members' sensitivity to job satisfaction items 

centered primarily on concerns with extrinsic job factors, 

department-head action, and promotion and salary. 

Cohen (1974) employed the critical incident method in 

conducting a study of faculty job satisfaction in twelve 

community colleges. Cohen forwarded questionnaires to 57 

instructors at a small college in Southern California, 19 

instructors at nine colleges in an eastern state, and 146 
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instructors at a larger college in Northern California. 

Respondents were asked to relate aspects of their work that 

led them to feel satisfied and aspects that led the 

respondents toward feeling dissatisfied. The results 

disclosed that more than two-thirds of the groups indicated 

that they gained satisfaction from interaction with 

students. They related administration and organization 

difficulties as leading to dissatisfaction. 

Wood (1973) investigated job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction of full-time faculty in the North Carolina 

community college system. The research instrument was 

developed on the basis of ten factors selected from 

Herzberg's Two-factor Theory. The population studied was 

composed of full-time faculty members representing six 

community colleges and eleven technical institutions of the 

North Carolina Community System; 224 faculty members in the 

sample population responded to the mailed questionaire. The 

findings supported Herzberg's Two-factor Theory pertaining 

to motivators which were sigificantly more associated with 

overall job satisfaction than were the hygiene factors. 

In addition, Wood (1973) and Hollen and Gemmell (1976) 

compared job satisfaction levels of community college 

professors. The findings indicated that male professors 

express higher levels of overall job satisfaction than do 

female professors. 
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Fedler, Counts, and Smith (1984) surveyed a national 

sample of 200 assistant professors and 200 associate 

professors in order to compare the attitudes of male and 

female professors about job satisfaction. Females were more 

satisfied than males with their colleagues and with the 

quality of their students. Females, however, tended to be 

less satisfied with the way promotions were handled. At the 

associate professor rank, females were less satisfied than 

males with their lives away from work, with their department 

chairmen, with merit pay procedures, and with their 

colleagues. 

Lowther, Gill, and Coppard (1985) conducted a study of 

age and the determinants of teacher job satisfaction to 

determine job satisfaction of teachers at various age 

levels. Findings are based on an analysis of data from 

three rational probabilities studies of employment conducted 

in 1969, 1973, and 1977 by the University of Michigan (the 

Surveys of Working Conditions and Quality of Employment 

Surveys). A total of 182 teachers participated. The 

surveys focused on questions about job satisfaction, what 

aspects of a job were valued most, and the rewards derived 

from working at a job. Results show that (a) job 

satisfaction increased with age, (b) job values remained 

constant with age, (c) job rewards increased with age, and 

(d) the major determinants of job satisfaction were 

intrinsic to teaching for younger teachers and extrinsic to 
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teaching for older teachers. 

Herzberg et al. (1957) reviewed 23 studies in their 

analysis of the change in job attitudes with age. In 17 out 

of 23 studies on job satisfaction of workers at various age 

levels, Herzberg et al. found that morale is high when 

people start their first job, it goes down during the next 

few years, and remains at a relatively low level. Then, 

when workers are in their late twenties or early thirties, 

morale begins to rise. This continues through the remainder 

of the working career, in most cases. 

Schultz (1975) study of job satisfaction of home 

economics professors in four-year colleges indicated that 

male faculty members were more satisfied with their jobs 

than female faculty members. Balazadeh (1981) made a 

comparative study of motivation to work and job satisfaction 

between male and female faculty members at a midwestern 

regional university. Responses were obtained from 169 male 

and 72 female faculty members holding the ranks of full 

professor, associate professor, and assistant professor, and 

teaching in the College of Education, College of Fine Arts 

and Sciences, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, College 

of Engineering, and College of Business. Findings showed 

that female faculty members and male faculty members 

expressed a somewhat similar degree of motivation to work. 

The longer the faculty members had been in their positions, 

the lower their job satisfaction and motivation. Being in a 
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prestigious position made the faculty members satisfied and 

more highly motivated. Gender made no significant 

contribution to faculty members' satisfaction and motivation 

when the other demographic variables were held constant. 

Herzberg et al. (1957) reviewed 21 studies comparing 

male and female job satisfaction. In 6 of the studies they 

found that women were more satisfied than men; 3 of the 

studies showed that women were less satisfied than men; and 

3 studies showed no difference between the satisfaction 

levels of men and women. Herzberg et al. concluded that 

studies comparing job satisfaction of men and did not lead 

to any simple conclusions about such differences. 

Wissman (1981) investigated the effect of gender on 

faculty job satisfaction in institutions of higher 

education. Results showed that there was no gender 

difference in the job satisfaction expressed by faculty in 

female. Within male, there was a significant gender 

difference in job satisfaction. Males expressed greater 

satisfaction with the job than female. It was concluded 

that feelings of job satisfaction within gender are 

associated with roles (teaching and research) and agents 

(students) most central to the job. Committees and faculty 

meetings contribute the least amount of satisfaction for 

faculty. 

Diener (1985) studied the job satisfaction of college 

faculty members in two predominantly Black institutions. 
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Results indicated that the majority of respondents expressed 

strong satisfaction with facilities, opportunities to attend 

professional meetings, salary, institutional bureaucracy, 

student motivation, appreciation for personal contributions, 

responsiveness of administration to problems, committee 

work, and recognition for good teaching. Observing and 

supporting student growth was the chief source of 

satisfaction, while chief sources for dissatisfaction with 

work tended to be related to circumstances surrounding the 

job (e.g., job conditions, salary, and bureaucracy). The 

findings supported the two-factor theory of job satisfaction 

developed by Herzberg et al. (1959), and suggested that work 

satisfaction for college faculty members in predominantly 

Black institutions stems from the nature of work itself, 

while dissatisfaction is derived from the work environment. 

Benoit (1977) conducted a study of the state 

universities in Louisiana. Benoit mentioned that faculty 

member satisfaction and morale values, social services, and 

academic activities were important factors contributing to 

job satisfaction, while universities' policies and 

practices, advancement, and compensation were related to 

dissatisfaction. 

Riday (1981) compared job satisfaction of community 

college faculty members to secondary school and four-year 

college faculty members. Findings showed that overall job 

satisfaction was significantly greater for community college 
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faculty members and four-year college faculty members when 

compared to secondary teachers. Community college faculty 

were significantly more satisfied than four-year college 

faculty members on five composite scales (achievement, 

interpersonal relations, salary, work itself, and working 

conditions). Age, gender, ethnicity, and degree held had 

little effect on job satisfaction. A major conclusion is 

that while teaching appears to be fulfilling, community 

college faculty members enjoy the optimum of satisfaction. 

Openshaw (1980) conducted a study of job satisfaction 

determinants among faculty and administrators using an 

application of Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene model in higher 

education. Results indicated that overall, respondents 

exhibited a high degree of job satisfaction. Contrary to 

the Herzberg theory, both motivation and hygiene factors 

were primariry related to feelings of job dissatisfaction, 

and hygiene factors were significantly greater indicators of 

job satisfaction than were motivation factors. Academic 

administrators had significantly higher overall job 

satisfaction than did full-time teaching faculty members. 

On the basis of these findings, it was concluded that both 

motivation and hygiene factors contributed to satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction in a higher education setting. 

Abreu (1980) studied job satisfaction of the faculty 

members in schools of education in three universities 

granting doctor of philosophy degrees in the State of 
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Michigan. "Faculty members in the sample were asked to 

respond to a questionnaire based on Herzberg s intrinsic and 

extrinsic factors. The findings of Abreu's study supported 

Herzberg's conclusion that feelings of job satisfaction are 

determined by perceptions one has about intrinsic factor 

motivation, and feelings of job dissatisfaction are 

determined by the perceptions one has about factors external 

to the job. 

It was found that demographic factors influenced the 

perception of faculty members about their feelings of job 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The findings support the 

conclusion that intrinsic factors contributed significantly 

more to satisfaction than to dissatisfaction of the 

participating faculty members. Conversely, it was found 

that extrinsic factors contribute significantly more to 

dissatisfaction than to satisfaction of participating 

faculty members. 

Results of Abreu's study show that the two-factor 

theory of motivation is applicable to faculty members at 

higher education institutions. Its use would be extremely 

helpful in understanding faculty members' feelings in 

relation to intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of their jobs. 

It is also suggested that the use of this theory is largely 

a problem of factor definition according to the special 

circumstances of academic and administrative life at the 

time the study was conducted, to avoid biased results. 
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Leon (1974) studied the applicability of the two-factor 

theory of job satisfaction among college and university 

professors. Leon indicated that the two-factor theory was 

applicable among college and university professors in his 

s tudy. 

Williamson and Karras (1970) studied job satisfaction 

variables among female clerical workers by using Herzberg's 

two-factor theory. The findings indicated that the female 

group with a college education ranked motivators 

significantly higher for self-actualization than female 

clerical workers without a college education. 

Varley (1973) reported, in the results of his study of 

436 teachers in 14 metropolitan high schools, that teachers 

who graduated from teachers colleges were relatively 

satisfied with their work. 

Herzberg et al. (1957) studied the relationships of job 

attitude to length of service with an organization. They 

found that workers begin with high morale but that it drops 

during the first year of service and remains low for a 

number of years. As their length of service increases, 

morale tends to go up. 

Herzberg et al. (1957) also examined 13 studies 

relating education to job attitudes. Three studies showed 

an increase in morale with increased education; another 5 

showed that the higher these workers' educational level, the 

lower their morale; and the remaining studies showed no 
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differences between job attitudes among workers differing in 

education. 

Neumann (1978) also attempted to examine the 

relationships between several dimensions of organizational 

climate and faculty members' job satisfaction in university 

departments by using data which were based on a second phase 

of a longitudinal study. Neumann's conclusion was that 

organizational climate was one of the keys to faculty 

member's job satisfaction. 

Ageel (1982) studied job satisfaction of staff members 

of UMM Al-Qura University in Mekkah, Saudi Arabia. It was 

found that in contrast to the respondents of Herzberg's 

study, content factors are related primarily to job 

dissatisfaction, while context factors are related to job 

satisfaction. 

Compared to the United States, research pertaining to 

Thailand consists of a limited number of studies concerning 

job satisfaction among faculty members in higher education. 

Petput (1971) studied the morale of university personnel and 

reported that the job satisfaction of teachers and support 

staff increased as age increased. Petput disclosed that 

female Thai university personnel tended to be more satisfied 

than male counterparts. However, this was not the case for 

school teachers in Bangkok and the northeastern region of 

Thailand, where a study showed no connection between gender 

and level of job satisfaction (Chatrakul, 1972). Petput 



61 

found no significant relationship between marital status and 

job satisfaction of Thai university personnel. For length 

of service, Petput found a positive relationship between job 

satisafaction and length of service. In other words, the 

longer Thai university personnel were on the jobs, the more 

satisfied they were with their work. Petput also found that 

Thai university personnel with higher levels of education 

were more satisfied in their jobs than those with lower 

levels of educational. Thai university personnel with 

teaching responsibilities were found to have higher morale 

than colleagues who were engaged in academic administration 

and support functions. 

In a similar study, Chatrakul (1972) compared the 

morale of school teachers in Bangkok and those in the 

northeastern region of Thailand. The purpose of the study 

was to determine the degree of teachers' satisfaction with 

respect to working conditions, activities, interpersonal 

relationships, supervision, pay, opportunity for 

advancement, safety, and social status in their employment 

regions. When the comparison was made, the results 

indicated that school teachers in the northeastern region 

perceived higher satisfaction than teachers in Bangkok in 

the areas of interpersonal relationships, activities, pay, 

safety, and social status. However, school teachers in 

Bangkok were more satisfied with working conditions and 

opportunities for advancement. On the whole, school 
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teachers in both locations were quite satisfied with their 

work roles. 

In 1972, Pasuwan's adaptation of the Herzberg job 

satisfaction model to vocational education personnel in 

Thailand revealed that Thai vocational teachers who are 

satisfied preceived occupational opportunities outside 

vocational education differently than dissatisfied teachers. 

Satisfied teachers perceived the presence of more related 

occupational alternatives outside of their teaching career 

than dissatisfied teachers. There was no relationship 

between the level of job satisfaction of Thai vocational 

teachers and their age, working location, and educational 

attainment. In addition, locally-trained and 

foreign-trained Thai vocational teachers had similar 

attitudes regarding their level of job satisfaction. 

Arayasart (1975) conducted a study of the job 

satisfaction of educational administrators at school and 

college levels under the Department of Vocational Education, 

Thailand, by developing a questionnaire based on Herzberg's 

motivation-hygiene theory. The population of the study 

included 136 school administrators and 27 college 

administrators. The result showed that both groups were 

relatively satisfied in their work. When grouping and 

comparisons were made, college administrators perceived 

higher levels of job satisfaction than school 

administrators. Both groups were highly satisfied with job 
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security, interpersonal relationships, responsibility, and 

the work itself. On the whole, the morale of both groups 

was moderately high. 

Yotakong (1976) studied the job satisfaction 

agriculture teachers in the northeastern Agriculture Schools 

and Colleges of Thailand. The results showed that salary, 

job security, supervision, recognition, and fringe benefits 

were important dimensions of teacher satisfaction. The 

respondents expressed more satisfaction than dissatisfaction 

with factors concerning working conditions and advancement. 

Kapilakanchana et al. (1978) examined the work 

incentives of faculty members of Kasetsart University in 

Bangkok, Thailand. Of 500 faculty members in the sample 

population, 300 responded to a questionnaire concerning 

factors in employment such as working conditions, job 

security, social acceptance, opportunity for advancement, 

and expectations from work. The results indicated that 

faculty members were dissatisfied with working conditions, 

particularly problems relative to telephone service, 

sanitation within the institution, parking, cash requests, 

postal service, health service, and housing agreements. 

They were relatively satisfied with social acceptance. In 

general, the faculty members were quite satisfied and their 

work roles were compatable with the university's emphases 

upon teaching, research, and supporting and serving society. 
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Jariyavidyanont (1978) found that faculty members who 

were employed by NIDA were moderately satisfied with their 

jobs, and most perceived their jobs as meaningful and 

interesting. Among ten specific aspects of job 

satisfaction, the respondents were most satisfied with the 

status of their professions. The respondents were least 

satisfied with salary and welfare aspects of job 

satisfaction. 

Sudsawasd (1980) summarized as follows: The major 

sources of job satisfaction for Thai faculty members were 

policy, administration, and salary. The relevant sources of 

dissatisfaction were achievement growth, interpersonal 

relations, recognition, responsibility, supervision, work 

itself, and working conditions. Among the major sources of 

job satisfaction, age, number of years employed, formal 

education level, and academic rank of faculty members were 

affected by salary. Those who were 41 years old and over 

were employed for 11 years or more and held an associate 

professor rank. Those with doctoral degrees were found to 

be more satisfied with salary than those with other levels 

of formal education. 

In 1982, Vatthaisong explored job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction among faculty members in teacher training 

institutions in Thailand. The findings of this study are as 

follows: 
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1. Sources of satisfaction for faculty members in rank 

order of importance were interpersonal relations, the work 

itself, achievement, recognition, responsibility, growth, 

working conditions supervision, and administrative policies. 

The source of dissatisfaction was salary. 

2. Faculty members with more than 10 years of 

experience were more satisfied with their achievement and 

working conditions than faculty members with less than 10 

years experience. 

3. Faculty members with more than 10 years of teaching 

experience revealed more overall satisfaction than faculty 

members with less than 10 years of experience. 

4. No difference existed in satisfaction between males 

and females. 

In 1984, Wangphanich conducted a study on the Job 

satifaction of faculty members at Srinakharinwirot 

University, Thailand. Results showed that (a) there were no 

interaction effects among the faculty's age, work 

experience, and salary on job satisfaction, and (b) the 

faculty members with high age, high work experience, or 

middle and high salary showed the highest satisfaction 

overall and with pay. Female faculty members were more 

satisfied with supervision and co-workers than male faculty 

members. High ranking academic faculty were more satisfied 

with their work than middle and low ranking academic faculty 

members, and both middle and high ranking faculty members 
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were more satisied with pay than low ranking faculty-

members . The location of the campus where faculty members 

worked did not affect the faculty members' satisfaction. 

Along with academic rank, work experience, and salary, 

however, the different campuses displayed differences in 

overall satisfaction. The faculty members working on 

campuses outside Bangkok with middle and high academic rank, 

high work experience, or high salary expressed the highest 

satisfaction overall. 

Karoonlanjakorn (1986) conducted a study of job 

satisfaction among faculty members at non-metropolitan 

teachers colleges in Central Thailand. It was concluded 

that sources of job satisfaction for faculty members in rank 

order of importance were interpersonal relations, 

responsibility, achievement, recognition, the work itself, 

growth, working conditions, policy and administration, 

salary, and supervision. No areas of dissatisfaction were 

revealed. 

Thongchant (1986) conducted a study of job satisfaction 

among full-time faculty members of nursing colleges in 

Thailand. Results of this study concluded that nursing 

faculty members were satisfied with each of the ten factors 

of job satisfaction. Among the ten factors of job 

satisfaction, the work itself factor was ranked first and 

the salary factor was ranked last. The variables such as 

region and level of education contributed no significant 
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difference"to job satisfaction, but variables working 

conditions, teaching program, age, salary, and length of 

service of nursing faculty members contributed 

significantly to job satisfaction. 

In addition to the literature previously cited, it is 

important that the features of Thai society be considered. 

The acute differences in social interaction, political and 

economic outlook., and values between Bangkok and non-Bangkok 

residents have not been observed. While Bangkok residents 

enjoy many conveniences and facilities, those outside 

Bangkok are less fortunate. These differences also have 

some impact on university and college faculty members. 

Specifically, upcountry university and college faculty 

members have such disadvantages, as a lack of access to mass 

media and other educational facilities, and working within 

poor communities that are a considerable distance from 

educational centers and resources. Because of these 

discrepancies, the difference between the faculties' 

characteristics is discernible (Wangphanich, 1984). 

The difference between Vatthaisong's (1982) and 

Karoonlanchakorn's (1986) studies and this present study is 

the scope of the inquiry, which expands the two previous 

studies. Vatthaisong's and Karoonlanjakorn s subjects were 

faculty members who were instructors only. They did not 

study faculty members who were both instructors and 

administrators, or those who were instructors or those who 
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were administrators only. However, the present study 

included all three groups. Vatthaisong compared job 

satisfaction among faculty members as related to years of 

work, experience and gender. Karoonlanjakon s research 

included the variables of age, levels of education, and 

salary. The present study added the variables of academic 

rank, faculty affiliations, department, and administrative 

position. This study compared job satisfaction among 

teachers college faculty members in the northeastern and 

non-metropolitan central part to the job satifaction of the 

faculty in the Bangkok metropolitan area. Moreover, the 

present study expanded the scope of study in the following 

areas: (a) the characteristics of the most satisfied and 

least satisfied groups, (b) Thai faculty members' 

significant agreement on the factors measuring their job 

satisfaction, (c) the similarities of the pattern of job 

attitudes of Thai faculty members to the pattern found in 

Herzberg's job satisfaction/dissatisfaction model, (d) the 

speculation that the two-factor theory is adaptable to the 

measurement of job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among faculty members in institutions of higher education in 

Thailand, and (e) the possibility that job dissatisfaction 

is the major cause of absence from work. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodology used in this study was a survey. The 

selection of the sample was made by stratified random 

sampling, and administration of the questionnaire instrument 

was administered in Thailand by the President of Bansomdej 

Chao Praya Teachers College and by three faculty members of 

Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College: the Chairperson of 

Computer Sciences, Somchai Shinatrakool; the Chairperson of 

Mathematics, Napha Tengtubtim; and the Chairperson of Home 

Economics, Smanchit Inchompoo. 

The Population 

The population consisted of full-time faculty members 

and administrators of six teachers colleges: (a) Bansomdej 

Chao Praya Teachers College, (b) Chantarakesem Teachers 

College, (c) Dhonburi Teachers College, (d) Suansunanta 

Teachers College, (e) Suandusit Teachers College, and 

(f) Pranakorn Teachers College. All members of the 

population were employed by the six teachers colleges at the 

time of this study. 

According to the Department of Teacher Education, 

Bangkok, Thailand, (Ministry of Education, 1985), there are 

1,236 faculty members in the six teachers colleges in the 
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Bangkok metropolitan area. There are six faculties in the 

36 teachers colleges: (a) Faculty of Education, (b) Faculty 

of Humanities and Social Sciences, (c) Faculty of Management 

Sciences, (d) Faculty of Agriculture and Industry, 

(e) Faculty of Science and Technology, and (f) Faculty of 

Industrial Arts. The number of faculty members is shown in 

Table 1 (Ministry of Education 1985) 

Table 1 

Number of Faculty Members At Each Teachers College 

Teachers College Faculty Members 

Bansomdej Chao Fraya 225 
Chantarakasem 220 
Suansunanta 235 
Suandusit 224 
Pranakorn 196 
Dhonburi 136 

Total 1,236 

The largest number of faculty were at Bansomdej Chao 

Praya Teachers College, which had 225 members, while the 

smallest number was reported from Dhonburi Teachers College, 

which had a faculty of 136. The mean number of faculty from 

the six teachers colleges was 209.33. 
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Selection of the Sample 

According to Borg (1983), random sampling is a powerful 

technique for selecting a sample that is representative of a 

large population. Using this technique, research data can 

be generalized to a larger population within margins of 

error that can be determined statistically. Random sampling 

is also preferred because it permits the researcher to apply 

inferential statistics to the data. Inferential statistics 

enables the researcher to make inferences about population 

values (e.g., mean, standard deviation, correlation 

coefficient) on the basis of obtained sample values. 

Nunnally (1972) suggested that it is wise to select 

subjects randomly and that a sample must consist of a 

sufficient number of subjects. The more subjects there are, 

the greater the reliability from the sampling of subjects. 

In this study, 30% of the faculty members in each of the six 

Bangkok metropolitan area teachers colleges were drawn using 

a stratified random sampling method. A total of 383 faculty 

members from the six teachers colleges were used in this 

study. The distribution of this sample is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Number of Questionnaires Distributed, Number Returned, 

and Percentage of Questionnaires Returned 

Name of Number Number Percentage 
Teachers Sent Returned Returned 
College 

Bansomdej 
Chao Praya 89 89 100 
Chantarakasem 67 57 85 
Suansunanta 69 69 100 
Suandusit 70 63 90 
Pranakorn 60 60 100 
Dhonburi 45 45 100 

Total 400 383 95.75 

Data reported in Table 2 include the number of 

questionnaires distributed, number returned, and percentage 

of questionnaires returned from the six Bangkok metropolitan 

teachers colleges. The largest number returned, 89 (100%), 

69 (100%), and 60 (100%) were the respondents from Bansomdej 

Chao Praya, Suansunanta, and Pranakorn, respectively. The 

smallest number were returned, 57 (85%), from Chantarakasem. 

The total percentage returned was 95.75. The mean number of 

faculty subjects from the six teachers colleges was 63.83. 
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Instrumentation 

The Faculty Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale, 

developed by Wood in 1973, was utilized to collect 

information related to attitudes toward job satisfaction in 

six metropolitan area teachers colleges in Bangkok, 

Thailand. This questionnaire was considered to be the most 

feasible instrument for determining factors affecting 

academic personnel in educational institutions. This 

instrument was used in the study of job satisfaction of 

faculty members in the United States (Seegmiller, 1977) and 

by at least three studies in Thailand (Sudsawasd, 1980; 

Vatthaisong, 1982; and Thongchant, 1986). Because this 

questionnaire has been frequently used in Thailand, it was 

employed as the instrument for the present study. 

The instrument is based on Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory 

which separates satisfaction and dissatisfaction, relating 

satisfaction to "motivators" or "intrinsic" factors and 

dissatisfaction to "hygiene" or "extrinsic" factors. In 

applying Herzberg's theory, Wood (1973) used three types of 

information: (a) demographic items, (b) the 10 selected 

motivation hygiene factors, and (c) a single item. The 

reliability coefficient of the instrument was 0.98 (n=50) 

for internal consistency. Recommendations from a panel of 

experts led to the conclusion that the validity, 

reliability, and level of refinement of the instrument were 

adequate for the collection of research data. The Faculty 
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Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale was first used by 

Wood in 1973, by Seegmiller in 1977, Sudsawasd in 1980, 

Vatthaisong in 1982, and Thongchant in 1986. 

Questionnaire Translation and Pretesting 

In 1980, Sophon Sudsawasd translated the original 

version of the questionnaire from English into the Thai 

language. Four Thai graduate students enrolled at Iowa 

State University in 1980 formed a group to check translation 

errors and to recommend the most appropriate terms for 

revision. Once a consensus was reached on the translation, 

twelve Thai graduate students who were enrolled at Iowa 

State University were selected for the pretest. Those 

participating in the pretest were chosen based on their 

academic position in the home country. In accordance with 

suggestions and comments received from the participants, the 

questionnaire was substantially revised without changing the 

concept of the original version of the instrument. The 

reliability coefficient of the instrument was 0.95. 

The Thai version of the questionnaire was translated by 

Arkom Vatthaisong and verified by Tanomwong Sukchoraot, an 

instructor at Thamasat University, Bangkok, Thailand. The 

content of the scale was reviewed by In Srikun, President of 

Chantarakasem Teachers College, Bangkok, Thailand. 

Vatthaisong conducted a pilot study with 20 faculty members 

at Loei Teachers College, Loei, Thailand. The results of 

analysis for the split-half reliability coefficient was 0.97 
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(N=20). 

Because this instrument was validated and used 

successfully in five previous studies, two studies in the 

United States and three studies in Thailand, the same 

instrument was utilized in this study. No further validity 

or reliability studies were deemed necessary. 

Demographic Data 

The first part of the questionnaire asked the faculty 

members to provide the personal information used as 

independent variables in this study. The demographic data 

consisted of age, gender, salary, years of experience, level 

of education, academic rank, administrative position, 

teaching area, department, and faculty. 

The Ten Selected Motivation-Hygiene Factors 

The second part of the questionnire contained items 

which were based on the following ten facets: (a) 

achievement, (b) recognition, (c) responsibility, (d) 

possibility of growth, (e) the work itself, (f) policy and 

administration, (g) salary (h) supervision, (i) working 

conditions, and (j) interpersonal relations. The 

questionnaire consisted of overall the faculty job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction scale. All items had five 

response choices and scoring weights for measuring attitudes 

related to workers in educational institutions. 
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The respondents were asked to express their opinions 

and attitudes related to their jobs as faculty members of 

the teachers colleges. The responses for Wood's Scale were 

weighted as follows: 

Response Choices Scoring Weight 

Very Dissatisfied 1 

Slightly to Moderately Dissatisfied 2 

Not Sure of Opinion or Neutral 3 

Slightly to Moderately Satisfied 4 

Very Satisfied 5 

The respondents were asked to consider each statement 

and indicate a preference based on the five-level response 

categories. Among other things, the job satisfaction 

questionnaire is an instrument which is used for assessing 

satisfaction directly concerned with an educational 

organization. 

A Single Item 

The last section of the questionnaire had only one 

item. The respondents were asked to consider their job and 

to indicate the overall job satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

on the same five-level response scale. 
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Procedures for Collection of Data 

Permission was obtained from Wood to use the original 

Faculty Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale. The 

questionnaire in the Thai language contained more 

demographic varibles than the questionnaire which was used 

by Vatthaisong and Sudsawasd. 

In order to obtain permission for conducting the study 

in Thailand, a letter was written to the president of each 

teachers college in the Bangkok metropolitan area. When 

permission was granted, the questionnaire was distributed to 

a random sample from each teachers college in the Bangkok 

metropolitan area. Each respondent received a packet which 

contained (a) a cover letter in the Thai language explaining 

the purpose of the study, giving direction for responding, 

and requesting cooperation, (b) the questionnaires in the 

Thai language, and (c) a return envelope. The letter 

emphasized that all data collected would be held and treated 

in strict confidence. 

Within three weeks, the assistant researchers collected 

95% of the distributed questionnaires. Because this 

percentage was considerally higher than the minimun goal 

(70%), a second copy was not sent to those who did not 

respond. The completed questionnaires from each teachers 

college were returned by mail from Thailand to the 

researcher at the University of North Texas. 
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Treatment of Data 

Each returned questionnire was carefully examined for 

accuracy of completion by the researcher. If there were 

seven or more unanswered items in any questionnaire, it was 

considered invalid and was eliminated. Fortunately, all 

returned questionnaires met this criteria. Data from the 

usable questionnaires were programmed and analyzed by 

computer using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) at the University of North Texas Computing Center. 

Primary analysis of the data was completed through 

application of statistics consisting of frequency, mean, 

standard deviation, t-test, and one-way ANOVA on each 

questionnaire item. Frequency and percentage were used to 

determine the level of faculty job satisfaction on each of 

10 facets of the job satisfaction instrument as well as on 

overall job satisfaction. The level of significance was set 

at .05 for each of the comparisons. The t-test and a 

one-way ANOVA were used to determine faculty job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The one-way ANOVA is 

appropriate for determining the significant difference 

between the means of a number of different populations. The 

purpose of the analysis of variance is to determine whether 

groups differ significantly among themselves. The analysis 

of variance was used to compare means scores. It is a 

powerful technique which was employed in order to find a 

significant difference between mean scores simply because 
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many comparisons are made on the same data (Borg, 1983). 

Thus, if significant differences were found while testing 

the hypotheses, the Scheffe' method was employed to find the 

significant pair following a one-way ANOVA. The Scheffe' 

method is appropriate for comparing groups of unequal 

numbers (Ferguson,1981). 

After all computations were made, data were entered 

into tables. These tables were used to describe the results 

of statistical computations. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this chapter is to present research 

findings generated from the analysis of questionnaire 

responses from faculty members of six teachers colleges in 

the Bangkok metropolitan area. All data were coded and 

analyzed by computer using the Statistical Packages for 

Social Sciences (SPSS). 

This chapter presents the findings in four sections. 

The first section presents the general characteristics of 

the respondents by frequencies and percentages on the basis 

of faculty members' demographic classifications. The second 

section presents and interprets the ratings of factors 

measuring job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The third 

section presents data which were derived from testing the 

hypotheses that no significant differences exist among 

faculty members on ten demographic variables for each of the 

ten facets of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The fourth 

section compares the findings of this research study with 

those of previous studies by Vatthaisong (1982) and 

Karoonlanjakorn (1986). 
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General Characteristics of Respondents Based on 
Demographic Classification of Faculty Members 

The purpose of this section is to present general 

characteristics of the respondents. The first part of the 

questionnaire was demographic, and asked respondents to 

respond to nine personal variables: (1) age, (2) gender, (3) 

salary level, (4) highest level of education, (5) teaching 

experience, (6) primary responsibility, (7) the faculty and 

department, (8) academic position, and (9) administrative 

position. The demographic classifications of faculty 

members at the six metropolitan area teachers colleges in 

Bangkok, Thailand are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Demographic Classifications of Faculty Members At Six 

Metropolitan Teachers Colleges in Bangkok, Thailand 

Classification Number Percent 

Age: 

20-29 years 
39-49 years 
40-49 years 
50-59 years 

Gender: 

Male 
Female 

Salary level/ month:* 

C4 (3,754-7,285 baht) 
C5 (4,945-9,385 baht) 
C6 (6,935-12,535 baht) 

4 
66 

175 
138 

103 
280 

15 
70 

191 

1.0 
17.2 
45.7 
36.0 

26.9 
73.1 

3.9 
18.3 
49.9 
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Classification Number Percent 

C7 (8,475-13,095 baht) 18 
C8 (12,535-14,295 baht) 76 
C9 and above(13,095-15,575 baht) 13 

4.7 
19 .8 
3.4 

Highest Level of Education: 

Bachelor's degree 
Specialist 
Master's degree 
Doctorate 

93 
5 

263 
22 

24.3 
1.3 

68.7 
5.7 

Teaching Experience: 

1-10 years 
11-20 years 
21-30 years 
31 yrs and above 

Primary Responsibility: 

Teaching 
Administration 
Both Teaching and 
Administration 

Academic Position: 

23 
176 
135 
49 

185 
6 

192 

6 . 0 
46.0 
35.2 
12.8 

48.3 
1.6 

50.0 

Instructor 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Professor 

314 
68 
11 

81.9 
17.7 

2 . 8 

Administrative Position: 

President 
Vice-President 
Dean 
Chairman 

5 
18 
23 

100 

3.4 
12.3 
15.7 
68.4 

Faculty: 

Science and Technology 102 
Humanities and Social Sciences 138 
Education 105 
Management Sciences 30 
Agriculture and Industry 7 
Industrial Arts 3 

2 6 . 6 
36.0 
27.4 
7.8 
1.3 

. 8 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Classification Number Percent 

Department: 

Faculty of Science and 
Technology 

Physics 12 11.8 
Chemistry 14 13.7 
Biology 12 11.8 
Health Sciences 12 11.8 
Mathematics and Statistics 21 20.6 
Computer Education 1 1.0 
Home Economics 19 18.6 
Agriculture 8 7.8 
Industrial Arts 3 2.9 

Faculty of Humanities 
and Sociology 

Library Sciences 15 10.9 
History 12 8.7 
Philosophy and Religious 8 5.8 
Foreign Language 25 18.1 
Thai Language 41 29.7 
Geography 11 8.0 
Political Sciences 4 2.9 
Social Study 13 9.4 
Art 3 2.2 
Drama 5 3.6 
Music Education 1 .7 

Faculty of Education 

Educational Foundation 23 21.9 
Psychology and Guidance 23 21.9 
Educational Measurement 11 10.5 
Curriculum and Instruction 27 25.7 
Educational Technology 

and Instruction 9 8.6 
Physical Education 8 7.6 
Special Education 3 2.9 
Kindergarten 1 1.0 

Faculty of Management Sciences 

Economics 3 10.0 
Marketing 4 13.4 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Classification Number Percent 

Business administration 18 60.0 
Finance and Accounting 3 10.0 
Public Relations 2 6.7 

Faculty of Agriculture 
Agriculture 5 100.0 

Faculty of Industrial Education 
Ceramics 2 66.7 
Construction 1 33.3 

*Ministry of Education (1985) 
Note: $1=25.oo baht 

General Characteristics of Respondents 

Data presented in Table 3 represent the demographic 

variables for all subjects as a group. The discussion in 

this section reflects data which were obtained from the 383 

respondents. The demographic variables are presented below. 

Age and Gender 

Of the 383 subjects in this study, 175 (45.7%) were 

between 40 and 49 years of age. Only 4, or 1.0%, of 

respondents were between 20 and 29 years of age. Most of 

the faculty members, 280 (73.1 %), were female, and 103 

(26.9 %) were male. 

Salary 

The majority of the respondents, 191 or 49.9%, were at 

the C6 salary level (6,935-12,535 baht). Only 3.9% of the 
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subjects earned salary level C4 (3,754-7,285 baht), and 3.4-s 

earned salary level C9 and above (13,095-15,575 baht). 

Level of Education 

Most respondents, 263 (68.7%), held master's degree. 

Twenty-two (5.7%) subjects had completed doctoral degrees. 

Only 5, or 1.3 % held specialist degrees. 

Years of Teaching Experience 

One hundred and seventy-six members (46.0%) of the 

sample had been employed by the teachers colleges for 11 to 

20 years, while 49 (12.8%) had been employed 31 years or 

more and 23 (6.0%) had been employed 1 to 10 years. 

Primary Responsibility 

Teaching was the primary responsibility for almost half 

of the subjects (185, or 48.3%). A slightly larger number 

(192, or 50.1%) served as both teachers and administrators. 

Only a few respondents (6, or 1.6%) were administrator only. 

Faculty 

Data presented in Table 3 indicate the number of 

faculty members within each college faculty. The largest 

group of faculty members (136, or 36.0%) belonged to the 

Humanities and Social Sciences faculty, and the smallest 

group (3, or .8%) belonged to the Industrial Arts faculty. 
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Department" 

The Thai Language department had the largest number of 

respondents (41, or 29.7%). The smallest number of the 

respondents were in the Computer Education, Music Education, 

Kindergarten, and Construction departments Of 383 

subjects,l (1.0%) responded from Computer Education 

department (102 faculty members), 1 (.7%) responded from 

Music Education (138 faculty members),l (1.0%) from 

Kindergarten (105 faculty members), and 1 (3.3%) responded 

from the Construction department (3 faculty members). 

Academic Rank 

Data presented in Table 3 reflect the distribution 

according to the present academic ranks of faculty members. 

The largest number, 314 (81.98%), were instructors. 

Sixty-eight subjects, or 17.75%, were assistant professors. 

Eleven, or 2.87%, of the respondents were associate 

professors. Only one of the 1,256 faculty members at the 

six teachers colleges helds the rank of professor. This 

person was not selected as part of the stratified randomly 

selected sample. 

Administrative Position 

Of the 146 subjects in an administrative position, 5 

(3.4%) were presidents, 18 (12.32 %) were vice-presidents, 

and 23 (15.75%) were deans. The largest number of the 

subjects, 100 (68.49%), were chairmen. 
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- Rating of Factors Measuring Faculty 
Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

The questionnaire was designed to elicit the level of 

satisfaction the subject felt about his or her job. 

Respondents were presented with 66 questions which were 

related to the ten major facets of job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction and overall job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. Each of the respondents was asked to rate 

these items on a five-point scale: very dissatisfied (VD), 

slightly dissatisfied (SD), neutral or not sure of opinion 

(NS), slightly satisfied (SS), and very satisfied (VS). The 

value assigned the responses ranged from one for very 

dissatisfied to five for very satisfied. A value of one 

indicated the lowest level of job satisfaction; conversely, 

value of five indicated the highest level of job 

satisfaction. Data presented in Table 4 depict the 

frequency of responses to questions concerning level of job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The 66 questions were 

grouped according to the ten facets identified by Herzberg 

et al.(1959). 
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Table 4 

Percentage of Distribution of Responses by Each Factor 

Item for Level of Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

Defined by Item 1 Through Item 67. 

VD SD NS SS VS 

Major Facets N N N N N Major Facets 
% % % % % 

Achievement: 

1 7 27 162 169 18 
1.8 7.0 42.3 44.1 4.7 

2 7 21 124 201 30 

1.8 5.5 32.4 52.5 7.8 

3 11 59 197 103 13 

2.9 15.4 51.4 26.9 3.4 

4 6 37 181 145 14 
1.6 9.7 47.3 37.9 3.7 

5 6 19 144 180 34 

1.6 5.0 37.6 47.0 8.9 

6 4 42 222 115 -

1.0 11.0 58.0 30.0 -

7 5 27 221 123 7 
1.3 7.0 57.7 32.1 1.8 

Growth: 

8 10 28 193 128 24 8 
2.6 7.3 50. 4 33.4 6.3 

9 7 41 194 119 22 
1.8 10.7 50.7 31.1 5.7 
3.4 10.2 47.3 34.2 5.0 

11 10 39 202 118 14 
2.6 10.2 52.7 30.8 3.7 

12 20 46 187 113 17 
5.2 12.0 48.8 29.5 4.4 

13 13 38 153 139 40 
3.4 9.9 39.9 36.3 10 .4 

Interpersonal Relations: 

14 2 16 100 204 61 
.5 4.2 26.1 53.3 15.9 

15 2 21 119 195 46 
.5 5.5 31.1 50.9 12 .0 
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Table 4 (continued) 

VD SD NS SS VS 

Major Facets N N N N N Major Facets 
% % % % % 

16 1 37 183 144 18 16 
.3 9.7 47.8 37.6 4.7 

17 3 21 154 178 27 17 
.8 5.5 40.2 46.5 7.0 

18 1 16 138 197 31 18 
.3 4.2 36.0 51.4 8.1 

19 3 11 113 209 47 19 
.8 2.9 29.5 54.6 12.3 

Policy and Administration: 

20 2 28 198 138 17 20 
.5 7.3 51.7 36.0 4.4 

21 16 74 203 81 9 21 
4.2 19.3 53.0 21.1 2.3 

22 19 78 193 82 11 22 
5.0 20.4 50.4 21.4 2.9 

23 15 71 200 87 10 23 
3.9 18.5 52.2 22.7 2.6 

24 10 55 235 80 3 24 
2.6 14.4 61.4 20.9 .8 

25 6 60 244 69 4 25 
1.6 15.7 63.7 18.0 1.0 

26 12 64 235 66 6 26 
3.1 16.7 61.4 17.2 1.6 

27 12 46 216 99 10 27 
3.1 12.0 56.4 25.8 2.6 

28 2 19 148 187 27 28 
.5 5.0 38.6 48.8 7.0 

Recognition: 

29 4 27 158 169 25 29 
1.0 7.0 41.3 44.1 6.5 

30 6 28 164 162 23 30 
1.6 7.3 42.8 42.3 6.0 

31 10 37 194 125 17 31 
2.6 9.7 50.7 32.6 4.4 

32 9 41 214 106 13 32 
2.3 10.7 55.9 27.7 3.4 

33 7 41 159 156 20 33 
1.8 10.7 41.5 40.7 5.2 
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Table 4 (continued) 

VD SD NS SS VS 

Major Facets N N N N N Major Facets 
% % % % % 

Responsibility: 

34 4 32 141 183 23 
1.0 8.4 36. 8 47. 8 6.0 

35 2 31 163 160 27 
.5 8.1 42.6 41.8 7.0 

36 7 35 152 169 20 36 
1.8 9.1 39.7 44.1 5.2 

37 7 37 196 131 12 
1.8 9.7 51.2 34.2 3.1 

38 21 56 224 71 11 
5.5 14.6 58. 5 18.5 2.9 

Salary: 

39 13 59 243 59 9 
3.4 15.4 63.4 15.4 2.3 

40 55 139 136 43 10 
14.4 36.3 35. 5 11.2 2.6 

41 74 131 129 38 11 
19.3 34.2 33.7 9.9 2.9 

42 38 93 179 54 19 
9.9 24.3 46.7 14.1 5.0 

43 21 48 233 66 15 
5.5 12.5 60.8 17.2 3.9 

44 9 29 175 150 20 
2.3 7.6 45.7 39.2 5.2 

Supervision: 

45 11 44 202 114 12 
2.9 11.5 52.7 29.8 3.1 

46 10 44 182 130 17 
2.6 11.5 47.5 33.9 4.4 

47 12 53 170 123 25 
3.1 13.8 44.4 32.1 6.5 

48 13 51 175 119 25 
3.4 13.3 45.7 31.1 6.5 

49 5 35 191 131 21 
1.3 9.1 49. 9 34.2 5.5 

50 10 49 192 113 19 
2.6 12.8 50.1 29.5 5.0 

51 12 51 190 105 25 
3.1 13.3 49.6 27.4 6.5 
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Table 4 (continued) 

VD SD NS SS VS 
Major Facets N N N N N 

% % % % % 

52 14 44 193 115 17 
3.7 11.5 50.4 30 .0 4.4 

53 14 50 195 106 18 
3.7 13.1 50.9 27.7 4.7 

54 13 39 187 125 19 
3.4 10.2 48.8 32.6 5.0 

55 10 64 204 94 11 
2.6 16.7 53.3 24.5 2.9 

56 2 47 210 113 11 
.5 12.3 54.8 29.5 2.9 

The Work Itself: 

57 3 20 139 196 25 
.8 5.2 36.3 51.2 6.5 

58 - 19 170 179 15 
- 5.0 44.4 46.7 3.9 

59 1 21 99 227 35 
.3 5.5 25.8 59.3 9.1 

60 8 34 179 146 16 
2.1 8.9 46.7 38.1 4.2 

Working Conditions: 

61 5 40 164 158 16 
1.3 10.4 42.8 41.3 4.2 

62 7 54 193 118 11 
1.8 14.1 50.4 30.8 2.9 

63 28 79 178 91 7 
7.3 20.6 46.5 23.8 1.8 

64 33 107 168 68 7 
8.6 27.9 43.9 17.8 1.8 

65 5 40 209 118 11 
1.3 10.4 54.6 30.8 2.9 

66 9 43 213 109 9 
2.3 11.2 55.6 28.5 2.3 

Overall Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

67 9 43 213 109 9 
2.3 11.2 55.6 28.5 2.3 
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An examination of the data in Table 4 yields the 

following: 

Achievement 

According to the data in Table 4, the responses to all 

seven items of the achievement facet fall in the satisfied 

category more often than in the dissatisfied category. Four 

items, numbers 3, 4, 6, and 7, had the greatest number of 

neutral responses. Herzberg considered achievement to 

normally be a factor of satisfaction (1959). 

Growth 

The six items in the growth facet elicited a high 

percentage of responses in the neutral category. However, 

the responses generally indicated more overall satisfaction 

than dissatisfaction. Herzberg considered this facet to be 

a factor of satisfaction (1959). 

Interpersonal Relations 

Most of the subjects indicated satisfaction with 

interpersonal relations. More than 50% of the respondents 

expressed satisfaction on items 14, 15, 18, and 19. The 

lowest percentage of responses in the dissatisfied category 

were for items 16 and 18; only 1, or .3%, of the subjects 

responded to each question. Herzberg considered 

interpersonal relations to be a factor of dissatisfaction 

(1959). 
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Policy and"Administration 

This facet reveals the frequencies and percentages of 

responses to items related to the variables of policy and 

administration. The data presented in Table 4 indicate that 

2 of the 9 questions elicited the highest percentages (item 

20, 36.0%; item 28, 48.8%) of responses in the satisfied 

category. Of 383 subjects, 138 (36.0%) were slightly 

satisfied with the overall institutional relations including 

faculty, student, and staff, and 187 (48.8%) indicated that 

they were slightly satisfied with question the educational 

philosophy which prevails in their institution). Only 28 

(7.3%) respondents indicated dissatisfaction with overall 

institutional relations, and 19 (5.0%) slightly dissatisfied 

in response to question 28 of this category. Most questions 

elicited a high percentage of responses in the neutral 

category. It should be noted that respondents indicated 

overall satisfaction with the policy and administration 

variable. Herzberg considered policy and administration to 

be a factor of dissatisfaction (1959). 

Recognition 

The data regarding recognition, which is presented in 

Table 4, reveal very high frequencies and percentages of 

subjects in the satisfied category when compared to those in 

the dissatisfied category. These responses generally 

indicate an overall satisfaction with the recognition 

variable. Herzberg considered recognition to be a factor of 
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satisfaction (1959). 

Responsibility 

The high frequencies and percentages of responses in 

the satisfied category are shown in Table 4. Three of the 

five questions elicited the highest percentages of responses 

in the satisfied category: question 34 (the authority you 

have to get the job done, 47.8%), question 35 (the total 

amount of responsibility you have, 41.8%), and question 36 

(your responsiblities compared with those of your 

co-workers, 44.1%). The question which elicited the highest 

frequency and percentage of dissatisfaction was question 38 

(responsibilities outside your major areas of interest, 

14.6%). Respondents indicated overall satisfaction with the 

responsibility variable. Herzberg considered responsibility 

to be a factor of satisfaction (1959). 

Salary 

Based on the data in Table 4, three of the six 

questions indicated high percentages (36.3%, 34.3%, and 24.3 

%) of responses in the dissatisfied category. Four of the 

six questions showed high percentages of responses in the 

neutral category. Question 43 (the earning potential of the 

faculty compared to that of the administration) reflected 

the highest percentage (39.2%) in the satisfied category. 

Herzberg indicated that salary is normally a factor of 

dissatisfaction (1959). 
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Supervision 

In the supervision facet, all twelve items received a 

high percentage of responses in the satisfaction category. 

None of the questions received a high percentage of 

dissatisfied responses. Herzberg considered supervision to 

be a factor of dissatisfaction (1959). 

The Work Itself 

As shown in Table 4, all four questions related to the 

work itself elicited high frequencies and percentages of 

responses in the satisfied category (227 or 59.3%, 196 or 

51.2%, 179 or 46.7%, and 146 or 38.1%). Only one question 

indicated a high frequency and percentage in the 

dissatisfied category (34 or 8.9%). Herzberg considered the 

work itself to be a factor of satisfaction (1959). 

Working Conditions 

For the last of the ten major facets relating to 

working conditions, examination of the data presented in 

Table 4 indicates that only three of six questions reflected 

a high percentage (41.3%, 30.8%, and 30.8% on items 61, 62, 

and 65, respectively) of responses in the satisfied 

category. Other questions indicated high percentages 

(55.6%, 54.6%, and 50.4%) in the neutral category. One 

question received a high percentage (27.9%) of response in 

the dissatisfaction category. Herzberg considered working 

conditions to be a factor of dissatisfaction (1959). 
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For the overall job satisfaction and dissatisfaction, 

data presented in Table 4 indicate that 109 responses, or 

28.5% were in the satisfied category, and 43, or 11.2% were 

in the dissatisfied category. A majority of the respondents 

chose the neutral category. 

Frequency, Percentage, and Total Percentage 
of Responses Defined by Ten Facets of 

Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

Frequencies and percentages used to determine the level 

of faculty members' job satisfaction or dissatisfaction on 

each of ten facets of faculty job satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction and overall job satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction are shown in Table 5. Additionally, the 

data presented in Table 5 represent the total percentages of 

satisfied and dissatisfied based on each of the ten facets 

of faculty job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 



Table 5 

Frequency, Percentage and Total Percentage of Responses 

Defined by Ten Facets of Job Satisfaction/ 

Dissatisfaction Levels 

106 

Major Ten Facets 
and Overall Job VD • SD NS SS VS 
Satisfaction/ N N N N N 
Dissatisfaction % % % % % 

Achievement 46 232 1251 1036 116 
1 .71 8.65 46.67 38.64 4.30 

Total Percentage 10 .36 46.67 42.94 

Growth 73 269 1110 748 153 
3 .16 10.05 48.30 32.55 5.91 

Total Percentage 13 .21 48.30 38.46 

Interpersonal 
Relations 12 122 807 1127 230 

.53 5.33 35.11 49.05 10.00 

Total Percentage 5 .86 35.11 59.05 

Policy and 
Administration 96 457 1872 889 97 

2 .72 13.55 48.56 25.76 2.80 

Total Percentage 16 .27 48.56 28.56 

Recognition 36 174 889 718 98 
1 .86 9.08 46.44 34.74 5.10 

Total Percentage 10 .94 46.44 39.84 

Responsibility 41 191 749 714 93 
2 .12 9.98 45.76 37.28 24.20 

Total Percentage 12 .10 45.76 61.48 

Salary 210 499 1095 410 84 
9 .13 21.71 47.63 17.80 3.56 

Total Percentage 30.84 47.63 21. 45 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Major Ten Facets 
and Overall Job VD SD NS SS VS 
Satisfaction/ N N N N N 
Dissatisfaction % % % % % 

Supervision 96 571 1791 1388 224 
2 .74 12. 41 49.80 30.19 4 .78 

Total Percentage 15 .15 49.80 34.78 

The Work Itself 12 94 587 748 91 
.80 6.15 38.30 48.82 4.00 

Total Percentage 6 .95 38.30 52.82 

Working Conditions 87 363 1125 662 61 
3 .76 15.76 48.96 28.83 2.65 

Total Percentage 19 .52 48.96 31.48 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 9 43 213 109 9 

2 .30 11.20 55.60 28.50 2.30 
Total Percentage 13 .50 55.60 30.80 

Frequencies, percentages, and total percentage of 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction are shown in Table 5 as 

follows: 

1. Achievement: In this facet, 42.94% (SS=38.64%, 

VS=4.30%) of the faculty members showed satisfaction, 10.36% 

(SD=8.65%, VD=1.7%) showed dissatisfaction, and 46.67% were 

neutral. 

2. Growth: In this facet, 38.46% (SS=32.55%, 

VS=5.91%) of the respondents indicated satisfaction while, 

13.21% (SD=10.05%, VD=3.16%) indicated dissatisfaction. 
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3. Interpersonal relations: This factor appeared to 

be the greatest source of job satisfaction, 59.05% 

(SS=49.05%, VS=10. 0%), compared to the percentage of job 

dissatisfaction. This is much more than the percentage, 

5.86% (SD=5.33%, VD=.53%), reporting job dissatisfaction. 

4. Policy and administration: In this facet, 28.56% 

(SS=25.76%, VS=2.8%) of the respondents reported 

satisfaction, 16.27% (SD=13.55%, VD=2.72%) reported 

dissatisfaction and a majority (48.56%) of the respondents 

indicated that they were neutral or not sure of their 

opinion. 

5. Recognition: In the recognition facet, 

satisfaction was indicated by 39.84% (SS=34.74, VS=5.1%) of 

the respondents and dissatisfaction was reported by, 10.94% 

{SD=9.08%, VD=1.86%). 

6. Responsibility: The majority of the subjects 

responded positively to all items relating to 

responsibility. Respondents showed the greatest percentage 

of satisfaction to this facet of this questionnaire. The 

percentage reporting of satisfaction was 61.48% (SS=37.28%, 

VS=24.2%) and the percentage reporting of dissatisfaction 

was 12.1% (SD=9.98%, VD=2.12%). 

7. Salary: This was the only facet in which 

respondents indicated a higher percentage of 

dissatisfaction, 30.84% (SD=21.71%, VD=2.12%), than 

satisfaction, 21.45% (SS=17.89%, VS=3.56%). 
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8. Supervision: As shown in Table 5, the supervision 

facet is also a source of job satisfaction: 34.87% 

(SS=30.09%, VS=4.78%) of the faculty members were satisfied, 

while 15.15% (SD=12.41%, VD=2.74%) were dissatisfied . 

9. The Work Itself: In this facet, 52.82% 

(SS=48.82%, VS=4.0%) of the respondents indicated 

satisfaction, while 6,95% (SD=6.15%, VD=.8%) indicated 

dissatisfaction. 

10. Working Conditions: For the working condition 

facet, 31.48% (SS=28.83%, VS=2.65%) of the respondents 

indicated satisfaction and 19.52% (SD=15.76%, VD=3.76%) 

indicated dissatisfaction. 

As seen in Table 5, the majority of the respondents 

indicated high to neutral levels of job satisfaction for 

most of the ten facets. 

When reporting overall job satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction, 30.8% (SS=28.5%, VS=2.3%) of the 

respondents indicated satisfaction, 13.5% (SD=11.2%, 

VD=2.3%) indicated dissatisfaction, and 55.56% were neutral 

or not sure of their opinion. 

The responses to the questionnaire indicated that the 

majority of faculty members of the six metropolitan teachers 

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand, were satisfied with every 

facet of their jobs except salary. 

It was concluded that most faculty members perceived 

their jobs as meaningful, interesting, and conducive to good 
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morale among faculty members. Satisfaction is positively 

related to morale (Smith, & Herr 1972). Dartnell states 

that job satisfaction offers an excellent opportunity to 

improve employee morale (1951). Among the ten facets of job 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction, salary was the only major 

source of dissatisfaction. 

Comparison of the Present Study's Findings with 
Herzberg's Two-factor Theory 

Comparison of Herzberg's Two-factor theory and the 

findings of this study reveals major differences. The 

overall means and standard deviation of each major factor 

are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviation of Each Major Facet 

Major Facets Means Standard Deviation 

Achievement 23. .465 3. ,735 
Growth 19. .679 4. .047 
Interpersonal Relations 25. .128 4. .190 
Policy and Administration 21, .110 4. .192 
Recognition 16, .945 3. .251 
Responsibility 17, .018 3. .195 
Salary 16, .723 4, .366 
Supervision 38, .778 8, .156 
The Work Itself 14, .005 2. .280 
Working Conditions 21 .979 4 .121 
Overall Job Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 3 .386 .714 
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Most of the mean scores of facets considered in this 

study were in the satisfaction category, such as achievement 

(m=23.465), interpersonal relations (m=25.128), policy and 

administration (m=21.110), supervision (m=38.778), and 

working conditions (m=21.979), while Herzberg's study 

indicated that these facets were sources of dissatisfaction. 

Conversely, the mean scores were low on the facets of growth 

(m=19.679), recognition (m=16.945), responsibility 

(m=17.018), and the work itself (m=14.005). It was 

concluded that in this study these factors contributed to 

dissatisfaction, while Herzberg's study suggested that these 

factors were related to satisfaction. 

The data presented in Table 6 demonstrate a high mean 

score in many facets (achievement, interpersonal relations, 

policy and administration, supervision, working conditions, 

and growth). It was concluded that most faculty members 

were pleased with their job performance and therefore, 

indicated a positive degree of satisfaction. 

Testing the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members of different age levels as related to the factors 
measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

A one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

were utilized to measure the significance of different age 

groups responses to each of the major facets. Results of 
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the one-way analysis of variance are presented in Table 7 

Table 7 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Job Satisfaction/ 

Dissatisfaction Regarding Four Age Groups 

Major Facets 
and Overall Job 

Age Groups 

Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 

20 -29 ' 30 -39 ' 40 -49 | 50 -59 SD F P 

Achievement 21. 75 22. 76 23. 43 23. 89 3 .7531 1. 6824 .1703 

Growth 20. 00 19. 07 19. 95 19. 60 4 .0473 . 7795 .5060 
Interpersonal 
Relations 24. 00 24. 31 25. 04 25. 65 4 .1901 1. 6695 .1731 

Policy and 
Administration 20. 00 20. 00 20. 91 21 92 4 .1916 3. 5524 .0146* 

Recognition 16. 00 16. 58 16. 66 17. 51 3 .2512 2. 2880 .0782 
Responsibility 15. 25 16. 53 16. 78 17. 61 3 .1948 2. 8666 .0365* 
Salary 16. 00 15. 23 16. 70 17. 49 4 .3657 4. 1221 .0068* 
Supervision 43. 50 37. 40 38. 13 40. 10 8 .1559 2. 6865 .0463* 
The work Itself 15. 25 14. 05 13. 87 14. 12 2 .2801 • 7034 .5505 
Working 
Conditions 20. 25 21. 39 21. 86 22. 45 4 .1205 1. 3461 .2591 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 3. 00 3. 24 3. 41 3 .44 .7141 1. 6142 .1856 

'Significant at .05 level 

Data presented in Table 7 show mean scores (M), 

standard deviation (SD), F-ratio (F), F-probability (P), and 

results from the use of one-way analysis of variance based 

on mean scores of the ten facets of faculty job satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction. Based on the data in Table 7, four 

facets, policy and administration, responsibility, salary, 



113 

and supervision -- attained the level of significance 

(p=.05). However, the results of one-way analysis of 

variance did not indicate which groups of the age means were 

statistically significant. The Scheffe method was employed 

to find the significant difference between groups of 

respondents. 

An analysis by means of Scheffe test shows the 

significant difference on the policy and administration 

facet between groups of the respondents 30 to 39 years of 

age, 40 to 49 years of age, and 50 to 59 years of age. 

There were significant differences on the responsibility 

facet between those 40 to 45 years of age and those 50 to 59 

years of age. Concerning salary, a significant difference 

was revealed between groups 30 to 39 years and 50 to 59 

years of age. On the supervision facet, there was 

significant difference between groups whose members were 50 

to 59 years of age, those 40 to 49 years of age, and those 

30 to 39 years of age. 

Faculty members in the 40 to 49 years of age and the 50 

to 59 years of age group were more satisfied with policy and 

administration and with responsibility than the faculty 

members from 30 to 39 and from 20 to 29 years of age. On 

the salary facet, the 50 to 59 years of age group was more 

satisfied than the groups who were from 40 to 49, 30 to 39, 

and 20 to 29 years of age, but the 20 to 29 years of age 

group was more satisfied than the 30 to 39 years of age 
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group. Regarding the supervision facet, the group whose 

members were 20 to 29 years of age was more satisfied than 

any other group. 

Since four significant differences were found, the null 

hypothesis is rejected for these four facets. There were no 

significant differences on the other facets. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis is not rejected for the remaining six 

facets. 

Hypothesis II: 

There is no significant difference between male and 
female faculty members as related to the factors measuring 
job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

The data presented in Table 8 represent the results of 

data analysis regarding this hypothesis. A t-test was 

employed on mean differences between male and female faculty 

members' responses for each of the ten facets of job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Only two facets, policy 

and administration and working conditions, attained the 

level of significance (.0348 and .0158) when related to the 

gender of the respondents. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

is not rejected. 

The differences between the mean scores indicated that 

males were more satisfied with policy and administration and 

with working conditions than were the females. 
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Table 8 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members' Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction on the Basis of Gender 

Major Facets Gender M SD F P 

Achievement M 23. 96 3 .7351 2 .4984 .1148 
F 23. 28 

Growth M 20. 00 4 .0473 .8868 .3469 
F 19. 56 

Interpersonal 
Relations M 25. 60 4 .1901 1 .8068 .1797 

F 24. 95 
Policy and 
Administration M 21. 85 4 .1916 4 .4880 .0348* 

F 20. 83 
Recognition M 17. 10 3 .2512 .3476 .5558 

F 16. 88 
Responsiblity M 17. 33 3 .1948 1 .3434 .2472 

F 16. 90 
Salary M 16. 53 4 .3657 .2643 .6075 

F 16. 79 
Supervision M 39. 04 8 .1559 .1546 .6944 

F 38. 67 
The Work Itself M 14. 25 2 .2801 1 .6589 .1985 

F 13. 91 
Working 
Conditions M 22. 81 4 .1205 5 .8795 .0158* 

F 21. 67 
Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction M 3. 46 .7141 .7538 .1862 

F 3. 35 

Significant at .05 level 
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Hypothesis"III 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members with various lengths of work experience as related 
to the factors measuring job satisfaction and job 
dissatisfaction. 

This study attempted to determine the relationship 

between the factors of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction 

of the faculty members and the demographic variable of work 

experience. Hypothesis III was tested by using an analysis 

of variance and the Scheffe test. 

For the demographic variable of work experience, 

subjects were categorized into four groups. The data 

presented in Table 9 are the result of the use of analysis 

of variance. The means (M), standard deviation (SD), 

F-ratio (F), and F-probability (P) of four groups for work 

experience and for the major ten facets are shown in Table 

9. 

Significant differences were identified in four 

(achievement, policy and administration, responsibility, and 

overall job satisfaction/dissatisfaction) of the ten facets 

and in overall job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 

For the achievement and policy and administration 

facets, the results of the Scheffe method indicated a 

significant difference in job satisfaction between the group 

with up to 10 years of work experience and the group with 31 

or more years of work experience, and also between the group 

with up to 10 years experience and group with 21 to 30 years 

experience. Group with 10 to 20 years of work experience 
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Table 9 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Job Satisfaction/ 

Dissatisfaction Regarding Four Groups on 

Years of Work Experience 

Years of Work 
Major Facets and Experience 
Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 

up -10 M
 

H
 i 20 21 -30 31 -more SD F P 

Achievement 23 .17 23. 25 23 .37 24 .63 3 .7351 5. 8795 .0153* 
Growth 20 .13 19. 71 19 .40 20 .10 4 .0473 • 4780 .6978 
Interpersonal 
Relations 25 .26 24. 77 25 .16 26 .24 4 .1904 1. 6006 .1888 
Policy and 
Admini stration 20 .39 20. 76 21 .09 22 .76 4 .1916 3. 2161 .0229* 

Recognition 16 .43 16. 77 16 .91 17 .92 3 .2512 1. 8456 .1384 
Responsibility 17 .26 16. 71 16 .90 18 .33 3 .1948 3. 4389 .0170* 
Salary 15 .52 16. 42 17 .05 17 .50 4 .3657 1. 6025 .1883 
Supervision 40 .17 38. 06 38 .54 41 .35 8 .1559 2. 3596 .0712 
The Work Itself 14 .52 13. 95 13 .82 14 .42 2 .2801 1. 2549 .2896 
Working 
Conditions 22 .52 21. 62 22 .15 22 .55 4 .1205 • 9440 .4067 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 3 .26 3. 41 3 .30 3 .61 .7141 2. 6811 .0446 

*Significant at .05 level 

showed a significant difference on the responsibility facet. 

Comparing the means of each group, the group with 31 or more 

years of work experience was more satisfied with 

achievement, policy and administration, and responsibility 

than were the groups with 11 to 20, and 21 to 30 years of 

work experience. Three of the ten major facets of job 

satisfaction/ dissatisfaction showed significant 
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differences. Therefore, this hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis IV 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members with different levels of education as related to the 
factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

A one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

were utilized to test this hypothesis. The test results are 

reported in Table 10. The data presented in Table 10 

include these four education levels of faculty members: 

bachelor's (B), specialist (SP), master's (MS), and 

doctorate (D). The means, standard deviation, F-ratio, and 

F-probability of the four education levels of faculty 

members are shown in Table 10. 

An analysis of data revealed that six of the facets 

(growth, policy and administration, recognition, 

responsibility, supervision, and the work itself) that 

attained levels considered significant in this study. 

Results of the Scheffe test shows the significant 

differences among three groups of faculty members, 

specialist and doctoral, bachelor's and doctorate, and 

master's and doctorate, on the growth facet., For the policy 

and administration facet, there were significant differences 

among the same three groups of faculty members described 

above. Concerning recognition, the Scheffe method shows a 

significant difference between two groups, doctorate and 

master's degree, and doctorate and bachelor's degree. 

Regarding the responsibility facet, an examination of the 
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Table 10 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members' Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Regarding the Level 

of Education 

Major facets B M SP D SD F 

Achievement 23. 55 21. 60 23. 34 25 .00 3 .375 1 . 7854 .1459 
Growth 19. 38 16. 60 19. 61 22 .45 4 .0473 4 . 7463 .0029* 
Interpersonal 
Relations 25. 16 22. 80 24. 99 27 .09 4 .1901 2 .2340 .0839 

Policy and 
Administration 20. 78 17. 20 21. 05 24 .14 4 .1916 5 . 6818 .0008* 

Recognition 16. 91 15. 80 16. 79 19 .18 3 .2512 3 . 9681 .0083* 
Responsibility 17. 37 15. 80 16. 75 19 .00 3 .1948 4 .1349 .0067* 
Salary 17. 33 14. 00 16. 53 17 .09 4 .3657 1 .4860 .2179 
Supervision 38. 23 30. 40 38. 83 42 .45 8 .1559 3 .4594 .0165* 
The Work Itself 13. 88 13. 60 13. 97 15 .23 2 .2801 2 .2889 .0354* 
Working 
Conditions 21. 97 18. 80 21. 94 23 .14 4 .1205 1 .5845 .19237 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 3. 37 3. 20 3. 37 3 .73 .7141 1.8767 .1330 

*Significant at .05 level 

results of the study showed significant differences between 

the group of faculty members holding doctorate degrees and 

the group holding master's degrees. Additionally, there 

were significant differences between faculty members with 

doctorates and specialists on supervision and the work, 

itself facets. 

Faculty members holding doctorates were more satisfied 

with their job than were the faculty members who held 
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master's, specialists, and bachelor's degrees on all six 

facets. The faculty members who were least satisfied with 

their jobs were those with specialist degrees. 

Hypothesis V 

There is no significant difference among the faculty 
members who are teaching, both teaching and administering, 
and those who are administering only as related to the 
factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

Hypothesis V was tested using a one-way analysis of 

variance and the Scheffe method to find the significant 

differences among the three groups of faculty members with 

primary responsibilities of teaching (instructor) only (T), 

administering (administrator) only (Adm), and both teaching 

and administering (instructor and administrator) (T & Adm) 

as related to factors measuring job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. The data presented in Table 11 include the 

mean (M), standard deviation (SD), F-ratio (F), and 

F-probability (P) for each group of faculty members, based 

on each major facet and overall job satisfaction/ 

dissatisfaction. 

The findings indicated that: 

1. A significant difference among faculty members with 

different primary responsibilities was found in six facets 

-- achievement, growth, policy and administration, 

recognition, responsibility, and supervision -- and also in 

overall job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The probability 

values for these facets are .0007, .0008, .0000, .0001, 
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Table 11 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members 

Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction on the Basis of 

Primary Responsibility 

Major Facets Adm T & SD 
Adm 

Achievement 15 .61 18 .83 18 .15 6. 6321 7 .4332 .0007* 
Growth 12 .73 20 .00 14 .80 6. 6859 7 .3155 .0008* 
Interpersonal 
Relations 19 .09 23 .33 20 .49 8. 0870 1 .9798 .1395 
Policy and 
Administration 11 .92 22 .00 14 .04 6. 2614 12 .1902 .0000* 

Recognition 11 .08 17 .50 13 .4 6. 0552 9 .7232 .0001* 
Responsibility 11 .59 18 .67 13 .74 5. 7961 10 .0811 .0001* 
Salary 10 .18 10 .17 11 .31 5. 5262 2 .0097 .1335 
Supervision 24 .26 39 .83 29 .23 13 .2650 9 .9227 .0001* 
The Work Itself 10 .32 12 .83 11 .15 4. 6077 2 .1355 .1196 
Working 
Conditions 14 .32 14 .33 16 

i—1 
o
 7. 0298 2 .7788 .0634 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 2 .09 3 

o
 
o
 2 .36 1. 5195 5 .6000 .0000* 

Significant at .05 level 

.0001, .0001, and .0000, respectively. 

2. A highly significant difference was found in the 

administering only group (mean = 39.83), as related to the 

supervision facet. A low significant difference was found 

on the salary facet (mean = 10.1838) for the teaching-only 

group. Comparing mean scores of each group, the group of 

faculty members who were in the administering-only group 

were more satisfied with their jobs than the faculty members 
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who were in the teaching-only group or 

both-teaching-and-administering group. 

3. The Scheffe method showed significant difference 

between groups on the following facets: 

(a) A significant difference on the facet of 

achievement was found between the group of faculty members 

who were both teaching and administering and the group of 

faculty members who were teaching only. 

(b) A significant difference on the interpersonal 

relations facet was found between faculty members who were 

both teaching and administering or administering only and 

the group of faculty members who were teaching only. 

(c) A significant difference on the policy and 

administration facet was found between faculty members who 

were both teaching and administering, administering only 

and the group of faculty members who were teaching only. 

(d) A significant difference on the policy and 

administration facet was found between the group of faculty 

members who were administering only and the group of faculty 

members who were both teaching and administering. 

(e) A significant difference on the facet of 

recognition was found between faculty members who were both 

teaching and administering or administering only and the 

group of faculty members who were teaching only. 

(f) A significant difference on the facet of 

supervision was found between faculty members who were both 
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teaching and administering or administering only and the 

group of faculty members who were teaching only. 

(g) A significant difference on the responsibility 

facet was found between faculty members who were both 

teaching and administering or administering only and the 

group of faculty members who were teaching only 

The group of faculty members who were administering 

only were satisfied with their job on the supervision facet 

more frequency than the other two groups of faculty members. 

Because six significant differences were found, the 

null hypothesis is rejected for these facets. There were no 

significant differences in the other four facets. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is not rejected for these 

four facets. 

Hypothesis VI 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members of different academic ranks as related to the 
factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

A one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

were employed to measure the significant differences among 

faculty members with academic ranks of instructor (Inst.), 

assistant professor (At. P), and associate professor (Ac. 

P), as related to the factors reflecting their job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction. No faculty members with the 

rank of professor were included in this study. The mean of 

each group of faculty members by academic rank and also the 

standard deviation, F-ratio, and F-probability of each major 
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facet are shown in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members' Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction on the Basis 

of Academic Rank 

Major Facets Inst At ..P Ac :. P SD . F P 

Achievement 23. 33 23. 95 24. 72 3 .7351 1. 3173 .2128 
Growth 19. 56 19. 95 21. 63 4 .0473 1. 5538 .2128 
Interpersonal 
Relations 25. 10 24. 98 26. 54 4 .1916 4. 2783 .0145* 

Policy and 
Administration 20. 84 22. 12 23. 55 4 .19 4. 28 .0245* 

Recognition 16. 72 17. 78 18. 82 3 .2512 4. 5128 .0116* 
Responsibility 16. 97 17. 02 18. 18 3 .1948 • 7539 .4712 
Salary 16. 52 17. 53 18. 18 4 .3657 1. 9577 .1426 
Supervision 38. 28 40. 39 44. 45 8 .1559 4. 4710 .0120* 
The work Itself 13. 89 14. 43 14. 91 2 .2801 2. 2580 .1060 
Working 
Conditions 21. 70 23. 20 23. 45 4 .1205 4. 0061 .0180 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 3. 37 3. 45 3. 45 .7141 • 3252 .7226 

*Significant at .05 level 

Analysis of results obtained from the respondents 

indicated that a significant difference among groups of 

faculty members with different academic ranks can be found 

in four facets — policy and administration,, recognition, 

supervision, and working conditions. The probability values 

for these facets are .0145, .0116, .0120, and .0180, 

respectively. 
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A highly significant difference among groups of faculty 

members with different academic ranks was found in the group 

of associate professors in to the supervision facet. This 

group also showed the lowest significant difference on the 

recognition factor. Comparing the mean scores of each group 

with a different academic rank, associate professor as a 

group, had the highest mean, and instructors and assistant 

professors, as a group had the lowest mean. This indicated 

that the group of associate professors was more satisfied 

with their jobs than were the other two groups. 

Examination of the results from the Scheffe method show 

a significant difference between the group of associate 

professors and the group of instructors on the supervision 

facet, and between the group of assistant professors and the 

group of instructors on the working conditions facet. 

Although the Scheffe method does not show a substantial 

result of the one-way analysis of variance on policy and 

administration and on recognition, the null hypothesis is 

rejected for policy and administration, recognition, 

supervision, and working conditions. The remainder of the 

major facets are not rejected. 

Hypothesis VII 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members with different faculties as related to the factors 
measuring job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 
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This hypothesis was tested using a one-way analysis of 

variance and the Scheffe method to investigate the 

significant differences among the Science and Technology 

(Sc.&Tec.), Humanities and Social Sciences (Hu), Education 

(Ed), Management Sciences (Mn), Agriculture and Industry 

(Ag),and Industrial Arts (Ind) faculties, as related to the 

factors measuring their job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 

The means, standard deviation, F-ratio, and F-probability 

for each group of faculty members in this study and each 

major facet of faculty job satisfaction/dissatisfaction are 

shown in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction with Regard to Faculties 

Major Sc.& Hu. Ed. Mn. Agr. Ind. SD 
Facets Tec. 

1 23. 54 23. 33 23. 61 23 .00 23 .80 25 .33 3 .7351 .3286 .8956 
2 19. 48 20. 00 19 35 19 .77 20 .00 21 .33 4 .0473 .4735 .7960 
3 24. 93 25. 28 25. 30 24 .23 25 .60 26 .33 4 .1901 .4561 .8088 
4 20. 89 21. 25 21 33 20 .00 21 .40 24 .66 4 .1916 1 .0048 .4146 
5 16. 83 16. 78 17. 38 16 .43 16 .60 18 .67 3 .2512 .7965 .5527 
6 16. 62 17. 13 17. 39 16 .43 16 .80 18 .00 3 .1948 .8901 .4877 
7 16. 68 16. 81 16. 87 15 .53 19 .40 15 .66 4 .3657 .8961 . 4837 
8 38. 18 39. 63 38. 69 36 .37 39 .80 44 .66 8 .1559 1 .2737 .2745 
9 13. 90 13. 78 14. 33 14 .33 13 .00 14 .66 2 .2801 1 .1105 . 3543 

10 21. 88 21. 60 22. 66 21 .53 23 .20 20 .66 4 .1205 1 .0384 .3947 
11 3. 38 3. 37 3. 45 3 .16 3 .80 3 .00 .7141 1 .2959 .2649 

Note: l=Achievement, 2=Growth, 3=Interpersonal Relation, 
4=Policy and Administration, 5=Recognition, 6=Responsibility, 
7=Salary, 8=Supervision, 9=The Work Itself, 10=Working 
Conditions, ll=Overall job satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
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Analysis of the findings indicated that there were no 

significant differences among faculty members within 

different faculties in this study as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is not rejected. 

Hypothesis VIII 

There is no significant difference among the faculty 
members within different departments as related to the 
factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

A one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

were employed to measure the significant difference among 

the faculty members of the thirty-six departments as related 

to the factors affecting their job satisfaction/ 

dissatisfaction. Table 14 displayed the mean, standard 

deviation, F-ratio, and F-probability, for faculty members 

in each department with regard to major facets of faculty 

job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 

According to the data in Table 14, only one 

statistically significant difference was found in the 

supervision facet. The Scheffe method does not indicate the 

results of significant difference on the supervision facet. 

The null hypothesis is rejected for this facet, but is not 

rejected for the remaining the nine major facets. 

Additionally, there is no significant difference among 

faculty members within different departments on overall 

faculty job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. 
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Table 14 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members' Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction with Regarding to Department 

Department 
Achievement 

M SD 

Physics 24 . 00 3 . 1623 
Chemistry 22 . 79 4. 0226 
Biology 23 . 67 2 . 8391 
Health Sciences 22 . 83 2 . 9797 
Mathematics and Sciences 23 . 05 2 . 6735 
Computer 22 . 00 -

Home Economics 25 . 00 2 . 9439 
Agriculture 22 . 88 3. 6031 
Industrial 24 . 33 4. 1633 
Library 24 . 00 2 . 8586 
History 23 . 08 3. 0588 
Philosophy and Religious 23 . 75 3. 8079 
Foreign Language 22 . 88 4. 0755 
Thai Language 22 . 76 3 . 7469 
Geography 23 . 27 3 . 6631 
Political Sciences 24 . 25 3 . 3040 
Social Sciences 23. 85 4 . 8964 
Arts 26 . 67 3 . 7859 
Drama 23 . 60 3 . 3615 
Music Education 24. 00 
Educational Foundation 25 . 30 2 . 6187 
Psychology 23. 48 4. 6011 
Educational Measurement 24 . 45 3. 5032 
Curriculum 22 . 93 4. 7792 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 22 . 44 3. 1269 

Physical Education 21 . 36 6 . 3005 
Special Education 24 . 33 5 . 8595 
Kindergarten 24 . 00 -

Economics 23 . 00 3. 6056 
Marketing 21 . 50 3. 3166 
Business 23 . 55 4 . 2318 
Finance 24 . 33 2 . 5166 
Public Relations 19 . 00 1 . 4142 
Agriculture 23 . 80 4. 7645 
Ceramics 26 . 00 1 . 4142 
Construction 24 . 00 -

. 7219 8793 
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Department 
Growth 

M SD 

Physics 19 .25 5 .0295 
Chemistry 18 .21 3 .8466 
Biology 20 .42 2 .2039 
Health Sciences 19 .50 2 .5761 
Mathematics and Sciences 19 .09 2 .6440 
Computer 20 .00 -

Home Economics 20 .32 2 .8685 
Agriculture 18 .75 5 .4445 
Industrial 21 .67 2 .5166 
Library 20 .33 3 .3094 
History 18 .25 4 .2239 
Philosophy and Religious 22 .12 3 .3139 
Foreign Language 19 .92 4 .4900 
Thai Language 19 .43 4 .4500 
Geography 19 .81 3 .0271 
Political Sciences 19 .25 1 .2583 
Social Sciences 20 .69 4 .0080 
Arts 23 .33 1 .8708 
Drama 22 .00 1 .8708 
Music Education 21 .00 -

Education Foundation 21 .17 4 .1741 
Psychology 19 .43 4 .2300 
Educational Measurement 19 .91 5 .0290 
Curriculum 18 .44 5 .6113 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 18 .78 4 .2065 

Physical Education 16 .25 5 .0639 
Special Education 19 .33 4 .0415 
Kindergarten 24 .00 -

Economics 21 .00 7 .2111 
Marketing 18 .75 4 .7871 
Business 20 .11 2 .9484 
Finance 17 .67 1 .5275 
Public Relations 20 .00 2 .8284 
Agriculture 20 .00 3 .3912 
Ceramics 23 .00 2 .8284 
Construction 18 .00 -

.8670 6873 
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Department Interpersonal Relations 

M SD 

Physics 26 . 33 3. 9389 
Chemistry 24 . 21 2 . 8333 
Biology 23 . 58 3. 6296 
Health Sciences 23 . 58 2 . 9987 
Mathematics and Sciences 25 . 81 3. 9449 
Computer 23 . 00 -

Home Economics 24 . 95 3. 3743 
Agriculture 24 . 86 2 . 6959 
Industrial 28 . 00 7. 0000 
Library 25 . 07 3. 2834 
History 26 . 17 3 . 9042 
Philosophy and Religious 26 . 25 4. 3635 
Thai Language 24 . 93 4 . 7822 
Geography 23 . 91 4 . 3693 
Political Sciences 25. 50 1. 7321 
Social Sciences 24. 38 4 . 6465 
Arts 29. 33 2 . 0817 
Drama 28 . 80 4 . 3243 
Music Education 28 . 00 -

Educational Foundation 26 . 56 4. 5045 
Psychology 25 . 30 4. 0613 
Educational Measurement 24 . 64 5. 3716 
Curriculum 24 . 89 4. 7258 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 25 . 22 4. 4659 

Physical Education 23 . 50 6 . 4143 
Special Education 25 . 67 5 . 5076 
Kindergarten 29 . 00 -

Economics 25 . 67 8. 1445 
Marketing 24 . 39 4. 3675 
Business 24 . 39 4. 3675 
Finance 24 . 67 2 . 8868 
Public Relation 20 . 50 3. 5355 
Agriculture 25 . 60 4. 4497 
Ceramics 27 . 50 2 . 1213 
Construction 24 . 00 -

7416 .8585 
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Department 
Policy and Administration 

M SD 

Physics 21. .08 4 .0330 
Chemistry 20, .21 3 .6832 
Biology 19. .83 3 .0699 
Health Sciences 19. .08 4 .0330 
Mathematics and Sciences 21 .33 3 .9665 
Computer 20 .00 -

Home Economics 22 .68 3 .0010 
Industrial 22 .33 11 .0151 
Library 20 .80 2 .8586 
History 19 .67 3 .6763 
Philosophy and Religious 22 .63 3 .6621 
Foreign Language 21 .16 4 .1901 
Thai Language 21 .15 3 .2059 
Geography 21 .55 4 .6122 
Political Sciences 22 .00 3 .3912 
Social Sciences 22 .00 3 .3912 
Arts 20 .00 3 .6056 
Drama 23 .00 2 .5495 
Music Education 22 .00 -

Educational Foundation 23 .04 4 .5475 
Psychology 21 .43 4 .8974 
Educational Measurement 23 .09 3 .8067 
Curriculum 20 .70 4 .8184 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 20 .67 4 .6368 

Physical Education 17 .75 5 .4445 
Special Education 17 .00 4 .3589 
Kindergarten 25 .00 -

Economics 24 .33 6 .8069 
Marketing 22 .00 1 .1547 
Business 20 .33 4 .6400 
Finance 14 .67 2 .3094 
Public Relations 14 .50 2 .1213 
Agriculture 21 .40 2 .8810 
Ceramics 26 .50 3 .5355 
Construction 21 .00 -

1.4035 .0694 
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Department 
Recognition 

M SD 

Physics 17 .33 2 .2697 
Chemistry 16 .21 2 .2250 
Biology 16 .42 2 .2344 
Health Sciences 15 .92 2 .4293 
Mathematics and Sciences 16 .67 2 .3944 
Computer 17 .00 -

Home Economics 17 .95 3 .2570 
Agriculture 17 .63 • 1 .5059 
Industrial 15 .00 2 .0000 
Library 17 .07 2 .8900 
History 17 .25 3 .3337 
Philosophy and Religious 17 .63 3 .4200 
Foreign Language 16 .48 3 .2290 
Thai Language 15 .88 3 .5014 
Geography 16 .09 3 .3602 
Political Sciences 18 .00 1 .6330 
Social Sciences 16 .77 3 .4678 
Arts 18 .33 1 .5275 
Drama 18 .80 2 .1679 
Music Education 20 .00 -

Educational Foundation 18 .52 3 .4095 
Psychology 16 .91 3 .1610 
Educational Measurement 18 .09 3 .8067 
Curriculum 17 .15 4 .1852 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 17 .00 2 .1213 

Physical Education 15 .36 4 .5962 
Special Education 17 .33 5 .8595 
Kindergarten 20 .00 -

Economics 18 .00 6 .0828 
Marketing 14 .50 5 .4467 
Business 16 .67 4 .0147 
Finance 16 .67 2 .8868 
Public Relations 15 .50 .7071 
Agriculture 16 .60 2 .0736 
Ceramics 19 .00 0 .0 
Construction 18 .00 -

.8456 .7202 
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Responsibility 

Department M SD 

Physics 17. 42 2. 7455 
Chemistry 16. 29 2. 4315 
Biology 16. 00 2. 6285 
Health Sciences 15. 58 2. 5030 
Mathematics and Sciences 15. 90 2. 8619 
Computer 12. 00 -

Home Economics 17. 05 2. 8572 
Agriculture 19. 50 2. 4495 
Industrial 18. 00 6. 0828 
Library 17. 20 3. 1442 
History 17. 58 2. 0652 
Philosophy and Religious 18. 75 1. 8323 
Foreign Language 16. 60 3. 9476 
Thai Language 16. 34 3. 4177 
Geography 16. 91 2. 8091 
Political Sciences 18. 00 2. 1602 
Social Study 17. 85 2. 7339 
Arts 18. 33 1. 5275 
Drama 19. 80 2. 1679 
Music Education 17. 00 -

Educational Foundation 17. 09 2. 6953 
Psychology and Guidance 16. 87 3. 7210 
Educational Measurement 18. 91 4. 0855 
Curriculum and Instruction 17. 44 3. 7758 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 17. 22 2. 4889 

Physical Education 14. 86 4. 1555 
Special Education 17. 00 5. 1962 
Kindergarten 18. 00 -

Economics 16. 00 5. 1962 
Marketing 15. 25 3. 0957 
Business 17. 00 2. 9306 
Finance 14. 67 1. 5275 
Public Relations 17. 00 4. 2426 
Agriculture 16. 80 2. 6833 
Ceramics 18. 00 1. 4142 
Construction 18. 00 -

1.1418 2724 
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Salary 

Department M SD 

Physics 17 .75 4 .9566 1.2958 
Chemistry 15 .50 4 .9107 
Biology 16 .92 1 .7816 
Health Sciences 17 .33 5 .3314 
Mathematics and Sciences 15 .19 4 .2026 
Computer 10 .00 -

Home Economics 17 .42 3 .9203 
Agriculture 17 .50 6 .2564 
Industrial 20 .33 8 .7369 
Library 17 .33 2 .5261 
History 14 .50 5 .1079 
Philosophy and Religious 18 .00 2 .7775 
Foreign Language 17 .64 5 .1062 
Thai Language 17 .61 3 .9679 
Geography 16 .82 4 .3776 
Political Sciences 16 .75 5 .2520 
Social Study 15 .46 4 .5021 
Arts 11 .33 5 .1316 
Drama 15 .00 1 .8708 
Music Education 18 .00 -

Educational Foundation 18 .57 4 .0880 
Psychology and Guidance 18 .09 4 .4611 
Educational and Measurement 14 .27 4 .6063 
Curriculum and Instruction 16 .63 3 .6601 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 16 .78 3 .9616 

Physical Education 14 .00 4 .7208 
Special Education 14 .00 2 .6458 
Kindergarten 18 .00 -

Economics 17 .00 4 .3589 
Marketing 16 .75 4 .0311 
Business 15 .72 3 .6911 
Finance 13 .00 2 .6458 
Public Relations 13 .00 1 .4142 
Agriculture 19 .40 6 .6558 
Ceramics 15 .00 2 .8284 
Construction 17 .00 -

1279 
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Department 
Supervision 

M SD 

Physics 34 .58 11 .1881 
Chemistry 37 .14 7 .3679 
Biology 37 .25 8 .1366 
Health Sciences 35 .75 6 .6895 
Mathematics and Sciences 37 .33 8 .0953 
Computer 40 .00 -

Home Economics 41 .68 5 .1430 
Agriculture 42 .75 7 .6111 
Industrial 42 .00 21 .6333 
Library 42 .07 9 .0037 
History 36 .33 7 .4874 
Philosophy and Religious 37 .00 6 .3246 
Foreign Language 40 .20 6 .4550 
Thai Language 38 .31 7 .4210 
Geography 39 .45 5 .4104 
Political Sciences 43 .50 7 .1414 
Social Study 39 .77 7 .7476 
Arts 42 .33 5 .0332 
Drama 46 .60 1 .1402 
Music Education 46 .00 -

Educational Foundation 43 .00 8 .3829 
Psychology and Guidance 39 .78 8 .2073 
Educational Measurement 40 .82 9 .0091 
Curriculum and Instruction 36 .82 10 .0001 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 35 .56 5 .4569 

Physical Education 31 .00 9 .1963 
Special Education 34 .33 7 .7675 
Kindergarten 45 .00 -

Economics 40 .67 10 .6927 
Marketing 39 .00 12 .1929 
Business Administration 34 .94 8 .0328 
Finance 38 .00 0 .0 
Public Relations 35 .00 0 .0 
Agriculture 39 .80 4 .4944 
Ceramics 47 .00 1 . 4142 
Construction 40 .00 -

1.4681 .0467* 
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Department 
The Work Itself 

M SD 

Physics 13 .67 1. 6143 1.0411 
Chemistry 13 .86 1. 7033 
Biology 13 .66 1. 6143 
Health Sciences 13 .50 2. 3549 
Mathematic and Sciences 13 .67 1. 6228 
Computer 13 .00 -

Home Economics 13 .79 1. 6859 
Agriculture 15 .13 2. 1671 
Industrial Art 17 .00 1. 7321 
Library 14 .33 2. 1602 
History 13 .75 2. 2208 
Philosophy and Religious 14 .38 2. 7223 
Foreign Language 13 .80 2. 3805 
Thai Language 13 .02 2. 6878 
Geography 13 .45 2. 4234 
Political Sciences 14 .50 1. 7321 
Social Study 14 .46 2. 2589 
Arts 14 .67 • 5774 
Drama 15 .00 1. 7321 
Music Education 15 .00 
Educational Foundation 15 .30 2. 1833 
Psychology and Guidance 14 .61 2. 3304 
Educational Measurements 14 .00 2. 6833 
Curriculum and Instruction 13 .74 2. 3631 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 14 .11 3. 0596 

Physical Education 13 .25 3. 1510 
Special Education 14 .33 3. 0551 
Kindergarten 16 .00-
Economics 15 .67 3. 0551 
Marketing 13 .25 3. 5940 
Business Administration 14 .56 1. 7896 
Finance 14 .00 3. 0000 
Public Relations 13 .00 2. 8284 
Agriculture 13 .00 2. 0000 
Ceramics 15 .00 1. 4142 
Construction 14 .00 -

4092 
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Table 14 {continued) 

Department 

Working Conditions 

M SD 

Physics 22.83 3. 4333 1.2587 .1556 

Chemistry 20.93 3. 9314 
Biology 21.42 3. 9877 
Health Sciences 21.25 3. 3337 
Mathematics and Sciences 23.33 5. 0133 
Computer 18.00 — 

Home Economics 21.47 3. 1512 
Agriculture 19.86 3. 3568 
Industrial Arts 26.00 6. 2450 
Library 21.00 3. 4847 
History 21.08 4. 0555 
Philosophy and Religious 21.75 4. ,8329 
Foreign Language 22.84 2. , 8384 
Thai language 21.46 3. . 8929 
Geography 23.00 3. ,6878 
Political Sciences 21.50 4. . 7258 
Social Study 19.85 3, .9968 
Arts 20.00 3, .0000 
Drama 22.40 1, .6733 
Music Education 20.00 
Educational Foundation 23.96 4 .1831 
Psychology and Guidance 22.87 4 .4344 
Educational Measurement 19.73 5 .6761 
Curriculum and Instruction 22.70 4 .2410 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 22.00 2 .6926 

Physical Education 22.50 2 .9277 
Special Education 23.67 4 .0415 
Kindergarten 24.00 -

Economics 22.00 10 .1489 
Marketing 23.25 2 .3629 
Business Administration 22.50 4 .5665 
Finance 18.66 4 .5092 
Public Relations 13.00 7 .0711 
Agriculture 23.20 5 .4955 
Ceramics 20.50 2 .1213 
Construction 21.00 -

*Significant at .05 level 
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Hypothesis IX 

There are no significant differences among the position 
of president, vice-president, dean, and chairman as related 
to the factors measuring job satisfaction and job 
dissatisfaction. 

Hypothesis IX was tested by a one-way analysis of 

variance and the Scheffe method to determine the significant 

difference between the faculty members with different 

administrative positions, presidents (P), vice-presidents 

(V-P), deans (D), and chairmen (Ch), as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. 

The data presented in Table 15 include means, standard 

deviation, F-ratio, and F-probability for each group of 

administrators on each major facet and overall faculty job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Of the ten facets, nine 

showed a significant difference: achievement (.0140), 

growth (.0083), interpersonal relations (.0021), policy and 

administration (.0000), recognition (.0091), responsibility 

(.0004), supervision (.0000), the work itself (.0387), and 

working conditions (.0010). There was only one facet, 

salary, that did not attain the level of significance 

(.7027). 

Of the ten hypotheses, Hypothesis IX had the highest 

number of significant differences among the ten facets of 

faculty members regarding faculty job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. There was no significant difference on 

overall job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Results from 

the Scheffe method show a significant difference between 
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Table 15 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members Job 
•i i n iii r • - • 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction on the Basis of Administrative 

Position 

Major Facets P v-: P D CH SD F P 

Achievement 26. 20 25 .72 25 .17 23. 65 3 .3032 3. 6622 .0140* 
Growth 24. 80 21 .44 21 .22 19. 90 3 .6881 4. 0702 .0083* 
Interperson-
al Relations 29. 80 27 .89 26 .65 25. 10 3 .9642 5. 1574 .0021* 

Policy and 
Administra-
tion 27. 40 25 .61 22 .48 21. 27 4 .1087 10. 1696 .0000* 

Recognition 16. 60 19 .28 18 .30 17. 05 3 .1544 3. 9956 .0091* 
Responsibi-
lity 20. 40 19 .89 17 .96 17. 06 3 .0811 6. 4454 .0004* 

Salary 19. 00 16 .94 16 .52 16. 80 4 .2643 4714 .7027 
Supervision 50. 80 47 .00 40 .52 38. 83 7 .9804 9. 6945 .0000* 
Working 
Itself 16. 80 15 

i—1 
i—1 14 .56 

•—I 21 2 .2381 2. 8690 .0386* 
Working 
Conditions 27. 20 24 .66 24 .08 21. 95 4 .1483 5. 7399 .0010* 

Overall job 
Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfac-
tion 4. 00 3 .66 3 .60 3. 47 .7443 1. 1717 . 3228 

Significant at .05 level 

president and chairmen on the facet of growth and the 

presidents (M=24.80) were more satisfied in their jobs than 

the chairmen (M=19.90). There are significant differences 

between vice-presidents and chairmen on the facet of 

interpersonal relations, and among presidents, 

vice-presidents and chairmen on the facet of policy and 
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administration. On the policy and administration facet, 

presidents were more satisfied with their jobs than were 

vice-presidents and chairmen. Concerning the recognition 

and responsibility facets, the results from the Scheffe 

method indicate that vice-presidents and the chairmen 

attained the level of significance. Vice-presidents were 

more satisfied their job than the chairmen on both facets. 

For the supervision facet, the Scheffe method results 

show significant differences among three group of 

administrators, presidents and chairmen, vice-presidents and 

chairmen, and presidents and deans. Again, the presidents 

show their feelings of job satisfaction more than the two 

groups of administrators. The last one from the Scheffe 

method indicates a significant difference between presidents 

and chairmen on the facet of working conditions. The mean 

score shows that presidents was more satisfied with their 

jobs than the chairmen. 

Although use of the Scheffe method does not show 

significance difference on the achievement and recognition 

facets, the null hypothesis is rejected for nine of the ten 

major facets of faculty job satisfaction/ dissatisfaction. 

The salary and overall job satisfaction/ dissatisfaction 

facets are not rejected. 

Presidents were more satisfied with their jobs than 

were the three groups of administrators, vice-presidents, 

deans, and chairmen, on all facets except the recognition 
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facet. 

Hypothesis X 

There is no significant difference among faculty 
members of different salary levels as related to the factors 
measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

A one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

were employed for testing Hypothesis X. The data presented 

in Table 16 include the means of each salary group (C4, C5, 

C6, C7, C8, and C9a) as related to the facets affecting job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction. The data resulting from the 

means, standard deviation, F-ratio, and F-probability for 

each group of respondents based on each major facet are 

shown in Table 16. Analysis of the results indicated that 

the statistically significant difference among the groups of 

faculty members with different salary levels is found on 

five facets, policy and administration, recognition, 

responsibility, salary, and supervision. 

Table 16 

Means of Major Facets Measuring Faculty Members' Job 

Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction on the Basis of Salary 

Major 
Facets Salary M SD 

Achievement C4 22.46 3.7351 1.6189 .1540 
C5 23.23 
C6 23.18 
C7 23.67 
C8 24.39 
C9a 24.38 
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Major 
Facets Salary M SD 

Growth C4 18, .87 4 .0473 
C5 19, .70 
C6 19, .66 
C7 18, .94 
C8 19, .80 
C9a 21, .00 

Interpersonal C4 24, .60 4 .1901 
Relations C5 25, .24 

C6 24, .82 
C7 24, .00 
C8 25, .93 
C9a 26, .14 

Policy and C4 17, .60 4, .1916 
Administration C5 20. .77 

C6 20. .88 
C7 20, .61 
C8 22, .39 
C9a 23, .46 

Recognition C4 15, ,60 3, .2512 
C5 17, .01 
C6 16, ,55 
C7 17, ,28 
C8 17, ,82 
C9a 18, ,38 

Responsibility C4 16. ,13 3, .1948 
C5 17. ,09 
C6 16. .61 
C7 17. ,56 
C8 17. ,84 
C9a 18. ,08 

Salary C4 13. ,53 4, .3657 
C5 14, , 76 
C6 17. ,24 
C7 17. ,50 
C8 17, ,62 
C9a 16. ,72 

Supervision C4 36, ,40 8, .1559 
C5 38. , 44 
C6 37, ,99 
C7 37, ,11 

7550 

.2255 

0003* 

0174* 

.0454* 

0000' 

.0146* 
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Table 16 (continued) 

Major 
Facets Salary M SD 

C8 41, ,25 
C9a 42, ,77 

Work Itself C4 14, ,07 
C5 13, ,99 
C6 13, ,80 
C7 13, ,89 
C8 14, .45 
C9a 14, ,69 

Working C4 21, ,40 
Conditions C5 21, ,13 

C6 21, ,84 
C7 21, ,94 
C8 23, ,21 
C9a 22, ,15 

Overall Job C4 3, ,41 
Satisfaction/ C5 3, ,07 
Dissatisfaction C6 3, ,37 

C7 3, ,35 
C8 3, ,22 
C9a 3, ,55 

2.2801 1.1446 3362 

4.1205 2.0927 0656 

.7141 .8280 1064 

'Significant at .05 level 

A highly significant difference among groups was found 

in the faculty members of salary level C9 and above (C9a) in 

regard to the salary facet. Application of the Scheffe test 

showed significant difference between faculty members on 

salary level C9 and above (C9a) with C4, and a group of 

faculty members at salary level C8 with level C4 on the 

policy and administration facet. On the salary facet, there 

were significant differences among three salary level groups 

of faculty members, C8 with C4, C8 with C5, and C6 with C5. 
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Among all groups of faculty members, group C4 had a 

lower mean (13.53) than any other group on the salary facet 

and group C9 and above (C9a) had a higher mean than other 

groups on the supervision facet. This means that faculty 

members with the C4 salary level were more dissatisfied with 

salary than any other group of faculty members in this 

study, and faculty members with C9 and above were more 

satisfied with supervision than any other group. 

The ScheffeI' method does not show significant 

differences on recognition, responsibility, and supervision. 

The null hypothesis is rejected for these facets. The 

remaining of the five facets is not rejected. 

Comparison of the Results of the Two Previous Studies 
with the Results of the Present Study 

As stated in Chapter I, one of the purposes of this 

study was to compare job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction among faculty members of teachers colleges 

in the Bangkok Metropolitan Area with previous studies by 

Vatthaisong (1982) and Karoonlanjakorn (1986). 

Rank Order of Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Among 
Three Groups of Faculty Members from 

Three Teachers Colleges 

A comparison of the data obtained from the two previous 

studies with that of the present study concerning job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction is shown in Table 17. The 

comparison was based on the rank order of results of the 
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three studies, and the ten major facets of job satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction. A Comparison of sources of 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction of faculty members 

concerning rank order of importance of the three studies 

follows: 

Table 17 

Comparison of the Results of Three Studies on the 

Level of Faculty Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

Regarding to the Ten Facets 

Major Facets V K PS 
% Ranks % Ranks % Ranks 

Achievement 78 .43 3 78.60 3 42. 94 4 
Growth 71 .70 6 73.00 6 38. 46 6 
Interpersonal 

relations 80 .38 1 84.80 1 59. 05 2 
Policy and 

Administration 58 .78 9 62.60 8 28. 56 9 
Recognition 77 .92 4 76.20 4 39. 84 5 
Responsibility 77 .29 5 80.70 2 61. 48 1 
Salary 41 .93 10 62.30 9 21. 45 10 
Supervision 62 .24 8 57.60 10 34. 78 7 
The Work Itself 78 .92 2 74.40 5 52. 82 3 
Working Conditions 69 .27 7 71.30 7 31. 48 8 

Vatthaisong (V) 
Karoonlanjakorn (K) 
Present study (PS) 

8 teachers Colleges; n = 192 
6 teachers Colleges; n = 253 
6 teachers Colleges; n = 383 

Vatthaisong's study showed the order of the importance 

of sources of faculty members' satisfaction was from highest 

to lowest to be, interpersonal relations (rank 1), the work 

itself (rank 2), achievement (rank 3), recognition (rank 4), 
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responsibility (rank 5), growth (rank 6), working conditions 

(rank 7), supervision (rank 8), policy and administration 

(rank 9), and salary (rank 10). The results of 

Vatthaisong's study indicated that salary was the primary 

source of dissatisfaction. 

Karoonlanjakorn reported the order of importance of 

sources of satisfaction as interpersonal (rank 1), 

responsibility (rank 2), achievement (3), recognition (rank 

4), the work itself (rank 5), growth (rank 6), working 

conditions (rank 7), policy and administration (rank 8), 

salary (rank 9), and supervision (rank 10). 

In the present study, the rank order of importance for 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction among faculty 

members was: responsibility (rank 1), interpersonal 

relations (rank 2), the work itself (rank 3), achievement 

(rank 4), recognition (rank 5), growth (rank 6), supervision 

(rank 7), working conditions (rank 8), policy and 

administration (rank 9), and salary (rank 10). Salary was 

considered the greatest source of dissatisfaction. 

An analysis of the data in Table 17 shows the results 

of three studies and indcate that faculty members in 

different teachers colleges in different parts of Thailand 

reflected similar attitudes. Very few facets obtained from 

the respondents of the three studies showed a different 

level of satisfaction. 
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The differences and similarities of the three studies 

follow: 

1. Concerning the responsibility facet,, the results of 

the present study are quite different from Vatthaisong's 

study, but are similar to Karoonlanjakorn's study. The 

present study indicates the greatest satisfaction with 

responsibility (ranked 1) while Vatthaisong's study ranked 

it fifth and Karoonlanjakorn's study ranked it second. 

2. On the growth facet, the three studies showed the 

same level of satisfaction (rank 6). 

3. Vatthaisong's and Karoonlanjakorn's studies both 

showed that faculty members in the northeastern and central 

parts of Thailand ranked interpersonal relations as the 

greatest source of satisfaction, and the subjects of the 

present study ranked this factor second one. This means 

that faculty members of the two previous studies showed the 

most satisfaction with interpersonal relations. 

4. Faculty members in the northeastern teachers 

colleges (Vatthaisong, 1982) and in the Bangkok metropolitan 

Area (the present study, 1988) indicated the lowest 

satisfaction (rank 10) in salary or the highest 

dissatisfaction in salary, and respondents of the three 

studies indicated high dissatisfaction in policy and 

administration (V=rank 9, K=rank 8, PS=rank 9). 

5. Faculty members in Vatthaisong's study ranked 

interpersonal relations as most satisfactory (rank 1) and 
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ranked salary as least satisfactory (rank 10), or the most 

unsatisfactory. Faculty members in Karoonlanjakorn's study 

ranked interpersonal relations most satisfactory (rank 1) 

and supervision least satisfactory (rank 10), or most 

unsatisfactory. In the present study, faculty members 

ranked responsibility most satisfactory (rank 1) and salary 

least satisfactory (rank 10), or the most unsatisfactory. 

Comparing Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction of the 
Three Studies Regarding the Ten Facets of 
Faculty Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

The two previous studies by Vatthaisong (1982) and 

Karoonlanjakorn (1986) and the present study all compared 

job satisfaction/ dissatisfaction as related to the ten 

facets of faculty job satisfaction/ dissatisfaction. 

Vatthaisong concluded that faculty members with over 10 

years of teaching experience were more satisfied with their 

achievement and working conditions than faculty members with 

under 10 years of teaching experience. Faculty members with 

over 10 years of teaching experience revealed more overall 

satisfaction than faculty members with under 10 years of 

teaching experience. No difference was found satisfaction 

between male and female faculty members in his study. 

Karoonlanjakorn found a significant difference between 

male and female faculty members on the interpersonal 

relations facet. Female faculty members in his study showed 

more satisfaction in interpersonal relations than male 
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faculty members. There was a significant difference between 

sex and years of teaching experience on the growth facet; 

male faculty members with over 10 years of teaching 

experience were more satisfied in the growth facet than male 

faculty members with under 10 years of teaching experience, 

whereas female faculty members with under 10 years of 

teaching experience were more satisfied in the growth facet 

than females with over 10 years teaching experience. 

The findings of the present study were different from 

those of Vatthaisong's and Karoonlanjakorn's studies in 

several areas. The scope of this investigation expanded the 

two previous studies. Vatthaisong's subjects were faculty 

members who were identified as instructors. 

Karoonlanjakorn"s subjects were include instructors, and 

those who were both instructors and administrator. The 

subjects of the present study were classified as the faculty 

members who are teaching (instructor) only, both teaching 

and administering (instructor and administrator), and 

administering (administrator) only. Vatthaisong's study 

compared the levels of job satisfaction among faculty 

members with different level of teaching experience and of 

different gender. Karoonlanjakorn's results showed 

comparison variables in age, level of education, and salary. 

The present study not only compared the variables of 

age, level of education, and salary, but also expanded the 

level of education to include bachelor's, specialist, 
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master's, and doctorate degrees. For the salary level, 

Vatthaisong and Karoonlanjakorn studied only three levels of 

salary (C3, C4, and C5 and above). The present study 

examined six levels of salary (C4, C5, C6, CI, C8, C9 and 

above). The lowest salary level of faculty members at 

teachers colleges in the Bangkok Metropolitan Area is C4 

(Ministry of Education, 1985). 

In addition, the present study investigated and 

expanded many more variables. They include the following: 

(a) this study included academic ranks of assistant 

professor, associate professor, and professor; 

(b) this study included faculty affiliation in 

Sciences and Technology, Humanities and Social Sciences, 

Education, Management Sciences, Agriculture and Industry, 

and Industrial Arts, while Karoonlanjakorn's study 

investigated only three faculties and Vatthaisong did not 

study this variable at all; 

(c) this study investigated all thirty-six departments 

of the six faculties, but Vatthaisong and Karoonlanjakorn 

did not study this variable; 

(d) this study noted administrative position as 

presidents, vice-presidents, deans, and chairmen; the two 

previous researchers did not study this variable. 

The findings of the present study indicated that there 

were significant differences among faculty members of 

different genders on the facets of policy and administration 
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and of working conditions. Male faculty members were more 

satisfied (mean = 21.85; 22.81) than female faculty members 

(mean = 20.83; 21.67). The results of this inquiry were 

opposite to Karoonlanjakorn's and were different from 

Vatthaisong's. 

The present study showed a significant difference among 

faculty members regarding years of working experience, which 

is the same as the two previous studies. But the findings of 

this research were different from Vatthaisong's and 

Karoonlanjakorn's studies in terms of the range of working 

experience and the facets of job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. Both of the previous researchers limited 

the variables of years of working experience to only two 

groups, under 10 years, and over 10 years, while the present 

study categorized years of working experience into four 

groups, 1 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, 21 to 30 years, and 

31 or more years of teaching experience. This inquiry 

showed significant differences among faculty members on the 

achievement, policy and administration, and responsibility 

facets, and on overall job satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

related to years of working experience. Faculty members 

with 31 or more years of working experience were more 

satisfied with policy and administration and responsibility 

than faculty members with 11 to 20 years of working 

experience did. 
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Summary of Findings 

The findings of this research can be summarized as 

follows: 

1. The results of the questionnaire from the 

respondents indicated that the majority of faculty members 

of six metropolitan teachers colleges in Bangkok, Thailand, 

were satisfied with their jobs in every facet of job 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction except salary. 

2. The major sources of job satisfaction by rank order 

for the faculty members were responsibility, interpersonal 

relations, the work itself, achievement, recognition, 

growth, supervision, working conditions, policy and 

administration. 

3. Concerning the ten hypotheses, it was found that 

faculty members in this study showed significant differences 

on several facets of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

relating to the demographic variables of age, gender, work 

experience, level of education, administrative position, 

academic rank, department, faculty, and salary. Faculty is 

the only demographic variable which did not result in 

significant difference as related to the factor measuring 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

4. Comparing this study to the two previous studies, 

Vatthaisong's and Karoonlanjakorn's studies, the 

respondents of the three studies reported the similarities 

and the differences of several levels of job satisfaction 
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and job dissatisfaction.The respondents of the three studies 

showed most satisfaction on interpersonal relations (V=rank 

1, K=rank 1, PS=rank 2) and showed least satisfaction on 

policy and administration (V=rank 9, K=rank 8, PS=rank 9). 

On the growth facet, the findings of the three studies 

indicated moderate satisfaction (rank 5). The respondents 

of the three studies showed almost the same level of 

dissatisfaction (V=rank 10, K=rank 9, PS=rank 10) on salary 

facet, but displayed somewhat different levels of job 

satisfaction on responsibility (V=rank 5, K==rank 2, PS=rank 

1). 

5. In comparing the present inquiry with Herzberg's 

two-factor theory, it was concluded that respondents of the 

present study were different from those of Herzberg's. It 

was found that four "hygienes," interpersonal relations, 

policy and administration, supervision, and working 

conditions, acted as contributors to satisfaction of faculty 

members in this study while Herzberg's study suggested that 

these factors were related to dissatisfaction. 

6. Regarding high mean scores in achievement, 

interpersonal relations, policy and administration, 

supervision, working conditions, and growth,, it was found 

that most faculty members pleased with their job performance 

and indicated a positive degree of satisfaction. Faculty 

members with high ages, high work experience, high salaries, 

high academic ranks, high levels of education, and high 
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administrative positions, were more satisfied with their job 

than the faculty members with those lower rankings in the 

demographic variables. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were as follows: 

1. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among faculty members of teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

Metropolitan Area with respect to age, gender, length of 

work experience, level of education, administrative 

position, academic rank, department, faculties, and salary. 

2. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among faculty members of teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

Metropolitan Area with previous studies by Vatthaisong 

(1982) and Karoonlanjakorn (1986), which measured job 

satisfaction among faculty members in the northeastern part 

and in the non-metropolitan area of Central Thailand. 

3. To compare job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

among the presidents, vice-presidents, deans, chairpersons, 

and instructors of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok 

Metropolitan Area. 

4. To extend the available information on the effect 

of job factors as sources of job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction, and to expand the two previous studies 

conducted by two faculty members from teachers colleges in 

the northeastern part and in the non-metropolitan area of 
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Central Thailand. 

5. To discuss the results of the previous studies in 

terms of actual and potential significance for job 

performance, job satisfaction, job dissatisfaction, and 

faculty members' morale. 

6. To determine the characteristics of the most 

satisfied and least satisfied groups. 

7. To determine if Thai faculty members are in 

significant agreement as to which factors measure their job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

8. To speculate on the possibility that Herzberg's 

two-factor theory is adaptable to the measurement of job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction among faculty members 

in the institutions of higher education in Thailand. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were used: 

1. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different age levels as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

2. There is no significant difference between male and 

female faculty members as related to the factors measuring 

job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

3. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with various lengths of work experience as related 

to the factors measuring job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction. 
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4. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with different levels of education as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

5. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members who are teaching, both teaching and administering, 

and those who are administrators only as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

6. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different academic ranks as related to the 

factors measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

7. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members within different departments as related to factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

8. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members with different faculties as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

9. There is no significant difference among 

presidents, vice-presidents, deans, chairmen, and 

instructors as related to the factors measuring job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

10. There is no significant difference among faculty 

members of different salary levels as related to the factors 

measuring job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. 

A comprehensive review of the literature concerning 

motivation and job satisfaction was accomplished as a 

primary concept in the procedures for this investigation. 
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The literature reviewed was related to business, as well as 

to various levels of higher education. 

A questionnaire was employed to gather data for this 

study. It was composed of two parts. The first part 

contained demographic data about personal and academic 

characteristics of subjects. The data included age, gender, 

salary, level of education, work experience, primary 

responsibility, faculty, department, academic position, and 

administrative position. 

The second portion of the questionnaire contained 67 

questions relative to job satisfaction or job 

dissatisfaction based on Herzberg's two-factor theory of 

motivation. This instrument was developed by Wood (1973), 

and was divided into ten facets: achievement, growth, 

interpersonal relations, policy and administration, 

recognition, responsibility, salary, supervision, the work 

itself, and working conditions. The sample consisted of 383 

stratified randomly selected faculty members from six 

metropolitan teachers colleges in the Bangkok, Thailand. 

Permission was obtained from 0. R. Wood to use the 

original faculty job satisfaction/dissatisfaction scale. In 

order to conduct the study in Thailand, permission was 

received from the president of each of six teachers colleges 

in the Bangkok Metropolitan Area. The questionnaires were 

administered to the sample in each teachers college during 

the period from the beginning of May 1988, to the middle of 
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June 1988." They were distributed to 400 faculty members. 

Within one month, 383 or 95.75% of the questionnaires were 

returned. 

The data obtained were analyzed to differentiate among 

the faculty members, responses using the rating scores, very 

satisfied (5), slightly satisfied (4), not sure of opinion 

(3), slightly dissatisfied (2), and very dissatisfied (1). 

All null hypotheses were tested by using a t-test, an 

analysis of variance, and the Scheffe' test. Significant 

difference was set at the .05 level. 

The findings related to responses from the respondents 

concerning job satisfaction or job dissatisfaction with each 

of Herzberg's ten facets are summarized as follows: 

1. Achievement was seen by 42.94% of the faculty 

members as a source of job satisfaction and by 10.36% of the 

faculty members as a source of dissatisfaction. The 

responses of faculty members in the study were similar to 

those of subjects in Herzberg's study. That is, there were 

more responses from the subjects indicating satisfaction 

with the achievement factor than with faculty members' 

responses indicating dissatisfaction. 

2. Growth was seen as a source of job satisfaction by 

38.46% of the faculty members and as a source of 

dissatisfaction by 13.21% of the faculty members. The 

responses in this study reported here were similar to those 

of the subjects in the Herzberg's study in that there were 
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more responses indicating satisfaction than there were 

responses indicating dissatisfaction. 

3. Interpersonal relations were seen by 59.05% of the 

faculty members as a source of job satisfaction and by 5.86% 

of the faculty members as a source of dissatisfaction. 

These responses differed from Herzberg's. The difference 

between the two studies was greatest in the area of 

satisfaction. 

4. Policy and administration was seen by 28.56% of the 

faculty members as a source of job satisfaction and by 

16.27% of the faculty members as a source of 

dissatisfaction. The responses of the faculty members in 

the present study were much different from the responses of 

subjects in Herzberg's study. Again, the greatest 

difference in the two studies was in the area of 

satisfaction. 

5. Recognition was seen by 39.84% of the faculty 

members as a source of job satisfaction and by 10.4% of the 

faculty members as a source of job dissatisfaction. The 

responses in this inquiry were similar to those in 

Herzberg's study in that more subjects indicated 

satisfaction than dissatisfaction. 

6. Responsibility was seen by 61.43% of the faculty 

members as a source of job satisfaction and by 12.1% of the 

faculty members as a source of dissatisfaction. These 

responses were similar to those in Herzberg's study in that 
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more subjects indicated satisfaction than dissatisfaction. 

7. Salary was seen by 21.45% of the faculty members as 

a source of job satisfaction and by 30.84% of faculty 

members as a source of dissatisfaction. The responses were 

similar to the responses of subjects in Herzberg's study. 

More subjects indicated dissatisfaction than satisfaction 

with the factor of salary. 

8. Supervision was seen by 34.78% of the faculty 

members as a source of job satisfaction, and by 15.15% of 

the faculty members as a source of dissatisfaction. The 

responses of the faculty members in this study were 

different from those in Herzberg's study in that these in 

present study indicated more satisfaction than 

dissatisfaction. 

9. The work itself was seen by 52.82% of faculty 

members as a source of satisfaction, and by 6.5% of faculty 

members as a source of job dissatisfaction. The responses 

of faculty members in this study were similar to those of 

the subjects in Herzberg's study. More subjects indicated 

satisfaction than dissatisfaction. 

10. Working conditions were seen by 31.48% of the 

faculty members as a source of job satisfaction and by 

19.52% of the faculty members as a source of job 

dissatisfaction. The responses of the faculty members in 

the present study were different from the responses of the 

subjects in Herzberg's study. There was a higher percentage 
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of responses from faculty subjects indicating satisfaction 

than from subjects indicating dissatisfaction. Again, the 

greatest difference between Herzberg's study and the present 

study was in the area of satisfaction. 

Discussion 

This section is organized according to the hypotheses. 

1. Faculty members of six metropolitan area teachers 

colleges in Bangkok, Thailand, indicated that major sources 

of satisfaction were responsibility (61.48%), interpersonal 

relations (59.05%), the work itself (52.82%), achievement 

(42.95%), and recognition (39.84%). The major source of 

dissatisfaction was salary (30.84%). It was concluded that 

the facet producing the most satisfaction of respondents was 

responsibility and the one producing least satisfaction was 

salary. The results of this inquiry concerning salary was 

similar to the several studies conducted by Herzberg et al. 

(1959), Seegmiller (1977), Hansen and Kramer (1978), 

Jariyavidyanont (1978), Wittenauer (1980), Ramsey (1982), 

and Vatthaisong (1982). However, these findings were 

different from those of the studies conducted by Sudsawasd 

(1980) whose findings showed that the major sources of job 

satisfaction for Thai faculty members were salary and policy 

and administration. The sources of dissatisfaction were 

achievement, growth, interpersonal relations, recognition, 

responsibility, supervision, the work itself, and working 
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conditions" (Sudsawasd, 1980). 

2. Among the major sources of satisfaction, age, years 

of working experience, level of education, academic 

position, and administrative position were affected by 

salary. The findings in this research supported the study 

conducted by Ivancevich and Donnelly (1968) who mentioned 

that various personal factors, such as age, work experience, 

sex, and skill levels, appear to have some effect on job 

satisfaction. The findings in the present study indicated 

that the most satisfied faculty members were older (50-59 

years), had high work experience (31 or more years), a high 

salaries (C9 and above), a high academic rank (Associate 

professor), high administrative positions (president), and a 

high levels of education (doctorate). These findings were 

congruent with those of studies by Form and Geschwender 

(1962), Saleh and Otis (1964), Bass and Barrett (1972), and 

Wangphanich (1984). These findings were different from 

Sudsawasd's which disclosed that subjects in the 41 and over 

age groups were less satisfied with salary than other 

groups. Associate professor and those who had been employed 

for 11 years or more were the groups found to be least 

satisfied with salary. However, when the level of education 

was considered, those with a doctorate degree were more 

satisfied with salary than other groups with different 

levels of education (Sudsawasd, 1980). 
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3. Aftiong the major factors of job dissatisfaction, 

salary of faculty members was affected by age, academic 

rank, academic position, work experience, and level of 

education. The group of faculty members who were 30 to 39 

years of age were least satisfied with salary, they were 

less satisfied with salary than members in the group who 

were 20 to 29 years of age. The faculty members with work 

experience of up to 10 years, the rank of instructor, a 

salary level of C4, and the specialist degree were least 

satisfied with salary. 

Age, work experience, academic rank, academic position, 

level of education, and salary are highly correlated. 

Academic rank is another variable related closely to age, 

work experience, and salary. The reason for this is that 

the conditions for academic promotion established by the 

Ministry of Education or the Ministry of University Affairs 

require that at least three years elapse before a faculty 

member can be promoted to any higher rank due to his high 

competence, research publications, and academic service. 

Therefore, any faculty member with high academic rank is 

necessarily older, has more work experience, and also earns 

a higher salary (Wangphanich, 1984). This actuality is a 

plausible reason why younger faculty members with low 

academic rank, and less work experience were less satisfied 

with their jobs in this study. 
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4. Comparing mean scores of faculty members by gender, 

male faculty members were more satisfied with their jobs 

than female faculty members. The findings of this study 

were similar to findings of Wood (1973), Balazadeh (1981), 

and Hollen and Gemmel (1976). Conversely, the results of 

several studies by Herzberg et al (1957), Schultz (1975), 

Wangphanich (1984), and Karoonlanjakorn (1986), found that 

female faculty members were more satisfied with their jobs 

than male. Results of the present study are different from 

the studies conducted by Wissman (1981), and Vatthaisong 

(1982), whose findings showed no difference by gender in job 

satisfaction. 

5. When grouped by demographic variables, the 

respondents" attitudes were classified on each attitude 

factor as a satisfier or dissatisfier by faculty members, as 

compared to Herzberg's findings in the application of the 

two-factor theory. The motivators or intrinsic factors, 

achievement, recognition, responsibility, growth, and the 

work itself, were sources of satisfaction. Conversely, it 

was found that four "hygiene" or extrinsic factors, policy 

and administration, supervision, working conditions, and 

interpersonal relations, acted as a source of satisfaction 

for faculty members in this study, while Herzberg's study 

suggested that these factors were related to 

dissatisfaction. 
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6. The ten facets selected from Herzberg's two-factor 

theory for use in the assessment instrument may not be 

adaptable to the measurement of satisfaction of faculty 

members in the six metropolitan teachers colleges in 

Bangkok, Thailand. The factors relating to job satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction described in Herzberg's 

motivation-hygiene theory were not the same as those 

determined in this study. The deviation from the two-factor 

theory could be due to cultural or occupational backgrounds 

which are different between the Herzberg's population and 

the population of the present study. 

7. Comparing this research to the previous studies, 

Vatthaisong and Karoonlanjakorn, the findings were that both 

similarities and differences exist among the three studies 

based on (a) rank order of the results of the three studies 

and (b) the major ten facets of job satisfaction/ 

dissatisfaction. 

The findings of the present study, Vatthaisong's study, 

and Karoonlanjakorn's study, presented similarities and 

differences on several levels of job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction. The respondents of the three studies 

showed high satisfaction on the achievement facet (rank 

4,3,3). On the growth facet, the findings of the three 

studies indicated the same level of moderate satisfaction 

(rank 5). Comparing the results of the three studies on 

interpersonal relations and policy administration, the 
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respondents of the three studies showed most satisfaction on 

interpersonal relations (rank 2,1,1), and showed least 

satisfaction on policy and administration (rank 9,9,8). The 

respondents of the three studies expressed moderate 

satisfaction on recognition (rank 5,4,4), but reflected a 

different level of job satisfaction on responsibility (rank 

1,5,2). On the salary facet, the respondents the three 

studies showed a similar level of dissatisfaction (rank 

10,10,9). Faculty members of Vatthaisong's and 

Karoonlanjakorn's studies indicated the same level of 

satisfaction but differed from the present study on the work 

itself. On the facet, working conditions, results of the 

three studies reported almost the same low level of 

satisfaction (V=rank 8, K=rank 7, PS=rank 7). 

Regarding the ten facets of job satisfaction and job 

dissatisfaction, Vatthaisong's study showed that the sources 

of satisfaction for faculty members in rank order of 

importance were interpersonal relations, the work itself, 

achievement, recognition, responsibility, growth, working 

conditions, supervision, and policy and administration, 

respectively. The source of dissatisfaction was salary. 

Faculty members with over 10 years of work experience were 

more satisfied with achievement and working conditions than 

faculty members with under 10 years of work experience. No 

difference existed in satisfaction between male and female 

faculty member as related to job satisfaction. 
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In reporting on his study concerning job satisfaction 

among faculty members at non-metropolitan teachers colleges 

in Central Thailand, Karoonlanjakorn concluded that major 

sources of job satisfaction for faculty members included all 

facets of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. No areas of 

dissatisfaction were revealed. 

Faculty members in this study were satisfied in all 

facets except salary. It was concluded that most faculty 

members perceived their job as meaningful, interesting, and 

as leading to good morale among faculty members. It was 

hoped that the application of the findings of this study 

would result in increased actual and potential significance 

for job performance, job satisfaction, and decreased job 

dissatisfaction. Again, it was hoped that salary, the only 

factor leading directly to faculty job dissatisfaction, was 

not the major cause of absence from work, job satisfaction 

is negatively related to withdrawal behaviors such as 

absenteeism and lateness (Smith, 1972). 

Concerning the ten hypotheses, the present study found 

that faculty members indicated significant differences on 

several facets of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction relating 

to all demographic variables: age, gender, work experience, 

level of education, administrative position, academic rank, 

department, faculties, and salary. Faculty is the only 

demographic variable which did not have significant 

difference related to the factors measuring job satisfaction 
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and job dissatisfaction. 

Conclusions 

Based on the finding of this study the following 

conclusions seem warranted. 

1. Older faculty members were more satisfied with 

their jobs than younger faculty members. 

2. Male faculty members were more satisfied with their 

jobs than female faculty members. 

3. Faculty members with higher work experience were 

more satisfied with their jobs than faculty members with 

fewer years of work experience. 

4. Faculty members with a doctorate were more 

satisfied with their jobs than any other group of faculty 

members, and faculty members holding a specialist degree 

were less satisfied than any group on all facets. 

5. Faculty members who worked as administrators only 

were more satisfied than faculty members who worked as 

instructors, or those who worked both as instructors and 

administrators. 

6. Associate professors (the highest academic rank in 

the sample) were more satisfied with their jobs than faculty 

members with lower ranks. 

7. Academic discipline was not a factor of job 

satisfaction or job dissatisfaction. 

8. Departmental affiliation was important only with 

respect to supervision. 
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9. Administrators were more satisfied than faculty 

members with their jobs, and presidents were more satisfied 

than the other groups of administrators. 

10. Faculty members with high salary levels were more 

satisfied with their jobs than any other group of faculty 

members. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings and conclusions of this 

study, the following recommendations for further study are 

made. 

1. More research is needed in the area of job 

satisfaction to determine the possible variation of results 

due to differences in methodology. 

2. Other research instruments should be constructed to 

continue research in determining sources of job satisfaction 

and/or job dissatisfaction, particularly in higher 

education. 

3. Since the present research was limited to a specific 

location, it would be worthwhile to replicate the present 

study with more teachers colleges. 

4. A study should be made to determine the 

relationship, if any, between job satisfaction of faculty 

members and student achievement. 

5. The factors which appeared to be the sources of 

dissatisfaction (salary) and less satisfaction (policy and 

administration, supervision, and working conditions) need to 
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be studied-more fully. 

6. The instrument for measuring teachers' job 

satisfaction should be adapted to the Thai culture and 

background. 

7. An in-depth study is needed of each factor that 

appeared to deviate from the Herzberg job satisfaction 

assessment model. 

8. Further research should consider faculty members' 

psychological characteristics. 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Bansomdej Chao 
Praya Teachers College 

Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear President: 
\ 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Chantarakasem 
Teachers College 

Chantarakasem Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear President: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Dhonburi 
Teachers College 

Dhonburi Teachers College 
B angkok, Th ai1and 

Dear President: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 



179 

900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Pranakorn 
Teachers College 

Pranakorn Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear President: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Suandusit 
Teachers College 

Suandusit Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear President: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

S u v \ i W i n fUv\+£fireii 
Assistant Professor 

Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

President of Suansunanta 
Teachers College 

Suansunanta Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear President: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in securing data for 
my doctoral dissertation, a study being conducted to fulfill 
a requirement for the completion of doctoral studies in the 
College of Education at North Texas State University. My 
topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six 
Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand. 

I wish to obtain your permission to distribute a 
questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from 
full-time faculty members and administrators at your 
college. I anticipate that the time necessary to complete 
the questionnaire will be no more than one month. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

<\\ 

S t t n U o M f n ( I 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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Bansoradej Chaopraya 

Teachers College 

Issraparp Road 

Bangkok, Thailand 

July 4, 1988 

Assistant Professor Suntharin Thanagosai 

900 Fannin, Lancer Apt. 4 

Denton, Texas 76201. U.S.A. 

Dear Asst.Prof. Suntarin Thanagosai: 

I am very glad to help you with the Questionnaire which you sent to my 

college on April 15, 1988. Administrators and instructors at my college 

have finished answering them already. I am sure that your doctoral 

studies would be very useful for our college as well. 

All my best wishes for your success. 

Yours sincerely, 

, (Associate Professor Surabandh Yanthong) 

President of Bansomdej Chaopraya 

Teachers College 

SY : gs 
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Chandrakasem Teachers Colleae , 

Ratchadapisek Road , Bangkhen» 

Bangkok, Thailand. 

June 9, 1988 

Miss Suntharin Thanagosai; 

College of Education, 

North Texas State University, 

Denton, Texas, U.S.A. 

Dear Miss Thanagosai: 

I wish to inform you that I have already received your 

letter of April 15, 1988 asking for a pxemission to distribute a 

questionnaire to subjects who were randomly selected from full-time 

faculty members and administrators at Chandrakasem Teachers College 

to fulfill a requirement for your doctorial dissertation at the 

College of Education, North Texas State University. 

I permitted you to do so. And the questionnaires are 

now completed and sent you herewith. 

Best wishes, 

(Mr.In Sikun) 

President. 
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Dhon • Jur*i. s3c CA0Vs' vOi-S36 

190 Issaraon^p Road 

Bangkok 1060C Thailand 

June 20, 1983 

JQ-JT Assistant Professor iuntliarin Chana^osai : 

I have received vour letter of April 15» 1933, asking 

permission to distribute a questionnaire to instructors and 

administrators at my college. 

I an pleased to manage it as requested by you. 

oincerelv yours, 

S- m-V 
(Dr.3uw<ui Iiak?*nom) 

President of D;io:iburi Je verier College 
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Pranakorn Teachers' College 

Bangkhen, Bangkok, 

Thailand 

July 11 , 1988 

Assistant Professor Suntharin Thanagosai, 

Callege of Education, 

North Texas State University. 

U.S.A. 

Dear Madam, 

Due? to your letter dated April 15, 1988 asking to distribute 

your questionaires to fulfill your doctoral studies on the topic of 

"Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members at Six Metropolitan Area 

Teachers' Colleges in Bangkok, I have sent the complete questionaires 

collected from full-time faculty members and administrators from 

Pranakirn Teachers* College with this letter. 

I hope the data from our college will be useful for your 

doctoral studies and wish you completed your doctorate degree with 

a great success. 

Sincerely yours, 

(Bund i t Wongkeaw) 

President of Pranakorn Teachers1 College 
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Suan - Dusit Teacher College 

Ratanakosin United Colleges 

Rajasima Road,Bangkok 10300 

THAILAND 

July 7 th, 1988. 

Assistant Professor Suntharin Thanagosai 

900 Fannin, Lancer Apt. # 4 

Denton , Texas 76201 

U.S.A. 

Dear Assistant Professor Suntharin Thanagosai : 

With this letter I have returned your Questionnaires for your doctoral 

dissertation on the topic of " Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members 

At Six Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In. Bangkok, Thailand." 

The Questionnaires were randomly selected from full - time faculty members 

and administrators in our College. 

I hope that this data will be useful for you to work on your doctoral 

dissertation. 

Sincerely Yours, 

t rr ' - 'H 
Associate Professor Lampong Boonchuay 

President 

Suan - Dusit Teachers College. 
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Suansunanta Teachers College 
U Thong Nork Road 
Bangkok, Thailand 

July 4, 1988 

Assistant Professor Suntharin Thanagosai 
900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.4 
Denton, Texas 76201, U.S.A. 

Dear Asst.Prof. Suntarin Thanagosai: 

I am very pleased to be able to help you for securing data for your 
doctoral dissertration which you sent to my college on April 15, 
1988. 

At present, the Questionnaire has been distributed and completed 
already. 

I hope that your doctoral studies would be successful. 

Yours sincerely, 

(Mr.Klai Krajaiwongse) 
President of Suansunanta 
Teachers College 

KX:pk 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

Faculty Member 

Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear faculty member: 

I am a faculty member in the Psychology Department of 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College, Bangkok, Thailand. I 
am asking your assistance in doing a research study entitled 
Job Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six Metropolitan 
Area Teachers Colleges In Bangkok, Thailand." This study is 
being conducted to fulfill a requirement for the completion 
of doctoral studies in the College of Education at North 
Texas State University. 

Will you please complete the enclosed questionnaire, 
which should take you no longer than twenty minutes, and 
mail it to Ms. Tengtubtim or Assistant Professor Inchompoo, 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College, Bangkok 10600? A 
self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. 
The questionnaire consists of questions relative to job 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction relating to your present 
faculty position activities. 

Your return of the questionnaire will imply consent for 
participation in this study and it need not be signed. I 
assure you that your responses will be anonymous and that 
the data will be treated in a confidential manner. The 
questionnaire will be coded to facilitate the 
computerization of data which will be analyzed in a 
composite manner. 

I greatly appreciate your assistance in this study. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

Ms. Napha Tengtubtim 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear Ms. Tengtubtim: 

I am writing to request your assistance in securing data 
for my doctoral dissertation. This study is being conducted 
to fulfill a requirement for the completion of doctoral 
studies in the College of Education at North Texas State 
University. My topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty 
Members At Six Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In 
Bangkok, Thailand. 

I am asking your assistance in administering a research 
questionnaire to faculty members who have been randomly 
selected from full-time faculty members and administrators 
of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok metropolitan area. 

If you agree to assist me in my study, I will mail you 
questionnaire packets for distribution to the sample 
population from each teachers college in the Bangkok 
metropolitan area. 

I believe that the instructions on the questionnaires are 
complete and self explanatory. If you would be so kind as 
to collect the questionnaires from the respondents within 
two weeks and mail them to me as soon as possible, I will be 
grateful. Again, thank you for your time and consideration 
of my request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

Assistant Professor Inchompoo 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear Inchompoo: 

I am writing to request your assistance in securing data 
for my doctoral dissertation. This study is being conducted 
to fulfill a requirement for the completion of doctoral 
studies in the College of Education at North Texas State 
University. My topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty 
Members At Six Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In 
Bangkok, Thailand. 

I am asking your assistance in administering a research 
questionnaire to faculty members who have been randomly 
selected from full-time faculty members and administrators 
of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok metropolitan area. 

If you agree to assist me in my study, I will mail you 
questionnaire packets for distribution to the sample 
population from each teachers college in the Bangkok 
metropolitan area. 

I believe that the instructions on the questionnaires are 
complete and self explanatory. If you would be so kind as 
to collect the questionnaires from the respondents within 
two weeks and mail them to me as soon as possible, I will be 
grateful. Again, thank you for your time and consideration 
of my request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao.Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

Dr. Somchai Shinatrakool 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
Bangkok, Thailand 

Dear Dr. Shinatrakool: 

I am writing to request your assistance in securing data 
for my doctoral dissertation. This study is being conducted 
to fulfill a requirement for the completion of doctoral 
studies in the College of Education at North Texas State 
University. My topic is Job Satisfaction Among Faculty 
Members At Six Metropolitan Area Teachers Colleges In 
Bangkok, Thailand. 

I am asking your assistance in administering a research 
questionnaire to faculty members who have been randomly 
selected from full-time faculty members and administrators 
of six teachers colleges in the Bangkok metropolitan area. 

If you agree to assist me in my study, I will mail you 
questionnaire packets for distribution to the sample 
population from each teachers college in the Bangkok 
metropolitan area. 

I believe that the instructions on the questionnaires are 
complete and self explanatory. If you would be so kind as 
to collect the questionnaires from the respondents within 
two weeks and mail them to me as soon as possible, I will be 
grateful. Again, thank you for your time and consideration 
of my request. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Su vi ( 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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900 Fannin, Lancer Apt.#4 
Denton, Texas 76201 
April 15, 1988 

Professor Olin R. Wood 
Vice President, Instructional Services 
Asheville - Buncombe Technical College 
North Carolina 28801 

Dear Professor Olin R. Wood: 

I am a faculty member in the Psychology Department of 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College, Bangkok, Thailand. I 
am working on my doctoral dissertation entitled Job 
Satisfaction Among Faculty Members At Six Metropolitan Area 
Teachers Colleges, Bangkok, Thailand. This" study is being 
conducted to fulfill a requirement for the completion of 
doctoral studies in the College of Education at North Texas 
State University. The survey instrument I proposed to use 
in this study is The Faculty Job Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction Scale which you constructed in 1973. I 
would like very much to have your permission to use your 
questionnaire. 

Naturally, full credit would be given to you as the 
author of the questionnaire. Should you see appropriate to 
grant this permission I would be most grateful and be happy 
to have your permission. 

Sincerely, 

I 

Assistant Professor 
Bansomdej Chao Praya Teachers College 
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T E L E P H O N E 704/254-1921 

ASHEVILIE 
340 VICTORIA ROAD ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 28801 

HARVEY L. HAYNES, PRESIDENT 

August 23, 1988 

Suntharin Thanagosai 
900 Fannin, Lancer Apt. #4 
Denton, TX 76201 

Dear Mr. Thanagosai: 

I am granting permission for you to use my Faculty 
Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale for your 
dissertation research in Thailand. My only expectation 
is appropriate credit for use of my materials. A copy of 
your abstract or findings would be appreciated. 

Best wishes with your research. 

Sincerely, 

Olin R. Wood, Vice President 
Instructional Services 

ORW:rw 
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APPENDIX G 

THE FACULTY JOB SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION SCALE 

Part I 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please respond to each item by checking the appropriate 
alternative or by entering the requested information that 
best describes or applies to you. 

1. Your Age: 

20 - 29 years 30 - 39 years 
40 - 49 years 50 - 59 years 

2. Your Gender: 

Male Female 

3. Your Salary Level: 

c 4 — C 5 --- C 6 
C 7 C 8 C 9 and above 

4. Your Highest Level of Education: 

Bachelor's degree Specialist degree 
Master's degree Doctoral's degree 
Other (specify) 

5. Your Teaching Experience at Teachers College: 

years months 

6. Your Primary Responsibility: 

Teaching only Administering only 
Both Teaching and administering 

7. Your Teaching Area: (Please indicate) 

8. The Faculty and Department you belong to: (Please indicate) 

201 
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Faculty Department 

9. Your Academic Position: 

Instructor Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor Professor 

10. Your Administrative Position: 

President Vice-President 
Dean Chairman 

Part II 

INSTRUCTIONS 

For each of the following items, circle the response 
which best represents your level of job satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. 

Scale: 1 - Very Dissatisfied 
2 - Slightly to Moderately Dissatisfied 
3 - Not Sure of Opinion or Neutral 
4 - Slightly to Moderately Satisfied 
5 - Very Satisfied 

Achievement 

1. The actual achievement of work-related goals 1 2 3 4 5 

2. The immediate results from your work 1 2 3 4 5 

3. The actual adoption of practices which 

your recommend 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Personnel goal attainment 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Observing students' growth and success 

over a period of time 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Students follow the practices being taught 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The extent to which you are able objectively 
to evaluate your accomplishment 1 2 3 4 5 

Advancement and Posibility of Growth 
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8. Opportunities for increased responsibility 
in education 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Opportunities provided for growth in education 
compared with growth in other fields 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Participation in in-service education 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Types and levels of in-service education 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Opportunities to grow professionally 
through formal education 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Opportunities to attend professional 

conferences, workshops, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 

Interpersonal Relations 

14. Friendliness of your co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Cooperation from faculty in your department 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Cooperation from faculty outside your 

department 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Faculty-student relationships 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Professional relationships on the job 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Personal relationships on the job 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Overall institutional relations including 
faculty, students, and staff 1 2 3 4 5 

Policy and Administration 

21. Your involvement in making decisions 1 2 3 4 5 

22. The procedures used to select faculty for 
promotion to positions such as department 
chairman 1 2 3 4 5 

23. The extent to which administrative policies 
and procedures are made available to the 
faculty 1 2 3 4 5 

24. The administrative procedures used to carry 
out the educational program 1 2 3 4 5 

25. The extent to which administrative policies 
and procedures are actually followed 1 2 3 4 5 
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26. The extent to which the policies meet faculty 
needs 1 2 3 4 5 

27. The educational philosophy which prevails in 
your institution. 1 2 3 4 5 

Recognition 

28. Recognition of your accomplishments by 
co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Recognition of your accomplishments by 
superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

30. Your recognition compared to that of 
your co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 

31. The recognition you get from the 
administration for your ideas 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Publicity given to your work and activities 1 2 3 4 5 

Responsibility 

33. The authority you have to get the job done 1 2 3 4 5 

34. The total amount of responsibility you have 1 2 3 4 5 

35. Your responsibilities compared with those 

of your co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 

36. Committee responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 

37. Responsibilities outside your major areas 
of interest 1 2 3 4 5 

Salary 

38. The method used to determine your salary 1 2 3 4 5 

39. The range of salaries paid to instructors 
in your institution 1 2 3 4 5 

40. The top salary available to instructors 
compared to similar positions in other fields 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Your salary compared to that of people with 
similar training in other professions 1 2 3 4 5 

42. The amount of your salary 1 2 3 4 5 
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43. The earning potenial of the faculty compared 
to that of the administration 1 2 3 4 5 

Supervision 

44. The level of understanding that your 

superior and you have of each other 1 2 3 4 5 

45. On-the-job supervision given by your superior 1 2 3 4 5 

46. Competence of your superior to give 
leadership 1 2 3 4 5 

47. Personal encouragement given by your superior 1 2 3 4 5 

48. The willingness of your superior to delegate 
authority 1 2 3 4 5 

49. Authority delegated compared to 

duties delegated 1 2 3 4 5 

50. Counsel and guidance given by your superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

51. The initiation of innovations by 

your superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

52. The fairness of your superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

53. The sensitivity of your superiors to 

your needs 1 2 3 4 5 

54. The consistency of your superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

55. Specific on-the-job training offered your 

superiors 1 2 3 4 5 

The Work Itself 

56. Work and association with college-age 
students 1 2 3 4 5 

57. The interesting and challenging aspects of 

teaching 1 2 3 4 5 

58. The general type of work you do 1 2 3 4 5 

59. Your level of enthusiasm about teaching 1 2 3 4 5 

Working Conditions 

60. The number of classes or groups for which 
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you are responsible 1 2 3 4 5 

61. The number of hours you work each week 1 2 3 4 5 

62. Your work schedule compared to that of 

similar positions in other fields 1 2 3 4 5 

63. Your office facilities 1 2 3 4 5 

64. The adequacy of instructional equipment 1 2 3 4 5 

65. The number of course preparations required 1 2 3 4 5 

66. Your work schedule compared to that of 
your co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 

67. Consider all aspects of your job as an 
instructor and indicate your overall 
job satisfaction or dissatisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX H 

DEMOGRAPHIC CLASSIFICATION OF FACULTY MEMBERS 

Demographic Classification of Faculty Members at Six 
Metropolitan Teachers Colleges, Bangkok, Thailand 

Classification BS CK ST SD PK DB Total % 

Age 

20-29 years - 1 1 1 - 1 4 1. 0 
39-49 years 9 14 6 15 13 9 66 17. 2 
40-49 years 39 31 27 25 25 28 175 45. 7 
50-59 years 41 11 35 22 22 7 138 36. 0 

Gender 

Male 32 19 10 7 19 16 103 26. 9 
Female 57 38 59 56 41 29 280 73. 1 

Salary Level 

C4 2 4 2 3 - 4 15 3. 9 
C5 13 12 8 17 11 9 70 18. 3 
C6 43 29 38 22 30 29 191 49. 9 
C7 3 4 2 5 2 2 18 4. 7 
C8 23 6 21 15 16 1 76 19. 8 
C9 and above 5 2 4 1 1 - 13 3. 4 

Highest Level of Education 

Bachelor 19 12 19 16 16 11 93 24. 3 
Specialist - 2 1 2 - - 5 1. 3 
Master 64 38 45 42 41 33 263 68. 7 
Doctor 6 5 4 3 3 1 22 5. 7 

Teaching Experience 

1 - 1 0 years 1 6 3 6 1 6 23 6 . 0 
11 - 20 years 36 34 21 33 27 25 176 46. 0 
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Classification BS CK ST SD PK DB Total 

21 - 30 years 39 13 36 14 20 13 135 35 .2 
31 years and 

above 13 4 9 10 12 1 49 12 .8 

Primary Responsibility 

Teaching 45 27 28 34 32 19 185 48 .3 
Administering - 2 2 1 1 - 6 1 .6 
Both Teaching 

and Adminis-
tering 44 28 39 28 27 26 192 50 .1 

Academic Position 

Instructor 70 46 60 56 46 36 314 81 .9 
Assistant 

Professor 17 8 5 6 13 9 68 17 .7 
Associate 

Professor 3 3 4 1 1 - 11 2 .8 
Professor - - - - - - 0 .0 

Administrative Position 

President 1 1 1 1 1 - 5 3 .4 
Vice-President 4 2 4 2 3 3 18 12 .3 
Dean 4 5 6 2 1 5 23 15 .7 
Chairman 24 13 19 19 12 13 100 68 .4 

Faculty 

Science and 
Technology 26 19 10 21 15 11 102 26 .6 
Humanities and 

Sociology 32 14 38 23 20 11 138 36 .0 
Education 24 18 16 12 21 14 105 27 .4 
Management 

Science 7 1 5 7 1 9 30 7 .8 
Agriculture - 5 - - - - 5 1 .3 
Industrial 

Education — — " " 3 3 .8 
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Classification Male Female Total 

Department 

Faculty of Science 
and Techology 

Physics 8 
Chemistry 4 
Biology 2 
Health Science 2 
Math and Statistics 10 
Computer Education 1 
Home Economics 
Agriculture 1 
Industrial Art 3 

Faculty of Humanities 
and Sociology 

Library Science 
History 1 
Philosophy and Religion 4 
Foreign Language 
Thai 5 
Geography 2 
Political Science 3 
Social Study 2 
Art 1 
Drama 
Music Education 1 

Faculty of Education 

Education Foundation 11 
Psychology and Guidance 3 
Educational Measurement 5 
Curriculum and 
Instruction 8 
Educational Technology 
and Instruction 3 
Physical Education 5 
Special Education 
Kindergarten 

4 
10 
10 
10 
11 

19 
7 

15 
11 
4 

25 
36 
9 
1 

11 
2 
5 

12 
20 
6 

19 

6 
3 
3 
1 

12 
14 
12 
12 
21 
1 

19 
8 
3 

15 
12 

8 
25 
41 
11 
4 

13 
3 
5 
1 

23 
23 
11 

27 

9 
8 
3 
1 

11.8 
13.7 
11.8 
11.8 
2 0 . 6 
1.0 

18.6 
7.8 
2.9 

10. 9 
8.7 
5.8 

18.1 
29.7 

8 . 0 
2.9 
9.4 
2 . 2 
3.6 
.7 

21.9 
21.9 
10.5 

25.7 

8 . 6 
7.6 
2.9 
1.0 
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Classification Male Female Total 

Faculty of Management Sciences 

Economics 2 1 3 10 .0 
Marketing 2 2 4 13 .4 
Business Administration 6 12 18 60 .0 
Finance and Accounting 1 . 2 3 10 .0 
Public Relation - 2 2 6 .7 

Faculty of Agriculture 

Agriculture 4 1 5 100 .0 

Faculty of Industrial Education 

Ceramics 2 - 2 66 .7 
Construction 1 1 33 .3 

BS = Bansomdej Chao Praya 
CK = Chantarakasem 
ST = Suansunanta 
SD = Suandusit 
PK = Pranakorn 
DB = Dhonburi 
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APPENDIX I 

DEFINITIONS OF HERZBERG'S FIRST-LEVEL FACTORS 
DEFINITIONS OF HERZBERG'S 

FIRST-LEVEL FACTORS* 

Achievement 

This factor referred to the successful completion of a 
task, solution to problems, or seeing the results of one's 
work. This category also included vindication or defeat in 
the performance of a task. 

Advancement and Posibility of Growth 

This factor referred to the expectation of an actual 
change in the status or position of the person at the 
institution. The failure to receive an expected change in 
position or rank was considered the negative aspect of this 
factor. 

Recognition 

Some act of notice, praise, or blame was the major 
criterion for this factor. The source of recognition was 
usually a student, colleague, or administrator. 

Responsibility 

This factor referred to when the faculty member or 
administrator derived satisfaction from being given 
responsibility for his own or for the work of others. It 
also included being given new responsibility for a task. 
The negative aspect of this factor was a lack of 
responsibility. 

The Work Itself 

The tasks which structured the responsibilities of the 
faculty member or administrator were characterized in this 
factor. These tasks involved the actual doing of the job 
and could be routine or varied, creative or stultifying, 
easy or difficult. 

Policy and Administration 

This factor involved the adequacy or inadequacy of the 
management and organization of the institution. The overall 
harmfulness or beneficial effects of the institution's 
policies and regulations also were included in this factor. 
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Interpersonal Relations (Peers) 

This factor involved the quality of the working 
relationship between the subject and his colleagues. For 
the faculty member, the colleague included another faculty 
member, for the administrator the colleague included another 
person who held an administrative position. 

Interpersonal Relations (Subordinates) 

This factor involved the quality of the working 
relationship between the subject and a student and/or 
personnel who performed in a service capacity. A faculty 
member was considered a subordinate to a person in an 
appropriate administrative position. 

Interpersonal Relations (Superiors). 

This factor referred to the quality of the working 
relationship between the subject and his superior. 
depending on the position of the respondent, the superior 
included an individual who held an administrative title such 
as head, coordinator, superior, department chairperson, 
dean, vice-president, or president. 

Possibility of Growth 

This factor referred to the likelihood that the 
individual would be given the opportunity to move onward and 
upward within the organization. This term included a 
situation whereby the administrator or faculty member was 
able to advance on his own skills and in his profession. 
Negative growth or lack of opportunities for growth are also 
included in this term. 

Salary 

This term related to when the administrator or faculty 
member received or did not receive an increase in salary. 
The salary increase could be expected or unexpected by the 
subject. 

Supervision 

Supervision referred to the competence, incompetence, 
fairness, or unfairness of administrators with whom an 
administrator or faculty member was associated. The 
willingness or unwillingness of the administrator to teach 
and/or delegate responsibility would also be included. 

Working Conditions 
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This factor involved physical environment, amount of 
work, or the facilities of the institution with which the 
subject was associated. 

*Herzberg, et al. (1959). The motivation to Work. New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, pp.44-49. 
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