
Western Michigan University Western Michigan University 

ScholarWorks at WMU ScholarWorks at WMU 

Dissertations Graduate College 

8-1980 

A Comparison of Three Operational Definitions of Job A Comparison of Three Operational Definitions of Job 

Satisfaction Satisfaction 

Thomas J. Kuieck 
Western Michigan University 

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations 

 Part of the Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Kuieck, Thomas J., "A Comparison of Three Operational Definitions of Job Satisfaction" (1980). 
Dissertations. 2631. 
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations/2631 

This Dissertation-Open Access is brought to you for free 
and open access by the Graduate College at 
ScholarWorks at WMU. It has been accepted for inclusion 
in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of 
ScholarWorks at WMU. For more information, please 
contact wmu-scholarworks@wmich.edu. 

http://scholarworks.wmich.edu/
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu/
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/grad
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Fdissertations%2F2631&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Fdissertations%2F2631&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/dissertations/2631?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Fdissertations%2F2631&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:wmu-scholarworks@wmich.edu
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu/
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu/


A COMPARISON OF THREE OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 
OF JOB SATISFACTION

by

Thomas J. Kuieck

A Dissertation 
Submitted to the 

Faculty of The Graduate College 
in partial fulfillment of the 

requirements for the 
Degree of Doctor of Education 

Department of Educational Leadership

Western Michigan University 
Kalamazoo, Michigan 

August 1980

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This dissertation was completed with the assistance of many per­

sons, only a few of whom I am able to acknowledge here. To all those 

who so graciously helped me conduct and complete the project, I ex­

press my sincere appreciation and thanks.

Two organizations were of unique assistance. The Jenison Public 

Schools granted sabbatical and study leaves, and The Graduate College 

of Western Michigan University gave financial help— first with a 

study stipend and second with a research grant.

Furthermore, any number of fellow students offered encouragement 

and insights during the course of the study. Two colleagues, however, 

especially aided me. To George Holt must go special thanks for his 

hospitality and unflagging insistence that 1 remain at Western on a 

full-time basis until the investigation and its report were completed. 

To John Thatcher, I express my gratitude for his trust in my ability 

to finish the project by August of 1980 and for his repeated assur­

ances that God would strengthen and sustain me.

Dissertations inevitably affect relatives and friends. Ken and 

Lorraine Deming assisted my wife and me by caring for our son on 

numerous occasions and by coding the raw data. The Vaders, Foxes, 

and Warmingtons and others from Garfield Church took an active inter­

est in my studies and expressed their affection and concern for me 

and my work through prayers and kind words of support.

iii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Then, too, various individuals affiliated with Western Michigan 

University afforded me technical assistance. To Mary Anne Bunda goes 

special thanks: first, for suggesting the initial concept of the

study; second, for instilling within me an interest in measurement; 

third, for consulting with me, many times at the expense of her own 

work. In a most cooperative and cordial manner, Demetra Collia 

processed the data according to my specifications. In similar spirit, 

Robert Wait reviewed the results of the factor analysis, and Robert 

Brashear read the discussion about discriminant function analysis. 

Likewise, Lee Pakko, who so professionally typed the final report, 

receives my most sincere thanks for her flexibility, thoughtfulness, 

and patience.

Members of my study committee, though, deserve special thanks 

for their support. Robert Rodosky convinced me that my work was 

important and a credit to the Department of Educational Leadership. 

Ernest Stech's expression of his knowledge of the literature of job 

satisfaction focused the narrative, and his confidence in my abil­

ities was a source of encouragement. However, it was the chairman of 

the committee, Harold Boles, who was most responsible for my finish­

ing the investigation. Harold Boles has served as my mentor, task­

master, editor, and inspiration. His sense of organization and 

attention to detail facilitated an orderly progress through the vari­

ous stages of the study. His standards of excellence in the art of 

communication were appropriately high. Moreover, the long hours he 

spent in reading and improving draft copies of the report transcended 

his obligations to Western Michigan University. Rather, I viewed his 

iv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



assistance as an expression of his sincere commitment to me as a stu­

dent and to scholarship. I could have neither asked nor desired a 

better committee chairman.

Finally, to my wife Judy and my son Steve, I express my love and 

appreciation for their willingness to deny themselves time with me 

for the sake of academic achievement. Their support was strong, 

their love real, their hopes unshaken. Fortunate indeed was I to 

have benefited from theirs and others' love and encouragement.

Thomas J. Kuieck

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



IN F O R M A T IO N  TO USERS

This was produced from  a copy o f a document sent to us for microfilming. While the 
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality o f the material 
submitted.

The following explanation o f techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction.

1 .T h e  sign or “ target” for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is “ Missing Page(s)” . I f  it  was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film  along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating 
adjacent pages to assure you o f complete continuity.

2. When an image on the film  is obliterated with a round black mark it is an 
indication that the film  inspector noticed either blurred copy because o f 
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete 
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a 
good image o f the page in the adjacent frame.

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo­
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “sectioning” 
the material. I t  is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner 
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with  
small overlaps. I f  necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning 
below the first row and continuing on until complete.

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by 
xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and 
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our 
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In  all cases we 
have film ed the best available copy.

University
Microfilms

International
300 N. ZEEB ROAD. ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106 
18 BEDFORD ROW. LONDON WC1R 4EJ, ENGLAND

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



8025548

K u ie c k , T homas Jo h n

A COMPARISON OF TH R E E  O PERATIONAL D E FIN IT IO N S  O F JOB 
SATISFACTION

Western Michigan University Ed.D. 1980

University 
Microfilms

International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106 18 Bedford Row, London WC1R 4EJ, England

Copyright 1980 

by 

Kuieck, Thomas John 

All Rights Reserved

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



For Judy

i i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

D E D IC A T IO N ............................................................................................................................. i i

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................  iii

LIST OF T A B L E S ............................................... x

LIST OF FIGURES...............................................xiii

CHAPTER
I THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND..................... 1

The Problem.........................................  9

Purpose and Significance of the Study ................ 9

Limitations of the Study's Findings ................. 11

Research Questions .................................  12

Summary.............................................. 13

II REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE .......................  14

Correlates of Job Satisfaction.......................  18

W a g e s ............................................ 19

Gender...........................................  21

A g e .............................................. 23

Other Correlates.................................  24

Job Satisfaction as an Independent Variable ........  33

Performance.....................................  34

Absence and Turnover  ..................... 36

Other Dependent Variables .......................  36

Summary of Job Satisfaction Research ............... 38

The Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ) ..........  39

vi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table of Contents— Continued

CHAPTER

Maslow's Need Theory.............................  40

Validation of the Need Satisfaction
Questionnaire ...................................  44

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire
(MSQ)................................................ 48

The Theory of Work Adjustment................... 49

Description of the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) ................. 53

Validation of the Questionnaire ................. 56

The Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction
Survey (QEJSS) .....................................  60

Validation of the QEJSS . . . . . . .  ..........  63

Reliability of the Q EJSS......................... 64

Normative Data for the QEJSS.............. .. 64

Summary.............................................. 66

III DESIGN OF THE STUDY..............    69

Rationale for the D e s i g n ...........................  70.

Sample Selection ...................................  73

Design of the Research Questionnaire ............... 75

Section I: Variables ...........................  76

Section II: Variables ...........................  80

Collection of the D a t a .............................  80

Treatment of the D a t a ...............................  82

Data A n a l y s i s ...................................  82

S c o r i n g .........................................  82

vii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table of Contents— Continued

CHAPTER
Summary.............. ..............................  86

IV F I N D I N G S .............................................  87

Section O n e .........................................  87

Demographic D a t a .................................  87

Job Satisfaction D a t a ........................... 90

S u m m a r y .........................................  103

Section T w o .........................................  104

Discriminant Function Analysis ................... 105

Correlational Analyses ...........................  155

Factor Analysis .................................  168

Summary.............................................  181

V SUMMARY,.CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..........  184

Summary.............................................  184

Purpose of the Investigation..................... 184

Sample......................   185

Demographic D a t a .................................  186

Research Questions ...............................  187

Conclusions.........................................  192

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire .........  197

The Quality of Employment Job
Satisfaction Survey .............................  197

The Need Satisfaction Questionnaire ............  198

Recommendations.........................* ..........  200

Recommendation Number 1...........................  200

viii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table of Contents— Continued

CHAPTER
Recommendation Number 2 ......................... 200

Recommendation Number 3 ......................... 201

Recommendation Number 4 ......................... 201

Recommendation Number 5   202

Recommendation Number 6   202

Recommendation Number 7   202

Recommendation Number 8   203

Recommendation Number 9   204

APPENDICES.................................................... 205

A Job Satisfaction Instruments......... .............  206

B Coded Demographics Page ...........................  211

C Response Values for the QEJSS........................  213

BIBLIOGRAPHY .................................................. 215

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



LIST OF TABLES

1. Ages of Respondents......................................... 88

2. Employment Positions of Respondents ....................  88

3. Teaching Experience of Respondents . . . . .  ............  89

4. Approximate Gross Income of Respondents ................  90

5. Mean Scores on the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire . . . .  92

6. Deficiency Mean Scores on the Need Satisfaction
Questionnaire......................   93

7. Overall Satisfaction Scores: Administrators and
Teachers.................................................. 109

8. Discriminating Scales Data: Administrators and
Teachers.................................................. Ill

9. Discriminant Function Selection Data:
Administrators and Teachers .............................  113

10. Centroid Data: Administrators and Teachers ............. 114

11. Discriminant Function Data: Administrators and
Teachers.................................................. 118

12. Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Males and
F e m a l e s .................................................. 121

13. Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Ages ................. 122

14. Educators’ Discriminating Scales Data: Ages ............. 124

15. Educators' Centroid Data: Ages .........................  126

16. Educators’ Discriminant Function Selection Data:
A g e s ......................................................  127

17. Educators' Discriminant Function Data: Ages ............. 129

18. Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Teaching
Experience................................................ 134

19. Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Approximate Gross
Family Income, Administrators and Teachers ............... 135

x

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



List of Tables— Continued

20. Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Teaching Level . . . .  136

21. Discriminant Function Selection Data: Teaching
L e v e l .................................................... 138

22. Discriminating Scales Data: Teaching Level .............  140

23. Discriminant Function Data: Teaching Level .............  143

24. Centroid Data: Teaching Level ...........................  145

25. Mean Overall Satisfaction Data: Public and
Christian School Teachers ...............................  146

26. Discriminating Scales Data: Public and Christian
School Teachers .........................................  147

27. Discriminant Function Data: Public and Christian
School Teachers .........................................  149

28. Discriminant Function Selection Data: Public and
Christian School Teachers ...............................  151

29. Centroid Data: Public and Christian School
Teachers ................................................ 153

30. MSQ, NSQ Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix...................  157

31. MSQ, QEJSS Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix .................  158

32. Correlation Matrix of the NSQ, MSQ S c a l e s ...............  159

33. Correlation Matrix of the QEJSS, MSQ S c a l e s .............  161

34. Pearson _r Correlations: NSQ "Is Now" I t e m s . 1/0

35. Pearson r_ Correlations: NSQ "Should Be" Ite m s . 171

36. Pearson £  Correlations: NSQ Deficiency Items ...........  172

37. Cronbach Alpha Reliability Estimates: NSQ and MSQ
Combined Scales .......................................... 173

38. NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," "Deficiency" Scales'
Factor Variance Data Using Principal Factor With
Iterations................................................  174

x i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



List of Tables— Continued

39. NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items 
Factor Matrices Using Principal Factor With
Iterations................................................ 176

40. NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items
Factor Matrices Using Varimax Rotation ................... 179

41. NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items
Factor Analysis Oblimax Rotation ......................... 180

x i i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



LIST OF FIGURES

1. Comparative Need Deficiencies Among Educators:
Review of Five S t u d i e s ...................................  94

2. Mean Satisfaction Levels: Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire .............................................. 96

3. Comparative QEJSS Job Satisfaction Levels: Review
of Three S t u d i e s ...........................................  102

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND

An increasingly apparent reality in the working places of America 

is that workers are more dissatisfied with their jobs today than they 

were in the past. Despite receiving historically high wages and priv­

ileges, workers express a greater discontent with their jobs today 

than at any time in the last decade according to Quinn and Staines 

(1979). The dissatisfaction cuts across lines of age, gender, race, 

and occupation, and those traditionally most satisfied with their 

jobs— white collar employees— were among those occupational groups 

showing the sharpest decline in job satisfaction.

If work stoppages are any indicator of discontent, teachers, too, 

are dissatisfied with aspects of their work. In Michigan alone dur­

ing the weekend before schools were to open in 1979, some 250 school 

districts were without teachers' work contracts (Teachers' Voice).1 

Moreover, studies of teachers' job satisfaction and studies of factors 

contributing to teachers' leaving the profession historically have 

indicated that teachers are both satisfied and dissatisfied with 

teaching. Derthick (1957), in a study of teachers who left the pro­

fession, found that the major reasons for teachers' leaving were 

inadequate salaries, inadequate working conditions, dissatisfaction 

with teaching as a profession, poor administrative relationships, and

1Teachers' Voice, September 3, 1979. Weekly newspaper published 
by the Michigan Education Association, Lansing, Michigan.

1
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better career opportunities in other fields. In 1968, Aven studied 

1,252 Youngstown University School of Education graduates and learned 

that the major reasons men left teaching were inadequate salaries or 

better career opportunities in other occupations. Women, on the 

other hand, left the profession primarily for reasons of marriage or 

maternity. Finally, the findings of Bishop's 1969 study of Iowa's 

public school teachers generally concur with the results of a number 

of other job satisfaction studies of teachers (e.g., Holdaway, 1978; 

Wickstrom, 1971). The teachers' most satisfying work factors, accord­

ing to Bishop, were the work itself, achievement, and relations with 

students. The factors least satisfying were school policies and 

rules, lack of recognition, quality of supervision, and inadequate 

salaries. Thus, some of the job satisfaction literature regarding 

teachers depicts teachers as satisfied with teaching itself but dis­

satisfied with the working conditions associated with teaching.

Despite the concurrence of these findings, however, another 

quite different picture of teachers' job satisfaction also emerged 

during the last decade. The picture, generated by a number of job 

satisfaction studies of teachers, portrays teachers as generally 

satisfied with the conditions of their work (for example, the condi­

tion of the school buildings, the adequacy of teaching materials, and 

salary) but less satisfied with teaching itself. Trusty and 

Sergiovanni's 1966 study contributed to the proliferation of the view 

that teachers were satisfied with the so-called extrinsic conditions 

of their employment but less satisfied with teaching's intrinsic 

qualities. Trusty and Sergiovanni revised a questionnaire, the Need
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Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ), which was originally developed by 

Porter (1961), in an attempt to measure teachers' perceived need defi­

ciencies in five work categories: security, socialization, autonomy,

esteem, and self-actualization— a need classification conceived by 

Maslow (1954) and modified by Porter (1961). A needs deficiency was 

defined as the difference between the perceived satisfaction one 

feels at any given moment and what he or she would like to feel 

(Porter, 1961). Although Trusty and Sergiovanni noted greater dis­

satisfaction among male teachers than among female teachers, partic­

ularly on status, salary, and advancement variables— question items 

on the NSQ— their overall conclusion was that the largest need defi­

ciencies for all educators, including administrators, have to do with 

intrinsic motivators: esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. In­

deed, other studies (Johnson, 1967; Oswalt, 1967; Rogers, 1976) sup­

port the point of view that teachers are satisfied with the condi­

tions of their work. Therefore, a major problem one encounters when 

considering teachers' job satisfaction is the differing and conflict­

ing viextfs of teachers' job satisfaction presented in the job satisfac­

tion literature. Clearly, researchers have not reached consensus 

about what satisfies and dissatisfies teachers with their work.

Contributing to the confusion are studies of trends in teachers' 

and others' job satisfaction. An early review of job satisfaction 

trends suggested that no significant changes in job satisfaction had 

occurred over a period of 15 years, 1958 to 1973, in any occupations 

(Quinn, Staines, & McCullough, 1974). Another study of trends in job 

satisfaction also failed to detect reduced job satisfaction from 1969
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to 1973 (Quinn, Mangione, & Baldi de Mandilovitch, 1973). Quinn and 

Staines' 1979 study, however, found significant declines in job sat­

isfaction in various occupational groups including teachers for the 

years 1973 to 1977. The clarity of these findings— stable job satis­

faction from 1958 to 1973 and reduced job satisfaction thereafter—  

contrasts with a number of other studies of trends in teachers' job 

satisfaction.

In partial replications of the Trusty and Sergiovanni 1966 study, 

Carver and Sergiovanni (1968), Birada (1978), and Goldsberry, Hender­

son, and Sergiovanni (1978) used the NSQ to infer trends in teachers' 

job satisfaction for the years 1966 to 1978. Although Goldsberry 

et al. found a general decline in teachers' job satisfaction for the 

years 1969 to 1978, Birada reported substantial declines only in two 

of the five categories of Maslow's hierarchy of needs paradigm and an 

increase in satisfaction in one category. Thus, anyone wishing to 

infer trends in teachers' job satisfaction must choose between the 

findings of Quinn and Staines' research and the findings of those 

researchers using the NSQ instrument.

Certainly, the logic and appeal of studying trends in teachers' 

job satisfaction is understandable. If teachers and administrators 

could determine the nature and direction of teachers' job satisfac­

tion, strategies could be developed to ameliorate negative trends and 

enhance positive trends. Moreover, as Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) 

noted, in reference to usefulness of the NSQ, "If one views deficien­

cies in need as measurements of job satisfaction, then supervisors 

should work to restructure reward systems in schools so that they

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



5
focus more adequately at levels where the largest deficiencies exist"

(p. 160). Sergiovanni and Starratt, therefore, called for longitudi­

nal research replicating Trusty and Sergiovanni's 1966 study:

Of course many changes have taken place since these studies 
were conducted in 1966 and 1968 [a similar study of high 
school teachers only]. The economic climate of the seven­
ties combined with declining enrollments and job shortages 
has produced a recession in education. Could it be that 
economic and other security-related conditions are now more 
important to teachers? Can the teacher militancy movement 
be interpreted as a demand for autonomy? What effect has 
the women's liberation movement had on raising the expecta­
tions of female teachers? Are they now less immune to job 
dissatisfaction? More work needs to be done in understand­
ing more fully and in updating existing data relating to 
the phenomena of human need and teacher satisfaction.
(p. 163)

To be sure, a variety of economic, social, and demographic

forces which were not present— or at least not present in similar

degrees in 1966— affect teachers today. Salary gains by teachers

since 1967 have either merely kept pace with inflation or resulted in

a loss of purchasing power (Musemeche & Adams, 1977). Job-related

stress, today a recognized reality of teaching, has prompted the

National Education Association to adopt a resolution on job stress:

The National Education Association believes that the dynam­
ics of our society and increased public demands on educa­
tion [schooling] have produced adverse and stressful class­
room and school conditions. These conditions have led to 
increased emotional and physical disabilities among teach­
ers. (Today's Education, 1979, p. 36)

Moreover, as teachers grow older, they enter what life-long learning

authorities such as Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, and McKee

(1978) indicate are career changing points in persons' lives. As

Sergiovanni (in press) observed:
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The years 25 to 34 seem to represent a period of hope and 
despair for the educators. Expectations are high at this 
stage of one's career. Teachers are moving into super­
visory and administrative posts at an earlier age— it is 
now or never for many of these people. This is also the 
age for the most rapid career development in other occupa­
tions. Although teachers hold their own with other occupa­
tional groups (in terms of promotion and salary) in the 
early years, people in other occupations move ahead at 
this time. The engineer next door (same age) has moved to 
a "better" neighborhood and the accountant across the 
street (same age) has had his fourth promotion— junior 
partner is next. (p. 88)

Indeed, women in particular today may be less likely to enter and re­

main in teaching and more likely to enter business careers than they 

were in the past ("Hard lessons for teachers . . . ," 1979).

Nonetheless, as real as these phenomena may be and as tempting 

as it may be to infer their effects on teachers' job satisfaction 

during the time spanning the original Sergiovanni study and its repli­

cations (1966-1978), flaws in the four studies' research methodologies 

and in the measure of the dependent variable, the NSQ, render suspect 

the researchers' conclusions about trends in teachers' job satisfac­

tion. Despite the fact that there are many reasons not to compare 

the findings of the various studies in attempts to discern trends in 

teachers' job satisfaction, the researchers did so. Sergiovanni (in 

press) compared kindergarten through 12th grade teachers' and adminis­

trators' need deficiencies as reported by Birada (1978) with ninth 

through 12th grade teachers' need deficiencies (Carver & Sergiovanni, 

1968; Goldsberry et al., 1978). Birada (1978), Goldsberry et al. 

(1978), and Sergiovanni (in press) compared results from a randomly 

derived sample (Birada, 1978) with results from their non-randomly 

derived samples. Furthermore, the scoring, computational, and
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analytic procedures of Trusty and Sergiovanni's 1966 study and Birada's 

1978 study differ from the procedures used by Carver and Sergiovanni 

(1968) and Goldsberry et al. (1978), thus further confusing compari­

sons of the studies' findings. Finally, results from single school 

systems (Rochester Public Schools, Rochester, New York, [Trusty & 

Sergiovanni, 1966] and the Calgary Public Schools, Calgary, Alberta, 

Canada, [Birada, 1978]) are compared with results from multiple school 

systems— as many as 36 in the case of Carver and Sergiovanni's 1968 

study. In short, these comparisons are faulty and lead one to ques­

tion the merit of speculations about trends in teachers' job satisfac­

tion based upon them.

Perhaps an even more serious flaw in these studies is the failure 

of the researchers to establish either adequate reliability or content 

and construct validity for the questionnaire they administered, the 

NSQ. Although Birada (1978) derived reliability coefficients he 

deemed adequate, his pilot population was small— 26 educators— and 

his coefficients of reliability were not calculated with the statis­

tic most often reported in the studies, namely, the need deficiency 

statistic. A need deficiency statistic is the value derived from sub­

tracting one's perceived actual satisfaction from one's perceived 

ideal satisfaction (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1979, p. 160). Bunda2 

explained Birada's choice of calculation by noting that the use of an 

internal consistency measure is inappropriate for a difference score. 

Moreover, Birada (1978) himself noted that "A number of respondents

2Bunda, M. A. Personal communication at Western Michigan Univer­
sity, November 27, 1979.
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indicated their difficulty in answering the NSQ's questions either by 

openly questioning the intent of the item or by leaving it blank"

(p. 53). Even cursory inspection of the. instrument reveals its ambi­

guity. The security variable, "The feeling of security in my teach­

ing position" (Birada, 1978, p. 164), seems particularly vague. The 

instrument's content validity, therefore, is suspect.

Cronbach and Meehl (1955) stated that content validity is estab­

lished "by showing that the test items are a sample of a universe in 

which the investigator is interested" (p. 282). One questions, though, 

whether the NSQ's 13 questions, adapted from the original 15 questions 

(Porter, 1961), adequately represent a sample of Porter's revision of 

Maslow's hierarchy of needs universe. Can one question adequately 

assess an individual's security needs? Can two questions adequately 

assess one's social needs? Indeed, can 13 questions adequately assess 

one's needs of security, socialization, esteem, autonomy, and self- 

actualization? Current standards of measurement would suggest not 

(Bunda3).

Furthermore, the construct validity of the NSQ has not been es­

tablished, even though Cronbach and Meehl's (1955) paper clearly indi­

cated that construct validity "must be investigated whenever no cri­

terion or universe of content is accepted as entirely adequate to 

define the quality to be measured" (p. 282). To be sure, numerous 

studies question the adequacy of the Maslow hierarchy in explaining 

human motivation (Cummings & Schwab, 1970; Kokkila, Slocum, &

3Ibid.
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Strawser, 1972; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977; Schneider & Alderfer, 1973). 

In reality, the NSQ may not possess construct validity. Payne (1970), 

in a factor analytic study of the NSQ, concluded that "none of the 

factors [in the study] represent any single one of the needs on the 

Maslow Need Hierarchy" (p. 257). Payne concluded that one "must be 

pessimistic about the success of the NSQ in measuring the Needs in the 

Maslow Hierarchy" (p. 265). Finally, the use in the NSQ of the "need 

deficiency" concept of measuring job satisfaction has little empiri­

cal support. The plain fact is that researchers have not sufficiently 

studied the extent to which the NSQ accurately measures need deficien­

cies and job satisfaction.

The Problem

Thus, for educators and the public who desire to understand and 

perhaps measure teachers' job satisfaction, the problem is the verac­

ity of heretofore published job satisfaction research. Central to 

that problem is the validity of the job satisfaction instruments used 

in studies of teachers' job satisfaction. The apparent variance in 

such instruments' psychometric quality requires study of their con­

current validity. An instrument may be regarded as possessing con­

current validity when it correlates with an established test 

(Cronbach, 1970).

Purpose and Significance: of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine if concurrent validity 

could be established for the NSQ and the Quality of Employment Job
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Satisfaction Survey (QEJSS)1' (Quinn & Staines, 1979) with the Minne­

sota Satisfaction Questionnaire, long-form (MSQ), (Weiss, Dawis, 

England, & Lofquist, 1967). The MSQ has been respected as a satisfac­

tion measure, as has been the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), created by 

Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). Since the MSQ has been demonstrated 

to possess concurrent validity with the JDI (Gillet & Schwab, 1975), 

the MSQ was selected as the criterion measure of the validity of each 

of the other two instruments. Cronbach (1970) suggested that compari­

sons between tests are valid only when the criterion test is accepted 

as a meaningful measure of the phenomenon in question. That the MSQ, 

like the JDI, is a meaningful measure of job satisfaction was estab­

lished by Gillet and Schwab (1975): "The four satisfaction scales

common to the JDI and MSQ show very high validities judged against 

the absolute criteria of Campbell and Fiske's (1959) procedure" (p. 

317). Therefore, the study compared the NSQ and the QEJSS with the 

criterion standard, the MSQ. The NSQ and the QEJSS were chosen for 

comparison with the MSQ because each has led to conclusions about edu­

cators* job satisfaction that differ from the other's conclusions.

The significance of the study lies in its potential to alter 

individuals' attitudes toward the validity of the three instruments 

as job satisfaction measures and accordingly to alter attitudes toward 

the research generated by those measures. Although the study in-, 

vestigated the validity of all three measures, its particular focus was

4The title of the instrument, The Quality of Employment Job Sat­
isfaction Survey (QEJSS), was coined for this study since Quinn and 
Staines refer to it only as a "job satisfaction outcome measure."
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the validity of the NSQ. Of the three measures, the NSQ is the least 

well developed, yet researchers in educational circles continue to 

draw conclusions from it and to make resultant recommendations about 

teachers' job satisfaction. The study yielded information, then, with 

which to evaluate both the NSQ instrument and the research findings 

it has produced.

Limitations of the Study's Findings

Limitations of the study's findings include the classic limita­

tions of survey research. It was assumed that respondents would an­

swer the instruments honestly and that the self-report instruments 

measure the phenomenon called job satisfaction. It was also assumed 

that variance due to differences in data collection dates and proce­

dures was minimal.

Other limitations are related to the selection of the research 

sample. Since the purpose of the study was to explore the relative 

efficacy of the three instruments in measuring educators' job satis­

faction, generalization of the results was a secondary concern. Ac­

cordingly, the sample for the study was not randomly drawn. Rather, 

one public school system's K-12 teachers and administrators, and 

three Christian school buildings' teachers and administrators (K-12) 

served as the sample. All of the school buildings were in the same 

geographical area— the Grandville, Jenison, and Hudsonville region of 

greater Grand Rapids, Michigan. One must therefore limit comparisons 

of the instruments' validity and of the levels of the teachers' and 

administrators' job satisfaction only to teachers and administrators

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

in similar working contexts— contexts including the geographic loca­

tion of the school system, socioeconomic status of the school system's 

students and professional staff, and the cultural and racial identity 

of students, faculty, and administrators. One should also consider 

when in the school year the data were collected, since job satisfac­

tion may be related to progress into the school year. The findings 

of the study, therefore, are limited in their suitability to be gener­

alized. Thus, the findings are best regarded as preliminary rather 

than definitive in nature.

Research Questions

Nine questions governed the development, design, and procedures 

of this study:

1. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate public school

teachers from public school administrators?

2. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate men from women?

3. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate younger teachers

from older teachers?

4. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate inexperienced 

teachers from experienced teachers?

5. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate among teachers 

of lower and higher incomes?

6. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate among teachers 

at the elementary, junior high, and senior high school levels?

7. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate between public 

and Christian school teachers?
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8. Will the scales of the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS correlate posi­

tively?

9. Do the scales of the NSQ represent independent factors in 

this sample of educators?

Summary

The job satisfaction of teachers concerns educators and the pub­

lic. Because educational practitioners and researchers need more in­

formation about the merit of existing job satisfaction research and 

because the validity of the measures used in that research affects 

its quality, a comparative study of three commonly used job satisfac­

tion instruments was needed. The study was designed to answer the 

question of how the NSQ and QEJSS compare to the criterion measure 

MSQ in measuring teachers’ job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

What then can studies of job satisfaction offer the prac­
titioner, given the various profound differences in ap­
proach, the unresolved issues, the empirical difficulties 
of data collection, and the sheer number of variables that 
affect job satisfaction? In the first place, perhaps they 
can offer a context of humility in approaching the problem.
There is no panacea, no magic wand x̂ hich will transform 
alienated individuals into happy, contented, hardworking, 
high-quality producers. (Gruneberg, 1976, p. xii)

The study of job satisfaction was first evident nationally with 

Fischer and Hanna's (1931) research into job satisfaction and voca­

tional maladjustment. It was the now well-known experiments at the 

Hawthorne (Chicago) plant of the Western Electric Company in 1927, 

however, that generated widespread interest in the study of job satis­

faction and, in particular, its relationship to productivity (Roethlis- 

berger & Dickson, 1939). After 1950 investigators began to examine 

other aspects of job satisfaction, and Lawler (1971) estimated that 

during the period of time spanning 1950 to 1971, between two and four 

thousand publications on job satisfaction had appeared. Educational 

researchers began investigating teachers' job satisfaction during the 

1960's and have continued to do so to the present time. The result 

of this outpouring of research is a literature of job satisfaction 

that is voluminous, conceptually diverse, and conflicting in its 

findings.

A number of scholars have attempted to analyze and synthesize 

job satisfaction research. Hoppock’s Job Satisfaction, published in
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1935, led the way for later reviewers such as Brayfield and Crockett 

(1955); Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell (1957); Vroom (1964); 

and Srivastva, Salipante, Cummings, Notz, Bigelow, and Waters (1977).

The reviews revealed LliaL, although certain correlates with job satis­

faction seem to function across work settings, the research is fraught 

with unexplained variance. This variance has led some job satisfac­

tion authorities to question the merit of the literature (Nord, 1977), 

if not job satisfaction's usefulness as an attitudinal indicator 

(Seashore and Taber, 1975).

Central to the confusing nature of the literature of job satis­

faction is the absence of a theory, technical vocabulary, and validat­

ing research accepted as consensus choices by job satisfaction theo­

rists and researchers. Rather, the literature is comprised of theory 

and research reflecting a variety of conceptual constructs limited to 

explanations of only specific aspects of job satisfaction. Moreover, 

no single definition of job satisfaction has been universally ac­

cepted by theorists and researchers. Is job satisfaction a unitary 

concept that persons can be expected to verbalize? Is the absence of 

job satisfaction job dissatisfaction, or is it simply the absence of 

job satisfaction, as Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) sug­

gested? Holdaway (1978) noted that definitions of job satisfaction 

are of two types, affective and behavioral. Affective definitions 

include Locke's (1969) definition: "Job satisfaction and dissatisfac­

tion are complex emotional reactions to the job" (p. 314); Smith et 

al.'s (1969) definition: "persistent feelings toward discriminable

aspects of the job situation" (p. 37); and Porter's (1962): "The
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larger the difference [between what a person thinks he or she should 

receive and what he or she feels actually is received] the larger the 

degree of dissatisfaction or the smaller the degree of satisfaction"

(p. 378). Behavioral definitions of satisfactions of teachers in­

clude Belasco and Alluto's (1972) definition: "a willingness to re­

main within the current school organization despite inducements to 

leave" (p. 44) and Lortie's (1975) definition: "readiness to teach

again" (p. 91). The overwhelming majority of studies of job satisfac­

tion, however, adopt some form of affective definition of job satis­

faction.

Researchers generally agree that job satisfaction is a multi­

faceted phenomenon. Those authorities believing that job satisfaction 

is not a static affective state within the worker, but rather a dy­

namic affective state, tend to agree with Seashore1 that job satisfac­

tion is an accommodative process:

[There is] in the "normal" worker a persistent force 
toward the experience of satisfaction and the avoidance 
of the experience of dissatisfaction; experiencing dis­
satisfaction with the job or some aspect on the job, 
the worker will seek and find accommodation in some 
fashion. (p. 21)

It is, however, this accommodative process— this capability of one’s 

job satisfaction to shift direction, sometimes sharply and quickly—  

that has frustrated researchers (Barbash, 1976, p. 17). The job sat­

isfaction one measures today may not be the job satisfaction one will 

measure tomorrow. Job satisfaction, then, is not only multi-faceted

1Seashore, S. E. Defining and measuring the quality of working 
life. Paper presented to the International Conference on the Quality 
of Working Life, New York, 1972..
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but elusive and transient as well.

The failure of theorists and researchers to reach consensus on 

the definition and constructs of job satisfaction has contributed to 

the problems already inherent in the measurement of job satisfaction. 

Studies of job satisfaction typically rely on self-report, survey re­

search. Barbash (1976) noted that researchers are increasingly com­

ing to recognize the limitations this research method places on the 

literature of job satisfaction (p. 22). Seashore2 suggested that 

individuals use job satisfaction surveys to portray themselves as 

having accommodated themselves to their jobs:

[Self-reporting] contains elements of expediency, self- 
deception, ignorance, social pressure, and false beliefs 
about the world in which the employee lives. . . .  Indi­
viduals cau and do report satisfaction with work situa­
tions that we know (from information not accessible to 
the respondents) are abbreviating their lives, threaten­
ing their family relationships, and unnecessarily narrow­
ing their future life options. (p. 6)

Quinn et al. (1974) explained respondents' tendency to "halo" their job 

satisfaction by suggesting that job satisfaction is closely related 

to one's self-esteem, which results in ego-defensive behavior in com­

pleting job satisfaction surveys (p. 52). Other methods of investi­

gating individuals' job satisfaction are also subject to charges of 

respondent bias. Herzberg et al.'s (1959) "critical incident" method, 

in which respondents were asked in an interview setting to tell the 

most satisfying and dissatisfying aspects of their jobs, has been 

challenged as a viable method of discerning workers' real feeling

2Seashore, S. E. Job satisfaction as an indicator of quality of 
employment. Paper prepared for the Symposium on Social Indicators of 
the Quality of Working Life, Canada Department of Labor, 1973.
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about their work. Vroom (1964), for example, noted that satisfactions 

tend to be attributed to those aspects of work over which one has con­

trol, while dissatisfactions are attributed to aspects of work over 

which one has little or no control. Herzberg (1974, cited in 

Shafritz and Hyde, 1978) himself conceded the limitations of the crit­

ical incident interview procedure:

Assuming that the respondent does have genuine feelings re­
garding the subject under investigation, are his answers 
indicative of his feelings; or are they rationalizations, 
displacements from other factors which are for many reasons 
less easy to express? (p. 218)

Compounding the confusion in the literature are the limited number of 

attempts to cross-validate the findings of various measurement ap­

proaches with numerous and diverse samples. As Robinson, Athanasiou, 

and Head (1969) concluded about the psychometric quality of job satis­

faction instruments as a whole: "There is a general paucity of cross-

validation efforts which tends to cause one to take most validity 

claims for these [job satisfaction] scales with the proverbial grain 

of salt" (p. 80). In short, the consensus among job satisfaction 

authorities "is that the job satisfaction attitudes survey is a lim­

ited purpose instrument" (Barbash, 1976, p. 23), in part because of 

the measurement problems attendant to the collection of job satisfac­

tion data.

Correlates of Job Satisfaction

Despite the problems of conflicting definition, theory, and mea­

surement approaches associated with the literature of job satisfac­

tion, job satisfaction authorities agree that some independent
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variables are correlated with the dependent variable, job satisfac­

tion. Vroom*s (1964) review of the literature of job satisfaction is 

perhaps the most widely cited review, and it, along with other re­

views of the literature, suggests a number of job satisfaction corre­

lates, some of which are discussed in this report. Blocker and 

Richardson's (1963) review summarizes morale research among educators. 

Again, however, the nature of the job satisfaction literature makes 

reviewing its findings a tenuous procedure:

The confusion of methodology, hypotheses, samples, analyses 
. . . makes it very difficult to compare studies or to as­
certain which study supports or denies the findings of 
another. Even reviews of the literature show considerable 
deviation from one another with regard to the basis for 
selecting studies and variables of interest. (Robinson 
et al., 1969, p. 81)

The following discussion of job satisfaction correlates, then, assumes

that: (a) The nature of job satisfaction literature indicates the

correlates as tentative, not absolute; (b) any list of correlates is

arbitrarily constructed; and (c) the job satisfaction of teachers,

while sharing satisfaction factors with other workers, may be unique

due to the content and context of teachers' work. This discussion of

job satisfaction correlates is not exhaustive, and readers desiring a

more comprehensive consideration of the subject are referred to the

reviews of Brayfield and Crockett (1955), Herzberg et al. (1957),

Vroom (1964), and Srivastva et al. (1977).

Wages

Probably no correlate of job satisfaction is more hotly debated 

than wages. Without citing even a portion of the plethora of studies
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investigating this correlate, one may state that the results are con­

flicting. Part of the difficulty here is that the relationship be­

tween job satisfaction and wages gets confused with the relationship 

between job satisfaction and performance, an entirely different sort 

of consideration. Brayfield and Crockett's (1955) conclusion that 

"There is little evidence in the available literature that employee 

attitudes . . . bear any simple— or, for that matter, appreciable re­

lationship to performance on the job" (p. 408) has been widely quoted 

and used to support the notion that satisfaction and wages are not 

related. Whether the relationship exists or not in an individual may 

be a function of personal values, standard of living, and perceived 

equity with peers, as well as other factors not enumerated in the 

literature of job satisfaction. Srivastva et al. (1977), in their 

review of some 1,073 correlational studies of job satisfaction, 

stated flatly that the amount of pay one receives is related to one's 

satisfaction with the job (p. 42). Robinson et al. (1969), though, 

had noted that higher wages are associated with higher level posi­

tions, higher productivity, and greater experience (p. 86). Moreover, 

higher pay is often associated with positions of authority, power, 

prestige, and autonomy. The possibility of interaction among these 

variables is also present in teachers' job satisfaction literature, 

which is mixed in its findings about the relationship between wages 

and job satisfaction. Cooke and ICornbluh,3 for example, found no

3Cooke, R., & Kornbluh, H. The general quality of teacher work- 
life. Outline of a paper presented to the Quality of Teacher Work- 
life Conference, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March 12, 1980.
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relationship while Wickstrom (1971) did. Indeed, whether or not a 

relationship is found may depend as much on the job satisfaction in­

strument used in the investigation as on any existence of the relation­

ship. Robinson et al. (1969) well summarized the status of the rela­

tionship between wages and job satisfaction in the literature: "The

most cautious statement one may make is that many executives and econ­

omists may overestimate the significance of wages and that many social 

scientists may underestimate their importance" (p. 86).

Gender

Personal variables such as gender, age, educational achievement, 

experience, and region of residence are often considered in studies 

of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction analysts, however, generally 

refer to such variables as demographic variables, even though the 

term demography and its derivatives when correctly used pertain to 

vital statistics such as population density, births, and so on. To 

avoid creating confusion over what constitutes a personal or demo­

graphic variable, though, this investigator continued the usage of 

the commonly accepted term, demography, in this report.

Important as demographic variables may be as correlates with job 

satisfaction, they almost always operate in interaction with other 

job satisfaction variables (Seashore & Taber, 1975). As a result, 

studies have reported conflicting results about the relationship of 

demographic variables with job satisfaction. Gender is no exception.

Researchers suggesting that gender is related to job satisfaction 

include: Smith et al. (1969), Lawler (1971), Carnall and Wild (1974),
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Seashore and Taber (1975) , and Shapiro and Stern (1975). Weaver

(1977), on the other hand, in his review of job satisfaction research, 

could find no relationship between gender and job satisfaction when 

the data were subjected to multiple regression analysis techniques. 

Golembiewski's (1977) findings concur with those of Weaver (1977).

When only sex differences were considered, the data more often than 

not showed significant differences. When hierarchial rank was taken 

into account, though, those differences were not found (Golembiewski, 

1977). Sauser and York's (1978) research led them to the same con­

clusion: Sex differences in job satisfaction were not due to the

effects of gender per se, but rather to the effects of several vari­

ables which covary with gender such as pay and job level. Weaver

(1978), in a later study, further explained the variance in the find­

ings of studies exploring the relationship of gender to job satisfac­

tion. He noted that women's assessment of their working conditions 

tends to be less objective than men's because women may ascribe satis­

faction to situations, which if objectively assessed, might better be 

ascribed dissatisfaction.

Educational researchers, however, have generally concluded that 

gender is related to teachers' job satisfaction. Higher job satisfac­

tion among women than among men was found by Bishop (1969), Holdaway 

(1977), Stewart (1972), Wickstrom (1973), and Wurtz (1972). More re­

cently, however, educational researchers have recognized the necessity 

for sensitive statistical procedures to determine if gender alone 

accounts for variance in job satisfaction. Murnane and Phillip's 

(1977) study of 650 midwestern teachers is typical of this line of
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thought. Demographic variables, including gender, accounted for a 

small portion of the variance in job satisfaction. Murnane and 

Phillips concluded that researchers and practitioners must recognize 

the multi-faceted aspect of job satisfaction. Cooke and Kornbluh's1* 

findings of no relationship between job satisfaction and gender sup­

port Murnane and Phillip's contention. Gender, therefore, while a 

moderator of job satisfaction,may be best understood only in conjunc­

tion with other variables affecting job satisfaction.

Age

The relationship or absence of relationship between age and job 

satisfaction has, like the relationship between gender and job satis­

faction, long been a topic of debate among researchers. As a demo­

graphic variable, age probably interacts with other demographic and 

organizational variables (Seashore & Taber, 1975), though the nature 

of that interaction has yet to be established. Glenn, Taylor, and 

Weaver (1977), in a national study of the relationship between age 

and job satisfaction, concluded that a moderate but positive relation­

ship existed between the two variables, a relationship which might be 

best explained for males as the result of increased extrinsic rewards 

associated with aging. Altimus and Tersine's (1973) study of blue 

collar workers also reported a relationship between age and job sat­

isfaction. Srivastva et al. (1977), however, differentiated between 

blue collar workers and professional workers in discussing the

“♦ibid.
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relationship between age and job satisfaction. For blue collar and 

low-level white collar workers in the United States, Srivastva et al. 

found age positively correlated with satisfaction. For educators, 

however, Srivastva et al. could find no stable relationship between 

job satisfaction and age. This finding conflicts with a number of 

job satisfaction studies of teachers, including those of Probe (1970) 

and Reineclcer (1971). Again, whether or not relationship has been 

found may be a function of the type of job satisfaction instrument 

used in the study and the type of statistical analysis applied to the 

data. The interactive nature of age with other correlates of job 

satisfaction, however, seems well established in any finding of posi­

tive relationship between age and job satisfaction.

Other Correlates

Seashore and Taber (1975) have delineated nine categories of job 

satisfaction correlates in addition to demography. Five of the cate­

gories are useful here in classifying what otherwise appears a con­

fused jumble of research findings.

Macro-environmental factors. Macro-environmental factors are 

those factors of one's work that may be regarded as non-work related. 

The community in which one resides has been found to affect one's 

job satisfaction (Hulin, 1966; Hulin & Blood, 1968; ICatzell,

Barrett, & Parker, 1961; Kendall, 1963). Differences in culture and 

nationality also may affect job satisfaction since the factors con­

stituting individuals' job satisfaction may be related to cultural 

values, norms, and expectations (Blunt, 1973; Form, 1973). Indeed,
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Seashore and Taber (1975) noted what many individuals may intuitively 

sense: "There are speculations, but no adequate evidence, that fluc­

tuations in unemployment rate and general public optimism about future 

economic conditions impact on job satisfaction" (p. 349). One's per­

sonal life experiences (Lortie, 1975), primary life interests (Dubin & 

Champoux, 1977; Mislcel, Glasnapp, & Hatley, 1975), life roles (Burke, 

1973), and life pressures (Greabell & Olson, 1973) have also been 

found to be related to one's job satisfaction. Among educators, 

teachers' perceived status and support from the community have been 

shown to be related to teachers' job satisfaction (Cooper, 1977; 

Holdaway, 1978; Lacy, 1968). Moreover, the relationship between 

teachers' life satisfaction and job satisfaction appears moderately 

positive (Anderson, 1977; Cooke & Kornbluh5), although the research 

of Weaver (1978), a national study of white males and females, found 

only a negligible correlation between life satisfaction and job satis­

faction. All in all, it seems apparent that macro-environmental fac­

tors, which to date have largely been ignored in studies of job satis­

faction, may significantly correlate with job satisfaction.

Occupational characteristics. As one might expect in a litera­

ture that to date has been management oriented, occupational charac­

teristics' relationship or lack of relationship to job satisfaction 

has been the focus of some research studies of job satisfaction. 

Authorities generally agree that status, prestige, power, and control, 

as well as other variables associated with specific occupations, are

5Ibid.
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related to job satisfaction (Seashore & Taber, 1975). The 1977 Qual­

ity of Employment Survey, a national study of job satisfaction across 

occupations, found differences in job satisfaction between workers in 

various occupations (Quinn & Staines, 1979). Self-employed workers 

and farmers showed the highest job satisfaction while operatives in 

nondurable goods manufacturing showed the lowest (Quinn & Staines, 

1979, p. 225). Teachers' job satisfaction, although among the higher 

satisfactions by occupation, was less than that of workers in health 

services, construction trades, and business and repair services 

(Quinn & Staines, 1979, pp. 224-226). Furthermore, Weaver (1977), in 

an analysis of a national survey of workers' job satisfaction, found 

that the differences in satisfaction between male craftsmen and males 

in clerical, sales, and professional-technical occupations were inde­

pendent of other variables. Finally, Cooke and Kornbluh6 found that 

teachers, as an occupational group, reported a lower quality of work- 

life— a global construct encompassing job satisfaction— than did 

other workers and were specifically least satisfied with resource 

adequacy and chances for advancement; both variables that may be re­

garded as occupationally related. It seems appropriate to conclude 

from these studies that occupational characteristics are related to 

job satisfaction.

Organizational environment. Organizational environment or cli­

mate has been widely researched by job satisfaction investigators. 

Authorities have concluded that job satisfaction is related to

6Ibid.
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organizational environment. Seashore and Taber (.1975) concluded:

Variables which have shown evidence as significant organi­
zational antecedents to job satisfaction include structural 
variables such as size and "shape" (e.g., Carzo and Yanouzas,
1969), complexity, centralization, and formalization (e.g.,
George and Bishop, 1971); process variables such as pre­
vailing decision-making and conflict management styles, 
team collaboration and role conflict; and such encompassing 
variables as "organizational climate" (Litwin and Stringer,
1968). (p. 350)

Srivastva et al. (1977) noted that autonomy alone accounted for the 

organizational factors they found related to job satisfaction. In­

deed, other studies of locus of control (Lied & Pritchard, 1976), 

skill variety (Katz, 1978), self-realization (GhilseJ.li, 1963), and 

specialization (Shepard, 1973) may be studies of autonomy applied in 

the work place. Nonetheless, despite the prevalence of the view that 

organizational environment factors, including autonomy of the worker, 

are related to job satisfaction if not to performance, Futrell (1976) 

and Cummings and Berger (1976) have warned of the perils associated 

with naive acceptance of such conclusions. For example, the tall 

versus flat organizational structure's relationship to job satisfac­

tion depends in large part on what job one holds within those struc­

tures : "High-level executives in tall organizations and lower-level

executives in flat organizations experience more satisfaction than 

their opposites" (Cummings & Berger, 1976, p. 48). Unquestioned 

acceptance of participative management for the purpose of improving 

organizational environment may also be ill-advised. Hespe and Wall 

(1976) concluded that higher levels of worker participation are most 

appropriate where such participation directly affects the worker's 

job or job environment. In short, important as organizational
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environment may be to job satisfaction, it, like so many of the other 

correlates of job satisfaction, must be approached with caution.

The job and job environment. By far the most commonly researched 

aspects of job satisfaction, job dimensions and job environment, have 

been found to correlate with job satisfaction. The very nature of 

job satisfaction survey instruments presumes that certain job dimen­

sions and job environments satisfy workers while other dimensions and 

environments dissatisfy them. Indeed, Brief and Aldag (1975) found 

significant positive correlations between job dimensions and employee 

reactions. Without discussing this particularly voluminous and con­

fusing part of the literature of job satisfaction with any specific­

ity, one may state that much of the research attempts to answer the 

question of which job dimension or job environmental dimension most 

contributes to job satisfaction. The result has been a lively debate 

over the relative importance of the so-called intrinsic and extrinsic 

aspects of work.

Researchers advancing the importance of extrinsic dimensions of 

work tend to stress the importance of satisfactory income (Smith et 

al., 1969; Strauss, 1974). On the other hand, job dimensions such as 

achievement and recognition are regarded as the primary sources of 

job satisfaction by researchers favoring the importance of intrinsic 

motivators (Herzberg, 1968). Predictably, some authorities take a 

more eclectic view by asserting that workers value both intrinsic and 

extrinsic aspects of their work (Dermer, 1975; McArthur, 1973; 

Srivastava, 1974).
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As discussed in the first chapter of this report, the intrinsic 

versus extrinsic debate is well represented in the literature of 

teachers' job satisfaction and contributes to the bewildering variety 

of factors alleged to correlate with teachers' job satisfaction.

Apart from the usually reported and argued findings, however, two 

correlates are noteworthy. A growing body of evidence suggests that 

the nature and degree of pupil control in a school building is related 

to teachers' job satisfaction. Specifically, the congruence between 

the teachers' ideology of pupil control and their administrator's 

ideology has been found to be a correlate of teachers' job satisfac­

tion (Willower & Heckert, 1977).7 Cooke and Kornbluh's8 finding that 

teachers reporting their students as "difficult" reflected lower job 

satisfaction than teachers not reporting difficult students may sup­

port the contention that pupil control is a factor in teachers' job 

satisfaction. Finally, however, it must be noted that teachers' re­

lationships with their supervisors are also related to job satisfac­

tion. The common theme running through much of the literature is 

that, of all the determinants and moderators of teachers' job satis­

faction, the school administrator is most important (Holdaway, 1978). 

Whether that same theme would emerge if all studies were conducted 

with similar instrumentation is open to question, but the prevalence 

of the finding is widespread enough to at least suggest that the fac­

tor should be considered in any study of teacher work life.

7Willower, D. J., & Heckert, J. W. Teacher pupil control ideol­
ogy— behavior congruence and job satisfaction. Paper prepared for 
the American Educational Research Association, New York, 1977.

8Cooke & Kornbluh. Quality of Teacher Worklife.
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The limitations of the literature, however, certainly impinge on 

drawing definitive conclusions about the relationships of job dimen­

sion and job environment to job satisfaction. For example, when so­

cial desirability was partialed out of the correlation that Dimarco 

and Norton (1974) found between personal adjustment and job satisfac­

tion, the correlations were lower. Moreover, those investigators 

found that individuals with a high need for group approval reported 

the highest job satisfaction, therefore leading them to question the 

veracity of job satisfaction data derived from self-report instru­

ments. Then, too, the interaction among diverse variables probably 

accounts for some of the correlations found to exist:

Correlations between job characteristics and job satisfac­
tion are highly interdependent with demographic, occupa­
tional, and personality factors in such a way that any 
underlying populational constancy is likely to be well 
hidden or exaggerated by the presence of such uncontrolled 
variance. (Seashore & Taber, 1975, p. 351)

Nonetheless, Seashore and Taber concluded that "the causes of job sat­

isfaction lie substantially, although far from exclusively, in the 

immediate realities of jobs and environments, and they lie even more 

strongly in the perceptions of these realities" (p. 352).

Personal characteristics. Relatively little research has occur­

red for the purpose of investigating the presence of a relationship 

between job satisfaction and personal characteristics. Vroom (1960), 

however, concluded that both job satisfaction and willingness to en­

gage in participative decision making are related to personal charac­

teristics. Seashore and Taber (1975) have postulated that such per­

sonal characteristics include demography; personality stability (val­

ues, needs, interaction style); abilities; situational personality
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(motivations, preferences); perceptions, cognitions, and expectations; 

and transient personal reactions (e.g., anger, boredom) (p. 347). 

Although Seashore and Taber concluded that generalizations about the 

relationship between personal characteristics and job satisfaction 

are speculative due to scant numbers of research projects devoted to 

the topic, they suggested that such characteristics may be useful 

predictors of job satisfaction and urged, therefore, additional re­

search. Of course, the need fulfillment aspect of personal charac­

teristics has received much attention from researchers and motiva­

tional theorists. The competence motive (White, 1959), the achieve­

ment motive (Atkinson, 1964; McClelland, 1961), Herzberg et al.'s 

(1959) motivators, Maslow's (1954) hierarchy, and Cofer and Appley's 

(1964) equilibrium model have served as the focus of numerous re­

search studies. Few investigators, however, consider personal reac­

tions such as anger and boredom, and personal characteristics such as 

self-concept. The few who have conducted investigations into these 

aspects of personal reactions and characteristics have not found 

strong correlations with job satisfaction (e.g., O'Reilly & Roberts, 

1975; Orpen, 1974).

Educational researchers, on the other hand, have found moderate 

correlations to exist between certain personal characteristics and 

job satisfaction. Mabry (1974) reported that job satisfaction for 

teachers was correlated with personality type. In a test of Getzels 

and Guba's (1957) proposition that job satisfaction depends on the 

congruence between institutional requirements and individual need 

dispositions, Gosine and Keith (1970) noted that an important
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correlate of job satisfaction was a teacher's desire for indepen­

dence, or in the terminology of Srivastva et al. (1977), desire for 

autonomy. Wurtz (1972) suggested that one is more satisfied with his 

or her teaching position if the discrepancy between one's self-ideal 

and actual self-concept is small. Related to Wurtz's finding, how­

ever, was the conclusion drawn by Mermoud (1976): Teachers with high

self-concepts soon become dissatisfied with schools with low quality 

working climates. Conversely, teachers with low self-concepts may be 

quite satisfied working in low quality working climates but dissatis­

fied with working in high quality working climates. Moreover, teach­

ers' mental health may be related to their job satisfaction. Gechman 

and Wiener (1975) , in their study of 54 female elementary school 

teachers, confirmed the contention of Bower (1975) that mental health 

is positively correlated with job satisfaction. Anand (1977) con­

cluded that neuroticism was negatively correlated with teachers' job 

satisfaction, while for 30% of the teachers in the study, extraversion 

was correlated with job satisfaction. Again, however, it must be 

stated that measurement artifacts, limited samples, and inadequate 

conceptualizations of job satisfaction as a construct render these 

findings as tentative rather than definitive. Indeed, the current 

popularity of contingency theory in management, leadership, and com­

munication theory and research is increasingly affecting the litera­

ture of job satisfaction. Whether any single personal characteristic 

or combination of characteristics is related to job satisfaction or 

whether any of the other categories of job satisfaction correlates is 

actually related to job satisfaction may be a function of situational
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variables for which researchers as yet have not developed adequate 

conceptual models or measurement instruments.

Job Satisfaction as an Independent Variable

Nord (1977), in his review of the controversies inherent in the 

literature of job satisfaction, charged that the interests of manage­

ment have governed the choices of variables in job satisfaction 

studies. Rather than including job satisfaction as an independent 

variable in studies for the purposes of investigating the contribu­

tion of job satisfaction to an individual's well-being (e.g., "self- 

actualization, organizational democracy, feelings of self-control and 

self-worth, equity and justice" [Nord, 1977, p. 1028]), researchers 

have focused their attention on variables in the interest of manage­

ment (e.g., "reducing turnover and absenteeism, increasing productiv­

ity, and work-involvement, and overcoming 'resistance to change™

[Nord, 1977, p. 1028]). The point here is not which of the two views 

is correct in a moral sense, but rather that the choice of variables 

for research studies may affect the way persons conceptualize job 

satisfaction as a construct. Certain3.y, the choice of variables has 

influenced the general direction or tone of the literature of job 

satisfaction. The orientation toward the interests of management is 

clearly evident in the literature of job satisfaction and would seem 

to be present largely as a function of the question, "How can job 

satisfaction benefit the organization?"

Again without delving into the morass of conflicting findings of 

job satisfaction's relationship with various dependent variables, one
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may conclude that relatively few correlates can be regarded as "estab­

lished." They include performance, absence from work, and job turn­

over. Other dependent variables show promise as correlates of job 

satisfaction, but the small number of studies investigating them 

renders their findings tentative.

Performance

Consensus among job satisfaction authorities on the effect of 

job satisfaction on performance has closely followed the conclusions 

of two reviews of job satisfaction research: Brayfield and Crockett

(1955), a study which resulted in the rather pessimistic view that 

productivity did not necessarily result from job satisfaction; and 

Vroom (1964) , a work which noted positive correlations between the 

variables in 20 of 23 cases with a median correlation of only +.14 

(p. 187). Contemporary researchers, though, have begun to operate on 

the suspicion that earlier conclusions that there was no relationship 

between job satisfaction and productivity may have been premature 

(Lawler & Porter, 1967). Accordingly, Srivastva et al. (1977) found 

positive correlations between satisfaction and performance in their 

review of over 1,000 correlational job satisfaction studies. Common 

sense would seem to suggest that the relationship exists but that its 

exact nature and its detection remain elusive. For example, is job 

satisfaction the cause of productivity as the human relationist 

school (Herzberg et al., 1959) suggests? Or is job satisfaction the 

consequence of performance as the contingency school (Lawler & Porter, 

1967) suggests? Indeed, is job satisfaction a concomitant of
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productivity only under specific conditions (Triandis, 1959)? Then, 

too, what would be the nature of the relationship if job related fac­

tors affecting the measurement of satisfaction— such as pressure to 

conform to group norms, consequences of truthful responses, penalty 

for superior performance, and instrumentality of rewards— were par- 

tialed out of the data? Unfortunately, large multivariate studies 

are noticeably absent on this topic. Likewise absent is the proposi­

tion that the relationship may be moderated by respondents' occupa­

tions. One can scarcely expect to find a relationship among workers 

whose productivity is determined by the relative degree of automation 

in the machines on which they work. Likewise, what may effect per­

formance improvement for professional workers and skilled laborers 

may differ from that which may affect other workers (Portigal, 1976).

Thus, some contemporary theorists and researchers believe some 

relationship exists between performance and job satisfaction, and 

they would appear to be closing some of the conceptual gaps. Porter 

and Lawler (1968), for example, proposed that job satisfaction is re­

lated to performance when performance and reward are closely depen­

dent on one another. Carlson (1969) suggested that job satisfaction 

is related to performance when one's ability levels are broadly appro­

priate for the job he or she holds. Doll and Gunderson (1969) noted 

that if the worker has voluntarily opted for his or her job, a rela­

tionship between job satisfaction and performance may be found.

These hypotheses, then, represent promising refinements in proposi­

tions about the relationship between job satisfaction as an indepen­

dent variable and its dependent variable, performance.
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Absence and Turnover

Due to the multi-dimensional nature of job satisfaction as a con­

struct, it is doubtful that any one factor in isolation from other 

factors can induce a worker to be habitually absent from work or to 

quit his or her job. Nonetheless, job satisfaction authorities have 

generally agreed that two consequences of job dissatisfaction are in­

creased absence and turnover (Robinson et al., 1969). Despite charges 

to the contrary by a relatively small group of researchers and theo­

rists (Ilgen & Hollenback, 1977; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 

1979; Nicholson, Brown, & Chadwick-Jones, 1976), agreement on this 

topic among job satisfaction authorities closely corresponds with 

Gilmer and Deci's (1977) conclusion:

Employees who are not satisfied with their jobs are more 
likely than satisfied employees to withdraw from the 
organization— either temporarily as in the case of absen­
teeism or permanently as in the case of turnover. (p. 229)

Other Dependent Variables

A small number of intriguing studies into the effects of job 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction on a diverse set of dependent vari­

ables reveals a field of inquiry worthy of further research. Vroom 

(1964) concluded that job dissatisfaction was related to accidents on 

the job. In addition in what would seem an obvious fact of life and 

a phenomenon generally ignored in the literature, Purrington and 

Jones (1970) reported that high job dissatisfaction, along with high 

risk taking propensity, was related to Florida teachers' decision to 

strike. Seashore and Taber (1975) have summarized a number of
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research studies with job satisfaction or dissatisfaction as the 

independent variable:

1. Quinn & Mangione (1973) report job dissatisfaction 
to be significantly correlated with (1) life dissatisfac­
tion, (2) low self-esteem, (3) depression, (4) psycho­
somatic illness symptoms, (5) work-related fatigue, and
(6) participation in off-job recreational, political, and 
religious organizations. . . . Significant correlations 
are also reported for outcomes independently measured 
such as (1) work-related injury and illness rates, and 
(2) supervisory ratings of productivity and quality of 
work performance . . .

2. Andrews and Withey (1974) report from a national 
sample of adults that job satisfaction has a significant 
role in overall live satisfaction even after removal of 
variance redundancy with other predictors . . .

3. Sheppard and Herrick (1972) report associations 
between job dissatisfaction and extremist political voting 
behavior.

4. French and Caplan (1972) [cited in Marrow, 1972] 
report significant correlations between job dissatisfaction 
and an index of physiological heart disease risk factors.

5. Mangione and Quinn (1973) report correlations be­
tween job dissatisfaction and (1) work-related use of self- 
narcotizing drugs and (2) an index of on-job destructive 
behaviors including theft, sabotage, and the like. (p. 360)

Other studies include Kornhauser's (1965) study of mental health among 

blue collar workers, in which he found job satisfaction as an impor­

tant mediating factor. Duke University's study of aging (Palmore, 

cited in Palmore & Jeffers, 1971) reported that having satisfying 

work to do later in life is related to longevity of life. Finally, 

among teachers, Cooke and Kornbluh9 reported that job satisfaction 

was moderately positively correlated with life satisfaction. Thus, 

as Seashore and Taber (1975) suggested, more research effort should

9Ibid.
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be expended investigating the consequences of job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction in an attempt to verify the existence of reported re­

lationships in which job satisfaction is the independent variable.

Summary of Job Satisfaction Research

The following statements thus characterize the literature of job 

satisfaction:

1. It manifests major unexplained variance.

2. It lacks a universally accepted theory, definition, and 

technical vocabulary.

3. It appears to deal with a construct that is complex, multi­

faceted, and which varies in duration and factor composition from 

individual to individual, if not from culture to culture.

4. It suffers from method-result criticism, largely because of 

its dependence on self-report questionnaires and the measurement 

artifacts sometimes associated with them.

5. It reflects a sort of guarded acceptance of the following 

variables as correlates of job satisfaction— correlates which prob­

ably interact with other variables in mediating job satisfaction, or 

in the case of job satisfaction as an independent variable, its con­

sequences: (a) wages; (b) demographic variables; (c) macro- 

environmental factors, such as the community in which one resides;

(d) occupational characteristics, such as limited promotion oppor­

tunities for teachers; (e) organizational environment, such as the 

degree of autonomy granted a worker on the job; (f) job and job 

environment, such as recognition and achievement possible with the
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job; (g) personal characteristics; (h) performance, but only under 

specific circumstances in ways generally not understood; (i) absence 

and turnover; and (j) other dependent variables, such as job safety 

and work-related illness.

6. It badly needs a comprehensive descriptive theory and sophis­

ticated, large scale multivariate validation of that theory before 

much more can be learned about job satisfaction and its function in 

the world of work.

7. It must reflect research methods other than self-report 

surveys. Where surveys are used, they must be of high quality, demon­

strating validity and reliability.

The Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ)

Porter developed the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ) in

1961 to test his hypothesis that need satisfactions among managers

differed as a function of the organizational level at which they

worked. Building on the proposition of Argyris (1957), that the

higher an individual is on the organizational ladder, the more able

he will be to satisfy what Maslow (1954) called higher order needs,

Porter specifically desired to know if differences in perceived need

fulfillment existed between bottom and middle management workers.

Accordingly, Porter operationalized Maslow's need categories into the

NSQ instrument, in an attempt to measure perceived need deficiencies.

Managers were asked to respond to 13 items in three ways:

(a) How much of the characteristic is there now connected 
with your management position? (b) How much of the char­
acteristic do you think should be connected with your
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management position? (c) How important is this position
characteristic to you? (Porter, 1961, p. 3)

Since the importance items rarely have been analyzed (Herman & Hulin, 

1973), the questionnaire has been generally administered using only 

the "Is now" and "Should be" scales.

The item content of the NSQ differs slightly from Maslow*s five 

need categories. Maslow*s lowest order need, physiological, was omit­

ted from the instrument, and autonomy was included as an independent 

category between esteem and self-actualization. Maslow had included 

autonomy in his esteem category. Therefore, the five need categories 

on the NSQ are: security, social, esteem, autonomy, and self-

actualization. The difference betw een o n e 's "Is now" and "Should be" 

scores is regarded as one's need deficiency.

The NSQ enjoyed considerable popularity among researchers and 

industrial psychologists during the 1960*s and more recently has been 

used by educational researchers (e.g., Birada, 1978; Trusty & Sergio- 

vanni, 1966).

Maslow*s Need Theory

Without examining this well-known theory in any great detail 

(see Wahba & Bridwell, 1976, for a more complete discussion), suffice 

it to state that the theory encompasses human motives, the classified 

needs— and human motivation, the propositions of how these needs are 

related to human behavior. Maslow's uniqueness, however, stems most 

from his assertion that human needs are ordered in a hierarchy of 

prepotency and therefore order of emergence: The lowest category
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needs emerge first and must be satisfied before higher order needs 

can emerge. An individual deprived of physiological satisfaction, 

for example, adequate shelter, will not be aware of or concerned 

about satisfying a higher order need, say self-esteem, until the 

physiological need has been satisfied. Maslow suggested that persons 

move up the hierarchy of needs as they progress through life. As 

individuals' physiological and security needs are met, they accord­

ingly progress to the needs of belongingness (social needs), esteem, 

and self-actualization:

At once other (and higher) needs emerge and these, rather 
than physiological hungers dominate the organism. And 
when these in turn are satisfied, again new (and still 
higher) needs emerge, and so on. That is what we mean by 
saying that the basic human needs are organized into a 
hierarchy of relative prepotency. (Maslow, 1954, p. 83)

According to Maslow (1970), the needs are instinctive and operative 

across nationalities and cultures.

As a theory of motivation, the concept is clear enough: Only

deprived needs motivate individuals. If the deprivation is strong 

enough, it will dominate, even obsess an individual (Maslow, 1970).

The result, according to Maslow, is a cycle of behavior follox^ing the 

order of: deprivation, dominance, gratification, activation. Activa­

tion refers to the ultimate state in the Maslow schema, self- 

actualization. The self-actualized person no longer is constrained 

. to heed the beck and call of the other lower needs because they have 

been satisfied and are therefore no longer prepotent. Instead, the 

individual is free to become all he or she may wish to become as a 

person. Maslow found self-actualized persons, therefore, to display
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admirable behaviors:

Self-actualizing people have deeper and more profound inter­
personal relations than any other adults. They are capable 
of more fusion, greater love, more perfect identification, 
more obliteration of the ego boundaries than other people 
would consider possible. (Maslow, 1954, p. 218)

That Maslow (1965) valued self-actualization as a worthy human goal 

is thus understandable given the nature of his self-actualized indi­

vidual.

Although Maslow's theory was originally developed as a general 

theory of motivation, it was quickly accepted by social scientists 

and industrial psychologists interested in improving worker motiva­

tion and satisfaction. Maslow's influence has been profound in orga­

nizational psychology and management, affecting the writings of 

McGregor (1960), Argyris (1964), Herzberg (1966), and Alderfer (1969) 

to mention but a few of the better known management theorists. The 

theory's contribution to management theory was summarized by Wahba 

and Bridwell (1976):

Since Maslov; first published his theory 30 years ago, it 
has become one of the most popular theories of motivation 
in the field of management and organizational behavior 
literature . . . and has influenced . . . many prominent 
authors in the field of management and organizational be­
havior. (p. 212)

Lack of validation. In what has to be one of the most remark­

able aspects of industrial psychology and management, Maslow's theory 

has enjoyed widespread acceptance and popularity despite the fact 

that it has "received little, clear and consistent support from the 

available research findings" (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976, p. 233). In­

deed, as Wahba and Bridwell (1976) stated:
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Some of Maslow's propositions are totally rejected, while 
others receive mixed and questionable support at best.
The validity of Maslow's Need Classification scheme is 
not established, although deficiency and growth needs 
[physiological, security needs as opposed to affiliation, 
esteem, and self-actualization needs] may form some kind 
of hierarchy. Again, this two-level hierarchy is not 
always operative, nor is it based upon the domination or 
gratification concepts. (p. 233)

In short, Maslow's theory is conceptually attractive but empirically

unsupported (Cofer & Apply, 1964; Filley & House, 1969; Hall &

Nougaim, 1968).

Moreover, some theorists challenge the very assumptions on which

need satisfaction models are based. Miller (1978) asked the question

begged by the very proposition of the existence of needs:

Why postulate the existence of needs? (p. 27) No evidence 
for the existence of any motivational state or need has 
ever been presented that cannot more parsimoniously be 
explained as the simple outcome of a direct cause. Maslow's 
(1943) explanation of the hierarchy, physiological to self- 
actualization ('the lower need is the most prepotent goal 
that will monopolize consciousness and will tend to orga­
nize the recruitment of various capacities of the organism'), 
can be more parsimoniously stated: "Given a set of circum­
stances in which a person has been deprived of food and of 
personal attention, he is more likely to behave in a manner 
to obtain food than personal attention." An external cause, 
the environmental set of events, is present and a behavior 
results. There is no reason to assert the presence of an 
internal need. (p. 29)

Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) questioned numerous aspects of need sat­

isfaction models of motivation:

1. According to need-satisfaction models, when the 
external environment is incompatible with an individual's 
needs, the person is doomed to dissatisfaction . . . since 
need models assume that individuals react to external 
realities in the context of relatively unchanging needs. . . . 
(p. 440)

2. Even the presumably basic human needs such as 
hunger, thirst, and sex are, in part, socially conditioned,
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as is evidenced from the research on obesity and sexual 
dysfunction. . . .  (p. 441)

3. Precision in definition is lost as the [Maslow's] 
need hierarchy is ascended. Self-actualization is a con­
cept so poorly articulated that there continue to be de­
bates about its essential properties. . . . (p. 442)

4. Rather than being an abstraction with some psycho­
logical reality, needs can be considered as constructs in­
vented by individuals and their observers as a means of
organizing their thinking and reactions to the environment.
(p. 443)
Thus, Maslow's need theory, although empirically unsupported, 

has gained wide acceptance as a motivational model. When it has been 

used in a survey instrument such as the NSQ, it has been used to in­

fer persons' job satisfaction. The assumption that an unfulfilled

need results in dissatisfaction has enjoyed particularly widespread 

acceptance in the literature of job satisfaction, if not in society 

at large.

Validation of the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire

Studies attempting to validate the NSQ as a measure of need de­

ficiency and job satisfaction tend to take two forms: factor ana­

lytic studies and correlational studies. Factor analytic inquiries 

begin with the assumption that if the NSQ is actually measuring 

Maslcw's five needs (as modified by Porter, 1961), those five factors 

should emerge as separate and distinct entities when NSQ data are 

analyzed. Results, however, have not been encouraging. Of the five 

factor analytic studies of the NSQ which Wahba and Bridwell (1976) 

reviewed (Herman & Hulin, 1973; Payne, 1970; Roberts, Walter, & Miles, 

1971; Wahba & Clemence, 1973; Waters & Roach, 1973), none found
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Maslow's five need categories to be independent factors. Clay, how­

ever, in a 1977 study of community college instructors in North 

Carolina, found five distinct factors, but his scales differed from 

those of the NSQ's since he modified them into a semantic differential 

format. Clay's study, though, is important because it raises the pos­

sibility that measurement artifacts may be more responsible for the 

failure of factor analytic studies to reveal independent Maslow fac­

tors than any conceptual weakness in the theory. It must be recorded, 

however, that four other studies using Maslow-type instruments other 

than the NSQ also failed to detect distinct Maslow factors (Alderfer, 

1966, 1972; Huizinga, 1970; Schneider & Alderfer, 1973).

Wahba and Bridwell (1976) questioned the quality of the NSQ:

As a device for testing Maslow, the NSQ has several weak­
nesses. First, it contains only 13 to 15 items mostly 
dealing with Maslow's two highest need categories. Second, 
the NSQ originally included no reliability or validity fig­
ures; later Porter and Lawler (1968) provided some data 
showing discriminant validation of the NSQ. Third, the 
NSQ suffers from a number of methodological problems par­
ticularly due to response bias. Subjects filling the in­
strument give the fulfillment and importance ranking almost 
simultaneously. Such a procedure produces a response error 
by showing a high correlation between fulfillment and im­
portance because subjects tend to assign the same value to 
fulfillment and importance (Alderfer, 1972). Fourth,
Lawler and Suttle (1972) pointed out that the correlations 
among the NSQ items in the same category were not high and 
that all items correlated with each other. As a result 
the NSQ may not accurately reflect Maslow's need classifi­
cation scheme. Fifth, Wall and Payne (1973) identified 
and empirically tested the effects of two limitations of 
deficiencies scores. Logically, a fulfillment rating of 
5 permits a deficiency score range of -4 to 2 and arith­
metically increases the range by 3 to -1 to 5. Psycho­
logically, respondents were quick to report job deficien­
cies but rarely reported excess satisfaction. (pp. 215- 
218)
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Indeed, questions about the quality of the NSQ as a measurement 

instrument are particularly discomforting in validation studies in 

which the NSQ is correlated in various ways with other job satisfac­

tion measures. For example, Waters and Roach (1976) compared the Job 

Descriptive Index or JDI (Smith et al., 1969) with the NSQ in a study 

of higher-level line managers, lower-level line managers, and 

managerial-level technical/specialty personnel in a national insur­

ance company. They concluded:

Using the Job Descriptive Index scales, relationships be­
tween managerial role and satisfaction were obtained on 
two functions, while using the Porter need-deficiency 
scales resulted in no significant discrimination among the 
managerial level groups. (p. 1098)

Waters and Roach's conclusion paralleled that of Herman and Hulin

(1973) who also compared the NSQ and JDI:

The managerial level-job satisfaction hypothesis failed 
to replicate on the need satisfaction scales but found 
support on the JDI variables. . . .  There were no signifi­
cant differences between managerial groups measured by the 
Porter questionnaire. (p. 122)

Herman and Hulin closed their validation study with the following

assessment of research employing the NSQ instrument: "The lack of

convergence and failure to replicate casts doubt on the conclusions

about job satisfaction drawn from the research on the Porter Need

Satisfaction Questionnaire" (p. 123).

In fairness to Porter, however, it must be stated that he did

not intend the NSQ to be a highly developed, well validated, highly

reliable measure of need deficiency or job satisfaction. Rather, he

intended the instrument to test his hypothesis about Maslow’s need
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hierarchies in a work environment.10 That the questionnaire has been 

accepted as a legitimate measurement instrument is the fault of an 

accepting group of researchers, who, had they been more careful in 

their analysis of the instrument and Porter's intended uses of it, 

could have avoided the questionable sorts of findings sometimes asso­

ciated with the use of the NSQ.

Finally, however, at least one researcher claimed the NSQ pos­

sessed concurrent validity with the JDI. Employing Campbell and 

Fiske's (1959) criteria for determining convergent and discriminant 

validities (refinements of the more general term, concurrent valid­

ity), Evans (1969) found support for concurrent validity. In each of 

the two samples investigated in the study, workers in a public util­

ity (n = 311) and nurses in a general hospital (n = 88), correlations 

between pay and supervision scales were substantial (.31 to .60). 

However, Evans' scale was a modification of Porter's. Language was 

simplified, and instead of asking "How much should there be?", Evans' 

second question for each item was "How important is it to you?" (p. 

102). Moreover, the pay question was included only in Porter's first 

study using the NSQ (1961). Other NSQ studies, including Porter's 

later work, omitted the item. Whether these changes could be expected 

to produce the results Evans derived is problematic and left to the 

judgment of the reader. Relative to the Minnesota Satisfaction Ques­

tionnaire (MSQ), though, Gillet and Schwab (1975) reported higher 

convergent and discriminant validities between the MSQ and JDI than

10Porter, L. Personal telephone conversation, April 10, 1980.
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Evans reported between the JDI and NSQ.

All in all, it seems clear that considerable doubt about the 

appropriateness of the NSQ as a measurement of employees' work satis­

faction is warranted. Robinson et al. (1969) suggested that the NSQ 

is more "heuristic than validity-oriented" (p. 149). Accordingly, 

the NSQ lacks the sort of detailed developmental information one ex­

pects in psychometric measures: procedures used to establish content

validity; criteria for item selection and retention; estimates of in­

ternal consistency, if not reliability over time; and evidence of 

construct validity. That researchers have widely used the instrument 

in the absence of such information must chronicle the dubious quality 

of some of the literature of job satisfaction.

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ)

The Industrial Relations Center at the University of Minnesota 

directed a series of studies called the Minnesota Studies in Voca­

tional Rehabilitation to investigate the general problem of adjust­

ment to work. The studies, which came to be known as the Work Adjust­

ment Project, began in 1957 and were supported in part by a research 

grant from the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration, Department 

of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. As noted in the 

test manual for the MSQ:

These studies . . . have two objectives: the development
of diagnostic tools for assessing the work adjustment 
"potential" of applicants for vocational rehabilitation, 
and the evaluation of work adjustment outcomes. These 
primary goals are embodied in a conceptual framework for 
research, entitled the Theory of Work Adjustment.
(Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967, p. v)
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Thus, the MSQ is only one component of the measurement strategies 

used to test the theory, and in particular, workers’ adjustments to 

their jobs. Other instrumentation includes:

The Minnesota Satisfactoriness Scales (MSS), to mea­
sure how satisfactorily individuals perform on their jobs 
(Weiss, Dawis, Lofquist, and England, 1966);

The Minnesota Importance Questionnaire (MIQ), to mea­
sure individuals’ vocational needs (Weiss, Dawis, England, 
and Lofquist, 1964; Weiss, Dawis, Lofquist, and England,
1966); and

The Minnesota Job Description Questionnaire (MJDQ), 
to measure the kinds of reinforcers available in specific 
jobs and the levels at which they exist (Borgen, Weiss,
Tinsley, Dawis, and Lofquist, 1968). Using the MJDQ, Occu­
pational Reinforcer Patterns (ORPs) have been developed for 
a substantial number of jobs. (Dawis, Lofquist, & Weiss,
1968, p. 1)

The Theory of Work Adjustment

The Theory of Work Adjustment addresses the relationship the 

worker has with his or her job. Dawis et al. (1968) suggest that a 

relationship exists only when the worker and his environment, here 

the work environment, mutually benefit from the interaction of the 

two. The concept, therefore, is reminiscent of the currency of ex­

change concept, with work or services rendered in this case the cur­

rency of exchange.

The specific term the authors of the Theory of Work Adjustment 

use to describe the relationship between the worker and the job is 

"correspondence":

Correspondence, then, is a relationship in which the indi­
vidual and the environment are corresponsive, i.e., mutu­
ally responsive. The individual brings into this relation­
ship his requirements of the environment; the environment
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likewise has its requirements of the individual. In order 
to survive, i.e., exist, in an environment, the individual 
must achieve some degree of correspondence. (Dawis et al.,
1968, p. 3)

Inherent in the Theory of Work Adjustment and its advocacy of the 

essential work requirement, correspondence, then, is need theory.

Like the hierarchy of needs advocated by Maslow (1954), later opera­

tionalized in the NSQ, the Theory of Work Adjustment is a need theory. 

Indeed, the MSQ was designed "to measure the satisfaction of individ­

uals' needs through their jobs" (Dawis et al., 1968, p. 1). Need 

theory is also apparent in the basic assumption of the Theory of Work 

Adjustment: "Each individual seeks to achieve and maintain correspon­

dence with his environment. Achieving and maintaining correspondence 

with the environment are basic motives of human behavior" (Dawis et 

al., 1968, p. 3). Thus, correspondence is achieved when the needs of 

the individual and the environment, here the work environment, are 

both met.

Without detailing the specifics of the Theory of Work Adjustment 

to any great length (see Dawis et al., 1968, for a complete discus­

sion of the topic), suffice it to state that the theory incorporates 

the idea mentioned earlier (Seashore & Taber, 1975) that workers seek 

to accommodate themselves to their work environments. This process 

of accommodation is called work adjustment, "a continuous and dynamic 

process by which the individual seeks to achieve and maintain corre­

spondence with his work environment" (Dawis et al., 1968, p. 5).

According to Dawis et al. (1968), indicators of work adjustment 

or correspondence with the work environment include: tenure in the
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job (the greater the correspondence, the longer the tenure), satisfac­

toriness (the satisfactoriness of a worker's output to his or her 

employer), and satisfaction (job satisfaction perceived by the 

worker). Therefore, the Theory of Work Adjustment posits that job 

satisfaction, along with the other two indicators, can be used to 

determine how well an individual has adjusted to his or her work 

environment. Two indicators of work adjustment are thus external—  

tenure and satisfactoriness— and one indicator is internal— job sat­

isfaction. Dawis et al. (1968) incorporate the indicators into a 

basic conclusion about workers' correspondence or relationship with 

their jobs:

The levels of satisfactoriness and satisfaction observed 
for a group of individuals with substantial tenure in a 
specific work environment establish the limits of satis­
factoriness and satisfaction from which tenure can be pre­
dicted for other individuals. (p. 7)

The theory thus advances the following propositions relative to job

satisfaction:

Proposition I. An individual's work adjustment at 
any point in time is indicated by his concurrent levels 
of satisfactoriness and satisfaction.

Proposition II. Satisfaction is a function of the 
correspondence between the reinforcer system of the work 
environment and the individual's needs, provided that the 
individual's abilities correspond with the ability require­
ments of the work environment.

Proposition IV. Satisfaction moderates the func­
tional relationship between satisfactoriness and ability- 
requirement correspondence.

Proposition VII. The probability of an individual 
voluntarily leaving the work environment is inversely re­
lated to his satisfaction. (Dawis etal., 1968, pp. 10-11)
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Work adjustment in individuals takes two forms: the active

mode, in which the individual changes the environment to fit his or 

her requirements, and the reactive mode, in which the individual 

changes himself (Lofquist & Dawis, 1972). To best understand workers' 

work adjustment, Weiss et al. (1967) suggest that questionnaire indi­

cators and external indicators such as tenure be studied by individ-

Individualized measurement is useful because two individ­
uals may express the same amount of general satisfaction 
with their work but for entirely different reasons. For 
example, one individual may be satisfied with his work be­
cause it allows him to satisfy his needs for independence 
and security. Another person who is equally satisfied 
with his work is able to satisfy his needs for creativity, 
ability utilization, and achievement. Research has shown 
that there are individual differences in vocational needs 
of people. Research has also shown that there are indi­
vidual differences in jobs with respect to the reinforcers 
available for the satisfaction of needs. It is, therefore, 
likely that people find different satisfactions in work, 
and to understand these differences, it is useful to mea­
sure satisfaction with the specific aspects of work and 
work environments. Such understanding should contribute 
to the effectiveness of vocational planning with individ­
ual clients. (p. vi)

Thus, the MSQ was intended, at least in part, to function as an atti- 

tudinal indicator useful in vocational counseling for individuals.

The Work Adjustment Theory's emphasis on the individual's work life 

is unique in the literature of job satisfaction.

Validation of the theory. The Theory of Work Adjustment has a 

unique place among job satisfaction theories. Although it has been 

subjected to numerous research studies (see for example, Betz, Weiss, 

Dawis, England, & Lofquist, Seven Years of Research on Work Adjust­

ment, 1966), the theory has not been widely promulgated nor cited.
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Without examining these studies in any detail, it may be stated that

the research is promising but preliminary in its support of the

theory. As Zedeck (cited in Buros, 1978) stated:

In summary, the data analyses, results, and research under­
lying the Work Adjustment Project . . . are generally impres­
sive and suggest the potential for valuable contribution to 
the study, understanding, and prediction of work adjustment.
But the work has not been completed. Only the test of time 
and future research will judge its utility adequately.
(p. 1675)

Description of the Minnesota 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ)

The MSQ is available in short and long forms. The short form 

consists of 20 items, one from each of the long form's 20 scales, and 

yields three satisfaction scores: Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and General

Satisfaction. The long form employed in this study offers 100 ques­

tions with satisfaction information reported on 20 subscales and one 

Overall Satisfaction scale. The 20 scales are: (a) Ability Utiliza­

tion, (b) Achievement, (c) Activity, (d) Advancement, (e) Authority, 

(f) Company Policies and Practices, (g) Compensation, (h) Co-workers, 

(i) Creativity, (j) Independence, (k) Moral Values, (1) Recognition, 

(m) Responsibility, (n) Security, (o) Social Service, (p) Social 

Status, (q) Supervision— human relations, (r) Supervision— technical, 

(s) Variety, and (t) Working Conditions. Responses are recorded on a 

5-point scale with low satisfaction receiving lower numerical values 

than higher satisfaction.

As Albright (cited in Buros, 1972) noted, one of the serious 

weaknesses of the literature associated with the MSQ is the omission
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from the test manual of information about how the 20 scales were de­

veloped. In the Measurement of Employment Satisfaction (Carlson,

Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1962), however, development of the first 

version of the MSQ is detailed. Based on the Hoppock Job Satisfac­

tion Blank (1935), the Industrial Relations Center's Employee Atti­

tude Scale, and 22 experimental job-attitude questions, the MSQ's 80 

item pool generated data which were subjected to factor analysis and 

cluster analysis. Results suggested that further refinement of the 

scales was needed. Factor analysis of the refined scales revealed 

that more than one factor emerged for six of the previous eight 

groups, an improvement the developers of the test judged noteworthy 

enough to merit publication of the MSQ, a satisfaction instrument of 

80 items. Since then, the MSQ has undergone considerable revision, 

both in item content and in scale weightings.

The MSQ offers extensive norm tables for various occupations. 

Whether norms are useful in any real way for a construct as volatile 

and transient as job satisfaction is a question open to debate, but 

the inclusion of norm tables for diverse occupations is a practice 

other job satisfaction instrument developers would do well to emulate. 

Internal consistency coefficients computed with the Hoyt analysis of 

variance method ranged from:

A high of .97 on Ability Utilization (for both stenogra­
phers and typists) and on Working Conditions (for social 
workers) to a low of .59 on Variety (for buyers). The 
median Hoyt reliability coefficients ranged from .93 for 
Advancement and Recognition to .78 for Responsibility.
Of the 567 Hoyt reliability coefficients reported in Sec­
tion III-B [of the manual] (27 groups with 21 scales each),
83% were .80 or higher and only 2.5% were lower than .70.
(Weiss et al., 1967, p. 14)
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Again, however, it must be noted that these data are old and thus are 

best interpreted as general estimates of the MSQ's reliability. That 

changes in the macro-environment such as standard of living, occupa­

tional status, and workers' expectations and aspirations would alter 

the nature of the occupational satisfaction norms might almost be a 

given. How such changes in the macro-environment would affect the 

reliability of the instrument is uncertain, but any differences in 

reliability would probably be less than any differences in satisfac­

tion levels.

The test manual for the MSQ reports two measures of the MSQ's

stability over time periods of 1 week and 1 year:

For a one-week interval, stability coefficients ranged 
from .66 for Co-workers, to .91 for Working Conditions.
Median coefficient (excluding the General Satisfaction 
scale) was .83. One-weelc stability coefficient for the 
General Satisfaction scale was .89. (Weiss et al., 1967, 
p. 15)

The 1 year test-retest correlations, obtained from data from 115 em­

ployed individuals in various occupations, were, of course, lower:

These stability coefficients ranged from .35 for Indepen­
dence to .71 for Ability Utilization. Median stability 
coefficient for the 20 scales (excluding General Satisfac­
tion) was .61. Stability coefficient for the General Sat­
isfaction scale for the one-year interval was .70. (Weiss 
et al., 1967, p. 15)

As reviewers have noted, however, (see Albright, cited in Buros, 1972,

and Guion, cited in Buros, 1978), reliability data for the MSQ may be

inflated by the nearly identical wording of items within scales:

Homogeneity of scale content was increased through item 
wording. Some item redundancy results, as with the three 
items from the Social Service scale in which the respondent 
is asked to rate his satisfaction with regard to the chance 
his job provides him "to be of service to others" (item 1),
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"to people" (item 21), or "to be of some small service to 
other people" (item 81). (Albright, cited in Buros, 1972, 
p. 1493)

Furthermore, Foley (cited in Buros, 1972) stated that the MSQ scales' 

intents are transparent, leading him to conclude that "voluntary or 

involuntary faking or dissembling should be relatively easy . . . 

especially [in] those [situations] in which the respondent is ego- 

involved in making a desirable score" (p. 1494). If Foley is correct, 

the MSQ's transparency may accordingly function as a priming artifact, 

that is, the respondent, upon noting the similarity of items on a 

given scale, may attempt to mark answers to items in a consistent 

manner rather than a truthful manner. Priming artifacts, then, could 

also account for the otherwise impressive reliability data reported 

for the MSQ.

Validation of the Questionnaire

Theoretical expectations. A major assumption of the Theory of 

Work Adjustment is that satisfaction is the result of reinforcement 

for persons with high need levels and that dissatisfaction is the re­

sult of a lack of reinforcement. Thus, researchers predicted that 

the high-need— high-reinforcement groups of workers would express the 

most satisfaction and that the high-need— low-reinforcement groups 

would reflect the least job satisfaction (Weiss, Dawis, England, & 

Lofquist, 1964). The hypothesis was supported for seven of the 16 

MSQ scales studied (Weiss et al., 1964). Another study, which used 

the MSQ general satisfaction score as the dependent variable, also 

showed some support for the theoretical expectations of the Theory of
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Work Adjustment (Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1965). Job satis­

faction was found to be a function of the importance of an individ­

ual's job satisfaction needs. Although these studies can hardly be 

regarded as sufficient evidence of the MSQ's construct validity as a 

satisfaction measure, when taken into consideration with other evi­

dence of construct validity, the studies would appear to have some 

significance.

Group differences. That individuals' job satisfactions are a 

function of the occupations they hold is well established (see, for 

example, Quinn & Staines, 1979). Therefore, an indication of a job 

satisfaction instrument's construct validity is its ability to dif­

ferentiate among occupational groups. The MSQ, when administered to 

individuals in 25 different occupations, resulted in satisfaction 

scores that differed significantly at the .001 level for all occupa­

tional groups (Weiss et al. , 1967 , p. 18). All 21 scales of the MSQ 

showed significant differences in means and variances.

Factor structure. Two factors tend to emerge from factor ana­

lytic studies of the MSQ— intrinsic satisfaction and extrinsic satis­

faction. The principal factor may be either intrinsic or extrinsic 

satisfaction depending on the occupation. Teachers, according to the 

test manual, generated data in which the principal factor was intrin­

sic satisfaction. The inclusion of 20 subscales in the MSQ, however, 

was justified by one reviewer as follows:

Intercorrelations between many of the scales are quite sub­
stantial but low relative to the reliability estimates.
In general, they are low enough to indicate some substan­
tial unique variance in the scales, yet high enough to 
justify adding scales together to form a twenty-first scale
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of general job satisfaction. (Guion, cited in Buros, 1978, 
p. 1679)

If one accepts the theory that job satisfaction as a construct is two-

dimensioned (e.g., Herzberg et al., 1957), then factor analysis of the

MSQ suggests its construct validity. Even if one rejects that theory, 

however, the fact that the 20 scales of the MSQ may be classified as 

either intrinsic or extrinsic satisfaction oriented supports the test 

developers’ claim that the MSQ possesses content validity.

Comparison with a criterion measure. Job satisfaction authori­

ties agree that the Job Descriptive Index or JDI (Smith et al., 1969) 

ranks among the best job satisfaction instruments available. Robinson 

et al. (1969) in their review of 13 job satisfaction measures (not 

including the MSQ) concluded that:

The instrument which appears to us to have the best creden­
tials is the Job Description Index. Lengthy, extensive and 
competent research went into the construction of this in­
strument, which has been administered to workers at all
organization levels on a nationwide basis. (p. 101)

Like the MSQ, the JDI has been employed as a criterion measure of

other job satisfaction instruments (e.g., Dunham, Smith, & Blackburn,

1977).
A particularly important validation study of the MSQ, though,

was the research of Gillet and Schwab (1975) which established the

convergent and discriminant validities of the MSQ with the JDI.

Gillet and Schwab found that:

The four satisfaction scales common to the JDI and MSQ 
show very high validities when judged against the absolute 
criteria of Campbell and Fiske's (1959) procedure. The 
convergent validities of all four scales are statistically 
significant as specified. In addition the results
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completely satisfy the first two discriminant validation 
criteria and almost completely satisfy the third. (p. 317)

Referring to an earlier study using a similar research design but

comparing the JDI with the NSQ (Need Satisfaction Questionnaire), the

authors noted that:

The results of the present study are also favorable in a 
relative sense when compared to the convergent and dis­
criminant validities Evans (1969) obtained in a study of 
four scales common to the JDI and a goal attainment in­
strument [the NSQ with a modified scale]. This apparent 
superiority was expected since there is no published evi­
dence that the goal attainment instrument has received 
the careful development accorded the MSQ. (p. 317)

Although the only scales common to the JDI and the MSQ were pay, pro­

motion, supervision, and co-workers, Gillet and Schwab concluded that 

the MSQ compared favorably with the criterion measure, the JDI.

Thus, the MSQ serves as an appropriate choice of a criterion 

measure of job satisfaction. Like other job satisfaction instruments, 

it is flawed (transparent items and excessive repetition of similarly 

worded items, e.g.), but its superiority over other job satisfaction 

instruments is evident when its development, supportive literature, 

and comparison to a criterion measure are considered. As Guion 

(cited in Buros, 1978) observed, the MSQ, like the JDI, "has an under­

lying rationale, is based on extensive empirical research, provides 

reliable scores, has evidence of construct validity, and is exten­

sively normed" (p. 1680).
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The Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction 

Survey (QEJSS)

The most recently developed of the three satisfaction measures 

included in this study, the QEJSS is a product of the Survey Research 

Center at the University of Michigan and constitutes one outcome mea­

sure of the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey, a national study of 

working life in America. The 1977 study followed similar studies 

conducted by the Survey Research Center in 1969 and 1973, all of 

which were funded by the U.S. Department of Labor. Relative to job 

satisfaction, the project's goal was "to develop efficient measures 

of job satisfaction suitable for use with samples of workers in het­

erogeneous occupations and suitable for use under a variety of condi­

tions of census and research" (Quinn & Staines, 1979, p. 1). The 

project workers concluded that currently available measures of job 

satisfaction did not meet this project goal. Some measures were 

judged as excessively long for the purposes of a national study em­

ploying numerous outcome measures. Other measures were regarded as 

occupationally bound or oriented toward particular segments of Ameri­

can workers, for example white collar, college educated persons. 

Finally, some measures were judged as inferior psychometric instru­

ments for the purpose of measuring job satisfaction. Thus, a new job 

satisfaction measure was developed.

The development of the QEJSS differed from that of the NSQ or 

the MSQ because it was not primarily based on an underlying theoreti­

cal concept of work satisfaction or motivation. Rather, the test de­

velopers relied on the factor analytic reports of job satisfaction

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



61

authorities (Herzberg et al., 1957; Smith et al., 1969; Vroom, 1964) 

and interviews with workers to guide the creation of the scales.

Also unique to the QEJSS was the inclusion of facet-free items, ques­

tions that did not relate to any specific aspect of the job but to a 

global affective response to one's job. Five facet-free items— for 

example, "If you were free to go into any type of job you x^anted, 

what would your choice be?"— were included in the survey, which also 

offered 33 facet-specific items. Scores from the Facet-free and 

Facet-specific scales were combined into one Overall Job Satisfaction 

score.

The original item pool, then, was derived from job satisfaction 

studies and the answers that a national sample of workers gave to a 

question about the "ideal" occupation (Kilpatrick, Cummings, &

Jennings, 1964). Quinn and Staines (1979) also reported that addi­

tional items were written based on Kahn and Quinn's 1970 study (cited 

in McLean, 1970) which noted the importance to workers of adequate 

resources to perform a job well. Although some of the questions are 

similar to those found in other satisfaction instruments, the combina­

tion of them in the QEJSS is unique.

Mangione (1973) detailed the development of the QEJSS. Factor 

analysis was the primary statistic employed to guide the item toss in 

the early stages of development. As a result of the first pilot ad­

ministration of the instrument, the item pool was reduced from 35 to 

25 items— 25 items that loaded on five factors: comfort, challenge,

financial rewards, relations with co-workers, and resource adequacy. 

Further development led to the addition of the promotion scale and
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additional items for the other scales. Cluster analysis of the 1973 

national data showed six distinct dimensions of job satisfaction as 

measured by the instrument. The six factors paralleled the five fac­

tors found in the 1969 factor analysis, except, of course, the addi­

tional scale— Promotion— loaded on a sixth distinct factor. Thus, 

the QEJSS is purported by its developers to be factor pure, placing 

it among the few satisfaction measures supportive of such a claim.

The format of the QEJSS is straightforward enough. The five 

facet-free items are in a multiple choice arrangement with numerical 

values on a 5-point scale assigned to them. The assigned values re­

flect both the intent of the developers to integrate the facet-free 

questions with the facet-specific questions written on a 4-point 

scale and to operationalize the developers' judgment about the rela­

tive importance of the satisfaction or dissatisfaction associated 

with each multiple choice item. Facet-free satisfaction is the arith­

metic mean of responses to the five questions, even as Facet-specific 

satisfaction is the mean of responses to its 35 questions. Overall 

Job Satisfaction is created by transforming the distribution of raw 

scores for Facet-specific and Facet-free job satisfaction into ẑ 

scores and taking a mean of the two resultant scores for each respon­

dent. The scores are then multiplied by 100 to eliminate decimal 

points. The resultant scores are either positive or negative values 

which can be interpreted as deviations from the national samples' 

means (1969, 1973, 1977). The Facet-free and Facet-specific scores 

are equally weighted.
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Validation of the QEJSS

In addition to the factor analytic evidence of content validity, 

the test developers of the QEJSS attempted to determine if the instru­

ment possessed other forms of validity. Mangione (1973) concluded 

that the QEJSS demonstrated concurrent validity with measures of job 

tension, depression, and intention to change jobs. Mangione (1973) 

also asserted that predictive validity was evident in the QEJSS, 

especially when administered to workers who were "not married, blue 

collar, women, or workers with low prestige occupations" (p. 101). 

Construct validity was inferred from the fact that demographic charac­

teristics did not function as predictors of job satisfaction, as 

Mangione hypothesized, but that facets of work did, in fact, affect 

one's job satisfaction. That job satisfaction is rooted in facets of 

the job is the major theoretical foundation of the QEJSS.

Mangione also concluded that the QEJSS demonstrated construct 

validity by its possessing discriminant validity. When Mangione cor­

related the earlier form of the QEJSS (called Jobsat '72) with other 

Quality of Employment measures, he found that correlations between 

questions dealing with the same content correlated positively and 

were higher than different content correlations. As Mangione (1973) 

stated:

Discriminant validity and hence evidence for construct 
validity is present to the extent that measures tapping 
the same content area show higher correlations between 
themselves than they do with measures of different con­
tent areas. (p. 119)
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In short, the validation of the QEJSS, though limited to research 

conducted by its developers, is comprehensive, competent, and impres­

sive .

Reliability of the QEJSS

Internal consistency was computed using Guilford's (1954) formula 

for calculating the reliability of an index consisting of a combina­

tion of composite scores. According to Quinn and Staines (1979), 

this procedure "takes into account both the reliabilities of the com­

ponents and the correlation between them" (p. 233). Overall consist­

ency was .85 with Facet-free at .77 and Facet-specific at .92. Sub­

scale consistencies ranged from .61 (Relations with Co-workers) to 

.88 (Resource Adequacy) (Quinn & Staines, 1979, p. 232). No test- 

retest stability coefficients are available for the 1977 version of 

the QEJSS, but Mangione (1973) found in a study of 80 workers over a 

period of 1 year that the correlations on each item of the 1972 ver­

sion ranged from a low of .32 to a high of .65 with a median correla­

tion of .56— data which Mangione suggested compare favorably xd-th 

other job satisfaction instruments, especially given the fact that 

the correlations were computed on items rather than on subscales, as 

is the practice of most other test writers (p. 61).

Normative Data for the QEJSS

The same reservations about the utility of norms for job satis­

faction expressed earlier in this report hold for the norms published 

for the QEJSS. Nonetheless, the QEJSS norms transcend anything
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heretofore available and have received considerable attention in the 

media because they facilitate trend analysis of job satisfaction.

The most recent norms, nationally derived and broken out by occupa­

tional groups including teachers, are the products of the 1977 data 

collection. They differ from the 1969 and 1973 norms and for the 

first time reflect what other job satisfaction norms have never done, 

namely, record a decline in job satisfaction for workers across occu­

pational groups. Moreover, the norms are national norms, the sample 

sizes for which were 1,531, 2,089, and 2,285, with the 1969 sample 

the smallest and the 19 77 sample the largest (Quinn & Staines, 1979, 

p. 221). Even more recent normative data for teachers, although not 

reported in jz score form, were made available from data collected 

from southeastern Michigan public school teachers (Cooke & Kornbluh*1). 

Normative data reported in standard score form allow one easily to

determine if a reported satisfaction is above or below the national

mean. Quite simply, the format of the QEJSS norms are the standard 

by which other job satisfaction instruments' norms might well be 

judged.

Thus, the quality of the QEJSS as a measure of job satisfaction 

appears high. Certainly, Mangione (1973), who admitted his under­

standable bias in favor of the QEJSS (p. 141), was convinced of its 

quality relative to other job satisfaction instruments:

The Jobsat '72 measure of job satisfaction is among the 
best job satisfaction instruments published today with 
respect to content validity. The items used in the mea­
sure were drawn from several sources including responses

11 Cooke & Kornbluh. Quality of Teacher Worklife.
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to open-ended questions and previous factor analytic 
studies. The items were worded and presented in such a 
manner as to be quickly and easily administered, under­
standable, and resistent to social desirability response 
bias. It is the only job satisfaction measure to base 
its item analysis on a national representative working 
population. The items load on five factors and show good 
coefficient alphas of reliability and test-retest reli­
ability. It is the only job satisfaction instrument to 
measure resource adequacy. It is one of the few satisfac­
tion instruments which combine general overall affect and 
satisfaction with specific facets of the job. (p. 73)

Indeed, with favorable reports from cross validation studies, the

QEJSS may become recognized as a criterion measure of job satisfac-

Summary

The literature of job satisfaction is voluminous, conceptually 

diverse, and conflicting in its findings. Central to the lack of 

consensus among job satisfaction authorities about most aspects of 

job satisfaction is the absence of a single accepted definition, 

theory, and technical vocabulary. Moreover, the literature relies 

almost exclusively on survey research, a method of data collection 

which has been challenged because of the measurement artifacts asso­

ciated with it. Accordingly, few correlates of job satisfaction are 

accepted without question and most are advanced with qualifiers, if 

not caveats. Used in generating findings about job satisfaction are 

a number of instruments of varying psychometric quality. It is an 

established fact that the findings about workers' job satisfaction 

are functions of the nature and quality of the job satisfaction in­

struments used to measure workers' job satisfaction. Therefore, it
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is important that job satisfaction measures be studied and results 

reported so that consumers can select measures with care and insight. 

Three commonly used measures of job satisfaction are the Need Satis­

faction Questionnaire (NSQ), the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

(MSQ), and the Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction Survey (QEJSS).

The NSQ is an ad hoc questionnaire about need fulfillment. It 

lacks accepted psychometric credentials. Although purported to mea­

sure Maslow's (1954) need hierarchy, it is doubtful that it does so 

and thus may be a general measure of job satisfaction only. Its fac­

tor structure is suspect, its reliability unreported, its validation 

negative, its scales fraught with measurement artifacts. In short, 

it should be used only as a rough measure with which to preliminarily 

investigate hypotheses regarding Maslow's hierarchy. That it has 

been widely used to substantiate statements about various occupational 

groups' need satisfactions or deficiencies is an indication of the 

quality of research associated with this measure.

The MSQ, on the other hand, may be used as a criterion measure 

of job satisfaction. Although it is not without liabilities as an 

indicator, it has an underlying rationale, is well developed, demon­

strates adequate content validity and internal consistency, and com­

pares well with the Job Descriptive Index (JDI). It produces job 

satisfaction information reflecting two factors, intrinsic and extrin­

sic satisfaction, and 20 scales which, although not distinct factors, 

intercorrelate low enough so as to suggest unique variance. The MSQ, 

therefore, stands among the best job satisfaction instruments avail­

able.
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The QEJSS does not grow out of any particular theory, though its 

developers' major assumption governing its construction was that sat­

isfaction with work is rooted in facets of the job. Its strength is 

its factor purity, the result, in part, of the developers' reviewing 

major factor analytic research in job satisfaction and interviewing 

workers about ideal characteristics of jobs. Moreover, the inclusion 

of a facet-free set of items along with the facet-specific set dimin­

ishes the chance that the measure may miss some dissatisfaction or 

satisfaction not covered in the facet-specific questions. On the 

basis of the research associated with the QEJSS, one may state that 

the instrument appears promising as a fine measure of job satisfac­

tion. Its acceptance as such, it would seem, requires only cross 

validation studies comparing it with criterion measures such as the 

JDI and the MSQ.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to determine whether the Need Satisfac­

tion Questionnaire (NSQ) and the Quality of Employment Job Satisfac­

tion Survey (QEJSS) possess concurrent validity with the Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) in measuring the job satisfaction of 

educators. To recapitulate, the nine questions guiding the develop­

ment, design, and procedures of this study were:

1. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate public school

teachers from public school administrators?
2. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate men from women?

3. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate younger teachers

from older teachers?

4. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate inexperienced 

teachers from experienced teachers?

5. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate among teachers of 

lower and higher incomes?

6. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate among teachers at 

the elementary, junior high, and senior high school levels?

7. Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS discriminate between public and 

Christian school teachers?

8. Will the scales of the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS correlate posi­

tively?

69
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9. Do the scales of the NSQ represent independent factors in 

this sample of educators?

The analytic framework for this study is a replication of Herman 

and Hulin's (1973) study of managerial satisfactions and organiza­

tional roles, in which the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) was compared 

with the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ). This study also 

replicates in a different population the study of Waters and Roach 

(1976), which replicated the Herman and Hulin design in a business 

setting (regional office of a national insurance company) instead of 

the industrial setting (heavy equipment manufacturing and assembly 

plant) used in the Herman and Hulin research effort.

Rationale for the Design

Central to the design of this study was the practice of corre­

lating the results of a test with a criterion measure to establish 

concurrent validity (Cronbach, 1970). As reported by Guion (cited in 

Buros, 1978), the MSQ's usefulness as a criterion measure of job sat­

isfaction has been established (see Dunham, et al., 1977; Gillet, 

et al., 1975).

Statistical analyses were conducted on the data in accordance 

with the method described by Herman and Hulin (1973). Herman and 

Hulin developed their research design to determine if cumulative re­

search on the relationship between organizational role level and job 

satisfaction— generally accepted as positive— was a function of 

results-methods dependency. Since much of the research which led to 

the conclusion that there is a positive relationship between
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organizational level and job satisfaction used the NSQ (e.g., Porter, 

1961, 1962, 1963; Porter & Mitchell, 1967) and since the validity of 

the Porter scales was judged as questionable (see Imparato, 1972; 

Roberts, Walter, & Miles, 1971; as well as authorities already cited 

in the review of related literature), the JDI was administered along 

with the NSQ to check on the validity of the NSQ as a measure of job 

satisfaction, and thus to determine if the results of studies using 

the NSQ were not largely dependent on the method (NSQ) used to obtain 

them, rather than any alleged organizational role level— job satisfac­

tion relationship.

Furthermore, Herman and Hulin (1973) argued that multiple signif­

icance tests on the five categories of the NSQ are inappropriate 

since, when dependent variables covary— as Herman and Hulin assume is 

true of the NSQ scales, based on examination of the scale development 

procedures used by Porter— "the significance of the mean differences 

will be highly overstated by the assumption of independence made in 

multiple significance tests" (p. 119). Therefore, Herman and Hulin 

concluded that:

A multivariate analytic procedure that provides an overall 
significance test as well as individual significance tests 
on the dependent variables is more appropriate. Moreover, 
the analysis of variance model is more rigorous than mul­
tiple sign tests on means, since it tests hypotheses on 
between- versus within-group variance, so that group simi­
larities and differences in the domain of interest may be 
explored more fully. (p. 119)

Analytic procedures employed by Herman and Hulin, therefore, 

were of three types: discriminant analysis, principal axis factor

analysis, multitrait-multimethod correlations. Discriminant analysis
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"was used to test the hypothesis of group differences on the depen­

dent variables" (Tatsuoka, 1970, p. 120). The construct validity of 

the NSQ and the "dimensionality of the Porter items was investigated 

using principal axis factor analysis, with R communality estimates in 

the diagonals and varimax and oblimax rotations" (Kaiser, 1970, 

p. 120). The convergent validity of the JDI and the NSQ was deter­

mined with Campbell and Fiske's (1959) multitrait-multimethod correla­

tion matrix method. The three analyses described and conducted by 

Herman and Hulin, then, were conducted in this present study of educa­

tors' job satisfaction. Discriminant function analyses were conducted 

on the following independent variables: organizational role level,

sex, teaching experience, income, teaching role level (elementary, 

junior high school, senior high school), and school affiliation 

(public or Christian). These analyses were conducted to determine 

the presence of group differences and to determine which scales on 

each of the instruments most accounted for any detected differences.

Estimates of the internal consistency of the NSQ and MSQ1 were 

also derived to provide information with which to qualify further 

conclusions based on the investigator's findings about the relative 

merit of the NSQ and MSQ instruments as measures of job satisfaction. 

Estimates of reliability were computed with the Cronbach Alpha

1Since the Overall Satisfaction scale of the QEJSS discriminated 
among groups the least effectively of the three instruments and since 
personnel at the Computer Center at Western Michigan University were 
unable to calculate the reliability estimate for the QEJSS using 
Guilford's (1954) formula for a composite score, an estimate of in­
ternal consistency for the QEJSS was not derived for this report.
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formula (Cronbach, 1970) as made available through the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) at Western Michigan Univer­

sity’s Computer Center.

Thus, this investigation into the concurrent validity of the NSQ, 

MSQ, and QEJSS relied on four analytic procedures: (a) discriminant

function analysis to determine if the three measures discriminate 

among groups and to determine the scales most responsible for any 

detected differences, (b) multitrait-multimethod correlational analy­

sis to determine if the three instruments possess convergent and dis­

criminant validity and thus concurrent validity, (c) factor analysis 

of the NSQ to determine if earlier reports of single rather than mul­

tiple factors are true for this sample of educators and thus to deter­

mine the construct validity of the NSQ, and (d) estimates of internal 

consistency to provide qualifying information for conclusions about 

the three instruments' merit as job satisfaction measures.

Sample Selection

Since the primary purpose of this study was to determine the 

concurrent validity of the MSQ with the NSQ and QEJSS, a nonrandom 

sample was judged suitable for study. Because of the limited focus 

of the sample and its nonrandom character, generalization of findings 

is not advised. Rather findings are best regarded as tentative in­

stead of definitive, thus requiring a more representative sample in 

a replicated study for securing results appropriate for generaliza­

tion. For purposes of carefully delimited discussion of the findings, 

the schools may be regarded as representative of school districts in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



74
middle class, suburban, midwestern neighborhoods reflecting largely 

traditional American values. Jenison, Hudsonville, and Grandville 

are also well known for their high religious consciousness and num­

bers of churches.

Nonpublic school teachers were included in the study for two 

reasons. First, few job satisfaction studies of teachers consider 

the nonpublic school teacher, despite the fact that nonpublic schools 

currently enjoy considerable popularity. Second, it was reasoned 

that real differences in job satisfaction may exist between public 

school teachers and nonpublic school teachers. Certainly, a number 

of conditions of employment differ in the two types of systems. In 

contrast to the Christian school teachers included in the study, 

those public school teachers included are unionized, collectively 

bargain labor contracts, teach students whose parents do not pay 

school tuition, and are agents of a state governed and funded educa­

tional system. Salaries, fringe benefits and retirement programs 

differ for Christian as compared to public school teachers, as do 

responsibilities assigned to the teachers. Christian school teachers 

are more likely to be assigned tasks such as bus driving, student 

control during lunch periods, and even administration of school build­

ings’ operations— in addition to their teaching. The Christian 

schools in this study are affiliated with Christian Schools Inter­

national of Grand Rapids, Michigan, and subscribe to its educational 

philosophy, which includes religious instruction among its tenets. 

Teachers are screened, selected, and retained on the basis of their 

religious beliefs and training as well as on their expertise as
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educators. As a result, the faculty and students in the Christian 

schools tend to be more homogeneous religiously, racially, and cul­

turally than are their counterparts in the public schools. The use­

fulness of including the Christian school teachers along with public 

school teachers in the sample should thus be apparent. If differ­

ences in job satisfaction between public and Christian school teach­

ers do indeed exist, the most sensitive of the three job satisfaction 

instruments should detect those differences.

Design of the Research Questionnaire

The three instruments, used by permission of their respective 

researchers or developers,2 were administered as originally designed.

No changes were made in the NSQ or the QEJSS. Changes in the MSQ 

were limited to altering the response descriptors as suggested in the 

test manual (Weiss et al., 1967) and discussed with a researcher at 

the Center for Vocational Psychology Research at the University of 

Minnesota.3 Because the labels "very dissatisfied," "dissatisfied," 

"neutral," "satisfied," and "very satisfied" produced a ceiling ef­

fect in the satisfaction scores, the test developers suggested re­

placing them with the terms "not satisfied," "only slightly satisfied,"

2Lyman Porter, during a telephone conversation on April 10, 1980, 
granted permission to use the NSQ. The Industrial Relations Center 
at the University of Minnesota granted permission by letter on April 7, 
1980, upon receipt of royalty fees, to reproduce and use the MSQ. 
Stanley Seashore of the Institute for Social Research at the Univer­
sity of Michigan granted permission, during a telephone conversation 
January 21, 1980, to use the QEJSS.

telephone conversation with George Henly, March 31, 1980.
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"satisfied," "very satisfied," and "extremely satisfied." Results 

obtained from a group of about 200 individuals using the modified 

rating scale with the long-form MSQ indicated that scores were sym­

metrically distributed across the responses' range and that means 

tended more to the center of the scale (Weiss et al. , 1967). Other 

changes included substituting the word "workers" for the word "men" 

to try to eliminate sexual stereotyping from the instrument.

The demographics page, which included the independent variables, 

was developed specifically for this study. Two pilot tests1* of the 

page refined the content and format of the questions. Most variables 

were included as a result of findings noted in the review of related 

literature. Some variables were included at the request of persons 

from the school districts studied.

Section I: Variables

Item 1, school system code. This item facilitated identifica­

tion of the four school systems in the study and comparisons between 

public and Christian school teachers.

Item 2, school building code. Used for building breakouts for 

reports to professional staffs in individual school buildings, this 

item also made it possible to report job satisfaction levels by 

school building. Included at the request of the educators in the

^Eleven students and the professor from a graduate level measure­
ment course reviewed the first draft of the demographics page on 
March 17, 1980. Ten students from a graduate school law class re­
viewed the second draft on March 19, 1980.
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study, the variable and its focus on individual work environments for 

purposes of needs assessment to improve the quality of working life 

is consistent with recommendations from researchers at the Vocational 

Research Center at the University of Minnesota who advocate using the

MSQ on a building or departmental level if not at an individual

worker level (Weiss et al., 1967).

Items 3 and 4, sex and age. As Seashore and Taber (1975) noted,

these variables probably moderate job satisfaction but only in inter­

action with other variables. The purpose of this study was not to 

determine the nature of the interaction among multiple variables but 

to determine if the three job satisfaction instruments detect rela­

tionships between the variables in similar manner and degree. There­

fore, no analyses for interaction among these or other independent 

variables were conducted since few if any researchers have been able 

to account for the multiplicity of independent variables affecting 

job satisfaction. In short, researchers to date have failed to 

create multivariate research designs and analyses capable of account­

ing for all independent variables which interact, and which thus 

affect the dependent variable, job satisfaction.

Item 5, employment position. This item also was requested by 

the personnel of school districts participating in the study and 

served to provide information with which to assess the three instru­

ments’ discriminatory power. As in the Herman and Hulin (1973) study, 

the generally accepted research finding that job satisfaction is a 

function of organizational role level was tested with the three satis­

faction measures.
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Item 6, years of teaching experience. As noted in the Review of 

Related Literature, findings are mixed about the nature of the rela­

tionship between work experience and job satisfaction. Indeed, as 

Srivastva et al. (1977) reported, the relationship may be occupation 

bound and, in the case of educators, difficult to generalize. None­

theless, since findings about job satisfaction appear to be so closely 

related to the measure employed in the research effort, the item was 

included in the study to at least indicate how or if the three mea­

sures detected any possible relationship. The current popular opin­

ion among educators suggesting that teachers today are entering career 

changing or career decision points in their lives also encouraged in­

cluding the item.

Item 7, spouse's employment status. Few job satisfaction studies 

of educators investigate economic considerations associated with 

teaching and the effect those considerations may have upon the employ­

ment of the spouses as well as upon other life style considerations. 

Geiger5 estimated that the majority of teachers in Michigan who were 

married and living with their spouses lived on two incomes. Informa­

tion about spouses' employment status was regarded as potentially use­

ful in the interpretation of job satisfaction scale scores, particu­

larly those which related to satisfaction vtfith remuneration for teach­

ing, with the life styles associated with or encouraged by teaching 

itself, and with the salaries paid for teaching.

5Keith Geiger, president of the Michigan Education Association, 
in a personal conversation on March 12, 1980, at the Quality of 
Teacher Worklife Conference convened at the University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Michigan.
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Item 8, approximate gross income last year. This item served to 

test the veracity of the alleged correlation between job satisfaction 

and income and to determine if the three measures generate similar 

findings. By the very number of items devoted to income and by the 

number of items devoted to other variables, a satisfaction measure 

weights the importance of income and other variables to the construct, 

job satisfaction. The three measures in this study thus placed dif­

fering degrees of importance on the income variable in deriving an 

overall satisfaction score. The NSQ has no income variable per se, 

but the one question dealing with security has been interpreted by 

some researchers as a measure of income satisfaction (see Sergiovanni 

& Starratt, 1979, e.g.). As one of 13 questions, then, the income 

variable is weighted 7.7%. The MSQ, on the other hand, affords in­

come one scale out of 20 for a 5% importance weighting. The QEJSS 

instrument grants income one-sixth or 17% of the Facet-specific Sat­

isfaction score, but averaging Facet-specific with Facet-free scores, 

effectively halves the weighting to 8.5%. Because little research 

into the weighting of job satisfaction factors has been accepted as 

significant by analysts of job satisfaction (see Robinson et al.,

1969), one may only speculate about the appropriateness of these 

weightings. Nevertheless, despite the relative similarity of these 

income weightings, the three measures were suspected of having the 

potential of revealing different sorts, if not magnitudes, of rela­

tionships between job satisfaction and income.

The wording of the item, "approximate gross income last year" 

with the admonition to "include your spouse’s income" reflected an
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intention to account for all income from which the educators might 

benefit. Investment income, supplemental salaries, and other income 

sources would seem to diminish dissatisfaction regarding teaching 

salaries. Therefore, this investigator's wording of the item may 

have resulted in findings about any potential relationship between 

income and job satisfaction for educators which more closely reflect 

reality than would correlations between teaching income alone and job 

satisfaction. Indeed, research findings on this point may reflect 

item wording as much as they reflect existing relationship between 

the two variables, income and job satisfaction.

Section II: Variables

As shown in Appendix A, items 1-13 on the page coded NSQ comprise 

the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire as conceived by Porter (1961) and 

modified by Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966). Numbers 1-100 on the 

pages coded MSQ form the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Num­

bers 1-38 on the page coded QEJSS constitute the Quality of Employ­

ment Job Satisfaction Survey.

Collection of the Data

In accordance with the requirements of The Graduate College and 

Department of Educational Leadership at Western Michigan University, 

permission was sought to collect data from the respondents in the 

sample— here the educators of Jenison Public Schools, Hudsonville 

Unity Christian High School, Calvin Christian Junior High School of 

Grandville, Michigan, and Grandville Christian Elementary School.
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Permission was accordingly granted by the Human Subjects Review Board 

of the Department of Educational Leadership. After administrators of 

the respective school systems approved the collection of data in 

their systems, approval of the project was sought from the Jenison 

Education Association Governing Council, from the Faculty Executive 

Committee of Hudsonville Unity Christian High School, and from the 

faculties of the Grandville Christian Elementary School and Calvin 

Christian Junior High School. The study and data collection were 

approved by all parties and data were collected during the weeks of 

April 14 and 21. Every educator in each participating school was 

given the survey questionnaire, either in a faculty meeting or by the 

principal of the building. Educators completed the instruments either 

during faculty meetings or on their own time. In all cases, anonymity 

and confidentiality were assured and maintained. Control of the raw 

data was assigned to the building principal and a faculty representa­

tive when the researcher was not present. Of the survey packets dis­

tributed, 83.4% were received for analysis with 270 of 324 possible 

respondents returning the packets. Two of the returned questionnaires 

were discarded because of partial completion. All other survey pack­

ets (n = 268) were assembled for analysis.

To guard against the possibility of the sequence of the three 

questionnaires influencing the results, six different orderings of 

the three instruments were presented to respondents. The orderings—  

with the NSQ coded 1, the MSQ coded 2, and the QEJSS coded 3— were: 

1-2-3, 2-3-1, 3-1-2, 1-3-2, 3-2-1, 2-1-3. The resultant groups of 

six packets each with different orderings were cut and shuffled to
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randomize their distribution. It was believed that these procedures 

minimized priming artifacts in the data since any primed effects were 

presumably spread across all of the instruments, thus cancelling their 

effects on any one of the three instruments.

Treatment of the Data

Data Analysis

All analyses were conducted through the use of the Statpack Sta­

tistical Package (Houchard, 1974), the Bank Data Management Package 

(Houchard, 1974), and sub-programs of the Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent,

1975) at Western Michigan University's Computer Center. After re­

spondents returned the three instruments assembled in the survey 

packet, each item response was given a numerical value which was 

written in the margin opposite the' item. The coded data were then 

key punched and verified by Computer Center personnel. The data were 

then analyzed during the last 2 weeks of May and the month of June.

Scoring

Demographics page. Item responses were assigned the codes re­

ported in Appendix B. Missing item responses were scored as zero and 

not included in the analyses.

Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ). Perceived need deficien­

cies were calculated by subtracting the value for "How much is there 

now?" from "How much should there be?". The deficiency values were
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then grouped according to the design originally used by Porter (1961)6 

and employed by all other researchers cited in this study using the 

NSQ:

1. Security needs— item 2 on the sheet coded NSQ.

2. Social needs— items 7 and 10.

3. Esteem needs— items 3, 8, and 9.

4. Autonomy needs— items 4, 5, 6, and 13.

5. Self-actualization— items 1, 11, and 12.

Only positive values were reported as specified by Carver and Sergio- 

vanni (1968) and Birada (1978). In the 38 item responses in which 

the desired satisfaction reported was less than that perceived to 

have been actually received, the desired satisfaction value was 

changed to correspond to the "How much is there now?" value, thus re­

sulting in a need deficiency of zero as specified by Carver and 

Sergiovanni as well as Birada.

A mean deficiency value for each respondent on each of the five 

scales of the NSQ were calculated by summing the scale's values and 

dividing by the number of items in the scale. Total need deficiency 

was calculated as the mean of the five scales. Individuals' need 

deficiency totals were then summed and divided by the number of re­

spondents in the group to produce group mean deficiency scores.

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ). The 20 subscales of 

the MSQ were computed by adding the items in each subscale and

6Porter originally added two additional items which he noted were 
specific to two or more need categories. They were: "The pay for my
management position" and "The feeling of being-in-the-know in my man­
agement position." These two categories were dropped from subsequent 
NSQ based investigations.
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dividing by the number of items in the subscale to produce a mean 

scale value. The sum of the subscale totals (except those for Co­

workers and Working Conditions scales) divided by the. number of sub­

scales produced a general satisfaction mean.7 Intrinsic Satisfaction 

was computed by adding the sum of the following subscales and divid­

ing by the number of scales: Ability Utilization, Achievement, Activ­

ity, Authority, Creativity, Independence, Moral Values, Responsibil­

ity, Security, Social Service, Social Status, and Variety. Extrinsic 

Satisfaction was computed similarly from the following scales: Ad­

vancement, Company Policies and Practices, Compensation, Recognition, 

Supervision— Human Relations, and Supervision— Technical. Co-workers 

and Working Conditions scales, included in the General Satisfaction 

score, were omitted from the Intrinsic and Extrinsic scales as di­

rected by the test manual. Since analysis of the two scales revealed 

that they measured both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction, the 

test developers chose to omit them from the intrinsic and extrinsic 

scales. All computations and scale transformations were conducted 

for each respondent, thereby facilitating group tabulations.

The Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction Survey (QEJSS). The 

five facet-free items comprise the. Facet-free Satisfaction scale.

7This procedure differs from the one prescribed in the manual in 
which only one item from each scale was used to calculate the general 
satisfaction score. Using only one item from the scales allowed the 
MSQ developers to norm the instrument with the simple additive, 
rather than mean, score and to produce a score not unduly large. 
However, since normative data for the MSQ with revised descriptors 
were not available and since using only one item from each of the 
scales wastes satisfaction information, the procedure of summing the 
subscale totals and dividing by the number of subscales (excluding, 
of course, Co-workers and Working Conditions) was used.
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Appendix C indicates the numerical value assigned to each response. 

Scoring was conducted as prescribed by Quinn and Staines (1979) with 

exceptions: the response "Not too satisfied" was scored "2" instead

of "1" in items 1 and 2 of the survey, at the suggestion of Computer 

Center personnel. Since neither Mangione (1973) nor Quinn and Staines 

(1979) explained the rationale behind the weighting of each response 

category from 1 to 5 and since it was concluded that the effects of 

a one-point change in two response choices on the overall findings 

would be minimal, the scoring changes were made. A total of eight 

responses to items 1 and 2 were affected.

Facet-specific Satisfaction was scored on a scale of 1 to 4, 

with a low value denoting low satisfaction and a high value denoting 

high satisfaction. The mean of all responses on 33 facet-specific 

items was computed to derive an individual Facet-specific Satisfaction 

score. The five subscales were computed as means of the following 

items: Comfort (items 6-12), Challenge (items 13-18), Financial Re­

wards (items 19-21), Relations with Co-workers (items 22-24), Resource 

Adequacy (items 25-35) , and Promotions (items 36-38). The mean score 

of the facet-free items and the mean score of the facet-specific 

items were combined as two values and divided by 2 to produce a total 

mean satisfaction score. This value was the Overall Satisfaction 

score. However, to facilitate comparisons of the scores with data 

collected in 1980 from teachers in southeastern Michigan by Cooke and 

Kornbluh,8 the overall raw scores for Facet-free and Facet-specific

8Cooke, R., & Kornbluh, H. The general quality of teacher work- 
life. Outline of a paper presented to the Quality of Teacher Work- 
life Conference, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March 12, 1980.
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satisfaction were not transformed into jz scores and a mean taken of 

the two resulting scores for each respondent as was prescribed by 

Quinn and Staines (1979). Cooke and Kornbluh reported teachers1 job 

satisfaction only in raw scores. Raw scores from Quinn and Staines'

1977 national sample of workers, though, were also included in 

Cooke and Kornbluh's report, which facilitated comparisons of this 

investigation's data with data derived from the national sample.

Summary

The determination of the concurrent validity of the NSQ, MSQ, 

and QEJSS in this study took the form of a partial replication of 

Herman and Hulin's (1973) study. The nine research questions were 

addressed principally with discriminant function analysis, multitrait- 

multimethod correlations, and factor analysis of the NSQ. Review of 

the instruments' reliability coefficients as computed from the data 

obtained offered evidence of the relative utility of the instruments 

as measures of job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Discussion of the analysis of the data was divided into two sec­

tions. Section One reports descriptive data pertaining to the sample 

and to job satisfaction scores. Section Two presents the results of

the statistical analyses conducted to answer the nine research ques­

tions. Evaluation of these findings to determine if the Need Satis­

faction Questionnaire and the Quality of Employment Survey possessed 

concurrent validity with the criterion measure, the Minnesota Satis­

faction Questionnaire, was included at the end of this chapter.

Section One

Demographic Data

Gender. A total of 127 men and 139 women responded to the sur­

vey instruments and thus constituted the 268 persons in the sample.

Two individuals did not indicate their gender. Expressed in percent­

ages, the sample was comprised of 47.4% men, 51.9%, women, and .7% 

persons not indicating their gender. A total of 324 survey packets—  

each containing the three survey instruments— was distributed. The 

268 received for analysis reflected a return rate of 83.4%.

Age. As data in Table 1 show, ages were distributed across all 

of the four stipulated age ranges. One person did not mark an age 

range, but that person's responses to the job satisfaction instruments
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were included in the data subjected to analysis.

Table 1 

Ages of Respondents

Age range Frequency Percent

18-29 years 75 28.0

30-39 109 40.7

40-49 51 19.0

50-64 32 11.9

Note, n = 267.

Employment position. As shown in Table 2, respondents to the

survey packet were mostly teachers, with administrators and profes­

sional support personnel comprising the rest of the sample One case

of missing data on the variable occurred.

Table 2

Employment Positions of Respondents

Employment position Frequency Percent

Administrator 21 7.8

Teacher (kindergarten through sixth grade) 98 36.6

Teacher (grades seven and eight) 43 16.0

Teacher (grades nine through twelve) 87 32.5

Professional support personnel (e.g., guid­
ance counselors and social workers)

18 6.7

Note, n = 267.
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Teaching experience. Table 3 indicates that the teachers1 in 

the sample were predominantly experienced, and most of them had 

taught for 8 years or more.

Table 3

Teaching Experience of Respondents

Teaching experience Frequency Percent

1-2 years 16 6.0

3-7 years 80 29.9

8 or more years 140 52.2

Note, n = 236.

Employment status of spouse. This question, item number seven

on the first page of the survey packet, was to be answered only by 

educators who were married and living with their spouses. The 56 

persons who did not respond to the item constituted 20.9% of the 

individuals completing the survey instruments. Of the 212 educators 

answering the question, 161— or 60.1% of the total respondents— re­

ported that their spouses were employed. Fifty-one, or 19.0% of the 

educators responding to the survey packet, stated that their spouses 

were not employed. In this chapter, the term "educator," was used to 

indicate a group of persons comprised of both teachers and adminis­

trators .

1Eight of the respondents to research question number three were 
persons with positions other than teacher.
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Approximate gross income. As one might expect from reviewing 

the age and experience data, from knowing the nature of educators' 

remuneration systems, and from noting the number of educators whose 

spouses were employed, the income levels reported by the educators in 

the sample generally exceeded $15,000 annually. Fifteen or 5.6% of 

the persons responding to the survey instruments did not answer the 

question. Table 4 reveals the distribution of the respondents' re­

ported incomes.

Table 4

Approximate Gross Income of Respondents

Approximate gross income Frequency Pc rcent

$ 5,000-$10,000 3 1.1

$10,000-$15,000 32 11.9

$15,000-$20,000 59 22.0

$20,000-$25 ,000 60 22.4

$25,000-$30,000 40 14.9

$30,000 or more 59 22.0

Note, n = 253.

Job Satisfaction Data

Need Satisfaction Questionnaire. Respondents to the NSQ marked 

two response categories— "How much is there now?" and "How much 

should there be?"— in answering each of the 13 need questions. The 

"should be" scores were subtracted from the "is now" scores to derive
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a need deficiency score. Table 5 summarizes the educators' scores on 

the NSQ. Both the "is now" and "should be" questions were answered 

on 7-point Likert-type scales with values ranging from a low of 1 to 
a high of 7.

The need deficiencies computed in this study from the 13 ques­

tions of the NSQ were collapsed into five need deficiency categories 

or scales, as reported in Table 6.

The range of deficiencies derived from the study's sample was 

similar to the ranges reported by Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966),

Carver and Sergiovanni (1968), Henderson, Goldsberry, and Sergiovanni 

(1978), and Birada (1978). Figure 1 shows the perceived need defi­

ciencies reported in those studies compared with those computed for 

this report. Clearly, the largest need deficiencies were measured by 

the Esteem, Autonomy, and Self-actualization scales. These scales 

allegedly measured the so-called higher order needs in Maslow's (1954) 

paradigm. As noted in Chapter I of this report, however, differences 

in the various samples, computational methodologies, and sampling 

procedures suggest that comparisons of these studies are ill-advised. 

Nonetheless, the similarity of the general pattern of need deficien­

cies among these investigations is striking, particularly in light of 

the differences among the various studies. Indeed, on the basis of 

the apparent congruence of these findings, one might be led to con­

clude that the five scales of the NSQ are distinct factors of the con­

structs, need deficiency or job satisfaction. It was therefore all 

the more important that these data be subjected to factor analysis.
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92

Mean Scores on the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire

Question

1. The opportunity for personal 
growth and development in my 
school position.

2. The feeling of security in 
my school position.

3. The feeling of self-esteem 
a person gets from being in 
my school position.

4. The opportunity, in my school 
position, for participation 
in the setting of goals.

5. The opportunity, in my school 
position, for participation 
in the determination of 
methods and procedures.

6. The authority connected with 
my school position.

7. The opportunity, in my school 
position, to give help to 
other people.

8. The prestige of my school 
position inside the school 
(that is the regard received 
from others in the school).

9. The prestige of my school 
position outside the school 
(that is the regard received 
from others not in the 
school).

10. The opportunity to develop 
close friendships in my 
school position.

Mean: Mean: Mean:
"Is Now" "Should Be" "Deficiency"

4.7 6.0 1.3

5.1 6.2 1.1

5.0 6.2 1.2

4.9 6.1 1.2

4.9 6.1 1.2

4.5 5.7 1.4

6.0 6.2 .2

4.6 5.8 1.2

4.3 5.8 1.5

5.0 5.8 .8
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Table 5— Continued

Mean: Mean: Mean:
Question "Is Now" "Should Be" "Deficiency"

11. The feeling of worthwhile 
accomplishment in my school 
position.

12. The feeling of self- 
fulfillment a person gets 
from being in my school posi­
tion (that is the feeling of 
being able to use one's own 
potentialities).

13. The opportunity for indepen­
dent thought and action in 
my school position.

Note, n = 268

Table 6

Deficiency Mean Scores on the Need Satisfaction 
Questionnaire

Scale Deficiency Mean

Security
(Item number 2 on the NSQ) 1.04

Social
(Items numbered 7 and 10) .65

Esteem
(Items numbered 3, 8, and 9) 1.44

Autonomy
(Items numbered 4, 5, 6, and 13) 1.09

Self-actualization
(Items numbered 1, 11, and 12) 1.19

Note. n = 268.

5.1 6.3 1.2

5.3 6.3 1.0

5.3 6.1 .8
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Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. The results from measur­

ing the sample educators' job satisfaction by means of the MSQ con­

trasted with results from the NSQ. Whereas the NSQ indicated that 

the educators' greatest need deficiencies were in intrinsic satisfac­

tion (Esteem, Autonomy, and Self-actualization scales), the MSQ gen­

erated data showing that the educators' greatest dissatisfaction was 

in the extrinsic satisfaction they derived from their work. The de­

scriptors and numerical values assigned to each of the MSQ's 100 ques­

tions were:

1. (NOT SATISFIED) means this aspect of the job is much poorer 

than I would like it to be. (Numerical value: 1.00)

2. (ONLY SLIGHTLY SATISFIED) means this aspect of my job is not 

quite what I would like it to be. (Numerical value: 2.00)

3. (SATISFIED) means this aspect of my job is what I would like 

it to be. (Numerical value: 3.00)

4. (VERY SATISFIED) means this aspect of my job is even better 

than I expected it to be. (Numerical value: 4.00)

5. (EXTREMELY SATISFIED) means this aspect of my job is much 

better than I hoped it could be. (Numerical value: 5.00)

Researchers have established that the MSQ possesses two distinct 

factors— intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction (see Weiss et al., 1967, 

p. 22). The test developers justified the retention of the 20 scales 

of the MSQ with the rationale that although the 20 scales loaded on 

only two factors, the question items intercorrelated within their in­

tended scales highly enough to defend the retention of the 20 scales 

in the instrument. Figure 2 shows how the educators in the sample
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scored on the MSQ.

Normative data for the MSQ using the revised scale descriptors 

employed in this investigation have not been developed as yet by re­

searchers associated with the Work Adjustment Project at the Univer­

sity of Minnesota. Hence, comparisons of this sample's MSQ scores 

with other educators were not made. Examination of Figure 2, however, 

shows that the satisfaction scores seem similar to job satisfaction 

scores from some other studies (e.g., Bishop, 1969; Holdaway, 1978; 

Wickstrom, 1971). Educators reported higher intrinsic satisfaction 

(mean = 3.48) than extrinsic satisfaction (mean = 2.82). Among the 

most satisfying aspects of educators' work were: Moral Values (the

freedom to work without compromising one's own moral code), Creativ­

ity, Social Service, Responsibility, Ability Utilization, Achievement, 

Variety, and Independence. The MSQ test manual listed these scales 

as components of intrinsic job satisfaction. Moreover, since a value 

of 3.00 represented "satisfied" and a value of 4.00 "very satisfied," 

the intrinsic satisfaction value of 3.48 indicated considerable sat­

isfaction, particularly in comparison with the extrinsic satisfaction 

scores.

Educators were least satisfied with those characteristics of 

their work measured by the scales designated as: Company Policies

and Practices, Compensation, Advancement, Social Status, Recognition, 

and Supervision-Technical (supervisory competence). These variables, 

with the exception of Social Status, were classified by the MSQ test 

developers as pertaining to extrinsic job satisfaction. The extrin­

sic satisfaction mean, 2.82, fell between "satisfied," 3.00, and
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"somewhat satisfied," 2.00. Although the primary purpose of this in­

vestigation was not to report the sample educators' job satisfaction 

levels by their job positions, comparison of satisfaction levels of 

public school administrators with public school teachers further 

clarified the meaning of the job satisfaction scores generated by the 

MSQ.

The Overall Job Satisfaction mean score for the public school 

teachers was 3.13 compared with the administrators' satisfaction mean 

of 3.73. The teachers' Intrinsic Satisfaction mean was 3.39 while 

the administrators' mean for the scale was 3.93. Extrinsic Satisfac­

tion scores also showed the teachers' scores to be loiter than those 

of the administrators (2.77 to 3.51). Indeed, the scales on which 

the means of teachers and administrators differed most were Company 

Policies and Procedures, Compensation, and Advancement, a result 

which should surprise few persons familiar with American schooling.

In short, this rather clear line between the satisfaction of teachers 

and administrators was, in large part, explained by their extrinsic 

satisfaction with their work. The job satisfaction scores derived 

from the MSQ for all educators combined, however, were clearly influ­

enced by the teachers' lower scores on both intrinsic and extrinsic 

variables.

Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction Survey. Results from the 

QEJSS computations indicated a pattern of satisfaction scores similar 

to that of the MSQ and different from that of the NSQ. Educators 

were most satisfied with the intrinsic aspects of their employment, 

as measured most noticeably by the Challenge scale, and were least
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satisfied with those aspects of work associated with extrinsic satis­

faction. Figure 3 shows how the educators scored on seven of the 

nine scales of the QEJSS.2 Also included in the figure are the 

scores from a sample of teachers from southeastern Michigan and 

scores from a 1977 national sample of workers as reported by Cooke 

and Kornbluh, 1980.3’1* As noted in Chapter III of this report, Facet- 

specific Satisfaction was the arithmetic mean of the Comfort, Chal­

lenge, Remuneration, Relationship to Co-workers, Resource Adequacy, 

and Promotion scale responses. Facet-free Satisfaction was the mean 

of responses to question items one through five. Overall Satisfac­

tion was a mean of the Facet-specific and Facet-free means. Although 

the response 'descriptors of the QEJSS differed from those of the MSQ 

(e.g., "very true" versus "extremely satisfied"), high numerical 

values on both scales denoted high satisfaction. Thus, "very true" 

was accorded a value of 4, "somewhat true" a value of 3, "not too 

true" a value of 2, and "not at all true" a value of 1.

2Facet-free Satisfaction (n = 268) and Facet-specific Satisfac­
tion (n = 268) were not included in Figure 3 because Cooke and 
Kornbluh did not report these data.

3Cooke, R., & Kornbluh, H. The general quality of teacher work- 
life . Outline of a paper presented to the Quality of Teacher Work- 
life Conference, Ann Arbor, Michigan, March 12, 1980.

^Data from the national sample (Quinn & Staines, 1979) and data 
from the southeastern Michigan sample were collected by interviewing 
respondents. Respondents were given the questions from the QEJSS and 
asked to indicate their feelings about the questions by choosing cards 
with appropriate descriptors of their feelings written on them. QEJSS 
questions and descriptors used in this investigation were the same as 
those used in the national and southeastern Michigan studies.
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Challenge Financial Rewards Co-Workers Resource Adequacy Promotions

3.42 3-34^.3.30 (3.30) 3.20 i30

B

SIncludes Facet-free Satisfaction, a 5-point scale,

Quinn & Staines (1977), cited in Cooke & Kornbluh (1980), United States workers with a college degree, n - 193. 

Cooke & Kornbluh (1980), southeastern Michigan public school K-12 teachers, n ■ 200.
Kuieck (1980), western Michigan K-12 public and Christian school teachers and administrators, n = 268.

(values in parentheses) Kuieck (1980), western Michigan K-12 public school teachers, n - 177.

Figure 3

Comparative QEJSS Job Satisfaction Levels: Review of Three Studies



A unique feature of the QEJSS which affected the scores, however, 

particularly for comparison purposes, was the values assigned to the 

descriptors in the facet-free section of the instrument. Rather than 

limit the range of the values to between 1 and 4, the test developers 

allowed the scores to range between 1 and 5, the result of which was 

a higher Facet-specific Satisfaction score. The Facet-specific Sat­

isfaction mean of 3.12, derived from a 4-point scale, resulted in an 

Overall Satisfaction score of 3.48 when combined with the Facet-free 

Satisfaction mean of 3.81 derived from a 5-point scale. This made 

interpretation of the Overall Satisfaction score difficult. In other 

words, should the 3.48 mean score be interpreted, against the 4-point 

or the 5-point scale? Or should it be held against say a 4.5-point 

scale? Of course, in defense of the QEJSS test developers, such 

score reporting is unusual for the QEJSS, the scores for which are 

most often reported in standardized jz score form. Nonetheless, the 

meaning of the Overall Satisfaction mean score, not to mention the 

transformed js score, is difficult to understand.

Summary

The conflict in the literature of job satisfaction between those 

who suggest that teachers are relatively satisfied with the extrinsic 

conditions of their employment but are dissatisfied with the intrinsic 

aspects of their work and those who suggest the very opposite point 

of view was reflected in the job satisfaction scores computed for 

this investigation. The nonrandom sample of 268 educators from west­

ern Michigan produced intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction scores
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which varied depending upon the job satisfaction instrument used to 

produce the scores. The NSQ yielded job satisfaction results similar 

to those reported by Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966), Carver and 

Sergiovanni (1968), Goldsberry, Henderson, and Sergiovanni (1978), 

and Birada (1978): The sources of greatest satisfaction for the

sample's educators were the extrinsic aspects of their work, specifi­

cally security and social needs. Conversely, the educators were 

least satisfied with how well their esteem, autonomy, and self- 

actualization needs were met. On the other hand, both the MSQ and 

the QEJSS indicated that the educators' greatest sources of satisfac­

tion were in the intrinsic qualities of their work, and that the 

greatest sources of dissatisfaction were in the extrinsic aspects of 

their employment. Indeed, without further analyses of other data 

from this investigation, one may suggest that choice of job satisfac­

tion instrument influenced the nature of the findings. Further analy­

ses were conducted, however, to determine: (a) the extent to which

the three measures used in this study discriminated among groups 

known or suspected to differ in job satisfaction, (b) the degree to 

which the three instruments intercorrelated, and (c.) the degree to 

which the NSQ reflected independent factors corresponding to the five 

Maslow need categories.

Section Two

This section of the discussion of analyses used in this investi­

gation of educators' job satisfaction was divided into three parts: 

discriminant function analyses, correlational analyses, and factor
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analyses. The order of these parts corresponded with the order of 
the actual analyses. Step one of the research design was to deter­

mine if the job satisfaction instruments discriminated among groups.

If they were found to discriminate, then the next major research ques­

tion became, "To what extent did the measures intercorrelate?"

Finally, if the correlations between the NSQ and MSQ xjere found to 

be relatively low, the question became "Why?" Factor analyses pro­

vided at least one answer.

Discriminant Function Analysis

Discriminant function analysis, as Herman and Hulin (1973) ex­

plained, is "a multivariate analytic procedure that provides an over­

all significance test as well as individual significance tests on 

[the means of] the dependent variables" (p. 119). In terms of this 

investigation, discriminant function analysis provided an ahalysis of 

variance F value for the independent variables' means under analysis 

(e.g., gender) and provided significance tests for the means derived 

for each scale from each instrument (e.g., Advancement on the MSQ).

The investigator interpreted the F_ values generated by the analysis 

as one would interpret F values generated by analysis of variance 

statistics.

Discriminant function analysis, however, also identified combina­

tions of scales which most accounted for the differences detected 

among the groups under investigation. Specifically, the statistic's 

objective is "to weight and linearly combine the discriminating vari­

ables [e.g., the 20 scales of the MSQ] in some fashion so that the
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groups are forced to be as statistically distinct as possible" (Nie, 
Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975, p. 435). Simply stated, 

the major steps in discriminant function analysis are:

1. Compute _F values for the differences in the groups’ mean 

scores.

2. Select from all of an instrument’s scales those scales which 

by themselves discriminate best among groups.

3. Arrange these already discriminatory scales into a linear 

combination of scales which includes only those discriminating scales 

which add to the discriminatory ability of the combination. If a 

scale's discriminatory ability is even stronger in another scale, the 

additional scale is not included in the linear combination because 

its discriminatory ability is redundant.

4. Compute the groups' job satisfaction with the reduced set of 

scales. •
5. Calculate which of the linear combination of scales actually 

discriminated most highly among the groups and assign importance load­

ings to the scales.

6. Define the nature of the discriminant function which served 

to separate the groups by observing which scales received the highest 

importance loadings.

7. Test the discriminatory effectiveness of the linear combina­

tion of scales by observing the percentage of persons classified into 

their membership group correctly by the linear combination of scales.

Terms essential to understanding a discussion of discriminant 

function analysis data include:
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1. Standardized discriminant function coefficient. This coef­

ficient is a measure of a scale's importance to a derived discrimi­

nant function. The larger the absolute value (ignoring the signs), 

the more important the scale to the function.

2. Wilks' Lambda coefficient. This coefficient is an indicator 

of the discriminatory ability possessed by individual questions or by 

individual scales. As an inverse correlation, the larger its value, 

the less discriminant ability there is in the question or scale under 

study.

3. Group centroid. Function analysis, as Nunnally (1967) ex­

plained, is closely related to factor analysis:

The multiple discriminant function is based on a linear 
combination of variables, so in that sense, linear dis­
criminant function is a factor. . . . Linear discriminant 
functions, then, are special types of factors, ones that 
serve to discriminate among a priori groups of subjects.
(p. 399)
Once discriminant function analysis has derived the function or 

functions underlying a given set of scales, scores for persons in the 

groups under study are computed on the discriminant function. The 

average scores for the groups, expressed in standardized terms, are 

called the group centroids. They represent the average profile of 

each group in the reduced space defined by the discriminant function 

and may be plotted on a graph. Centroids serve as indicators of how 

successful the discriminant function was in separating the groups.

The greater the distance between the centroids in standard score 

terms, the greater the discriminatory ability inherent in the se­

lected scales of the discriminant function.
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The point of using discriminant function analysis in a study of 

the discriminant validity of three measures of job satisfaction is 

clear. The procedures addressed the question of which of the three 

measures discriminated best among groups when all, some, and a chosen 

ideal combination of their scales were used. The analyses, therefore, 

provided information with which to draw conclusions about the dis­

criminant validity of the overall job satisfaction scales and sub­

scales of the three instruments.

Research question number 1 . "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate between public school teachers and public school adminis­

trators?" Significant differences between teachers and administra­

tors were detected by each of the instruments. Table 7 summarizes 

the degree to which each of the measure's overall satisfaction scores 

discriminated between the two groups. The lower the Wilks' Lambda 

score, the greater the discriminatory ability of the score.

Both the significance tests (F ratio) and the Wilks' Lambda co­

efficients indicated that the discriminatory ability of the overall 

satisfaction scales of the NSQ and the MSQ were superior to the dis­

criminatory ability of the Overall Satisfaction scale of the QEJSS. 

Although teachers were shown to be less satisfied than administrators 

by each of the overall satisfaction scales of the three instruments, 

the probability of committing Type I error was highest with the over­

all satisfaction scale of the QEJSS. Discriminant function analysis 

further explained the measures' ability to discriminate between 

public school teachers and administrators.
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Table 7

Overall Satisfaction Scores: Administrators and Teachers

Instrument
Administrator

n
Teacher

n
Administrator

Mean
Teacher
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda _F Ratio

NSQ 17 177 .40a 1.26a .91 19.05***

MSQ 17 177 3.73b 3.13b .91 19.05***

QEJSS 17 177 3.82° 3.39c .97 6.02*

Note. _F = 1 and 192 degrees of freedom.

aThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.

bBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 
high satisfaction,

cThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 
Higher values denote higher satisfaction.

*p < .05 = 3.84

**p < .01 = 6.63

***p < .001 = 10.83
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Table 8 reveals that although the overall satisfaction scores 

obtained from the NSQ and MSQ were similar in discriminatory ability, 

selected subscales of the MSQ were more discriminatory than selected 

NSQ scales. Moreover, when the most discriminatory scales from each 

instrument were combined into discriminant functions which best sepa­

rated teachers from administrators, the scales of the MSQ discrimi­

nated the groups most successfully. The final Wilks' Lambda co­

efficient of .79 for the MSQ (see Table 9) and the classification suc­

cess rate of 79% for the MSQ (see Table 10) suggested that the linear 

combination of scales from the MSQ was superior in discriminating 

ability to those of the NSQ and QEJSS.

The standardized discriminant function coefficients shown in 

Table 9 indicate the relative importance to the discriminant function 

of the scales in the linear combination of scales. Similar to a fac­

tor in factor analysis, a discriminant function is the underlying

attribute in the selected linear combination of scales which best

discriminates the groups under consideration. Examination of Table 9 

revealed that the Overall Need Deficiency scale of the NSQ was nearly

twice as important to the discriminant function as the Self-

actualization scale (.68 compared with .37). Indeed, the final 

Wilks' Lambda coefficient of the linear combination of scales was 

only marginally reduced (.90 from .91) when the Self-actualization 

scale was added to the Overall Deficiency scale, thus showing that 

the Self-actualization scale added negligible discriminatory power to 

the Overall Need Deficiency scale. On the other hand, examination of 

the MSQ's discriminant function and its standardized discriminant
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Table 8

Discriminating Scales Data: Administrators3 and Teachers^

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group la 
Mean

Group 2b 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda F Ratio

NSQ
Security .29 1.21 .96 7.02**
Social .26 .75 .97 6.48**
Esteem .76 1.64 .96 8.82**
Autonomy .34 1.28 .94 12.57***
Self-actualization .33 1.39 .92 16.30***
Overall deficiency .40 1.26 .91 19.05***

MSQ
Ability utilization 4.07 3.49 .96 8.91**
Achievement 4.07 3.47 .94 12.51***
Activity 3.96 3.48 .96 8.88**
Advancement 3.28 2.49 .91 18.24***
Authority 3.68 3.06 .92 17.04***
Company policies and 

procedures 3.45 2.43 .87 27.83***
Compensation 3.54 2.52 .89 23.58***
Co-workers 3.88 3.35 .97 6.38*
Independence 3.73 3.36 .97 6.45*
Moral values 4.12 3.73 .97 6.17*
Recognition 3.46 2.92 .97 5.86*
Responsibility 4.06 3.50 .93 14.32***
Security 3.71 3.16 .96 8.22**
Social service 4.16 3.55 .93 15.57***
Social status 3.56 2.81 .91 17.91***
Supervision— human rela­

tions 3.69 3.16 .97 5.61*
Supervision— technical 3.62 3.07 .96 7.73*
Variety 4.00 3.39 .93 13.86***
Working conditions 3.61 3.00 .97 6.87**
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Table 8— Continued

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group la 
Mean

Group 2̂  
Mean

ViIks’ 
Lambda F Ratio

MSQ
Intrinsic satisfaction 3.93 3.39 .91 19.85***
Extrinsic satisfaction 3.51 2.77 .89 22.86***
Overall satisfaction 3.73 3.12 .91 19.06***

QEJSS
Overall satisfaction 3.82 3.39 .97 6.02*
Facet-free satisfaction 4.31 3.69 .98 4.22*
Facet-specific satis­

faction 3.34 3.09 .96 7.32**
Financial rewards 3.31 2.99 .98 4.51*
Promotion 3.04 2.53 .97 5.86*

Note, n = 194.

I? ratio with 1 and 192 degrees of freedom.

Administrators, n = 17.

^Teachers, n = 177.

cThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.

dBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satis­
faction and 5 indicating very high satisfaction.

eThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of 
the 1-5 point facet-free scale. Higher values denote higher satis­
faction.

*p < .05 = 3.84.

**p < .01 = 6.63.

***p < .001 = 10.83.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



113
Table 9

Discriminant Function Selection Data:
Administrators3 and Teachers*5

Step
Discriminating

Scale
F

Ratio3
Wilks' 
Lambda

Signif­
icance

Standardized
Discriminant

Function
Coefficients

NSQ Function 1
1. Overall deficiency 19.05 .91 .00 .68
2. Self-actualization 1.08 .90 .00 .37

MSQ
1 . Company policy and 

procedures 27.83 .87 .00 - . 46
2. Compensation 5.51 .85 .00 - .34
3. Authority 3.14 .84 .00 - .19
4. Recognition 2.13 .82 .00 .34
5. Advancement 1.87 .82 .00 - .22
6. Social service 1.68 .81 .00 - .24
7. Creativity 2.35 .80 .00 .58
8. Responsibility 3.20 .79 .00 - .52

QEJSS
1. Facet-specific

satisfaction 7.31 .96 .01 1.44
2. Resource adequacy 2.77 .95 .01 - .89
3. Comfort 1.40 .94 .01 - .42
4. Overall satisfaction 1.12 .94 .02 .40

Note, n = 194.
_F ratio with 2 and 225 degrees of freedom. 

aGroup 1 (public school administrators, n = 17). 
t*Group 2 (public school teachers, n = 177).
cE value required for entry or removal of scales from the linear 

combination of scales.
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Table 10

Centroid Data: Administrators3 and Teachers*5

Instrument Group

Percent of Individuals 
Correctly Classified 

Function 1 by Group

NSQ
1 - .99

2 .10

71.13

MSQ
1 -1.49

2 .14

84.54

QEJSS
1 •81
2 - .08

68.56

Note, n = 194.

aGroup 1 (public school administrators, n = 17).

bGroup 2 (public school teachers, n = 177).
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coefficients revealed that the Overall Satisfaction scale was not in­

cluded in the linear combination of scales. This omission indicated 

that the selected subscales discriminated between teachers and admin­

istrators better than the Overall Satisfaction scale. Ignoring the 

negative and positive signs,5 the relative importance of the scales 

was apparent. The most important scales in descending order of im­

portance were: Creativity, Responsibility, Company Policy, Compensa­

tion, and Recognition. Considerably less important were Social Ser­

vice, Advancement, and Authority.

The most important scales to the discriminant function neatly 

described what might be termed "management's rights and privileges."

The Creativity scale, comprised of questions 2, 22, 42, 62, and 82, 

seemed to be as much an autonomy scale as anything else. Item 22, 

for example, read, "The chance to do new and original things on my 

owft." One is reminded of the assertion by Srivastva, Salipante, 

Cummings, and Notz (1977) that autonomy alone accounted for much of 

the differences persons reported in their job satisfaction. Clearly, 

the MSQ’s discriminant function revealed that administrators were 

more satisfied than were teachers with the dimensions of work mea­

sured by the scales in the discriminant function. Indeed, those 

dimensions conform to what some persons might believe to be the bene­

fits of holding a position high on the organizational ladder.

5As explained by Nie et al. (1975), the positive and negative 
signs indicate whether a variable or scale made a positive or nega­
tive contribution to the discriminant function.
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In short, the final Wilks' Lambda coefficient and prediction 

percentage of the MSQ showed that the MSQ's discriminant function was 

superior in discriminatory ability to the NSQ's discriminant function.

In fact, as Table 10 shows, 94.1% of the administrators, or 16 of 17 

individuals, were correctly classified by the MSQ's discriminant func­

tion. Although the NSQ's discriminant function did nearly as well 

with the administrators by correctly classifying 88.2%, or 15 of 17 

individuals, it was less effective in classifying teachers than was 

the MSQ's discriminant function (69.5% to 83.6%). Overall, the MSQ's 

discriminant function correctly classified 84.54% of the educators 

whereas the NSQ's discriminant function correctly classified only 

71.13%.
Least discriminatory of the three measures, though almost equal 

in discriminatory ability to the discriminant function of the NSQ, 

was the discriminant function of the QEJSS which correctly classified 

68.56% of the educators (see Table 10). Most important to the dis­

criminant function derived for the QEJSS were the Facet-specific 

scale and Resource Adequacy, a subscale of the Facet-specific scale.

The other two scales, Overall Satisfaction and Comfort, xtfere consider­

ably less important to the discriminant function. Since items com­

prising the Resource Adequacy scale included measuring satisfaction 

with one's supervisors, it may not be particularly surprising that 

the scale indicated that administrators were more satisfied with 

their work than teachers. The ability of the QEJSS' Overall Satis­

faction scale to discriminate more effectively between teachers and 

administrators than any of its other scales was analogous to the
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superior discriminatory ability of the NSQ's Overall Satisfaction 

score relative to other NSQ scales. Nonetheless, neither the NSQ nor 

the QEJSS measured those aspects of the construct job satisfaction 

which separate teachers from administrators as well as did the crite­

rion measure for the investigation, the MSQ.

Two other numerical values reported in Table 11 also indicated 

the ability of the MSQ's discriminant function to discriminate be­

tween public school teachers and public school administrators. The 

first, the eigenvalue, is "a special measure computed in the process 

of deriving the discriminant function . . . [and] is a measure of the 

relative importance of the function in discriminating groups from one 

another" (Nie et al., 1975, p. 442). The total eigenvalue for all 

discriminant functions (here only one) is "a measure of the total 

variance existing in the discriminating variables" (Nie et al.,

1975, p. 442). Table 11 shows that the MSQ's discriminant function 

separated public school teachers from public school administrators 

more effectively than did the other two instruments' discriminant 

functions as shown by the larger variance of the MSQ's discriminant 

function. In other words, the question items in the MSQ's discrimi­

nant function "spread out" the scores of the respondents more effec­

tively than did items from the other instruments' discriminant func­

tions .

Even so, the MSQ's discriminant function manifested large amounts 

of variance unexplained by group membership. Another measure of in­

terest, the canonical correlation, may be used to explain. Nie et al. 

(1975) defined the canonical correlation as follows:
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The canonical correlation is a measure of association be­
tween the single discriminant function and the set of 
(j» - 1) dummy variables which define the £  group member­
ships. It tells us how closely the function and the 
"group variable" are related, which is just another mea­
sure of the function's ability to discriminate among the 
groups. (p. 442)

The higher the canonical correlation, the more discriminatory the 

function. Table 11 indicates that the MSQ's canonical correlation of 

.46 was substantially larger than either the NSQ's .31 or the QEJSS'

.25. "The canonical correlation squared [is] the proportion of vari­

ance in the discriminant function explained by the groups" (Nie et al., 

1975, p. 442). Thus, of the total variance in the MSQ's discriminant 

function, only 21.3% of the variance was explained by group member­

ship. In other words, 78.7% of the variance of the MSQ's discrimi­

nant function occurred for reasons other than group membership.

Group membership explained much less of the variance of the NSQ's 

discriminant function (9.5%) and even less of the variance of the 

QEJSS' discriminant function (6.3%). These data suggested that al­

though Herman and Hulin's (1973) conclusion that one's job satisfac­

tion increases as one moves up the organizational ladder was supported 

by this investigation (public school administrators were more satis­

fied with their jobs than were public school teachers), hierarchial 

position accounted for only a small proportion of the job satisfac­

tion variance produced by the most discriminatory scales of the most 

discriminatory instrument. This fact is consistent with a general 

theme of Chapter II of this report: Job satisfaction is a multi­

faceted phenomenon no single variable has yet explained.
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Research question number 2. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate men from women?" None of the instruments detected signifi­

cant differences between the mean overall satisfaction scores of men 

and women. Table 12 indicates that the derived 1? ratios fell well 

below the region of rejection for the null hypothesis at both the .05 

and .001 £  levels. Only the Working Conditions scale of the MSQ 

(F = 4.33) and the Challenge (F = 5.09), Remuneration (F = 4.74), and 

Facet-specific (F̂  = 4.23) scales of the QEJSS produced differences 

significant at the .05 level. None of these differences in means was 

significant, however, at the .01 level or, of course, at the .001 
level.

Research question number 3. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate younger teachers from older teachers?" Each of the instru­

ments detected significant differences between younger teachers and 

older teachers. As Table 13 indicates, the differences detected by 

the NSQ had greater statistical significance than did the differences 

detected by the MSQ and QEJSS. The general pattern of job satisfac­

tion reflected in the findings from all three of the instruments was 

that older teachers experienced greater job satisfaction than did 

younger teachers. Apparently, however, the relationship between age 

and job satisfaction was strongest with the aspects of job satisfac­

tion measured by the NSQ. The statistical significance of age dif­

ferences with the NSQ (F = 11.19) compared favorably with the _F values 

derived from the NSQ and MSQ for the mean differences between teach­

ers and administrators (F = 19.05), particularly when their respec­

tive F values with £  < .001 (10.83 and 5.42) were considered.
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Table 12

Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Males and Females

Instrument Males' n Females' n
Males1 
Mean

Females' 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda F Ratio

NSQ 139 127 1.05a 1.13a 1.00 .54

MSQ 139 127 3.24b 3.18b 1.00 .74

QEJSS 139 127 3.40C 3.53c .99 2.34

Note. _F with 1 and 264 degrees of freedom

aThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.

bBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 
high satisfaction.

cThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 
Higher values denote higher satisfaction.

*£ < .05 = 3.84.

**£ < .01 = 6.63.
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In short, the Overall Deficiency scale for the NSQ discriminated 

among educators of various ages more effectively than did the overall 

satisfaction scales of either the MSQ or the Q EJSS.

The apparent superiority of the NSQ over the other two instru­

ments did not remain, however, after discriminant function analysis 

was conducted. As Table 14 shows, the discriminatory ability of the 

seven selected MSQ scales was marginally greater than the combination 

of scales selected for the NSQ and the QEJSS (the smaller the final 

Wilks' Lambda coefficient, the greater the discriminatory ability in 

the linear combination of scales). The rate of successful classifi­

cation for each instrument, though, as reported in Table 15, suggested 

that none of the discriminant functions derived was particularly ef­

fective in correctly categorizing persons in the groups to which they 

belonged. The classification rates might well have been higher if 

the four groups had been collapsed into two— younger and older per­

sons— thus requiring less precise classification.

The loadings on the three instruments' discriminant functions 

suggested the nature of the phenomena discriminating younger teachers 

from older teachers. Table 16 reveals that the highest loadings on 

the NSQ's first discriminant function were on the Overall Deficiency 

and Self-actualization scale. Since the eigenvalue for the first 

discriminant function was .15 and accounted for 88.15% of the total 

variance explained by the two derived discriminant functions (see 

Table 17), only the first function merited consideration in analyzing 

the nature of the function. From the fact that the Overall Deficiency 

scale received almost one and one-half times the loading of the
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Educators' Discriminating Scales Data: Ages

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group la 
Mean

Group 2b 
Mean

Group 3C 
Mean

Group 4^ 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda _F Ratio

NSQe
Security 1.31 1.13 .82 .53 .97 3.11*
Social .85 .60 .67 .38 .97 2.85*
Esteem 1.32 1.11 1.06 .72 .91 9.00***
Autonomy 1.38 1.14 .90 .56 .94 5.91**
Self-actualization 1.54 1.32 .77 .56 .89 11.32***
Overall deficiency 1.37 1.16 .85 .55 .89 11.19***

MSQf
Company policies and 

procedures 2.37 2.47 2.85 3.10 .90 9.72***
Compensation 2.38 2.58 3.00 3.09 .91 9.12***
Security 3.03 3.18 3.44 3.61 .93 6.36***
Social Status 2.83 2.83 3.08 3.16 .96 3.37*
Supervision— human 

relations 2.96 3.02 3.35 3.36 .97 3.14*
Extrinsic satisfaction 2.68 2.74 3.06 3.11 .93 6.81**
Overall satisfaction 3.13 3.15 3.35 3.40 .96 3.28*

124



Ta
bl
e 

14
—

Co
nt
in
ue
d

125

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



126
Table 15

Educators' Centroid Data: Ages

Instru­
ment Group

Function
1

Function
2

Function
Percent of Individuals 
Correctly Classified 

by Group

NSQ
la -.36 .12 .03
2b -.15 -.13 -.02.
3C .42 .18 -.04
4d .68 -.13 .06

36.70

MSQ
la -.50 -.18 -.04
2b -.07 .17 .08
3C .42 .10 -.17
4d .75 -.33 .11

38.20

QEJSS
la
2b
3C
4d

-.19
-.09
.08
.63

-.12
.09
.02

-.05
31.46

Note, n = 267.

aGroup 1 (18-29 years, n = 75).

bGroup 2 (30-39 years, n = 109).

cGroup 3 (40-49 years, n = 51).

dGroup 4 (50-59 years, n = 32).
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Table 16

Educators’ Discriminant Function Selection Data: Agesa

Dis criminating 
Scale

Wilks’ 
Lambda

Signif­
icance

Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficients

Step F Ratiob Function 1 Function 2 Function 3

NSQ
1. Overall deficiency 11.19 .89 .00 -.71 .20 -1.73
2. Social 2.26 .86 .00 .28 1.00 .76
3. Self-actualization 1.51 .85 .00 -.49 - .57 -1.43

MSQ
1. Security 6.36 .93 .00 .38 .17 .35
2. Company policies and 

procedures 5.39 .88 .00 .67 - .67 .44
3. Creativity 4.71 .83 .00 -.51 - .56 - .41
4. Recognition 1.74 .82 .00 -.07 .90 - .74
5. Moral values 1.32 .80 .00
6. Compensation 1.47 .79 .00 .43 .50 - .33
7. Advancement 1.29 .78 .00 -.22 - .58 - .32
8. Moral values (Removed) .98 .79 .00
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Table 16— Continued

Dis criminating 
Step Scale F Ratiob

Wilks 1 
Lambda

Signif­
icance

Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficients

Function 1 Function 2 Function 3

QEJSS
1. Facet-specific 3.39 .96 .02
2. Promotions 1.81 .94 .02 .73 - .72
3. Facet-specific (Removed) .92 .95 .01
4. Financial rewards 2.21 .93 .00 .55 .86

Note, n = 267.

F ratio with 3 and 263 degrees of freedom.'

&Ages of the groups were:
Group 1 (18-29 years, n = 75).
Group 2 (30-39 years, n = 109).
Group 3 (40-49 years, n = 51).
Group 4 (50-59 years, n = 32).

bF value required for entry or removal of the scales from the linear combination of scales.
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Table 17

Educators’ Discriminant Function Data: Agesa

Instru­
ment

Discrim­
inant

Function
Eigen­
value

Relative
Percent

Canonical
Correla­

tion

Func­
tions

Derived
Wilks’ 
Lambda

Chi-
Square

Signifi­
cance

NSQ 0 .85 42.74 .00
1 .15 88.15 .36 1 .98 5.35 .25
2 .02 11.20 .14 2 1.00 .30 .59
3 .00 .65 .03

MSQ 0 .79 62.20 .00
1 .21 81.32 .42 1 .95 12.41 .26
2 .04 14.81 .19 2 .99 2.60 .63
3 .01 3.88 .10

QEJSS 0 .93 19.23 .00
1 .07 89.30 .25 1 .99 2.11 .35
2 .01 10.70 .09

Note, n = 267
aAges of the groups were:

Group 1 (18-29 years, n = 75).
Group 2 (30-39 years, n = 109)
Group 3 (40-49 years, n = 51).
Group 4 (50-59 years, n = 32).
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Self-actualization scale, the most parsimonious and conservative ex­

planation of the function's nature was that it reflected whatever the 

Overall Deficiency scale of the NSQ measured. From Figure 1 presented 

earlier in this chapter, one can determine that the scale tended to 

measure intrinsic satisfaction. Further explanation, however, must 

be reserved until after the results of the factor analyses are pre­

sented in this report.

The nature of the MSQ's first discriminant function appeared to 

be a mixture of intrinsic and extrinsic satisfiers-dissatisfiers. An 

extrinsic scale, Company Policies and Practices, received the highest 

loading, .67 (see Table 16), but an intrinsic scale, Creativity, re­

ceived the second highest loading, -.51. Compensation had the third 

highest loading, .43, while Security had the fourth highest, .38.

The other two scales, Advancement and Recognition, received consider­

ably lower loadings, -.22 and -.07, and probably played relatively 

minor roles in discriminating younger teachers from older teachers. 

Ascribing a term to the discriminating factor was difficult, but the 

four most important scales to the function seemed to be related to 

the way in which the teacher had accommodated himself or herself to 

certain realities of the job. It may have been that the older teach­

ers were not any happier about these aspects of their work than were 

the younger teachers but that the older teachers had come to accept 

these characteristics of their work. Younger teachers were measured 

as more satisfied than older teachers only on the Creativity scale. 

Unfortunately, the data did not delineate satisfaction or happiness 

from accommodation.
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The nature of the scales which received loadings on the QEJSS' 

first discriminant function corresponded with those scales which re­

ceived loadings on the MSQ's first discriminant function— Compensa­

tion and Advancement. Promotions (.73) and Financial Rewards (.55) 

most effectively discriminated younger teachers from older teachers.

As with the MSQ, only the first function was an important discrimi­

nator (see Table 17) as was shown by its accounting for 89.30% of the 

variance of the two functions. Relative to the other two instruments, 

however, the QEJSS' linear combination of scales possessed less dis­

criminatory power than did either of those of the NSQ or MSQ. The 

Wilks Lambda coefficient for the MSQ's linear combination of scales, 

before the discriminant functions were derived, was .79 as compared 

with .85 for the NSQ and .93 for the QEJSS (see Table 17). The lower 

Lambda coefficient suggested that the MSQ's linear combination of 

scales possessed more discriminatory ability than the linear combina­

tion of scales of the NSQ and QEJSS.

Research question number 4 . "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate inexperienced teachers from experienced teachers?" None of 

the instruments detected significant differences among the mean over­

all satisfaction scores of inexperienced teachers and the mean scores 

for experienced teachers. Table 18 indicates that the derived _F 

ratios fell below the region of rejection for the null hypothesis at 

both the .05 and .01 £  levels. However, the Security and Social 

scales of the NSQ showed differences in mean scores large enough to 

be significant at the .05 level (E = 4.03 and 3.82 respectively). 

Moreover, two scales from the MSQ, Compensation and Creativity,
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reflected differences in mean scores which were also significant at 

the .05 level. Teachers with greater experience showed lower need 

deficiencies or higher job satisfaction than did less experienced 

teachers on both the Security and Social scales. Means ranged from 

2.07 (Security) and 1.30 (Social) for the least experienced teachers 

to .99 (Security) and .67 (Social) for the most experienced teachers.

A different sort of satisfaction pattern was evident, however, 

on the Compensation scale of the MSQ. Teachers with 3 to 7 years 

experience were least satisfied (mean score of 2.45) while teachers 

with the least experience were the most satisfied (mean score of 

2.69). Furthermore, examination of the Creativity scale, which as 

noted earlier in this chapter might better be termed "autonomy," re­

vealed that the most satisfied teachers were those x îth least experi­

ence (mean score of 3.92) and the least satisfied teachers were those 

with most experience (mean score of 3.64). One must be advised, how­

ever, to keep the importance of these mean differences on the Creativ­

ity scale in their proper perspective relative to the rest of the MSQ 

scales. The mean score for all experience groups on the Creativity 

scale (3.75) was considerably higher than the mean score of any of 

the other scales except Moral Values (3.79). The mean score for all 

experience groups on the Compensation scale (2.56), on the other hand, 

was substantially lower than any of the means of the other scales, 

except for Company Policies and Practices (2.47) and Advancement 

(2.57). Thus, the differences in mean satisfaction scores among 

teachers of differing years of experience on the Compensation scale 

may merit more attention than mean score differences on the Creativity
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scale. The experience data also illustrate a phenomenon which will 
be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter V of this report. The over­

all satisfaction scores for the NSQ and the MSQ were unable to detect 

the differing attitudes younger and older teachers expressed about 

the security, social, financial, and creative aspects of their work, 

as shown by subscales of the two job satisfaction instruments. Re­

liance only on overall satisfaction scores as indicators of differ­

ences among groups of individuals' attitudes about their work there­

fore may preclude observing and reporting meaningful differences in 

the group's job satisfaction.

Research question number 5 . "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate among teachers of lower and higher incomes?" As Table 19 

reveals, none of the instruments detected statistically significant 

differences in the mean scores of persons with differing gross family 

incomes. The JF values are well below the region of rejection for the 

null hypothesis at the .05 level (2.21) and .01 (3.02). Moreover, 

none of the scales from any of the three instruments detected statis­

tically significant mean score differences.

Research question number 6. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate among teachers at the elementary, junior high, and senior 

high school levels?" In a pattern of _F ratios similar to that de­

rived from the independent variable age (see Table 13), the NSQ's 

Overall Deficiency score discriminated best of the three instruments 

(see Table 20). Neither the MSQ nor the QEJSS mean scores of the 

three groups were different enough to have _F values large enough to 

fall into the region of rejection for the null hypothesis at even the
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Table 18

Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Teaching Experience

Instrument
Group la 

n
Group 2^ 

n
Group 3C 

n
Group 1 
Mean

Group 2 
Mean

Group 3 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda F Ratio

NSQd 15 79 131 1.42b 1.24b 1.09b .99 1.66
MSQe 15 79 131 3.13c 3.21c 3.13c 1.00 .48

QEJSSf 15 79 131 3.56d 3.43d 3.43d 1.00 .27

Note. _F with 2 and 222 degrees of freedom. 
aGroup 1 = 1-2 years of experience. 
bGroup 2 = 3-7 years of experience. 
cGroup 3 = 8 or more years of experience.
dThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.
eBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 

high satisfaction.
fThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 

Higher values denote higher satisfaction.
*£_ < .05 = 3.00

**P < .01 = 4.61
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Table 19

Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Approximate Gross Family Income,
Administrators and Teachers

Instru­
ment

Group la 
Mean

Group 2b 
Mean

Group 3C 
Mean

Group 4d 
Mean

Group 5e 
Mean

Group 6  ̂
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda F Rati

NSQ 1.288 1.388 1.188 1.068 1.328 1.008 .97 1.27

MSQ 3.28b 3.22b 3.13b 3.15b 3.16b 3.15b 1.00 .16

QEJSS 3.871 3.391 3.321 3.471 3.45d 3.541 1.00 .83

Note. _F with 5 and 213 degrees of freedom. 
aGroup 1 = $5,000-$10,000 (n = 3). 
bGroup 2 = $10,000-$15,000 (n = 31). 
cGroup 3 = $15,000-$20,000 (n =57).
dGroup 4 = $20,000-$25,000 (n = 52).
eGroup 5 = $25,000-$30,000 (n = 31).
fGroup 6 = $30,000 or more (n = 45).
§The higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.
bBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 

high satisfaction.
dThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 

Higher values denote higher satisfaction.
*£ < .05 = 2.21

**£ < .01 = 3.02
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Table 20

Mean Overall Satisfaction Scores: Teaching Level

Instru­
ment

Group la 
n

Group 2^ 
n

Group 3C 
n

Group 1 
Mean

Group 2 
Mean

Group 3 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda F Ratio

NSQ 98 43 87 . 69d . 70d • 92d .95 5.88**
MSQ 98 43 87 3.25e 3.11e 3.06e .97 2.90

QEJSS 98 43 87 3.52f 3.48f 3.31f .98 2.11

Note. _F with 2 and 225 degrees of freedom. 
aGroup 1 = elementary public school teachers.
^Group 2 = junior high public school teachers.
cGroup 3 = senior high public school teachers.
dThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.
eBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 

high satisfaction.
fThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 

Higher values denote higher satisfaction.
*£ < .05 = 3.00.

**p < .01 = 4.61.
***£ < .001 = 6.91.
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.05 £  level. As Table 20 shows, however, the NSQ's _F value was sig­

nificant at the .01 £  level.
Also similar to the results of the research question regarding 

the three instruments' ability to discriminate among various age 

groups was the fact that when the linear combinations of scales which 

best discriminated the three teaching levels were assembled, the 

MSQ's combination of scales discriminated best among the groups as 

shown by the Wilks' Lambda coefficients reported in Table 21. The 

.80 coefficient for the MSQ's selected scales indicated that they 

possessed more discriminatory ability than the elected scales from 

the NSQ (Wilks' Lambda = .95) and the QEJSS (Wilks' Lambda = .95).

It should be noted that the selected scales reported in Table 21 

differed somewhat from the scales in Table 22. The discriminating 

scales shown in Table 22 are those scales which had the largest jF 

values of all the scales of the three instruments. However, as 

Table 21 reveals, some of those scales which detected differences 

among the groups shared variance. Discriminant function analysis re­

tained and included only those scales which increased the discrimina­

tory ability of the combination of scales. Hence, it was not con­

sidered as unusual for the two collections of scales (i.e., those in 

Table 21 and Table 22) to differ somewhat.
The general trend in satisfaction, as measured by the three 

instruments, was that elementary school teachers tended to be more 

satisfied with their jobs than were secondary school teachers. The 

most significant differences in the mean scores as reported in Table 

22 were detected by the Achievement scales of the MSQ (]? = 9.32) and
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Table 21

Discriminant Function Selection Data: Teaching Levela

Step
Discriminating

Scale F Ratiob
Wilks’ 
Lambda

Signif­
icance

Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficients

Function 1 Function 2

NSQ
1. Overall deficiency 5.88 .95 .00 - .92 -1.20
2. Security 2.57 .93 .00 .58 .11
3. Social 1.30 .91 .00 - .41 1.13

MSQ
1. Variety 3.75 .97 .02
2. Co-workers 5.44 .92 .00 .44 - .74
3. Advancement 2.67 .90 .00 .19 .41
4. Moral values 2.39 .88 .00 - .39 .23
5. Creativity 2.46 .86 .00 - .17 -1.05
6. Achievement 6.50 .81 .00 1.20 .01
7. Variety (removed) .96 .82 .00
8. Intrinsic satisfaction 1.63 .81 .00 - .29 1.20
9. Security 1.27 .80 .00

10. Extrinsic satisfaction 1.18 .79 .00 - .34 - .17
11. Security (removed) .92 .80 .00 138



R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright ow
ner. 

Further 
reproduction 

prohibited 
w

ithout perm
ission.

Table 21— Continued

Discriminating
Scale

Signif­
icance

Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficients

Step F Ratio*3 Lambda Function 1 Function 2

QEJSS
1 . Co-workers 9.70 .92 .00 - .68 - .26
2. Promotions 2.30 .90 .00 .12 - .74
3. Comfort 3.34 .88 .00 - .19 .74
4. Challenge 1.76 .86 .00 - .42 - .10

Note, n = 228.

_F ratio with 2 and 225 degrees of freedom.

aTeaching levels included:
Group 1 (elementary public school teachers).
Group 2 (junior high public school teachers).
Group 3 (senior high public school teachers).

b_F value required for entry or removal of the scales from the linear combination of scales.
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Discriminating Scales Data: Teaching Level3

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group 1 
Mean

Group 2 
Mean

Group 3 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda ]? Ratio

NSQ
Social .54b .62b ,97b .95 6.40**
Esteem 1.26 1,53 1.88 .95 6.40**
Autonomy .97 1.28 1.35 .97 3.47*
Self-actualization 1.11 1.24 1.54 .97 4.07*
Overall deficiency .99 1.17 1.38 .95 5.88**

MSQ
Ability utilization 3.70c 3.32c 3.46c .96 4.26*
Achievement 3.71 3.30 3.36 .92 9.32***
Activity 3.64 3.36 3.46 .97 3.40*
Advancement 2.69 2.30 2.57 .96 4.52*
Co-workers 3.52 3.44 3.12 .95 5.88**
Recognition 3.05 2.83 2.72 .97 3.67*
Social service 3.71 3.44 3.54 .97 3.27*
Supervision— human relations 3.24 2.96 2.85 .96 4.68**
Supervision— technical 3.13 2.82 2.88 .97 3.56*
Intrinsic satisfaction 3.53 3.31 3.37 .96 4.23* 140
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Table 22— Continued

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group 1 
Mean

Group 2 
Mean

Group 3 
Mean

Wilks• 
Lambda _F Ratio

MSQ
Extrinsic satisfaction 2.89 2.61 2.67 .96 4.23*
Variety 3.07 3.09 3.09 .97 3.75*

QEJSS
Facet-specific satisfaction 3.18 d 3.07d 3.00d .95 6.30**
Challenge 3.49 3.40 3.28 .95 6.37**
Co-workers 3.50 3.30 3.12 .92 9.70***
Resource adequacy 2.67 2.33 2.59 .95 5.94**

Note, n = 228.
F ratio with 2 and 225 degrees of freedom.

aTeaching levels included:
Group 1 (elementary public school teachers, n = 98).
Group 2 (junior high public school teachers, n = 43).
Group 3 (senior high public school teachers, n = 87).

^The higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.
cBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satisfaction and 5 indicating very 

high satisfaction.
dThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of the 1-5 point facet-free scale. 

Higher values denote higher satisfaction.
*2. < .05 = 3.00. **£ < .01 = 4.61. ***£ < .001 = 6.91.
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by the Co-workers scales of the QEJSS (F = 9.70). Although the dis­

criminant functions of the NSQ and QEJSS were difficult to interpret 

because all of the scale loadings on the standardized discriminant 

functions were quite similar in magnitude, it was easy to determine 

that the phenomenon separating elementary teachers from junior high 

school teachers and senior high school teachers was the sense of 

achievement the teachers perceived themselves to have received from 

their work. The 1.20 loading on the Achievement variable (see Table 

21) was large and clearly dominated the discriminant function load­
ings. Another underlying discriminator in all three of the instru­

ments' discriminant functions was satisfaction with one's co-workers 

or with the degree to which one's perceived social needs were met.

The loadings in absolute values were: NSQ, Social, .41; MSQ, Co­

workers, .44; and QEJSS, Co-workers, .68. The first discriminant 

function was the most important discriminator among the groups as 

shown by eigenvalues and by the relative percentage of variance ex­

plained by each instrument's first discriminant function (see Table 

23). Only the MSQ's second discriminant function accounted for a 

considerable amount of the variance in the selected variables listed 

in Table 21. As indicated by Table 21, the highest loadings were on 

the Creativity and Intrinsic Satisfaction variables. Indeed, as 

Table 22 shows, elementary school teachers reported somewhat greater 

intrinsic satisfaction with their work than did secondary school 

teachers. The Creativity scale, although not significant at the .05 £  

level (F = 2.09) and thus not included in Table 22, was significant 

at the .25 £  level and showed elementary school teachers as more
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Discriminant Function Data: Teaching Level3

Discrim­ Canonical Func­
Instru­ inant Eigen­ Relative Correla­ tions Wilks' Chi- Signif­
ment Function value Percent tion Derived Lambda Square icance

NSQ
0 .92 19.12 .00

1 .08 95.62 .28 1 1.00 .87 .65
2 .05 4.38 .06

MSQ
0 .80 49.85 .00

1 .15 61.67 .36 1 .92 19.41 .00
2 .09 38.33 .29

QEJSS
0 .86 33.16 .00

1 .11 71.17 .32 1 .96 9.78 .02
2 .04 28.83 .21

Note, n = 228.
aTeaching levels included:

Group 1 (elementary public school teachers, n = 98). 
Group 2 (junior high public school teachers, n = 43). 
Group 3 (senior high public school teachers, n = 87). 143
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satisfied than secondary teachers. The nature of the second discrim­

inant function of the MSQ, therefore, was considered as intrinsic 

satisfaction with an emphasis on creativity and autonomy (which the 

Creativity scale also seemed to measure).

The classification success rate, though, put the findings about 

job satisfaction differences among teachers at the elementary, junior 

high, and senior high school levels into their proper perspective.

The differences among the mean scores of the groups were not great 

relative to the differences in mean scores detected between adminis­

trators and teachers. Table 24 indicates that the three instruments' 

linear combination of scales could be expected to classify correctly 

the teachers according to their teaching level only about 50% of the 

time. Teaching level thus did not appear to be as great a moderator 

or determinant of job satisfaction as was the position— administrator 

or teacher— one held in the public school system.

Research question number 7. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate between public and Christian school teachers?" Only the 

NSQ detected significant differences on the overall satisfaction 

scale between public and Christian school teachers. The 8.83 I? ratio 

indicated in Table 25 was significant at the .01 £  level. Christian 

school teachers reported less need deficiency or greater job satis­

faction than did public school teachers.

Both the MSQ and the QEJSS included scales other than Overall 

Satisfaction which discriminated between the two groups. The signif­

icance of the differences in the mean scores of the public and 

Christian school teachers reported in Table 26 was greatest for two
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Table 24

Centroid Data : Teaching Level3

Instru­
ment Group

Function
1

Function
2

Percent of Individuals 
Correctly Classified 

by Group

NSQ
1 .27 .04

2 .08 -.13

3 -.34 .02
45.61

MSQ
1 .41 .03

2 -.26 -.56

3 -.34 .25

50.88

QEJSS
1 -.31 -.12
2 -.07 .43

3 .39 -.07

48.25

Note, n = 228.

aTeaching levels included:
Group 1 (elementary public school teachers, n = 98). 
Group 2 (junior high public school teachers, n = 43). 
Group 3 (senior high public school teachers, n = 87).
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Table 25

Mean Overall Satisfaction Data: Public and
Christian School Teachers

Instru­
ment

Group la 
n

Group 2^ 
n

Group 1 
Mean

Group 2 
Mean

Wilks' 
Lambda R Ratio

NSQ 177 51 1.25c . 89c .96 8.83**

MSQ 177 51 3.13d 3.24d .99 1.86
QEJSS 177 51 3.39e 3.58e .99 2.96

Note, n = 228

_F with 1 and 226 degrees of freedom.

aGroup 1 = public school teachers.

bGroup 2 = Christian school teachers.

cThe higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.

dBased on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satis­
faction and 5 indicating very high satisfaction.

eThe mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of 
the 1-5 point facet-free scale. Higher values denote higher satisfac­
tion.

*£ < .05 = 3.84 

**£ < .01 = 6.63.

***£ < .001 = 10.83.
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Table 26

Discriminating Scales Data: Public and
Christian School Teachers

Instru- Discriminating 
ment Scale

Group 1 
Mean

Group 2^ 
Mean

Wilks'
Lambda _F Ratio

NSQ
Esteem 1.64° 1.20C . 98° 5.54*
Autonomy 1.28 .82 .97 7.85**
Self-actualization 1.39 .98 .97 6.30*
Overall deficiency 1.26 .87 .96 8.83**

MSQ
Advancement 2.49d 2.84d .96d 9.64**
Moral values 3.72 4.02 .97 8.18**
Supervision— human 

relations 3.16 2.64 .94 13.55***
Supervision— technical 3.07 2.65 .95 11.70***
Working conditions 3.00 3.36 .97 6.41*
Intrinsic satisfaction 3.40 3.55 .98 4.41*

QEJSS
Facet-free satisfaction 3.68e 4.08e . 98e 4.68*
Financial rewards 2.98 2.78 .98 4.38*
Resource adequacy 3.32 3.13 .97 6.59*

Note, n = 228
_F with 1 and 226 degrees of freedom.

aGroup 1 = public school teachers.
^Group 2 = Christian school teachers
°The higher the deficiency score, the greater the dissatisfaction.
Based on a Likert-type scale with 1 indicating very low satis­

faction and 5 indicating very high satisfaction.
6The mean of the 1-4 point facet-specific scale and the mean of 

the 1-5 point facet-free scale. Higher values denote higher satis­
faction.

*£ < .05 = 3.84. **£ < .01 = 6.63. ***£ < .001 = 10.83.
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of the MSQ's scales, Supervision— Human Relations and Supervision—  

Technical. The Christian school teachers were more satisfied than 

the public school teachers with dimensions of their work measured by 

all of the MSQ's discriminating scales listed in Table 26, except 

with the supervision dimension measured by the two MSQ scales. The 

difference between the dissatisfaction of the Christian school teach­

ers as measured by these two scales and their satisfaction reflected 

in the other scales was striking. It was mirrored, however, in the 

QEJSS' scales, Financial Rewards and Resource Adequacy. Christian 

school teachers were less satisfied than their public school counter­

parts with the dimensions measured by these two scales. Indeed, Re­

source Adequacy, a potpouri of questions dealing with the adequacy of 

resources— including supervision— needed for the effective work on 

the job, detected mean score differences between Christian and public 

school teachers more highly significant (F = 6.50) than any of the 

other mean score differences detected by the QEJSS scales. Clearly, 

the Christian school teachers in the sample had a discontentment with 

supervisors not shared by the public school teachers.

Table 27 reports how the scales of the three instruments selected 

by discriminant function analysis compared in discriminatory ability. 

The eigenvalue for the NSQ of .35 was nearly twice as large as the 

eigenvalue derived for the QEJSS (.18) and 35 times as large as the 

eigenvalue computed for the NSQ (.01). The Wilks* Lambda of .74, the 

canonical correlation of .51, and the CHI-square of 66.35 all pointed 

to the superior discriminatory ability of the selected scales from 

MSQ over those selected for the NSQ and QEJSS.
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Table 27
Discriminant Function Data: Public3 and Christian^ School Teachers

Instru­
ment

Discrim­
inant

Function
Eigen­
value

Relative
Percent

Canonical
Correla­

tion

Func­
tions

Derived
Wilks' 
Lambda

Chi-
Square

Signif­
icance

NSQ

1 .01 100.00 .11
0 .99 2.72 .10

MSQ

1 .35 100.00 .51
0 .74 66.35 .00

QEJSS

1 .18 100.00 .39
0 .85 36.88 .00

Note, n = 228.

aGroup 1 (public school teachers, n = 177). 

^Group 2 (Christian school teachers, n = 51).
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Determining the nature of the discriminant functions was simple 

in the case of the NSQ. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale accounted 

for 100% of the discriminatory ability of its function (see Table 28). 

Again, whatever the Overall Deficiency scale measured was the attri­

bute which discriminated the job satisfaction of public school teach­

ers from the job satisfaction of Christian school teachers when mea­

sured by the NSQ. The QEJSS' loadings were more difficult to inter­

pret. The loadings were extremely high— 3.81 on the Facet-free scale, 

-5.19 on the Overall Satisfaction scale, and 1.27 on the Resource 

Adequacy scale (see Table 28). Table 26 shows that the Christian 

school teachers were less satisfied with the Financial Rewards and 

Resource Adequacy associated with their jobs than were the public 

school teachers. On the other hand, the Christian school teachers 

were more satisfied than public school teachers with whatever the 

Facet-free scale measured (see Table 26). Because the loadings on 

the discriminant function were difficult to interpret interpretations 

of the nature of the function may be little more than conjecture.

The most conservative assessment of its nature was that it seemed to 

indicate an overtone of extrinsic satisfaction, as suggested by load­

ings on Resource Adequacy, Financial Rewards, and Comfort. It may 

very well be, however, that the high loadings on the Overall and 

Facet-free scales are oriented more heavily toward an intrinsic sat­

isfaction, thus suggesting that the discriminant function is a bi­

polar job satisfaction continuum ranging from extrinsic to intrinsic 

satisfaction.
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Table 28

Discriminant Function Selection Data: Public3 and
Christian^3 School Teachers

Step
Discriminating

Scale
F

RatioC
Wilks' 
Lambda

Signif­
icance

Standardized
Discriminant

Function
Coefficients

NSQ
1. Overall deficiency 8.83 .96 .00

Function 1 
1.00

MSQ
1. Supervision— human 

relations 13.55 .94 .00 - .46
2. Company policy and 

procedures 22.50 .86 .00 .42
3. Moral values 13.98 .81 .00 .46
4. Advancement 7.64 .78 .00 .50
5. Supervision— technical 4.05 .77 .00 - .58
6. Independence 2.42 .76 .00 - .32
7. Responsibility 2.40 .75 .00 .29
8. Recognition 1.50 .74 .00 - .22
9. Working conditions 1.11 .74 .00 .14

QEJSS
1. Resource adequacy 6.59 .97 .01 1.27
2. Overall satisfaction 4.52 .91 .00 -5.19
3. Financial rewards 5.78 .89 .00 .77
4. Facet-free satisfaction 7.89 .86 .00 3.81
5. Comfort 3.01 .85 .00 .34

Note, n = 228
J? ratio with 2 and 225 degrees of freedom.

aGroup 1 = public school teachers, n = 177.
^Group 2 = Christian school teachers, n = 51.
CjF value required for entry or removal of the scales from the 

linear combination of scales.
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Table 28 reveals that the highest loadings on the MSQ's discrim­

inant function occurred on the following scales: Supervision— Techni­

cal (-.58), Advancement (.50), Supervision— Human Relations (-.46),

Moral Values (.46), and Company Policies and Procedures (.42). When 

the investigator regarded the Advancement scale and the Moral Values 

scale as pertaining to benefits and freedoms teachers enjoyed at the 

discretion of their supervisors, the nature of the discriminant func­

tion became clear: The best discriminator between public and Chris­

tian school teachers as measured by the MSQ was the teachers' atti­

tudes toward their supervisors. Public school teachers expressed 

greater satisfaction with their supervisors than did Christian school 

teachers.

The discriminant functions derived for the MSQ and QEJSS were 

clearly superior in discriminatory ability to the functions derived 

for the NSQ, as indicated in Table 29. The centroids are the stan­

dardized mean scores calculated for each group on the scales selected 

as most discriminatory by the discriminant function analysis. The 

separation between the centroids calculated for the MSQ and the QEJSS 

was greater than the separation betxceen the centroids calculated for 

the NSQ, thus indicating the superior abilities of the discriminant 

functions derived for the MSQ and QEJSS in discriminating between 

Christian and public school teachers. Moreover, the percentages of 

individuals correctly classified by the discriminant functions of the 

MSQ and the QEJSS, as indicated in Table 29, were markedly superior 

to the percentage of individuals correctly classified by the NSQ's 

discriminant function. The MSQ, QEJSS, and NSQ classification success
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Table 29
Centroid Data: Public3 and Christian^ School Teachers

153

Instru­
ment Group

Function
1

Percent of Individuals 
Correctly Classified 

by Group

NSQ

1 .10

2 -.36

55.70

MSQ

1 -.27

2 .95

75.44

QEJSS

1 .21

2 -.73

70.00

Note, n = 228.

aGroup 1 (public school teachers, n = 177). 

^Group 2 (Christian school teachers, n = 51).
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rates were 75.44%, 70.00%, and 55.70%, respectively.

Summary. Discriminant function analysis conducted in response 

to the first seven research questions prompted the following findings 

about the relative discriminatory validity of the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS 

job satisfaction instruments:

1. The QEJSS' Overall Satisfaction scale and selected combina­

tions of subscales discriminated less effectively among groups than 

did the overall and combinations of scales of the MSQ and sometimes 

of the NSQ.

2. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale discriminated among groups 

more effectively than any of its subscales.

3. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale discriminated among groups 

as well as or more effectively than the MSQ's Overall Satisfaction 

scale.

4. Combinations of the MSQ scales selected by discriminant 

function analysis for their high discriminatory ability discriminated 

more effectively among groups than did combinations of the NSQ scales.

In short, the MSQ was superior to the other two instruments in 

discriminatory ability. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale was ef­

fective in detecting differences among groups, but when compared 

to the MSQ, it was relatively ineffective in discriminating among 

groups when only the most discriminating variables from each of the 

instruments were used. The QEJSS' failure to discriminate among 

groups effectively was a major disappointment. The impressive pro­

cedures through which it was developed, and its current use as a mea­

sure of job satisfaction in national studies of working life (e.g.,
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Quinn & Staines, 1979) had seemed to suggest that the instrument 

possessed high discriminatory ability.

The discriminant function analyses led to the investigator's 

posing the following questions related to the remaining two research 

questions.

1. Did the predominant importance of the NSQ's Overall Defi­

ciency scale indicate the presence of a single underlying factor in 

the instrument's questions as opposed to the five Maslow categories 

it allegedly measured?

2. Did the NSQ measure some aspect of job satisfaction differ­

ent from aspects measured by the MSQ and QEJSS? Correlational analy­

ses and factor analyses provided information with which to answer 

these questions and the remaining two research questions.

Correlational Analyses

Research question number eight was, "Will the scales of the NSQ, 

MSQ, and QEJSS correlate positively?" Correlational analyses of the 

NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS were conducted to determine the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the three instruments. The analytic proce­

dures used were those specified by Campbell and Fiske (1959). Tables 

presented in this report were assembled according to directions given 

by Campbell and Fiske for creating multitrait-multimethod correlation 

matrices. The criteria for convergent and discriminant validity sug­

gested by Campbell and Fiske constituted the basis for the analyses 

to derive answers to the research question.
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Those scales which correlated at a level of at least .40, as 

indicated by correlation matrices of all the instruments’ scales were 

included in the tables. Scales with more than one intercorrelation 

higher than .40 had their highest correlated scale included in the 

matrix. Thus, the multitrait-multimethod analyses began with the 

assumption that scales correlating .40 or less did not meet the first 

criterion advanced by Campbell and Fiske. The negative signs which 

preceded all of the correlations between the scales of the NSQ and 

MSQ were omitted from this report and its tables to facilitate dis­

cussion of the findings.

Criterion number one. "Entries in the validity diagonal should 

be significantly different from zero and sufficiently large to encour­

age further examination of validity" (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p. 82). 

The scales included in Table 30 and Table 31 were those which most 

highly intercorrelated. In addition, as Table 32 shows, the MSQ's 

Company Policies and Procedures scale correlated .41 with the NSQ’s 

Autonomy scale. Other relatively high correlations, not included in 

Table 30 but which correlated above .40, were those between the NSQ’s 

Self-actualization scale and the following MSQ scales: Achievement

(.53), Advancement (.49), Recognition (.44), Social Status (.44), and 

Variety (.45).

Table 31 reveals that the correlations between the QEJSS and the 

MSQ tended to be higher than those between the NSQ and the MSQ, thus 

suggesting higher convergent validity between the QEJSS and the MSQ 

than between the NSQ and the MSQ. Moreover, Table 33 shows that each 

of the QEJSS’ scales, except Comfort and Co-workers, measuring
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Table 30

MSQ, NSQ Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix3

MSQ Scales NSQ Scales

Traits 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1.
2.

Security
Co-workers

X
.3X

MSQ Scales 3.
4.

Social status
Company policies 

and procedures

.39

.39 .36 .55 N
5. Ability utilization .30 .39 .50 39

NSQ Scales

1.
2.
3.

Security
Social
Esteem

.58 "
r \ ~ 
l-22 - 
.1.32

.22 .09 

.45 x .19 

.26 -y.55^

17
25
41

• 10*1
.21 1 1.3!;

.26

.36 .37
4. Autonomy J.20 .25 .35 \ _46 \ .29 l .28 .41 . 5 7 \
5. Self-actualization 1.32 .27 .44 46\ .28 .39 .62 .58\

Note. The validity diagonal is comprised of those values which are underlined. Each 
heterotrait-monomethod triangle is enclosed by a solid line. Each heterotrait-heteromethod 
triangle is enclosed by a broken line.

Negative signs which preceded all correlations between scales of the NSQ and MSQ were omitted.

*p < .001. 157
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Table 31

MSQ, QEJSS Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix

MSQ Scales QEJSS Scales

Traits

MSQ Scales

1. Working conditions
2. Ability utilization
3. Compensation
4. Co-workers
5. Supervision—

human relations .23 .34
6. Advancement ; .40 .44

1. Comfort b. 40" ■■ .20
2. Challenge ; . v .5 £ ' .

3, Financial rewards ! .29 .2]>
4. Co-workers ! .23 •23(.
5. Resource adequacy i .24 .35
6. Promotions ; .07 .24

L_ _ _ _

.32 .18,(.002)
.22 .29 .30

QEJSS Scales

Note. The validity diagonal is comprised of those values which are underlined. Each 
heterotrait-monomethod triangle is enclosed by a solid line. Each heterotrait-heteromethod 
triangle is enclosed by a broken line.

.10 -..67
.37 .54 .40 .46

( . 0 1 3 ) ( - 0 0 9 )

£  < .001, except where noted. 158
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Table 32

Correlation Matrix of the NSQ, MSQ Scales 
(n = 268)

Discriminating Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6

NSQ

1. Security —
2. Social .26 —
3. Esteem .36 .37 —
4. Autonomy .28 .41 .57 —
5. Self-actualization .28 .39 .62 .58 —
6 . Overall need deficiency .65 .62 .81 .76 .78 —

MSQ

1. Ability utilization .10 .21 .31 .29 .53 .39

2. Achievement .14 .31 .39 .31 .53 .45

3. Activity .15 .17 .26 .22 .37 .32

4. Advancement .11 .18 .32 .31 .49 .38

5. Authority .14 .21 .20 .23 .31 .29

6. Company policies and 
procedures .17 .25 .41 .46 .46 .48

7. Compensation .21 .16 .36 .27 .42 .39

8. Co-workers .21 .45 .26 .25 .27 .38

9. Creativity .10 .22 .24 .34 .40 .35

10. Independence .12 .18 .07 .11 .20 .18

11. Moral values .06 .13 .17 .24 .25 .23

12. Recognition .17 .31 .42 .35 .44 .46

13. Responsibility .22 .26 .24 .35 .41 .37
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Table 32— Continued

Discriminating Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6

14. Security .58 .22 .32 .20 .32 .48

15. Social service .09 .29 .26 .30 .37 .35

16. Social status ..09 .19 .55 .35 .44 .44

17, Supervision— human relations .12 .22 .31 .38 .33 .36

18. Supervision— technical .06 .22 .28 .33 .32 .32

19. Variety .21 .22 .26 .26 .45 .38

20. Working conditions .27 .29 .25 .27 .37 .40

21. Intrinsic satisfaction .22 .29 .37 .36 .52 .48

22. Extrinsic satisfaction .18 .29 .45 .45 .53 .52

23. Overall satisfaction .29 .43 .41 .42 .51 .56

Note. j> < .001.
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Table 33

Correlation Matrix of the QEJSS, MSQ Scales 
(n = 268)

Discriminating Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

QEJSS

1. Overall satisfaction —
2. Facet-free .97 —
3. Facet-specific .63 .44 —
4. Comfort .36 .25 .57 —
5. Challenge .53 .43 .65 .30 —
6. Financial rewards .48 .36 .66 .37 .37 —
7. Relations with co-workers .36 .24 .62 .26 .37 .23 —
8. Resource adequacy .50 .35 .79 .37 .54 .40 .48 ~
9. Promotions .31

(.*00 3)
.64

( . *013)
.22 .21 /•15 \ ( . 0 0 9 )

.41 -

MSQ

1. Ability utilization .43 .37 .43 .20 .56 .21 .23 .35 .24

2. Achievement .40 .33 .45 .25 .50 .19 .30 .44 .20 161



Ta
bl
e 

33
—

Co
nt
in
ue
d

162

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

17.
 

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n—

hu
ma
n 

re
la
ti
on
s



R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright ow
ner. 

Further 
reproduction 

prohibited 
w

ithout perm
ission.

Table 33— Continued

Discriminating Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

18. Supervision— technical .33 .23 .54 .28 .27 .31 .26 .66 .35

19. Variety .36 .30 .40 .20 .49 .24 .26 .29 (I 00 3)
20. Working conditions .26 .20 .35 .40 .23 .29 .23 .24 .07(.141+)
21. Intrinsic satisfaction .43 .35 .49 .29 .54 .28 .31 .41 .22

22. Extrinsic satisfaction .47 .39 .68 .38 .36 .47 .30 .64 .49

23. Overall satisfaction .65 .35 .61 .40 .43 .37 .50 .54 .25

Note. 2. < -001 unless otherwise noted.
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specific facets of job satisfaction correlated at a level above .40 

with more than one MSQ scale. The QEJSS' Challenge scale correlated 

at a level above .40 with four MSQ scales other than Ability Utiliza­

tion, the intercorrelation for which was recorded in Table 31. The 

four MSQ scales were: Achievement (.50), Creativity (.53), Responsi­

bility (.51), and Variety (.49). The Financial Rewards scale corre­

lated above .40 with the MSQ's Security scale (.48). Resource Ade­

quacy, however, correlated relatively highly with more MSQ scales 

than did any other QEJSS scale. In addition to the correlation with 

Supervision— Human Relations reported in Table 31, the Resource Ade­

quacy scale correlated above the .40 level with six NSQ scales: 

Achievement (.44), Company Policies and Procedures (.47), Co-workers 

(.46), Recognition (.55), Responsibility (.41), and Supervision—  

Technical (.66).

Examination of Table 30 and Table 31 revealed that the validity 

diagonals do differ from zero and are "sufficiently large to encour­

age further examination of validity" (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p. 82). 

The first criterion for convergent validity, therefore, was met. The 

QEJSS clearly demonstrated greater convergent validity with the cri­

terion measure, the MSQ, than did the NSQ.

Criterion number two. "A validity diagonal value should be 

higher than the values lying in its column and row in the heterotrait- 

heteromethod triangles" (p. 82). Comparison of Tables 30 and 31 sug­

gested that although the criterion was met by both the QEJSS' and 

NSQ's diagonal validity values, the diagonal validity values for the 

QEJSS were markedly higher than the values for the NSQ relative to
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their respective column and row numbers in the heterotrait-heteromethod 

triangles. In fact, as Table 31 shows, the NSQ's heterotrait- 

monomethod triangle contained values nearly similar in magnitude to 

the values on the validity diagonal. This similarity renewed doubts 

first raised by the discriminant function analyses about whether the 

NSQ scales were measuring separate dimensions of need deficiency or 

job satisfaction. Although much the same point could be made about 

the values in MSQ heterotrait triangles included in Tables 30 and 31, 

the scales correlating most highly one with another in the MSQ 

heterotrait-monomethod triangles, were correlated along the pattern 

of the two factor loadings claimed by the test developers for the 

MSQ— intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction. For example, in Table 31, 

Compensation correlated at .49 with Working Conditions: Both were

alleged by the test constructors to measure extrinsic satisfaction 

(Weiss et al, 1967, p. 4). The pattern of high correlations between 

the MSQ's scales of the same factor was disrupted most noticeably, 

however, by the correlation of .55 between the Company Policies and 

Procedures scale and the Social Status scale. Otherwise, the cor­

relations were consistent with the two factor explanation of the 

MSQ’s measurement of job satisfaction. In short, the second criterion 

of discriminant validity was best met by the QEJSS and not by the NSQ.

Criterion number three. "A variable [must] correlate higher 

with an independent effort to measure the same trait than with mea­

sures designed to get at different traits which happen to employ the 

same method" (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p. 83). As Campbell and Fiske 

explained, "This involves comparing [a given scale’s value] in the
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validity diagonals with its values in the heterotrait-monomethod 

triangles" (p. 83). As Tables 30 and 31 indicate, both the scales 

of the NSQ and the QEJSS only partially met the criterion. The Self- 

actualization scale from the NSQ highly correlated with the MSQ's 

Social Status scale (.44), Recognition scale (.44), and Company 

Policies and Practices scale (.46). These correlations suggested 

that the Self-actualization scale did not discriminate effectively: 

Satisfaction with company policies seems quite different from satis­

faction with social status and recognition. An alternative explana­

tion, however, might be that company policies and procedures are per­

ceived by teachers to preclude their becoming self-actualized and 

thus receiving recognition and higher social status. If so, the Self- 

actualization scale reflected discriminant validity, as evidenced by 

its high correlations with the Company Policies and Procedures scale 

of the MSQ. Nonetheless, the Recognition and Social Status scales of 

the MSQ seemed closer to the NSQ's Esteem scale in meaning, an inter­

pretation supported by its high correlations with the MSQ's Recogni­

tion scale (.42) and Social Status scale (.55) as shown in Table 32. 

Thus, the investigator determined on the basis of the third Campbell 

and Fiske criterion that it is doubtful that the NSQ's Self- 

actualization scale possessed discriminant validity.

Table 32 appeared at first glance also to indicate indiscrimi­

nant correlations between the QEJSS and the MSQ. The investigator 

questioned whether Resource Adequacy was intended to include dimen­

sions such as Achievement (.44), Recognition (.55), and Responsibil­

ity (.41). Otherwise, though, the QEJSS scales seemed to measure
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what they apparently were intended to measure, as evidenced by the 

differences between the highly correlated scales and scales with low 

correlations (e.g., the correlations of the QEJSS' Compensation and 

Co-workers scales with the Co-workers scale of the MSQ reported in 

Table 33). In short, the QEJSS selected scales met the third crite­

rion for discriminant validity better than did the NSQ's selected 

scales.

Criterion number four. "The same pattern of trait interrelation­

ship [must] be shown in all of the heterotrait triangles of both the 

monomethod and heteromethod blocks" (p. 83). This criterion was only 

occasionally met by the scales of the NSQ and QEJSS. Similar patterns 

of correlation sizes were most noticeable in the triangles shown in 

Table 30. Less discernable were the patterns reflected in Table 31.

The correlation of .40 between the MSQ's Working Conditions and 

Advancement scales contrasted sharply with the .14 correlation be­

tween the Promotions and Comfort Scales. The comparatively low valid­

ity diagonal between the Comfort scale and Working Conditions scale 

(.40) may, in part, explain the dissimilarity of the correlations at 

the angles of the triangles. The Comfort scale shared only 16% of 

the total variance possible with the Advancement scale. Hence, quite 

different aspects of working conditions may have been measured by the 

two variables. The evidence for discriminant validity of the scales 

of either the NSQ or the QEJSS on the fourth criterion, therefore, 

was not compelling. Rather the data were of such a nature as to 

allow a variety of interpretations. The investigator's interpreta­

tion was that only a slight indication of discriminant validity could
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be discerned with the fourth criterion.

Summary. Selected scales from the NSQ and the QEJSS demonstrated 

convergent validity with selected scales from the MSQ. The strength 

and appropriateness of convergence with the MSQ, however, differed 

for the NSQ and QEJSS. The QEJSS' selected scales converged more 

strongly and appropriately with the selected MSQ scales than did the 

selected scales from the NSQ. Moreover, as Table 32 and Table 33 

indicate, the correlation between the MSQ's Overall Satisfaction 

score and the QEJSS Overall Satisfaction score was higher (.65) than 

the correlation between the MSQ's Overall Satisfaction scale and the 

MSQ's Overall Need Deficiency score (..56). Expressed in terms of 

variance, 42.25% of the variance between the QEJSS and the MSQ was 

shared compared with 31.36% of the variance between the NSQ and MSQ. 

These variance data and the multitrait-multimethod analyses suggested 

that the QEJSS possessed greater convergent validity with the MSQ 

than did the NSQ. Moreover, the discriminant diagonal validity 

values of the scales common to the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS suggested that 

the QEJSS manifested greater discriminant validity than did the NSQ.

Factor Analysis

In accordance with the Herman and Hulin (1973) design, principal 

axis factor analyses with R2 communality estimates in the diagonals 

and varimax and oblimax rotations were conducted on the NSQ's "Is 

Now," "Should be," and "Deficiency" scores. Before the factor ana­

lytic procedures were selected, however, correlation matrices of 

the items on the "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" response
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categories were prepared. As shown by Tables 34, 35, and 36, the 13 

questions of the NSQ highly intercorrelated. The intercorrelations 

were particularly great in the case of the "Is Now" scale, as shown 

in Table 34. As the reliability data indicated in Table 37, the "Is 

Now" scale was the most reliable of the three response scales. The 

"Deficiency" scale was the least reliable, perhaps in part, because 

as Guilford (1954) noted: The reliability of a difference score

"comes from two fallible scores and the error variances from them 

summate" (p. 393). On the other hand, the reliability of the "Should 

Be" response category was likely affected by its requiring respondents 

to speculate about what, in their minds, constituted an appropriate 

level of need fulfillment. It was understandable, therefore, that 

the reliability of the "Should Be" scale and the intercorrelations 

among its 13 question items were lower than were their counterparts 

on the "Is Now" scale. The chances for measurement error, present in 

any score, were increased by the projective nature of the questions. 

Finally, Guilford (1954) summarized the relationship between high 

item intercorrelations and validity well: "High intercorrelations of

components detract from the validity of the composite" (p. 393). In 

short, the NSQ's scales intercorrelated highly and thus threatened 

the NSQ's validity as a measure of Maslow's hierarchy of needs.

The high item correlations also suggested the likelihood of de­

riving fewer factors than the five need categories the NSQ had been 

purported to measure. Indeed, Table 38 shows that one factor 

accounted for as much as 90.2% of the total variance in responses to 

the question items when principal axis factor analysis with iterations
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Table 34

Pearson _r Correlations: NSQ "Is Now" Items
(n = 268 teachers and administrators)

Item (abbreviated) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Opportunity for personal growth -
2. Feeling of security .29 -
3. Feeling of self-esteem .44 .42 -
4. Opportunity to set goals .38 .33 .49 -
5. Opportunity to determine 

methods .41 .28 .44 .61 -
6. Authority .37 .40 .58 .43 .51 -
7. Opportunity to help people .35 .25 .32 .41 .37 .38 -
8. Prestige inside school .31 .32 .50 .45 .42 .54 .36 -
9. Prestige outside school .30 .22 .55 .35 .32 .49 .34 .50 -

10. Opportunity to develop 
friendships .20 .38 .41 .30 .32 .42 .30 .43 .30 -

11. Feeling of accomplishment .36 .38 .60 .43 .37 .52 .41 .52 .55 .50 -
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .39 .40 .59 .36 .39 .43 .41 .45 .44 .46 .73 -
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .37 .35 .49 .47 .50 .49 .43 .43 .44 .42 .55 .56 --

Note. £  < .001.
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Table 35

Pearson _r Correlations: NSQ "Should Be" Items
(n = 268 teachers and administrators)

Item (abbreviated) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Opportunity for personal growth -
2. Feeling of security .23 -
3. Feeling of self-esteem .26 .46 -
4. Opportunity to set goals .30 .40 .40 -
5. Opportunity to determine 

methods .25 .32 .38 .63 _
6. Authority .18 .36 .34 .28 .37 -
7. Opportunity to help people .18 .20 .20 .28 .27 .28 -
8. Prestige inside school .14 .33 .31 .22 .29 .41 .32 -
9. Prestige outside school .16 .36 .40 .31 .40 .51 .29 .66 -
10. Opportunity to develop 

friendships .23 .31 .34 .25 .27 .26 .21 .41 .37 -
11. Feeling of accomplishment .24 .31 .38 .33 .40 .23 .19 .29 .33 .43 -
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .29 .34 .38 .37 .45 .32 .32 .33 .39 .40 .62 -
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .22 .35 .32 .35 .44 .30 .26 .27 .35 .33 .38 .50 --

Note. £  < .001.
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Table 36

Pearson _r Correlations: NSQ Deficiency Items
(n = 268 teachers and administrators)

Item (abbreviated) 1 2 3 4 ' 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Opportunity for personal growth -
2. Feeling of security .13* —
3. Feeling of self-esteem .42 .30 -
4. Opportunity to set goals .40 .13* .39 -
5. Opportunity to determine 

methods .47 .17 .35 .62 _
6 . Authority .31 .32 .51 .33 .44 -
7. Opportunity to help people .20 .04**.19 .22 .28 .26 -
8. Prestige inside school .21 .34 .38 .29 .32 .45 .17* -
9. Prestige outside school .20 .22 .48 .15* .20 .47 .20 .45 -

10. Opportunity to develop 
friendships .16 .31 .25 .16* .17* .28 .12* .37 .13* -

11. Feeling of accomplishment .37 .28 .51 .31 .30 .48 .23 .47 .48 .36 -
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .39 .27 .49 .22 .25 .37 .24 .42 .39 .23 .68 -
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .28 .24 .34 .35 .41 .45 .30 .35 .32 .23 .42 .42 --

£  < .001.
*£ < .05 or less. 

**£ < .05 or more.
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Table 37

Cronbach Alpha Reliability Estimates: 
NSQ and MSQ Combined Scales

Instrument Scales
Alpha

Coefficient

NSQ
"Is Now" .84

"Should Be" .81

"Deficiency" . 76a

MSQ
Intrinsic Satisfaction .92

Extrinsic Satisfaction .86

Overall Satisfaction .93

aAs noted in Chapter I of this report, Cronbach's Alpha is not 
appropriate as an estimate of the internal consistency of a differ­
ence score in part because of violation of the normality assumptions 
associated with conventional estimates of internal consistency. 
Bunda,6 however, suggested that of the reliability coefficients 
available, Cronbach's Alpha would be the most appropriate measure of 
the NSQ's difference score reliability.

6Bunda, M. Personal telephone conversation, June 10, 1980.
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Table 38

NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," "Deficiency" Scales' 
Factor Variance Data Using Principal 

Factor With Iterations

Scale Factors Eigenvalue
Percent of 
Variance

1 5.61 90.2
"Is Now"

2 .60 9.8

1 4.45 85.6
"Should Be"

2 .75 14.4

1 4.45 76.5
"Deficiency"

2 .93 16.0

3 .43 7.4

was conducted. The extremely large sizes of the eigenvalues derived

for the first factor of all three response categories overshadowed

the small sizes of the eigenvalues computed for the other factors.

The very high proportion of total variance accounted for by the first

factor paralleled the findings of Herman and Hulin (1973) :

The results of the factor analysis of the intercorrelations 
of the first 13 need deficiency items indicated that the 
first dimension accounted for 88% of the common variance. 
Subsequent factors accounted for 12%, 8%, 5%, and 2%, 
respectively, of the common variance. Factor analyses 
were repeated on the need, have, importance, and need 
deficiency weighted by importance responses. The results 
were similar in all cases. (p. 121)

As Herman and Hulin also noted, however, the predominantly one factor

loadings may have been indicating "a very high degree of trait
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variance among the 13 items, measuring the 5 levels of need satisfac­

tion; a high degree of method variance; or both" (p. 121). Herman 

and Hulin, though, concluded that: "The pattern of root sizes sug­

gests that a one-dimensional solution would be the most parsimonious 

interpretation and one which is consistent throughout the analysis"

(p. 121). The results of the principal axis factor analyses con­

ducted in this investigation led the researcher to a similar inter­

pretation: The NSQ measured teachers' and administrators' need defi­

ciencies with a single dimension rather than five distinct dimensions 

corresponding to the Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs.

The loadings on the questions of the NSQ on the "Is Now" response 

category suggested the nature of the job satisfaction dimension that 

the instrument measured. As Table 39 shows, the highest loadings 

occurred on questions dealing with self-esteem (.76), authority (.72) 

accomplishment (.79), self-fulfillment (.74), and independence (.71).

As explained in Chapter III of this report, the self-esteem question 

(item number 3) was one of three questions comprising the Self-esteem 

scale of the NSQ. Authority (item number 6) and independence (item 

number 13) were two of the three questions comprising the Self- 

actualization scale. The underlying attribute of the three scales—  

Autonomy, Self-esteem, and Self-actualization— reflected a desire for 

self-determination, self-fulfillment, and self-expression. Although 

these desires generally conformed to Maslow's higher order needs, the 

factor structure and the loadings on the questions comprising the 

three scales— Autonomy, Self-esteem, and Self-actualization— failed 

to identify the desires as conceptually distinct. For purposes of
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Table 39

NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items Factor Matrices 
Using Principal Factor With Iterations

"Is Now" "Should Be" "Deficiency"

Abbreviated Question Item
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3

1. Opportunity for personal growth .53 .14 .37 .17 .53 .25 -.23
2. Feeling of security .51 -.04 .56 -.01 .41 -.18 .26
3. Feeling of self-esteem .76 -.08 .60 .06 .68 -.06 -.07
4. Opportunity to set goals .65 .37 .59 .28 .54 .47 .02
5. Opportunity to determine 

methods .65 .45 .66 .23 .62 .59 .08
6. Authority .72 .06 .56 -.20 .70 -.03 .17
7. Opportunity to help people .55 .09 .42 -.05 .35 .11 -.06
8. Prestige inside school .67 -.01 .62 .50 .63 -.19 .25
9. Prestige outside school .62 -.12 .70 -.44 .56 -.25 .02
10. Opportunity to develop 

friendships .57 -.15 .55 -.04 .40 -.13 .23
11. Feeling of accomplishment .79 -.34 .61 .20 .75 -.26 -.18
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .74 -.28 .70 .21 .69 -.27 -.34
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .71 .03 .59 .15 .59 .06 .03
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discussion, the investigator labeled the nature of the satisfaction 

dimension measured by the NSQ on the "Is Now" scale as "psychological 

self-interest."

Loadings on the "Should Be" and "Deficiency" response categories 

were somewhat similar to those on the "Is Now" scale as shown in Table 

39. Indeed, the nature of the second factor derived from the "Defi­

ciency" response category paralleled that derived from the "Is Now" 

response category. Although much less important in terms of the 

total variance accounted for among the question items, the nature of 

the second factor merited consideration. Examination of the "Is Now" 

and "Deficiency" response categories showed that the second factor 

pertained to participation in goal setting and participation in 

choosing methods of teaching. Nonetheless, principal axis factor 

analysis clearly suggested that the NSQ predominantly measured one 

dimension of job satisfaction, a dimension that seemed to be related 

to "psychological self-interest."

Results from the varimax rotation which maximized the possibil­

ity of detecting factors possibly missed by the principal axis factor 

analysis were generally similar to the results derived from principal 

axis factor analysis. However, the relative importance of the fac­

tors was not defined in terms of the amount of total variance for 

which the factors accounted because as Nie et al. (1975) explained:

The importance of a factor as indicated by "variance 
accounted for" is of not particular interest in a terminal 
solution (rotated one), because the importance of a factor 
in a terminal solution often reflects only the numbers of 
variables for a given factor included in the data relative 
to the total number of variables, (p. 478)
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Thus, the investigator was most interested in determining the pattern 

of question loadings on the derived factors. In the case of the "Is 

Now" response category, interpretation of the loadings was easy since, 

as Table 40 shows, the loadings conformed to those derived by the 

principal axis factor analysis. The nature of the job satisfaction 

which was measured could be regarded as "psychological self-interest." 

The loadings on the "Should Be" and "Deficiency" response categories, 

though, indicated that participation in goal setting and selection of 

teaching methods constituted the essence of the first factor. How­

ever, due to the chances for measurement error inherent in a response 

category such as the "Should Be" category of the NSQ, which required 

individuals to speculate about an ideal state, and in a response 

category such as the "Deficiency" category which reflected the errors 

of measurement of both the "Is Now" and the "Should Be" categories, 

the pattern of question loadings on the "Is Now" category provided 

the most meaningful information about the dimensionality of the NSQ 

instrument.

Thus, the results of the varimax rotation were generally con­

sistent with the one-dimensional explanation offered for the results 

of the principal axis factor analysis.

Table 41 presents the results of the oblimax factor rotation. 

Loadings on the first factor of the "Is Now" response category re­

flected the pattern observed with the principal axis factor analysis 

and the varimax rotated factor analysis. "Psychological self- 

interest" seemed to characterize aptly the nature of the first factor. 

Loadings on the second factor of the "Is Now" scale were highest with
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Table 40

NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items Factor Matrices 
Using Varimax Rotation

"Is Now" "Should Be" 'Deficiency"

Abbreviated Question Item
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor Factor 

1 2
Factor

3

1. Opportunity for personal growth .31 .45 .40 .11 .51 .06 .36
2. Feeling of security .42 .29 .43 .36 .07 .50 .12
3. Feeling of self-esteem .63 .42 .50 .34 .34 .38 .46
4. Opportunity to set goals .27 .70 .63 .17 .69 .15 .10
5. Opportunity to determine 

methods .22 .76 .66 .25 .83 .20 .06
6. Authority .52 .50 .30 .51 .36 .54 .29
7. Opportunity to help people .37 .41 .29 .31 .29 .13 .19
8. Prestige inside school .53 .42 .15 .78 .20 .62 .26
9. Prestige outside school .56 .30 .25 .78 .11 .44 .41

10. Opportunity to develop 
friendships .54 .25 .39 .38 .11 .45 .12

11. Feeling of accomplishment .83 .25 .59 .24 .22 .42 .67
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .75 .25 .67 .28 .18 .27 .74
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .53 .47 .55 .26 .38 .35 .29
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Table 41

NSQ "Is Now," "Should Be," and "Deficiency" Items Factor Analysis 
Oblimax Rotation

"Is Now" "Should Be" "Deficiency"

Abbreviated Question Item
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

1
Factor

2
Factor

3

1. Opportunity for personal growth .22 .37 .44 .06 -.14 .48 -.33
2. Feeling of security .42 .12 .39 -.23 .54 -.04 .02
3. Feeling of self-esteem .64 .16 .48 -.17 .24 .21 -.39
4. Opportunity to set goals .06 .71 .70 .09 .04 .73 .06
5, Opportunity to determine 

methods -.03 .81 .71 .01 .09 .89 .15
6. Authority .46 .32 -.19 -.46 .49 .25 -.11 ■
7. Opportunity to help people .30 .30 .25 -.23 .04 .26 -.14
8. Prestige inside school .51 .21 -.09 -.84 .62 .06 -.08
9. Prestige outside school .60 .05 .04 -.80 .36 -.04 -.35

10. Opportunity to develop 
friendships .59 .00 .34 -.27 .47 .02 .01

11. Feeling of accomplishment .97 -.17 .64 -.01 .23 .02 -.64
12. Feeling of self-fulfillment .87 -.12 .71 -.02 .04 -.02 -.80
13. Opportunity for independent 

thought .48 .28 .57 -.06 .26 .30 -.18
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the participation questions, just as they were with the principal 

axis factor analysis and the factor analysis with the varimax rota­

tion. Loadings on the factors of the other two scales somewhat con­

formed to patterns of loadings observed with the principal factor 

analysis. Participation questions received high loadings on the 

first factor of the "Should Be" scale, and the prestige question re­

ceived the highest loadings on the first factor of the "Deficiency" 

scale. The investigator chose, however, to regard the "Is Now" scale 

of the NSQ as the most reliable measure of the dimensions underlying 

the instrument. Accordingly, the three factor analytic solutions 

indicated that the NSQ measured predominantly one dimension of job 

satisfaction— a dimension which the investigator termed, "psychologi­

cal self-interest."

Summary

As a result of discriminant function analyses, multitrait- 

multimethod correlational analyses, estimates of internal consistency, 

and factor analyses, the following findings about the discriminant, 

convergent, and concurrent validity of the NSQ and QEJSS with the MSQ 

were generated:

1. The MSQ or scales selected from it was superior to the NSQ 

and QEJSS or scales from them in discriminating among groups. The 

MSQ thus functioned effectively as the criterion measure of job satis­

faction in the investigation.

2. The Overall Deficiency scale of the NSQ discriminated among 

groups more effectively than did the QEJSS Overall Satisfaction scale,
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but the subscales of the QEJSS discriminated more effectively among 

groups than did the subscales of the NSQ.

3. The QEJSS possessed higher convergent, discriminant, and 

concurrent validity with the MSQ than did the NSQ.

4. Estimates of internal consistency for the MSQ were markedly 

higher than estimates of internal consistency calculated for the NSQ.

5. The NSQ measured educators' need deficiencies or job satis­

faction with a single dimension rather than with five dimensions cor­

responding to the five Maslow need categories.

Furthermore, the single dimensional character of the NSQ was 

evidenced by data generated by the three major components of the 

data analysis. Although discriminant function analysis showed that 

the NSQ discriminated among groups quite effectively at times, it 

did so with its Overall Deficiency scale. This fact indicated that 

none of the five scales was more discriminatory than the aggregate 

of the five— a clear indication that a single dimension was operant 

in the discrimination process. It appeared from discriminant func­

tion analysis that while the Security and Social scales measured a 

somewhat different aspect of need deficiency, the other three scales—  

Autonomy, Esteem, and Self-actualization— dominated the nature of 

the instrument, a fact supported by the results of factor analysis.

The NSQ appeared to function as a measure of intrinsic satisfaction, 

the character of which differed from the instrinsic satisfaction 

measured by the MSQ. The percentage of shared variance between 

the MSQ's Intrinsic Satisfaction scale and the NSQ was only 23%. In 

summary, the investigator found the NSQ to be a single dimensioned
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instrument which manifested low discriminant and convergent validity 

with the criterion measure, the MSQ.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the procedures and findings from this 

investigation which were presented in Chapters III and IV. Conclu­

sions and recommendations based upon the findings of the study are 

also offered in this discussion. The findings of this investigation 

have implications for the use of the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire, 

the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, and the Quality of Employ­

ment Job Satisfaction Survey for the purpose of measuring educators' 

job satisfaction. The levels of job satisfaction reported in this 

investigation and the independent variables of the study which yielded 

the largest differences in mean scores have implications for educa­

tional leaders' understandings about the nature of educators' job 

satisfaction and about steps which might be taken to improve educa­

tors' job satisfaction.

Summary

Purpose of the Investigation

The primary purpose of the study was to investigate the psycho­

metric quality of the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire. The instru­

ment has been used to draw conclusions about educators' deficiencies 

according to Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs paradigm as well as 

to draw conclusions about educators' job satisfaction. Examination 

of the NSQ and a review of related literature led the investigator to 
184
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question the efficacy of the instrument in measuring need deficiencies 

or job satisfaction. Therefore, an investigation of the discriminant, 

convergent, and concurrent validities of the NSQ with a criterion mea­

sure of job satisfaction, the MSQ, was conducted. The design of the 

study was a partial replication of Herman and Hulin's (1973) investi­

gation, an inquiry designed to test the hypothesis that the relation­

ship between organizational role and level and job satisfaction was 

positive. Herman and Hulin suspected that findings about the rela­

tionship might have reflected results— methods dependency; in other 

words, that the findings between organizational role and level and 

job satisfaction of the relationship depended upon the job satisfac­

tion instrument used in the investigations. Analytic procedures used 

by Herman and Hulin were applied to the data of this investigation 

and consisted of: (a) discriminant function analyses, (b) multitrait-

multimethod correlational analysis, and (c) factor analysis. An addi­

tional purpose of this investigation was to determine if a relatively 

newly developed job satisfaction instrument, the Quality of Employ­

ment Job Satisfaction Survey, possessed concurrent validity with the 

MSQ.

Sample

Because, at the time this study commenced, this investigation 

was the only extant concurrent validity study of the NSQ and the 

QEJSS with the MSQ, the investigator decided that a nonrandom sample 

would serve the purpose of indicating whether further research into 

the concurrent validities of these measures would contribute to the
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literature of job satisfaction. Accordingly, educators— teachers and 

administrators— from eight public schools, which comprised one school 

system, and educators from three Christian schools were selected as 

the sample for the investigation. Conducted in western Michigan, the 

study generated data from 268 educators whose returned research 

packets— each containing the three satisfaction instruments— reflected 

an 83.4% return rate of the 324 packets which were distributed. Pub­

lic school administrators and Christian school educators were included 

in the study to increase the probability that groups of educators 

with differing satisfaction levels would be included in the sample so 

as to allow the investigator to examine the relative discriminatory 

ability of the three instruments.

Demographic Data

Findings of the study concerning the demographic information

were:
1. The sample was nearly evenly divided between men (47.7%) and 

women (51.9%).
2. Ages were distributed across all age ranges (18-29, 30-39, 

40-49, 50-64), with most educators (40.7%) reporting that they were 

30-39 years of age.
3. Most teachers in the sample (52.2%) had taught for 8 or more 

years (see Table 3 in Chapter IV of this report) .

4. Responding to a question about the employment status of 

their spouses, 60.1% of the teachers reported that their spouses were 

employed.
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5. The approximate gross income of the educators tended to be 

at least $15,000 (see Table 4 in Chapter IV of this report).

Research Questions

Research question number 1. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate between public school teachers and public school adminis­

trators?" Each of the instruments found teachers to be less satisfied 

with their work than administrators. When compared with the NSQ and 

the QEJSS, the MSQ showed the greatest ability to discriminate be­

tween the groups. Dissatisfaction among the teachers was indicated 

as most acute on the MSQ scales of: (a) Compensation, (b) Company

Policies and Procedures, and (c) Advancement.

Research question number 2. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate men from women?" No significant differences in satisfac­

tion mean scores were found among the scores of any of the three 

instruments.

Research question number 3. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate younger teachers from older teachers?" As Table 13 in 

Chapter IV shows, each of the instruments detected statistically sig­

nificant differences among the mean scores of educators of various 

ages. Older educators were more satisfied with their work than were 

younger educators. Statistically significant differences in the mean 

scores of the groups were detected on the following scales of the 

MSQ, here presented in the order of significance of the differences 

in mean scores: (a) Company Policies and Procedures, (b) Compensa­

tion, (c) Extrinsic Satisfaction, (d) Security, (e) Social Status,
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and (f) Supervision— human relations. Findings from the QEJSS also 

indicated that differences in extrinsic satisfaction accounted most 

for differences among the mean scores of various groups of younger 

and older teachers. The statistical significance of the differences 

in mean scores among the age groups was greatest on the Promotion 

scale and the Financial Rewards scale.

The NSQ, on the other hand, showed the largest differences in 

job satisfaction among the age groups to exist in intrinsic satisfac­

tion, with the Self-actualization scale having the highest statisti­

cal significance of differences in mean scores.

Research question number 4. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate inexperienced teachers from experienced teachers?" None of 

the instruments detected statistically significant differences among 

the overall satisfaction mean scores of inexperienced and experienced 

teachers when j> = .01. At the .05 level, however, satisfaction dif­

ferences were detected on the Security and Social Needs scales of the 

NSQ and on the Compensation and Creativity scales of the MSQ. Gener­

ally, teachers with greater experience reported higher satisfaction 

as measured by these scales. An exception was found in the scores 

derived by the Creativity scale of the MSQ. Teachers with the least 

experience (1-2 years) were the most satisfied, while teachers with 

3-7 years experience were the least satisfied of the three experience 

groups identified for the analyses. As discussed in Chapter IV of 

this report, the Creativity scale may have measured the degree of 

autonomy allowed by the job as well as creativity.
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Research question number 5 . "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate among teachers of lower and higher incomes?" None of the 

scales of the three instruments detected statistically significant 

differences in the mean scores of the groups.

Research question number 6. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate among teachers at the elementary, junior high, and senior 

high school levels?" Although the NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale was 

the only overall satisfaction scale to detect statistically signifi­

cant differences in the mean scores of the groups, scales from the 

MSQ showed the greatest discriminatory ability of the scales from the 

three instruments when linear combinations of the scales from the 

three instruments were assembled by discriminant function analysis. 

Individual scales from the MSQ which detected the largest differences 

in satisfaction among the groups, here presented in the order of the 

significance of the differences in the mean scores, were:

(a) Achievement, (b) Co-workers, (c) Supervision— human relations,

(d) Advancement, and (e) Ability Utilization. Other differences, 

although statistically significant, reflected markedly lower _F values. 

Secondary school teachers generally were less satisfied than elemen­

tary school teachers on these scales. The statistical significance 

of the differences among the mean scores derived from the Achievement 

scale, however, was nearly twice as great as the significance levels 

derived from the other MSQ scales (see Table 22 in Chapter IV of this 

report).
The NSQ and the QEJSS detected lower job satisfaction among 

teachers at the secondary school level than at the elementary school
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level, as indicated by Table 22. ¥_ values were highest for the NSQ's

Social, Esteem, Overall Deficiency, and Self-actualization scales. 

Statistically significant differences among the mean scores were 

found for the QEJSS' Co-workers, Challenge, Facet-specific Satisfac­

tion, and Resource Adequacy scales.

Research question number 7. "Will the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS dis­

criminate between public and Christian school teachers?" Findings 

indicated that although the NSQ's Overall Deficiency score was the 

only overall satisfaction score to discriminate between public and 

Christian school teachers, the largest differences between the two 

groups occurred in the scores derived from the two Supervision scales 

from the MSQ (see Table 26). Generally, Christian school teachers 

reported higher job satisfaction than did public school teachers. 

However, Christian school teachers expressed considerably less satis­

faction with supervisors than did public school teachers. The QEJSS 

also had scales according to which the Christian school teachers were 

shown to possess less satisfaction than their public school counter­

parts. Christian school teachers reported less satisfaction on the 

Financial Rewards scale and the Resource Adequacy scale than did 

public school teachers. The Resource Adequacy scale included ques­

tions pertaining to satisfaction with supervisors.

Discriminant validity findings derived from research questions 

1-7. As reported in Chapter IV of this report, findings about the 

relative discriminatory validity of the NSQ, MSQ, and QEJSS job sat­

isfaction instruments were:
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1. The QEJSS' Overall Satisfaction scale and selected combina­

tions of subscales discriminated less effectively among groups than 

did the overall and combinations of scales of the MSQ and sometimes 

of the NSQ.

2. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale discriminated among groups 

more effectively than any of its subscales.

3. The NSQ's Overall Deficiency scale discriminated among groups 

as well as or more effectively than the MSQ's Overall Satisfaction 

scale.

4. Combinations of the MSQ scales selected by discriminant func­

tion analysis for their high discriminatory ability discriminated 

more effectively among groups than did combinations of the NSQ scales.

In short, the MSQ was generally superior to the other two instru­

ments in discriminatory ability.

Research question number 8. "Will the scales of the NSQ, MSQ, 

and QEJSS correlate positively?" The overall satisfaction scores of 

the MSQ correlated higher with the overall satisfaction scores of 

the QEJSS (.65) than with the overall satisfaction scores of the NSQ 

(.56).1 Results from multitrait-multimethod correlational analysis 

indicated that when scales from the QEJSS and NSQ which correlated 

highest with scales from the MSQ were compared, the scales from the 

QEJSS showed greater convergent validity with the MSQ and greater 

discriminant validity than did the scales of the NSQ. The

^Negative sign omitted to correct for the inverse direction of 
the deficiency scale of the NSQ relative to the directions of the 
satisfaction scales of the MSQ and QEJSS.
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findings showed that the NSQ possessed less concurrent validity with 

the MSQ than did the QEJSS.

Research question number 9. "Do the scales of the NSQ represent 

independent factors in this sample of educators?" Principal axis 

factor analysis with varimax and oblimax rotations conducted on the 

three categories of the NSQ indicated that a single dimension 

accounted for as much as 90.2% of the total variance in the questions 

of the "Is Now" response category of the NSQ (see Table 38 in Chapter 

IV of this report). Although two additional factors were derived 

from the "Deficiency" response category of the NSQ, the two factors 

combined accounted for only 23.4% of the total variance, whereas the 

first factor accounted for 76.5% of the total variance in the ques­

tion items. Moreover, question loadings on the first factor in the 

"Is Now" response category of the NSQ were highest in the cases of 

questions from three scales of the NSQ— Esteem, Autonomy, and Self- 

actualization. In other words, the nature of the single factor was 

determined by the three scales, rather than by any single scale. The 

results from the factor analysis, then, suggested that for the sample 

of educators in this investigation, the scales of the NSQ did not 

represent independent factors, but rather that together the scales 

comprised a single dimension of job satisfaction measured by the 

instrument.

Conclusions

The findings of this investigation are best understood in the 

context of current knowledge about job satisfaction and about the
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measurement of job satisfaction. As discussed in Chapter II of this 

report, the fundamental problem associated with any investigation of 

job satisfaction is the absence of a universally accepted theory, 

definition, and technical vocabulary of job satisfaction. At best, 

contemporary explanations of job satisfaction are limited in concep­

tual adequacy and operational benefit. It seems clear only that job 

satisfaction is a multi-faceted phenomenon, the causes of which, as 

Seashore and Taber (1975) observed, "lie substantially, although far 

from exclusively, in the immediate realities of jobs and environments, 

and . . . even more strongly in the perceptions of those realities"

(p. 352).
Nonetheless, investigators' almost exclusive reliance on individ­

uals' perceptions of their job satisfaction has contributed to the 

prevalence of bewildering claims and counterclaims associated with 

job satisfaction research. The fundamental assumption researchers 

using survey methods must make is that respondents to the job satis­

faction instruments will tell the truth about their perceptions of 

their work. This assumption, in turn begs the questions which 

Herzberg raised about his own "critical incident" interview method of 

investigating satisfaction: Does the respondent have a clearly formu­

lated opinion about his or her work, and does asking for such an opin­

ion encourage individuals to offer answers which are "rationaliza­

tions, [or] displacements from other factors [e.g., true feelings] 

which are less easy to express" (1974, in Shafritz & Hyde, 1978, 

p. 218)? Job satisfaction analysts have come to realize the limita­

tions of survey research methods in job satisfaction investigations.
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Ego-defensive responses are encouraged by the close relationship of 

job satisfaction to self-esteem and by the job satisfaction questions 

themselves, most of which are transparent enough to allow the respon­

dent to choose what he or she perceives to be socially desirable 

answers. Therefore, persons studying the findings of job satisfac­

tion investigations should consider the results of such studies, in­

cluding this one, with a healthy skepticism. It is doubtful that any 

job satisfaction instrument currently available is capable of quanti­

fying all aspects of individuals' job satisfaction accurately and 

reliably.

Some job satisfaction instruments, however, measure job satis­

faction better than others do, as this investigation and the litera­

ture of job satisfaction suggested. Although the NSQ discriminated 

well among groups relative to the discrimination of the MSQ and 

QEJSS when only overall satisfaction scales were considered, the 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire and combinations of its scales 

discriminated more effectively among various groups of educators 

than did the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire or the Quality of Em­

ployment Job Satisfaction Survey. Moreover, the investigation 

showed that the conclusions a researcher may reach as a result of 

surveying a sample of educators are directly dependent upon the job 

satisfaction instrument used in the investigation. For example, had 

this investigator used only the NSQ to draw conclusions about the job 

satisfaction of the educators in the sample of this investigation, he 

would have concluded that the greatest sources of educators' dissatis­

faction pertained to the intrinsic qualities of their work. On the
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other hand, if this investigator had used only the MSQ or the QEJSS

for the same purpose, he would have decided that the greatest sources

of dissatisfaction pertained to the extrinsic qualities of educator's

work. Clearly, the trait that was measured— job satisfaction— did

not change; only the methods measuring the trait changed. Thus, this

investigation showed that job satisfaction research findings are

susceptible to methods variance. This investigation, then, seemed to

satisfy Wanous and Lawler's (1972) recommendation:

It appears quite likely that some of the conflicting re­
sults reported in studies of satisfaction are due to the 
different measures of job satisfaction that have been 
used. . . . Future attempts to integrate the research 
literature on satisfaction would seem well advised to 
determine if the relationship between variables like age, 
education, etc., and satisfaction are different when dif­
ferent measures of satisfaction are employed. (p. 103)

Indeed, the extent to which methods variance affected the find­

ings of this investigation was also apparent in the manner in which

the overall satisfaction scales compared with other scales from each

instrument in detecting differences in satisfaction among groups of 

educators. For example, if the investigator had used only the Over­

all Satisfaction scale of the MSQ to study the relationship of teach­

ing level (elementary, junior high, and senior high school) to job 

satisfaction, he would have stated that no relationship was found to 

exist: The Overall Satisfaction scale of the MSQ did not detect

statistically significant differences in mean scores for the three 

groups of teachers. When eight subscales of the MSQ were used, 

though, statistically significant differences in mean scores */ere 

detected. Thus, this investigation revealed that methods variance
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may affect the findings of studies using even the most highly regarded 

job satisfaction instruments if those findings are based solely on 

the overall job satisfaction scores generated by the instrument. Too 

often, it would appear, important score variances on certain scales 

are ignored by investigators because of their tendency to analyze and 

report results only from overall satisfaction scales. Therefore, con­

sumers of job satisfaction findings must read with discernment: Meth­

ods variance plagues the literature of job satisfaction.

The findings of this investigation reflected the perceptions of 

job satisfaction of a nonrandom sample of educators. Discussion of 

the implications of the findings concerning educators' job satisfac­

tion and the validity of the job satisfaction instruments used in the 

investigation must occur in the light of the limitations shed on the 

study by the nature of the sample. Moreover, the inherent weaknesses 

of survey methodology limited the utility of the investigation's find­

ings, as did the transient nature of job satisfaction. The satisfac­

tion levels reported are those expressed by educators in the spring 

of 1980. The literature of job satisfaction clearly suggests that 

any number of micro-environmental, macro-environmental, and personal 

changes in the lives of the respondents which may have occurred sub­

sequent to the dates of data collection are capable of altering the 

magnitude and pattern of satisfaction levels presented in this report. 

Hence, it is most appropriate to consider the levels of job satisfac­

tion expressed by educators in the sample only in the broadest of 

perspectives.
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The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire

As indicated by findings resulting from use of the Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire (see Figure 2 in Chapter IV of this report), 

educators were least satisfied with the extrinsic nature of their 

work. The investigator accepted these findings as reflections of 

reality in the lives of the educators in the sample. Work stoppages, 

job turnover, and the general climate in which schools operate today 

support the veracity of the findings about educators’ job satisfac­

tion generated by the MSQ. Even with the caveat that workers tend to 

ascribe dissatisfaction to phenomena over which they have little con­

trol but satisfaction to aspects of working life they do control 

(Vroom, 1964), the lower scores on the extrinsic scales of the MSQ 

than on the intrinsic scales seem to indicate that a problem worthy 

of investigation was present in the schools included in the sample 

for this investigation.

The Quality of Employment Job Satisfaction Survey

The job satisfaction levels produced by the QEJSS indicated that 

educators were dissatisfied with two aspects of extrinsic satisfac­

tion— Financial Rewards and Promotions (see Figure 3 in Chapter IV 

of this report). The investigator could find no empirical reason to 

doubt the truth of that assessment by the QEJSS about educators' job 

satisfaction.
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The Need Satisfaction Questionnaire

Levels of need deficiency reported by Trusty and Sergiovanni 

(1966), Carver and Sergiovanni (1968), Goldsberry, Henderson, and 

Sergiovanni (1978) , Birada (1978) and Kuieck (1980) (see Figure 1 in 

Chapter IV of this report) are products of a faulty measurement instru­

ment and thus should be regarded with the greatest of skepticism.

The high item correlations and the proportion of variance among the 

items accounted for by one factor (no lower than 76.5% and as high as 

90.2%, as indicated by Table 38 in Chapter IV) suggested that the 

Need Satisfaction Questionnaire did not possess factors analogous to 

Maslow's five need categories. Furthermore, the investigator was 

able to duplicate some of the largest differences in deficiency 

levels in each of the five scales of the NSQ reported by other re­

searchers simply by altering the composition of the sample included 

in the analysis. Figure 1 in Chapter IV shows that when the need 

deficiency data were reported with public school teachers as a sepa­

rate group from all educators in the sample, need deficiencies as 

large as .21 (Esteem scale) were detected.

This investigator's ability to manipulate the deficiency levels 

merely removing or adding certain educators to the sample has implica­

tions regarding speculations about trends in educators' need defi­

ciencies or job satisfaction such as those advanced by Sergiovanni 

and Starrett (1979). Differences in the composition of samples in­

vestigated in need deficiency studies could, by themselves, have 

accounted for differences in need deficiency levels used as the basis
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for conjecture about trends in educators' job satisfaction. In short, 

the so-called trends could be little more than a description of the 

methods variance associated with the studies which generated the data. 

Thus, the usefulness of trend data derived from the NSQ must be ques­

tioned, if not rejected.

Furthermore the relatively low reliability coefficients of the 

NSQ relative to the reliability coefficients of the MSQ derived in 

this investigation suggested that the probability of drawing erro­

neous conclusions about need deficiency or job satisfaction is 

greater with the NSQ than with the MSQ. Moreover, the failure of the 

difference score ("Deficiency" response category) to convey deficiency 

information accurately must be noted. Does a "Deficiency" score of 1 

which resulted from the subtraction of 6 on the "Is Now" response 

category from 7 on the "Should Be" response category convey the same 

level of need deficiency as a 1 which resulted from the subtraction 

of a 1 from a 2 or a 3 from a 4? The investigator believes that 

these three 1 values reflect need deficiencies of a different magni­

tude. Missing a meal is not much of a deficiency if one regularly 

feeds at the golden trough. On the other hand, missing a meal is 

very much a deficiency if one rarely receives a meal to eat. Thus, 

measurement artifacts inherent in the difference scores used by the 

NSQ adversely affected the quality of the information produced by the 

instrument. In short, the NSQ is an unsatisfactory measure of 

Maslow's need categories and of overall job satisfaction as well.
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Recommendations

Recommendation Number 1

Few actions may seem feasible to improve educators' opportunities 

for promotions and increases in compensation, both aspects of working 

life with which educators expressed low satisfaction. Indeed, reduc­

tions in funding for schools will probably result in even fewer oppor­

tunities in these areas in the future for educators. On the other 

hand, as discussed in Chapter I of this report, educational leaders 

must realize that the quality of the instruction offered in the 

schools is directly related to the quality of teachers laboring in 

the schools. Whether schools can attract the sort of talented young 

men and women they need to thrive in the future is doubtful, if ex­

trinsic satisfaction with teaching is allowed to erode further. 

Therefore, the investigator recommends that educational leaders from 

the schools sampled examine the data of this study, consider the 

implications of the data on the future quality of their schools, and 

move aggressively to inform the public and its legislators of the 

potential seriousness of the problem of low extrinsic satisfaction 

among educators.

Recommendation Number 2

The ] scores of the public school teachers on the Company 

Policies and Procedures scale of the MSQ constitute a phenomenon 

worthy of investigation by educational leaders. In light of the 

strike conducted by the public school teachers in the fall of 1979
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and the hurt feelings and animosity resulting.from it and events sur­

rounding it, the investigator recommends that school board members, 

administrators, and teachers, as a group charged with investigating 

the quality of working life in the school system, use the data of 

this study as one source of needs assessment information.

Recommendation Number 3

The investigator recommends that educational leaders in the 

Christian schools investigate the causes for the low satisfaction 

scores on the Supervision scales of the MSQ and the Resource Adequacy 

scale of the QEJSS. Relative to the other scores of Christian school 

teachers and public school teachers, the problem not only may exist, 

but may indeed be serious.

Recommendation Number 4

The MSQ is recommended as a criterion measure of satisfaction. 

However, because the MSQ has remained largely unchanged since it was 

first published in 1967, however, the investigator recommends new 

construct validation studies for the MSQ. Reviews of the conceptual 

adequacy of the Theory of Work Adjustment in the context of current 

knowledge about the multi-faceted nature of job satisfaction and in 

the context of current attitudes about work and life would serve the 

MSQ well. The general tone of the questions should also be reviewed 

to determine if they reflect terminology and ideas no longer operant 

in society.
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Recommendation Number 5

Investigators desiring a job satisfaction instrument which re­

quires less time for respondents to complete than does the MSQ may 

wish to administer the QEJSS. Investigators should be advised, 

though, that the QEJSS possessed less discriminatory ability than the 

MSQ as determined in this investigation. Moreover, the theoretical 

basis on which the instrument was developed has not been clearly 

articulated, despite the otherwise fine quality of Mangione's (1973) 

report, which detailed the development of the QEJSS. This researcher 

therefore recommends that the convergent, discriminant, and concur­

rent validities of the QEJSS be investigated further in other studies 

using samples of educators and persons from other occupations. Either 

the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire or the Job Descriptive Index 

(Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969) could serve as the criterion measure 

for such investigation.

Recommendation Number 6

The investigator recommends that educational leaders and job sat­

isfaction researchers set aside the NSQ and the findings it has gen­

erated .

Recommendation Number 7

It is recommended that the questions from the NSQ become part of 

an initial item pool of questions pertaining to the categories in
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Maslow's hierarchy. The NSQ, as Porter stated,2 is an ad hoc ques­
tionnaire. It was not subjected to extensive validity and reliabil­

ity studies similar to those which led to the development of the MSQ 

and QEJSS. As discussed in Chapter IV of this report, the investi­

gator labeled the single underlying factor of the NSQ as "psychologi­

cal self-interest," an aspect of intrinsic satisfaction which neither 

the MSQ nor the QEJSS measured extensively. The point here is that 

this aspect of job satisfaction may be regarded as important by work­

ers today even though it was not previously. Contemporary expecta­

tions of workers about the psychic rewards that employment should 

offer them have been so well publicized in recent years that the 

expectations have come to be regarded as virtual rights of employment. 

The larger question, then, is whether the constructs of job satisfac­

tion applicable to the late sixties, as reflected in the MSQ, conform 

to the constructs of job satisfaction today. Construct validation 

studies of need deficiency and job satisfaction using items from the 

NSQ and other items similar to them could offer answers to these ques­

tions. If such research could validate either Maslow's hierarchy of 

needs theory or some newly developed theory, both xvorkers and the 

literature of job satisfaction might benefit.

Recommendation Number 8

Clearly, however, the major recommendation of this study is for 

creation and universal acceptance of a theory, a definition, and a

2Porter, L. Personal telephone conversation, April 10, 1980.
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technical vocabulai-y of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction analysts 

and investigators who measure and make what appear to be authorita­

tive statements about a phenomenon as yet largely not understood con­

tribute to the confusion associated with the literature, of job satis­

faction. The challenge of developing and gaining universal acceptance 

of a theory of job satisfaction is awesome. A multi-faceted phenome­

non influenced by innumerable events, forces, and realities, job sat­

isfaction defies easy conceptualization or quantification.

Recommendation Number 9

Until a theory of job satisfaction is proposed, validated, and 

universally accepted, however, educational leaders must rely upon the 

most valid and reliable of job satisfaction instruments. Indeed, the 

wise course of action in job satisfaction inquiries is to use more 

than one valid and reliable job satisfaction instrument and to con­

sider the general tenor of the findings the instruments generate as 

the most meaningful information with which to make decisions. The 

literature of job satisfaction, despite its conflicts and conceptual 

inadequacies, is comprehensive enough to provide advice about which 

job satisfaction instruments will yield valid and reliable results.

It is the responsibility of educational leaders and job satisfaction 

investigators to heed that advice.
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S: NSQ
Below are listed several characteristics or qualities 
connected with your present school position. For 
each such characteristic you are asked to give two 
ratings:
a. How much of the characteristic do'you belieue 

there is now connected with your present school 
position?

b. How much of the characteristic do you belieue 
there should be connected with your present 
school position?

Please answer by circling a number on each rating 
scale from 1 to 7, where low numbers represent low 
or minimum amounts and high numbers represent 
high or maximum amounts of each characteristic.

How much is there 
now?

How much should 
there be?

1. The opportunity for personal growth and 
development in my school position.

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7 L? W 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

2. The feeling of security in ray school 
position.

Low ^
3 4 5

High 
6 7 L° W 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

3. The feeling of self-esteem a person 
gets from being in my school position. L1W 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

4. The opportunity, in my school position, 
for participation in the setting of goals.

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low ^
3 4 5

High 
6 7

5. The opportunity, in my school position, 
for participation in the determination

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 . 7

of methods and procedures.

6. The authority connected with my school 
position.

7. The opportunity, in my school position, 
to give help to other people.

8. The prestige of my school position 
inside the school (that is the regard 
received from others in the school).

9. The prestige of my school position 
outside the school (that U ithe regard 
received from others not in the school).

10. The opportunity to develop close 
friendships in my school position.

11. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment 
in my school position.

12. The feeling of self-fulfilment a person 
gets from being in my school position 
(that is the feeling of being able to use 
one’s own unique capabilities, realizing 
one’s own potentialities).

13. The opportunity for independent thought 
and action in my school position.

Low
3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low ^
3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7 r  2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

° W 2 3 4 5
High 

6 7
Low 

1 2 3 4 5
High 

6 7

Low ^
3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7 L° W 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low ^
3 4 5

High 
6 7 L1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7

Low 
1 2 3 4 5

High 
6 7
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A JOB SA TISFA C TIO N  STUDY

One of the purposes of this study is to report how you and your colleagues feel about your work. Job 
satisfaction information can be used to study negative and positive aspects o f the position you hold. 
Changes in a school system’s organization, operation, and communication can result from such a study.

So that the quality of working life in your school system can be best understood, all employees are 
asked to participate in the study. Your responding to all the questions will' further help to ensure mean­
ingful results. Be honest and frank in answering the questions.

All responses are confidential and anonymous. Results will be reported by school building and by 
school system. Numbers 7-8 will be reported only by school system. Thank you for your cooperation.

Study researcher: Thomas J. Kuieck, Kentwood, Michigan
Study supervisor: D r. Harold Boles, Professor of Educational Leadership,

Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan

DIRECTIONS
Mark the appropriate blanks.

1. school system code

2. 1 -1 2  school building code

3. female; 2 m ale

a 1 18-9.9; 2 30-33; 3 40-49; 4 50-64 years o f age

5. Employment position: ( I f  more than one answer applies to you, choose the one answer that best ap­
plies.) _ _ L _ _  administrator; ___ 2 teacher (K -6); ___ 3 teacher(7-8);  h— teacher (9-12);

5 professional support (social worker, counselor, librarian, etc.); — 6-------clerk/secretary;
7 nonprofessional support (aids, bus driver, custodian, cook, etc.)

6. PLEASE ANSW ER T H IS  Q U ESTIO N  O N L Y  IF  Y O U  A R E  A  TE A C H E R . Including this school year, 
how many years have you taught on a full-time basis? __ 1------1-2; — Z 3-7; ------ 3------ 8 or more

7. Is your spouse employed? (Answer only if  you are married and living with your spouse.)
1 yes; ____2__no

8. What was your approximate gross income last year? (Please be sure to include your spouse’s income, 
i f  applicable.) _ _ 1 _  5,000-10,000; 2 10,000-15,000; __ 3___ 15,000-20,000;

4 20,000-25,000; 5 25,000-30,000; 6 30,000 or more

Y O U  H A V E  COM PLETED TH E  DEM O G RAPHICS PAGE. NOW F IL L  O U T T H E  Q U E S T IO N N A IR E . 
D IR E C TIO N S  FO R  TH E TH R E E  SECTIONS OF T H E  Q U E S T IO N N A IR E  D IF F E R , SO R E A D  TH E M  
C A R E F U L L Y .
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